PLANNING COMMISSION
Agenda
AGENDA UPDATED 6/14/18

Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE:

June 18, 2018

LOCATION:

Council Chambers, 2212 Beach Blvd

TIME:

7:00 PM

7:00 PM OPEN SESSION
ROLL CALL:
SALUTE TO FLAG:
ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS:

Approval of Order of Agenda
Approval of Minutes: June 4, 2018
Designation of Liaison to City Council Meeting: None
Oral Communications:
This portion of the agenda is available to the public to address the Planning Commission on any issue within the
subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission that is not on the agenda. The time allowed for any speaker will be
three minutes.
CONSENT ITEMS: None
CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1.

SP-166-17

File No. 2017-033 - Specific Plan SP-166-17 for the construction of a three-story, 3,643-square
foot (sf) single-family residence on a 5,618-sf vacant lot at 327 Beaumont Boulevard (APN 009037-470).
Recommended Action: Continue to the regular meeting of July 16, 2018.

2.

CDP-390-17

File No. 2017-029 - Coastal Development Permit CDP-390-17 for the construction of a twostory, 3,819 square foot (sf) single-family dwelling on a 12,498 sf vacant lot on the north side of
Olympian Way approximately 1,150 feet west of the intersection with Grand Avenue (APN 023038-350).
Recommended CEQA Action: Class 3 Categorical Exemption, Section 15303
Recommended Action: Approve as conditioned.

COMMUNICATIONS:

Commission Communications:
Staff Communications:
ADJOURNMENT
Anyone aggrieved by the action of the Planning Commission has 10 calendar days to appeal the decision in writing to the
City Council. If any of the above actions are challenged in court, issues which may be raised are limited to those raised at

the public hearing or in written correspondence delivered to the City at, or prior to, the public hearing. Judicial review of any
City administrative decision may be had only if a petition is filed with the court not later than the 90th day following the date
upon which the decision becomes final. Judicial review of environmental determinations may be subject to a shorter time
period for litigation, in certain cases 30 days following the date of final decision.
The City of Pacifica will provide special assistance for persons with disabilities upon 24 hours advance notice to the City
Manager’s office at (650) 738-7301, including requests for sign language assistance, written material printed in a larger
font, or audio recordings of written material. All meeting rooms are accessible to persons with disabilities.
NOTE: Off-street parking is allowed by permit for attendance at official public meetings. Vehicles parked without
permits are subject to citation. You should obtain a permit from the rack in the lobby and place it on the
dashboard of your vehicle in such a manner as is visible to law enforcement personnel.

PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: June 18, 2018

FILE: Approval of Draft Planning Commission
minutes of meeting held on June 4, 2018.

ITEM:

Approval of Draft Planning Commission minutes of meeting held on June 4, 2018.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (DOC)
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MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

June 4, 2018
7:00 p.m.
Chair Campbell called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Present:
Absent:

Commissioners Rubinstein, Stegink, Clifford, Gordon,
Kraske and Chair Campbell
Commissioner Nibbelin

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Commissioner Rubinstein

STAFF PRESENT:

Sr. Planner Murdock
Asst. City Attorney Sharma
Contract Planner Aggarwal

APPROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

Vice Chair Clifford moved approval of the Order
of Agenda; Commissioner Gordon seconded the motion.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (2618 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 6/4/18 Meeting)

ROLL CALL:

The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:
APPROVAL OF
MINUTES:
MAY 21, 2018

Commissioners Rubinstein, Stegink, Clifford, Gordon,
Kraske and Chair Campbell
None
Commissioner Gordon moved approval of minutes of
May 21, 2018; Vice Chair Clifford seconded the
motion.

The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Rubinstein, Stegink, Clifford, Gordon,
Kraske and Chair Campbell
None

DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF JUNE 11, 2018:
None required.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
None.

CONSENT ITEMS:
None.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS:
S-166-17

File No. 2017-033 - Specific Plan SP-166-17 for the construction of a
three-story, 3,643 square foot (sf) single-family residence on a 5,618-sf
vacant lot at 327 Beaumont Boulevard (APN 009-037-470).
Recommended CEQA Action: Class 3 Categorical Exemption, Section
15303.
Attachment: Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (2618 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 6/4/18 Meeting)

Contract Planner Aggarwal presented the staff report.
Vice Chair Clifford referred to the survey portion, stating he was curious about the trees. He
stated that the one in the southern corner appears to be not only on the property before them but
in the city right-of-way and on the adjacent property and doesn’t indicate that it is wholly owned
by the applicant, and the next one is just a stump. He stated that the biggest drip line was
indicating six inches at two feet up, but that is the Monterey Cyprus and is at least twice as big as
the one in the lower corner. He thought it was also a shared tree. He asked staff if they have the
survey report and how it was accomplished.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that they did not, explaining that the entire information of the
topographic survey is included in the plan sheet that he referenced.
Vice Chair Clifford thought the six inches was clearly wrong and he will be having a problem
with what was in front of him as it doesn’t add up with what is on the site.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the Peters’ letter on the adjacent property, and he asked if there
was any responsibility for the applicant to repair the adjacent property.
Contract Planner Aggarwal asked if he referred to repairing the adjacent property from the
shoring that was done.
Commissioner Stegink responded affirmatively, adding that it was a bizarre jumble of past
applications. He was curious if there was any responsibility for the applicant to take care of that
as part of this project.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that he didn’t have a good understanding of what he was asking that
the applicant should repair. He understood a claim of over excavation with improper shoring by a
prior property owner.
Commissioner Stegink thought that was accurate.
Sr. Planner Murdock asked if he was specifically talking about the claim of undocumented fill
and whether that needs to be removed and remediated.
Commissioner Stegink responded affirmatively.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that it was on the project site and she didn’t think it was
identified in the geotechnical report that the applicant submitted as being on the neighbor’s
property.
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Commissioner Stegink stated that he was talking about something west of the project property,
and he assumed that was what the Peters and Souza were referring to as it was quite obvious.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (2618 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 6/4/18 Meeting)

Sr. Planner Murdock thought the Peters letter is from 329 Beaumont which is to the east and if
there was damage or other features to the west, he wasn’t sure they would relate to damage
incurred by the owner of 329, but the project would have to account for the site conditions and
whatever undocumented fill or other soil conditions, and it has been designed to account for
those. He stated that anything beyond the property line was not in question, based on the
information staff has.
Commissioner Stegink was of the understanding that he was referring to 327 Beaumont towards
the ocean from the project property.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that the Peters’ owner is at 329, just to the right or east of 327
Beaumont, the subject application site, and there are claims of over excavation and placement of
undocumented fill in the past, but those are issues that need to be worked through by the project
applicant to ensure the site designed and constructed safely.
Commissioner Gordon referred to Vice Chair Clifford’s comments, and asked, in the event that
one of the trees is located on the project site as well as a neighboring site, whether there were any
legal implications of the Commission approving the removal of the tree without the consent and
agreement of both property owners.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma stated that the City’s Heritage Tree ordinance does not speak to that
circumstance, but that the property owners would need to resolve the dispute among themselves.
Commissioner Gordon concluded that they need consent of all property owners whose tree is on
their property.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma stated that while the ordinance does not specify what to do in that
circumstance, should the Commission wish to proceed with entitling the tree removal, the
Commission can do that. She stated that, if there is a dispute about the location of the tree, the
property owner can settle that dispute with the neighbor.
Commissioner Gordon assumed that she said the Commission can agree to the removal of the tree
and it doesn’t matter if it is a shared tree or not.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma responded affirmatively.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that staff was not aware that there was a controversy over removal of
the tree until today and there may be many unanswered questions about the relationship between
the neighbors that is better vetted with any public comments that might come up or with a query
to the applicant as far as what outreach may have been done with the neighbor.
Commissioner Rubinstein stated that he was going to follow up on whether there was any history
between the parties about maintenance of the trees, pruning, etc.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that staff is not aware of any history in that regard.
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Derek Vinh, applicant, thanked them for the opportunity to give a brief presentation of their
project.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (2618 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 6/4/18 Meeting)

Mr. Vinh stated that the owner of 324 Beaumont was a Bay Area native and contractor for the last
30 years. He stated that this was a project he would like to build for his retirement and his entire
family was looking to stay in Pacifica for his retirement. He described the building being
designed to minimize the massing of the building and visual impacts. He then explained the
various details in the design, including the retaining wall, to keep it from being intrusive into the
street side. He referred to landscaping details, including their plan to replace the trees with trees
that don’t grow too tall and block the view from the building behind them. He stated that there
was a project approved at 325 Beaumont in 2016 and it was to design something compatible and
similar to what was approved to neighboring residents with the scale of the home fitting with the
neighboring residents. He stated that the project would take about 18 months to build, and gave
planned work schedules, adding that they were happy to work with the neighbors on any concerns
they have. He stated that, regarding the shoring, as an engineering firm, they have looked at the
project and will provide proper shoring during the building stage.
Commissioner Kraske asked if the arborist who wrote the report was available.
Mr. Vinh stated that he had a copy of the arborist report with him.
Commissioner Kraske clarified that he was asking if the arborist is present at the hearing.
Mr. Vinh stated that he was not.
Commissioner Kraske stated that his concern was regarding the trees slated to be removed. He
referred to the arborist’s report stating that it was a steep lot but the removal of the trees will not
have an effect on the slope’s ability as the entire slope is being developed. He asked how they
know that, by removing the trees, it will not affect the slope. He thought they were holding the
slope together and removing them could present a hazard.
Mr. Vinh stated that this would be a question for the arborist. He stated that they conducted a site
visit and peer review of the project, and this was their conclusion with their report. He stated that
he can consult them and have them give a more thorough explanation of that reason.
Commissioner Kraske stated that he would appreciate the clarification from the arborist if he can
get that.
Vice Chair Clifford referred to their operating hours, and asked if they would allow that to be a
condition of approval. He stated that it wasn’t normal construction hours according to city
regulations.
Mr. Vinh responded affirmatively.
Vice Chair Clifford concluded that they would allow that to be added as a condition of approval
of the 8 am-6 pm on Monday through Friday, and 9 am-5 pm on Saturday, with no construction
on Sunday. He stated that the city’s regulations were 7 am-7 pm on weekdays, and he asked if he
was willing to have that as a condition.
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Mr. Vinh responded affirmatively.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that on the survey presented on the trees, the biggest of the trees has an
indication on it that it was only 6 inches around, 2 feet above. He knows that is not correct, and
he asked if they have talked with the neighbor about the trees in terms of who owns what.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (2618 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 6/4/18 Meeting)

Mr. Vinh stated that they have not spoken with the neighbors, but this will be the first to talk to
the neighbors about the trees. He stated that the same surveyor who surveyed their lot also
surveyed 325 Beaumont and that’s why they used the same surveyor who knows a lot. He
realized that the tree was misrepresented and they will take the initial steps to meet with the
neighbor and figure out who owns the trees, adding that they are happy to work with the
neighbor.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that they will need to meet with him about the one lower tree because
based on 14-15 inches circumference at 2 feet above the ground and the diagram on the plan, part
of that tree is also on his property and he will need to talk to him about those. He wasn’t certain
what he was going to do from his standpoint.
Chair Campbell opened the Public Hearing.
Don Peters, Pacifica, stated that he owns 329 Beaumont. He didn’t want to grant access on his
property and didn’t want their machine ripping his property. He stated that there was a
surveyor’s monument done years ago in the middle of one of the trees. He didn’t want the trees
cut down. He planted them. He thought this new excavation is dangerous. He stated that it
caved in before. He stated that there are streetcar poles in it from San Francisco. He stated that
the guy excavated it and, when it started caving in, he took off and never came back. He stated
that it was a damaged piece of property. He stated that there was never any shoring done. He
reiterated that the trees are on his property and he doesn’t want to grant access to anyone and be
liable.
Rebecca Johnson, Pacifica, stated that she and her husband reside at 329 Beaumont. She stated
that, since they moved there in March 2014, they have seen two properties dug out of the hill and
abandoned. She stated that this was a third property and they would have three properties under
construction on the hill. She stated that it was a big concern to all of the residents as it damages
the hill, puts it at risk of slides and removals of trees exacerbates the situation. She stated that
they have a high level of concern about the integrity of the hill, the property in which they reside,
and the proposed property development at 327 Beaumont was a failed project. She stated that she
wanted to confirm that they have three pieces of documentation in front of them which she
submitted, addressing the original fill not properly compacted and another around the trees. She
referred to Mr. Peters’ concern of improper shoring, adding that it was abandoned and the
property was given to the bulldozer operator in lieu of payment. She stated that the excavation
was completed to the street when the hillside collapsed and compromised his property and
substandard fill was then used to fill the hillside. She thanked them for the hours of construction
which was a concern as a working person wanting peace and quiet on weekends and was glad
there will not be any construction on Sundays. She acknowledged that this triggers the megahome ordinance and she wanted to be sure that the proper paperwork is filled out for that.
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Attachment: Draft Minutes 6.4.18 (2618 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 6/4/18 Meeting)

Lawrence Souza, Pacifica, stated that on the hillside on Beaumont they have 315 and 317 vacant
lots, 319 as a failed project and a collapsed hillside and someone took it over and was starting to
do some work. He stated that they have put concrete and haven’t moved on the property but
personally felt it should be red-tagged. He stated that at 321 Beaumont they had problems
building that one and ended up for selling for cost because of the soil issues and landscape issues.
He stated that the city had 323 under review which was already under consideration. He stated
that he spoke to the owner of 325 Beaumont and he admitted that he underestimated the
geological issues associated with the site and probably should have done more geologic tests and
surveys before starting construction and tearing out the hillside. He was concerned because there
was another property owner present who lives above, adding that he would be concerned about it
collapsing or a failed hillside from 325 Beaumont. He stated that it doesn’t look like it is going
forward. He stated that 327 is next to their property, mentioning that Mr. Peters knows the
history regarding collapsing hillside, lack of shoring, and now the tree issues. He was also
concerned about the substandard fill if it is taken out and the same thing they did at 318 and they
were just looking at another failed project. He felt that looking at the projects and lack of
standard and care by the Planning Department and Building Department not going out and redtagging some them. He felt there was lack of care and he was concerned about the health and
safety of their neighborhood.
Rumy Mirza, Pacifica, stated that he owns 296 Farallon Avenue. He stated that it is the house
right above the project. He echoed what everyone has been saying. He stated that they moved
into the neighborhood in 2016. He stated that it was good and peaceful and all of a sudden at 323
Beaumont they started digging. He stated that, as an engineer, he was interested and spoke to the
surveyor and asked him if they had soil reports and the structural integrity. He stated that, after
talking to one of the architects who worked on the previous project, he learned that it was a failed
project in the past and they dug out the hillside and the city backfilled it with subpar landfill. He
was not sure what has happened to that project, but on looking at how they have left it, it is a site
for sore eyes. He was mentioning that as a concern. He stated that it has been a challenging
project to build on these hills because of the steep topography. He realized that you can build a
1,800 square foot house by not digging too deep, but when he sees the city approving megahomes of 3,600 square feet, he felt that digs in. He didn’t believe that the concrete used today can
hold the structural integrity of the hill that well during an earthquake. He urged the city to get a
more detailed soil report and look into those things. He then referred to a concern for the trees
and natural habitat and he felt that has to be resolved with the property owners. He asked the
city that construction schedules are adhered to, and not just dig out a piece of land and leave it
there. He stated that it is a risk. They hike around there and their properties are there so he
worries that his child might run out and go further down the hill and fall into that hole. He stated
that there was no proper fencing and a big hole that is adjacent to their home down the hill which
scares him.
Sharyn Ryan, Pacifica, stated that she has lived above Beaumont since 1974 and she has seen the
hillside change. She stated that there are Dolger homes all the way down and at Gordon and
Beaumont and mentioned the one site that was an eyesore for many years. She stated that they
tried to talk to the homeowners association and that project was supposed to be huge and was not
in keeping with the neighborhood. She stated that, on walking around the neighborhood, there
were several properties on Farallon being constructed and for sale. She stated that every new
home since she has been in the neighborhood has cut down all the trees. She stated that was one
hill and all the trees are disappearing. She stated that, if they ever have flooding, it was so steep
that it will literally wash away the people on the other side of Beaumont below these homes. She
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George Frank, Pacifica, stated that he lives in the neighborhood on Coral Ridge Drive. He was in
favor of projects like this and he encourages development in the area. He thought the proposed
design looks tasteful. He added that this particular area has proven to have a number of
abandoned projects in the past. He stated that Mr. Peters’ home demonstrates a proof that you
can build a certain sized home. He would like to see some assurance, if the Commission has the
authority, to have some level of deposit or bond that, since previous projects have been
abandoned, they would have a correction plan in case it is abandoned to at least fill it and return it
to something not half way done and abandoned.
Helena Packoluk, Pacifica, stated that she was a homeowner on Coral Ridge and used to work for
the Fairmont Homeowners Association. She stated that they were going to develop on Coral
Ridge. She then heard about the lots below and has seen how it has been drawn to get the work
done and they are wondering what is going on. She stated that the lot at the top of Gordon had
construction in the 1990s and there was a problem which was why they couldn’t finish the
construction. She stated that the project started again the past fall and it has been many months
and they are wondering if there is going to be a problem again.
The applicant was provided an opportunity to respond to the public comments.
Mr. Vinh stated that a main concern is an abandoned project and the structural integrity of the
property. He stated that their team has experience building on hillsides in other cities. He stated
that they are confident that they can provide a sound structural integrity that the neighbor can
review. He believes that the Building Department is more engaged and they were engaged in
working with a suitable structural design for the lot. He stated that the owner was a contractor
with 30 years of experience and he is building this for his retirement home and he didn’t believe
this is something he will abandon. He stated that he is eager to start and work on the project with
his team.
Vice Chair Clifford asked if he is willing to provide a completion bond.
Mr. Vinh stated that he would speak to him and he believes he will consider it.
Vice Chair Clifford felt they need to talk about it.
Mr. Vinh stated that he was confident that he will be looking to do that, but he will talk to him.
Zon Chu, owner, asked if he was allowed to speak.
Chair Campbell agreed.
Mr. Chu stated that he was a long term Pacifican and lived at 330 Beaumont in the 1990s for ten
years before he moved on. He knows Don Peters and the history on that particular lot from the
beginning. He stated that it has been abandoned since the 1980s. He took the initiative to
purchase the lot. He stated that, because he was a partner in the neighboring lot at 325 Beaumont,
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thought it was terrible, mentioning that the bluff was so beautiful and spectacular, but these
projects are not kept in line with the adjacent housing, the time frame or fix the mess behind.
She was worried about all the trees being gone from every new home being built, with no tree on
any of those homes.

a

he tried to do something about it. He stated that nothing has been done in the past 20 years,
having owned the lot since 1999. He stated that, with the proper engineering, he believes the lot
will be very much better than what it is now. He was more than happy to talk to Mr. Peters about
the trees. He stated that trees should not be a main issue, but rather whether the job can be
completed. He was happy, if there was a thing called a completion bond. He was not coming to
fool around. He spent a lot of money on it this time, last time and the time before. He stated that
he has been through the hearings and usually keeps his mouth shut and lets the Commission make
the decision. He stated that this time it was important to him. He stated that the design he came
up with the architectural firm was something he wants. He stated that it was based on the
maximum height, lot coverage and amenities for him. He has no purpose to fool around and try
to jeopardize his neighbors.
Commissioner Rubinstein mentioned that speakers spoke about adjacent parcels and he found that
confusing as he didn’t know how they related to his parcel. He asked if he was involved in the
development of any of those other parcels or previously involved for the parcel he owned.
Mr. Chu stated that he doesn’t own the parcel next door at 325 Beaumont anymore but in the past
a couple of plans were approved. However, development never occurred because there was a
partnership issue. Since then, he believes his partner sold his lot to the current owner at 325. He
has no idea what was going on with the current project which has nothing to do with him. He
stated that the previous project which included both 325 and 327 Beaumont got approval, but they
never touched the ground and never excavated.
Commissioner Stegink referred to the viability of a completion bond for the neighbors and
remembered a case at 801 Fassler where they asked about that and it wasn’t an option for
pursuing, and he asked the city attorney why it might be possible for pursuing in this case and not
801 Fassler.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma did not recall a completion bond on 801 Fassler.
Commissioner Stegink asked if they have the right to request one if it is a mutual agreement.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that it was not part of the city’s standard process and staff would ask
for the opportunity to consider and provide a recommendation on it before the commission might
require it. He stated that their typical procedure is that they give an applicant a building permit
and they have a finite period to execute their construction project with that permit. If they do not
complete it, the city pursues nuisance abatement for partially completed structures. He stated that
was the way things work currently under the city’s code. He stated that there sounds like there
have been some challenging circumstances on this site over recent decades but it didn’t sound
like any of those circumstances are attributable to the applicant who is before the Commission.
Commissioner Stegink asked if there were two close properties that are being submitted for
development.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that there are three properties in the vicinity, one immediately to the
west at 325 Beaumont. He stated that the Commission approved that project as the applicant’s
architect indicated. He stated that the building permit for that project was issued and expires in
September 2018. He stated that there was a project to the left of that at 323 Beaumont approved
by the Planning Commission and that project has not pulled a building permit yet, but after
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speaking with the owners recently, they indicated they were trying to pursue some sort of
common construction schedule with 325 to save money on retaining walls, but that did not work
out. He stated that they are intending to pull the permit and begin work relatively soon. He
stated that the last one at 300 Coral Ridge, a few lots to the west of 323 Beaumont, they are
actively pursuing their project, most recently on May 11 passing a footing inspection and the
property was also recently purchased by new owners in March 2018 and by all accounts that
project is moving forward.

Chair Campbell referred to all the projects mentioned that were in development in the vicinity,
and asked if there was a common ownership.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that not to staff’s knowledge, adding that the owners indicated on all
those applications they were separate entities.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that, until he has some definition on who owns the trees, he wasn’t
willing to okay cutting them down. He stated that, if they are on their property, he will not have a
problem with it, but if a shared tree, they are going to have to have that worked out before he can
move forward with this project. He suggested that, if the trees were a problem for this project,
they shrink it a bit on the sides and bring it back that way so the trees are no longer an issue at all.
Chair Campbell heard all the public comments and there is a concern about the cumulative
impacts of development on this steep hillside that could lead to a public hazard of some sort, and
he asked the city’s thinking on the various stages of excavation and what is proposed on a
cumulative basis.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that they are relying on qualified structural and soil engineers to
design these projects to be independently stable and designed for the site context. He stated that
they have not been presented with any information that would suggest that any of these projects
constructed on their individual lots would present any type of cumulative impact to the slope. He
stated that the public commenters are speculating about some impact and perhaps there is a
common sense element to it, but from an engineering technical standpoint, the professionals who
are preparing these studies and analyses and designs have not indicated that there is such a hazard
and staff was relying on those licensed professional engineers to prepare appropriate plans for the
sites.
Chair Campbell stated that he didn’t want to question a qualified engineer as they are the experts.
He wondered if each engineer is doing their own analysis in isolation or are they doing it
cumulatively. He stated that they have seen issues in other parts of the state and country where
homes have been built on steep hillsides and there has been catastrophic flooding, landslides, and
he was sure each home was built pursuant to a stamped engineered plan in isolation, but he
wondered about it cumulatively. He asked if anyone has looked at all this cumulatively.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that, in the event that the Commission were to opt to continue this
item, which remains a possibility, given questions about the heritage trees, then they can ask the
applicant’s qualified professional engineers to comment on that issue and take a look at the other
projects in the immediate vicinity and render an opinion in their professional judgement on that
issue.
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Chair Campbell thought that was a good suggestion.

Sr. Planner Murdock stated that the applicant has not indicated at this point that access would be
required, and from the method of construction, they will probably be excavating downgrade on
their own property and it may not be necessary to enter the other property. He added that, if the
trees prove to be on the adjacent property or straddling the property line, then access may be
required to remove them. He stated that they would ask the applicant to follow up response to
address that as well.
Commissioner Gordon thought Sr. Planner Murdock and Chair Campbell had a very good
suggestion about having an examination of the cumulative impacts of all of these projects in the
neighborhood. He stated that some of the pictures submitted by the neighbor at 329 Beaumont
did seem to indicate there is some kind of property line marker in the middle of one of the trees,
which addresses Vice Chair Clifford’s comment that the trees are an issue. He stated that, since
the neighbors know each other, they might want to resolve that issue. He thought it was awkward
to approve the removal of a heritage tree that is partly on the site of another property owner who
says he planted the tree. He stated that the design itself was beautiful and he would love to see
more of these kinds of designs in Pacifica, modern, tasteful, and works well with the topography.
He was very excited about the project but the deeper you dig into it you do see some issues. He
would love to see it built, but he feels for the neighbors who live above. It seems a little
unsettling for the neighbors above to be seeing this project potentially built. He added that it
wasn’t fair to punish the present applicant for the sins of other builders who tried on adjacent
properties and failed and abandoned their projects in various states. He thought a completion
bond would address that issue so, if the project did start and had to be stopped, the neighborhood
would have some recourse to restore the lot to a reasonable state. He thought a completion bond
would address that issue. He felt it wasn’t fair to punish the applicant for what others have done.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he was so focused on the trees that he did not say that he does like
the project and it is a very attractive project. He was personally leaning toward not frosting the
glass on the mezzanine deck. He thought that would make that project appear bigger and would
also reduce the enjoyment of the property itself by having the glass frosted and losing the view
from the house. He agreed that there are issues and when everyone has had an opportunity to
comment he will move to continue the item so some of these questions can be answered.
Chair Campbell echoed Commissioner Gordon and Vice Chair Clifford’s comments. He stated
that everything else about the project was really attractive and they were only looking for
clarification on a few issues.
Commissioner Rubinstein echoed that, stating that the design is refreshing and it is nice to see a
quality design presented before the Commission. He urged the commissioners to rely on the
professional reports that are generated by the geotechnical and soils reports that indicate that the
site was developable and not second guess it based on some perceived risk. He thought the
general contractor would have to have his own qualifications to do those types of excavations in
that type of work, which is a special class of license.
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Commissioner Rubinstein stated that Mr. Peters had mentioned access to his property, and he
asked if the project required access to the adjacent properties for it to be built.
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Chair Campbell appreciated his comments and asked staff’s thoughts on that. He understood that
there wasn’t a cumulative type of look at what was going on that hillside among several projects
in development or about to start development. He was curious if staff thought this was being
unreasonable to ask for a cumulative impacts analysis, not in a CEQA sense, but the city taking a
look at this.
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Sr. Planner Murdock thought it was a reasonable aspect of the project and relates to public health,
safety and welfare. He stated that there are neighbors in the neighborhood that have concerns
about this and they were not asking the applicant to go into a full blown detailed engineering
analysis of every site which would be costly and burdensome and he would have issue with that.
He thought they should ask the applicant to have a qualified professional describe how, if at all,
the surrounding projects could impact this site and what measures, if any, are necessary in the
engineering design to account for that. He stated that they will leave it open-ended for the
applicant’s qualified engineer to address the cumulative construction concerns.
Commissioner Stegink agreed both Commissioner Rubinstein and Chair Campbell and was wary
of a single homeowner in the line of three, being charged a million dollars to repair the
neighborhood when the others do not get hit in the slightest, and he would like to see it done
without it preventing this project from recurring.
Vice Chair Clifford moved to continue this item.
Chair Campbell asked staff if they were comfortable about clarifications being asked by the
Commission.
Sr. Planner Murdock was comfortable, adding that he thought they received appropriate direction
to carry out the Commission’s intent to gather more information. He recommended continuing to
a date certain. He thought it was a bit aggressive but he thought it may motivate the parties to
work together. He stated that the next date is June 18, and alternatively they would have to look
at July 16, which was a rather lengthy delay due to staff’s recommendation to cancel the July 2
Planning Commission meeting. He stated that they can look to June 18 if that was the desire of
the Commission, and if the parties are not able to bring themselves together to an agreement or
need more time, they can continue the project again.
Vice Chair Clifford moved to continue this item to June 18, 2018; Commissioner Kraske
seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Rubinstein, Stegink, Clifford, Gordon,
Kraske and Chair Campbell.
None
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CONSIDERATION:
None
COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS:
None.

Sr. Planner Murdock remarked that the City Council did adopt the ordinance for 801 Fassler,
implementing the development plan and the rezoning, reminding them that the Commission
approved the development permits for the project and recommended the ordinance to be approved
and adopted by Council, and Council did take care of that on May 29. He stated that, at the May
29 City Council meeting, they also introduced the short term rental ordinance and the second
reading for adoption will take place in two weeks.
Chair Campbell asked if they will need a Commissioner present for that.
Sr. Planner Murdock stated that they did not typically have a Commission liaison for the second
reading.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Vice Chair Clifford moved to adjourn the meeting
at 8:13 p.m.; Commissioner Stegink seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Rubinstein, Stegink, Clifford, Gordon,
Kraske and Chair Campbell
None

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Medina
Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:

_________________________
Planning Director Wehrmeister
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STAFF COMMUNICATIONS:
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: June 18, 2018

FILE: SP-166-17

ITEM: 1

APPLICANT: Derek Vinh
90 South Spruce Avenue
South San Francisco, CA 94080

OWNER:

Zon Chu
327 Beaumont Blvd.
Pacifica, CA 94044

PROJECT LOCATION: 327 Beaumont Blvd. (APN 009-037-470) – Fairmont
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: File No. 2017-033 – Construction of a 3,643-square foot (sf), threestory, single-family residence, including a 627-sf garage, on a 5,618-sf vacant lot in the P-D
(Planned Development) Zoning District.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Continue to the regular meeting of July 16, 2018.
PREPARED BY: Christian Murdock, Senior Planner
DISCUSSION:
On June 4, 2018, the Planning Commission held a public hearing for the above mentioned
development permit. During the public hearing, the commissioners requested additional
analysis and information regarding several topics, including but not limited to the location of two
heritage trees proposed for removal, and engineering considerations related to multiple ongoing
construction projects in the vicinity of the subject site. The Commission continued the public
hearing to June 18, 2018.
The applicant contacted staff on June 11, 2018, to indicate that he would need more time to
prepare his response to the Commission. Therefore, staff requests that the Planning
Commission continue the public hearing to the regular meeting of July 16, 2018.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: June 18, 2018

FILE: CDP-390-17

ITEM: 2

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was published in Pacifica Tribune on June 6, 2018, mailed to
199 surrounding property owners and occupants, and posted at three locations in the vicinity of the site.
APPLICANT

Brian Brinkman
648 Navarre Drive
Pacifica, CA 94044

OWNER:

John Rice
164 Amapola
Pacifica, CA 94044

PROJECT LOCATION: Vacant parcel located on the north side of Olympian Way approximately 1,150 feet
west of its intersection with Grand Avenue. (APN 023-038-350).
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construct a two-story, 3,819-square foot (sf) single-family dwelling on a 12,498sf vacant lot.
SITE DESIGNATIONS:

General Plan: Low Density Residential (LDR)
Zoning: R-1 (Single-Family Residential) / CZ (Coastal Zone Combining)

RECOMMENDED CEQA STATUS: Class 3 Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section 15303.
ADDITIONAL REQUIRED APPROVALS: None. Subject to appeal to the City Council and California Coastal
Commission.
RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve as conditioned.
PREPARED BY: Ranu Aggarwal, Contract Planner
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ZONING STANDARDS CONFORMANCE:
Major Standards
Lot Size (sq. ft.)
Lot Width
Lot Coverage
Height
Landscaping

Setbacks
-Front
-Side
-Rear
Parking
1.

Required
5,000
50’ min
40% max
35’-0” max
20% min

Existing
12,498
125’
0%
N/A
N/A

Proposed
No change
No change
22.36%
33’-6”
72.37%
(landscaping &
natural vegetation)

15’-0” min (house)
10’-0” min (garage)1
5’-0” min

N/A

20’-0” min (house)
Two garage spaces
(18’-0” W X 19’-0” L min)

N/A
N/A

15’-0” (house)
10’-0” (garage)
15’-4” (West)
19’-8” (East)
55’-0”
Three garage spaces
(29’-5” W X 20’ L)

N/A

Allowable front setback for the garage per PMC Section Sec. 9-4.2704(b)

1. BACKGROUND
This project was initially scheduled for a public hearing on April 16, 2018. Subsequent to the publication
of the agenda packet for the meeting of April 16, 2018, staff learned of a misunderstanding regarding
the heritage tree proposed to be removed on the site. Therefore, staff needed additional time to
analyze the applicant’s requested heritage tree removal for consistency with Chapter 12 of Title 4 of the
Pacifica Municipal Code (“Preservation of Heritage Trees”) and requested that the hearing be continued.
The applicant submitted an arborist report, dated May 11, 2018, prepared by Kielty Arborist Services,
LLC, which identified the heritage tree proposed for removal as a large Monterey pine located in the
northwestern portion of the site to the rear of the proposed building footprint. The heritage tree
removal is analyzed in Section 4, below.
2. PROJECT SUMMARY
A. General Plan, Zoning, and Surrounding Land Uses
The subject site is within the Low Density Residential (LDR) General Plan designation (Attachment A),
which permits residential development at an average density of three to nine units per acre (an average
lot area of 4,840-14,520 square feet per unit). The proposal would meet this density standard and be
consistent with the General Plan.
The subject site is located within the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zoning district with a CZ (Coastal
Zone Combining) district overlay. Surrounding land uses consist primarily of lots containing single-family
residences. Homes along Olympian Way are mostly two- and three-story structures built on steep cross
slopes along the street. Elsewhere in the vicinity, large vacant hillside parcels exist to the south and
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west of the site and beyond is the unincorporated area of San Mateo County.
2. Municipal Code and Other Development Regulations
The applicant’s proposal requires one development permit under the Pacifica Municipal Code (PMC) - a
Coastal Development Permit (CDP). The Planning Commission must make two findings in order to
approve a CDP (PMC Sec. 9-4.4304(k)):
i. The proposed development is in conformity with the City's certified Local Coastal Program; and
ii. Where the Coastal Development Permit is issued for any development between the nearest
public road and the shoreline, the development is in conformity with the public recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
The project also requires a permit for the removal of a heritage tree on-site. Per PMC Section 412.02(c)(1), heritage trees are trees “which have a trunk with a circumference of fifty (50″) inches
(approximately sixteen (16″) inches in diameter) or more, measured at twenty-four (24″) inches above
the natural grade”. The grant of a heritage tree removal permit is subject to certain criteria listed in PMC
Section 4-12.05.
Staff’s analysis of the proposed project in light of the required findings for approval of a CDP and
heritage tree removal permit are included later in Section 4 of this report.
3. Project Description
A. Project Site
The vacant site is located in the Pedro Point neighborhood at the southern fringe of the City. It has an
approximately 35 percent downhill slope from south to north, to the rear of the property. The site has
partial tree cover with a request for a heritage tree removal (a large Monterey pine tree noted # 32 on
the Proposed Site Plan (Sheet A1.1)). The applicant has proposed a three-car garage and driveway. The
driveway may be as wide as 40 feet as allowed for lots with frontages greater than 50 feet by PMC
Section 9-4.2813(g).
B. Proposed Single-family Residence
The applicant proposes to construct a new 3,819 sq. ft., single-family residence on a vacant 12,498 sf lot.
The site’s steep slope is reflected in the design of the project, including the terracing of the building pad
to minimize grading and retaining walls around the building. However, the backfill required to
accommodate the elevation of the first floor level of the home will require retaining walls on either side
of the front yard up to thirteen (13’) feet, measured to the lower adjacent ground level. The taller of
the exposed concrete retaining walls would be located to the sides of the driveway and home with
minimal visibility from the public right-of-way. PMC Section 9-4.2502(b) provides that the height of
retaining walls must be measured from the higher adjacent ground level, meaning that despite their
large height, the retaining walls will be a maximum of one (1’) foot in height pursuant to the zoning
regulations. The one-foot height is below the three (3’) foot height limit for walls in the front yard (PMC
Section 9-4.2502(a)). Yet, to achieve the intent of the zoning regulations with respect to the limited
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height of fences and walls in the front setback, staff has included Condition of Approval No. 2 which will
limit the height of retaining walls in the front setback to not more than three (3’) feet when measured
from the lower side. Staff has also included Condition of Approval No. 3 which will ensure all exposed
retaining wall surfaces shall have a decorative finish so that they are aesthetically appealing.
The single-family residence at first floor would consist of a garage, entry, three (3) bedrooms and
associated bathrooms. An open plan kitchen is also proposed at first floor level. The lower level below
would include a game room, a family room, an additional bedroom, two bathrooms, and storage. The
main exterior access to the residence would be at first floor via on-grade path and from the driveway. A
modest front porch would provide access from the front of the building. The porch would project 3’-0”
into the front setback as allowed by PMC Section 9-4.2703. Interior access between the floors would be
provided by a stairway, located in the front portion of the house.
The project is not subject to the site development permit requirements in PMC Section 9-4.3201(d) (e.g.,
“mega home” ordinance) because the project’s floor area would be less than the 3,839 sf floor area
threshold for a 12,498 sf lot.
C. Landscaping
The applicant proposes to install a mix of ground cover and shrubs within the front portion of the
property as part of a cohesive landscaping plan including native drought tolerant landscaping. At the
sides and rear of the site, additional landscaping is not identified. A detailed landscape plan shall be
required at the building permit stage per Condition of Approval No. 11. Condition of Approval No. 11
also requires planting of a replacement tree to compensate for the removal of the heritage tree as part
of the landscaping plan for the site. The tree species and placement on the site would be subject to
Planning Director review and approval.
The project proposes to remove a large Monterey pine, which is 32.5” in diameter at 24” above grade.
Per PMC Section 4-12.02(c) (1) trees in the City, “which have a trunk with a circumference of fifty (50″)
inches (approximately sixteen (16″) inches in diameter) or more, measured at twenty-four (24″) inches
above the natural grade” are heritage trees. The removal of this tree is analyzed in Section 4 below.
D. Public Right of Way
The existing built width of Olympian Way is about half the width of the 40-foot wide public right-of-way
fronting the site. The street narrows further along the property frontage, creating a hazardous
circulation pattern which requires drivers to maneuver their vehicles to the side when passing the
project site on Olympian Way. According to the Trip Generation Manual (9th Edition) of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers, a single-family residence typically generates 10 vehicular trips per day.
Therefore, in order to ensure a safe circulation pattern for the project due to its intensification of
vehicular trip generation from zero to 10 trips per day as a result of the development of a vacant lot into
a single-family residence, it is necessary to make improvements to the public right-of-way in front of the
subject.
Because of the existing built condition of Olympian Way as it narrows in front of the project site,
Condition of Approval No. 27 requires the applicant to widen the street between the left and right
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property lines within the public right-of-way as demonstrated on Sheet A1.1 of Attachment C. The
widening is necessary to make the street width fronting the project site consistent with the street width
on either side of the project site, thus reducing a hazardous circulation pattern. These improvements
will be needed along a thirty (30’) feet wide segment of the public right-of-way in front of the property,
with the improvements consisting of ensuring there are two eleven (11’) feet wide drive isles and a four
(4’) feet sidewalk. The street widening would be accomplished by additional paving ranging from
several inches to a maximum of approximately six (6’) feet in width. Beyond the travel lane widening
the project would also require a parking bay to satisfy the site’s guest parking requirement as stated in
PMC Section 9-4.2818(a)(1). Because the portion of the project’s driveway located on private property
is not long enough to accommodate the guest parking space within the driveway, the construction of a
parking bay is necessary.
The project also will require other private improvements such as a driveway and retaining walls in the
public right-of-way to reach the proposed structure, given the distance from the edge of the new street
paving to the front property line and the site’s topography. A condition of approval from the
Engineering Division will require an encroachment permit for any structures within the public right-ofway, which permit would need to be issued prior to issuance of a building permit.
4. Required Findings
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
In order to approve the subject Coastal Development Permit, the Planning Commission must make the
two findings required by PMC Section 9-4.4304(k). The following discussion supports the Commission’s
findings in this regard.
i. Required Finding: The proposed development is in conformity with the City's certified
Local Coastal Program.
Discussion: The City’s certified Local Coastal Program includes a Local Coastal Land Use Plan
(LCLUP) that contains policies to further the City’s coastal planning activities. The proposed project is
consistent with the applicable policies and the LCLUP as detailed below. Of note, the project would be
located within an existing developed area and would be consistent with surrounding land uses and
densities.
 Coastal Act Policy No. 2: Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use
of dry sand and rock coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.
Discussion. The proposed project will be undertaken on an existing lot more than 500 feet from
the nearest coastal access point. Between the sea and the subject site there is substantial urban
development and several streets. Therefore, the project would have no impact or otherwise interfere
with the public’s right of access to the sea.
 Coastal Act Policy No. 23: New development, except as otherwise provided in this policy, shall be
located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas able to
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accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually
or cumulatively, on coastal resources... [the remainder of this policy pertains to land divisions
and visitor-serving facilities, neither of which are part of the subject project.]
Discussion. The Pedro Point neighborhood is a substantially developed suburban neighborhood
with subdivided lots, developed with single-family homes surrounding the site. Adequate utility capacity
exists in the area to serve the project.
 Coastal Act Policy No. 24. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed
to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of
natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where
feasible; to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in
highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and
Recreation Plan, prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government,
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.
Discussion: The proposed project would add 3,189 sf of new single family residential floor area,
over two stories, within an existing developed area. The project would not impact scenic coastal areas
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas as it would blend in with the existing surrounding development
and be constructed within the City’s 35-foot height limit established in the zoning. Additionally,
properties surrounding the project are private properties, therefore the project would not impact any
public views to the ocean and scenic areas.
ii. Required Finding: Where the Coastal Development Permit is issued for any
development between the nearest public road and the shoreline, the development is in
conformity with the public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.
Discussion: The subject site is not located between the nearest public road and the shoreline;
Kent Road and Blackburn Terrace are public roads located between the project site and the shoreline.
Therefore, this Coastal Development Permit finding does not apply in this case.
HERITAGE TREE REMOVAL
The project proposes the removal of a heritage tree on the site: a Monterey Pine located down slope
from the proposed building foot print to its rear in the northwestern portion of the site. Heritage tree
removal in the City shall be based certain criteria per PMC Section 4-12.05. This criteria are:
1) The condition of the tree with respect to disease, general health, damage, public nuisance,
danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed structures, interference with utility services, and its
ability to host a plant which is parasitic to another tree which is in danger of being infested by the
parasite;
(2) Whether the requested action is necessary for the economically viable use of the property;
(3) The topography of the land and effect of the requested action on it; and
(4) Good forestry practices.
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Criterion 1: Per the arborist report, dated May 11, 2018, prepared by Kielty Arborist Services, LLC
(Attachment D), while the subject tree is in fair condition, a fungal pathogen, which causes pitch canker
disease, is indicated in the area with all of the Monterey pine trees on neighboring properties showing
symptoms of die back related to the disease. The subject tree is top heavy as a result of past pruning
and at an elevated risk of limb/top failure. Failure of the tree is of concern given its proximity to the
proposed structure and other structures to the side and downslope. Therefore, the susceptibility of the
tree to infection from nearby pathogens and its existing top heavy condition warrant removal of the
tree.
Criterion 2: The tree is located in a somewhat centralized portion of the site and would be in close
proximity to the proposed structure, which is located as proposed so as to meet the front setback for
the residence and not to exceed the height limit on a site that slopes steeply down from the residence.
Per the project arborist, Monterey pines have a medium weak branch strength rating and are intolerant
of construction impacts such as grading or root trimming which would be necessary for construction of
the project as proposed. The subject tree is located within 30 feet of the proposed building foot print,
which is the calculated root zone of the tree. Any proposed construction/grading within this root zone
would have an adverse impact on this tree’s heath and stability and its location reduces the buildable
area of the lot, substantially. To avoid the tree and its dripline entirely, staff estimates the project
would need to be reduced in size by approximately 50 percent and confined entirely to the eastern half
of the site. Such a reduction would unnecessarily constrain design of a single-family residence on such a
large-sized parcel, limiting usability of a large portion of the site which has otherwise limited utility due
to its severe slope (e.g., it would be unsuitable for outdoor usable area because it is too steep to safely
traverse).
Criterion 3: As noted above, the topography of the site is steep (approximately 35 percent). Tree failure
on such a steep slope could harm residents and structures in the vicinity. Removal of the tree has not
been determined to have an adverse impact on the stability of the site by the project’s engineer. The
stability of the site would be maintained by the engineered design of the retaining walls and structural
foundation of the single-family residence. Therefore, there is no known adverse impact on the stability
of the slope from removal of the tree.
Criterion 4: As noted in the arborist report, the subject tree is in fair condition but with a top heavy
branch structure resulting from past pruning. The tree is surrounded by other trees affected by fungal
pathogens and is at risk of becoming infected itself. Therefore, good forestry practice suggests that tree
removal is appropriate to reduce transmission of the pathogens present nearby and to prevent the tree
from failing in a manner which would impact the proposed development or existing development
nearby.
In staff’s assessment, removal of the subject Monterey pine on the site is justified. The balance of the
evidence related to the four required criteria for consideration weighs in favor of the tree’s removal. In
order to offset the loss of a heritage tree, staff has included a draft condition of approval which would
require replacement planting of one tree at a location on site to be determined prior to building permit
issuance, to the satisfaction of the Planning Director.
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In summary, the project is consistent with Local Coastal Land Use Plan policies, and there is substantial
evidence in the record to support Planning Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit.
Furthermore, upon consideration of the criteria for grant a tree removal permit, the proposed removal
of a Monterey pine tree on the site can be supported.
5. CEQA Recommendation
Staff analysis of the proposed project supports a Planning Commission finding that it qualifies for a
categorical exemption from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Class 3 exemption.
Section 15303 ‘New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures’ of the CEQA Guidelines states, in
part:
Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small facilities or
structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the
conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications
are made in the exterior of the structure. The numbers of structures described in this section are
the maximum allowable on any legal parcel. Examples of this exemption include but are not
limited to:
* * * * *
(a) One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In urbanized
areas, up to three single-family residences may be constructed or converted under this
exemption.
* * * * *
The subject proposal to construct a new 3,819 sf, single family residence with two habitable floors on a
vacant 12,498 sf lot fits within the scope of the Class 3 categorical exemptions because the project
consists of one single-family residence in the R-1 (Single-Family Residential) zoning district and is located
in a substantially developed neighborhood of the city.
Exceptions to the exemption in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines would not apply:
 Sec. 15300.2(a): There is no evidence in the record that the project would impact an
environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern in an area designated, precisely
mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, State, or local agencies. The project
site is located within a substantially developed area and is bounded by residential properties in
all directions.
 Sec. 15300.2(b): There is no evidence in the record that successive projects of the same type in
the area would have a significant cumulative impact. The project involves construction of a new
single-family residential building. No recent development of other projects of the same class
has occurred within the vicinity of the project site and the proposed development to the north is
of a scale where significant environmental impacts would not occur.
 Sec. 15300.2(c): There is no evidence in the record of any possibility that the project would have
a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances. The project site is zoned
for residential use and the proposed residential building would be of a small scale such that no
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identifiable impacts to the environment would occur.
 Sec. 15300.2(d) through (f): The project is not proposed near a scenic highway, does not involve
a current or former hazardous waste site, and, does not affect any historical resources.
Therefore, the provisions of subsections (d) through (f) are not applicable to this project.
Because the project is consistent with the requirements for a Class 3 exemption and none of the
exceptions to applying an exemption in Section 15300.2 apply; there is substantial evidence in the
record to support a finding that the project is categorically exempt from CEQA.
6. Staff Analysis
The proposed single-family residence would comply with all zoning standards, would be consistent with
the City’s LCP, would not have a negative effect on coastal resources, and would be consistent and
compatible with the predominantly single-family residential development surrounding the site. As
designed, the project would integrate with the architecture and materials of the surrounding area. For
these reasons and others set forth in this staff report, staff recommends Planning Commission approval
of the project.

COMMISSION ACTION
MOTION FOR APPROVAL:
Move that the Planning Commission FIND the project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act; APPROVES Coastal Development Permit CDP-390-17 by adopting the attached resolution,
including conditions of approval in Exhibit A; and, incorporates all maps and testimony into the record by
reference.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A - Land Use and Zoning Exhibit
(DOCX)
Attachment B - Draft Resolution and COAs (DOCX)
Attachment C - Project Plans (PDF)
Attachment D - Arborist Report
(PDF)
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Land Use & Zoning Exhibit
Attachment: Attachment A - Land Use and Zoning Exhibit (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

City of Pacifica Planning Department
General Plan Diagram
Neighborhood: Pedro Point
Land Use Designation: Low Density Residential

Zoning Map Diagram
Zoning District: R-1 (Single-family Residential) and CZ (Coastal Zone Combining)

N
(Maps Not to Scale)

Attachment A
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A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA
APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT CDP-390-17 (FILE NO. 2017-029),
SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, FOR CONSTRUCTION OF A SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE
OF 3,819 SQUARE FEET (SF) PARCEL AND REMOVAL OF ONE HERITAGE TREE, ON A
12,498 VACANT PARCEL AT OLYMPIAN WAY (APN 023-038-350) APPROXIMATELY 1,150
FEET NORTHWEST OF ITS INTERSECTION WITH GRAND AVENUE, AND FINDING THE
PROJECT EXEMPT FROM THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
____________________________________________________________________________
Initiated by: Brian Brinkman (“Agent”).
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted to construct a new single family
residence on a vacant parcel (APN 023-038-350) and remove one existing heritage tree; and
WHEREAS, the property is located in the Coastal Zoning Combining District, which
requires any development to obtain a Coastal Development Permit unless specifically excluded
(PMC Sec. 9-4.4303(a), (h)); and
WHEREAS, the project requires removal of one heritage tree due to the location of the
tree; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly noticed
public hearing on April 16, 2018, at which time it continued the matter to a future meeting; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly noticed
public hearing on June 18, 2018, at which time it considered all oral and documentary evidence
presented, and incorporated all testimony and documents into the record by reference.
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City
of Pacifica as follows:
1. The above recitals are true and correct and material to this Resolution.
2. In making its findings, the Planning Commission relied upon and hereby incorporates
by reference all correspondence, staff reports, and other related materials.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica does
hereby make the finding that the project qualifies for Class 3 categorical exemptions under
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections 15303, as described below:
The project qualifies for Class 3 exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section, 15303, as
described below:
15303. New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures
Class 3 consists of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small
facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small
structures; and the conversion of existing small structures from one use to
another where only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure.
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The numbers of structures described in this section are the maximum allowable
on any legal parcel. Examples of this exemption include, but are not limited to:
a) One single-family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone.
In urbanized areas, up to three single-family residences may be constructed
or converted under this exemption.
The subject proposal to construct a new 3,819 sf, single family residence with two
habitable floors on a vacant 12,498 sf lot fits within the scope of the Class 3 categorical
exemptions because the project consists of one single-family residence in the R-1
(Single-Family Residential) zoning district and is located in a substantially developed
neighborhood of the city.
Exceptions to the exemption in Section 15300.2 of the CEQA Guidelines would not
apply:


Sec. 15300.2(a): There is no evidence in the record that the project would impact
an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern in an area
designated, precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal,
State, or local agencies. The project site is located within a substantially
developed area and is bounded by residential properties in all directions.



Sec. 15300.2(b): There is no evidence in the record that successive projects of
the same type in the area would have a significant cumulative impact. The
project involves construction of a new single-family residential building. No
recent development of other projects of the same class has occurred within the
vicinity of the project site and the proposed development to the north is of a scale
where significant environmental impacts would not occur.



Sec. 15300.2(c): There is no evidence in the record of any possibility that the
project would have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances. The project site is zoned for residential use and the proposed
residential building would be of a small scale such that no identifiable impacts to
the environment would occur



Sec. 15300.2(d) through (f): The project is not proposed near an officially
designated scenic highway, does not involve a current or former hazardous
waste site, and, does not affect any historical resources. Therefore, the
provisions of subsections (d) through (f) are not applicable to this project.

Because the project is consistent with the requirements for a Class 3 exemption and
none of the exceptions to the exemptions in Section 15300.2 apply; therefore, there is
substantial evidence in the record to support a finding that the project is categorically
exempt from CEQA.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica does
hereby make the following findings pertaining to Coastal Development Permit CDP-390-17:
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i.

The proposed development is in conformity with the City’s certified Local Coastal
Program.
Discussion: The City’s certified Local Coastal Program includes a Local Coastal Land
Use Plan (LCLUP) that contains policies to further the City’s coastal planning activities.
The proposed project is consistent with the applicable policies and the LCLUP. Of note,
the project would be located within an existing developed area and would be consistent
with surrounding land uses and densities.



Coastal Act Policy No. 2: Development shall not interfere with the public’s right of access
to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not
limited to, the use of dry sand and rock coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial
vegetation.
Discussion: The proposed project will be undertaken on an existing lot more than 500
feet from the nearest coastal access point. Between the sea and the subject site there is
substantial urban development and several streets. Therefore, the project would have
no impact or otherwise interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea.



Coastal Act Policy No. 23: New development, except as otherwise provided in this
policy, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing
developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources... [the
remainder of this policy pertains to land divisions and visitor-serving facilities, neither of
which are part of the subject project.]
Discussion: The Pedro Point neighborhood is a substantially developed suburban
neighborhood with subdivided lots, developed with single-family homes surrounding the
site. Adequate utility capacity exists in the area to serve the project.



Coastal Act Policy No. 24. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be
considered and protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development
shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, and, where feasible; to restore and enhance visual
quality in visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas such as
those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan, prepared
by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government, shall be
subordinate to the character of its setting.
Discussion: The proposed project would add 3,189 sf of new single family residential
floor area, over two stories, within an existing developed area. The project would not
impact scenic coastal areas along the ocean and scenic coastal areas as it would blend
in with the existing surrounding development and be constructed within the City’s 35 foot
height limit established in the zoning. Additionally, property surrounding the project are
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private properties, therefore the project would not impact any public views to the ocean
and scenic areas.
ii. Required Finding: Where the Coastal Development Permit is issued for any
development between the nearest public road and the shoreline, the
development is in conformity with the public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of
the California Coastal Act.
Discussion: The subject site is not located between the nearest public road and the
shoreline. Kent Road and Blackburn Terrace are public roads located between the
project site and the shoreline; therefore, this Coastal Development Permit finding does
not apply in this case.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
herby permits the removal of one heritage tree on-site:
The project proposes the removal of a heritage tree on the site: a Monterey Pine located
down slope from the proposed building foot print to its rear in the northwestern portion of
the site. Heritage tree removal in the City shall be based certain criteria per PMC Section
4-12.04.
The project proposes the removal of a heritage tree on the site: a Monterey Pine located
down slope from the proposed building foot print to its rear in the northwestern portion of
the site. Heritage tree removal in the City shall be based certain criteria per PMC Section
4-12.04. The criteria are
(1) The condition of the tree with respect to disease, general health, damage,
public nuisance, danger of falling, proximity to existing or proposed structures,
interference with utility services, and its ability to host a plant which is parasitic to
another tree which is in danger of being infested by the parasite;
(2) Whether the requested action is necessary for the economically viable use of
the property;
(3) The topography of the land and effect of the requested action on it; and
(4) Good forestry practices.
Criterion 1: Per the arborist report, dated May 11, 2018, prepared by Kielty Arborist
Services, LLC (Attachment D), while the subject tree is in fair condition, a fungal
pathogen, which causes pitch canker disease, is indicated in the area with all of the
Monterey pine trees on neighboring properties showing symptoms of die back related to
the disease. The subject tree is top heavy as a result of past pruning and at an elevated
risk of limb/top failure. Failure of the tree is of concern given its proximity to the
proposed structure and other structures to the side and downslope. Therefore, the
susceptibility of the tree to infection from nearby pathogens and its existing top heavy
condition warrant removal of the tree.
Criterion 2: The tree is located in a somewhat centralized portion of the site and would
be in close proximity to the proposed structure, which is located as proposed so as to
meet the front setback for the residence and not to exceed the height limit on a site that
slopes steeply down from the residence. Per the project arborist, Monterey pines have a
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medium weak branch strength rating and are intolerant of construction impacts such as
grading or root trimming which would be necessary for construction of the project as
proposed. The subject tree is located within 30 feet of the proposed building foot print,
which is the calculated root zone of the tree. Any proposed construction/grading within
this root zone would have an adverse impact on this tree’s heath and stability and its
location reduces the buildable area of the lot, substantially. To avoid the tree and its
dripline entirely, the Commission estimates the project would need to be reduced in size
by approximately 50 percent and confined entirely to the eastern half of the site. Such a
reduction would unnecessarily constrain design of a single-family residence on such a
large-sized parcel, limiting usability of a large portion of the site which has otherwise
limited utility due to its severe slope (e.g., it would be unsuitable for outdoor usable area
because it is too steep to safely traverse).
Criterion 3: As noted above, the topography of the site is steep (approximately 35
percent). Tree failure on such a steep slope could harm residents and structures in the
vicinity. Removal of the tree has not been determined to have an adverse impact on the
stability of the site by the project’s engineer. The stability of the site would be
maintained by the engineered design of the retaining walls and structural foundation of
the single-family residence. Therefore, there is no known adverse impact on the stability
of the slope from removal of the tree.
Criterion 4: As noted in the arborist report, the subject tree is in fair condition but with a
top heavy branch structure resulting from past pruning. The tree is surrounded by other
trees affected by fungal pathogens and is at risk of becoming infected itself. Therefore,
good forestry practice suggests that tree removal is appropriate to reduce transmission
of the pathogens present nearby and to prevent the tree from failing in a manner which
would impact the proposed development or existing development nearby.
In the Commission’s assessment, removal of the subject Monterey pine on the site is
justified. The balance of the evidence related to the four required criteria for
consideration weighs in favor of the tree’s removal. In order to offset the loss of a
heritage tree, a condition of approval which would require replacement planting of one
tree at a location on site to be determined prior to building permit issuance, to the
satisfaction of the Planning Director, has been included.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of
the City of Pacifica finds the project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act;
approves Coastal Development Permit CDP-390-17 for construction of a 3,819 square foot (sf)
second story single-family residence on a 12,498 sf parcel and removal of one heritage tree; at
Olympian Way (APN 023-038-350), subject to conditions of approval included as Exhibit A to
this resolution.
*

*

*

*

*

Passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica,
California, held on the 18th day of June 2018.
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AYES, Commissioners:
NOES, Commissioners:
ABSENT, Commissioners:
ABSTAIN, Commissioners:

______________________________
Richard Campbell, Chair

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________________
Tina Wehrmeister, Planning Director

______________________________
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney

Packet Pg. 32

2.b

Conditions of Approval: Coastal Development Permit CDP-390-17, for construction of a
3,819 sf single-family residence, and removal of one heritage tree at Olympian Way (APN
023-038-350)
Planning Commission Meeting of June 18, 2018
Planning Division of the Planning Department
1.

Development shall be substantially in accord with the plans entitled “New Single Family
Home” received by the City of Pacifica on March 30, 2018, except as modified by the
following conditions.

2.

Retaining walls within the front setback shall not be higher than 3’-0” feet when
measured from the lower side, notwithstanding any contrary method of measurement
specified in Pacifica Municipal Code 9-4.2502(b).

3.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, applicant shall revise its plan to ensure that all
exposed retaining wall surfaces shall have a decorative finish which may include, but
shall not be limited to, decorative block, stone veneer, or colored and stamped concrete,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

4.

All recommendations detailed in the geotechnical investigation reports entitled,
“Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Residential Development Vacant Lot, APN 023038-350 Pacifica California” dated July 25, 2017 and prepared by Earth Investigations
Consultants, Inc. shall be incorporated into the project.

5.

The approval letter issued by the City and all conditions of approval attached thereto
shall be included as plan sheets within all plan sets submitted to the City as part of any
building permit application.

6.

That the approval or approvals is/are valid for a period of one year from the date of final
determination. If the use or uses approved is/are not established within such period of
time, the approval(s) shall expire unless Applicant submits a written request for an
extension and applicable fee prior to the expiration date, and the Planning Director or
Planning Commission approves the extension request as provided below. The Planning
Director may administratively grant a single, one year extension provided, in the
Planning Director’s sole discretion, the circumstances considered during the initial
project approval have not materially changed. Otherwise, the Planning Commission shall
consider a request for a single, one year extension.

7.

Applicant shall maintain its site in a fashion that does not constitute a public nuisance
and that does not violate any provision of the Pacifica Municipal Code.

8.

All outstanding and applicable fees associated with the processing of this project shall
be paid prior to the issuance of a building permit.
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9.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall clearly indicate compliance with all
conditions of approval on the plans and/or provide written explanations to the Planning
Director’s satisfaction.

10.

The applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City, its Council, Planning
Commission, advisory boards, officers, employees, consultants and agents (hereinafter
“City”) from any claim, action or proceeding (hereinafter “Proceeding”) brought against
the City to attack, set aside, void or annul the City‘s actions regarding any development
or land use permit, application, license, denial, approval or authorization, including, but
not limited to, variances, use permits, developments plans, specific plans, general plan
amendments, zoning amendments, approvals and certifications pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act, and/or any mitigation monitoring program, or
brought against the City due to actions or omissions in any way connected to the
applicant’s project, but excluding any approvals governed by California Government
Code Section 66474.9. This indemnification shall include, but not be limited to,
damages, fees and/or costs awarded against the City, if any, and costs of suit, attorney
fees and other costs, liabilities and expenses incurred in connection with such
proceeding whether incurred by the applicant, City, and/or parties initiating or bringing
such Proceeding. If the applicant is required to defend the City as set forth above, the
City shall retain the right to select the counsel who shall defend the City.

11.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall submit a final landscape plan
for approval by the Planning Director. The landscape plan shall show each type, size,
and location of plant materials, as well as the irrigation system. Landscaping materials
included on the plan shall be coastal compatible, drought tolerant and shall be
predominantly native, and shall include an appropriate mix of trees, shrubs, and other
plantings to soften the expanded structure. All landscaping shall be completed
consistent with the final landscape plans prior to occupancy. In addition, the
landscaping shall be maintained as shown on the landscape plan and shall be designed
to incorporate efficient irrigation to reduce runoff, promote surface filtration, and minimize
the use of fertilizers, herbicides, and pesticides. Landscaping on the site shall be
adequately maintained in a healthful condition and replaced when necessary as
determined by the Planning Director. Landscaping shall be replaced for all areas
disturbed during construction and preferred species shall be those which will most
effectively prevent future erosion. The landscaping plan shall include the planting of one
tree of a species and placement subject to approval by the Planning Director as a
replacement for the removed heritage tree.

12.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, applicant shall submit a tree protection plan, which
meets the satisfaction of the City arborist, for protection of all remaining heritage trees
located on the site or with driplines present on the site. The plan must be implemented
during the construction phase in accordance with PMC Section 4-12.07.

Building Division of the Planning Department
13.

The project requires review and approval of a building permit by the Building Official.
Applicant shall apply for and receive approval of a building permit prior to commencing
any construction activity.
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Wastewater Division of Public Works Department
14.

Applicant shall include the required notes and design details in Wastewater Division
Standard Plan Drawing Nos. WW100, WW101, WW201, WW202, and WW301 in its
plan set submitted for a building permit.

Engineering Division of Public Works Department
15.

Construction shall be in conformance with the San Mateo Countywide Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Program. Best Management Practices shall be implemented, and
the construction BMPs plans sheet from the Countywide program shall be included in
the project plans.

16.

Roadways shall be maintained clear of construction materials, equipment, storage, and
debris, especially mud and dirt tracked onto Olympian Way. Dust control and daily road
cleanup will be strictly enforced. A properly signed no-parking zone may be established
during normal working hours only.

17.

Existing street improvements adjacent to the property frontage that are damaged or
displaced shall be repaired or replaced as determined by the City Engineer even if
damage or displacement occurred prior to any work performed for this project.

18.

All recorded survey points, monuments, railroad spikes, pins, cross cuts on top of
sidewalks and tags on top of culvert headwalls or end walls whether within private
property or public right-of-way shall be protected and preserved. If survey point/s are
altered, removed or destroyed, the applicant shall be responsible for obtaining the
services of a licensed surveyor or qualified Civil Engineer to restore or replace the
survey points and record the required map prior to occupancy of the building.

19.

Applicant shall submit to Engineering Division the construction plans and necessary
reports and engineering calculations for all on-site and off-site improvements to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Such plans and reports shall include but are not limited
to:
a.

an accurate survey plan, showing:

i.

survey marks and identifying the reference marks or monuments used to
establish the property lines;

ii.

property lines labeled with bearings and distances;

iii. edge of public right-of-way;

Packet Pg. 35

Attachment: Attachment B - Draft Resolution and COAs (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

Addition to a Single-Family Dwelling
Olympian Way (APN 023-038-350)
June 18, 2018
Page 3

2.b

Addition to a Single-Family Dwelling
Olympian Way (APN 023-038-350)
June 18, 2018
Page 4
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a site plan, showing:
i.

the whole width of right-of-way of Olympian Way, including existing and
proposed improvements such as, but not limited to, new pavement,
driveway approach, sidewalk, curb & gutter, existing underground
utilities and trenches for proposed connections, boxes for underground
utility connections and meters, existing power poles and any groundmounted equipment, street monuments, any street markings and
signage;

ii.

adjacent driveways within 25’ of the property lines

iii.

any existing fences, and any structures on adjacent properties within 10’
of the property lines.

c.

All plans and reports must be signed and stamped by a California licensed
professional.

d.

Provide a design level geotechnical report, signed and stamped by a registered
professional, for all cuts, fills, and earth retaining structures or systems within the
City right-of-way

e.

Provide structural plans and calculations, signed and stamped by a registered
professional, for all earth retaining structures or systems within the City right-ofway.

f.

All site improvements including utilities and connections to existing mains must
be designed according to the City Standards and to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer.

20.

An Encroachment Permit must be obtained for all work within public right-of-way or City
easements. All proposed improvements within public right-of-way or City easements
shall be constructed per City Standards, to the satisfaction of the City Engineer and shall
be completed and approved by the City Engineer prior to issuance of the certificate of
occupancy.

21.

No private structures, including but not limited to fences, mailboxes, or stairs shall
encroach into the public right-of-way without written approval of the City Engineer.

22.

All utilities shall be installed underground from the nearest box or joint pole.

23.

All proposed sanitary sewer system and storm drain system elements, including
detention facilities, shall be privately maintained up to their connections to the existing
mains.
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24.

The driveway approach must be ADA compliant with no more than 2% cross slope for a
width of at least 48 inches. The transition from 2% slope to the driveway slope shall be
sufficiently gradual to avoid causing conventional automobiles to make contact with the
pavement at the grade breaks. Driveway within City right-of-way shall not exceed 18%,
and any portion exceeding 15% grade shall be grooved concrete to the satisfaction of
the Fire Chief.

25.

The tie-in to the City storm drain pipe shall be at a new structure with a removable cover
for maintenance.

A. Construction details for the tie-in must be submitted with an application for an
encroachment permit, and must be approved by the City Engineer before work
begins.
B. Design of the tie-in structure shall avoid conflict with the public sanitary sewer
pipe in the same easement as the public storm drain pipe.
C. All costs for design and installation of the tie-in shall be the responsibility of the
property owner.
D. The current owner and any future owners of the property shall remain
responsible for maintenance or replacement of the tie-in and for any damage
specifically attributable to the tie-in. A Maintenance Agreement for this, approved
by the City Attorney, will need to be recorded with the County Recorder prior to
issuance of a building permit.
26.

Any ground disturbed by construction activities shall be permanently stabilized to
prevent future erosion to the satisfaction of the City Engineer.

27.

Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, applicant shall widen Olympian Way
between the left and right property lines of the site to ensure the presence of two 11-foot
wide travel lanes, as well as install a four-foot wide sidewalk and parking bay, subject to
the following standards:

A.
B.

C.
D.
E.

Provide a retaining system or a reinforced fill with a 2:1 (H:V) slope.
Provide pavement of Portland cement concrete or asphalt concrete over
aggregate base to City standards (available from the City Engineer’s office) for
street construction.
Provide a 6” x 6” curb or berm at the edge of the pavement to act as a wheel stop
and to prevent sheet drainage off the side of the pavement.
Conduct storm water runoff to a drainage facility capable of accepting and
conducting the flow (see Drainage Conditions).
If any retaining wall is proposed in the right-of-way that would result in a drop of
21” or more, provide a fence or guardrail for pedestrian safety.
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F.

Retaining walls and guardrails shall be approved and inspected by the City’s
Building Official.

28.

The portion of the driveway within the public right-of-way is to be constructed to City
standards for a driveway approach.

29.

Any stairs within the public right-of-way shall be approved and inspected by the City’s
Building Official.

30.

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, all construction within the public rightof-way, with the exception of street pavement, shall be covered by a Maintenance
Agreement requiring private property owner maintenance of the improvements, which
will be recorded with the County Recorder’s Office and will run with the land and be
binding on any future owners of the property. The form and content of the Agreement
shall be subject to review and approval by the City Attorney.

31.

Per the adopted City of Pacifica Complete Street Policy, development shall include
facilities for pedestrians. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy, applicant shall
record with the County Recorder’s Office a Deferred Improvements Agreement, which
will run with the land and be binding on any future owners of the property, to provide
sidewalk facilities at a future date upon demand by the City. The form and content of the
Agreement shall be subject to review and approval by the City Attorney.

North Coast County Water District
32.

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, Applicant shall determine the domestic water
requirements in accordance with the Uniform Plumbing Code so that the NCCWD can
provide the properly sized domestic meter or meters. Applicant must complete a SingleFamily Residence Water Service Application and submit it to the District. Storage and
Transmission Fees, Administrative Fee, and Installation Deposit must be paid in
accordance with the District’s Rate and Fee Schedule before the District installs any
meters.
The
application
is
available
on
the
District’s
website
at
http://nccwd.com/images/PDFs/_WATER%20SERVICE%20APPLICATION.pdf.

North County Fire Authority
33.

The Applicant shall submit plans for the required fire sprinklers per 2016 CFC Chapter 9
and Pacifica Municipal Code at the same time or before they submit for a building
permit. Because the project requires fire sprinklers, the fire sprinkler designer and/or
owner/applicant may be required to have a fire flow test performed to ensure the system
is designed using accurate information. If a fire flow test is required, a fee and deposit is
required payable to the North Coast County Water District.
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34.

Prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy, the fire sprinkler designer shall obtain
the latest version of the NCCWD’s Standard Specifications and Construction Details
(available online at http://nccwd.com/projects/standard-specifications-and-constructiondetails.html or may be purchased at the District Office) and shall design the sprinkler
system to meet NCCWD standards. The fire sprinkler designer must submit plans and
Hydraulic Fire Sprinkler Calculations approved and stamped by a registered Fire
Protection Engineer to the District for review along with the appropriate fees to cover
District costs related to plan review. The fire sprinkler plans and hydraulic calculations
must first obtain approval from the North County Fire Authority before submitting them to
the NCCWD.

35.

The Applicant shall provide clearly visible illuminated premises Identification (address)
per Pacifica Municipal Code Section 4-3.107.

36.

The Applicant shall install smoke detectors and CO monitors per 2016 CFC and 2016
CBC.

37.

The Applicant shall conform to 2016 CFC chapter 33 for fire safety during all
construction and demolition.

38.

The Applicant shall not begin construction or demolition without approved plans and a
permit on site at all times.

*** END ***
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NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME : APN 023-038-350
TBD OLYMPIAN WAY, PACIFICA, CA

LINEN
LAM
LAV
LT

LINEN CLOSET
LAMINATE
LAVATORY
LIGHT

MAX
MECH
MFR
MH
MIN
MISC
MLDG
MTD
MTL

MAXIMUM
MECHANICAL
MANUFACTURER
MANHOLE
MINIMUM
MISCELLANEOUS
MOULDING
MOUNTED
METAL

VERT

VERTICAL

W
W/
WC
WD
WH
WxH
WNDW
W/O
WP
WR
WT

WEST, WASHER, OR WATER
WITH
WATER CLOSET
WOOD
WATER HEATER
WIDTH BY HEIGHT
WINDOW
WITHOUT
WATERPROOF
WATER RESISTANT
WEIGHT

2,199 SF

(CONDITIONED)

(N) LOWER LEVEL LIVING AREA

1,620 SF

(CONDITIONED)

(N) TOTAL LIVING AREA

2,199 + 1,620 = 3,819 SF
(CONDITIONED)

(N) ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

595 SF

(N) COVERED FRONT PORCH

87 SF

PROJECT DIRECTORY

(N) UPPER LEVEL REAR DECK

720 SF

(UN-CONDITIONED)

SERVICE

COMPANY

CONTACT

TELEPHONE

(N) LOWER LEVEL REAR DECK

720 SF

(UN-CONDITIONED)

OWNER / APPLICANT

-

JOHN RICE

(650) 438-1953

SURVEYOR

MERIDIAN SURVEYING ENGINEERING

-

(415) 440-4131

BUILDER / DESIGN

-

RANDY BEREND

(650) 808-7559

DRAFTING

BRIAN BRINKMAN DRAFTING & DESIGN

BRIAN BRINKMAN

(650) 922-7993

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER

EARTH INVESTIGATIONS

JOEL BALDWIN

(650) 557-0262

(UN-CONDITIONED)
(UN-CONDITIONED)

PROJECT NOTES
* FIRE SPRINKLERS REQUIRED UNDER A SEPARATE PERMIT.

CALGREEN CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS
* CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE, AT THE TIME OF FINAL INSPECTION, AN OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL TO THE OWNER OR OCCUPANT,
ADDRESSING ITEMS 1 THROUGH 10 IN CALGREEN SECTION 4.410.1.
* PER CALGREEN SECTION 4.408.2, CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND SUBMIT A CONSTRUCTION WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN, DIVERTING A MINIMUM
OF 50% OF WASTE GENERATED AT THE SITE TO RECYCLE OR SALVAGE, TO THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT. THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION SHALL BE
PROVIDED IN THE PLAN:
·
IDENTIFY MATERIALS TO BE RECYCLED, REUSED, OR SALVAGED
·
SPECIFY IF MATERIALS WILL BE SORTED ON SITE OR MIXED FOR TRANSPORTATION
·
IDENTIFY THE DIVERSION FACILITY(IES) TO BE USED
·
IDENTIFY CONSTRUCTION METHODS TO BE USED TO LIMIT WASTE GENERATION
·
SPECIFY THAT THE AMOUNT OF MATERIALS DIVERTED ARE TO BE CALCULATED BY WEIGHT OR VOLUME
* AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEMS CONTROLLERS INSTALLED AT THE TIME OF FINAL INSPECTION SHALL BE WEATHER-BASED.
* PROTECT ANNULAR SPACES AROUND PIPES, ELECTRIC CABLES, AND CONDUITS AT EXTERIOR WALLS AGAINST THE PASSAGE OF RODENTS.
* COVER DUCT OPENINGS AND OTHER RELATED AIR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENINGS DURING CONSTRUCTION.
* ADHESIVES, SEALANTS, AND CAULKS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC AND OTHER TOXIC COMPOUND LIMITS.
* PAINTS, STAINS, AND OTHER COATINGS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC LIMITS.
* AEROSOL PAINTS AND COATINGS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH PRODUCT WEIGHTED MIR LIMITS FOR ROC AND OTHER TOXIC COMPOUNDS.
VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE SHALL BE PROVIDED.
* CARPET AND CARPET SYSTEMS SHALL BE COMPLIANT WITH VOC LIMITS.
* MINIMUM OF 80% OF FLOOR AREA RECEIVING RESILIENT FLOORING SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION 4.504.4.
* PARTICLEBOARD, MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD, AND HARDWOOD PLYWOOD USED IN INTERIOR FINISH SYSTEMS SHALL COMPLY WITH LOW
FORMALDEHYDE EMISSION STANDARDS.
* INSTALL CAPILLARY BREAK AND VAPOR RETARDER AT SLAB ON GRADE FOUNDATIONS.
* CHECK MOISTURE CONTENT OF BUILDING MATERIALS USED IN WALL AND FLOOR FRAMING BEFORE ENCLOSURE.
* EACH BATHROOM SHALL BE MECHANICALLY VENTILATED WITH AN ENERGY STAR EXHAUST FAN, AND FAN MUST BE CONTROLLED BY A HUMIDITY
CONTROL.
* DUCT SYSTEMS SHALL BE SIZED, DESIGNED, AND EQUIPMENT SELECTED PER SECTION 4.507.2. HVAC SYSTEM INSTALLERS MUST BE TRAINED AND
CERTIFIED AND SPECIAL INSPECTORS EMPLOYED BY THE ENFORCING AGENCY MUST BE QUALIFIED.

SHEET TITLE:

TITLE SHEET

ORDINANCE 771-CS CALCS
M
M
M
M

=
T + F (SQ.RT.( L
- S ))
= 2,800 + 12 (SQ.RT.(12,498 - 5,000 ))
= 2,800 + 12 (86.59)
= 2,800 + 1,039
M = 3,839

PROPOSED FLOOR AREA = 3,819 S.F.
PROPOSED GARAGE AREA OVER 650 S.F. = 0
APPLICABLE PROPOSED FLOOR AREA = 3,819

3,819 < 3,839

PROJECT DOES NOT TRIGGER ORDINANCE NO. 771 - C.S.

SHEET:

A0.0
Packet Pg. 40
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JOINT OR JOINT TRENCH

UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE

SHOWER HEAD

(N) UPPER LEVEL LIVING AREA

PLANNING CHANGES

JT

UNO

DOWNSLOPE INDICATION

03/30/18

INSULATION
INTERIOR

GRIDLINE IDENTIFICATION

2,794 + 370 + 202 + 87 = 3,453 SF

3

INSUL
INT

TYPE OF OCCUPANCY:
R3/U
CONSTRUCTION TYPE:
VB
BEARING AND NON-BEARING
WALLS (LESS THAN 5' FROM
PROPERTY LINE):
1-HOUR
OPENINGS NOT PERMITTED LESS THAN 3' FROM
PROPERTY LINE
NUMBER OF STORIES:
2
ALL WORK TO CONFORM TO 2016 CRC, CBC, CFC,
CPC, CMC, CEC, 2016 CALIFORNIA ENERGY CODE,
AND 2016 CGBC

1

(N) TOTAL IMPERVIOUS SURFACES

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

HANDICAP
HEADER
HARDWOOD
HEIGHT
HORIZONTAL
HOUR

T&G
TBD
TEL
THK
TO
TOC
TOP
TOS
TOW
TP
TV
TYP

TILE, TREAD, TOP, OR
TRANSFORMER
TONGUE AND GROOVE
TO BE DETERMINED
TELEPHONE
THICK
TOP OF
TOP OF CURB
TOP OF PLATE
TOP OF SUBFLOOR
TOP OF WALL
TOP OF PAVEMENT
TELEVISION
TYPICAL

BUILDING CODE DATA

REVISION NUMBER

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

HC
HDR
HDWD
HT
HORIZ
HR

T

1

202 SF

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

GAS
GAUGE
GALVANIZED
GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GARBAGE DISPOSAL
GLASS
GRADE
GYPSUM BOARD

(N) AT-GRADE WOOD WALKWAYS

R-1 / C-Z SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
COASTAL ZONE

12/14/17

G
GA
GALV
GC
GD
GL
GR
GYP BD

SOUTH
SETBACK
SCHEDULE
SMOKE DETECTOR OR STORM DRAIN
SQUARE FEET OR SQUARE FOOT
SHOWER HEAD
SHEET
SHOWER
SHEATHING
SIMILAR
SLIDING
SPECIFICATION
SQUARE
SANITARY SEWER
STEEL
STORAGE
STRUCTURAL
SUBCONTRACTOR
SUBFLOOR
SHEAR WALL
SYMMETRICAL

370 SF

2

FORCED AIR UNIT
FLOOR AREA RATIO
FLOOR DRAIN
FINISHED FLOOR
FINISH
FLOOR
FLUORESCENT
FOUNDATION
FIREPLACE
FOOT OR FEET
FOOTING
FURNACE

S
SB
SCHED
SD
SF
SH
SHT
SHWR
SHTG
SIM
SL
SPEC
SQ
SS
STL
STOR
STRUCT
SUB
SUBFLR
SW
SYM

(N) CONCRETE DRIVEWAY /
WALKWAY

PROJECT SCOPE:

FAU
FAR
FD
FF
FIN
FL
FLUOR
FOUND
FP
FT
FTG
FURN

RADIUS
RETURN AIR GRILLE
ROOF DRAIN
REFRIGERATOR
REINFORCED OR REINFORCEMENT
REQUIRED
REVISION
RADIANT HEATING BOILER
ROOM
ROUGH OPENING
RIGHT-OF-WAY

9,045 SF / 12,498 SF = 72.37%

C1.01
C2.01
C3.01
C4.01
A1.1
A2.1
A2.2
A2.3
A3.1
A3.2
A3.3
A3.4

PROJECT ADDRESS:

EXISTING
EACH
ELECTRICAL
ELEVATION
ENGINEER
EQUIPMENT
EXTERIOR

R
RAG
RD
REF
REINF
REQ'D
REV
RHB
RM
RO
ROW

(N) TOTAL LANDSCAPED AREA /
NATURAL VEGETATION

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

(E)
EA
ELEC
ELEV
ENG
EQPT
EXT

PLATE OR PROPERTY LINE
PLYWOOD
PAIR
POINT OR PRESSURE TREATED

2,794 SF / 12,498 SF = 22.36%

TITLE SHEET
PROPOSED PERSPECTIVES
ORIGINAL TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY
RIGHT OF WAY CONSTRUCTION NOTES
EXISTING CONDITIONS
PRELIMINARY GRADING PLAN
DETAILS
PROPOSED SITE PLAN
PROPOSED LOWER LEVEL PLAN
PROPOSED UPPER LEVEL PLAN
PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
PROPOSED FRONT (SOUTHWEST) ELEVATION
PROPOSED LEFT (NORTHWEST) ELEVATION
PROPOSED REAR (NORTHEAST) ELEVATION
PROPOSED RIGHT (SOUTHEAST) ELEVATION

09/07/17

DRYER
DOUBLE
DEPARTMENT
DEGREES
DIAMETER
DIMENSION
DOWN
DOOR
DOWNSPOUT
DISHWASHER
DRAWING

PL
PLYWD
PR
PT

023-038-350

(N) LOT COVERAGE

A0.0
A0.1

1

D
DBL
DEPT
DEG
DIA
DIM
DN
DR
DS
DW
DWG

OFF
OPNG
OH
O/H
OPP

ZONING :

REVISION CLOUD

12,498 SF

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

CABINET
CATCH BASIN
CENTERLINE
CEILING
CLOSET
CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
CLEAN OUT
COLUMN
CONCRETE
CONTINUOUS

OVEN
OVERALL
ON CENTER
OUTSIDE DIAMETER OR
OVERFLOW DRAIN
OFFICE
OPENING
OVERHANG
OVERHEAD
OPPOSITE

DETAIL NUMBER
SHEET ON WHICH IT OCCURS

LOT SIZE

08/28/17

CAB
CB
CL
CLG
CLST
CMU
CO
COL
CONC
CONT

O
OA
OC
OD

-

PLANNING DATA
PROJECT COMMON ADDRESS:
TBD OLYMPIAN AVENUE
PACIFICA, CA 94044
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER:

SECTION CUT, DETAIL NUMBER
SHEET ON WHICH IT OCCURS

0

BUILDING
BLOCK
BLOCKING
BEAM
BOTTOM

-

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

BLDG
BLK
BLKG
BM
BOT

NEW TWO-STORY, SINGLE FAMILY HOME WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE ON VACANT PARCEL.

DESCRIPTION

ANCHOR BOLT
AIR CONDITIONER
ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR
APPROXIMATE
ABOVE SUBFLOOR
ABOVE SLAB

NORTH
NEW
NOT APPLICABLE
NOT AVAILABLE
NOT IN CONTRACT
NOMINAL
NON-RATED
NET SQUARE FEET
NOT TO SCALE

DRAWING INDEX

DATE

AB
A/C
AFF
APPROX
ASF
AS

N
(N)
N/A
NA
NIC
NOM
NR
NSF
NTS

PROJECT INFORMATION

REV

AT
NUMBER

SYMBOLS

PROJECT NAME:

@
#

PROJECT SCOPE

2% SLOPE

ABBREVIATIONS

1
Proposed Perspective 2
SHEET

A0.1
3/30/2018 7:46:18 AM

3

03/30/18

12/14/17

09/07/17

1
2

08/28/17

DATE
0

REV
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TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

PROJECT SCOPE:

Proposed Perspective 1

PROJECT ADDRESS:

2

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

PROJECT NAME:

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

DESCRIPTION

2.c

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED
PERSPECTIVES
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OLYMPIAN WAY

0
5
10
20

1" = 10'
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OLYMPIAN WAY

0
5
10
20

1" = 20'
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Construction Best Management Practices (BMPs)

Materials & Waste Management

Non-Hazardous Materials
 Berm and cover stockpiles of sand, dirt or other construction material
with tarps when rain is forecast or if not actively being used within
14 days.
 Use (but don’t overuse) reclaimed water for dust control.
Hazardous Materials
 Label all hazardous materials and hazardous wastes (such as
pesticides, paints, thinners, solvents, fuel, oil, and antifreeze) in
accordance with city, county, state and federal regulations.
 Store hazardous materials and wastes in water tight containers, store
in appropriate secondary containment, and cover them at the end of
every work day or during wet weather or when rain is forecast.
 Follow manufacturer’s application instructions for hazardous
materials and be careful not to use more than necessary. Do not
apply chemicals outdoors when rain is forecast within 24 hours.
 Arrange for appropriate disposal of all hazardous wastes.
Waste Management
 Cover waste disposal containers securely with tarps at the end of
every work day and during wet weather.
 Check waste disposal containers frequently for leaks and to make
sure they are not overfilled. Never hose down a dumpster on the
construction site.
 Clean or replace portable toilets, and inspect them frequently for
leaks and spills.
 Dispose of all wastes and debris properly. Recycle materials and
wastes that can be recycled (such as asphalt, concrete, aggregate base
materials, wood, gyp board, pipe, etc.)
 Dispose of liquid residues from paints, thinners, solvents, glues, and
cleaning fluids as hazardous waste.
Construction Entrances and Perimeter
 Establish and maintain effective perimeter controls and stabilize all
construction entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and
sediment discharges from site and tracking off site.
 Sweep or vacuum any street tracking immediately and secure
sediment source to prevent further tracking. Never hose down streets
to clean up tracking.

Equipment Management &
Spill Control

Maintenance and Parking
 Designate an area, fitted with appropriate BMPs, for
vehicle and equipment parking and storage.
 Perform major maintenance, repair jobs, and vehicle
and equipment washing off site.
 If refueling or vehicle maintenance must be done
onsite, work in a bermed area away from storm drains
and over a drip pan or drop cloths big enough to collect
fluids. Recycle or dispose of fluids as hazardous waste.
 If vehicle or equipment cleaning must be done onsite,
clean with water only in a bermed area that will not
allow rinse water to run into gutters, streets, storm
drains, or surface waters.
 Do not clean vehicle or equipment onsite using soaps,
solvents, degreasers, or steam cleaning equipment.
Spill Prevention and Control
 Keep spill cleanup materials (e.g., rags, absorbents and
cat litter) available at the construction site at all times.
 Inspect vehicles and equipment frequently for and
repair leaks promptly. Use drip pans to catch leaks
until repairs are made.
 Clean up spills or leaks immediately and dispose of
cleanup materials properly.
 Do not hose down surfaces where fluids have spilled.
Use dry cleanup methods (absorbent materials, cat
litter, and/or rags).
 Sweep up spilled dry materials immediately. Do not
try to wash them away with water, or bury them.
 Clean up spills on dirt areas by digging up and
properly disposing of contaminated soil.
 Report significant spills immediately. You are required
by law to report all significant releases of hazardous
materials, including oil. To report a spill: 1) Dial 911
or your local emergency response number, 2) Call the
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services Warning
Center, (800) 852-7550 (24 hours).

Earthmoving

 Schedule grading and excavation work
during dry weather.
 Stabilize all denuded areas, install and
maintain temporary erosion controls (such
as erosion control fabric or bonded fiber
matrix) until vegetation is established.
 Remove existing vegetation only when
absolutely necessary, and seed or plant
vegetation for erosion control on slopes
or where construction is not immediately
planned.
 Prevent sediment from migrating offsite
and protect storm drain inlets, gutters,
ditches, and drainage courses by installing
and maintaining appropriate BMPs, such
as fiber rolls, silt fences, sediment basins,
gravel bags, berms, etc.
 Keep excavated soil on site and transfer it
to dump trucks on site, not in the streets.
Contaminated Soils
 If any of the following conditions are
observed, test for contamination and
contact the Regional Water Quality
Control Board:
- Unusual soil conditions, discoloration,
or odor.
- Abandoned underground tanks.
- Abandoned wells
- Buried barrels, debris, or trash.

Paving/Asphalt Work

 Avoid paving and seal coating in wet
weather or when rain is forecast, to
prevent materials that have not cured
from contacting stormwater runoff.
 Cover storm drain inlets and manholes
when applying seal coat, tack coat, slurry
seal, fog seal, etc.
 Collect and recycle or appropriately
dispose of excess abrasive gravel or sand.
Do NOT sweep or wash it into gutters.
 Do not use water to wash down fresh
asphalt concrete pavement.
Sawcutting & Asphalt/Concrete Removal
 Protect nearby storm drain inlets when
saw cutting. Use filter fabric, catch basin
inlet filters, or gravel bags to keep slurry
out of the storm drain system.
 Shovel, abosorb, or vacuum saw-cut
slurry and dispose of all waste as soon
as you are finished in one location or at
the end of each work day (whichever is
sooner!).
 If sawcut slurry enters a catch basin, clean
it up immediately.

Painting & Paint Removal

Concrete, Grout & Mortar
Application

 Store concrete, grout, and mortar away
from storm drains or waterways, and on
pallets under cover to protect them from
rain, runoff, and wind.
 Wash out concrete equipment/trucks
offsite or in a designated washout
area, where the water will flow into a
temporary waste pit, and in a manner
that will prevent leaching into the
underlying soil or onto surrounding areas.
Let concrete harden and dispose of as
garbage.
 When washing exposed aggregate,
prevent washwater from entering storm
drains. Block any inlets and vacuum
gutters, hose washwater onto dirt areas, or
drain onto a bermed surface to be pumped
and disposed of properly.

Painting Cleanup and Removal
 Never clean brushes or rinse paint
containers into a street, gutter, storm
drain, or stream.
 For water-based paints, paint out brushes
to the extent possible, and rinse into a
drain that goes to the sanitary sewer.
Never pour paint down a storm drain.
 For oil-based paints, paint out brushes to
the extent possible and clean with thinner
or solvent in a proper container. Filter and
reuse thinners and solvents. Dispose of
excess liquids as hazardous waste.
 Paint chips and dust from non-hazardous
dry stripping and sand blasting may be
swept up or collected in plastic drop
cloths and disposed of as trash.
 Chemical paint stripping residue and chips
and dust from marine paints or paints
containing lead, mercury, or tributyltin
must be disposed of as hazardous waste.
Lead based paint removal requires a statecertified contractor.

Dewatering

Landscaping

 Protect stockpiled landscaping materials
from wind and rain by storing them under
tarps all year-round.
 Stack bagged material on pallets and
under cover.
 Discontinue application of any erodible
landscape material within 2 days before a
forecast rain event or during wet weather.

Storm drain polluters may be liable for fines of up to $10,000 per day!

 Discharges of groundwater or captured
runoff from dewatering operations must
be properly managed and disposed. When
possible send dewatering discharge to
landscaped area or sanitary sewer. If
discharging to the sanitary sewer call your
local wastewater treatment plant.
 Divert run-on water from offsite away
from all disturbed areas.
 When dewatering, notify and obtain
approval from the local municipality
before discharging water to a street gutter
or storm drain. Filtration or diversion
through a basin, tank, or sediment trap
may be required.
 In areas of known or suspected
contamination, call your local agency to
determine whether the ground water must
be tested. Pumped groundwater may need
to be collected and hauled off-site for
treatment and proper disposal.

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

Construction projects are required to implement the stormwater best management practices (BMP) on this page, as
they apply to your project, all year long.
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PROPOSED LOWER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN
3/16" = 1'-0"
CRAWL
SPACE

47' - 1 1/2"

GAME
ROOM

STAIRS

8' - 0"

2' - 5 1/2"
10' - 0"
2' - 4 1/4"

2' - 4 1/4"

BATH
#3
STORAGE

CRAWL
SPACE

10' - 0"

2' - 10 1/4"

4' - 1"

BEDROOM #4

BATH
#2
CLOSET

FAMILY
ROOM

(N) CONCRETE RETAINING WALL (TYP.)

34' - 10 1/2"

wet bar

SHEET

A2.1

03/30/18

12/14/17
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3

2

09/07/17

1

DATE
08/28/17

7' - 2"

0

REV

2' - 10 1/4"

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

10' - 0"

PROJECT SCOPE:

2' - 10 1/4"

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

UP
10' - 0"
15' - 8 1/2"

PROJECT ADDRESS:

10' - 0"

19' - 0"

11' - 11"

(N) MIN 42" HIGH CABLE RAILING AT DECK (TYP.)

3/30/2018 7:46:19 AM

1
5' - 0"

13' - 3 1/2"

3' - 9 1/2"
27' - 2"

11' - 0"

8' - 4"

47' - 1 1/2"

5' - 8 1/2"

6' - 1"

19' - 0"

90' - 0"

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

PROJECT NAME:

11' - 0"

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

DESCRIPTION

2.c

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED
LOWER LEVEL
FLOOR PLAN
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10' - 0"

1' - 3 1/2"

2' - 10"
1' - 4 1/4"

REV

1' - 9 1/2"

1' - 0 3/4"
2' - 10"

DINING

GREAT
ROOM

MASTER
BEDROOM

9'x19' PARKING SPACE (TYP.x3)

W/I CLOSET

STAIRS

CLOSET

BEDROOM #1

1/2
BATH

BATH
#1

(N) CONCRETE RETAINING WALL BELOW (TYP.)

COVERED
PORCH

0' - 9 1/2"

2' - 3 1/2"

3' - 0" 1' - 1"

2' - 0"

8' - 0"

2' - 0"

16' - 0"
30' - 0"

1

PROPOSED UPPER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN
3/16" = 1'-0"

2' - 0"

1' - 10"

2' - 5 1/2"
6' - 0"

25' - 5"

2' - 1 1/2"

3' - 0"

7' - 0"
1' - 4 1/4"

2' - 10"

1' - 3 3/4"3' - 0"

9' - 3 1/2"

3' - 5 3/4"

6' - 0"

3' - 9 1/4"

6' - 4 1/2"

25' - 3 1/2"

60' - 0"

PROJECT NAME:

29' - 5"

5' - 0"

3' - 0 1/2"

DN

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

BEDROOM #2

19' - 0"

19' - 0"

GARAGE

9' - 0"

3' - 0"

19' - 0"

3' - 0"

9' - 0"

6' - 0"

20' - 4 1/4"

9' - 0"

EXTENT OF (N) LOWER LEVEL BELOW (TYP.)

CLST

11' - 8 1/2"

3' - 0"

COATS

FOYER

(N) STAIRWAY DOWN TO LOWER LEVEL FOR
ACCESSORY DWELLING UNIT ACCESS

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PROJECT SCOPE:

CLOSET

PROJECT ADDRESS:

4' - 1 1/2"

W

REF.

31' - 0"

25' - 0"

KITCHEN

15' - 2"

DBL SIDED
FIREPLACE

15' - 7 3/4"

MASTER
BATH
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3' - 0"

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED
UPPER LEVEL
FLOOR PLAN

SHEET
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1' - 0" 3' - 0"

03/30/18

10' - 0"

3

2' - 6"

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

10' - 0"

12/14/17

2' - 6"

2

10' - 0"

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

2' - 6 1/2"

09/07/17

11' - 5 3/4"

1

2' - 6"

18' - 1"

08/28/17

5' - 0"

8' - 3 1/2"

DATE

7' - 1"

2' - 9 3/4" 2' - 6"

DECK

39' - 4"

0

(N) MIN 42" HIGH CABLE RAILING AT DECK (TYP.)

90' - 0"
24' - 3 1/2"

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

DESCRIPTION

2.c

Packet Pg. 50

PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
3/16" = 1'-0"
3" / 12"

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

PROJECT SCOPE:

3" / 12"

(N) STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF (TYP.)

SHEET

A2.3

3

03/30/18

12/14/17

09/07/17

1
2

08/28/17

DATE
0

REV

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

PROJECT ADDRESS:

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

3" / 12"

3/30/2018 7:46:21 AM

1
3" / 12"

PROJECT NAME:

3" / 12"
3" / 12"

3" / 12"

3" / 12"

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

DESCRIPTION

2.c

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED
ROOF PLAN

Packet Pg. 51

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

03/30/18
3

LEVEL 2 T.O.P.
13' - 11"

12/14/17

(N) EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURE (TYP.)

2

2"

09/07/17

3" / 1

1

TOP OF RIDGE
18' - 1"

08/28/17

(N) STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF (TYP.)

0

(N) HORIZONTAL T&G CEDAR SIDING AT (N) SOUTHERN GARAGE WALLS (TYP.)

DATE

---

4' - 2"

2"

3" / 1

-

---

REV

(N) MIN 42" HIGH CABLE GUARDRAIL (TYP.)

-

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

DESCRIPTION

2.c

LEVEL 2 F.F.
4' - 11"
LEVEL 1 T.O.P.
3' - 11"

LOWEST
ADJACENT GRADE
-15' - 5"

PROJECT NAME:

PROPOSED FRONT (SOUTHWEST)
ELEVATION
1
3/16" = 1'-0"

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

LEVEL 1 F.F.
-5' - 1"

PROJECT ADDRESS:

PROJECT SCOPE:

9' - 0"

(N) BACKFILLED FRONT YARD (TYP.)

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED
FRONT
(SOUTHWEST)
ELEVATION

SHEET

A3.1

3/30/2018 7:46:21 AM

1' - 0"

23' - 2"

(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING (TYP.)

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

9' - 0"

(N) VERTICAL T&G CEDAR SIDING AT (N) COVERED PORCH (TYP.)

Packet Pg. 52

03/30/18

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL
12/14/17

3

2

REV

9' - 0"

(N) MIN 42" HIGH CABLE RAILING AT DECK (TYP.)

DATE

LEVEL 2 T.O.P.
13' - 11"

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

(N) HORIZONTAL T&G CEDAR SIDING AT
SOUTHERN WALLS OF GARAGE (TYP.)

09/07/17

2"

1

3" / 1

4' - 2"

2"

3" / 1

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

TOP OF RIDGE
18' - 1"

08/28/17

(N) EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURE (TYP.)

0

(N) STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF (TYP.)

DESCRIPTION

2.c

LOWEST
ADJACENT GRADE
-15' - 5"

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED LEFT
(NORTHWEST)
ELEVATION

SHEET

A3.2

3/30/2018 7:46:22 AM

PROPOSED LEFT (NORTHWEST)
ELEVATION
1
1/4" = 1'-0"

PROJECT NAME:

B.O. SITE WALL
-20' - 5"

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

(N) BACKFILLED FRONT YARD (TYP.)

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

15' - 4"

LEVEL 1 F.F.
-5' - 1"

PROJECT ADDRESS:

PROJECT SCOPE:

9' - 0"

33' - 6"

1' - 0"

LEVEL 2 F.F.
4' - 11"
LEVEL 1 T.O.P.
3' - 11"

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING (TYP.)

Packet Pg. 53

LEVEL 1 F.F.
-5' - 1"

B.O. SITE WALL
-20' - 5"

3

2

03/30/18

12/14/17

09/07/17

LEVEL 2 T.O.P.
13' - 11"

SHEET

A3.3

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING (TYP.)

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

LOWEST
ADJACENT GRADE
-15' - 5"

PROJECT SCOPE:

(N) 4" DIA. TUBULAR STEEL POSTS (TYP.)

PROJECT ADDRESS:

LEVEL 2 F.F.
4' - 11"
LEVEL 1 T.O.P.
3' - 11"
1

(N) MIN 42" HIGH CABLE RAILING AT DECK (TYP.)

08/28/17

DESCRIPTION

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

TOP OF RIDGE
18' - 1"

0

DATE

4' - 2"

(N) STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF (TYP.)

REV

9' - 0"

---

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

1' - 0"

---

33' - 6"

9' - 0"

-

3/30/2018 7:46:22 AM

PROPOSED REAR (NORTHEAST)
ELEVATION
1
3/16" = 1'-0"
-

PROJECT NAME:

15' - 4"

2.c

(N) EXTERIOR LIGHT FIXTURE (TYP.)

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED REAR
(NORTHEAST)
ELEVATION

Packet Pg. 54

(N) 4" DIA. TUBULAR STEEL POST (TYP.)

LOWEST
ADJACENT GRADE
-15' - 5"

PROPOSED RIGHT (SOUTHEAST)
ELEVATION
1
3/16" = 1'-0"

SHEET

A3.4

3

03/30/18

12/14/17

09/07/17

1
2

08/28/17

Attachment: Attachment C - Project Plans (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

(N) 2-STORY SINGLE FAMILY
HOME ON VACANT PARCEL WITH
ATTACHED 3-CAR GARAGE

LEVEL 1 F.F.
-5' - 1"

3/30/2018 7:46:23 AM

B.O. SITE WALL
-20' - 5"

0

4' - 2"

DESCRIPTION

PLANNING CHANGES

PLANNING RESUBMITTAL

PLANNING SUBMITTAL

PRELIMINARY PLAN SET

LEVEL 2 T.O.P.
13' - 11"

TBD OLYMPIAN WAY
PACIFICA, CA 94044

(N) BACKFILLED FRONT YARD (TYP.)

PROJECT SCOPE:

LEVEL 2 F.F.
4' - 11"
(N) MIN 7/8" STUCCO SIDING (TYP.)
LEVEL 1 T.O.P.
3' - 11"

DATE

(N) MIN 42" HIGH CABLE RAILING AT DECK (TYP.)

REV

9' - 0"

(N) STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF (TYP.)

PROJECT ADDRESS:

15' - 0"
2"

NEW SINGLE FAMILY HOME :
APN 023-038-350

1.82°

3" / 1

1' - 0"

10' - 0"

33' - 6"

9' - 0"

2"

3" / 1

TOP OF RIDGE
18' - 1"

PROJECT NAME:

15' - 4"

PROPERTY LINE

2.c

SHEET TITLE

PROPOSED
RIGHT
(SOUTHEAST)
ELEVATION

Packet Pg. 55

2.d

Certified Arborist WE#0476A
P.O. Box 6187
San Mateo, CA 94403
650- 515- 9783
May 11, 2018
PKM, Inc.
Attn: Brian Brinkman
PO Box 868
Pacifica, CA 94044
Site: Empty lot on Olympian Way, Pacifica, CA
Dear Mr. Brinkman,
As requested on Wednesday, May 2, 2018, I visited the above site for the purpose of inspecting
and commenting on a large Monterey pine tree. A new home is in the process of being designed
for this site and your concern as to the future health and safety of the trees has prompted this
visit.
Method:
The inspection was made from the ground; the tree was not climbed for this inspection. The tree
in question was located on a topography map provided by you. The tree was then measured for
diameter at 24 inches above ground level. The tree was given a condition rating for form and
vitality. The tree's condition rating is based on 50 percent vitality and 50 percent form, using the
following scale.
1
30
50
70
90

-

29 Very Poor
49 Poor
69 Fair
89 Good
100 Excellent

The height of the tree was measured using a Nikon Forestry 550 Hypsometer. The spread was
paced off. Comments and recommendations for future maintenance are provided.
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Kielty Arborist Services LLC

2.d

(2)
DBH CON HT/SP Comments
36.2
65 55/35 Good vigor, fair form, crown raised in past,
top heavy, site is heavily slopped,
neighboring pine trees infected with pine
pitch canker.

Diameter=36.2"
Circumference=113.6"
Site observations:
The site has been recently cleared of shrubery for the
preperation of future construction. The lot is vacant
and no evidence of a previous sturcture on site was
found. The only tree found on site is a large
Monterey pine tree. The lot has a nice view of the
ocean that is partially being blocked by the large pine
tree. The tree has had its crown raised in the past,
likely for neighboring views.

Showing Monterey pine tree in question

Dicussion of species:
Monterey pine trees throughout the entire Bay Area have been suffering from the prolonged
period of drought. The drought makes this species highly vulnerable to bark beetle attack and
well as pine pitch canker disease. If bark beetles are present, the tree will likely die at a very fast
pase. Pine pitch canker is a fungal disease that affects many pine species, especially when under
drought stress. The fungal disease is caused by the fungus Fusarium circinatum. Monterey pine
trees are the most widely affected host of this fungal disease when compared to other pine
species. The fungus causes infections that can encircle or girdle branches, exposed roots, and the
trunks of pine trees. The tips of girdled branches wilt as a result of obstructed water flow,
causing needles to turn yellow and then brown. The needles eventually fall off, leaving bare
branch ends. Multiple branch infections can cause extensive dieback in the crown of the trees
and may lead to tree mortality. This species has a short life expectancy of 50-150 years. The
species has a medium weak branch strenght rating as seen in such apps as “SelecTree”, made by
Cal Poly. This often is the reason people remove this species when close to a home or a
proposed home. Also, this species is intolerant of construction impacts and often can reduce the
buildable area by a large percentage, as Monterey pines do not take well to root cutting.
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Attachment: Attachment D - Arborist Report (2600 : Olympian Way New Single Family Residence - CDP-390-17)

Olympian Way 5/11/18
Survey:
Tree# Species
1
Monterey pine
(Pinus radiata)
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