PLANNING COMMISSION
Agenda
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE:

September 4, 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: August 20, 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
NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1.

A-004-18

Home Occupation Permit Appeal to allow outdoor dog agility training and the kenneling of up to
one (1) dog per night at the existing residence located at 295 Pinehaven Way (APN 018-021090).
Recommended CEQA Action: N/A
Recommended Action: Deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Administrator’s decision.

2.

CDP-399-18

Remodel and enlarge a 643 square foot (sf) first floor dwelling unit by 974 sf. within the existing
footprint of a two-story, three unit multi-family residential building on a 7,500 sf. parcel at 1
Carmel Avenue (APN 016-012-190)
Recommended CEQA Action: Class 1 and Class 3 Categorical Exemption
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: September 4, 2018

FILE: Approval of Draft Planning Commission
minutes of meeting held on August 20, 2018.

ITEM:

Approval of Draft Planning Commission minutes of meeting held on August 20, 2018.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Draft Minutes 08-20-18

(DOC)
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MINUTES
CITY OF PACIFICA
PLANNING COMMISSION
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
2212 BEACH BOULEVARD

August 20, 2018
7:00 p.m.
Chair Campbell called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

Present:
Absent:

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

SALUTE TO FLAG:

Led by Vice Chair Clifford

STAFF PRESENT:

Planning Director Wehrmeister
Asst. City Attorney Sharma
Contract Planner Aggarwal

APPROVAL OF ORDER
OF AGENDA

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

Attachment: Draft Minutes 08-20-18 (2676 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 8/20/18 Meeting)

ROLL CALL:

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

Commissioners Stegink, Clifford, Kraske, Nibbelin,
Rubinstein and Chair Campbell
None
Commissioner Nibbelin moved approval of minutes of
August 6, 2018; Commissioner Stegink seconded the
motion.

The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

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

DESIGNATION OF LIAISON TO CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 10,
2018:
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they would not need a liaison.
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
Ron Maykel, Pacifica, referred to the development on San Pedro Terrace Road, west of the rehab
center and stated that there were a group of eucalyptus trees and pampas grass removed which he
considered a positive thing. He stated that along the creek there were about a dozen smaller
eucalyptus trees and he thought it would have been nice to have the developer abate those trees
because they are terrible for creeks. He suggested that, in the future, they consider a broader
sense of environmental weed abatement.
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Attachment: Draft Minutes 08-20-18 (2676 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 8/20/18 Meeting)

Gio Guadagnini, Pacifica, asked why the door was open at this and the previous meeting and
before that it was closed. He stated that he counted five violations on this building. He asked
what the city had to say. He stated that he got off on Manor Drive where the shopping center is,
and he asked why there are curb cuts and no curb cuts. He asked how people like him are
supposed to get around. He stated that he was doing this for everyone else like him. He asked
why they don’t have a button to push to have the door open. He stated that there was no light
where the curb cut is where they come into the building. He stated that there was no paint, no
yellow pad and a lot of the curb cuts are too steep and none of them have markings or lights. He
asked if the city cared about the community. He concluded no because they don’t even finish
what they started which is a court order. He asked when they are going to fix Gateway Drive. He
stated that he was tired of breaking his chair and tired of waiting 5-10 weeks to get a part. He
asked when they will have a town meeting and talk to them and give them answers. He stated
that he has an attorney lined up for the ADA. He asked about the women who walk with strollers
pushing their babies. He stated they only care about Palmetto and Linda Mar Boulevard. He
asked about putting street lights and curb cuts in. He would give the mayor his chair and let him
work it. He stated that he means it because he was giving this to his attorney. He stated that he
already sued the city once and he won, and they still didn’t finish anything. He stated that it cost
the city $782,000 for a shoulder replacement. He stated he wants a town meeting and answers.
He stated that they must give him that town meeting with answers or he goes public with it and
will get signatures and see to it that they get replaced. He stated that they were barking up the
wrong tree. Safety first. He talked about him riding in the street because there is no way to get
on the curb cuts or sidewalks because there is none.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that for clarification this is a meeting of the Planning
Commission and she knows Mr. Guadagnini comes to City Council meetings regularly. She will
forward his comments to the Public Works Director who is in charge of CIP projects, but CIP
projects are not within the purview of this Commission.
Mr. Guadagnini stated that he is suing the city for repairs on his chair and suing for a new chair
because he bent the frame on this one. He stated that when he goes up on Gateway the left front
wheel shakes like a shopping cart.
Chair Campbell stated that they have received his comments, and he thanked him for coming up
but his time is up.
Mr. Guadagnini stated that he is going public with it and will get signatures to get them all
removed. He stated they are barking up the wrong tree. They have his complaints and his
number and he advised them to use it and call him.

CONSENT ITEMS:
None.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS:
File No. 2018-039 – Coastal Development Plan CDP-398-18 and
Use Permit UP-108-18 to provide coastal access improvements on
City owned property that would consist of a multi-purpose trail park
along the west side of the 400 block and a portion of the 500 block
of Esplanade Avenue (APNs 009-161-020, 009-161-010,
009-131-030).
Attachment: Draft Minutes 08-20-18 (2676 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 8/20/18 Meeting)

1. CDP-398-18
UP-108-18

Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she has nothing further to add other than that the
continuance is to allow for public input on the CEQA document for this project and recommends
that it is continued to October 15 as mentioned.
Commissioner Nibbelin moved that the Planning Commission continue the item to October 15,
2018; Vice Chair Clifford seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Clifford, Kraske, Nibbelin,
Rubinstein and Chair Campbell
None
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2. SP-151-15

Extension of Specific Plan, SP-151-15 to construct a two-story
4,238 square foot single family residence on Lot 2, part of the
Harmony @ 1 Development at Fassler Avenue and Roberts Road
(APN 022-150-460). Recommended CEQA Action: N/A

Contract Planner Aggarwal presented the staff report.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 08-20-18 (2676 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 8/20/18 Meeting)

Vice Chair Clifford asked confirmation that they were asked to retroactively extend from July 17,
2017 until July 13, 2019. He wanted a clear idea of why that happened.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that it was a mistake by staff and was not processed.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he heard that all Public Works parts of the project have already
been taken care of but he was seeing some conditions of approval for the overall project that
haven’t been met that he thought should have been met by now because it has been 10-12 years
since it was originally approved. He was aware they were not a part of this particular application
but they still seem to be outstanding, one being the 100 trees that are supposed to be planted. He
referred to the Mission Blue Butterfly habitat that was supposed to be expanded and asked
whether any work has been done on that. He stated that he has a sense that everything is not
ready on the overall project, mentioned that they don’t have the wind turbines on the lights that
have been installed.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the improvement plan for items you would normally
associate with public improvements and public right-of-way improvements was approved years
ago. She thought the major improvements are complete but there may be a few things that are
minor in nature and still need to be completed. She stated that there are larger overall conditions
as he mentioned, such as the trees, but those conditions did not have specific timing triggers and
from the records she found when the improvement plan was approved, staff did not ask for those
improvements to be installed on a particular timing trigger. She stated that when they ask to pull
a building permit, needs to answer all of those questions at this time.
Vice Chair Clifford concluded that they have to answer those questions.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they are bound by, not only the specific plan
conditions, but all of their original conditions and they will be asking for a plan of action to
comply with all of the broader conditions of approval. She stated that she will have the applicant
speak further to this, but one thing that was approved with the improvement plan was the street
light standards and she believed they have some sort of photo cell associated with them and they
are trying to get closer to being net neutral which was part of the condition, but they obviously do
not have a wind turbine on them. She stated that she was not here when it was approved so she
will also let the applicant speak further to that.
Commissioner Stegink stated that he was disclosing that he has discussed the project
encompassed at 151-15 with applicant, Mr. Chavarria, within the last year. His second disclosure
is that FEPC requires him to recuse himself from 106-18, Taco Bell, due to proximity and he has
to declare that before Item 3 is discussed. He asked if applicant ever revoked or pulled back the
application or of it fell through the cracks.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that it fell through the cracks.
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Commissioner Stegink asked if they were being charged double fees because of our not
processing it or are they being charged the same amount of fees they would have been charged a
year ago.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they are being charged the same amount of fees.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 08-20-18 (2676 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 8/20/18 Meeting)

Commissioner Stegink concluded it is net zero for them.
Javier Chavarria, applicant, stated that he is once again in front of them with Harmony @ 1. He
stated, as referred to by Vice Chair Clifford, it has been a long road with a lot of bumps. He
stated that the latest one was a change of ownership. He explained that, unfortunately, the
previous group that had the project ran into some serious financial issues and the new ownership
group had to come in and fortunately, it is a solid and well-funded group and they have faith and
hope that the project will be brought to completion. He stated that part of the delay was that a
change of ownership requires a change of the subdivision agreement and they have been in the
process with Public Works and it will not be until later this week that the documents will be
completed. He stated that one thing they needed to do was the landscape plan. Referring to the
100 trees, they have a landscape architect and landscape plan prepared that has not been formally
submitted because they need to have all the documentation of the subdivision completed to
submit on behalf of the new ownership group. He stated that throughout the process they are
about 96-97% completed. He stated that all the infrastructure is in and with most of the
conditions of approval, if not completely met, they do have a plan of action, and they have
documentation for those that have been completed. He stated that the previous ownership group
had a plan to start construction right away and ran into financial issues and then the project went
into a stall and now the plan is to reactivate this, get the building permit and start construction
soon. He stated that they have submitted applications to the Planning Department for lots 7, 8
and 9 which were also in the process of being reviewed but were stalled because of the same
reasons. He stated that they have plans to get those applications reactivated and resubmitted and
try to get those homes in place. He stated that Lot #3 has been purchased and the new owner is
actively working with them to get his house designed to his standards and they are almost there
and it has been submitted. He stated that they are confident that this time the project will come to
fruition and the conditions of approval will be met. He referred to the street lights, stating that
when they prepared the improvement plans they looked at the market and what was available for
wind turbines. He stated that the wind turbines were less energy efficient than LED lighting. He
stated that they not only presented a little bit of a hazard for birds but required energy to be
connected to them because, when there is not enough wind for the turbine to work, they need
electricity so that all the elements of the machine stay alive and ready to turn when the wind
blows. He stated that an expert prepared an assessment of the energy consumption of the wind
turbines compared to LED lighting and LED lighting was by far a better and greener option.
When the improvement plans were prepared, the wind turbines were replaced by LED lighting
based on those recommendations at the time the improvement plan was approved by Council.
Vice Chair Clifford asked who accepted the plans.
Mr. Chavarria stated it was the City Council.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he didn’t see them change the actual written condition.
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Mr. Chavarria stated that the condition wasn’t changed but the lights are reflected on the plans.
Chair Campbell opened Public Hearing.

Attachment: Draft Minutes 08-20-18 (2676 : Approval of Draft Minutes - 8/20/18 Meeting)

Zack Boucher, Pacifica, stated that he purchased 209 Roberts Road with his wife. They have
been long time residents of Pacifica and were thrilled to be members of the community officially
and not renters. He stated that the Dolphin Point Association was pivotal in the last help in
getting the spec home that was approved and never ended up getting built. He stated that the
amount of construction going on could very well impact their parking, utilities and the
community, not just in Dolphin Point but down in Portola Shores. He would like to have
assurances or some type of fines levied in the event that it did happen that the Harmony @1
community would owe back to the communities in Dolphin Point. He couldn’t speak for those in
Portola Shores but if there are members of Portola Shores present, they might feel the same way
in regard to disruptions of any utilities, and his request was for consideration for that. He didn’t
know about the expert study on the wind turbines versus LED lightings but he would take special
consideration into taking a look at that as we definitely live in a windy community there and he
would urge the committee to look at that one carefully. He stated that he would like to know if
these Spec homes are getting built or not officially because they have been going back and forth
for the better part of 6-7 years for the actual building part. He hoped, if it is getting done, it will
get done in one fell swoop, smoothly and easily. His main point for speaking was for special
consideration for people who own and live on Robert’s Road regarding all the large equipment
going in and out during the time period when building will commence.
Ron Maykel, Pacifica, stated that he hadn’t planned to speak on this issue, but when he saw it on
the agenda, he had to take the opportunity as he was on the Planning Commission with several
present commissioners when they made the initial approval of the project. He stated that he was
going through his old historical data and came across the 46 conditions that were imposed upon
the Harmony @ 1 project. He thought it was amazing but over the top. He stated that it was a
real disappointment to see it end up the way it has. He stated that they finally removed a lot of
the debris that had been on Robert’s Road, adding that it looked like a war zone for a while but
they finally got it cleaned up. He stated that the project should be looked at closely in terms of
the dos and don’ts sometime in the future. He stated that it was once a coastal prairie habitat and
now it was destroyed and we have to live with all this going on for many years. He hoped they
learn from the past and not make the same mistake again. He was looking forward to the Fassler
project getting finished.
Chair Campbell closed the Public Hearing.
Mr. Chavarria thanked the neighbor for expressing his concerns and he wanted to make a
comment that there will not be any mass construction. He stated that the project was not set up as
a subdivision where all the homes will be built and people will come and see. It is a different
type of project, basically a series of custom homes. He agreed there will be disturbances during
construction. They have worked with the prospective contractors being considered for
construction on making very sure that they are sensitive to traffic and neighbors and trying to
preserve the area as much as possible. He concluded that it has been a difficult road. He stated
that, as a resident of Pacifica, he didn’t like to see the site unfinished. He stated that the project
was approved and he thought, if they all work together to build it the way that it was supposed to
be built and put those beautiful homes in there, it will be a nice project and an improvement for
the city, and definitely an improvement from the condition that it has been for the past years. He
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stated that getting the extension on the permit application will help them to start working towards
the final goal of getting that hill landscaped, the homes built and getting the project completed.

Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that, because this was all approved before she started, she
would venture to say that Mr. Chavarria’s recollection is better than hers, but she stated that she
could research that and find what was put onto the improvement plans.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he would support or make a motion to extend the specific plan
subject to any other comments or conversation about it.
Chair Campbell explained to the public that they cannot open public comments again.
Commissioner Nibbelin moved that the Planning Commission EXTEND Pacific Plan SP-151-15
for two years, beginning on July 13, 2917 with an expiration date of July 13, 2019; Vice Chair
Clifford seconded the motion.
The motion carried 6-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Stegink, Clifford, Kraske, Nibbelin,
Rubinstein and Chair Campbell
None
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Vice Chair Clifford stated that he head from the applicant that he didn’t think they had to do
anything beyond LED light bulbs and he asked the Planning Director if that was accurate as he
was seeing a condition of approval that calls for wind turbines, adding that he was not tied to
wind turbines. He was tied to a basically completely neutral system when it comes to energy.
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3. UP-106-18

File No. 2018-021 – Use Permit UP-106-18 for a 1,112 square foot
outdoor seating area with alcoholic beverage service at an existing
restaurant, “Taco Bell Cantina” at 5200 Pacific Coast Hwy. (APN
022-191-190) Recommended CEQA Action: Class 1 (Existing
Structures), Categorical Exemption, CEQA Guidelines Section
15303.

Chair Campbell asked for input from the Police Chief about the signage and requirement to
prevent access to the beach from the back deck. His understanding of the condition was that there
would be signage on the back deck that would say no alcohol beyond that point and he asked if
the gate would be locked or would access be prevented from people coming in and out of the
back deck from the beach.
Chief Steidle stated that he took a tour of the site and they already had that in place. He stated
that there was signage there to keep the patrons with alcohol off the beach area where there is no
alcohol allowed which was his initial concern. He stated that the gate was at the top of a couple
of steps that lead onto the beach. It says do not enter on one side and on the other side it has a
crash bar on it and states emergency exit and, should a patron need to get out in an emergency,
they only need to push it and it will open up. He added that it is alarmed.
Chair Campbell stated that he got a lot of feedback from beach users who are disappointed at the
prospect of not being able to get back to that back deck, particularly surfers. He asked, if you
have a sign stating no alcoholic beverages beyond a specific point, whether that was enough from
the Chief’s point of view.
Chief Steidle stated that he didn’t think that does enough. He stated that the idea of the gate was
to put a physical barrier there so if someone wants to violate that rule and bring the alcohol onto
the beach, they have to go through the alarm door to do it.
Chair Campbell concluded that they could walk through Taco Bell itself and come around.
Chief Steidle agreed, adding that an element of the community was probably going to do that no
matter what.
Chair Campbell wondered whether, if you are that type of person that would bring the Taco Bell
container full of alcohol onto the beach, you would just walk through the cantina and go out the
other side so he wondered if the gate buys them much deterrence.
Chief Steidle thought the gate would be a deterrent for a lot of people. He stated that, in looking
at these types of conditions before he looked at the site once it was set up, he thought about it and
concluded that all they can ask them to do is do some due diligence. He stated the things will be
put in place so the average person trying to obey the law is going to do it. He didn’t think there
was anything that anyone can do that will stop it 100%, but he felt for the most part it will keep
most of the alcohol off the beach for law abiding people. Those who will go out through Taco
Bell and go around to the beach are the same people who will grab the 12-pack from Safeway or
Quick Stop and do the same thing.
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Chair Campbell understood and his concern was not so much the concern about the people
coming on the beach, but his overriding concern regarding the appeal of the Taco Bell to many
that was being able to walk up the back deck with the wet suit on full of sand and order from that
window. He hated to lose that because of this use permit but he understood the Chief saying they
need to stop the access there.

Vice Chair Clifford stated that he has been asked questions about whether a cantina is legally
exempt from having trash cans where a Taco Bell is not.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that she has not heard of that at all. She stated that, when
the two trash cans were removed from the front of the building and she asked that they be
replaced, she was never told that their reason for the removal was because of the change to a
cantina model.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he doesn’t get to Taco Bell after midnight on Saturdays and he
asked if the operation was currently open until that hour on weekends.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that the project description specifies the hours that it is open, 7
am to midnight on Sunday to Thursday and 7 am to 2 am on Friday and Saturday.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he was trying to confirm if that reflects current conditions or
what they are asking for.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that they are asking for these hours. She stated that the
applicant could better answer that.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked if there were people out on the deck with alcohol. He recognized
that this was offset from any residences but he was curious about whether there were any
concerns about noise that late at night.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that the residential neighborhoods were separated from this
location by Highway 1 in between and the closest building is a building which contains restrooms
should there be any noise concerns from this location.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he had no concerns until it gets late and there isn’t a lot of
ambient noise from midnight to 2 am.
Commissioner Kraske asked if there will be any upgrades to the aesthetic appearances of the
deck.
Contract Planner Aggarwal stated that they haven’t proposed any upgrades to any of the features
of the deck such as lighting or seating, and it is essentially legalization of outdoor seating.
Commissioner Kraske asked if they will be allowed to put beer signs or are those signage not
allowed.
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Chief Steidle thought it would be best practice to do that.
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Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that they would need to adhere to the existing sign
regulations.
Chair Campbell asked if children will still be allowed on the deck. He concluded that kids can
come through, order and sit on the deck.

Commissioner Rubinstein asked if there were any public safety concerns for people drinking at
Taco Bell and crossing Highway 1 at 2 am or getting into cars.
Police Steidle didn’t think there were any special public safety concerns on that location. He
stated that there are numerous drinking establishments in town where people drink. He stated that
he was more concerned about people driving than walking away. He stated that incidents of
people walking away and becoming injured by vehicles was very slim, but it was the driving that
was the issue in Pacifica.
Chair Campbell asked if the condition of the back gate was a firmly held condition that they
would insist upon. He asked if there were other things that they could implement that would
resolve that in a different way.
Police Steidle stated that he would be strongly opposed to removing that condition. He stated that
the conversation didn’t begin with putting the gate there but began with staff monitoring it and
not allowing it. He had faith that Taco Bell is telling him the truth when they said they would do
their best. He brought up the point that, when he was 16, he worked at Taco Bell and he knows
what it is like when it gets busy in a restaurant or fast food chain. He can’t imagine it as realistic
that they can put staff out there to watch it all the time and he thought this was the next best
solution.
Eric Moxley, applicant, stated that their plan was to turn that Taco Bell into an uplifted
experience called Taco Bell Cantina where the décor is improved, specifically on the interior of
the building, and they will implement different items from the normal Taco Bell that he felt
would fit in the Pacifica community. He stated that he will address some of the questions
mentioned. He stated that the surfers can still get to that back window. He stated that there is a
gangplank around the outside of the building. He explained the challenges to the stairs as well as
the ability to get to the window. He appreciated that they were thinking about the surfing
community which was important to Taco Bell. He mentioned having many discussions with the
Police Chief about the gate and he thought that was probably the best solution to deter people
from taking alcohol onto the beach. They want to be good stewards of the community and
acknowledged all the work to keep alcohol off the beach and they want to maintain that and be
part of the community that upholds that. He stated that they have posted similar signage
throughout the beach and on the patio. He referred to the trash cans, and stated that they own
several Taco Bells and have removed trash cans from the majority of their parking lots as they
have found that when people park their cars they empty their cars into the parking lots and the
trash doesn’t always make it into the trash cans. He stated that they found in the other restaurants
that it has cleaned up their parking lots. He stated that he met with Lynn Adams of the Coastal
Coalition after she reached out to talk to them about that. He stated that, since that meeting, they
have installed four additional trash cans into the parking lot. He stated that they were quite full
today, and they installed a trash can next to an easement. He stated that there was a lot of trash in
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Chair Campbell thanked him for explaining that they can still access that window.
Mr. Moxley stated that he must be a surfer.
Chair Campbell stated that he does get out and he was hearing a lot mainly from the kids who
want to access that window. He asked what design changes they will specifically do inside.
Mr. Moxley stated that the interior will get new flooring, adding that he is not the builder but they
will have to submit applications for this. The walls will get upgraded to a nicer look, with plans
to put a mural that speaks to the city of Pacifica on a large wall on the inside, adding that they
have done that in many of the locations they have remodeled. He stated that anything in the
consumer’s sight line will be upgraded to a more modern look.
Chair Campbell stated that he did a little on line research and he saw some of the Taco Bell
cantinas around the country where some significant upgrades were done and they had local art
work and even sold local craft beer. He was wondering about getting a commitment to the local
art work or something like that.
Mr. Moxley stated that the wall is already picked out for the mural and he stated that there was no
artist commissioned at this point so it was worth exploring. He stated that there will be a nod to
the Pacifica community and there was talk with the designers about a surf type mural.
Chair Campbell stated that was interesting, adding that they accomplished something like that
with the Walgreen’s in Manor where they have the pelican.
Vice Chair Clifford thanked him for putting the cans in the parking lot. He stated that he would
like to make it a condition that they stay there. He asked if he was opposed to that.
Mr. Moxley stated that he was not as he thought it was reasonable.
Chair Campbell opened the Public Hearing.
Maiz Dwezk, Pacifica, stated that he just heard about this and he didn’t think it was a smart idea
to have Taco Bell become a cantina. He stated that the Taco Bell in Linda Mar was known for
being able to eat and then play in the water and he does that all the time. He asked, if they are
serving alcohol, what is to stop them from going out in the ocean to swim. He stated that his
uncle died in a similar fashion. He acknowledged that there will be gates to stop it, but he asked
what is going to stop someone from handing over beer. He didn’t think it was logical. He
understood the argument that they can get beer someplace else and then go to the beach, but if
you are trying to prevent something, you need to prevent it, mentioning putting on a seat belt but
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the trash cans but not much of it Taco Bell, but if it helps keep the trash off the beach they will do
their part. He added that they have also committed to a maintenance program that picks up in
their lot and around the patio and they will do their part to keep the beach clean. He stated that
there were no plans for beer signage. They have one other cantina in their portfolio in San
Francisco and they have a stipulation that they can’t have beer signage as the community was
worried about that so they don’t put beer signage in the windows, adding that they aren’t looking
to be a night club but want to provide convenience for their consumers and allow them to have
beer with their taco.
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still get in a car accident and he could die, adding that it was a bad analogy. He stated that the
point is that he knows a lot of people whom he could bribe easily and they would give him a beer
if he will give them $10 and he didn’t think it will be that hard to give someone a beer if there is
just a small gate as you can put your hand over the railing. He didn’t think it was safe to drink
and go swimming, as he knows swimming while drunk was not the brightest thing.

Zack Boucher, Pacifica, stated that he would like to thank the previous young gentleman because
he brings valid and real concerns. He thought it was foolish to think they will put signs up or the
restaurant franchise will put signs up and prevent people from passing alcohol through. He felt
the only way to do that is to put someone there who is paid by Taco Bell to sit and monitor. He
thought that was the only way to do it. He thought a multi-millionaire could afford to do that and
he thought they should vote to enforce them to do it. He stated that the previous speaker’s point
was very valid and if they find a way to sneak alcohol through there and then drown in the beach,
they can tie that to sales of alcohol and their life will be on their hands in some sense. He felt
they need to be very diligent. His second point as someone who lives very close to the new
restaurant that is being proposed, he loves having a taco and beer after surfing having surfed since
he was 19, but he never has just one beer but many beers. He stated that his point is that he
would like to have some type of noise enforcement for this because they live up the street and are
able to see everything that goes on down there from Dolphin Point and when 10 pm. rolls around
his child and wife want to go to bed, and he didn’t want to be kept up on Friday, Thursday,
Saturday by people raging at Taco Bell and getting wasted. He thought that was the point he was
going to make with the Harmony @ 1 project that there should be some noise enforcement with
regard to not working on weekends. He thought these were very valid concerns for the
community that lives so close and has a unique perspective to both of these topics on today’s
agenda. He asked that they consider them as they are real and valid concerns and he hoped they
make the right decisions.
Ron Maykel, Pacifica, stated he had a few questions, adding that while they can’t answer them, if
he gave them the question, they might be able to ask the Director. He stated that this is regulated
by the local Coastal parameters and asked if this project has any role in sea level rise committee
efforts. He stated that the coastal trail runs along the two parking lots, and he suggested they ask
the franchise directors if there is any consideration for coastal trail connectivity through the
parking lot. He is working on signage and maps connected with the coastal trail and he would
like them to consider the coastal trail issue. He didn’t know who did it, but he thanked them for
removing those ugly plants that were bordering the parking lot on the north and south sides that
were half dead as he felt their removal was an improvement. He supports one of the next
speakers regarding pragmatic litter reduction.
Sonja Lancaster, Pacifica, stated she was with the Pacifica Prevention Partnership and they try to
reduce the use of drugs and alcohol access for the youth and their families in our community.
She asked that they weigh these important concerns and reconsider any thoughts towards
allowing any possible sales and service of alcohol in the outside structure of Taco Bell. She
stated that addiction is in epidemic proportions, and she asked that they not provide easy access
of alcohol for our youth. The youth frequent the beach in a way to engage in alcohol free
activities to be resilient and lead bright, healthy, happy futures. She asked that they not hinder
their growth and not provide easy access and availability to alcohol on the outside steps of the
beach that doesn’t allow alcohol on it in the first place. She asked how easy it would be to pass a
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Chair Campbell thanked him for providing comment as it was much appreciated.
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cup over a gate. She imagined the cost involved to properly monitor and enforce this and she
asked whose responsibility it would be, law enforcement, park rangers ot Taco Bell employees
who have enough just trying to fill orders. She stated that the increase of sales and service steps
away from our ocean will only increase the possibilities of alcohol related surfer injuries. She
asked if lifeguards stationed on both ends of the beach have been considered and factored into
anyone’s budget. She asked if jobs for our youth will be taken away because of the increase of
alcohol sales as our youth cannot be employed to service and sell alcohol. She asked what kind
of a future they are painting for our youth for jobs and employment and what they can do to feel
good about themselves. She felt the idea of sales of alcohol on a beach will be costly, dangerous
and the trash not being able to be kept up with by the employees of Taco Bell and the doors have
been locked during business hours so no one else is allowed in after 9 pm when the sign says they
are open until 11 pm because they could not keep up with everything going on in their store with
mismanagement and staffing. She felt this was not a good idea, costly, dangerous and ugly, and
that was not the picture they want for Pacifica’s image.
Lynn Adams, Pacifica, thanked them for taking up this subject as it was not an easy choice. She
stated that 20 million bottle caps were collected on the beach since 1988 on coastal cleanup day
one day a year. She stated that they predict that by 2020 .5 trillion plastic bottles will be sold in a
year which is billions per day which includes all the plastic caps on them. She didn’t get any
facts on the plastic cups that will be used in a day. She stated that straws used in a day in the
United States would wrap around the world 2 ½ times. She stated that every 4th day the straws
laid end to end would reach the moon. Sixteen billion disposable coffee cups with plastic lids are
used each year; 4.5 trillion cigarette filters per year are discarded. She stated that these are some
of the litter things our world is having to deal with and she had a conversation with Mr. Moxley
about Taco Bell being a leader in whatever happens there, cantina or not, being a leader as a fast
food industry in being on the ocean and extending sustainable practices to their business and
introducing that to their clientele. She asked him not only to do that here, but in their franchise
and if possible to reach to the corporate level. She felt that was what we need. Whatever
happens with Taco Bell is that they have a partner for the ocean that is a leader in the world. She
stated that when a business like Taco Bell partnered with Starbucks, McDonald’s, they can make
a big difference in the issues here which are important and necessary. She stated that we don’t
have time to put more plastic into the environment. By the year 2050, they expect more plastic in
the ocean than fish by weight. She stated that they came up with a study that every time plastic
breaks down it releases methane gas into the atmosphere in addition to the production of
extraction of oil, shipping of oil, the processing of oil, carbon and sea level rise is really
contributed greatly by plastic and she asked them to be sustainable.
Jim Fithian, Pacifica, stated he was speaking for the Beach Coalition but also as a Pacifican. He
likes to look for the reality and there are some things you can do to attack what is going to happen
anyway. He stated that 20 years ago when they started the Beach Coalition they went to Taco
Bell as they would wash the trash off onto the beach. He stated that was a major problem, and
they talked to them about it and they stopped doing it. He stated that they then started coming to
their cleanups in uniform and he thought that was a fantastic thing they can do for the public and
their image. He stated that they stopped doing that and he would love to see them back doing
that. He thought that was good PR for Taco Bell and good for everyone. He understood what
one speaker said about the plants in front, and he stated that it was a sad situation when they took
the plants out and left the trash. He stated that they picked up the trash the next morning. He
stated that it wasn’t a lot of household trash. He stated that the reality is that Taco Bell is not
littering but the people who are going to Taco Bell are. They leave the tray with the trash on the
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deck and then it starts flying off to the beach. He stated that it was reality and he asked what they
can do to fix that. He liked some of the ideas. He thought it made perfect sense having one of
their employees every hour to go around Taco Bell and pick up the trash. He thought that was
good PR and they are picking up the trash that was going to be there. He was not a great fan of
alcohol on the beach but he felt it was more the party trash and party atmosphere that was a little
more concerning to him after having done cleanups of those parties for many years before they
took out the firings on the beach. He felt there are solutions. He loved the letter written to Lynn
Adams. He liked the idea of a person being out there. He acknowledged that it will cost
something but they are going to have to have someone monitoring as people will pass the beer
out. He stated that 2 am was not reasonable to him. He stated that now it was open to 11 pm
which he thought was more reasonable. He thought, if people are out there until 2 am, they will
have the party trash and the parties they can’t address. He mentioned that the Police Chief
mentioned someone who was working there is not going to be able to keep up. He thought if it
passes all these things have to be taken into account to make sure it is a good representation of
Taco Bell on the beach, adding that it has been great for many years.
Chair Campbell closed the Public Hearing.
Mr. Moxley appreciated all the comments from the community. He stated that they want to be
good stewards and good partners to the community. He stated that they will continue to work
with Lynn Adams and her team to do the right thing. He stated that after one meeting when she
reached out to them, they came up with several solutions that will help this Taco Bell specifically
be better stewards of the earth. He stated that they have come up with a game plan to keep up
with the garbage and to make sure they keep the beach clean and he sent it to her this morning. It
does entail taking care of the surroundings including just outside of the patio. He stated that they
have installed the trash cans. He pointed out that this is an existing restaurant that does have an
alcohol license already and it will be a cantina. He stated that none of those are in question but
they were asking to extend the ability to serve food and alcohol on the patio. He stated that they
take the serving of alcohol very seriously. He stated that each of the front-of-the-house
employees are tips trained so they understand how to responsibly serve alcohol. They have
adopted a responsible alcohol service policy that they have worked on with the Police
Department, specifically San Francisco. He stated that they have had this liquor license at the
Pacifica location since January and there has been no incident. He stated that they have a
different type of liquor license in San Francisco all with no incident because of the training that
they do and because of the seriousness in which they take the responsibility of serving alcohol.
He again stated that they don’t take that responsibility lightly and the proximity of the beach and
the ability of a person to actually hand a beer over the edge is a far drop, 8-10 feet, and they have
not just one individual but everyone who is the front-of-the-house staff is tips trained and they
don’t have just one individual monitoring but upwards of 25 employees and half of them are
front-of-the-house. They will continue to monitor as that is one of the stipulations of having an
alcohol license or the ability to serve alcohol, having to be responsible with it.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that the speakers reminded him of a question he had, which was
specific to the hours of operation. He asked what the current hours of operation were and the
state of affairs with respect to the deck. He stated that he had some concerns about the late hours
on weekends. He appreciated that he clarified what they were there to consider, not considering
the cantina as a concept. He did have concerns about the outdoor alcohol serving particularly on
weekends as they get into the later hours.
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Mr. Moxley stated that the hours of operation that are posted in the report are current hours of
operation and there was not a plan to skew from that.
Commissioner Nibbelin asked if those were the current hours of operation indoors.
Mr. Moxley stated that they were the current hours of operation.
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Chair Campbell asked if they were open to 2 am now.
Mr. Moxley stated that there was a comment made about the walk up window, and he stated that
they will not be serving alcohol through that window and anyone who desires the purchase of
beer will have to purchase it inside.
Commissioner Nibbelin got that, but he was concerned about the drinking of it outdoors after a
certain hour.
Mr. Moxley stated that they would have to abide by the ABC laws in that case.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he sees the step and the gate area as the weak point in terms of
being able to hand booze off the deck area. He did look at the other side and it was very steep
and on the rocky side. He asked if he would consider putting up a Plexiglas upper barrier on that
area so that someone coming up to the stairs cannot get beer from someone on the deck.
Mr. Moxley stated that he would not be opposed to looking at creating some sort of barrier but
thinking about the fact that, if someone wants to break the law, they will find a way to break the
law. He stated that, like in any other restaurant, they could walk out the front door with a bottle
of wine.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he has been around long enough to know that people are quite
inventive when it comes to breaking laws that they don’t like. He also knows that, if you put
impediments in front of people, they tend to be very lazy and will not break the law because they
have an impediment, not because they don’t want to.
Mr. Moxley stated that was how he and the Police Chief came to the conclusion that the gate
would deter people.
Vice Chair Clifford stated that he wanted to add a little something to it to keep that hand from
going across that gate. He stated that you don’t have to open the gate to hand a beer to someone.
He stated that it was a suggestion, not saying he has to do it to get the approval.
Mr. Moxley thought that was a fair idea.
Commissioner Rubinstein stated that this Taco Bell was a famous Taco Bell on the beach. He
stated that it was an iconic restaurant in Pacifica and known throughout the country. He stated
that it was also on one of their best state beaches where they surf and everyone hangs out on the
weekend. He asked if it was feasible for this Taco Bell to implement biodegradable cups, straws
or other ocean friendly type items to help bridge those two things. He stated that it was a unique
situation with a Taco Bell that they operate inside, but they also are operating on the beach which
is very unique and he thought it was a unique opportunity for Taco Bell. He didn’t know if this
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Mr. Moxley stated that it was a great question. He stated that immediately after meeting with
Lynn Adams and having discussions along those lines, explaining that he was a small business
owner and franchisee of the larger corporation, the larger corporation recently chose to use plastic
cups, and he immediately called the corporation to talk about the implementation of the use of a
paper cup, potential use of a paper straw and things that are more environmentally friendly and
they were very receptive. He stated that the paper cups and paper straws have been ordered and
they expect to implement those in short order. He also requested the use of more environmentally
friendly cutlery. He stated that the current Taco Bell specs is plastic but there are other
alternatives out there and he reached out through the corporation to start those discussions and see
if they can get down that road. He agreed with him that this was an opportunity to make an
impact. He stated that they are attempting with the first step on the paper cups. They have also
taken the straws and plastic lids that are in existence in today’s operation and put them behind the
counter and they can talk to people and tell them that they are available if they would like to have
them but they don’t want to set them out on the counter for everyone to grab. If they are going to
use them, they will give them to them for the time being, but behind the counter so people aren’t
just grabbing them. He stated that they are going to be there a long time and he will commit to
continuing to work with the Coastal Coalition and Lynn Adams to do the right thing and make an
impact in changes where they can.
Commissioner Rubinstein asked if it would be feasible for him to accept it as a condition of
approval for the outdoor deck to have specific biodegradable cutlery, cups, straws, lids.
Mr. Moxley thought the condition they were talking about for the exterior of the deck is
discussing specifically their desire to serve alcohol out there and with the alcohol people aren’t
able to take that away from the patio and the environmental impact or the person’s ability to take
that and go on to the beach or litter the beach doesn’t exist because they can’t leave their property
with it and they have control over the things that the alcohol will be served in.
Commissioner Rubinstein stated he was not suggesting just for the outdoor use but for the entire
restaurant and all of the litter that was coming out of the restaurant and ending up in the ocean
that it would be biodegradable.
Mr. Moxley stated that it was an existing restaurant that uses items today and they were
committing to changing the items that they can as the franchisee of a larger corporation.
Commissioner Rubinstein understood, adding that it was a very unique Taco Bell like none other
in the entire franchise and in the country that is like his.
Mr. Moxley agreed with him.
Commissioner Rubinstein thought it was an opportunity for us to use as a lever to try and
implement some kind of better practices at least in this one store and maybe committing to a
timeline to do it. He stated that Starbucks just announced that they were doing it and it was going
to take 2-3 years. He stated that he was opening this up for discussion because it was a unique
opportunity for him to bring it up.
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Mr. Moxley stated that the franchise, and Starbucks owns the majority of their stores, can push a
button and as a company across the country, they can make a change. He stated that as a small
business owner who lives in the Bay Area he cannot do that for Taco Bell. He can commit to
changing what he has been told he can change today, the to-go beverages that people are able to
take they are committed to changing to paper cups. He stated that they will allow them to change
to a paper straw which he thinks in one day for a franchise that owns 7,500 restaurants, and he
was a small fish for them, to get that done in this one store that is a very unique store and very
famous store is an accomplishment. It came through education from this community. He can
only commit to continuing to try to move that forward. Without being the franchisor and holding
the cards, to commit on a timeline for other items or commit even to making them happen, he
cannot make that commitment because he is not the franchisor.
Chair Campbell stated that he has a best management practices plan that he has developed in
conjunction with the Pacifica Beach Coalition, and he thought that was fully baked or under
discussion.
Mr. Moxley stated that they have implemented what he sent to Lynn Adams this morning and he
didn’t know if she would agree that it was fully baked, but he was happy to continue to talk to her
about it. He reiterated that they want to do their part. He stated that it is a famous spot, iconic
and in the middle of a beautiful community and they want to do their part to make sure it
continues to shine. He stated that they will continue to work to make sure that it is what they
want it to be.
Chair Campbell stated that he will import this from environmental law with municipal storm
water practices and they have to come up with a best management plan, basically a good
housekeeping plan and something that is written down and incorporated in the storm water
pollution prevention plans. He stated that it is involving having personnel going around
periodically and making sure that the grounds are clean, nothing is going to get entrained in air,
water.
Mr. Moxley stated that he would be glad to submit what he sent to Lynn Adams.
Chair Campbell stated that everyone would have to digest it but it was probably along the lines of
what he was talking about, adding that Mr. Moxley handed him the management plan for outside
cleaning maintenance for the Taco Bell Cantina Pacifica. He didn’t know if it could be wrapped
up formally into the approval. He thought that was one of the big things.
Mr. Moxley was happy to have that.
Chair Campbell concluded that they have been serving alcohol there since January.
Mr. Moxley responded affirmatively. He stated it was a very low mix. He stated that it was
advertised on their menu boards as a cantina and branded in the city of San Francisco. He stated
that the alcohol mix was about 5% of their total sales which is a very low mix. He stated that
restaurant happens to be a block away from the ballpark. He stated that the Pacifica location has
not gone through a full blown remodel as of yet and the mix of the beer they are selling is very
low. He stated that the only display of the beer is on the back counter. He stated that it was
available for public consumption but was not on a menu board. As the remodel gets done and
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Chair Campbell referred to kids reaching over, and he knows that Taco Bell gets busy. His
children go there when they get hungry from surfing and he knows it gets busy and chaotic and he
knows kids who have worked there and had some stories to tell about how chaotic it can get. He
liked the notion of having someone out on the deck hanging out and making sure things are
occurring as they should. He stated he knows it is a steep drop off the back but you could get up
on that railing without too much trouble if you’re a teenager. He asked if there was any way they
could get more eyes out there.
Mr. Moxley stated that, in the responsible alcohol serving policy they implemented in the San
Francisco location, they committed to having team members in the dining room monitoring and
making sure that no beers go out the front door in that location and they have no incidents of
alcohol leaving the front door. People aren’t able to leave because there is no drive through
location and it is just a small restaurant. He thought what he was asking was if they monitor to
make sure with people in the dining room that they are doing their part to keep the alcohol on the
patio and as part of the ABC license that was already their responsibility to make sure that
alcohol isn’t being sold or passed to minors. He didn’t think that was anything that they would be
opposed to. They monitor the dining room and the patio, as it is an extension of the dining room,
on a regular basis now and they will continue to do that. He stated, if he was asking to have a
stationary person on the patio, it was a busy location and the most effective use is to have
someone continually doing what they do now, checking to make sure the garbage cans aren’t full,
make sure the bathrooms are clean, and in their policy the responsible serving of alcohol policy
was part of the drill and part of the path of the employees is to not only make sure they do the
things they would do in a normal Taco Bell to keep it clean and organized, but they have added
to make sure that alcohol isn’t going where it is not supposed to be and make sure that minors
aren’t consuming. He thought that was already contained in their responsible alcohol service
policy.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he was not opposed to this proposal. He continues to have
concerns about the notion of serving alcohol outdoors as late as requested and he would be in
support of a motion that may be looked at hours that were somewhat truncated from the actual
hours of the restaurant in terms of serving alcohol outdoors on the patio. He was thinking of 10
pm during the Sunday through Thursday and more like midnight on the weekends which he
thinks is somewhat modest recognizing the applicant may not feel that way but that was where he
was with respect to the hours. He didn’t have any great concerns with respect to the other
conditions.
Chair Campbell stated that they have been serving alcohol and they have alcohol serving
establishments nearby such as the Tap Room and La Playa and some other places. He felt alcohol
gets on the beach. He was not a huge fan of more alcohol on the beach having raised two kids in
Pacifica. He stated that it sounds like it is going to happen and they are going to serve alcohol at
this Taco Bell. What was at issue was whether they serve it on the back deck or not. He would
like to move to continue this item because he would like to get a little bit more thought on this.
He would like more time to look at the outside cleaning/maintenance plan because the Pacifica
Beach Coalition representatives are correct that they are outside and it is a windy beach and they
do have stuff that just blows around. He stated that he has been on that patio and people drop
things and off it goes. He thought that he doesn’t have time to digest it at this time but he would
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like to see if the applicant can take this, work with staff, incorporate it into the next version of the
proposed action for the outside to see if that can get them to a place where they are comfortable.
He thought that plan could incorporate some more aspects of having people not only patrol for
trash but making sure that alcohol is not going over the side of the gate. He added that maybe it
also includes something, as mentioned by Vice Chair Clifford, about having a little bit more to
that gate than is there now as far as having people handing over alcohol. He stated that the beach
is heavily trafficked and has a lot of youth. It was an attractive nuisance to have people drinking
out on that patio and so close to so many youth who use the beach. He knows they sometimes
have a probationary period installed for services. He thought they did it for 7-Eleven on Hickey
where they had a one-year probation.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that it wasn’t really a probationary period, but an annual
review. If there were problems, they would have to go through the formal proceedings to revoke
their use permit. They have done annual reviews before.
Chair Campbell stated that, at the very least, if he can prevail on the other commissioners to
continue the item, he would like to have that as a condition where they come back and take a look
at it in a year.
Commissioner Rubinstein agreed with him on an annual review and limited hours for the outdoor
seating would also be acceptable.
Chair Campbell was in agreement with Commissioner Nibbelin on limiting the hours and they
should take another look at that. He stated that with the annual review, they take a look at it and
he asked what the “teeth” was on it. If there are a ton of complaints, and ABC finds something
wrong, would they decide the outside patio doesn’t work.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the first step was drafting good conditions that the
Commission is comfortable with and feels it meets the intent of the approval. Then at the annual
review, if they are not complying with the conditions of the use permit, upon direction, they
would initiate the formal proceedings which are codified to actually go through the use permit
revocation process and noticing is required and specific findings that they will have to make.
She stated that any use permit can actually be revoked but this would trigger an actual proactive
annual review.
Vice Chair Clifford stated he was not opposed to continuing it to make some adjustments to the
conditions. He stated that he wanted to add the one condition that the trash cans in the parking lot
stay there regardless and they don’t decide that it was creating more mess and they will just yank
them again so he wanted a written condition to have trash cans in the parking lot. He was open to
continuing the item to go over this, look at hours of operation, etc.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that unless anyone else had input, he would be prepared to make a
motion to continue the item to the next meeting so staff can reasonably bring it back after having
addressed the concerns that have been raised.
Chair Campbell stated that it looks like they are going to have a cantina and if they are going to
have that, he would like to entertain discussions with the applicant to see if they can get a better
understanding of the improvements and upgrades that are going to happen and the timeline for
them happening so that they can better understand them. He was seeing that they were allowing
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alcohol on the beach and he wants to be sure they are getting something back because they were
giving up a lot. He would like to understand that, if they are going to have a cantina, it is going to
be something that is really going to look nice. He thinks the applicant wants the same thing but
he thought it was a trustful verify process. He asked if he can bring the applicant back.
Asst. City Attorney Sharma stated that discussion is closed.
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Chair Campbell stated that while he would like to, on advice of counsel, he can’t but he thought
discussions can happen between staff.
Commissioner Nibbelin stated that he was ready to make a motion.
Planning Director Wehrmeister suggested that they continue to a date specific. She stated that
they can do the next meeting on September 4, adding that it was a Tuesday because of the
Monday holiday or they can do September 17.
Mr. Moxley preferred the 17th.
Chair Campbell agreed, adding that the Tuesday after Labor Day was fraught with danger with
people not being here.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the motion would be to a date specific of September
17.
Commissioner Nibbelin moved that the item be continued to September 17; Commissioner
Rubinstein seconded the motion.
The motion carried 5-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Clifford, Kraske, Nibbelin, Rubinstein
and Chair Campbell.
None
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COMMISSION COMMUNICATIONS:
None.

Planning Director Wehrmeister let them know there was interest in whether or not a restaurant
was going to take over the Surf Spot. They did get a building permit application within the last
two weeks. She state that there was also something similar going on at the old Sea Horse on
Palmetto. She trusts that they saw that she provided another ADU update on a resource website
today. She stated that they have some hard copies of the workbook available at the front counter
if they know of anyone who is interested. She stated that the marijuana use permit applications
are still incomplete at this time. She hopes to have an update on those soon. She mentioned
again that the next meeting was on September 4 which is the Tuesday after the holiday, and they
do have agenda items scheduled. If there are any conflicts, she asked that they let staff know
early.
Commissioner Rubinstein asked if the liquor license stayed with the Surf Spot or do they have to
bring in a new one.
Planning Director Wehrmeister did not know whether the ABC license was purchased.
Vice Chair Clifford asked the Planning Director to give them an update on the library committee
because he was unavailable for the last meeting.
Planning Director Wehrmeister stated that the major item was that they have made great strides in
their conversations with the San Mateo County library system to determine what they can do with
the Sanchez site in providing services to the community while still having a main branch that is
open 60 hours a week. They were continuing those conversations and they were getting feedback
from the Library Advisory Committee regarding shared use with Recreation and expanding the
hours that the site is available to the community in total so it becomes an even greater community
benefit than it already is.

ADJOURNMENT:
There being no further business for discussion, Commissioner Nibbelin moved to adjourn the
meeting at 8:54 p.m.; Vice Chair Clifford seconded the motion.
The motion carried 5-0.
Ayes:
Noes:

Commissioners Clifford, Kraske, Nibbelin, Rubinstein
and Chair Campbell
None

Respectfully submitted,

Barbara Medina
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Public Meeting Stenographer
APPROVED:
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_________________________
Planning Director Wehrmeister
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PLANNING COMMISSION
Staff Report
Scenic Pacifica
Incorporated Nov. 22, 1957

DATE: September 4, 2018

FILE: A-004-18

ITEM: 1

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was published in the Pacifica Tribune on August 22,
2018, and mailed to 203 surrounding property owners and occupants.
APPLICANT/OWNER:

Tyler Brennan
295 Pinehaven Way
Pacifica, CA 94044

PROJECT LOCATION: 295 Pinehaven Way (APN 018-021-090) - West Fairway
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: A Home Occupation Permit application was submitted requesting
authorization to allow outdoor dog agility training, as well as administrative operations in an
existing residence, and to kennel up to one (1) dog for a fee overnight. On July 23, 2018, the
Zoning Administrator approved the Home Occupation permit, but conditioned the approval to
not allow outdoor training and overnight kenneling due to possible adverse impacts on the
neighborhood. The applicant has appealed the Zoning Administrator’s decision to apply
conditions to the permit that do not allow outdoor agility training and kenneling up to one (1)
dog per night.
SITE DESIGNATIONS: General Plan: Low Density Residential (LDR)
Zoning: R-1 (Single Family Residential)
RECOMMENDED CEQA STATUS: Not applicable under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2).
ADDITIONAL REQUIRED APPROVALS: None. Subject to appeal to the City Council.
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RECOMMENDED ACTION: Deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Administrator’s decision.
PREPARED BY: Helen Gannon, Assistant Planner
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PROJECT SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATION, AND FINDINGS
ZONING STANDARDS CONFORMANCE:
The applicant is not proposing any development or change to the existing structure. The criteria
of a valid home occupation, as discussed in Sec. 9-4.3101, will be discussed later in this report.
A. PROJECT SUMMARY
1. General Plan, Zoning, and Surrounding Land Uses
The General Plan designation for the site is Low Density Residential (LDR) and the zoning is R-1
(Single Family Residential).
The same General Plan designation and zoning apply to the parcels in the vicinity of the project
site. The project site is located in the West Fairway neighborhood of Pacifica, which is
characterized by low density single family residential development. Land uses surrounding the
project site include the Sharp Park Golf Course to the north, Mori Point national park land to
the south and west, and Highway 1 and residential properties to the east.

2. Background
The property at 295 Pinehaven Way is currently a developed one-story single family residence
with an attached garage. Per County records, the original residence on the site was
constructed in 1956 (prior to the City’s incorporation in 1957) and sits on a corner lot.
On July 23, 2018, the Zoning Administrator made a decision on the Home Occupation Permit
application, described below. After consideration of the proposed business, the Zoning
Administrator approved the Home Occupation permit with conditions that denied outdoor
training and overnight kenneling due to possible adverse impacts to the neighborhood. The
Zoning Administrator did approve the home office for administrative operations of a dog
training business. It was found that the administrative operations of the proposed business
would adhere to the parameters of the home occupation requirements.
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The Zoning Administrator’s denial for the home occupation was appealed to the Planning
Commission.
3. Project Description
The project site is a 5,376 sf parcel located at the corner of Seaside Drive and Pinehaven Way.
Currently the site contains a 1,080 sf, one-story single family residence. No development is
proposed at this time and parking will remain the same.
The applicant's original request was to allow for dog obedience and dog training as well as
single dog boarding within the residence. The applicant also requested that the permit include
a home office for the administrative operations of the dog training business.
4. Municipal Code
Per PMC Section 9-4.3101, an occupation carried on by the occupants of a dwelling unit as a
secondary use to the customary residential purpose or an occupation carried on by a renter
with the written consent of the landlord or his agent, is subject to securing a home occupation
permit.
The required findings for a home occupation permit are discussed in Section A.5 below.
5. Required Findings
Home Occupation Permit A-004-18 - Pursuant to PMC Section Sec. 9-4.3101, a home
occupation permit may be granted only upon making all of the following findings. All required
findings can be found in Attachment E. The findings relevant to this home occupation
application are:
(I) It shall not unreasonably generate pedestrian or vehicular traffic beyond that normal
to the zone in which it is located. No more than three (3) people per day, including
customers and sales persons shall come to and from the dwelling in conjunction with the
home occupation. Music teachers and other teachers may be permitted additional
commercial clientele upon approval by the Planning Administrator and conformance
with conditions limiting the number of hours of commercial activity. In such case,
adjacent owners and resident shall be notified prior to approval of the home occupation.
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Discussion:
According to the applicant, the training will occur primarily off-site; however, agility
training in the backyard as well as boarding for a single dog is proposed at the property.
The owner of the property does not anticipate having more than three (3) clients visiting
the residence per day.
(iv) It shall not involve more than two hundred (200’) square feet of the dwelling unit
floor area, whether the home occupation use is conducted within the dwelling, or in an
accessory building, or a combination of both.
Discussion:
Management of the dog training business will take place in the smallest bedroom, which
is the designated office space and is approximately 85.5 square feet. Storage of dog
related equipment (collars, leashes, harnesses, food, bedding, etc.) will be in cabinets or
storage bins, approximately 12 square feet, while the agility obstacles will remain
outdoors.
(vi) In no way shall the appearance of the structure or premises be so altered, or the
conduct of the occupation within the structure or premises be such, that the structure or
the premises may be reasonably recognized as serving a nonresidential use (either by
color, materials, construction, lighting, noise, vibration, or the like). In particular, a home
occupation shall not cause any adverse impacts such as offensive odors or excessive
noise, lighting, or traffic which are incompatible with the residential area, or in violation
of the provisions of any applicable laws or regulations.
Discussion:
There is currently no development or alterations to the existing structure being
proposed. Therefore, the appearance of the structure or premises will not be recognized
as serving a nonresidential use. However, it has been determined by the Zoning
Administrator that the home occupation will result in adverse impacts to the
neighborhood. Staff believes that the business could have the potential to cause an
annoyance and have a negative impact on the surrounding neighbors in terms of noise.
(viii) A home occupation may be conducted only within an enclosed building, whether
the building constitutes part of the main building or is an accessory building. A home
occupation may not be conducted within an accessory building which is located within a
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required setback area, unless storage is the only proposed use. The Zoning
Administrator, after a notice to adjoining landowners located within two hundred (200’)
feet of the subject property, may authorize a home occupation in other than an enclosed
building upon the determination that the home occupation will not damage neighboring
properties.
Discussion:
Although the home occupation permit was denied to allow outdoor agility training and
kenneling of up to one (1) dog at a time overnight, the Zoning Administrator did approve
the home office for administrative operations of the dog training business. It was found
that the administrative operations taking place inside the main building would adhere to
the parameters of the home occupation requirements. However, staff believes that the
agility training and kenneling could have the potential to cause an annoyance and have
a negative impact on the surrounding neighbors in terms of noise. Public notice of the
home occupation permit was sent to adjoining landowners located within two hundred
(200’) feet of the subject property. Two public comment letters were received; one
owner was not in favor of the proposal and the other had no objection so long as the
noise is kept under control. Staff has also sent public noticing to all property
owners/tenants within a 500 foot radius prior to the Planning Commission appeal
hearing.

(x) A home occupation shall not involve the employment of help other than resident
members of the family within the residence. No provisions of this article shall be deemed
to prohibit service occupations carried on off the premises, nor to prohibit the
employment of persons off the premises. Where special conditions exist and are
disclosed on the application, the Zoning Administrator may modify this requirement.
Discussion:
The home occupation will not involve the employment of help other than the resident
members of the family within the residence.

5. CEQA Recommendation
The project is not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because the
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activity will not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the
environment, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(2).

6. Alternate Resolution
After holding the public hearing and considering all testimony, the Planning Commission may
want to uphold the appeal and approve the home occupation permit without conditions
disallowing training and kenneling. If the Commission does decide to uphold the appeal, staff
has attached an alternate resolution (Attachment C) for consideration which includes
alternative findings and conditions of approval for this application.

7. Staff Summary
The proposed project would include outdoor agility training as well as the kenneling of one dog
at the existing residence. The home office for administrative operations of the dog training
business was approved by the Zoning Administrator; however, the request to allow outdoor
agility training and request to kennel up to one dog overnight was denied. The home
occupation, as proposed, was found to result in adverse impacts to the neighborhood. The
neighborhood is not an appropriate venue for the business. Thus, staff recommends that the
Planning Commission deny the appeal.
B. COMMISSION ACTION
MOTION FOR DENIAL:
Move that the Planning Commission find that the application is not subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act and; DENY Administrative Permit A-004-18.
MOTION FOR APPROVAL:

Move that the Planning Commission find the application is not subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act; APPROVE Administrative Permit A-004-18 by adopting the resolution
included as Attachment C to the staff report including conditions of approval in Exhibit A of the
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resolution and, incorporate all maps and testimony into the record by reference.
ATTACHMENT LIST:
Attachment A Land Use
(PDF)
Attachment B Draft Resolution Upholding the Zoning Administrator's Decision
Attachment C Draft Resolution Upholding the Appeal
(DOCX)
Attachment D Zoning Administrator Determination Letter (PDF)
Attachment E Findings
(DOCX)

(DOCX)
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Land Use & Zoning Exhibit
City of Pacifica Planning Department

Attachment: Attachment A Land Use (2681 : 295 Pinehaven Way)

General Plan Diagram
Neighborhood: Mori Point
Land Use Designation: Low Density Residential

Zoning Map Diagram
Zoning District: R-1, Single Family Residential

ATTACHMENT A
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A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA
DENYING THE APPEAL AND UPHOLDING THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S
DECISION TO APPROVAL OF HOME OCCUPATION PERMIT A-004-18 (FILE NO.
2018-043), WITH CONDITION TO NOT ALLOW OUTDOOR AGILITY TRAINING OR
THE KENNELING OF UP TO ONE (1) DOG OVERNIGHT AT 295 PINEHAVEN WAY
(APN 018-021-090), AND FINDING THE PROJECT NOT SUBJECT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
_______________________________________________________________
Initiated by: Tyler Brennan (“Applicant”)
WHEREAS, an application for a Home Occupation was submitted requesting to allow
outdoor dog agility training, as well as administrative operations in the existing residence, and to
kennel up to one (1) dog for a fee overnight at 295 Pinehaven Way (APN 018-021-090); and
WHEREAS, on July 23, 2018, the Zoning Administrator made the decision to approve
the Home Occupation Permit to allow for administrative operations of the dog business, with
conditions to deny the outdoor agility training and the kenneling of up to one (1) dog per night;
and
WHEREAS, on July 30, 2018, the applicant filed an appeal to appeal the Zoning
Administrator’s decision to deny the outdoor agility training and the kenneling of up to one (1)
dog per night; and
WHEREAS, the Pacifica Municipal Code Section 9-4.3106 states that the Planning
Commission will hear appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly noticed
public hearing on September 4, 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:
A.

The above recitals are true and correct and material to this Resolution.

B.

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 is not subject to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) so long as the activity will not result in a direct or reasonably foreseeable
indirect physical change in the environment, as provided in CEQA Guidelines Section
15060(c)(2).
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RESOLUTION NO.

1.b

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
makes the following findings pertaining to Home Occupation Permit A-004-18, pursuant to PMC
Section Sec. 9-4.3101:

(I) It shall not unreasonably generate pedestrian or vehicular traffic beyond that normal
to the zone in which it is located. No more than three (3) people per day, including
customers and sales persons shall come to and from the dwelling in conjunction with the
home occupation. Music teachers and other teachers may be permitted additional
commercial clientele upon approval by the Planning Administrator and conformance
with conditions limiting the number of hours of commercial activity. In such case,
adjacent owners and resident shall be notified prior to approval of the home occupation.
Discussion:
According to the applicant, the training will occur primarily off-site, however agility
training in the backyard as well as boarding for a single dog is proposed at the property.
The owner of the property does not anticipate having more than three (3) clients visiting
the residence per day.
(iv) It shall not involve more than two hundred (200’) square feet of the dwelling unit
floor area, whether the home occupation use is conducted within the dwelling, or in an
accessory building, or a combination of both.
Discussion:
Management of the dog training business will take place in the smallest bedroom, which
is the designated office space and is approximately 85.5 square feet. Storage of dog
related equipment (collars, leashes, harnesses, food, bedding, etc.) will be in cabinets or
storage bins, approximately 12 square feet, while the agility obstacles will remain
outdoors.
(vi) In no way shall the appearance of the structure or premises be so altered, or the
conduct of the occupation within the structure or premises be such, that the structure or
the premises may be reasonably recognized as serving a nonresidential use (either by
color, materials, construction, lighting, noise, vibration, or the like). In particular, a
home occupation shall not cause any adverse impacts such as offensive odors or
excessive noise, lighting, or traffic which are incompatible with the residential area, or in
violation of the provisions of any applicable laws or regulations.
Discussion:
There is currently no development or alterations to the existing structure being proposed.
Therefore, the appearance of the structure or premises will not be recognized as serving a
nonresidential use.
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However, this finding cannot be made because it has been determined by the Planning
Commission that the outdoor dog training and boarding may result in adverse impacts to
the neighborhood including having a negative impact on the surrounding neighbors in
terms of noise.
(viii) A home occupation may be conducted only within an enclosed building, whether the
building constitutes part of the main building or is an accessory building. A home
occupation may not be conducted within an accessory building which is located within a
required setback area, unless storage is the only proposed use. The Zoning
Administrator, after a notice to adjoining landowners located within two hundred (200’)
feet of the subject property, may authorize a home occupation in other than an enclosed
building upon the determination that the home occupation will not damage neighboring
properties.
Discussion:
Although the home occupation permit was denied to allow outdoor agility training and
kenneling of up to one (1) dog at a time overnight, the Zoning Administrator did approve
the home office for administrative operations of the dog training business. It was found
that the administrative operations taking place inside the main building would adhere to
the parameters of the home occupation requirements. Public notice of the home
occupation permit was sent to adjoining landowners located within two hundred (200’)
feet of the subject property.
This finding cannot be made because it has been determined by the Planning Commission
that the outdoor dog training and boarding may result in adverse impacts to the
neighborhood including having a negative impact on the surrounding neighbors in terms
of noise.
(x) A home occupation shall not involve the employment of help other than resident
members of the family within the residence. No provisions of this article shall be deemed
to prohibit service occupations carried on off the premises, nor to prohibit the
employment of persons off the premises. Where special conditions exist and are disclosed
on the application, the Zoning Administrator may modify this requirement.
Discussion:
The home occupation will not involve the employment of help other than the resident
members of the family within the residence.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica
does hereby deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Administrator’s decision to approve the
Home Occupation Permit, with conditions to deny outdoor agility training and the kenneling of
up to one (1) dog per night.
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*

*

*

*

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City
of Pacifica, California, held on the 4th day of September, 2018.

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. 38

Attachment: Attachment B Draft Resolution Upholding the Zoning Administrator's Decision (2681 : 295 Pinehaven Way)

*

1.c

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF
PACIFICA UPHOLDING THE APPEAL AND APPROVING HOME
OCCUPATION PERMIT A-004-18 (FILE NO. 2018-043), SUBJECT TO
MODIFIED CONDITIONS, TO ALLOW OUTDOOR AGILITY TRAINING AND
THE KENNELING OF UP TO ONE (1) DOG OVERNIGHT AT 295 PINEHAVEN
WAY (APN 018-021-090), AND FINDING THE PROJECT NOT SUBJECT TO
THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
_______________________________________________________________
Initiated by: Tyler Brennan (“Applicant”)
WHEREAS, an application for a Home Occupation was submitted requesting to
allow outdoor dog agility training, as well as administrative operations in the existing
residence, and to kennel up to one (1) dog for a fee overnight at 295 Pinehaven Way
(APN 018-021-090); and
WHEREAS, on July 23, 2018, the Zoning Administrator made the decision to
approve the Home Occupation Permit to allow for administrative operations of the dog
business, with conditions to deny the outdoor agility training and the kenneling of up to
one (1) dog per night; and
WHEREAS, on July 30, 2018, the applicant filed an appeal to appeal the Zoning
Administrator’s decision to deny the outdoor agility training and the kenneling of up to
one (1) dog per night; and
WHEREAS, the Pacifica Municipal Code Section 9-4.3106 states that the
Planning Commission will hear appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions; and
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly
noticed public hearing on September 4, 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:
A.

The above recitals are true and correct and material to this Resolution.

B.

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 is not subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) so long as the activity will not result in a direct or
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Pacifica does make the following findings pertaining to Home Occupation Permit A-00418, pursuant to PMC Section Sec. 9-4.3101. All required findings can be found in PMC
Section 9-4.3101. The findings relevant to this home occupation application are:
(I) It shall not unreasonably generate pedestrian or vehicular traffic beyond that
normal to the zone in which it is located. No more than three (3) people per day,
including customers and sales persons shall come to and from the dwelling in
conjunction with the home occupation. Music teachers and other teachers may be
permitted additional commercial clientele upon approval by the Planning
Administrator and conformance with conditions limiting the number of hours of
commercial activity. In such case, adjacent owners and resident shall be notified
prior to approval of the home occupation.
Discussion:
According to the applicant, the training will occur primarily off-site, however
agility training in the backyard as well as boarding for a single dog is proposed at
the property. The owner of the property does not anticipate having more than
three (3) clients visiting the residence per day.
(iv) It shall not involve more than two hundred (200’) square feet of the dwelling
unit floor area, whether the home occupation use is conducted within the
dwelling, or in an accessory building, or a combination of both.
Discussion:
Management of the dog training business will take place in the smallest bedroom,
which is the designated office space and is approximately 85.5 square feet.
Storage of dog related equipment (collars, leashes, harnesses, food, bedding, etc.)
will be in cabinets or storage bins, approximately 12 square feet, while the agility
obstacles will remain outdoors.
(vi) In no way shall the appearance of the structure or premises be so altered, or
the conduct of the occupation within the structure or premises be such, that the
structure or the premises may be reasonably recognized as serving a
nonresidential use (either by color, materials, construction, lighting, noise,
vibration, or the like). In particular, a home occupation shall not cause any
adverse impacts such as offensive odors or excessive noise, lighting, or traffic
which are incompatible with the residential area, or in violation of the provisions
of any applicable laws or regulations.
Discussion:
There is currently no development or alterations to the existing structure being
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1.c

proposed. Therefore, the appearance of the structure or premises will not be
recognized as serving a nonresidential use. The Planning Commission has
determined that the home occupation will not result in adverse impacts to the
neighborhood.
(viii) A home occupation may be conducted only within an enclosed building,
whether the building constitutes part of the main building or is an accessory
building. A home occupation may not be conducted within an accessory building
which is located within a required setback area, unless storage is the only
proposed use. The Zoning Administrator, after a notice to adjoining landowners
located within two hundred (200’) feet of the subject property, may authorize a
home occupation in other than an enclosed building upon the determination that
the home occupation will not damage neighboring properties.
Discussion:
Although the home occupation permit was denied to allow outdoor agility training
and kenneling of up to one (1) dog at a time overnight, the Zoning Administrator
did approve the home office for administrative operations of the dog training
business. It was found that the administrative operations taking place inside the
main building would adhere to the parameters of the home occupation
requirements. Public notice of the home occupation permit was sent to adjoining
landowners located within two hundred (200’) feet of the subject property. The
home occupation would not damage neighboring properties.
(x) A home occupation shall not involve the employment of help other than
resident members of the family within the residence. No provisions of this article
shall be deemed to prohibit service occupations carried on off the premises, nor
to prohibit the employment of persons off the premises. Where special conditions
exist and are disclosed on the application, the Zoning Administrator may modify
this requirement.
Discussion:
The home occupation will not involve the employment of help other than the
resident members of the family within the residence.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Planning Commission of the City of
Pacifica upholds the appeal and approves Home Occupation Permit A-004-18, subject to
conditions of approval attached as Exhibit A.
*

*

*

*

*

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of
the City of Pacifica, California, held on the 4th day of September, 2018.
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AYES, Commissioners:
NOES, Commissioners:

ABSTAIN, Commissioners:

______________________________
Richard Campbell, Chair

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________________
Tina Wehrmeister, Planning Director

______________________________
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney
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Exhibit A
Conditions of Approval: Home Occupation Permit A-004-18 (File No. 2018-043), to allow
outdoor agility training and the kenneling of up to one (1) dog overnight at 295 Pinehaven
Way (APN 018-021-090).

Planning Division
1. Operation shall be substantially in accord with the written description received by staff
on June 26, 2018, and revised on July 30, 2018 except as modified by the following
conditions.
2. Operating hours for outdoor agility training are to occur between the hours of 10 am and
4 pm in the residences fenced backyard.
3. The kenneling of up to one (1) dog per night is to be conducted inside the residence.
4. Should the applicant have more than five (5) animals present at any given time on the
property, the applicant shall apply for an Animal Permit pursuant to Administrative
Policy 35.
5. This permit shall not be transferred or assigned, nor shall the permit authorize any person,
other than the person named therein, to commence or carry on the home occupation for
which the permit was issued.
6. As stated in PMC Section 9-4.3108, the owner shall obtain a business license. If the
business license is not renewed annually, the home occupation permit shall automatically
expire.

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.
9. 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
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Planning Commission Meeting of September 4, 2018

1.c

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.
*** END ***
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Home Occupation Permit UP-004-18
295 Pinehaven Way (APN 018-021-090)
Page 6

Attachment: Attachment D Zoning Administrator Determination Letter (2681 : 295 Pinehaven Way)

1.d
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Attachment: Attachment D Zoning Administrator Determination Letter (2681 : 295 Pinehaven Way)

1.d
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1.e

Attachment E
Section 9-4.3101 – The following criteria shall be determinative of a valid home
occupation:

(ii) It shall not involve the use of commercial vehicles for the delivery of materials to or
from the premises (vehicles not over three-fourths (3/4) ton carrying capacity excepted).
No vehicle over three-fourths (3/4) ton carrying capacity shall be used for home
occupation purposes. All commercial vehicles associated with the home occupation shall
be parked on site in accordance with all applicable parking regulations; such commercial
vehicles shall not be parked or stored on the street. No more than two (2) commercial
vehicles that are associated with the home occupation may be parked on the site.
(iii) It shall only allow signs as expressly permitted by Section 9-4.311 of this article.
(iv) It shall not involve more than two hundred (200’) square feet of the dwelling unit
floor area, whether the home occupation use is conducted within the dwelling, or in an
accessory building, or a combination of both.
(v) Stock-in-trade may be used or kept within a home occupation permitted area
provided the stock-in-trade or any commodity or product manufactured off the premises
is not brought on the premises for resale purposes there. Not more than 100 square feet
shall be used for storing stock-in-trade.
(vi) In no way shall the appearance of the structure or premises be so altered, or the
conduct of the occupation within the structure or premises be such, that the structure or
the premises may be reasonably recognized as serving a nonresidential use (either by
color, materials, construction, lighting, noise, vibration, or the like). In particular, a home
occupation shall not cause any adverse impacts such as offensive odors or excessive
noise, lighting, or traffic which are incompatible with the residential area, or in violation
of the provisions of any applicable laws or regulations.
(vii) No mechanical or electrical equipment shall be used or stored which causes undue
noise or electrical interference.
(viii) A home occupation may be conducted only within an enclosed building, whether
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Attachment: Attachment E Findings (2681 : 295 Pinehaven Way)

(I) It shall not unreasonably generate pedestrian or vehicular traffic beyond that normal
to the zone in which it is located. No more than three (3) people per day, including
customers and sales persons shall come to and from the dwelling in conjunction with the
home occupation. Music teachers and other teachers may be permitted additional
commercial clientele upon approval by the Planning Administrator and conformance
with conditions limiting the number of hours of commercial activity. In such case,
adjacent owners and resident shall be notified prior to approval of the home occupation.

1.e

the building constitutes part of the main building or is an accessory building. A home
occupation may not be conducted within an accessory building which is located within a
required setback area, unless storage is the only proposed use. The Zoning
Administrator, after a notice to adjoining landowners located within two hundred (200’)
feet of the subject property, may authorize a home occupation in other than an enclosed
building upon the determination that the home occupation will not damage neighboring
properties.

(x) A home occupation shall not involve the employment of help other than resident
members of the family within the residence. No provisions of this article shall be deemed
to prohibit service occupations carried on off the premises, nor to prohibit the
employment of persons off the premises. Where special conditions exist and are
disclosed on the application, the Zoning Administrator may modify this requirement.
(xi) A home occupation which involves the handling,
repackaging of food-stuff or involves other elements of
permitted by the Planning Administrator; provided that all
permits, inspections, or approvals are obtained and the
adversely affect surrounding residential uses.

processing, packaging, or
food preparation may be
County Health Department
home occupation will not

(xii) A home occupation shall not involve the storage or sale of firearms, other weapons,
explosives, or ammunition.
(xiii) It shall not involve a marijuana operation as that term is defined in Article 48 of this
chapter or any activity involving marijuana or marijuana products.
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(ix) A home occupation may be conducted in a garage provided the home occupation
does not unreasonably conflict with the required parking for such residential structure.

2

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

DATE: September 4, 2018

FILE: CDP-399-18

ITEM: 2

PUBLIC NOTICE: Notice of Public Hearing was published in Pacifica Tribune on August 22, 2018, and
mailed to 192 surrounding property owners and occupants.
APPLICANT:

Derek Vinh
90 South Spruce Avenue, Ste. K
South San Francisco, CA 94080

OWNER:

Min Qiu
1 Carmel Avenue
Pacifica, CA 94044

PROJECT LOCATION: 1 Carmel Avenue at the northeast corner of Carmel Avenue and Beach Boulevard
(APN 016-012-190), West Sharp Park.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Remodel and enlarge a 643 square foot (sf) first floor dwelling unit by 974 sf,
within the existing building footprint of a two story, three unit, multi-family residential building on a
7,500 sf site.

SITE DESIGNATIONS:

General Plan: High Density Residential (HDR)
Zoning: R-3 (Multi-Family Residential) / CZ (Coastal Zone Combining)

RECOMMENDED CEQA STATUS: , CEQA Guidelines Section 15301 ‘Existing Structures’ and 15303 ‘New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures’, respectively.

ADDITIONAL REQUIRED APPROVALS: None. Subject to appeal to the City Council and California Coastal
Commission.

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approve as conditioned.

PREPARED BY: Ranu Aggarwal, AICP, Contract Planner
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ZONING STANDARDS CONFORMANCE:
Major Standards
Lot Size (sq. ft.)
Lot Width
Lot Coverage (R-1)
Height
Landscaping
Useable Open Space

Setbacks
-Front

-Side
Interior
Exterior

-Rear
Parking

1.

Required
5,000
50’ min
60% max
35’-0” max
20% min
400 sf per unit (1200 sf
total for three units)

Existing
7,500
52’-6”’
50.6%
19’-2”
25.2%
Unit A: 503 sf

Proposed
No change
No change
No Change
No Change
No Change
No Change

Unit B:477.5 sf
Unit C: 477.5 sf

558. 5 sf
No Change

15’-0” min (house)
20’-0” min (to garage
entrance) 1

24’-0”
n/a (garage
faces the rear)

No Change (house)
No Change (garage)

5’-0” min
10’-0” (house)
20’-0” (to garage
entrance)
20’-0” min (house)
Two garage spaces (18’0” W X 19’-0” L min) for
each unit of two or more
bedrooms.

5’-0”
5’-6”
n/a (garage faces
the rear)
20’-0”
Six spaces - two
garage spaces per
unit (two
attached garages
and one detached
garage)

No Change
No Change
No Change
No Change
No Change

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

The subject property also contains a detached two car garage (19’X23’), which is located in the rear
yard. No changes are proposed to this garage, which conforms to zoning standards as follows:
Major Standards
Area
Height
Setbacks
-Side
-Rear

Required
600 sf (max)
12’-0” (max)

Existing
437 sf
7’-10”

Proposed
No Change
No Change

1’-6” (min)
1’-6” (min)

1’-6”
2’-0”

No Change
No Change
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PROJECT SUMMARY

1. General Plan, Zoning, and Surrounding Land Uses
The subject site is within the High Density Residential (LDR) General Plan designation (Attachment B),
which designates an average density of 16 to 21 units per acre. The project site is 7,500 sf and contains
three units, which is a density of 17 units per acre that meets the High Density Residential Standard. The
project does not propose to change the number of units on the site and is, thus consistent with the
General Plan.

The subject site is located within the R-3 (Multi-Family Residential) zoning district with a CZ (Coastal
Zone Combining) district overlay. Existing development on the site is non-conforming with respect to
the exterior side setback. However, the project does not increase the extent of the non-conformity.

The project site is located in West Sharp Park neighborhood, which is an established low to moderate
income neighborhood. Land uses surrounding the site consist of a mix of multi-family and single-family
residential development. Sharp Park Beach and Pacific Ocean are located to the west of the site across
Beach Boulevard, which defines the site’s western boundary. Development along Carmel Avenue, which
defines the site’s southern boundary, includes a mix of multi-family, duplex and single family residential
structures in the vicinity of the site. A seawall/revetment structure located north of the Sharp Park Golf
Course, generally along Beach Boulevard, protects the area, including the area in front of the project
site. Sharp Park Golf Course is located further to the south of West Sharp Park neighborhood.

2. Municipal Code and Other Development Regulations
The applicant’s proposal requires one discretionary 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.

Staff’s analysis of the proposed project in light of the required findings is included later in this report.

3. Project Description
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A. Project Site

The 7,500 sf site is located at the northeastern corner of Carmel Avenue and Beach Boulevard, in the
West Sharp Park neighborhood of the City. The entire site is located within 300 feet of the mean high
tide line and the project is subject to the requirements of a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to
Sec. 9-4.4303(h)(3)(iv), for that reason.

The project site is currently developed with a 6,089.50 sf two story, multi-family residential structure,
inclusive of 808.50 sf attached two, two car garages providing a total of four car spaces. Additionally, a
480 sf two car detached garage is located in the rear yard. The multi-family residential structure
contains three units. Two units (Unit B and C) are located on the first (ground) floor along with a laundry
room and area for water heaters; large storage areas; two, attached two car garages and ante space
between the storage areas and the garages. The second floor is occupied by a single unit (Unit A), as
shown in Attachment C. Project Plans. The building also contains an elevator and associated shaft.

The site includes a front yard patio, which is enclosed by an approximately two foot high wall. Three
decks are located on the second floor: one deck spans the width of the building along the Beach
Boulevard frontage; two decks are located on the southern and the northern sides of the building,
respectively.

B. Proposed Project

The applicant proposes to reconfigure and remodel the area of the existing laundry room, storage areas
and the ante space between the storage areas and the existing attached garages on the first floor to
expand the existing, 643 sf., one bedroom Unit B. The remodeled and expanded Unit B will be 1,617 sf.
and include an enlarged kitchen and living room, three bedrooms and two bathrooms. The remodeling
will also accommodate a new laundry room with unit B. No changes are proposed to the second story,
Unit C on the first floor, the attached garages or the detached garage.

The project proposes removal of a wooden trellis at the entrance of the building to the south side and
construction of a patio enclosure with a wooden garden wall, a maximum of 2 feet high. Two new
sliding doors are proposed on the south side of the building that would provide access from this patio to
two of the bedrooms in the enlarged Unit B. The project does not propose a change in the extent of the
area in landscaping. The new patio will add 81 sf. to the useable open space for Unit B.

REQUIRED FINDINGS
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Coastal Development Permit

A. 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 of the LCLUP. Of note, the project would be located within an
existing developed area within the existing foot print of an existing building 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 within 300 feet of the
mean high tide line. However, it will not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea as it is
located within an existing building on the eastern side of Beach Boulevard, whereas this street provides
access to the sea to the west.
 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 project proposes development within the existing foot print of a building,
served by public services and utilities and will not have significant adverse effects on coastal resources.
 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
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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 includes remodeling of 974 sf. of area to enlarge the size of an
existing residential unit within the existing footprint of a multi-family residential building. The project
would not impact scenic coastal areas along the ocean and scenic coastal areas as it would not
significantly change the exterior of the existing building and will remain within the existing 19’-2” height
of the building, which is less than the 35-foot height limit established by the applicable zoning.
Therefore, the project would not impact any public views to the ocean and scenic areas.
 Coastal Act Policy No. 26. New development shall: …(b) Assure stability and structural integrity and
neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or
surrounding area ; or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would
substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.

Discussion: The subject project consists of interior remodeling involving construction of interior
walls within the existing footprint of an existing building. The building is wood framed
construction with conventional spread footing foundation and observed to be in good condition
structurally. The project is not anticipated to impact the stability and structural integrity of the
building as it proposes construction of walls for interior remodeling only.
An existing seawall/revetment structure (commonly known as the “Beach Boulevard Seawall”) is
located across Beach Boulevard, to the west of the project site. This seawall is intended to
provide protection from the effects of high tides and storm surge. The project site is located in
front of the northern section of the wall, which has undergone emergency repair on a number
of occasions since its installation in 1984. The subject project involving the enlargement of an
existing dwelling unit within the existing foot print of an existing building would not negatively
impact the status of the seawall. Measures to strengthen the northern section of the Beach
Boulevard Seawall to protect development on the east side of Beach Boulevard are not
anticipated to substantially alter natural landforms as there is already a seawall in this location.

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;
Beach Boulevard is a public road located between the project site and the shoreline. Therefore, this
Coastal Development Permit finding does not apply to the subject project.

In summary, the project is consistent with Local Coastal Land Use Plan policies, and there is substantial
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evidence in the record to support Planning Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit.

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 1 and Class 3
exemption provided in Section 15301 ‘Existing Structures’ and Section 15303 ‘New Construction or
Conversion of Small Structures’ of the CEQA Guidelines, respectively.

Section 15301 states, in part:

Class 1 consists of the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or minor
alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or
topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the
time of the lead agency's determination. The types of "existing facilities" itemized below are not
intended to be all-inclusive of the types of projects which might fall within Class 1. The key
consideration is whether the project involves negligible or no expansion of an existing use.
Examples include but are not limited to:
* *

*

*

*

(a) Interior or exterior alterations involving such things as interior partitions, plumbing, and
electrical conveyances;
* *

*

*

*

The subject proposal to remodel the existing interior laundry room, storage areas and ante space
between these areas and the existing attached garages fits within the scope of Class 1 categorical
exemption because the project proposes interior alterations within an existing building foot print to
enlarge one unit within a three unit multi-family residential building.

Section 15303 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:
* *

*

*

*
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(b) A duplex or similar multi-family residential structure, totaling no more than four dwelling
units. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to apartments, duplexes and similar structures
designed for not more than six dwelling units.

* *

*

*

*

The subject proposal to enlarge a 643 sf, one bedroom multi-family residential unit to 1,617 sf unit fits
within the scope of the Class 3 categorical exemption because the project consists of modifications to a
multifamily dwelling unit in a three unit multifamily residential building in the R-3 (Multi-Family
Residential) zoning district where the subject building 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. Although the
project site is located within 300 feet of mean high tide line in the area of Sharp Park Beach, it is
separated from the beach by Beach Boulevard, which defines the western property of the
subject site. Area to the east of Beach Boulevard is substantially developed and the project
includes remodeling within the existing foot print of the building on the subject site.
 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 includes remodeling within
the existing foot print of a three dwelling unit residential building to enlarge one of the dwelling
units. No recent development of other projects of the same class has occurred within the
vicinity of the project site and successive projects of the same type in the area are not
anticipated to have a significant cumulative impact.
 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 project 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 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.
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Because the project is consistent with the requirements for a Class 1 and 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 project involves remodeling of an existing laundry room, storage areas and ante spaces
between the storage areas and the existing attached garages within the existing footprint of an existing,
two-story, three unit multi-family building for the enlargement of one of the dwelling units. The
resultant enlargement of a dwelling unit would comply with all zoning standards, would be consistent
with the City’s Local Coastal Plan and would not have a negative effect on coastal resources. The
existing development on site does not meet the minimum required exterior side setback of 10 feet;
however, the project does not enlarge the extent of the non-conformity as it does not propose any
further encroachment by the building in the setback. For these and others reasons 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-399-18 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. Draft Resolution and COAs (DOCX)
Attachment B. Land Use and Zoning Exhibit (DOCX)
Attachment C. Project Plans (PDF)
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RESOLUTION NO.

Initiated by: Derek Vinh (“Agent”).
WHEREAS, an application has been submitted to remodel and enlarge a 643 sf existing
first floor dwelling unit by 974 sf within the existing footprint of a two-story, three unit multi-family
building at 1 Carmel Avenue (APN 016-012-190); 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 Planning Commission of the City of Pacifica did hold a duly noticed
public hearing on September 4, 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 1 and Class 3 exemption provided in
Section 15301 ‘Existing Structures’ and Section 15303 ‘New Construction or Conversion of
Small Structures’ of the CEQA Guidelines, respectively, as described below:
15301. ExistingStructures
Class 1 consists of the operation, repair, maintenance, permitting, leasing, licensing, or
minor alteration of existing public or private structures, facilities, mechanical equipment, or
topographical features, involving negligible or no expansion of use beyond that existing at the
time of the lead agency's determination. The types of "existing facilities" itemized below are not
intended to be all-inclusive of the types of projects which might fall within Class 1. The key
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A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF PACIFICA
APPROVING COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT CDP-399-18 (FILE NO. 2018-040),
SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, FOR REMODELING AND ENLARGEMENT OF A 643 SQUARE
FOOT (SF) FIRST FLOOR DWELLING UNIT BY 974 SF WITHIN THE EXISTING FOOTPRINT
OF A TWO-STORY, THREE UNIT MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL BUILDING ON A 7,500 SF
PARCEL AT 1 CARMEL AVENUE (APN 016-012-190) AND FINDING THE PROJECT
EXEMPT FROM THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA).
____________________________________________________________________________

2.a
Remodel and Enlarge a Dwelling Unit
1 Carmel Avenue (APN APN 016-012-190)
September 4, 2018
Page 2

consideration is whether the project involves negligible or no expansion of an existing use.
Examples include but are not limited to:
*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

The subject proposal to remodel the existing interior laundry room, storage areas and
ante space between these areas and the existing attached garages first within the scope of
Class 1 categorical exemption because the project proposes interior alterations within an
existing building foot print to enlarge one unit within a three unit multi-family residential building.

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. 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:
*

*

*

*

*

(b) A duplex or similar multi-family residential structure, totaling no more than four
dwelling units. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to apartments, duplexes and similar
structures designed for not more than six dwelling units.
*

*

*

*

*

The subject proposal to enlarge a 643 sf, one bedroom multi-family residential unit to
1,617 sf unit fits within the scope of the Class 3 categorical exemption because the project
consists of modifications to a multifamily dwelling unit in a three unit multifamily residential
building in the R-3 (Multi-Family Residential) zoning district where the subject building 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:
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(a)
Interior or exterior alterations involving such things as interior partitions,
plumbing, and electrical conveyances;

2.a
Remodel and Enlarge a Dwelling Unit
1 Carmel Avenue (APN APN 016-012-190)
September 4, 2018
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•
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 includes
remodeling within the existing foot print of a three dwelling unit residential building to enlarge
one of the dwelling units. No recent development of other projects of the same class has
occurred within the vicinity of the project site and successive projects of the same type in the
area are not anticipated to have a significant cumulative impact.
•
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 project 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 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 1 and 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.

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-399-18:
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 of the LCLUP. Of note, the project
would be located within an existing developed area within the existing foot print of an existing
building and would be consistent with surrounding land uses and densities.
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•
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. Although the
project site is located within 300 feet of the mean high tide line in the area of Sharp Park Beach,
it is separated from the beach by Beach Boulevard, which defines the western property of the
subject site. Area to the east of Beach Boulevard is substantially developed and the project
includes remodeling within the existing foot print of the building on the subject site.

2.a
Remodel and Enlarge a Dwelling Unit
1 Carmel Avenue (APN APN 016-012-190)
September 4, 2018
Page 4

Discussion. The proposed project will be undertaken on an existing lot within 300 feet of
the mean high tide line. However, it will not interfere with the public’s right of access to the sea
as it is located within an existing building on the eastern side of Beach Boulevard, whereas this
street provides access to the sea to the west.
•
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 project proposes development within the existing foot print of a
building, served by public services and utilities and will not have significant adverse effects on
coastal resources.
•
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 includes remodeling of 974 sf. of area to enlarge the
size of an existing residential unit within the existing footprint of a multi-family residential
building. The project would not impact scenic coastal areas along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas as it would not significantly change the exterior of the existing building and will remain
within the existing 19’-2” height of the building, which is less than the 35-foot height limit
established by the applicable zoning. Therefore, the project would not impact any public views
to the ocean and scenic areas.
•
Coastal Act Policy No. 26. New development shall: …(b) Assure stability and
structural integrity and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability,
or destruction of the site or surrounding area ; or in any way require the construction of
protective devices that would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs.
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•
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.

2.a
Remodel and Enlarge a Dwelling Unit
1 Carmel Avenue (APN APN 016-012-190)
September 4, 2018
Page 5

An existing seawall/revetment structure (commonly known as the “Beach Boulevard
Seawall”) is located across Beach Boulevard, to the west of the project site. This
seawall is intended to provide protection from the effects of high tides and storm surge.
The project site is located in front of the northern section of the wall, which has
undergone emergency repair on a number of occasions since its installation in 1984.
The subject project involving the enlargement of an existing dwelling unit within the
existing foot print of an existing building would not negatively impact the status of the
seawall. Measures to strengthen the northern section of the Beach Boulevard Seawall
to protect development on the east side of Beach Boulevard are not anticipated to
substantially alter natural landforms as there is already a seawall in this location.
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; Beach Boulevard is a public road located between the project site and the shoreline.
Therefore, this Coastal Development Permit finding does not apply to the subject project.
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.
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-399-18 for remodeling and enlargement of a 643 sf
first floor dwelling unit by 974 sf within the existing foot print of a two story, three unit multifamily residential building on a 7,500 sf parcel at 1 Carmel Avenue (APN 016-012-190), 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 4th day of September, 2018.

AYES, Commissioners:
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Discussion: The subject project consists of interior remodeling involving construction of
partition walls within the existing footprint of an existing building. The building is wood framed
construction with conventional spread footing foundation and observed to be in good condition
structurally. The project is not anticipated to impact the stability and structural integrity of the
building as it proposes construction of partitions walls for interior remodeling only.

2.a
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1 Carmel Avenue (APN APN 016-012-190)
September 4, 2018
Page 6

NOES, Commissioners:
ABSENT, Commissioners:
ABSTAIN, Commissioners:

ATTEST:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

______________________________
Tina Wehrmeister, Planning Director

______________________________
Michelle Kenyon, City Attorney

Attachment: Attachment A. Draft Resolution and COAs (2675 : 1 Carmel Avenue)

______________________________
Richard Campbell, Chair
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Exhibit A
Conditions of Approval: Coastal Development Permit CDP-399-18, for the remodel and
enlargement of a 643 square foot dwelling unit by 974 square feet with in the existing foot
print of a three unit multi-family residential building at 1 Carmel Avenue (APN 016-012-190)
Planning Commission Meeting of September 4, 2018

1.

Development shall be substantially in accord with the plans entitled “Interior Renovation”
received by the City of Pacifica on August 28, 2018, except as modified by the following
conditions.

2.

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.

3.

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.

4.

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.

5.

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

6.

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.

7.

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,
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Planning Division of the Planning Department

2.a
Addition to a Single-Family Dwelling
Olympian Way (APN 023-038-350)
June 18, 2018
Page 2

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.

8.

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.

9.

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.

10.

Existing curb, sidewalk or 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.

11.

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.

12.

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;
iv. any easements on the subject property
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Engineering Division of Public Works Department

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

the slope of Carmel Avenue and Beach Boulevard at the centerline;

iii.

adjacent driveways within 25’ of the property lines;

iv.

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.

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.

13.

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 shall be constructed
per City Standards.

14.

No private structures, including but not limited to fences, mailboxes, or stairs shall
encroach into the public right-of-way.

15.

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

North County Fire Authority
16.

The Applicant shall install smoke detectors and CO monitors per California Building
Code (CBC).

*** END ***
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b.

2.b

Land Use & Zoning Exhibit
City of Pacifica Planning Department
General Plan Diagram

Attachment: Attachment B. Land Use and Zoning Exhibit (2675 : 1 Carmel Avenue)

Neighborhood: West Sharp Park
Land Use Designation: High Density Residential

Zoning Map Diagram
Zoning District: R-3 (Multi-Family Residential)

N
(Maps Not to Scale)

Attachment B
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GENERAL NOTES

A DESIGN HEATING DAY.
11. ALL EXPOSED WOOD MEMBERS SHALL BE PRESSURE TREATED WOOD OR
REDWOOD.
12. ALL HARDWARE AND FASTENER EXPOSED TO WEATHER OR IN CONTACT
WITH PRESSURE TREATED WOOD SHALL BE HOT-DIPPED GALVANIZED.
ELECTRICAL:
1. A DEDICATED BATHROOM CIRCUIT IS REQUIRED, MULTIPLE BATHS ON THE
SAME CIRCUIT IS ALLOWED. ALL RECEPTACLES SHALL BE GFCI
PROTECTED
2. A SEPARATE 20-AMP CIRCUIT IS REQUIRED TO SUPPLY BATHROOM
OUTLETS ONLY, OR A SINGLE BATHROOM
3. A MINIMUM OF TWO 20 AMP, DEDICATED KITCHEN COUNTER CIRCUITS ARE
REQUIRED. ALL KITCHEN COUNTER RECEPTACLE OUTLETS SHALL BE
GROUND-FAULT CIRCUIT-INTERRUPTER (GFCI) PROTECTED. THE COUNTER
TOP CIRCUITS CAN ONLY BE SHARED WITH THE DINING ROOM OR A
PANTRY, DISHWASHERS, GARBAGE DISPOSALS, INSTA-HOTS,
COMPACTORS, BUILT IN MICROWAVE OVENS, AND THE KITCHEN LIGHTING
SHALL NOT BE ON THE SAME ELECTRICAL CIRCUITS.
4. RECEPTACLES SHALL BE LOCATED SO NO APPLIANCE WILL BE FURTHER
THAN 2' FROM ANY RECEPTACLE OUTLET. (4' MAX APART LOCATED ON ALL
COUNTERS). COUNTER TOPS WIDER THAN 12" REQUIRE RECEPTACLE
OUTLETS.
5. THE RECEPTACLES MAY NOT BE LOCATED MORE THAN 12" BELOW THE
COUNTER SURFACE AND OR BELOW A COUNTER THAT EXTENDS MORE
THAN 6" BEYOND A CABINETS END.
6. THE MAXIMUM LENGTH OF ELECTRICAL CORDS FOR A GARBAGE DISPOSAL
IS 36" AND A DISHWASHERS REQUIRE HANDLE TIE-BARS ON THE BREAKER
IN THE ELECTRICAL SERVICE PANEL.
7. ALL LIGHTING SHALL BE HIGH EFFICACY LED OR EQ.
8. ALL 120-VOLT, SINGLE PHASE, 15- AND 20- AMPERE BRANCH CIRCUITS
SUPPLYING OUTLETS INSTALLED IN DWELLING UNIT FAMILY ROOMS, DINING
ROOMS, KITCHEN, LIVING ROOMS, PARLORS, LIBRARIES, DENS,
BEDROOMS, SUNROOMS, RECREATION ROOMS, CLOSETS, HALLWAYS, OR
SIMILAR ROOMS OR AREA SHALL BE PROTECTED BY A LISTED ARC-FAULT
CIRCUIT INTERRUPTER, COMBINATION-TYPE, INSTALLED TO PROVIDE
PROTECTION OF BRANCH CIRCUIT.
9. IN ALL HABITABLE AREAS, HALLWAYS, KITCHEN, BATHROOMS, GARAGES,
AND AREA OUTSIDE OF THE RESIDENCE, ALL 120 VOLT, 15- AND 20- AMP
RECEPTACLES SHALL BE LISTED TAMPER-RESISTANT RECEPTACLES.
PLUMBING:
1. TOILETS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF 30-INCHES CLEAR SPACE AND A
MINIMUM OF 24-INCHES CLEAR
SPACE IN FRONT. NEW TOILET MUST BE
WATER CONSERVING 1.28 GALLON.
2. SHOWER COMPARTMENTS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF 1024 SQ. INCHES
AND SHALL BE CAPABLE OF ENCOMPASSING A 30-INCHES CIRCLE TO A
HEIGHT AT LEAST 72-INCHES ABOVE THE THRESHOLD. VALVES,
SHOWERHEAD, SOAP DISH AND SHELVES MAY PROTRUDE INTO THIS
SPACE.
3. JOB-FORMED SHOWER PAN LINER MUST SLOPE 14 -INCHES PER FOOT TO
WEEP HOLES IN DRAIN, AND INSPECTED UNDER TEST PRIOR TO COVERING.
4. SHOWERHEAD CANNOT DISCHARGE DIRECTLY AT ENTRANCE.
5. SHOWER DOOR SHALL OPEN OUTWARD AND SHALL BE MINIMUM
22-INCHES WIDE.
6. ALL NEW GAS PIPING SHALL BE SIZED TO SUFFICIENT GAS TO THE
APPLIANCES. THE GAS PIPING SHALL BE TESTED WITH 10 LBS OF AIR
PRESSURE FOR A MINIMUM OF 15 MINUTES.
7. ALL OVEN AND STOVE GAS VALVES SHALL BE READILY ACCESSIBLE AND BE
WITHIN 3' OF THE APPLIANCE, FLEXIBLE GAS CONNECTORS MAY NOT BE
CONCEALED OR PASS THROUGH ANY FLOOR, WALL PARTITION, CEILING OR
APPLIANCE HOUSING.
8. AN AIR-GAP, ABOVE THE SIN RIM, SHALL BE INSTALLED BETWEEN THE
DISHWASHER DRAINPIPE AND THE GARBAGE DISPOSAL INLET.
9. A PRESSURE-ABSORBING DEVICE (WATER HAMMER ARRESTOR) SHALL BE
INSTALLED BEFORE THE DISHWASHER ANGLE-STOP. THE DEVICE SHALL
BE AN AIR-CHAMBER OR APPROVED MECHANICAL DEVICE.
10. ANY PLUMBING PIPES THAT SHOULD RUN UNDER OR THROUGH THE
FOUNDATION FOR THE BRACED WALL (NON-BEARING WALL) SHALL BE
SLEEVE IN A ONE SIZE LARGER PLASTIC PIPE OR FOUR FOAM WRAPS
(CPC312.10)
MECHANICAL:
1. BACK DRAFT DAMPERS ARE REQUIRED ON VENTILATION SYSTEMS
EXHAUSTING TO EXTERIOR
2. DRYER EXHAUST DUCTS SHALL NOT EXCEED A TOTAL COMBINED
ELBOWS. TERMINATION OF THE VENT SHALL BE 3 FEET AWAY FROM THE
PROPERTY LINE AND 3 FEET AWAY FROM ANY OPENING INTO THE
BUILDING.
3. MECHANICAL VENTILATION WILL BE REQUIRED, FAN EXHAUST SHOULD BE
3-FEET FROM BUILDING OPENINGS AND PROPERTY LINES. FOR NATURAL
VENTILATION, AN OPERABLE WINDOW MINIMUM 3 SQ. FEET WITH 1.5 SQ.
FEET IN VENT AREA
4. A MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE OF 30" IS REQUIRED ABOVE A RANGE OR
COOK TOP TO COMBUSTIBLES MATERIALS, AND A MINIMUM VERTICAL
CLEARANCE OF 24" ABOVE A RANGE OR COOK TOP TO A BUILT-IN
MICROWAVE OVEN IS REQUIRED.
5. MECHANICAL VENTILATION IS REQUIRED IN THE KITCHEN IF OPERABLE
WINDOWS OR OPERABLE SKYLIGHTS WITH A NET CLEAR OPENING OF AT
LEAST 4% OF THE FLOOR AREA IS NOT PROVIDED, OR ADEQUATE
VENTILATION CANNOT BE OBTAINED FROM AN ADJOINING ROOM.
ENERGY:
1. ALL JOISTS, PENETRATION AND OTHER OPENINGS IN THE BUILDING
ENVELOPE THAT ARE POTENTIAL SOURCE OF AIR LEAKAGE SHALL BE
CAULK, GASKET, WEATHER-STRIPPED OR OTHERWISE SEALED TO LIMIT
INFILTRATION (CEC 110.7)
2. TEMPORARY NFRC LABELS ON NEW WINDOWS AND EXTERIOR DOORS
SHALL NOT BE REMOVED UNTIL AFTER FINAL INSPECTION (CEC 110.6(A).
3. THERMOSTATS SHALL HAVE SETBACK CAPABILITIES (CEC 110.2(c) & 150(i))
OTHER:
1. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE SITE CONDITION & DIMENSION BEFORE
ORDER ANY BUILDING MATERIAL.

INTERIOR RENOVATION
1 CARMEL AVENUE
PACIFICA, CALIFORNIA 94044
APN: 016.012.190
ABBREVIATIONS
ABV.
A.D.
ADJ.
A.F.F.
BD.
BEL.
BLK.
BLKG.
BM.
B.O.
BOT.
BSMT.
CAB.
C.B.
CEM.
C.I.
CLG.
CLO.
CLR.
CONC.
CONT.
CNTR.
CTR.
D.
DBL.
DET.
DIA.
DIM.
DISP.
D.W.
DR.
D.S.
DWG.
DRWR.
'E' OR (E)
EA.
EL.
ELEC.
EQ.
EXP.
FUR.
F.D.
FDN.
FIN.
F.F.E.
F.F.C.
FLR.
F.O.C.
FT.
FTG.
FURR.
G.B.
GL.
GRND.
GRD.
GYP.
H.B.
HDWD.
HORIZ.
HGT.
H.S.
I.D.
INSUL.
INT.
JT.
KIT.
LAM.
LAV.
LT.
MAX.
M.C.
MECH.
MIN.
MIR.
MISC.
MTL.
MDF.
'N' OR (N)
N.I.C.
NO.
N.T.S.
N.H.S.
O.C.
O.U.
O.D.
OPNG.
OPP.
PERF.
P.G.
PL.
PLYWD.
PR.
PT.
R.
REF.
REINF.
R.D.
REQ'D
RESIL.
RET.
RM.
R.O.
S.

ABOVE
AREA DRAIN
ADJUSTABLE
ABOVE FINISH FLOOR
BOARD
BELOW
BLOCK
BLOCKING
BEAM
BY OTHERS
BOTTOM
BASEMENT
CABINET
CATCH BASIN
CEMENT
CAST IRON
CEILING
CLOSET
CLEAR
CONCRETE
CONTINUOUS
COUNTER
CENTER
DRYER
DOUBLE
DETAIL
DIAMETER
DIMENSION
DISPOSAL
DISH WASHER
DOOR
DOWN SPOUT
DRAWING
DRAWER
EXISTING
EACH
ELEVATION
ELECTRICAL
EQUAL
EXPANSION
FURNACE
FLOOR DRAIN
FOUNDATION
FINISH
FINISH FLOOR ELEVATION
FINISH CEILING ELEVATION
FLOOR
FACE OF CONCRETE
FOOT OR FEET
FOOTING
FURRING
GRAB BAR
GLASS
GROUND
GRADE
GYPSUM
HOSE BIB
HARDWOOD
HORIZONTAL
HEIGHT
HABITABLE SPACE
INSIDE DIAMETER
INSULATION
INTERIOR
JOINT
KITCHEN
LAMINATE
LAVATORY
LIGHT
MAXIMUM
MEDICINE CABINET
MECHANICAL
MINIMUM
MIRROR
MISCELLANEOUS
METAL
MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD
NEW
NOT IN CONTRACT
NUMBER
NOT TO SCALE
NON-HABITABLE SPACE
ON CENTER
OUTSIDE DIAMETER
OVERFLOW DRAIN
OPENING
OPPOSITE
PERFORATED
PAINT GRADE
PLATE
PLYWOOD
PAIR
POINT
RADIUS
REFRIGERATOR
REINFORCED
ROOF DRAIN
REQUIRED
RESILIENT
RETAINING
ROOM
ROUGH OPENING
SINK

WATER CONSERVATION REQUIREMENT
SHCED.
SHWR.
SHTH.
SHT.
SIM.
S.D.
SPEC.
SQ.
S.L.D.
S.S.
S.S.D.
STD.
STL.
STO.
SYM.
T.
TBD.
TEL.
T&G
TYP.
T.O.
T.O.S.
U.O.N.
VERT.
VEST.
V.I.F.
W.
W/
W.H.
W.C.
WD.
W.I.
W.I.C.
W/O
W/O
WP.
WT.
<
@
#

SCHEDULE
SHOWER
SHEATHING
SHEET
SIMILAR
SMOKE DETECTOR
SPECIFICATION
SQUARE
SEE LANDSCAPE DRAWING
STAINLESS STEEL
SEE STRUCTURAL DRAWING
STANDARD
STEEL
STORAGE
SYMMETRICAL
TREAD
TO BE DESIGNED
TELEPHONE
TONGUE AND GROOVE
TYPICAL
TOP OF
TOP OF SLAB
UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
VERTICAL
VESTIBULE
VERIFY IN FIELD
WASHER
WITH
WATER HEATHER
WATER CLOSET
WOOD
WROUGHT IRON
WALK-IN CLOSET
WITHOUT
WHERE OCCURS
WATERPROOF
WEIGHT
ANGLE
AT
DIAMETER
POUND OF NUMBER

1. PROVIDE MAXIMUM 2.0 GALLONS PER MINUTE FOR SHOWER HEADS
2. PROVIDE MAXIMUM 1.2 GALLONS PER MINUTE FOR LAVATORY FAUCETS
3. PROVIDE MAXIMUM 1.28 GALLONS PER FLUSH FOR NEW TOILETS

WALLS ENCLOSING CONDITIONED SPACE
R-VALUES ON THE PLAN VIEW SHALL MATCH THE R-VALUES ON CF-1R FORM.
VALUES SHALL BE: (FOR PRESCRIPTIVE PACKAGE D, CF-1R FORMS)
R-13 IN 2x4 STUDS / R-19 IN 2x6 STUDS / R-22 IN 2x8 STUDS / R-30 IN 2x10 STUDS / R-38 IN 2x12 STUDS
OR SPECIFY THE R-VALUE ON THE COMPUTER GENERATED CF-1R FORM (PERFORMANCE METHOD) (CNC STD 151
(f) 1 & TABLES 151-B, C OR D AND REFERENCE APPENDICES TABLE 4.3.1).

PLANNING DATA
OWNER / REPRESENTATIVE
ADDRESS
APN
ZONING DISTRICT
LOT AREA

LOT COVERAGE
LANDSCAPE COVERAGE
USABLE OPEN SPACE 1ST FL.
USABLE OPEN SPACE 2ND FL.
USABLE OPEN SPACE TOTAL

R-VALUES ON THE PLAN VIEW SHALL MATCH THE R-VALUES ON CF-1R FORM.
VALUES SHALL BE: (FOR PRESCRIPTIVE PACKAGE D, CF-1R FORMS)
R-13 IN 2x4 JOISTS / R-19 IN 2x6 JOISTS / R-22 IN 2x8 JOISTS / R-30 IN 2x10 JOISTS / R-38 IN 2x12 JOISTS
OR SPECIFY THE R-VALUE ON THE COMPUTER GENERATED CF-1R FORM (PERFORMANCE METHOD) (CNC STD 151
(f) 1 & TABLES 151-B, C OR D AND REFERENCE APPENDICES TABLE 4.3.1).

NUMBER OF UNITS
NUMBER OF STORIES
OFF STREET PARKING SPACE
BUILDING DATA
CONSTRUCTION TYPE
OCCUPANCY GROUP
FIRE SPRINKLER
BUILT IN
FLOOR AREA PER UNIT

COVERING DUCT OPENINGS AND PROTECTING MECHANICAL EQUIPMENT DURING CONSTRUCTION: DUCT OPENINGS
AND OTHER AIR DISTRIBUTION COMPONENT OPENINGS SHALL COVERED DURING ALL PHASES OF CONSTRUCTION
WITH TAPE, PLASTIC, SHEETMETAL, OR OTHER ACCEPTABLE METHODS TO REDUCE THE AMOUNT OF WATER,
DUST, AND DEBRIS ENTERING THE SYSTEM.
BATHROOM EXHAUST FANS: MUST BE ENERGY STAR COMPLIANT, DUCTED TO TERMINATE OUTSIDE THE BUILDING,
AND CONTROLLED BY HUMIDISTAT CAPABLE OF ADJUSTMENT BETWEEN RELATIVE HUMIDITY OF LESS THAN 50%
TO MAXIMUM OF 80%. HUMIDITY CONTROL MAY BE A SEPARATE COMPONENT FROM THE EXHAUST FAN.
CARPET: ALL CARPET MUST MEET ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (CALGREEN 4.504.3)
1. CARPET AND RUG INSTITUTE GREEN LABEL PLUS PROGRAM,
2. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH STANDARD PRACTICE FOR THE TESTING OF VOCS (SPECIFICATION
01350),
3. NSF/ANSI 140 AT THE GOLD LEVEL,
4. SCIENTIFIC CERTIFICATIONS SYSTEMS SUSTAINABLE CHOICE, OR
5. CALIFORNIA COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS EQ 2.2 AND LISTED IN THE CHPS HIGH
PERFORMANCE PRODUCT DATABASE
AND CARPET CUSHION MUST MEET CARPET AND RUG INSTITUTE GREEN LABEL,
AND INDOOR CARPET ADHESIVE & CARPET PAD ADHESIVE MUST NOT EXCEED 50 G/L VOC CONTENT.
RESILIENT FLOORING SYSTEMS: FOR 80% OF FLOOR AREA RECEIVING RESILIENT FLOORING, INSTALL RESILIENT
FLOORING COMPLYING WITH:
1. CERTIFIED UNDER THE RESILIENT FLOOR COVERING INSTITUTE (RFCI) FLOORSCORE PROGRAM,
2. COMPLIANT WITH THE VOC-EMISSION LIMITS AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC HEALTH 2010 STANDARD METHOD FOR THE TESTING AND EVALUATION CHAMBERS V.1.1,
3. COMPLIANT WITH THE COLLABORATIVE FOR HIGH PERFORMANCE SCHOOLS (CHPS) EQ2.2 AND LISTED IN THE
CHPS HIGH PERFORMANCE PRODUCT DATABASE, OR
4. CERTIFIED UNDER THE GREENGUARD CHILDREN & SCHOOLS PROGRAM TO COMPLY WITH CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS: HARDWOOD PLYWOOD, PARTICLEBOARD, AND MEDIUM DENSITY FIBERBOARD
COMPOSITE WOOD PRODUCTS USED ON INTERIOR OR EXTERIOR SHALL MEET CARB AIR TOXICS CONTROL
MEASURE FOR COMPOSITE WOOD. SEE CALGREEN TABLE 4.504.5.
INTERIOR PAINTS,COATINGS LOW-VOC AEROSOL PAINTS, COATING ARE COMPLY WITH CALIFORNIA GREEN
BUILDING CODE.
LOW VOC CAULKS, CONSTRUCTION ADHESIVES, AND SEALANTS ARE COMPLY WITH CALIFORNIA GREEN BUILDING
CODE.

90 South Spruce Ave # K
S. San Francisco,CA 94080
(650) 741-6968
(650) 741-6966
info@icedesigninc.com

PROPERTY INFORMATION

CEILINGS BETWEEN GARAGE AND ROOMS ABOVE, AND
AT FLOORS WITH CRAWL SPACES

HVAC SYSTEMS, SUCH AS VIA A STATE CERTIFIED APPRENTICESHIP PROGRAM, PUBLIC UTILITY TRAINING PROGRAM
(WITH CERTIFICATION AS INSTALLER QUALIFICATION), OR OTHER PROGRAM ACCEPTABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT OF
BUILDING INSPECTION. (CALGREEN 702.1)
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MINDY QIU
1 CARMEL AVE, PACIFICA, CA 94044
016.012.190
MULTI FAMILY
7,500 S.F.
EXISTING
ALLOW PROPOSED
TOTAL
3,798 S.F.
0
3,798 S.F.
N/A
(50.6%)
1,895 S.F.
0
1,895 S.F.
N/A
(25.2%)
1,895 S.F.
81 S.F.
1,976 S.F.
N/A
0
503 S.F.
503 S.F.
N/A
1,539 S.F.
513 S.F./UNIT
3
3
0
3
2
2
0
2
6
0
6
N/A
EXISTING
ALLOW PROPOSED
V-B
V-B
V-B
R-2
R-2
R-2
NO
NOT REQ'D
NO
1962
EXISTING PROPOSED
TOTAL
UNIT A
3,038 S.F.
0 S.F. 3,038 S.F.
UNIT B
643 S.F.
974 S.F. 1,617 S.F.
UNIT C
626 S.F.
0 S.F.
626 S.F.
TOTAL
4,307 S.F.
974 S.F. 5,281 S.F.

X

LEGENDS:
ARC-FAULT INTERRUPTER DUPLEX OUTLET (TAMPER
RESISTANT)
GROUND FAULT INTERRUPTED DUPLEX OUTLET (TAMPER
RESISTANT)
GROUND FAULT INTERRUPTED DUPLEX OUTLET WEATHER PROOF (TAMPER RESISTANT) w/ ALL
WEATHER-USE COVER

BUILDING AREA PER FLOOR

DETACHED GARAGE (1ST FL.)
1ST FL. (w/ ATTACHED GARAGE)
2ND FLOOR

COVER SHEET,
GENERAL NOTES,
ABBREVIATIONS
& PROPERTY
INFORMATION

EXHAUST FAN - 50 CFM MIN - VENTED TO OUTSIDE
EXISTING
ALLOW PROPOSED
TOTAL
480 S.F. 7,000 S.F.
0 S.F.
480 S.F.
3,320 S.F. 7,000 S.F.
0 S.F. 3,320 S.F.
3,117 S.F. 7,000 S.F.
0 S.F. 3,117 S.F.

EXHAUST FAN - 50 CFM MIN - VENTED TO OUTSIDE
VAPOR PROOF LENSE & GFI AT SHOWERS
EXHAUST FAN LIGHT COMBO - VENT TO OUTSIDE

6,917 S.F.

TOTAL

0 S.F. 6,917 S.F.

WALL MOUNTED LED OR EQ. LIGHT FIXTURE

* ANY MODIFICATION TO FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM OR INSTALL NEW FIRE
SPRINKLER SYSTEM SHALL OBTAIN UNDER SEPARATE PERMIT
HABITABLE SPACE BREAK DOWN
(E) H.S. (E) N.H.S.
(P) H.S. (P) N.H.S.
0 S.F.
480 S.F.
0 S.F.
480 S.F.
DETACHED GARAGE
866
2,454
S.F.
S.F.
1,507
S.F.
1,813
S.F.
1ST FL. (w/ ATTACHED GARAGE)
2ND FLOOR
1,826 S.F. 1,291 S.F. 1,826 S.F. 1,291 S.F.

SURFACE MOUNTED LED OR EQ. CEILING LIGHT FIXTURE
SUSPENDED LED OR EQ. LIGHT FIXTURE
RECESSED HIGH EFFICACY LED OR EQ. LIGHT FIXTURE
(FIRE RATED AND IC RATED RECESSED CAN OR OTHER
APPROVED METHOD AT FIRE RATED CEILING)

2,692 S.F. 4,225 S.F. 3,333 S.F. 3,584 S.F.
TOTAL
DEFINITION OF HABITABLE SPACE
A SPACE IN A BUILDING FOR LIVING, SLEEPING, EATING OR COOKING.
BATHROOMS, TOILET ROOMS, CLOSETS, HALLS, STORAGE OR UTILITY SPACES
AND SIMILAR AREAS AREA NOT CONSIDERED HABITABLE SPACES.

APPLICABLE CODE
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016

CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA

UNDER CABINET FLUORESCENT LIGHT FIXTURE
1'x4' SURFACE MOUNTED FLUORESCENT LIGHT
LED STRIP LIGHT
P

PHOTO-MOTION CONTROLLED LIGHT FIXTURE
SINGLE SWITCH

BUILDING CODE
ELECTRICAL CODE
ENERGY CODE
MECHANICAL CODE
PLUMBING CODE
GREEN BUILDING STANDARDS CODE

3-WAY SWITCH
DIMMER SWITCH WITH DIMMER CONTROL
OCCUPANCY SENSOR SWITCH (AUTO "ON" - AUTO "OFF")
VACANCY SENSOR SWITCH (MANUAL "ON" - AUTO "OFF"

SCOPE OF WORK
1) RELOCATED BEDROOM & FULL BATH. TO ENLARGE
LIVING/KITCHEN SPACE ON 1ST FLOOR (UNIT B) PER
PLAN.
2) ADD A BATHROOM & TWO BEDROOMS ON 1ST FLOOR
(UNIT B) PER PLAN.

LIST OF DRAWINGS
ARCHITECTURAL
A1.0
COVER SHEET, GENERAL NOTES,
ABBREVIATIONS & PROPERTY INFORMATION
A1.1
SITE PLAN
A2.0
FLOOR PLANS & NOTES
A2.1
FLOOR PLANS & NOTES
A2.2
FLOOR PLANS & NOTES
A2.3
MECHANICAL PLAN
A2.4
PLUMBING PLAN (UNIT B)
A2.5
PLUMBING PLAN (UNIT C)
A3.0
DETAILS
A3.1
DETAILS
A4.0
ELEVATIONS
A4.1
ELEVATIONS
T1.0
TITLE 24
T1.1
TITLE 24
T2.0
2016 GALGREEN MANDATORY MEASURES CHECKLIST
T2.1
2016 GALGREEN MANDATORY MEASURES CHECKLIST
F1.0
BPM's
STRUCTURAL
SEE STRUCTURAL PLAN

GAS SUPPLY VALVE
SD

BATTERY OPERATED SMOKE DETECTOR

SD

SMOKE DETECTOR, AC

CO

BATTERY OPERATED CARBON MONOXIDE ALARM

CO

CARBON MONOXIDE ALARM, AC
HEAT REGISTER
IN-LINE BOOSTER FAN

1
A-1

A1.0
Packet Pg. 68

Attachment: Attachment C. Project Plans (2675 : 1 Carmel Avenue)

BUILDING
1. MINIMUM CEILING HEIGHT IS 7'-6" CLEAR, FROM FINISH FLOOR TO THE
FINISHED CEILING
2. INSULATION IS REQUIRED TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL WALLS, FLOORS AND
CEILINGS OPEN FOR CONSTRUCTION BETWEEN HABITABLE SPACE AND
NON-HABITABLE SPACE, SUCH AS EXTERIORS, GARAGES CRAWL SPACES
AND ATTICS. TYPE OR INSULATION REQUIRED:
3. A MODIFIED 1-HR WALL IS REQUIRED BETWEEN THE GARAGE AND THE
BATH. THE GARAGE-SIDE SHEETROCK SHALL BE MINIMUM 5 8" TYPE-X
4. DOOR OPENING TO GARAGES MUST BE A MINIMUM OF 1 3 8" SOLID CORE,
SELF CLOSING AND SELF LATCHING. THE DOOR MUST SEAL ON ALL FOUR
EDGES. DOORS SHALL NOT SWING OVER STEPS OR LANDINGS.
5. EVERY SLEEPING ROOM WINDOW SHALL HAVE A MIN. CLEAR OPENABLE
WIDTH DIM. OF 20" AND MIN. CLEAR OPENABLE HEIGHT DIM. OF 24" AND
EMERGENCY ESCAPE AND RESCUE OPENING OF WINDOW NO MORE THAN
44" ABOVE THE FINISHED FLOOR.
6. WINDOWS WITHIN THE TUB/SHOWER ENCLOSURE AND THE BOTTOM
EXPOSED EDGE IS LESS THAN 60-INCHES ABOVE THE DRAIN INLET SHALL
BE SAFETY GLAZING.
7. MATERIAL APPROVED FOR USE WITHIN THE TUB OR SHOWER
COMPARTMENT SHALL BE CEMENT BOARD, FIBER CEMENT OR GLASS MAT
OVER A MOISTURE BARRIER AND WITH CORROSION-RESISTANT
FASTENERS. NO GYPSUM PRODUCTS.
EXCEPTION: INSTALLATION OF MOLDED ONE PIECE ENCLOSURES
MAY BE INSTALLED OVER MOISTURE RESISTANT GYPSUM BOARD
8. SMOKE DETECTORS WILL BE REQUIRED.
9. CARBON MONOXIDE ALARM IS REQUIRED IN ALL AREAS LEADING INTO THE
BEDROOM AND ON EVERY FLOOR.
10. PROVIDE SEISMIC STRAPPING TO FRAMING FOR WATER HEATER AND
FURNACES. HABITABLE SPACES SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH ACTIVE OR
PASSIVE SPACE-HEATING SYSTEMS CAPABLE OF MAINTAINING A MINIMUM

2.c

P.L. 100.00'
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ADJACENT
PROPERTY
4 PALOMA AVE.
PACIFICA, CA 94044
APN # 016012020
(ONE STORY BUILDING)

P.L. 50.00'

P.L. 37.50'

ADJACENT
PROPERTY

SITE PLAN

1671 BEACH BLVD.
PACIFICA , CA 94044
APN # 0016012200
(TWO STORIES BUILDING)

Attachment: Attachment C. Project Plans (2675 : 1 Carmel Avenue)
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P.L. 50.00'

P.L. 25.00'
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P.L. 52.50'

P.L. 90.00'

P.L. 90.00'

BEACH BLVD.

P.L. 100.00'

SUBJECT
PROPERTY

ADJACENT
PROPERTY

1 CARMEL AVE.
PACIFICA , CA 94044
APN # 016012190
(TWO STORIES BUILDING)

11 CARMEL AVE.
PACIFICA, CA 94044
APN # 016012180
(ONE STORY BUILDING)

P.L. 125.00'

A
PHOTO

CARMEL AVE.

D
PHOTO

SITE PLAN
1

8" = 1'-0"

C
PHOTO

E
PHOTO

NOTES
ROADWAYS SHALL BE MAINTAINED CLEAR OF CONSTRUCTION MATERIAL
AND DEBRIS AT ALL TIMES. DAILY ROAD CLEANUP WILL BE ENFORCED.
EXISTING SIDEWALK, CURB, GUTTER OR STREET ADJACENT TO PROPERTY
FRONTAGE THAT DAMAGED OR DISPLACED SHALL BE REPAIRED OR
REPLACED EVEN IF DAMAGE OR DISPLACEMENT OCCURRED PRIOR TO
ANY WORK PERFORMED FOR THIS PROJECT.
ANY DAMAGE TO IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN CITY RIGHT-OF-WAY OR TO ANY
PRIVATE PROPERTY, WHETHER ADJACENT TO SUBJECT PROPERTY OR
NOT, THAT IS DETERMINED BY THE CITY ENGINEER TO HAVE RESULTED
FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES RELATED TO THIS PROJECT, SHALL BE
REPAIRED OR REPLACED AS DIRECTED BY THE CITY ENGINEER.
NO PRIVATE STRUCTURE (ie. BUILDING, RETAINING WALL, FENCE,
MAILBOX, etc.) WILL BE CONSTRUCTED ENCROACHING INTO THE PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.

A1.1
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FLOOR PLANS
& NOTES

A
A4.0
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MECHANICAL

WORK & KEY NOTES
BUILDING
EMERGENCY ESCAPE & RESCUE OPENINGS SHALL HAVE A MIN. NET
CLEAR OPENINGS OF 5.7 S.F.
EXCEPTION: MIN. NET CLEAR OPENING FOR GRADE FLOOR EMERGENCY
ESCAPE AND RESCUE OPENINGS SHALL BE 5 S.F.
THE MIN. NET CLEAR OPENING HEIGHT DIMENSION SHALL BE 24". THE
MIN. NET CLEAR OPENING WIDTH DIMENSION SHALL BE 20". THE NET
CLEAR OPENING DIMENSIONS SHALL BE THE RESULT OF NORMAL
OPERATION OF OPENING.

NATURAL LIGHT & VENTILATION

WALL OPENINGS CALCULATION:

ALL HABITABLE ROOMS SHALL HAVE AN AGGREGATE GLAZING
AREA OF NOT LESS THAN 8 PERCENT OF THE FLOOR AREA OF
SUCH ROOMS. NATURAL VENTILATION SHALL BE THROUGH
WINDOWS, DOORS, LOUVERS OR OTHER APPROVED
OPENINGS TO THE OUTDOOR AIR. SUCH OPENINGS SHALL BE
PROVIDED WITH READY ACCESS OR SHALL OTHERWISE BE
READILY CONTROLLABLE BY THE BUILDING OCCUPANTS. THE
MINIMUM OPENABLE AREA TO THE OUTDOORS SHALL BE 4
PERCENT OF THE FLOOR AREA BEING VENTILATED.

WINDOW OPENINGS ARE COMPOSED OF UP TO 10% OF EXTERIOR WALL
WITHIN 5 TO 10 FEET OF FIRE SEPARATION. (CBC TABLE 705.8)
TOTAL WALL AREA (LXH)
= 61.5x8 = 492 SQ. FT.
(1ST FLOOR / NORTH SIDE)
MAX. WALL OPENINGS (10% OF EXT. WALL) = 492X0.10 = 49.2 SQ. FT.
SUM OF TOTAL OPENINGS

PROVIDE APPROVED TILE BACKER MATERIALS AND GYPBOARD IN
BATHROOMS:
A. NON-ABSORBENT FINISH MATERIAL MINIMUM 72" ABOVE THE
STANDING SURFACE OF TUBS AND SHOWERS.
B. CEMENT, FIBER-CEMENT OR GLASS-MAT GYP BACKERS FOR
ADHESIVE APPLICATION OF FINISH MATERIAL (TILE OF OTHER
NONABSORBENT SHEET MATERIALS), OR PAINT (ABOVE 72"),
INSTALLED PER MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS WITHIN SHOWER
STALLS AND BATHTUB SURROUNDS.
C. WATER-RESISTANT GYP BOARD SHALL NOT BE USED WITHIN
SHOWER STALLS, BATHTUB COMPARTMENTS OR OTHER WET OR
HUMID AREAS, OR ON CEILINGS WITH JOISTS GREATER THAN 12" o.c.
D. WATER-RESISTANT GYP BACKERS FOR TILE OR PAINT PER
MANUFACTURER'S INSTRUCTIONS AT WATER CLOSET COMPARTMENTS.
E. REGULAR GYP BOARD FOR TILE OR PAINT ON WALLS AND CEILINGS
OTHER ABOVE.

= 48 SQ. FT. < 49.2 SQ. FT.
MEMBRANE PENETRATION SHALL COMPLY WITH SECTION SECTION 714.3.2

TOTAL FLOOR AREA: 455 SQ.FT. (INCLUDED KITCHEN, DINING
ROOM & LIVING ROOM)

PROVIDE MIN. 26 GA. GALV. SHEET METAL HEATING SUPPLY DUCTS AT
GARAGE. BOTTOM OF HEATING DUCT OR FURRING SHALL NOT BE LOWER
THAN 7'-0" AND SHALL HAVE NO OPENINGS INTO THE GARAGE.
BATHROOM VENTILATION FAN WITH MINIMUM 50 CFM AND MAXIMUM 1
SCONE SOUND RATING. BATH FANS SHALL BE SWITCHED SEPARATELY
FROM ANY LIGHTING SYSTEM.THE VENT SHALL BE 3 FEET AWAY FROM
THE PROPERTY LINE AND 3 FEET AWAY FROM ANY OPENING INTO THE
BUILDING.

AT LEAST ONE 20-AMP BRANCH CIRCUIT SHALL BE PROVIDE TO SUPPLY
BATHROOM / POWDER / LAUNDRY RECEPTACLE OUTLETS.
ALL BATHROOM LIGHTS NEAR SHOWERS & BATHTUBS TO BE VAPOR
PROOF RATED.

PROVIDE CLOTHES DRYER MOISTURE EXHAUST DUCT (MIN. 4" ) TO THE
OUTSIDE AND EQUIP WITH BACK-DRAFT DAMPER EXHAUST DUCT LENGTH
IS LIMITED TO 14FT, WITH 2 ELBOWS OR PROVIDE IN-LINE BOOSTER FAN
IF MORE THAN 14'. 3' AWAY FROM PROP. LINE & OPENINGS
PROVIDE LOUVERED DOOR WHERE A CLOSET IS DESIGNED FOR THE
INSTALLATION OF A DOMESTIC CLOTHES DRYER, AN OPENING OF NOT
LESS THAN 100 SQ. IN. FOR MAKEUP AIR SHALL BE PROVIDED IN THE
DOOR OR BY OTHER APPROVED MEANS. (CMC 504.4.1)
PLUMBING
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PROVIDE A 30" SIDE TO SIDE CLR. AND A MIN. 24" IN FRONT OF THE
TOILET. NEW TOILET MUST BE WATER CONSERVING 1.28 GAL.
CONTROL VALVES AND SHOWER STALL HEADS SHALL BE LOCATED ON
SIDEWALL OF SHOWER COMPARTMENTS.
NO PLASTIC PLUMBING PIPE ALLOWED FOR DOMESTIC WATER SUPPLY
AND SANITARY WASTE SYSTEM.
SHOWER & TUB-SHOWER COMBINATIONS SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH
INDIVIDUAL CONTROL VALVES OF THE PRESSURE BALANCE,
THERMOSTATIC, OR COMBINATION WITH MAX. MIXING TEMPERATURE OF
120 DEGREES PER CPC 418.

NATURAL LIGHT REQUIREMENT: 455 x 0.08 = 36.4 SQ.FT.
NATURAL LIGHT PROVIDED:
46 SQ.FT. > 36.4 SQ.FT.
455 x 0.04 = 18.2 SQ.FT.
23.6 SQ.FT. > 18.2 SQ.FT.

FLOOR PLAN
& NOTES
Attachment: Attachment C. Project Plans (2675 : 1 Carmel Avenue)

VENTILATION REQUIREMENT:
VENTILATION PROVIDED:

ELECTRICAL

SD

SD CO

SDCO

SD CO
SD
SD

SD

B
A4.0

X
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ELEVATIONS
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ENERGY
TITLE 24
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