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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Board of Supervisors Chambers
400 County Center, Redwood City

ITEM# 8
OWNEI i, Anusha Thalapaneni and David Jackson
Appellant: ..o Denise Eneaq, Terry Irwin, Jim Goodrich, Mary Lassiter,
Josh Miller, Yuriy Makarov, & Kathy Fagliano
File Number: ......ccoovveinni.... PLN 2020-00251
LoCation: .o.veeeeiieei 634 Palomar Drive, Palomar Park
APN: APN 051-022-380

Project Description:

Construction of a three-story, 4,249 sq. ft. single-family residence, 315 sq. fi. covered
terrace, a 155 sq. fi. deck, and a 554 sq. ft. attached garage, on a 18,122 sq. ft. legal parcel.
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Undeveloped parcel gt Los
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Drive




PROJECT DESCRIPTION

 New 4,249 sq. ft., three-story residence on a
18,122 sq. ft. legal parcel.

* Project access is from an improved existing
gravel driveway located on 636 Palomar Drive
and APN 051-022-250.

« The project involves 880 cubic yards (c.y.) of cut
and 90 c.y. of fill and the removal of 2 significant

trees ) EET W

« Zoning: R-1/S-91/DR (Minimum Lot Size 10,000
sq. ft.)
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UTILITIES kevwotws @ To @
INSTALL (N) SANITARY SEWER LATERALS. USE 4" PVC (SDR-: 20) SLDPD
AT 2% MINIMUM. CONNECT TO (E) SEWER MAIN AS SHOWN. PROWI

ANOUT TO GRADE AT BUILDING AND BEHIND PROPERTY LINE MB AT
MMOR CHANGES IN DIRECTION AS SHOWN. REUSE (E) LATERAL IF
POSSIBLE. CONNECT PER DISTRICT STANDARDS.

(N) SEWER LATERAL, SEPTIC TANK, AND LEACH FIELD (BY SEPARATE
DESIGN). LATERAL SHALL BE 4" PVC {SDR-26 OR BETIER) SLOPED AT
2%

CONNECT (N) WATER SERVICE PER WATER DISTRICT STANDARDS. UPGRADE
TER METER PER WATER DISTRICT STANDARDS AS APPLICABLE.
INSTALL (N) 2" MINIMUM SERVICE LINE_ TD {N) RESIDENCE OR AS
DIRECTED BY FIRE SPRINKLER DESIGNER.

INSTALL (N) JOINT TRENCH FOR SERVICES INd.IJDING GAS, CATV &
FROM NEAREST POINT OF CONNECTION. DESIGN BY OTHERS.

RELOCATE (E) ROCK WALL TO
PROVIDE 18" SHARED ACCESS

SHEET G-6.0 FOR
/ DRIVEWAY PROFILES
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TO ESTABLISH PAD
LEVEL.

STORM DRAIN KEYNOTES O

INSTALL (N) ON—SITE STORM DRAN SYSTEM. USE MINIMUM 6" PVC (SDR

3) o H%ms N-12 w{ SMOOTH INTERIOR W MAINTAIN 24"
AT 1% MINMUM_AT ALL TMES UNLESS

OTHERHISE NOTED: PROVIDE. CLEAN OUT TO GRADE AT MAJOR GANGES

IN DIRECTION. AVOID USING 80 BENDS AND INSTEAD USE (2) 45° BENDS

AND WYE CONNECTIONS.

INSTALL (N) SUBDRAIN. USE PERFORATED 4" PVC (SDR-35) WITH HOLES
DOWN AND SLOPED AT 1X MINIMUM SURROUND WITH 3/4" DRAIN ROCK
WRAPPED IN FILTER FABR!C (MIRAH I4ON). IIIRADRNN CR D‘I'HER LEA &

BRAZE PREAPPROVED DI Y ALSC BE USED. AVOID
USING 90° BENDS AND INS'I'EAD USE (2) 45' BENDS AND WYE
‘CONNECTIONS. PROVIDE CLEANCUT TO GRADE AT MAJCR CHANGES IN
DIRECTION AND AT 100° MAXIMUM INTERVALS. SUBDRAIN SHALL REMAIN A
DEDICATED SEPARATE SYSTEM UNTIL IT CONNECTS TO STORM DRAIN
SYSTEM CR OUTFALL AS SHOWN.

CONNECT RAIN WATER DOWNSPOUTS TO 4" PVC (SDR=35) TIGHTLINE,
SLOPED AT 1% MINIMUM. DIRECT TO NEAREST STORM DRAIN LINE. PROVIDE
CLEAN OUT TO GRADE AT MAJOR CHANGES IN DIRECTION. AVOID USING
‘80" BENDS AND INSTEAD USE (2) 45" BENDS. TIGHTLINE MAY BE PLACED
IN COMMON TRENCH WITH SUBDRAIN LINES, HOWEVER, NOT CONNECT TO
SUBDRAIN LINES. CONNECT TO NEAREST STORM DRAIN LINE AS SHOWN ON
PLAN. SEE DETAIL 5A ON SHEET C—4.0.

INSTALL (N) 4° DIAMETER BRASS AREA DRNN {AD) IN HARDSCAPE AREAS
{NDS PART 906 PB). SEE DETAIL 5 ON C-4.i

INSTALL (N) 4" DIAMETER HEAVY DUTY PLASTIC BLACK GRATE |
LANDSGAPE OR PLANTER AREAS (NDS PARnaoanurme'umm
HEAVY DUTY PLASTIC BLACK GRATE). SEE DETAL 6 ON C—4.0.

(8> Nor us

® INSTALL (N) RETENTION SYSTEM. SEE DETAIL 1 ON SHEET C-4.1.
0 INSTALL (N) METERED RELEASE OUTLET. SEE DETAIL 2 ON SHEET C—4.1.

TRENCH DRAINS SHALL BE 6" NDS “DURA—SLOPE" PRESLOPED TRENCH
DRAINS W/ TRAFFIC RATED GRATE OR APPROVED EQUAL. CONNECT TO
NEAREST STORM DRAN LINE VIA 4" PVC TIGHTLINE.

INSTALL (N) "CHRISTY V=24" CATCH BASIN W/ CONCRETE BOTTOM FLUSH
W/ LOWEST OUTGOING INVERT, PLACE BOX ON 6" CLASS 2 AGGREGATE
BASE MATERIAL SEE DETAIL 8 ON SHEET C—4.0.

/A‘ LEA & BRAZE ENGINEERING, INC

APN: 051-022—380

634 PALOMAR DRIVE
REDWOOD CITY,
CALIFORNIA

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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REAR VIEW

FRONT VIEW

STREET VIEW
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REGULATIONS CONFORMANCE

Design Review District Guidelines: On October 26, 2022, the Bayside Design
Review Committee (CDRC) recommended approval of the project.

 The BDRC required further reduction in the use of glass on the eastern and
northern facades and changes to roof design.

* The applicant has revised the proposal to remove only 2 significant trees
(previously 7).

 BDRC found the project in compliance with design standards relating to:
materials and colors; pitched roofs; lighting; and site planning to minimize
alteration of the natural topography, privacy of neighboring houses and outdoor
living areas, and minimize tree removal.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
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REGULATIONS CONFORMANCE

Required Findings for Grading Permit:

That the granting of the permit will not have a significant adverse effect on the
environment, comply with Grading Regulations, and Comply with General Plan.

Applicant must comply with standard conditions of approval which will require:
1. Excavated earth to be off-hauled and deposited to an approved disposal location,

2. Application of erosion control measures prior to and during project grading and
construction,

3. Limit grading during the wet season, and

4. Requires Project Engineer shall submit written certification that all grading has
been completed in conformance with the approved plans

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance

An Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared and circulated for public
review from July 2, 2022, to July 22, 2022.

The County received two (2) comment letters, including a letter from the Palomar Park
Owners’ Association, expressing concern with the land stability, drainage, house size
and design, and trees to be removed, amongst other concerns.

Main Concerns

Geology:

A letter from Denise Enea states that the IS/MND underplays and leaves out
critical information regarding the long history of landslides on and directly adjacent
to this parcel. Ms. Enea references letters from Kilik General Engineering,

GeoForensics, Inc., and Jeff Lea of Lea & Braze, which are included and
analyzed in the IS/MND.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT



California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance

The referenced letters reflect brief reviews of the adjoining off-site properties, with no
enclosed maps and no mention of specific site locations or the site APN. The 2021
Connelly report includes a general geologic review of the subject site and does not include
subsurface exploration and testing.

The applicant has submitted comprehensive, site-specific reports, including subsurface
exploration and testing, for the proposed residence and septic system, which have been
reviewed by and received preliminary approval from the County Environmental Health
Services and the County’s Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer. Staff’'s recommendation
of approval is based on the analysis and conditions of approval recommended in those
reports.

Hydrology: Ms. Enea asserts that groundwater and springs are the basis for instability of
the parcels in this area. Based on subsurface exploration and testing, there is no
evidence to support a conclusion that pervasive springs exist on the project site.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
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California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance

Trees: Initially, project proposed removal of seven (7) significant trees, which

commenters stated could result in negative aesthetic impacts and impact t
of the property, due to the stabilization and drainage benefits provided by t
systems of the trees. The applicant has revised the proposal to remove on

ne stabllity
ne root
y 2

significant trees (Trees 14 and 15) and a 5.14-inch California bay tree (whi

ch is not a

significant tree).

Applicant required to replace the three (3) indigenous trees with a minimum of three

(3), 24-inch box Oak trees. The applicant proposes to plant these trees in
side setback to provide screening of the residence in the same location as
listed trees proposed for removal. Three (3) additional 24" box trees will al
planted on the lower slope.

the right-
the above
SO be
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Planning Commission Review & Appeadl

March 8, 2023 - Planning Commission (PC) reviewed the project at a public hearing.
The PC continued its review to allow time for the applicant’s team
and County staff to review the Balance Hydrologics letter submitted
by a member of the public.

June 21, 2023 - PC reviewed the project at a public hearing and adopted the
IS/MND and approved the project. Condition 64 was revised to
require an updated percolation test at the time of building permit
application.

July 6, 2023 - PC's decision is appealed to the Board of Supervisors by Denise
Enea, Terry Irwin, Jim Goodrich, Mary Lassiter, Josh Miller, Yuriy
Makarov, and Kathy Fagliano.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
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Planning Commission Review & Appeadl

Site stability concerns cited by members of the public at March and June PC meetings:

« History of land sliding in the area which could be exacerbated by project construction
and septic system construction.

* Prescence of groundwater and springs are the basis for instability of the parcels in this
area.

 Removal of 2 trees for the project could reduce site stability.

The applicant has submitted comprehensive, site-specific reports, including subsurface
exploration and testing, for the proposed residence and septic system, which have
received preliminary approval from the County Environmental Health Services and the
County’s Geologist and Geotechnical Engineer. Staff's recommendation of approval is
based on the analysis and conditions of approval recommended in those reports.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
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Points raised by the Appeal with Staff’'s Response

1.

The Appellants assert that the proposed expansion leach field should not be located
within 100 feet of the unstable land mass or the existing current 2023 landslide. The
Appellants’ assertions of a “2023 landslide” and that the property is “an unstable
land mass” have not been substantiated.

The Appellants assert that the 100+ year old multi trunk oak, located within 20 feet
of current 2023 landslide and 2018 landslide, should not be removed. Roots are
vital to hillside stability and dewatering. House design should be modified to
preserve the tree. The applicant has demonstrated the preservation of 4 significant
trees, where only 2 significant trees (plus one non-significant tree) are now
proposed for removal. The project includes replacing the three (3) indigenous trees
with a minimum of three (3), 24-inch box Oak trees.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT



Points raised by the Appeal with Staff’'s Response

3. The Appellants assert that the swimming pool should not be allowed as it sits at
the base of a repaired landslide, next to an unstable land mass. Appellants state
that excess pool water will need to drain through neighbor’s property and flow into
creek without treatment. The County requires pool water to be de-chlorinated prior
to release and released in a metered, slow flow, over landscaping and in dry
weather, or to on-site drainage facilities. Condition 7 imposes these requirements.

4, The Appellants assert that a percolation test should be conducted under wet
season conditions and stacking of existing neighboring leach fields should not be
allowed per Environmental Health Ordinance. Condition 64 requires the applicant,
at the time of building permit application, to submit an updated percolation test
and plans consistent with the On-site Wastewater Treatment System (OWTS)
design that has been reviewed and preliminarily approved by Environmental
Health Services.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT



——

RECOMMENDATION AND FINDINGS

That the Board of Supervisors:

A)
B)

C)

Open public hearing;
Close public hearing;

Deny the appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to
approve the Design Review Permit and Grading Permit, PLN 2020-00251,
by making findings and adopting the conditions of approval in Attachment A
and adopting the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to
the California Environmental Quality Act.

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
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Board of Supervisors Chambers
400 County Center, Redwood City

ITEM ?
OWNEL: i, Anusha Thalapaneni and David Jackson
Applicant: ..o Mauvurits de Gans, Designer
File NUMDbEr: wooveeeeeieeeeeee . PLN 2020-00251
LOCOHION: e, 634 Palomar Drive, Palomar Park
APN: o APN 051-022-380

Project Description:

Construction of a three-story, 4,249 sq. ft. single-family residence, 315 sq. fi. covered
terrace, a 155 sq. fi. deck, and a 554 sq. ft. attached garage, on a 18,122 sq. ft. legal parcel.
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