
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  December 12, 2012 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of a Coastal Development 

Permit, a Use Permit, a Design Review, a Building Site Exception, a 
Certificate of Compliance (Type B), and a Certification of a Negative 
Declaration, to allow the construction of six new industrial buildings on 
six parcels (four parcels are non-conforming) and to authorize conditional 
land uses in the Waterfront Zoning District Shoreline area, located 
between Princeton Avenue and Ocean Boulevard (a paper street) in the 
unincorporated Princeton area of San Mateo County.  (Appeal of the 
Zoning Hearing Officer’s decision to approve the project).  This project is 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to develop eight contiguous, non-conforming parcels, with 
six three-story industrial buildings.  Two of these parcels will provide on-site parking 
to serve the industrial buildings.  “Buildings A and B” are proposed to be used as a 
fish processing plant, a permitted use in the designated shoreline area.  The applicant 
intends to sell the remaining industrial warehouse units, “Buildings C, D, E and F,” 
therefore, the proposed uses are not identified at this time. 
 
The eight parcels will be combined to form six parcels.  Of these six parcels, two are 
conforming 6,000 sq. ft. parcels and four will remain non-conforming 2,500 sq. ft. 
parcels.  The two conforming parcels involve the merging of parcels APN 047-037-060 
and APN 047-037-160, together, and APN 047-037-070 and 047-037-150, together, 
to create the two new 6,000 sq. ft. conforming parcels. 
 
Six of the parcels are legal and qualify for a Certificate of Compliance (Type A) and will 
be recorded separately.  Two of the parcels require the processing of Certificates of 
Compliance (Type B) and are included in this project proposal. 
 
The proposed project requires approval of a Coastal Development Permit, a Use 
Permit, a Design Review, a Building Site Exception, Certificates of Compliance 
(Type B), and a Certification of a Negative Declaration Environmental Document. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Hearing Officer’s 
final decision to approve the project by certifying the Negative Declaration, approve the 
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Coastal Development Permit, the Certificates of Compliance (Type B), the 
Non-Conforming Use permit, the Building Site Exception and the Design Review by 
making the required findings and adopting the recommended conditions of approval as 
shown on Attachment A. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
In 2008, the applicant was granted the permit approvals required to construct a group of 
four three-story commercial buildings, totaling 17,127 sq. ft., with on-site required 
parking on eight existing substandard parcels totaling 22,000 sq. ft.  The largest unit 
was proposed to be 8,698 sq. ft. and built on 7,500 sq. ft. of land (three 2,500 sq. ft. 
contiguous, stand alone, substandard parcels).  The three smaller units were proposed 
to range between 2,600 - 3,100 sq. ft. in size and to be constructed on three 
stand-alone 2,500 sq. ft. substandard parcels.  The cumulative width of the four units 
was 150-ft. wide with a total height of 36 ft. 
 
The project was subsequently appealed to the Planning Commission.  The project was 
appealed on several issues, some of the major issues are as follows:  (a) the parcels 
are substandard in size and the buildings exceed the 30-ft. height limit; (b) the project 
does not comply with the General plan Visual Quality Policies 4.14 and 4.15, but 
matches the style of adjacent buildings; (c) the project does not ensure adequate space 
for light and air to adjacent properties, and there is no buffer; and (d) public views to and 
along the shoreline from the public roads and other public lands are not protected.  
Additional appeal items are addressed in the report. 
 
The applicant has redesigned the project in an effort to address the appeal items while 
still fulfilling the project goals.  Regarding the parcel sizes, four of the substandard 
parcels will be merged to create two conforming 6,000 sq. ft. parcels.  The remainder 
four substandard parcels will remain 2,500 sq. ft.  The height for the three-story 
industrial buildings will be 30 ft.  The buildings have been designed with varied 
proposed front setbacks, ranging from 11 ft. to 130 ft.  These front setbacks will provide 
light and air space to the adjacent properties.  The proposal is to construct six industrial 
units where four were originally approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer.  The redesign 
will have the same overall width but proposes six units, a reduced height and a 
contemporary architectural design.  According to the applicant, reducing the industrial 
buildings to one- or two-story structures is not financially feasible nor would it provide 
adequate useable space for future businesses. 
 
Staff has determined that the project complies with the General Plan, Local Coastal 
Program, Waterfront Zoning District, Building Site Exceptions, Non-Conforming Use 
Permit and Design Review requirements.  The reduced height of 30 ft. decreases the 
visual impact of the project and complies with Building Site Exceptions requirements.  
Staff is therefore recommending approval of the project with the attached conditions of 
approval. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  December 12, 2012 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit, a Use Permit, a Design 

Review, and a Building Site Exception, pursuant to Zoning Regulations 
6328.4, 6133.3b, 6565.3, and 6287.0.  Certificate of Compliance (Type B), 
pursuant to Subdivision Regulations 7134.2, and a Certification of a 
Negative Declaration, pursuant to CEQA, to allow the construction of six 
new industrial buildings on six parcels (four are non-conforming) and to 
authorize conditional land uses in the Waterfront Zoning District Shoreline 
area, located between Princeton Avenue and Ocean Boulevard (a paper 
street) in the unincorporated Princeton area of San Mateo County.  
(Appeal of the Zoning Hearing Officer’s decision to approve the project).  
This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2005-00349 (Herring/Foss) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to develop eight contiguous, non-conforming parcels, with six 
three-story industrial buildings.  Two of these parcels will provide on-site parking to 
serve the industrial buildings.  “Buildings A and B” are proposed to be used as a fish 
processing plant, a permitted use in the designated shoreline area.  The applicant 
intends to sell the remaining industrial warehouse units “Buildings C, D, E and F” so 
proposed uses are not identified at this time. 
 
The eight parcels will be combined into six parcels.  Of these six parcels, two will 
conform to 6,000 sq. ft. parcels and four will remain non-conforming 2,500 sq. ft. 
parcels.  The two conforming parcels involve the merging of parcels APN 047-037-060 
and APN 047-037-160, together, and APN 047-037-070 and APN 047-037-150, 
together, to create the two new 6,000 sq. ft. conforming parcels. 
 
Six of the parcels are legal and qualify for a Certificate of Compliance (Type A) and will 
be recorded separately.  Two of the parcels require processing of Certificates of 
Compliance (Type B) and are included in this project proposal. 
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The proposed project requires approval of a Coastal Development Permit, a Use 
Permit, a Design Review, a Building Site Exception, Certificates of Compliance 
(Type B), and Certification of a Negative Declaration Environmental Document. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the Zoning Hearing Officer’s 
decision to approve the project by certifying the Negative Declaration Environmental 
Document, approving the Coastal Development Permit, the Certificates of Compliance 
(Type B), the Use permit, the Building Site Exception, and the Design Review by 
making the required findings and adopting the recommended conditions of approval as 
shown on Attachment A. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Olivia Boo, Telephone 650/363-1818 
 
Report Reviewed By:  Lisa Aozasa, Senior Planner, Telephone 650/363-4852 
 
Applicant:  Frederick Herring 
 
Property Owner:  Eventide Charters, LLC Property and Princeton Boatyard, 
LLC Property 
 
Location:  The 200 block of Princeton Avenue located between Columbia Avenue and 
Vassar Avenue to the east and west, respectively, and Princeton Avenue and Ocean 
Boulevard (a paper street), and the ocean, to the north and south, respectively. 
 
APNs:  047-037-140, 047-037-150, 047-037-160, 047-037-170, 047-037-060, 
047-037-070, 047-037-420, and 047-037-430 
 
Lot Size:  22,000 square feet (composed of eight non-conforming parcels) 
 
Existing Zoning:  W/DR/CD (Waterfront/Design Review/Coastal Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  General Industrial (Midcoast Urban) 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant with sparse vegetation, three trees, and a concrete 
foundation remaining from a former boat launch, and a small sea wall. 
 
Water Supply:  Coastside County Water District 
 
Sewage Disposal:  Granada Sanitary District 
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Flood Zone:  Zone V (Area of 100-Year Flooding) Coastal Flood Zone with velocity 
hazard (wave action); base flood elevations determined and flood hazard factors not 
determined. 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  Mitigated Negative Declaration; circulation period August 15, 
2008 through September 3, 2008. 
 
Staff reviewed the published negative declaration.  The project scope has changed from 
four industrial units to six industrial units, with a reduced height and modified front 
setbacks.  The total change in footprint of all buildings is an increase of approximately 
1,200 sq. ft.  As a result, the most significant area that would be impacted is vehicle 
traffic.  Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (8th 
Edition, Volume 2 of 3), the additional 1,200 sq. ft. is not expected to cause a significant 
increase to traffic.  None of these changes are considered significant to require a 
recirculation of the Negative Declaration Environmental Document. 
 
Setting:  The subject property is located mid-block between Vassar Avenue and 
Columbia Avenue and extends through the entire block from Princeton Avenue to 
Ocean Boulevard (a paper street), within the unincorporated Princeton-by-the-Sea area.  
There are existing concrete pads/landings on the site, which are the foundation 
remnants of a former boat launch.  Existing vegetation consists of three trees and 
sparse low-growing weeds and grass. 
 
The subject property consists of eight non-conforming size parcels.  Two parcels front 
on Princeton Avenue and the remaining six contiguous parcels face the ocean, 
extending to Ocean Boulevard and the Pillar Point Harbor. 
 
Land use in the surrounding area consists primarily of industrial uses in the Princeton-
by-the-Sea area mixed with some non-conforming commercial and residential uses.  
The Half Moon Bay Airport is within 1,000 ft. of the subject property.  Immediately 
adjacent, north of APNs 047-037-1710, 047-037-420, and 047-037-430, is a one-story 
legal non-conforming single-family residence.  The Half Moon Bay Yacht Club is located 
over 200 ft. west of the site.  The ocean abuts the property on the south side.  There are 
multiple boat storage yards surrounding the site, located east of the site and also across 
Princeton Avenue.  Moss Beach and Montara lie to the northwest while El Granada and 
the City of Half Moon Bay lie to the southeast. 
 
Background History:  In 2005, planning application PLN 2005-00349 was submitted for 
a Coastal Development Permit, a Use Permit, a Design Review, and a Certification of a 
Negative Declaration for the proposed construction of a grouping of four, three story, 
new commercial buildings with on-site parking.  The proposed three-story commercial 
buildings were designed with a height of 36 ft.  The largest unit was 8,698 sq. ft. and 
built on 7,500 sq. ft. of land (three contiguous 2,500 sq. ft. substandard parcels).  The 
three smaller units were each proposed to range between 2,600 - 3,100 sq. ft. in size. 
The two parcels fronting on Princeton Avenue were designated as an on-site parking lot 
for the commercial buildings. 
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Upon review by other agencies, the applicant was requested to submit a geotechnical 
report and remove the caretakers unit.  Upon review of the geotechnical report, the 
project was given preliminary approval on June 12, 2006.  Plans were received showing 
removal of the caretaker unit on August 2, 2006.  The project was deemed complete on 
August 7, 2006. 
 
The Negative Declaration was drafted and published for review from August 28, 2008 to 
September 9, 2008. 
 
On September 18, 2008, the project was approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer.  
The project was appealed on October 2, 2008. 
 
During staff’s preparation of the staff report for the appeal, staff confirmed that the 
Zoning Hearing Officer approved plans were over height and requested that the 
applicant reduce the height or merge parcels to create conforming parcels in order to 
comply with the Waterfront District Zoning Regulations. 
 
In May 2009, the applicant and staff met on several different occasions to discuss and 
consider various alternatives to the project’s parcel configuration, which included lot 
mergers, variances to minimum lot size, and lot line adjustments in regard to the parcel 
size and configurations for the project. 
 
On May 2, 2010, staff determined that the project requires approval of Certificates of 
Compliance (Type A) for parcels 047-037-060, 047-037-070, 047-037-420, 047-037-
430, 047-037-140, and 047-037-150, and Certificates of Compliance (Type B) for 
parcels 047-037-160 and 047-037-170.  The Certificates of Compliance (Type B) are 
included in the project proposal. 
 
In 2010, the applicant placed the project on hold due to the economy and was also 
considering alternative designs for the warehouse buildings. 
 
Staff received revised plans on August 21, 2012.  The plans show the industrial 
buildings with a new architectural modern design, a maximum height of 30 ft., and six 
units in lieu of the four units that were approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Following are the appellants’ points of appeal, followed by staff’s analysis: 
 
A. KEY ISSUES OF THE SUBMITTED APPEAL 
 
 The appellant is objecting to the Zoning Hearing Officer’s approval of the industrial 

buildings.  Listed below is each of the main points of the appeal, followed by 
staff’s response.  A copy of the appeal application is included as Attachment B. 
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 1. Ocean Boulevard is not only a paper street but is also submerged 
below water level. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  Ocean Boulevard is a paper street that only appears on 

the map and is submerged below water level at high tide.  For this reason, 
access to the project must be taken from Princeton Avenue.  Ocean 
Boulevard’s status does not affect the viability of the project, since it is not 
needed for access.  Ocean Boulevard will provide lateral shoreline access 
along the beach when the tide is out. 

 
 2. Three of the lots are substandard and, therefore, should be restricted 

to a 30-ft. maximum height limit. 
 
  Staff’s Response:  In the Waterfront District Zoning, a substandard parcel 

with less than 5,000 sq. ft. or less than 50 ft. in width shall have a maximum 
height limitation of 30 ft. upon approval of a Building Site Exception request.  
Staff has included Tables A and B below to illustrate the development 
standards applicable to the project. 

 
  Table A, below, indicates development standards for conforming parcels in 

regards to building site area, building height, and lot coverage.  No floor 
area ratio or setbacks are required for this district.  Upon a lot merger of 
parcels 047-037-060 and 047-037-160, together, and parcels 047-037-070 
and 047-037-015, together, construction of proposed “Buildings D and E” 
will comply with the minimum required 5,000 sq. ft. parcel size and 
corresponding development restrictions: 

 
TABLE A 

 

Waterfront 
District 

Development 
Standards 

Merged Parcels: 

047-037-060 and 047-037-160 
047-037-070 and 047-037-150 
Buildings D and E Proposed 

Building Site Area 5,000 Sq. Ft. Min. 6,000 Sq. Ft. 

Maximum Height 36 Ft. 30 Ft. 

Building Lot Coverage 60% 60% 

Building Site Width 50 Ft. 30 Ft. * 

Front Setback N/A 100 Ft. 

Rear Setback N/A 15 Ft. 8 In. 

Right Side Setback N/A 0 Ft. 

Left Side Setback N/A 0 Ft. 

* Use Permit Required per Section 6133.3.b(1) 
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  Table B, below, indicates the development standards for substandard 
parcels 047-037-420, 047-037-430, 047-037-170, and 047-037-140 
(proposed Buildings “A, B, C, and F” respectively) which will remain 
substandard 2,500 sq. ft. parcels and  development shall comply with 
Building Site Exception development standards, Section 6288.0(5)(a) 
through (c), in regards to building height and lot coverage.  There are 
no floor area ratio or minimum setback limitations for this district: 

 
TABLE B 

 

Building Site 
Exception 

Development 
Standards 

Parcels: 
047-037-420, 047-037-430, 

047-037-170, and 047-037-140 
Buildings A, B, C, and F, 

Respectively 
Building Site Area < 5,000 Sq. Ft. 2,500 Sq. Ft. Each * 

Maximum Height 30 Ft. 30 Ft. 

Building Lot Coverage 50% 46% 

Building Site Width < 50 Ft. 25 Ft. * 

* Use Permit Required per Section 6133.b(1) 

 
  Building Site Exception Findings 
 
  The four substandard parcels noted above are 2,500 sq. ft., and the 

applicant is proposing to put separate buildings on them.  The parcels are 
subject to the Waterfront District Regulations. Parcels with an area less than 
5,000 sq. ft. or width less than 50 ft. may be developed, subject to the 
following findings and standards: 

 
  a. The parcel for which development is proposed was lawfully 

created in accordance with the applicable laws in effect when the 
land was divided. 

 
   The parcels were originally subdivided in September 8, 1908.  In May 

2010, upon staff’s review of a complete chain of title for the eight 
parcels, APNs 047-037-160 and 047-037-170 required approval of a 
Certificate of Compliance (Type B) and APNs 047-037-060, 047-037-
070, 047-037-140, 047-037-150, 047-037-420, and 047-037-430 
qualified for a Conditional Certificate of Compliance (Type A).  Thus, 
the substandard parcels on which the development is proposed were 
lawfully created. 

 
  b. The maximum building height shall be 30 ft., measured from 

finished grade to the highest point of the roof. 
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   All of the units have been redesigned to comply with the 30-ft. height 
limit and, the project, therefore, complies with this requirement. 

 
  c. Not more than 50% of the building site shall be covered by 

buildings. 
 
   The proposed building site coverage is 46% for each of the parcels 

and, therefore, complies with this requirement. 
 
 3. We feel that the proposed project does not comply with General Plan 

Visual Quality Policies 4.14 and 4.15, in that it only matches the style 
of the adjacent building.  Visual Quality Policies 4.14 and 4.15 read as 
follows: 

 
  Visual Quality Policy 4.14, (Appearance of New Development) specifically 

addresses the requirement to regulate development to promote and 
enhance good design, site relationships, and other aesthetic considerations. 

 
  Visual Quality Policy 4.15 (Supplemental Design Guidelines for 

Communities) encourages the preparation of supplemental site and 
architectural design guidelines for communities that include, but are not 
limited to, criteria that reflect local conditions, characteristics and design 
objectives, and are flexible enough to allow individual creativity. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  The applicant’s design is modern with industrial exterior 

materials.  The buildings will be an improvement to the site.  The modern 
design is not new to the Princeton area.  There are two existing groups of 
buildings with, a similar use and modern design, existing along the shoreline 
area, the group of four units located at 171,175, 177, and 179 Ocean 
Boulevard and the group of three units located at 123, 127, and 131 Ocean 
Boulevard, between West Point Avenue and Airport Street.  These existing 
developments are three stories and clustered together in the same fashion 
as the proposed project.  Three units at 123-131 Ocean Boulevard are 75 ft. 
wide and built on three individual 25-ft. wide substandard parcels.  Four 
units at 171-177 Ocean Boulevard are 100 ft. wide and also built on four 
individual 25-ft. wide substandard parcels.  The architecture allows for 
individual creativity with a modern style. 

 
  The Princeton area includes a wide range of development that differs with 

regard to quality, building materials, colors, and architectural styles.  
Although the proposed industrial buildings’ architecture differs from nearby 
non-conforming residences, the proposed buildings blend well with other 
industrial buildings in the area. 

 
  The shoreline area to the east and west of the project site is sparsely 

developed with smaller commercial structures, residential development and 
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outdoor boat storage so there is still a large availability of ocean view from 
Princeton Avenue.  Nearby, the two largest structures to the west are the 
two-story Half Moon Bay Yacht Club located at 214 Princeton Avenue and a 
grouping of four industrial buildings located at 171-179 Ocean Boulevard.  
The four industrial buildings include upper-level caretakers units. The largest 
building to the east is a two-story warehouse located at 100 Columbia 
Avenue.  Since this warehouse is built perpendicular to the shoreline area, 
there is less visual obstruction to the ocean shoreline.  The industrial 
buildings located at 171-179 Ocean Boulevard are built parallel to the 
shoreline with a total width of 100 feet. 

 
 4. If the main structure is actually used for fish processing, the pollution 

produced will increase the pollution of an already-polluted bay. 
 
  Staff’s Response:  The Waterfront Zoning District’s shoreline area (which 

includes the southern parcels) does allow for fish processing along with 
other marine-related activities, industrial and manufacturing uses, and other 
compatible uses.  Fish processing is regulated by the State of California, 
Supervising Food and Drug Investigator and the Department of Health 
Services Food and Drug Branch.  The State of California monitors proper 
disposal of waste/by-products of fish and seafood processing.  Any retail 
sales of the processed fish will also need a permit from the County 
Environmental Health Division. 

 
 5. We feel that it does not comply by not ensuring adequate space for 

light and air to adjacent properties.  There is no buffer.  Also, the 
project abuts the ocean, not a stream. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  The appellant is referencing two Coastal Design Review 

Standards, under Section 6565.7, 1(a) and 1(c): 
 
  Coastal Design Review Standard, Section 6565.7, 1(a), is as follows: 
 
  “Proposed structures are designed and situated so as to retain and blend 

with the natural vegetation and landforms of the site and to ensure adequate 
space for light and air to itself and adjacent properties.” 

 
  Four of the six proposed industrial buildings will be set back a minimum 

11 ft. from the shared property line between the subject site and the nearby 
legal non-conforming residence, which is the nearest structure to parcels 
047-037-170, -420, and -430.  This 11-ft. setback combined with the 18-ft. 
(approximate) rear setback of the existing single-family residence will 
provide an adequate amount of space for light and air between both 
properties.  Staff has further determined that there is adequate light and air 
existing between adjacent properties to the east and west, which are open 
boat storage areas with no structures.  Upon proposed development or 
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redevelopment of adjacent parcels, new development shall comply with LCP 
Policy 8.15 (Coastal Views), and design development with pockets of views, 
either between structures or limiting the proposed height, so that 
development does not substantially block views to or along the shoreline 
from coastal roads, roadside rests and vista points, recreation areas, trails, 
coastal access ways, and beaches. 

 
  The parcels are considered flat, the three existing trees will remain, and only 

low-growing wild grasses and the existing boat launch foundation will be 
removed.  The project includes 50 cubic yards of grading.  Staff has 
determined that the proposed structures have been designed to blend with 
the natural vegetation and landforms of the site. 

 
  Coastal Design Review Standard, Section 6565.7, 1(c), is as follows: 
 
  “Streams and other natural drainage systems are not altered so as to affect 

their character and, thereby, causing problems of drainage, erosion, or 
flooding.” 

 
  There are no streams or other natural drainage systems nearby.  To 

prevent stormwater pollution run-off to the ocean, the project is required 
to implement erosion-control measures during and post–construction 
(permanent) storm water controls. (see Mitigation Measures 6 and 7 in 
Attachment A). 

 
 6. Local Coastal Plan Policy 8.12 (c), “Public views to and along the 

shoreline from public roads and other public lands are protected,” 
relates more to Princeton Avenue since Ocean Boulevard is 
underwater. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  This policy relates to shoreline views from Princeton 

Avenue and other public roads and viewing points further inland.  The 
proposed design is a cluster of six industrial units constructed in a 
continuous row with shoreline view available only on the east and west ends 
of the units.  The total width of the industrial buildings is 300 ft. with a 
maximum height of 30 ft.  To comply with LCP Policy 8.12.b, staff has 
requested that the applicant provide an additional view corridor, 10 ft. wide, 
between Buildings D and E.  This corridor will provide additional public view 
of the shoreline from Princeton Avenue and will also break up the visual 
appearance of the proposed six industrial units.  This requirement is 
included as a condition of approval requiring the applicant to submit revised 
plans reflecting this change at the building permit application stage.  The 
plans are subject to review and approval by the Planning Department.  With 
this design change, staff has determined that the project does comply with 
this policy.  Though the shoreline view will not be continuous along 
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Princeton Avenue, it will exist at street ends of Columbia Avenue and 
Vassar Avenue as well as between Buildings D and E. 

 
 7. Under the Zoning Hearing Officer staff report, “Conformance with Use 

Permit Requirements and Findings 5.d.,” this project appears to be 
designed to accommodate residential use, which is restricted. 

 
  The Appellant is referring to discussion section, “Conformance with Use 

Permit Requirements and Findings 5.d,” (page 11 of the September 18, 
2008 Zoning Hearing Officer staff report) which reads as follows: 

 
  “5.d. - Other compatible uses are allowed subject to the submission of a 

detailed written description of the use to the Community Development 
Director and the Community Development Director’s determination that the 
use is consistent with the purpose of the district and compatible with other 
permitted land uses in the district.” 

 
  Staff’s Response:  The only residential uses allowed in the “W” district are a 

limited number of caretaker’s units, or pre-existing residences that qualify as 
legal non-conforming homes. 

 
  The proposed project does not include a residential unit.  The original plans 

for the project included a kitchen on the top floor, which was proposed as 
part of the fish processing business.  Although the revised project continues 
to include the fish processing business, a kitchen is no longer proposed. 

 
  Any future owner and/or tenant who wish to propose conversion to a 

caretakers unit shall apply for a separate building permit, coastal 
development permit, pay associated fees and be subject to discretionary 
approval by the Planning Department and receive building permit issuance 
by the Building Inspection Section.  This requirement shall be recorded as a 
deed restriction of each parcel prior to issuance of the building permit. 

 
 8. Reviewing Agencies:  The Department of Public Works review should 

be based on Ocean Boulevard actually being under water. 
 
  Staff’s Response:  Staff verified with the Department of Public Works that 

the project was reviewed based on access from Princeton Avenue since 
access is not possible from Ocean Boulevard, a paper street.  The 
Department of Public Works conditions remain unchanged. 

 
 9. We feel that the project does not comply with the Coastal Development 

Permit, Finding Number 5. 
 
  Coastal Development Permit, Finding Number 5, reads as follows: 
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  “That the project, as described in the application and accompanying 
materials required by the Zoning Regulations, Section 6328, and as 
conditioned in accordance with Section 6328, conforms with the plans, 
policies, requirements, and standards of the San Mateo County Local 
Coastal Program (LCP).” 

 
  Staff’s Response:  Staff has reviewed the project based on the appeal items 

and determined that, as proposed and conditioned, the project does comply 
with the Zoning Regulations and the Local Coastal Program as discussed in 
Sections C and E. 

 
 10. We feel that the project does not conform to the Design Review, 

Finding Number 7. 
 
  Staff’s Response:  The Design Review, Finding Number 7, states the 

following: 
 
  “That the project is not located at the edge of bluffs or cliffs; thus, views from 

the beach are not adversely affected by looming structures.” 
 
  The project will change the view from both the beach and Princeton Avenue 

since the site is currently undeveloped and six industrial buildings are 
proposed.  However, this change is not inconsistent with the LCP, since the 
primary purpose of the Waterfront District is to provide a “working 
waterfront” area intended for the location of marine-related trades and 
services and manufacturing land uses.  Natural or scenic views across 
these industrial parcels are not of primary importance and will remain 
available at street ends. 

 
 11. “There is no transition and the buildings are designed as one solid 

block.” 
 
  Staff’s Response:  Although the industrial building may have the impact of a 

solid continuous building, the industrial buildings have been redesigned with 
varied front setbacks ranging from 11 ft. to 130 ft. to provide space, air, and 
light, where no setbacks are required.  The staggered front setbacks provide 
some transition, add articulation, and help reduce bulk. 

 
  All of the warehouses have a proposed maximum height of 30 ft. and 

comply with the height limitation per the Building Site Exception 
development standards.  The height of the roofs varies in height from 
27.5 ft. to 30 ft. due to the curvilinear design.  The reduced height will further 
reduce the mass/bulk of the buildings.  Also, see staff’s response to item #6 
of this section. 
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 12. The project groups four lots with three of the lots being substandard.  
The lots should either be merged or restricted to a maximum height of 
30 ft. 

  
  Staff’s Response:  The applicant has redesigned the proposed height of all 

the buildings to a maximum 30 ft., thus, complying with the Building Site 
Exception standards.  The applicant also proposes to further comply with 
the zoning district standards by merging two sets of parcels together in 
order to meet the minimum 5,000 sq. ft. parcel size. 

 
  The remaining four substandard parcels 047-370-140, 047-370-170, 

047-037-430, and 047-037-420 (designated parcels for proposed buildings 
“A, B, C and F,” respectively) are designed to comply with the Waterfront 
District Building Site Exceptions Standards, with respect to the building 
height limit and lot coverage. 

 
 13. The project does not comply with the Design Review, Section 6565.7 

(1) (j).  Ocean Boulevard is not only unpaved but is also submerged. 
 
  Design Review, Section 6565.7(i) (j), is as follows: 
 
  That public views to and along the shoreline from public roads (designated 

but unpaved Ocean Boulevard) and other public lands are protected through 
the design of the project within the Development Regulations of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  See staff’s response to appeal item numbers 1, 6, and 10 

above.  Ocean Boulevard is a paper street and public views are considered 
to be from Princeton Avenue rather than from Ocean Boulevard.  Although 
construction of the new industrial building will limit the existing public view, 
views will still be protected from Columbia Avenue and Vassar Avenue, 
existing public roads. 

 
 14. We feel that the project, as designed, is only compatible with the 

adjacent building and not with the other existing buildings in the area. 
The building is only in harmony with the adjacent structures. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  See staff’s response to appeal item number 3 above. 
 
 15. We agree with the feelings and conclusions of the letter, dated April 

24, 2006, by the Mid Coast Community Council that basically 
summarizes the reasons why we oppose the approval of this project 
as presently designed. 

 
  The Mid Coast Community Council expressed the following concerns: 
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  a. That residential/caretakers quarters are being proposed. 
 
   Staff’s Response:  See staff’s response to appeal item number 7 

above. 
 
  b. There is concern about future proposed uses of the buildings. 
 
   Staff’s Response:  See staff’s response to appeal item numbers 4 and 

7 above and the discussion in Use Permit, Section G. 
 
  c. Whether the existing sea wall is sufficiently stable to last 50 years. 
 
   Staff’s Response:  A portion of the project borders on the beach, and a 

protective sea wall and riprap will remain on site.  Staff has 
determined that these structures are unpermitted and, though they 
were put in place long before the current owners acquired the 
property, these structures are potentially in violation of the Coastal 
Act, as indicated in the 2005 letters from the Coastal Commission to 
the property owners along the Princeton shoreline.  However, 
enforcement action against property owners along the shoreline in 
Princeton has been temporarily suspended, subject to the adoption of 
an area-wide solution to shoreline protection.  Since it is uncertain at 
this time whether or not the sea wall and riprap will be allowed to 
remain, staff required that the site stability analysis take into 
consideration the site’s suitability for development in the absence of 
the existing shoreline structures.  The Erosion Study prepared by 
Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc., dated January 2008, indicates that, if 
the existing sea wall and riprap were removed, the projected erosion 
would be 22 ft. in the upcoming 50 years.  “Buildings A, B, and F” are 
located on the portion of the project site that is not protected by the 
existing sea wall and are set back 20 ft. from the top of the bank.  
However, the applicant also proposes to use self-supporting 
foundations for the portions of the buildings that will be within the area 
of the projected erosion in the upcoming 50 years.  The County’s 
Geotechnical Section indicates that this is technically possible.  As 
such, given the siting of the buildings and the proposed use of self-
supporting foundations within the portion of the site that is subject to 
potential (but not probable) erosion within the next 50 years, the site 
can support the proposed development.  Staff confirmed during 
drafting of this report that a more detailed geotechnical analysis may 
be required at the building permit stage. 

 
   The applicant will also be required to participate in the adoption of an 

area-wide solution for shoreline protection which would involve 
removal of the existing non-permitted sea wall that was constructed on 
the Ocean Boulevard side of the property.  The shoreline protection 
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will involve property owners to create a lateral public access in the 
vicinity of the existing sea wall.  This public access will allow aesthetic 
improvements to the subject properties’ sea wall area and with these 
improvements, public enjoyment of the shoreline.  Each future owner 
of the buildings will be required to comply and participate with the area 
wide solution for shoreline protection program.  This condition shall be 
recorded as a deed restriction on each property prior to issuance of 
the building permit. 

 
  d. That public parking on the right-of-way is restricted and limited due to 

numerous “no parking” signs. 
 

 Staff’s Response:  Staff completed a site inspection and did not 
observe any “no parking” signs on Princeton Avenue.  Staff also 
consulted with the Department of Public Works that confirmed all 
public rights-of-way permit public parking and any parking restrictions 
on a public right-of-way must be approved by the Board of 
Supervisors.  To resolve any future public concerns regarding this 
item, staff has included condition of approval number 13 that prohibits 
any posting of signs that restrict public parking within the Princeton 
Avenue public right-of-way. 

 
   The project proposal includes designated on-site parking that 

accommodates 23 spaces, which more than adequately meets the 
parking requirements for the proposed industrial buildings.  The 
parking for industrial buildings requires one space for each 2,000 sq. 
ft. of floor area.  The proposed total square footage of the industrial 
building is approximately 20,736 sq. ft. and requires 10 spaces. 

 
   Additionally, due to the configuration of the parcels with the 

designated shared parking fronting on Princeton Avenue, prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the applicant must record a shared 
reciprocal parking and shared agreements that permit all current and 
future owners and customers vehicle access from the parking lot to 
proposed “Buildings “A, B, C, and F.” 

 
  e. That the structures’ design does not comply with LCP Policy 8.13 (a) 

(3) or Policy 8.13 (b) (1).  Policy 8.13 (a) (3) states that structures 
should use pitched, rather than flat roofs, which are surfaced with 
non-reflective materials except for the employment of solar energy. 

 
   Policy 8.13(b)(1) (Commercial Development):  Design buildings, to 

reflect the nautical character of the harbor setting, are of wood or 
shingle siding, employ natural or sea colors, and use pitched roofs. 
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   Staff’s Response:  Regarding policy 8.13(a) (3), this Local Coastal 
Program policy applies to development in Montara - Moss Beach – 
El Granada areas and does not apply to the Princeton area.  Policy 
8.13(b) (1) applies to commercial development in the Princeton area, 
not industrial development.  See also staff’s response on appeal item 
number 3 and discussion of compliance with the Design Review 
Standards, Section D.2. 

 
B. CONFORMANCE WITH GENERAL PLAN 
 
 Upon review of the applicable provisions of the General Plan, staff has determined 

that the project complies with the General Plan policies, including the following: 
 
 Visual Quality Policy 4.14 (Appearance of New Development) specifically 

addresses the requirement to regulate development to promote and enhance 
good design, site relationships and other aesthetic considerations. 

 
 See staff’s response to Section A.3. Visual Quality Policy 4.14. 
 
 Visual Quality Policy 4.15 (Supplement Design Guidelines for Communities) 

encourages the preparation of supplemental site and architectural design 
guidelines for communities that include, but are not limited to, criteria that reflect 
local conditions, characteristics and design objectives, and are flexible enough to 
allow individual creativity. 

 
 See staff’s response to Section A.3. Visual Quality Policy 4.15. 
 
 Industrial Land Use Policy 8.23 (Land Use Compatibility) ensures that industrial 

development is compatible with adjacent land uses. 
 
 The Waterfront District promotes industrial uses which exist in the vicinity, a use 

that is encouraged and fulfills the goals of the zoning district.  There are existing 
industrial buildings in Princeton.  More specifically, there is an existing industrial 
building across the street from the subject project and also further west, between 
West Point Avenue and Vassar Avenue.  Regarding the existing residence 
immediately adjacent to the project site, the proposed project is not compatible 
with this single-family residence, however, the residence is a legal non-conforming 
use, a use that is no longer in compliance with the Waterfront District goals. 

 
 Industrial Land Use Policy 8.37 (Parcel Sizes) regulates minimum parcel sizes in 

zoning districts in an attempt to:  1) ensure that parcels are usable and 
developable, 2) establish orderly and compatible development patterns, 3) protect 
public health and safety, and 4) minimize significant losses of property value. 

 
 See staff’s response to Section A.12. 
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 General Development Standards 
 
 Height, Bulk, and Setbacks Policy 8.38 regulates height, bulk, and setback 

requirements in zoning districts in order to:  1) ensure that the size and scale of 
development is compatible with the parcel size, 2) provide sufficient light and air in 
and around structures, 3) ensure that development of permitted densities is 
feasible, and 4) ensure public health and safety. 

 
 The project has been designed, both in size and scale, with each of the parcels.  

Although the parcels for Buildings “A, B, C, and F” are substandard in parcel size 
and Buildings “E and F” propose a substandard lot width, all units comply with the 
required zoning regulations in terms of height and lot coverage.  Although there 
are no minimum setback requirements for industrial buildings, the project further 
reduces its bulk with the proposed front setbacks, which vary in distance from 
11 ft. to 125 ft., and rear setbacks ranging from 15 ft. 8 in. to 39 ft.  The curvilinear 
designed roof provides a softer roof design than a traditional pitched or square 
roof that is frequently designed for industrial buildings, and the softer roof design 
provides a soft visual overall design.  The proposed setbacks, which are not 
required in the Waterfront District, provide light and air around the industrial units, 
between the existing non-conforming one-story residence, as well as air space 
from Princeton Avenue. 

 
 See staff’s response to Section A.2, which discusses the projects compliance with 

the Waterfront District regulations. 
 
 Policy 8.39 (Parking Requirements) regulates minimum on-site parking 

requirements and parking development standards in order to:  1) accommodate 
the parking needs of the development, 2) provide convenient and safe access, 3) 
prevent congestion of public streets, and 4) establish orderly development 
patterns. 

 
 See staff’s response to Section A.15 (d). 
 
C. CONFORMANCE WITH THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM 
 
 1. Locating and Planning New Development Component 
 
  LCP Policy 1.28 (Legalizing Parcels) requires a Coastal Development 

Permit when issuing a Certificate of Compliance to legalize parcels.  The 
applicant has submitted an application, along with the appropriate fees, for 
said permit. 

 
  LCP Policy 1.29 (Coastal Development Permit Standards for Review when 

Legalizing Parcels).  On undeveloped, illegal parcels, created before 
Proposition 20 (effective date January 1, 1973), it must be determined that 
the parcel configuration will not have any substantial adverse impacts on 
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coastal resources, in conformance with the standards of review of the 
Coastal Development District Regulations.  Permits to legalize this type of 
parcel shall be conditioned to maximize consistency with LCP resource 
protection policies.  The Pacific Ocean borders along the south parcel 
boundary.  However, the current parcel configuration is appropriate for a 
working waterfront industrial area.  The proposed development will be 
situated such that it minimizes impact on visual resources along the 
shoreline area.  The ocean is still visible from Columbia Avenue and Vassar 
Avenue (existing public roads, east and west of the subject parcels) and in 
pockets between existing buildings. 

 
 2. Visual Resources Component 
 
  LCP Policy 8.12(a) (General Regulations) requires that the Design Review 

Zoning District be applied to areas of the Coastal Zone.  As indicated in the 
subsequent discussion, the project complies with the design review 
standards per Section 6565.7 of the San Mateo Zoning Regulations. 

 
  LCP Policy 8.12(b) (General Regulations) requires that new development 

and landscaping be located and designated so that ocean views are not 
blocked from public viewing points such as public roads and publicly-owned 
lands. 

 
  The proposed design is a cluster of six industrial units constructed in a 

continuous row with shoreline views available only on the east and west 
ends of the units.  The total width of the industrial buildings is 300 ft. with a 
maximum height of 30 ft.  To comply with LCP Policy 8.12.b, staff has 
requested that the applicant provide an additional view corridor, 10 ft. wide, 
between Buildings D and E.  This corridor will provide additional public 
views of the shoreline from Princeton Avenue and will also break up the 
visual appearance of the proposed six industrial units.  This requirement is 
included as a condition of approval requiring the applicant to submit revised 
plans reflecting this change at the building permit application stage.  The 
plans are subject to review and approval by the Planning Department. 

 
 3. Hazards Component 
 
  LCP Policy 9.3 (Regulation of Geologic Hazards Areas) requires that the 

regulations of the Resource Management (RM) Zone, specifically Section 
6326.2, be applied to the designated Tsunami Inundation Areas.  The 
project, as conditioned, complies with this section since the land uses 
proposed for this project are not prohibited under this section.  In addition, 
based on the FEMA “Flood Insurance Rate Maps,” the subject site is located 
in Flood Zone C, areas of minimal flooding. 
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  LCP Policy 9.7 (Definition of Coastal Bluff or Cliff) defines coastal bluff or 
cliff as a scarp or steep face of rock, decomposed rock, sediment or soil 
resulting from erosion, faulting, folding or excavation of the land mass and 
exceeding 10 ft. in height.   As described in the 50-Year Erosion Study, 
Attachment F, there is a 5-ft. high concrete sea wall and riprap along the 
beach frontage of the subject parcels.  Therefore, the beach frontage does 
not qualify as a “coastal bluff.”  As such, it is technically not subject to Policy 
9.8 (Regulation of Development on Coastal Bluff Tops), which requires the 
submittal of a site stability evaluation report to determine if design and 
setback provisions are adequate to assure stability and structural integrity 
for at least 50 years and if the development will contribute to erosion or 
geologic instability of the site.  However, this evaluation has, nevertheless, 
been completed for the subject site, as indicated and as discussed further 
below: 

 
  LCP Policy 9.11 (Shoreline Development) requires location of new 

development where beach erosion hazards are minimal and where no 
additional shoreline protection is needed.  Compliance with this policy 
requires that the site not be subject to wave action that will create adverse 
erosion conditions to require installation of protective barriers.  As 
mentioned, a portion of the project’s frontage along the beach already has a 
protective sea wall and riprap which will remain on the property.  Staff has 
determined that these structures are unpermitted and, though they were put 
in place long before the current owners acquired the property, these 
structures are potentially in violation of the Coastal Act, as indicated in the 
2005 letters from the Coastal Commission to the property owners along the 
Princeton shoreline.  However, enforcement action against property owners 
along the shoreline in Princeton has been temporarily suspended, subject to 
the adoption of an area-wide solution to shoreline protection.  Since it is 
uncertain at this time whether or not the sea wall and riprap will be allowed 
to remain, staff required that the site stability analysis take into consideration 
the site’s suitability for development in the absence of the existing shoreline 
structures.  The Erosion Study prepared by Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc., 
dated January 2008, indicates that if the existing sea wall and riprap were 
removed, the projected erosion would be 22 ft. in the upcoming 50 years.  
“Building B” is located closest to the ocean with a rear setback of 20 ft. and 
is not protected by the existing sea wall.  The proposed foundation shall be 
designed and constructed as recommended by the geotechnical consultant.  
Per the recommendation by the geotechnical consultant, the site can 
support the proposed development. 

 
 4. Shoreline Access Component 
 
  Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) requires some 

provision for shoreline access as a condition for granting development 
permits for any private or public development between the sea and the 
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nearest road.  The project complies with this policy, based on the existing 
vertical access already provided by Columbia Avenue and Vassar Avenue, 
located east and west of the project site, respectively, both of which 
originate from Princeton Avenue and end at the harbor’s beach and 
shoreline.  The proposed development does not negatively impact vertical 
access to the beach area, which is defined by Policy 10.3(a) as a 
reasonably direct connection between the nearest public roadway and the 
shoreline, or in this case, the beach. 

 
  LCP Policy 10.18, Lateral Access (Shoreline Destinations) without Coastal 

Bluffs requires providing access to and along the beach during normal tides, 
with a right-of-way of at least 25 ft. in width, between the mean high tide line 
and the first line of terrestrial vegetation.  Measure the width of access either 
from a fixed inland point seaward or from the mean high tide line landward.  
Staff has included a condition that requires the applicant to submit revised 
plans that include a shoreline lateral access.  The shoreline access shall be 
setback a minimum 25 ft. from the mean high tide or a minimum of 10 ft. 
from the top of the existing bank, whichever is greater.  The applicant shall 
submit revised plans that reflect, in detail, this requirement for each parcel 
and the proposed design is subject to review and approval by the Planning 
Department.  This requirement shall be recorded as a deed restriction on 
the title for each parcel. 

 
D. CONFORMANCE WITH SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS 
 
 Assessor’s parcel numbers 047-037-060, 047-037-070, 047-037-140, 047-037-

150, 047-037-420, and 047-037-430 qualify for a Certificate of Compliance (Type 
A), as they were all created and recorded by deed before August 1945.  
Assessor’s parcel numbers 047-037-160 and 047-037-170 require a Certificate of 
Compliance (Type B). 

 
 Rationale for Conditional Certificate of Compliance (Type-B) 
 
 A Conditional Certificate of Compliance (Type-B) is a process required to legalize 

parcels that were created in violation of provisions of the County and State 
subdivision laws in effect at the time of creation.  This process is required for any 
illegally created parcel before new development can take place.  Two of the 
project parcels, assessor’s parcel numbers 047-037-160 (original lot 12) and 
047-037-170 (original lot 13), were both created in their current configuration 
through a recorded deed on November 16, 2009.  At that time, subdivisions 
required approval by the County Planning Division to create legal parcels.  No 
such application or map was submitted to the County for review and approval.  
Compliance with the applicable regulations governing legalization of parcels is 
discussed in the sections below: 
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 The subject parcels, assessor’s parcel numbers 047-037-160 and 047-037-170, 
are illegal because they were created by a grant deed in 2009, without benefit of 
the County’s review and approval.  Any land division occurring on or after August 
15, 1946, the effective date of the San Mateo County Subdivision Ordinance, must 
have been processed in accordance with the County Subdivision Ordinance and 
the State Subdivision Map Act.  Therefore, the creation of these parcels violated 
the approval procedures of the County Subdivision Ordinance and the State 
Subdivision Map Act.  However, Section 7134.2.c of the County Subdivision 
Ordinance does allow for the approval and recordation of a Certificate of 
Compliance subject to a public hearing and the imposition of conditions of 
approval to ensure that future development on the parcel will comply with public 
health and safety standards.  Once the Conditional Certificate of Compliance is 
recorded, the parcel will be considered legal. 

 
 Prior to recordation of the Certificate of Compliance, the applicant must show that 

there is a potable water supply and sewer service available.  A condition has been 
added to this effect.  Access to potential building sites will not be a problem.  The 
parcel has sufficient frontage onto Princeton Avenue, a publicly maintained road, 
and there are no physical impediments which would preclude the construction of a 
driveway at some point in the future. 

 
E. CONFORMANCE WITH THE ZONING ORDINANCE 
 
 Zoning Development Standards 
 
 The applicant has submitted revised plans that include the merger of four 

substandard into two 6,000 sq. ft. conforming parcels.  The Waterfront Zoning 
District allows development of substandard parcels with less than 5,000 sq. ft. and 
less than 50 ft. lot width per the Building Site Exceptions Section, 6288.0.5.  See 
Section A.2. for discussion. 

 
 Conformance with Design Review Standards 
 
 The project is located in the design review district (DR) and is, therefore, subject 

to Section 6565.7 of the Zoning Regulations.  The following are the applicable 
Design Standards followed by staff’s response: 

 
 1. Proposed structures are designed and situated so as to retain and blend 

with the natural vegetation and landforms of the site and to ensure adequate 
space for light and air to itself and adjacent properties. 

 
  The subject site is generally level with minimal on-site vegetation, and there 

are three trees on the site that will be retained.  The adjacent landform south 
of the parcels is the beach access.  There is an existing retaining wall along 
the southerly portion of three of the parcels.  The proposed buildings will not 
encroach onto or otherwise negatively impact the beach. 
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  The structures are so configured as to maintain adequate open space on 
the properties and to provide access to light and air for the adjacent lots.  
The adjacent property to the east is a fenced lot used for boat storage.  The 
nearest structure is an existing one-story single-family home located north of 
“Buildings A, B and C.”  The residence has an approximate 20-ft. rear 
setback from the shared property boundary and the bulk of “Building A” will 
be constructed approximately 11 ft. from the common boundary line with the 
front entry door located 6 ft. from the shared property line.  The proposed 
height will be 30 ft.  Staff believes the combined setback will leave adequate 
space for light and air between the properties and the adjacent property. 

 
 2. Where grading is necessary for the construction of structures and paved 

areas, it blends with adjacent landforms through the use of contour grading 
rather than harsh cutting or terracing of the site and does not create 
problems of drainage or terracing of the site and does not create problems 
of drainage or erosion on its site or adjacent property. 

 
  Minimal grading, approximately 50 cubic yards, is proposed for this project.  

This grading is for foundations and utility trenches, and to ensure proper site 
grades for drainage.  There will be no change in the overall topography of 
the parcel.  As part of the conditions of approval, the applicant will submit for 
review and approval drainage and erosion control plans to the Planning and 
Building Department. 

 
 3. Streams or other natural drainage systems are not altered so as to affect 

their character and, thereby, causing problems of drainage, erosion, or 
flooding. 

 
  There are no stream courses through the project site. 
 
 4. Structures are located outside flood zones, drainage channels, and other 

areas subject to inundation. 
 
  The project site is not within a standard 100-Year Floodplain but is within a 

designated 100-Year Flood Hazard Zone (Wave Action).  No residential 
uses are proposed for the site and the County has a tsunami warning 
system to mitigate the hazard of constructing industrial/commercial buildings 
within this zone. 

 
 5. Trees and other vegetation land cover are removed only where necessary 

for the construction of structures or paved areas in order to reduce erosion 
and impacts on natural drainage channels, and maintain surface runoff at 
acceptable levels. 

 
  The minimal amount of existing vegetation on the site appears to have 

grown since the abandonment of the former boat launch use.  The three 
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trees on site will remain.  Landscaping proposed for the site will meet 
County requirements for new construction. 

 
 6. A smooth transition is maintained between development and adjacent open 

areas through the use of natural landscaping and plant materials that are 
native or appropriate to the area. 

 
  The subject property is adjacent to unimproved property to the east and 

west that is being used as outdoor boat storage.  The adjacent property to 
the north is improved with a single-story residence and to the south is the 
ocean.  The applicant will maintain the existing trees on the property as well 
as propose new landscaping along the perimeters of the shared property 
lines.  The applicant shall plant vegetation that is native to the area.  The 
new landscaping will be a complement to the property and neighborhood. 

 
 7. Views are protected by the height and location of structures and through the 

selective pruning or removal of trees and vegetative matter at the end of 
view corridors. 

 
  Although the proposed buildings would be developed to a height of 30 ft., 

the project site is located mid-block and not at the end of a view corridor. 
There are no trees proposed for removal.  Also, as discussed per LCP 
Policy 8.12.b, the applicant is required to submit revised drawings that will 
show a 10 ft. view corridor between Buildings D and E.  This view corridor 
will provide added shoreline views from Princeton Avenue and also break up 
the solid continuous wall of the industrial buildings and soften the visual 
impact of the project. 

 
 8. Construction on ridgelines blends with the existing silhouette by maintaining 

natural vegetative masses and landforms and does not extend above the 
height of the forest or tree canopy. 

 
  The project does not involve development on a ridgeline. 
 
 9. Structures are set back from the edge of bluffs and cliffs to protect views 

from scenic areas below. 
 
  The project is sited adjacent to a beach without bluffs and cliffs.  The beach 

is along the gently sloped Pillar Point Harbor. 
 
 10. Public views to and along the shoreline from public roads and other public 

lands are protected. 
 
  Ocean Boulevard is a paper street and designated a public right-of-way and 

would remain accessible to the public with an open view.  The existing 
single-family residence’s view will be impacted by the height of the industrial 
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buildings, however, zoning regulations do not protect private views.  See 
also staff’s response to item number 7 above. 

 
 11. Varying architectural styles are made compatible through the use of similar 

materials and colors that blend with the natural setting and surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

 
  The architect proposes neutral concrete and muted tones of metal cladding 

that are compatible with other structures in the area as well as the natural 
environment.  All new paint colors will require review and approval by the 
Planning Department.  Staff believes the design will enhance the 
appearance of the building and it will also be compatible with the 
surrounding structures. 

 
 12. The design of the structure is appropriate to the use of the property and is in 

harmony with the shape, size, and scale of adjacent buildings in the 
community. 

 
  The style of the structures is unique, with a curvilinear roof design, which 

appears intended to mimic waveforms.  As a waterfront structure, this is an 
appropriate form of designing with nature.  Furthermore, the building 
materials, metal, concrete, and glass, are contextually appropriate for an 
area dominated by industrial uses and an airport. 

 
 13. Overhead utility lines are placed underground where appropriate to reduce 

the visual impact in open and scenic areas. 
 
  The County will require undergrounding utilities as a condition of project 

approval. 
 
 14. The number, location, size, design, lighting, materials, and use of colors in 

signs are compatible with the architectural style of the structure.  They 
identify and harmonize with their surroundings. 

 
  No signs are proposed in conjunction with this application.  Any signs for the 

site would be required to go through the appropriate sign review process 
with the County. 

 
 15. Paved areas are integrated into the site, relate to their structure, and are 

landscaped to reduce visual impact from residential areas and from 
roadways. 

 
  Paved areas associated with the project are limited to the amount required 

to provide parking for the buildings and maneuverability on the site.  The 
project provides the required 4-ft. minimum landscaping, retains three young 
existing trees on-site, and shall utilize climate-appropriate new landscaping.  
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The project proposes landscaping for the full perimeter of the parking area 
and around the vehicle access areas of “Buildings A, B, C and F.” 

 
F. USE PERMIT FOR NON-CONFORMING PARCELS 
 
 Per Chapter 4, Section 6133.3.b. (1)(a) of the Zoning Regulations, a use permit is 

required to develop parcels less than 3,500 square feet and less than 50 ft. in 
width.  Staff believes that the project complies with the following required findings: 

 
 1. The proposed development is proportioned to the size of the parcel on 

which it is being built. 
 
  Staff Response:  As proposed and conditioned, the industrial buildings on 

the 2,500 sq. ft. parcels (APNs 047-037-140, 047-037-170, 047-037-420 
and 047-037-430) will comply with the Waterfront District Zoning 
Regulations Building Site Exceptions height restrictions of 30 ft. and a 
maximum 46% lot coverage.  As previously discussed, the Waterfront 
district does not regulate floor area ratio or setbacks, so the buildings will be 
proportioned to the size of the parcel. 

 
 2. All opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land have been 

investigated. 
 
  Staff Response:  APNs 047-037-060, -070, -140, -170, -420, and -430 are 

parcels located along shared property lines with other owners and would be 
the only parcels to acquire contiguous land.  Proposed parcels 047-037-060 
and 047-037-160 will be merged to become one 6,000 sq. ft. parcel, for 
“Building D,” and parcels 047-037-070 and 047-037-150 will be merged to 
become one 6,000 sq. ft. parcel for “Building E.”  Once merged, both new 
parcels will meet the required minimum lot size and, thereby, do not need to 
acquire additional contiguous lands.  The applicant has made an effort to 
contact the adjacent owners to acquire adjacent parcels.  To date, one 
adjacent land owner has responded that sale of his property is possible but 
no offer has be made or accepted.  The applicant has not received a 
response from any other adjacent property owners to date. 

 
 3. The proposed development is as nearly in conformance with the Zoning 

Regulations currently in effect as is reasonably possible. 
 
  Staff Response:  Upon the merger of the two pairs of parcels, 047-037-060 

and 047-037-160, together, and 047-037-070 and 047-037-150, together, 
“Buildings D and E,” as conditioned and with an approved use permit, will 
conform with the applicable Zoning Regulations in regards to height and lot 
coverage.  Parcels 047-037-140, 047-037-420, and 047-037-430, as 
proposed, will comply with the Building Site Exceptions. 
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 4. The establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will 
not, under the circumstances of this particular case, result in a significant 
adverse impact to coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare 
or injurious to property or improvements in the said neighborhood. 

 
  Staff Response:  The proposed development fulfills the intent of the ”W” 

District Regulations which is designated for a “working waterfront“ by 
providing industrial buildings for marine-related trades and services and 
manufacturing land uses that support commercial fishing and recreational 
boat activities.  Any future proposed uses for Buildings C, D, E, and F shall 
be subject to review and approval by the Community Development Director.  
Review of these uses will require all owners and/or tenants to submit a 
detailed set of plans, a detailed explanation of the proposed use, payment of 
an administrative review fee, and review of all required submitted 
documents.  Approval shall establish that all proposed uses will not be 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in 
the neighborhood.  The applicant’s proposal will be providing well-designed 
industrial building warehouse space that will encourage new marine-related 
business and services to move into the Princeton Area, thereby, fulfilling the 
intent of the “W” District. 

 
 5. A use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privileges. 
 
  Staff Response:  The proposal conforms to the lot coverage and height limit 

set by the Waterfront Zoning Regulations and Building Site Exceptions 
requirements, therefore, staff has determined that the development is in 
proportion to the size of the parcel.  There is no evidence to suggest that the 
industrial buildings, as proposed, will have a detrimental effect upon the 
public or improvements in the neighborhood.  There are existing industrial 
buildings on 2, 500 sq. ft. parcels in the Princeton area.  Some of the 
buildings are located between Ocean Boulevard and Princeton Avenue, 
between West Point Avenue and Vassar Avenue, thus, development on 
2,500 sq. ft. parcels is not unusual for this area. 

 
G. CONFORMANCE WITH USE PERMIT REQUIREMENTS AND FINDINGS 
 
 The proposed use of “Buildings A and B” is the processing and sale of freshly 

caught fish.  This use is permitted in the Waterfront District.  The uses of the other 
four buildings have not been determined.  In order to facilitate the leasing or sale 
of these buildings, the applicant has requested use permit approval for all the 
uses in the “W” District Shoreline area which require a use permit.  Any future 
proposed uses for Buildings C, D, E, and F shall be subject to review and 
approval by the Community Development Director.  Review of these uses will 
require all owners and/or tenants to submit a detailed set of plans, a detailed 
explanation of the proposed use, payment of an administrative review fee, and 
review of all required submitted documents.  All of these required documents are 
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subject to review and approval by Planning staff and the Community Development 
Director prior to authorization to any future proposed uses for Buildings C, D, E, 
and F and prior to authorization to operate and occupancy.  Additionally, all 
approved use permits are valid for 5 years and subject to administrative renewal 
every 2 years. 

 
 If the applicant’s use is in violation of any of the conditions of approval, the County 

Code Compliance Section shall direct the owner/tenant, in writing, to come into 
compliance in order to receive use permit renewal for continued operation.  The 
owner/tenant shall be required to apply for this renewal within thirty days of the 
date of said use permit renewal letter.  The application shall be subject to all 
applicable use permit renewal fees at that time. 

 
H. REVIEW BY MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
 
 The Midcoast Community Council reviewed the revised project on August 24, 

2012 and made the following comments: 
 
 Comment A:  “Revised parcel ownership now is divided between two entities 

(Princeton Boatyard, LLC and Eventide Charters, LLC) with adjacent parcels 
arbitrarily having alternating ownership, preventing merging of any of these.” 

 
 Staff’s Response:  Although the six shore parcels are under alternating ownership, 

the applicant is merging two pairs of parcels into two 6,000 sq. ft.  Additionally, the 
applicant did attempt to contact the immediate adjacent neighbors (assessor 
parcel numbers 047-037-050, 047-037-450, 047-037-080, and 047-037-130) as 
an effort to purchase and merge existing lots with adjacent parcels, however, the 
applicant received either no response, or no successful purchase of property 
occurred. 

 
 Comment B:  “The site plan depicts the seawall as extending in front of three 

parcels, when in fact, it is only 50 ft. long.  Parcel “E” is actually the location of the 
boat ramp with significantly lower elevation and no seawall.  The plan shows 
Building “E” about 2 ft. from the seawall that is not actually there.” 

 
 Staff’s Response:  The site plan has been revised to show the correct location of 

the sea wall. 
 
 Comment C:  The project’s 50-year erosion study notes that up to 15 ft. of land 

was added at the time the seawall was built.  This project proposes allowing 
buildings on top of the added land, right up to the edge with no room for any 
coastal retreat.  The study estimates that without well-maintained armoring the 
bank would retreat 22 ft. over the next 50 years.  Note this does not include 
projected sea level rise.  The project needs to be moved further away from the 
shore in order to allow shoreline retreat.  The deteriorated, unpermitted seawall 
should be removed. 
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 Staff’s Response:  Upon implementation of an “area-wide shoreline protection 
program and access solution” removal of the seawall and installation of a 
shoreline retreat shall be designed and implemented.  The current project does 
not propose any new armoring.  Upon removal of the non-permitted sea wall, 
more than 14 ft. of lateral depth would remain useable for the shoreline retreat. 

 
 Comment D:  The revised project does not address the 2006 Midcoast Community 

Council (MCC) concerns regarding the 150-ft. solid wall of adjoined buildings, 
which in one stroke would block off from view about one third of the waterfront 
between Vassar Avenue and Columbia Avenue.  Development needs to provide 
for views to the shore from Princeton Avenue, route of the California Coastal Trail. 

 
 Staff’s Response:  Per staff’s discussion under LCP Policy 8.12(b), staff has 

requested that the applicant provide an additional view corridor, 10 ft. wide, 
between Buildings D and E.  This corridor will provide additional public views of 
the shoreline from Princeton Avenue and will also break up the visual appearance 
of the proposed six industrial units.  This requirement is included as a condition of 
approval requiring the applicant to submit revised plans reflecting this change at 
the building permit application stage.  The plans are subject to review and 
approval by the Planning Department 

 
 Comment E:  The exterior style of the buildings has not changed and does not 

comply with the Visual Resources Component and the Design Review Standards 
of the LCP. Considering these buildings are on the shoreline, we feel it is 
imperative that they reflect the nautical character of the harbor setting.  We have 
seen the results of this type of development in the western-most block of 
Princeton Avenue (or as they are addressed, Ocean Boulevard), the industrial 
“airplane hangar” look, tall and looming over the beach, and built so close to the 
shore that emergency armoring is immediately required, greatly diminishing the 
experience of walking along the shore. 

 
 Staff’s Response:  In response to reflecting the nautical character of the harbor 

setting, the project is an industrial development, not a commercial development. 
Nautical design is required for commercial development.  As a result, the project is 
not required to incorporate nautical character of a harbor setting.  Policy 8.13.b (2) 
(Industrial Development) requires the design to employ architectural detailing, 
subdued colors, textured building materials, and landscaping to add visual interest 
and soften the harsh lines of standard or stock building forms normally used in the 
industrial district.  The redesigned buildings are well designed, incorporating some 
modern style, and uses subdued dark color and materials that complement the 
typical monotone industrial design.  The architecture adds visual interest to the 
area. 

 
 Regarding “emergency armoring,” no armoring or extension of the existing sea 

wall is proposed. 
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 Comment F:  Of the recent waterfront buildings of this style, not one is currently 
being used for marine-related commercial use, and the only access is from the 
street.  Waterfront shoreline zoning is for marine-related commercial uses that 
actually require shoreline access.  It is meant to enhance and protect coastal 
resources.  How does taking out a boat ramp, armoring the shoreline, and walling 
it off behind a 30-ft. tall wall of buildings accomplish that? 

 
 Staff’s Response:  The existing waterfront buildings, located at 171,175, 177, and 

179 Ocean Boulevard and 123, 127, and 131 Ocean Boulevard, are all zoned 
Waterfront/Design Review (W/DR) and all uses shall comply with the Waterfront 
Zoning District.  As discussed under Section G, above, all proposed uses shall be 
formally submitted to the Planning and Building Department for thorough review 
and approval by the Community Development Director.  If these property uses are 
not in compliance, San Mateo County’s Code Compliance Section would need to 
receive a formal complaint in order to inspect the property and verify the 
complaint. 

 
 The project is in compliance with the development regulation of the parcels.  To 

substantially redesign the project or propose a different use, such as a boat 
launch or lower height structure, would require an individual to purchase the 
parcels and propose such use.  The applicant does intend to fulfill the marine-
related use with a fish processing operation, and the remainder units are also 
required to house marine-related businesses.  Otherwise, a zoning amendment of 
the Waterfront District is the only mechanism to restrict construction of the 
industrial building. 

 
 Regarding coastal access, upon coordination and implementation of the 

“area-wide shoreline protection program and access solution,” a lateral access 
trail is anticipated in the future. 

 
 LCP Policy 10.13 (Commercial and Industrial Areas) requires the establishment 

and improvement of vertical (trails) and lateral (shoreline destinations) public 
access, except where the establishment of access would disrupt activities which 
are essential to public safety. 

 
 See Staff’s Response to Comment F.  There is no existing shoreline access to the 

east or west adjacent properties of the subject site.  The project has been 
conditioned to submit revised plans that reflect a shoreline lateral access for each 
parcel.  Details of the requirements are discussed in Section 4, Shoreline Access 
Component, of this report and also noted as conditions of approval.  The trail 
access will be limited to the width of the property, 150 ft., since there are no other 
existing trails east or west of the project site.  The lateral access condition shall 
also be recorded on the title of each parcel requiring each future owner to comply. 
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I. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration were prepared and circulated 

for this project, with the comment period beginning on August 15, 2008 and 
ending on September 3, 2008.  Based on the Initial Study, the proposed 
development could result in potentially significant impacts in the areas of land 
suitability and geology, vegetation and wildlife, air/water/sonic quality, and 
aesthetic/cultural/historic resources.  Staff has prepared a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the project which includes mitigation measures that will reduce 
these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

 
 Staff reviewed the published negative declaration.  The project scope has 

changed from four industrial units to six industrial units, with a reduced height and 
modified front setbacks.  The total change in footprint of all buildings is an 
increase of approximately 1,200 sq. ft.  As a result, the most significant area that 
would be impacted is vehicle traffic.  Based on the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation (8th Edition, Volume 2 of 3), the additional 1,200 
sq. ft. is not expected to cause a significant increase to traffic.  None of these 
changes are considered significant to require a recirculation of the Negative 
Declaration Environmental Documents. 

 
J. OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 
 County Department of Public Works - Roads 
 County Geotechnical Section 
 County Environmental Health Division 
 County Building Inspection Section 
 Coastside County Fire Protection District 
 California Coastal Commission 
 Coastside County Water District 
 Granada Sanitary District 
 Midcoast Community Council 
 Homeowners Association (Princeton) 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Appeal 
D. Site Plan 
E. Elevations 
F. Floor Plans 
G. Elevation and Cross Section 
H. Drainage Plan 
I. Landscape Plan 
J. Roof Plan/Building Section 
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K.1 Photo:  View of Princeton Avenue 
K.2 Photo:  View Looking South from Princeton Avenue 
K.3 Photo:  View Looking West from Project Site 
K.4 Photo:  View Looking South at Ocean Boulevard 
K.5 Photo:  View Looking North at Project Site, from Oceanside 
K.6 Photo:  View East and View Northwest 
L. Mitigated Negative Declaration 
M. 50-Year Erosion Study (dated June 2005) 
N. 50-Year Erosion Study of Bank for the Property (dated January 28, 2008) 
O. Midcoast Community Letter (Review of Six-Unit Proposal, dated August 24, 2012) 
P. Midcoast Community Letter (Review of Four-Unit Proposal, dated April 24, 2006) 
 
OSB:jlh – OSBW0558_WJU.DOCX 
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Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2005-00349 Hearing Date:  December 12, 2012 
 
Prepared By:  Olivia Boo, Project Planner For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
Regarding the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration is complete, correct, adequate, and 

prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
applicable State and County guidelines.  An Initial Study and a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration was prepared and issued with a public review period from August 16, 
2008 to September 8, 2008 per CEQA.  Although the project scope has changed, 
from four industrial units to six industrial units, with a reduced height and modified 
front setbacks.  The total change in footprint of all buildings is an increase of 
approximately 1,200 sq. ft.  As a result, the most significant area that would be 
impacted is vehicle traffic.  Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE) Trip Generation (8th Edition, Volume 2 of 3), the additional 1,200 sq. ft. is not 
expected to cause a significant increase to traffic.  None of these changes are 
considered significant to require a recirculation of the Negative Declaration. 

 
2. That, on the basis of the Initial Study and the comments received, thereto, no 

evidence exists that the project, with the incorporation of the mitigation measures 
in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, will have a significant effect on the 
environment.  The mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated Negative 
Declaration and the conditions of approval in this document adequately mitigate 
any potential significant effect on the environment. 

 
3. That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, 

agreed to by the applicant, placed as conditions on the project and identified as 
part of this public hearing, have been incorporated into the Mitigation, Monitoring, 
and Reporting Plan (MMRP) in conformance with the California Public Resources 
Code, Section 21081.6.  The applicant has agreed to comply with the mitigation 
measures contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.  In addition, applicable 
mitigation measures have been incorporated as conditions of approval for this 
project. 
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4. That the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of the 
San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer. 

 
Regarding the Conditional Certificates of Compliance (Type-B), Find: 
 
5. That the processing of the Conditional Certificates of Compliance (Type-B) is in 

full conformance with the Illegal Parcel Policies approved by the County Board of 
Supervisors on May 14, 1985.  As proposed and conditioned, the project complies 
with the provisions of the County and State subdivision laws in effect at the time of 
parcel creation. 

 
6. That the processing of the Conditional Certificate of Compliance (Type-B) is in full 

conformance with Government Code, Section 66499, et seq. 
 
Regarding the Coastal Development Permit, Find: 
 
7. That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials 

required by the Zoning Regulations, Section 6328, and as conditioned in 
accordance with Section 6328, conforms with the plans, policies, requirements 
and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP), as 
discussed in the staff report under Section C.  The policies discussed include 
Visual Resources, Hazards Component, and Shoreline Access Component. 

 
8. That the project is located between the nearest public road and the sea, or the 

shoreline of the Pescadero Marsh, and the project is in conformity with the public 
access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976 
(commencing with Section 30200 of the Public Resources Code).  The project 
complies since there are existing shoreline access locations at Vassar Avenue, 
Columbia Avenue, and the strip of beach south of the subject site. 

 
9. That the project conforms to specific findings required by policies of the San 

Mateo County Local Coastal Program.  The project complies with applicable 
policies of the Visual Resources, Hazards, and Shoreline Access Components 
of the LCP, and conforms to the required findings listed above. 

 
Regarding the Use Permit, Find: 
 
10. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under 

the circumstances of the particular case, result in significant adverse impact to 
coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 
or improvements in said neighborhood, based on the following:  Any future 
proposed uses for Buildings C, D, E, and F shall be subject to review and 
approval by the Community Development Director.  Review of these uses will 
require all owners and/or tenants to submit a detailed set of plans, a detailed 
explanation of the proposed use, payment of an administrative review fee and 
review of all required submitted documents.  All of these required documents are 
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subject to review and approval by Planning staff and the Community Development 
Director prior to authorization to operate and occupancy.  Additionally, all 
approved use permits are valid for 5 years and subject to administrative renewal 
every 2 years. 

 
 If the applicant’s use is in violation of any of the conditions of approval, the County 

Code Compliance Section shall direct the owner/tenant, in writing, to come into 
compliance in order to receive use permit renewal for continued operation.  The 
owner/tenant shall be required to apply for this renewal within thirty days of the 
date of said use permit renewal letter.  The application shall be subject to all 
applicable use permit renewal fees at that time. 

 
11. All submitted documentation demonstrates that the proposed project is necessary 

for the public health, safety, convenience or welfare of the community.  The 
project, as conditioned, will provide industrial building space for both permitted 
and approved uses that fulfill the goals of the Waterfront District and enhance the 
community by bringing in marine-related businesses. 

 
Regarding the Use Permit for Non-Conforming Parcels, Find: 
 
12. That the proposed development is proportioned to the size of the parcel on which 

it is being built.  As proposed and conditioned, the industrial buildings will comply 
with the Waterfront District Zoning Regulations Building Site Exceptions height 
restrictions of 30 ft. and a maximum 46% lot coverage and, therefore, are 
proposed in proportion to the size of each parcel. 

 
13. That all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve 

conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been investigated 
and proven to be infeasible.  The applicant has made an effort to contact the 
adjacent owners to acquire adjacent parcels. 

 
14. That the proposed development is as nearly in conformance with the zoning 

regulations currently in effect as is reasonably possible.  The two pairs of merged 
parcels, as conditioned and with an approved use permit, will conform with the 
applicable zoning regulations in regards to height and lot coverage, and the 
remainder four 2,500 sq. ft. parcels, as proposed, will comply with the Building 
Site Exceptions. 

 
15. That the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will 

not, under the circumstances of the particular case, result in a significant adverse 
impact to coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 
property or improvements in the said neighborhood.  The proposed development 
fulfills the intent of the ”W” District Regulations which is designated for a “working 
waterfront“ by providing industrial buildings for marine-related trades and services 
and manufacturing land uses that support commercial fishing and recreational 
boat activities.  The applicant’s proposal will be providing well-designed industrial 
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building warehouse space that will encourage new marine-related businesses and 
services to move into the Princeton area, thereby, fulfilling the intent of the 
“W” District. 

 
16. That the Use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privileges.  

The proposal conforms to the lot coverage and height limit set by the Waterfront 
Zoning Regulations and Building Site Exceptions requirements and is in 
proportion to the size of the parcel.  There is no evidence to suggest that the 
industrial buildings, as proposed, will have a detrimental effect upon the public or 
improvements in the neighborhood.  There are existing developed properties on 
2,500 sq. ft. parcels in Princeton, thus, development on 2,500 sq. ft. parcels is not 
unusual for the area. 

 
Regarding the Design Review, Find: 
 
17. That the project, as proposed and conditioned, is found to be in compliance with 

the standards applicable to Princeton and the Coastal Zone, as contained in the 
Community Design Manual and the Visual Resources Component of the LCP.  
The proposed building design is unified and relates in size, scale, and design to 
buildings in the neighborhood.  The project is found to be in compliance with the 
applicable design review standards. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. This approval applies only to the proposal, documents, and plans described in this 

staff report and approved by the Planning Commission on December 12, 2012.  
Minor revisions or modifications to the project may be made if they are consistent 
with the intent of and in substantial conformance with this approval, subject to the 
review and approval of the Community Development Director. 

 
2. The Coastside Development Permit shall expire five years from the date of final 

approval if all other permits required for all the buildings have not been obtained 
and construction begun.  Upon written request of the property owner, and for good 
cause, the Community Development Director may extend the expiration period for 
the Coastal Development Permit and all other approvals one year at a time. 

 
3. Any future proposed uses for Buildings C, D, E, and F shall be subject to review 

and approval by the Community Development Director.  Review of these uses will 
require all owners and/or tenants to submit a detailed set of plans, a detailed 
explanation of the proposed use, payment of an administrative review fee and 
review of all required submitted documents.  All of these required documents are 
subject to review and approval by Planning staff and the Community Development 
Director prior to authorization to operate and occupancy.  Additionally, all 
approved use permits are valid for 5 years and subject to administrative renewal 
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every 2 years.  The discretionary approval of any future uses shall be recorded on 
the title of each parcel. 

 
4. The use permit shall expire in 5 years with the payment of applicable use permit 

fees, and be subject to administrative review every two years.  If the applicant’s 
use is in violation of any of the conditions of approval, the County Code 
Compliance Section shall direct the applicant, in writing, to come into compliance 
in order to receive use permit renewal for continued operation.  The applicant shall 
be required to apply for this renewal within thirty days of the date of said use 
permit renewal letter.  The application shall be subject to all applicable use permit 
renewal fees at that time. 

 
5. The Planning Commission’s action on the use specified and contained within this 

staff report and for the parcels listed in no way authorizes approval of any other 
uses.  In addition, this approval does not authorize these same uses on any other 
parcels. 

 
6. Any change in the proposed use will require a use permit amendment and will 

need to comply with the current County Parking Regulations. 
 
7. The applicant/tenant of the project shall apply for and be issued a sign permit for 

any signs proposed for the site. 
 
8. The applicant shall apply for and be issued a building permit prior to the start of 

construction. 
 
9. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit to the 

Planning Department a detailed landscape plan for review and approval. 
 
10. Color samples shall be submitted to the Planning Department at the time of 

application for a building permit.  Approved colors and materials shall be 
confirmed prior to a final inspection for the building permit. 

 
11. The applicant shall keep the parking lot as clean as practicable by using 

appropriate methods including, but not limited to, sweeping and litter control. 
 
12. The applicant, owners, and future occupants of the project shall not indicate 

through signs or, otherwise, that the parking within the Princeton Avenue public 
right-of-way is restricted to tenants of the project. 

 
13. All utility lines serving the subject properties shall be installed underground from 

the nearest existing utility pole. 
 
14. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5022 of the 

San Mateo County Ordinance Code, where applicable, minimize the transport and 
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discharge of stormwater runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems 
and water bodies by: 

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

dewatering effluent. 
 
 b. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures 

continuously between October 15 and April 15. 
 
 c. Removing spoils promptly and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials when rain 

is forecast.  If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be 
covered with a tarp or other waterproof material. 

 
 d. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as 

to avoid their entry to the storm drain system or water body. 
 
 e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area 

designated to contain and treat runoff. 
 
 f. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to avoid polluting 

runoff. 
 
15. Construction hours shall be limited to Monday through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 

6:00 p.m., Saturday, 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., and no construction will be allowed on 
Sundays, Thanksgiving Day, or Christmas.  Noise levels produced by the 
proposed construction activity shall not exceed 80-dBA level at any one moment. 

 
16. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, a deed restriction shall be recorded by 

the applicant for each parcel indicating that commercial fishing is a preferred use 
in the Waterfront District and has potential to create impacts related to noise, 
sight, and smell. 

 
17. The property owner(s) for each parcel shall agree in writing to participate in an 

“area-wide shoreline protection and access solution” including removal of riprap if 
required.  This agreement shall be submitted for Planning Department/County 
Counsel review prior to the issuance of a building permit and shall commit the 
current and future property owners to contributing their fair share of the cost of 
designing, permitting, constructing and maintaining the solution, and to allow for 
lateral access across the property in conjunction with implantation of the solution.  
This agreement shall be recorded on each deed restriction for each parcel. 

 
18. The portions of the buildings within 22 ft. of the top of the bank shall have a self-

supporting foundation. 
 



- 37 - 

19. The applicant shall pay an environmental filing fee of $2,010.25 as required under 
Fish and Game Code, Section 711.4(d), to the San Mateo County Clerk within 
four working days of the final approval date of this permit. 

 
20. The applicant shall comply with all mitigations as listed in the mitigation measures 

included in the Certified Mitigated Negative Declaration, as follows: 
 
 Mitigation Measure 1:  The site is located within Seismic Zone 4.  Therefore, a 

Seismic Zone Factor, Z, of 0.40, applies to the site.  Soil Profile Type SD (stiff soil) 
shall be used for the site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 2:  The project shall be designed and constructed in 

accordance with current earthquake-resistance standards. 
 
 Mitigation Measure 3:  The project shall install drain trenches and/or a pump to 

minimize groundwater disturbance from below-grade foundation walls, if such 
foundations are used for structures on the site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 4:  Construction activity (including tree removal, pruning, or 

grading) adjacent to trees should be conducted outside of the nesting season, 
which generally occurs between February 1 and August 15.  If such activity must 
occur during the nesting season, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction nesting bird survey of the trees within the vicinity of the proposed 
construction activity.  If no nesting birds are observed, no further action is required 
and construction activity shall commence within one week of the survey to prevent 
taking of individual birds that may have begun nesting after the survey.  If birds 
are observed nesting, construction activity shall be delayed until after the young 
have fledged, as determined by bird surveys by a qualified biologist, or until after 
the nesting season described above, in coordination with the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 5:  The following construction noise control measures are 

recommended to limit noise generated during the construction period. 
 
 a. Limit construction to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.), Monday 

through Friday, with no construction activities on Sundays, Thanksgiving or 
Christmas, in accordance with the San Mateo County Code, Section 
4.88.360. 

 
 b. Utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources 

where technology exists. 
 
 c. Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engine. 
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 d. Equip all internal combustion engine-driven equipment with intake and 
exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the 
equipment. 

 
 e. Locate stationary noise-generating equipment as far as possible from 

noise-sensitive receptors. 
 
 f. Designate a noise-disturbance coordinator who would be responsible for 

responding to any local complaints about construction noise.  The 
disturbance coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaints 
(e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute reasonable measures 
warranted to correct the problem.  Conspicuously post a telephone number 
for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5023 of the San 

Mateo County Code, submit a Construction Site Stormwater Management Plan to 
the Planning and Building Department for the review and approval by the 
Community Development Director prior to the issuance of building permits.  The 
plan shall illustrate and describe appropriate methods, chosen by the applicant, 
from the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, to control 
stormwater runoff from the project site during construction. 

 
 As part of the stormwater management plan required by the building permit, the 

applicant shall submit an erosion and sediment control plan designed by an 
erosion-control professional, landscape architect, or civil engineer (hereafter 
referred to as the applicant’s erosion-control consultant) specializing in 
erosion-control.  The plan shall be submitted to the Planning and Building 
Department and the Department of Public Works for review and approval prior to 
the issuance of building permits.  The erosion and sediment control plan shall 
stipulate all such measures to be implemented in the event of a storm during 
construction throughout the winter season (effective October 15 through April 15).  
The Planning and Building Department shall confirm that the approved plan is in 
place and ready to be implemented (in case of an impending or actual storm) prior 
to the start of any grading or construction activities at the site.  Implementation of 
the plan shall occur as follows: 

 
 a. The erosion and sediment control plan shall be submitted, reviewed and 

approved prior to the issuance of building permits.  It shall be implemented 
and inspected as part of the inspection process for the project.  The 
approved plan shall be activated during the period of grading activity if any 
rainstorms occur.  Any revisions to the plan shall be prepared and signed by 
the applicant’s erosion-control consultant and reviewed by the Department 
of Public Works. 

 
 b. The plan shall be based on the specific erosion and sediment 

transport-control needs in which grading and construction are to occur.  
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The plan shall specifically address how the adjacent shoreline will be 
protected during construction activity.  The possible methods are not 
necessarily limited to the following items: 

 
  (1) Confine grading and activities related to grading (construction, 

preparation and use of equipment, material storage/staging areas, 
and preparation of access roads) to the dry season, whenever 
possible. 

 
  (2) If grading or activities related to grading need to be scheduled for the 

wet season, ensure that structural erosion and sediment 
transport-control measures are ready for implementation prior to the 
onset of the first major storm of the season. 

 
  (3) Locate staging areas outside major drainage ways. 
 
  (4) Keep the lengths and gradients of constructed slopes (cut or fill) as 

low as possible. 
 
  (5) Prevent runoff from flowing over unprotected slopes. 
 
  (6) Keep disturbed areas (areas of grading and related activities) to the 

minimum necessary for demolition or construction. 
 
  (7) Keep runoff away from disturbed areas during grading and related 

activities. 
 
  (8) Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either by vegetative 

or mechanical methods.  Seed mixes used for erosion-control shall 
contain only native, non-invasive species. 

 
  (9) Direct runoff over vegetated areas prior to discharge into public storm 

drainage systems, whenever possible. 
 
  (10) Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as check 

dams, sediment ponds, or siltation fences. 
 
  (11) Make the contractor responsible for the removal and disposal of all 

sedimentation on-site or off-site that is generated by grading and 
related activities of the project. 

 
  (12) Use landscaping and grading methods that lower the potential for 

downstream sedimentation.  Modified drainage patterns, longer flow 
paths, encouraging infiltration into the ground, and slower stormwater 
conveyance velocities are examples of effective methods. 
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  (13) Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the application of 
fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, or other hazardous substances.  
Provide proper instruction to all landscaping personnel on the 
construction team. 

 
 c. During the installation of the erosion and sediment-control structures, the 

applicant’s erosion-control consultant shall be on the site to supervise the 
implementation of the designs and the maintenance of the facilities 
throughout the grading and construction period.  It shall be the responsibility 
of the consultant to regularly inspect the erosion-control measures and 
determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper 
maintenance is being performed.  Deficiencies shall be immediately 
corrected. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall submit an on-site drainage plan, as 

prepared by their civil engineer, showing all permanent post-construction 
stormwater controls and drainage mechanisms prior to the issuance of building 
permits.  The required drainage plan shall show, in all respective cases, the 
necessary mechanisms to contain all water runoff generated by on-site impervious 
surfaces and shall include facilities to minimize the amount and pollutants of 
stormwater runoff through on-site percolation and filtering facilities.  The drainage 
plan shall be submitted to the Planning and Building Department for review and 
approval by the Community Development Director prior to the issuance of building 
permits.  The plan shall be included as part of the project’s final building permit 
application and construction plans.  The County Building Inspection Section and 
the Department of Public Works shall ensure that the approved plan is 
implemented prior to the project’s final building and/or grading inspection 
approval. 

 
 Mitigation Measure 8:  Prior to excavation and construction on the project site, 

the prime construction contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be cautioned on 
the legal and/or regulatory implications of knowingly destroying cultural resources 
or removing artifacts, human remains, and other cultural materials from the project 
site. 

 
 The project applicant shall select a qualified archaeologist prior to any demolition, 

excavation, or construction for the County’s review and approval prior to issuance 
of the grading permit.  The archaeologist shall have the authority to perform spot 
check monitoring of subsurface construction and watch for and evaluate artifacts 
or resources that may be uncovered.  The archaeologist shall also have the 
authority to temporarily halt excavation and construction activities in the 
immediate vicinity (within a 50-ft. radius or greater area, if necessary) of a find if 
significant or potentially significant cultural resources are exposed and/or 
adversely affected by construction operations. 
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 Reasonable time shall be allowed for the qualified archaeologist to notify the 
proper authorities for a more detailed inspection and examination of the exposed 
cultural resources.  During this time, excavation and construction would not be 
allowed in the immediate vicinity of the find; however, those activities could 
continue in other areas of the project site. 

 
 If any find were determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist, 

representatives of the project applicant or construction contractor and the County, 
and the qualified archaeologist will meet to determine the appropriate course of 
action. 

 
 All cultural materials recovered as part of the monitoring program will be subject to 

scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and a report prepared 
according to current professional standards. 

 
 If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at 

the specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the San Mateo County coroner shall be immediately notified.  
If the remains are determined by the County coroner to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, 
and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains. 

 
21. Prior to the issuance of any building permit, pursuant to this approval, the 

following shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Community Development 
Director:  

 
 a. Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 047-037-060 and 047-037-160 shall be merged to 

become one parcel. 
 
 b. Assessor’s Parcel Nos. 047-037-070 and 047-037-150 shall be merged to 

become one parcel. 
 
 c. Reciprocal parking and access easements to the satisfaction of the 

Community Development Director shall be recorded to provide access to the 
six buildings and the entitlement to parking within the Assessor’s Parcel 
Numbers of future merged parcels 047-037-060 and 047-037-160, as one 
parcel, and 047-037-070 and 047-037-150, as one parcel. 

 
 d. The owners of each of the buildings shall have an undivided interest in 

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers, merged parcels 047-037-060 and 047-037-
160, as one parcel, and 047-037-070 and 047-037-150, which provide the 
parking for all the buildings.  These parcels may not be conveyed separately 
from the six building sites.  The applicant shall prepare and record 
appropriate legal documents implementing these provisions to the 
satisfaction of the Community Development Director. 
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 e. Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&R’s) shall be prepared and 
recorded establishing maintenance responsibilities among all property 
owners for all shared site improvements, including drainage, to the 
satisfaction of the Community Development Director. 

 
22. The applicant shall record deeds on all parcels for the proposed merged parcels 

047-037-060 and 047-037-160; 047-037-070 and 047-037-150; 047-037-140, 
047-037-170, 047-037 420, and 047-037-430 that permit shared access for all 
future owners and customers to and from the parking lot. 

 
23. Prior to issuance of a building permit, a recorded document confirming easement 

rights over adjacent parcels shall be submitted to the Planning Department for 
review and approval.  This grant of access easement shall be recorded on the 
deed prior to issuance of any building permits. 

 
24. Per Section 6121(a) (4), planter or landscaped areas of at least 4 ft. wide shall be 

provided adjacent to all street rights-of-way.  Where a parking area has a capacity 
of 10 or more parking spaces, landscaped areas, including the above 4-ft. street 
buffer strip, shall not be less than five percent of the total parking lot area. 

 
25. Prior to issuance of a building permit, all Certificates of Compliance must be 

recorded, and water and sewer service availability verified. 
 
26. The applicant shall submit revised plans to show the following:  a) a 10 ft. vertical 

separation between Buildings D and E, with the purpose to provide additional 
shoreline views, between the two buildings, from Princeton Avenue; and b) 
relocate the industrial buildings to provide lateral shoreline access, on the south 
side of the property, for public use.  The shoreline access shall be setback a 
minimum of 25 ft. from the mean high tide line or a minimum of 10 ft. from the top 
of the existing bank, whichever is greater.  The applicant shall submit revised 
plans that reflect this condition for each parcel and subject to review and approval 
by the Planning Department.  This requirement shall also be recorded on the title 
for each parcel. 

 
27. Any future owner and/or tenant who wish to propose a conversion to a caretakers 

units shall apply for a separate building permit and coastal development permit 
and associated fees.  The residential conversion is subject to discretionary 
approval by the Planning Department and shall receive building permit issuance 
from the Building Inspections Section.  This requirement shall be recorded on the 
title of each parcel prior to issuance of the building permit. 

 
Building Inspection Section 
 
28. Prior to pouring any concrete for foundations, written verification from a licensed 

surveyor will be required confirming that the setbacks, as shown on the approved 
plans, have been maintained. 
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29. An automatic fire sprinkler system will be required.  This permit must be issued 
prior to, or in conjunction with, the building permit. 

 
30. If a water main extension or upgrade of hydrant is required, this work must be 

completed prior to the issuance of the building permit, or the applicant must 
submit a copy of an agreement and contract with the water purveyor that will 
ensure that the work will be completed prior to finalizing the permit. 

 
31. A site drainage plan will be required that will demonstrate how roof drainage and 

site runoff will be directed to an approved location.  This plan must demonstrate 
that post-development flows and velocities to adjoining private property and the 
public right-of-way shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed state. 

 
32. Sediment and erosion control measures must be installed prior to beginning any 

site work and maintained throughout the term of the permit.  Failure to install or 
maintain these measures will result in stoppage of construction until the 
corrections have been made and fees paid for staff enforcement time. 

 
33. The proposed buildings will be built to the property lines.  The proposed 

construction of the walls on the property line will be carefully reviewed to ensure 
that no utilities, such as plumbing or mechanical vents, penetrate the property 
boundaries. 

 
34. The project shall be in compliance with the Green Building Ordinance. 
 
Geotechnical Section 
 
35. The applicant shall submit a current geotechnical report that addresses stability of 

the bluff with data demonstrating that structures will last five years. 
 
36. An updated geotechnical report will also be needed to provide recommendations 

for any future proposed structures to be built. 
 
Department of Public Works 
 
37. The applicant shall submit a stormwater C3 plan and drainage plan for review and 

approval by the Department of Public Works. 
 
38. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall provide payment of 

“roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable space) of the 
proposed building, per Ordinance No. 3277. 

 
39. No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until 

County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including 
review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued. 
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40. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the applicant shall submit a permanent 
stormwater management plan in compliance with the County’s Drainage Policy 
and NPDES requirements for review and approval by the Department of Public 
Works. 

 
41. The applicant shall submit a driveway “Plan and Profile” for review and approval 

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

 
42. Should the access shown go through neighboring properties, the applicant shall 

provide documentation that “ingress/egress” easements exist providing for this 
access. 

 
43. The applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a drainage 

analysis of the proposed project and submit it to the Director of the Department of 
Public Works or his designee for review and approval.  The drainage analysis 
shall consist of a written narrative and a plan.  The flow of the stormwater onto, 
over, and off of the property shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adja-
cent lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.  The analysis shall 
detail the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage.  Post-development 
flows and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed state.  
Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the improvement 
plans and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval. 

 
44. The applicant shall submit plans for the appropriate utilities to the Department of 

Public Works and the Planning Department showing the locations of various utility 
hookups, utility easements, etc. for review and approval. 

 
45. Prior to “Final Approval” of the Building Permit, the applicant must prepare an 

Operation & Maintenance (O&M) Agreement with the Maintenance Plan.  The 
Agreement is subject to review and approval by the Department of Public Works 
Development Review staff, County Counsel, and the Community Development 
Director. 

 
Coastside County Water Department 
 
46. There is no water service presently associated with these parcels.  The applicant 

shall apply for and propose water connections to the existing public water main. 
 
47. The applicant must obtain water service with the appropriate backflow device. 
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Granada Sanitary District 
 
48. The applicant shall apply for a sewer permit variance required for sewer service 

needed for non-conforming parcels.  A variance must be granted by the District 
Board of Directors before a sewer permit can be issued.  The applicant should 
contact Granada Sanitary District as soon as possible to obtain information to 
apply for a variance. 

 
49. There is no sewer main to serve the parcels on Ocean Boulevard (a paper street).  

The applicant would need to apply and receive approval for a Class 3 Mainline 
Extension Permit to construct an extension from the Princeton Avenue sewer 
main, and secure all applicable easements. 

 
Coastside Fire District 
 
50. Building Classification:  Please indicate on the plans the following information: 
 
  Occupancy Classification 
 
  Type of Construction 
 
  Site Plan indicating the location of the building in relationship to all property 

lines. 
 
  Occupant Load Calculations with an exit analysis. 
 
51. Fire Hydrant:  An approved fire hydrant (flow 960) must be located at a maximum 

of 250 ft. measured by way of drivable access from the proposed project.  The 
hydrant must have a minimum flow of 1,500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per 
square inch residual pressure for a minimum of two hours.  If you have not already 
done so, please submit a site plan showing all underground piping to the San 
Mateo County Building Inspection Section for review and approval. 

 
52. Automatic Fire Sprinkler System:  The proposed project must be equipped with an 

approved NFPA 13 fire sprinkler system throughout.  You will not be issued a 
building permit until fire sprinkler plans are received, reviewed, and approved by 
the Fire District.  If you have not already done so, please submit the required 
plans to the San Mateo County Building Inspection Section.  Please be advised 
that the sprinkler system design shall be based on an, at least, Ordinary-Group 2 
classification or higher classification based on stored commodity.  Please provide 
information as to the commodity.  Please submit plans showing the location of all 
required fire sprinkler hardware to the San Mateo County Building Inspection 
Section. 

 
53. Fire Sprinkler Hardware:  Along with the automatic fire sprinkler system, this 

project is required to install all related fire sprinkler hardware (Post-Indicator 
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Valve, Fire Department Connection and Exterior Bell).  You will not be issued a 
building permit until plans have been submitted, reviewed and approved by the 
Fire District.  Please submit plans showing the location of all required fire sprinkler 
hardware to the San Mateo County Building Inspection Section. 

 
54. Fire Access Roads:  Fire suppression operations involve heavy pieces of 

apparatus that must be set up and operate close to buildings.  California Fire 
Code and fire district ordinances require construction that allows fire apparatus to 
be placed directly outside the building.  Additionally, it is the developer/owner’s 
responsibility to assure that well-marked fire lanes are provided around the entire 
outside perimeter of the building.  When fire protection, including fire apparatus 
access roads and water supplies for fire protection, is required, such protection 
shall be installed and made serviceable prior to and during the time of construc-
tion and before combustibles are on the project site.  Approved sign and painted 
curbs or lines shall be provided and maintained to identify fire apparatus access 
roads and state the prohibition of their obstruction.  Fire lanes shall be in accord-
ance with the Half Moon Bay District specifications.  Contact the Fire Prevention 
Bureau for those specifications.  Fire lanes shall be in accordance with Coastside 
County Fire District specifications.  Contact the Fire Prevention Bureau for these 
specifications. 

 
55. Emergency Building Access:  The proposed project will require the installation of 

“Knox Boxes.”  These emergency Key Boxes are required when access to or 
within a structure or an area is unduly difficult because of secured openings or 
where immediate access is necessary for life-saving or fire-fighting purposes.  The 
Chief will determine the location for the key box and provide an authorized order 
form.  All security gate systems controlling vehicular access shall be equipped 
with a “Knox” key-operated emergency entry device.  The applicant shall contact 
the Fire Prevention Bureau for specifications and approvals prior to installation. 

 
56. Address Numbers:  Building identification shall be conspicuously posted and 

visible from the street. (TEMPORARY ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE 
POSTED PRIOR TO COMBUSTIBLES BEING PLACED ON SITE.)  The 
letters/numerals for permanent address numbers shall be of 6-inch height with a 
minimum 3/4-inch stroke and of a color, which is contrasting with the background.  
Such letter/numerals shall be illuminated and facing the direction of access. 

 
 Exit Doors:  Exit doors shall be of the pivoted type or side-hinged swinging type.  

Exit doors shall swing in the direction of exit when serving an occupant load of 50 
or more. 

 
 Special Doors:  Revolving, sliding and overhead doors shall not be used as 

required exists.  Power-operated doors complying with CBC Standards No. 10-1 
may be used for exit purposes. 
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 Additional Doors:  When additional doors are provided for egress purposes, they 
shall conform to all provisions of CBC Chapter 10. 

 
57. Exit Door Hardware:  Exit door(s) shall be operable from the inside without the use 

of a key, special knowledge or effort.  Exception:  Main exit doors may be 
equipped with a keyed-locking device if there is a readily visible sign on or 
adjacent to the door stating, “THIS DOOR TO REMAIN UNLOCKED WHENEVER 
THE BUILDING IS OCCUPIED.”  The letters in the sign shall not be less than 
1-inch in height. 

 
58. Fire Extinguishers:  There must be a fire extinguisher for each 3,000 sq. ft., travel 

distance not to exceed 75 ft. per Title 19, California Code or Regulations, with at 
least one required per floor or occupancy. 

 
59. Exit Illumination: 
 
 Illumination:  Signs shall be internally or externally illuminated by two electric 

lamps or shall be of an approved self-luminous type. 
 
 Power Supply:  Current supply to one of the lamps for exit signs shall be provided 

by the premises wiring system.  Power to the other lamp shall be from storage of 
batteries or an on-site generator set.  Include exit illumination with electrical plans 
and submit to the San Mateo County Building Inspection Section for review and 
approval. 

 
60. Exit Signage:  Where required:  When more exits from a story are required by 

Section 1003 of the CBC, exit signs shall be installed at stair enclosures, hori-
zontal exits, and other required exits from the story.  When two or more exits are 
required from a room or an area, exit signs shall be installed at the required exits 
from the room or area and where otherwise necessary to clearly indicate the 
direction of egress.  Exception:  Main exit doors, which obviously are clearly 
identifiable as exits (glass door).  Show exit plans on plans submitted to the 
San Mateo County Building Inspection Section for review and approval. 

 
 When exit signs are required by Section 1013.1 of the CBC, additional 

approved low-level exit signs, which are internally or externally illuminated, 
photo-luminescent or self-luminous, shall be provided in all interior-rated exit 
corridors serving guest rooms of hotels in Group R, Division 1 Occupancies, and 
other occupancies as determined by the code. 

 
61. Occupancy Load Sign:  Any room having an occupant load of 50 or more, where 

fixed seats are not installed, and which is used for a classroom, an assembly, or 
similar purpose, shall have the capacity of the room posted in a conspicuous 
place. 
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62. Fire Alarm System:  This project is required to have installed an approved NFPA 
72-fire alarm system throughout.  The system is to monitor any flow through the 
required automatic fire sprinkler system, any fire sprinkler valve tamper and all 
heat and smoke detectors.  The system will also include an exterior bell and 
interior horn/strobes, which are required to be wired to the alarm system and the 
flow switch for the fire sprinkler system.  The FACP shall be protected with a 
smoke detector as per NFPA 72, Section 1-5.6, and a manual pull station.  A 
wiring inspection is required to be conducted by the Fire District prior to covering 
walls and ceiling areas.  All systems and components must be tested per 
manufacturer’s specifications and NFPA 72.  Battery backup shall meet or exceed 
requirements for amp-hour rating and must be tested as per manufacturer’s 
specification and NFPA 72. 

 
63. Vegetation Management:  The Half Moon Bay Fire District Ordinance 2002-01, the 

2001 California Fire Code and the Public Resources Code 4291 require a mini-
mum clearance of 100 ft., or to the property line of all flammable vegetation, to be 
maintained around all structures by the property owner.  This does not include 
individual species of ornamental shrubs and landscaping. 

 
64. Fire Extinguisher:  There must be at least one 2A10BC fire extinguisher for each 

3,000 sq. ft., travel distance not to exceed 75 ft., with at least one extinguisher per 
floor per Title 19, the California Code of Regulations. 

 
65. Community Facilities District:  The proposed project will be required to form a 

Communities Facilities District.  Please be aware that it takes a minimum of 
3 months to go through the CDF process.  An occupancy permit will not be issued 
until all project conditions of the district are completed.  Please contact the fire 
district administration office with questions or to receive detailed information. 
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County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST
(To Be Completed By Current Planning Section)

I. BACKGROUND

Project Title: Herring/Foss Boatyard Project

File No.: PLN 2005-00349

Project Location: 264, 268, 272, 276 and 280 Princeton Avenue

Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: 047-037-060; 047-037-070, 047-037-140, 047-037-150, 047-037-160, 047-037-170, 047-037-420, and 047-037-430

Applicant/Owner: Frederick Herring/Princeton Boatyard, LLC

Date Environmental Information Form Submitted: July 26, 2005

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction. The applicant is proposing a new grouping of four (4) commercial/industrial buildings totaling 17,147 square feet on eight (8) existing 
parcels totaling 22,000 square feet, located between Princeton Avenue and Ocean Boulevard, a paper street, in the unincorporated Princeton area of 
San Mateo County.  The new buildings will accommodate fish-related and similar compatible commercial/industrial activities.  Proposed development 
also includes:

Environmental Setting. The subject property is located on Princeton Avenue in the Waterfront District of the unincorporated Princeton area, and 
approximately 1,000 feet south of the Half Moon Bay Airport.  The property is accessed via a driveway from Princeton Avenue although the project 
extends through the block to Ocean Boulevard.  However, Ocean Boulevard is a paper street that is not improved. There are currently no buildings 
on the property but there is concrete paving associated with the site’s former use as a boat launch.

Industrial, Commercial, and non-conforming Residential uses are mixed in the vicinity of the project site.  Pillar Point shelters the harbor adjacent to the 
project site and a marina is located to the east in the harbor.  The topography is generally flat in the immediate vicinity.

Attachment L
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Project Description. The applicant is proposing to construct four (4) two-story buildings totaling 17,147 square feet for commercial/industrial use.  
Proposed development also includes:

Improvements to the existing driveway
Landscaping
Miscellaneous site improvements
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Any controversial answers or answers needing clarification are explained on an attached sheet.  For source, refer to pages 11 and 12.

IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY

Will (or could) this project:

a. Involve a unique landform or biological area, such as beaches, 
sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay?

X B,F,O

b. Involve construction on slope of 15% or greater? X E,I

c. Be located in an area of soil instability (subsidence, landslide or 
severe erosion)?

X Bc,D

d. Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake fault? X Bc,D

e. Involve Class I or Class II Agriculture Soils and Class III Soils 
rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts?

X M

f. Cause erosion or siltation? X M,I

g. Result in damage to soil capability or loss of agricultural land? X A,M

h. Be located within a flood hazard area? X G

i. Be located in an area where a high water table may adversely 
affect land use?

X D

j. Affect a natural drainage channel or streambed, or watercourse? X E
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IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

2. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

Will (or could) this project:

a. Affect federal or state listed rare or endangered species of plant 
life in the project area?

X F

b. Involve cutting of heritage or significant trees as defined in the 
County Heritage Tree and Significant Tree Ordinance?

X I,A

c. Be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, water source, 
nesting place or breeding place for a federal or state listed rare 
or endangered wildlife species?

X F

d. Significantly affect fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant life? X I

e. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife 
reserve?

X E,F,O

f. Infringe on any sensitive habitats? X F

g. Involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or greater (1,000 sq. ft. 
within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes greater than 
20% or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone?

X I,F,Bb

3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Will (or could) this project:

a. Result in the removal of a natural resource for commercial 
purposes (including rock, sand, gravel, oil, trees, minerals or 
topsoil)?

X I
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IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

b. Involve grading in excess of 150 cubic yards? X I

c. Involve lands currently protected under the Williamson Act 
(agricultural preserve) or an Open Space Easement?

X I

d. Affect any existing or potential agricultural uses? X A,K,M

4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC

Will (or could) this project:

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

X I,N,R

b. Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and 
construction materials?

X I

c. Be expected to result in the generation of noise levels in excess 
of those currently existing in the area, after construction?

X Ba,I

d. Involve the application, use or disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials, including pesticides, herbicides, other toxic 
substances, or radioactive material?

X I

e. Be subject to noise levels in excess of levels determined 
appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance or other 
standard?

X A,Ba,Bc

f. Generate noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriate 
according to the County Noise Ordinance standard?

X I
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IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

g. Generate polluted or increased surface water runoff or affect
groundwater resources?

X I

h. Require installation of a septic tank/leachfield sewage disposal 
system or require hookup to an existing collection system which 
is at or over capacity?

X S

5. TRANSPORTATION

Will (or could) this project:

a. Affect access to commercial establishments, schools, parks, 
etc.?

X A,I

b. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in 
pedestrian patterns?

X A,I

c. Result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic patterns or
volumes (including bicycles)?

X I

d. Involve the use of off-road vehicles of any kind (such as trail 
bikes)?

X I

e. Result in or increase traffic hazards? X S

f. Provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike 
racks?

X I

g. Generate traffic which will adversely affect the traffic carrying 
capacity of any roadway?

X S
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IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS

Will (or could) this project:

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

X I

b. Result in the introduction of activities not currently found within 
the community?

X I

c. Employ equipment which could interfere with existing 
communication and/or defense systems?

X I

d. Result in any changes in land use, either on or off the project 
site?

X I

e. Serve to encourage off-site development of presently 
undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already 
developed areas (examples include the introduction of new or 
expanded public utilities, new industry, commercial facilities or 
recreation activities)?

X I,Q,S

f. Adversely affect the capacity of any public facilities (streets, 
highways, freeways, public transit, schools, parks, police, fire, 
hospitals), public utilities (electrical, water and gas supply lines, 
sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary landfills) or 
public works serving the site?

X I,S

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

X I,S

h. Be adjacent to or within 500 feet of an existing or planned public 
facility?

X A
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IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

i. Create significant amounts of solid waste or litter? X I

j. Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, 
natural gas, coal, etc.)?

X I

k. Require an amendment to or exception from adopted general 
plans, specific plans, or community policies or goals?

X B

l. Involve a change of zoning? X C

m. Require the relocation of people or businesses? X I

n. Reduce the supply of low-income housing? X I

o. Result in possible interference with an emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?

X S

p. Result in creation of or exposure to a potential health hazard? X S

7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC

Will (or could) this project:

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

X A,Bb

b. Obstruct scenic views from existing residential areas, public 
lands, public water body, or roads?

X A,I

c. Involve the construction of buildings or structures in excess of 
three stories or 36 feet in height?

X I
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IMPACT

SOURCENO

YES

Not 
Significant

Significant 
Unless 
Mitigated Significant Cumulative

d. Directly or indirectly affect historical or archaeological resources 
on or near the site?

X H

e. Visually intrude into an area having natural scenic qualities? X A,I

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

AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE) X

State Water Resources Control Board X

Regional Water Quality Control Board X

State Department of Public Health X

San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) X

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) X

County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) X

CalTrans X

Bay Area Air Quality Management District X

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service X

Coastal Commission X Review if appealed.

City X

Sewer/Water District: X Service connection approval.

Other: X
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IV. MITIGATION MEASURES
Yes No

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application. X

Other mitigation measures are needed. X

The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

Mitigation Measure 1:  The site is located within Seismic Zone 4.  Therefore, a Seismic Zone Factor, Z, of 0.40 applies to the site.  Soil Profile Type SD 
(stiff soil) shall be used for the site.

Mitigation Measure 2:  The project shall be designed and constructed in accordance with current earthquake resistance standards.

Mitigation Measure 3:  The project shall install drain trenches and/or a pump to minimize groundwater disturbance from below-grade foundation walls if 
such foundations are used for structures on the site.

Mitigation Measure 4:  Construction activity (including tree removal, pruning, or grading) adjacent to trees should be conducted outside of the nesting 
season, which generally occurs between February 1 and August 15.  If such activity must occur during the nesting season, a qualified biologist shall con-
duct a pre-construction nesting bird survey of the trees within the vicinity of proposed construction activity.  If no nesting birds are observed, no further 
action is required and construction activity shall commence within one week of the survey to prevent take of individual birds that may have begun nesting 
after the survey.  If birds are observed nesting, construction activity shall be delayed until after the young have fledged, as determined by bird surveys by 
a qualified biologist, or until after the nesting season described above, in coordination with the California Department of Fish and Game.

Mitigation Measure 5:  The following construction noise control measures are recommended to limit noise generated during the construction period.

Limit construction to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) Monday through Friday, with no construction activities on Sundays, Thanksgiving or 
Christmas, in accordance with San Mateo County Code Section 4.88.360.

Utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources where technology exists.

Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engine.

Equip all internal combustion engine driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

Locate stationary noise generating equipment as far as possible from noise sensitive receptors.

Designate a noise disturbance coordinator who would be responsible for responding to any local complaints about construction noise.  The 
disturbance coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaints (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute reasonable 
measures warranted to correct the problem.  Conspicuously post a telephone number for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site.
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Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5023 of the San Mateo County Code, submit a Construction Site Stormwater Manage-
ment Plan to the Planning and Building Department, for the review and approval by the Community Development Director prior to the issuance of building 
permits.  The plan shall illustrate and describe appropriate methods, chosen by the applicant from the California Stormwater Best Management Practices 
Handbook, to control stormwater runoff from the project site during construction.

As part of the stormwater management plan required by the building permit, the applicant shall submit an erosion and sediment control plan designed by 
an erosion control professional, landscape architect, or civil engineer (hereafter referred to as the applicant’s erosion control consultant) specializing in 
erosion control.  The plan shall be submitted to the Planning and Building Department and the Public Works Department for review and approval prior to 
the issuance of building permits.  The erosion and sediment control plan shall stipulate all such measures to be implemented in the event of a storm 
during construction throughout the winter season (effective October 15 through April 15).  The Planning and Building Department shall confirm that the 
approved plan is in place and ready to be implemented (in case of an impending or actual storm) prior to the start of any grading or construction activities 
at the site.  Implementation of the plan shall occur as follows:

a. The erosion and sediment control plan shall be submitted, reviewed and approved prior to the issuance of building permits.  It shall be implemented 
and inspected as part of the inspection process for the project.  The approved plan shall be activated during the period of grading activity if any 
rainstorms occur.  Any revisions to the plan shall be prepared and signed by the applicant’s erosion control consultant and reviewed by the 
Department of Public Works.

b. The plan shall be based on the specific erosion and sediment transport control needs in which grading and construction are to occur.  The plan shall 
specifically address how the adjacent shoreline will be protected during construction activity.  The possible methods are not necessarily limited to the 
following items:

(1) Confine grading and activities related to grading (construction, preparation and use of equipment and material storage/staging areas, 
preparation of access roads) to the dry season, whenever possible.

(2) If grading or activities related to grading need to be scheduled for the wet season, ensure that structural erosion and sediment transport 
control measures are ready for implementation prior to the onset of the first major storm of the season.

(3) Locate staging areas outside major drainage ways.

(4) Keep the lengths and gradients of constructed slopes (cut or fill) as low as possible.

(5) Prevent runoff from flowing over unprotected slopes.

(6) Keep disturbed areas (areas of grading and related activities) to the minimum necessary for demolition or construction.

(7) Keep runoff away from disturbed areas during grading and related activities.

(8) Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either by vegetative or mechanical methods.  Seed mixes used for erosion control shall 
contain only native, non-invasive species.

(9) Direct runoff over vegetated areas prior to discharge into public storm drainage systems, whenever possible.
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(10) Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as check dams, sediment ponds, or siltation fences.

(11) Make the contractor responsible for the removal and disposal of all sedimentation on-site or off-site that is generated by grading and related 
activities of the project.

(12) Use landscaping and grading methods that lower the potential for downstream sedimentation.  Modified drainage patterns, longer flow paths, 
encouraging infiltration into the ground, and slower stormwater conveyance velocities are examples of effective methods.

(13) Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the application of fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, or other hazardous substances.  
Provide proper instruction to all landscaping personnel on the construction team.

c. During the installation of the erosion and sediment control structures, the applicant’s erosion control consultant shall be on the site to supervise the 
implementation of the designs, and the maintenance of the facilities throughout the grading and construction period.  It shall be the responsibility of 
the consultant to regularly inspect the erosion control measures and determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper maintenance is 
being performed.  Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected.

Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall submit an on-site drainage plan, as prepared by their civil engineer, showing all permanent post-construction 
stormwater controls and drainage mechanisms prior to the issuance of building permits. The required drainage plan shall show, in all respective cases, 
the necessary mechanisms to contain all water runoff generated by on-site impervious surfaces and shall include facilities to minimize the amount and 
pollutants of stormwater runoff through on-site percolation and filtering facilities.  The drainage plan shall be submitted to the Planning and Building 
Department for review and approval by the Community Development Director prior to the issuance of building permits.  The plan shall be included as part 
of the project’s final building permit application and construction plans.  The County Building Inspection Section and Department of Public Works shall 
ensure that the approved plan is implemented prior to the project’s final building and/or grading inspection approval.

Mitigation Measure 8:  Prior to excavation and construction on the project site, the prime construction contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be 
cautioned on the legal and/or regulatory implications of knowingly destroying cultural resources or removing artifacts, human remains, and other cultural 
materials from the project site.

The project applicant shall select a qualified archaeologist prior to any demolition, excavation, or construction, for the County’s review and approval prior 
to issuance of the grading permit.  The archaeologist shall have the authority to perform spot check monitoring of subsurface construction and watch for 
and evaluate artifacts or resources that may be uncovered.  The archaeologist shall also have the authority to temporarily halt excavation and construction 
activities in the immediate vicinity (within a 50-foot radius or greater area if necessary) of a find if significant or potentially significant cultural resources are 
exposed and/or adversely affected by construction operations.

Reasonable time shall be allowed for the qualified archaeologist to notify the proper authorities for a more detailed inspection and examination of the 
exposed cultural resources.  During this time, excavation and construction would not be allowed in the immediate vicinity of the find; however, those 
activities could continue in other areas of the project site.

If any find were determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist, representatives of the project applicant or construction contractor and the 
County, and the qualified archaeologist, will meet to determine the appropriate course of action.

All cultural materials recovered as part of the monitoring program will be subject to scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and a report 
prepared according to current professional standards.
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If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at the specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered 
shall be suspended, and the San Mateo County coroner shall be immediately notified.  If the remains are determined by the County coroner to be Native 
American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains.
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V. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Yes No

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

X

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term 
environmental goals?

X

3. Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? X

4. Would the project cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? X

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

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

X

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this 
case because of the mitigation measures in the discussion have been included as part of the proposed project.  A NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

(Lisa Aozasa)

Senior Planner
Date (Title)
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VI. SOURCE LIST

A. Field Inspection

B. County General Plan 1986

a. General Plan Chapters 1-16
b. Local Coastal Program (LCP) (Area Plan)
c. Skyline Area General Plan Amendment
d. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan
e. Emerald Lake Hills Community Plan

C. County Ordinance Code

D. Geotechnical Maps

1. USGS Basic Data Contributions

a. #43 Landslide Susceptibility
b. #44 Active Faults
c. #45 High Water Table

2. Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Maps

E. USGS Quadrangle Maps, San Mateo County 1970 Series (See F. and H.)

F. San Mateo County Rare and Endangered Species Maps, or Sensitive Habitats Maps

G. Flood Insurance Rate Map – National Flood Insurance Program

H. County Archaeologic Resource Inventory (Prepared by S. Dietz, A.C.R.S.) Procedures for Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties – 36 CFR 
800 (See R.)

I. Project Plans or EIF

J. Airport Land Use Committee Plans, San Mateo County Airports Plan

K. Aerial Photography or Real Estate Atlas – REDI

1. Aerial Photographs, 1941, 1953, 1956, 1960, 1963, 1970
2. Aerial Photographs, 1981
3. Coast Aerial Photos/Slides, San Francisco County Line to Año Nuevo Point, 1971
4. Historic Photos, 1928-1937
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L. Williamson Act Maps

M. Soil Survey, San Mateo Area, U.S. Department of Agriculture, May 1961

N. Air Pollution Isopleth Maps – Bay Area Air Pollution Control District

O. California Natural Areas Coordinating Council Maps (See F. and H.)

P. Forest Resources Study (1971)

Q. Experience with Other Projects of this Size and Nature

R. Environmental Regulations and Standards:

Federal – Review Procedures for CDBG Programs 24 CFR Part 58
– NEPA 24 CFR 1500-1508
– Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 36 CFR Part 800
– National Register of Historic Places
– Floodplain Management Executive Order 11988
– Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 11990
– Endangered and Threatened Species
– Noise Abatement and Control 24 CFR Part 51B
– Explosive and Flammable Operations 24 CFR 51C
– Toxic Chemicals/Radioactive Materials HUD 79-33
– Airport Clear Zones and APZ 24 CFR 51D

State – Ambient Air Quality Standards Article 4, Section 1092
– Noise Insulation Standards

S. Consultation with Departments and Agencies:

a. County Health Department
b. City Fire Department
c. California Department of Forestry
d. Department of Public Works
e. Disaster Preparedness Office
f. Other
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
Planning and Building Department

Initial Study Pursuant to CEQA
Project Narrative and Answers to Questions for the Negative Declaration

File Number:  PLN 2005-00349
Herring/Foss Boatyard Project

INTRODUCTION

The applicant is proposing a new grouping of four (4) commercial/industrial buildings totaling 
17,147 square feet on eight (8) existing parcels totaling 22,000 square feet, located between 
Princeton Avenue and Ocean Boulevard, a paper street, in the unincorporated Princeton area of 
San Mateo County.  The new buildings will accommodate fish-related and similar compatible 
commercial/industrial activities.  Proposed development also includes:

Improvements to the existing driveway
Landscaping
Miscellaneous site improvements

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The subject property is located on Princeton Avenue in the Waterfront District of the unincor-
porated Princeton area, and approximately 1,000 feet south of the Half Moon Bay Airport.  The 
property is accessed via a driveway from Princeton Avenue although the project extends through 
the block to Ocean Boulevard.  However, Ocean Boulevard is a paper street that is not improved. 
There are currently no buildings on the property but there is concrete paving associated with the 
site’s former use as a boat launch.

Industrial, Commercial, and non-conforming Residential uses are mixed in the vicinity of the 
project site.  Pillar Point shelters the harbor adjacent to the project site and a marina is located 
to the east in the harbor.  The topography is generally flat in the immediate vicinity.

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY

a. Will (or could) this project involve a unique landform or biological area, 
such as beaches, sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay?

Yes, Not Significant.  The project is located directly adjacent to the shoreline 
of Pillar Point Harbor, but does not encroach onto the beach area.  The proposed 
buildings are set back a minimum of 42 feet from mean high tide line.  Therefore, 
no mitigation is required.
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c. Will (or could) this project be located in an area of soil instability 
(subsidence, landslide, or severe erosion)?

Yes, Not Significant.  The project is located directly adjacent to the shoreline 
at Pillar Point Harbor.  Waterfront locations are typically subject to erosion.  
A protective seawall and riprap already exist on the site and are not proposed 
for removal.  Based on the updated Erosion Study prepared by Sigma Prime 
GeoSciences, dated January 2008, if the existing seawall and riprap were to be 
removed, the projected erosion in the upcoming 50 years would be 22 feet.  The 
proposed building setbacks vary from 6 feet to 33 feet, which means that should 
the armoring be removed, the erosion could extend up to 16 feet inland from the 
proposed building line.  In addition to retaining the seawall and riprap, the project 
sponsor also proposes to use self-supporting foundations for portions of the 
buildings that will be within the area of projected erosion in the upcoming 50 
years. With the retention of the existing armoring, and the proposed self-
supporting foundations, no mitigation is required.

d. Will (or could) this project be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake 
fault?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The San Gregorio fault, which is associated 
with the seismically active San Andreas fault system, is located 0.5 kilometers to 
the west of the project site.  Because of the potential for ground shaking, measures 
are required to mitigate this potential impact to the project.

Mitigation Measure 1:  The site is located within Seismic Zone 4.  Therefore, 
a Seismic Zone Factor, Z, of 0.40 applies to the site.  Soil Profile Type SD (stiff 
soil) shall be used for the site.

Mitigation Measure 2:  The project shall be designed and constructed in 
accordance with current earthquake resistance standards.

f. Will (or could) this project cause erosion or siltation?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Construction activities have the potential 
to cause erosion because the vegetative cover will be disturbed and soil may be 
eroded by wind and stormwater.

Mitigation Measure:  Mitigation Measure No. 6 would reduce this potentially 
significant impact to a less-than-significant level.

h. Will (or could) this project be located within a flood hazard area?
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Yes, Not Significant.  The project is not located within a designated 100-year 
flood zone per Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps.  
However, the San Mateo County General Plan Flood Hazards map delineates 
the project site within the coastal area subject to flooding due to wave action.  
This hazard is addressed through the County’s tsunami warning system; therefore, 
no mitigation is required.

i. Will (or could) this project be located in an area where a high water table 
may adversely affect land use?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The project is located at the waterfront 
where the water table is essentially at sea level.  The Geotechnical Study indicates 
that borings struck groundwater at depths of 7 to 9.5 feet below ground surface.  
Foundation systems that include continuous foundation walls below grade would 
block the movement of groundwater.

Mitigation Measure 3:  The project shall install drain trenches and/or a pump 
to minimize groundwater disturbance from below-grade foundation walls if such 
foundations are used for structures on the site.

2. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

a. Will (or could) this project affect federal or state listed rare or endangered 
species of plant life in the project area?

Yes, Not Significant.  The San Mateo County General Plan and California 
Natural Diversity Database indicate the presence of state listed rare or endangered 
species in the project area.  However, the project site is a developed site and the 
proposed project would have no new impacts on wildlife.  Therefore, no new 
mitigation is required.

c. Will (or could) this project be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, 
water source, nesting place or breeding place for a federal or state listed rare 
or endangered wildlife species?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The San Mateo County General Plan and 
California Natural Diversity Database indicate the presence of state listed rare 
or endangered species in the project area.  Although a biological study was not 
conducted for the project, it could be inferred from the presence of listed rare or 
endangered species as noted in the San Mateo County General Plan and California 
Natural Diversity Database, and the project’s location adjacent to the waterfront, 
that adjacent areas could included habitat food source, water source, nesting place 
or breeding places.  Although the trees on the project site are relatively young and 
not tall, they could be used for nesting.  Without proper mitigation, construction 



4

activity could affect nesting birds in the existing trees on-site, an activity covered 
by the Migratory Bird Treaty.

Mitigation Measure 4:  Construction activity (including tree removal, pruning, 
or grading) adjacent to trees should be conducted outside of the nesting season, 
which generally occurs between February 1 and August 15.  If such activity must 
occur during the nesting season, a qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construc-
tion nesting bird survey of the trees within the vicinity of proposed construction 
activity.  If no nesting birds are observed, no further action is required and con-
struction activity shall commence within one week of the survey to prevent take 
of individual birds that may have begun nesting after the survey.  If birds are 
observed nesting, construction activity shall be delayed until after the young have 
fledged, as determined by bird surveys by a qualified biologist, or until after the 
nesting season described above, in coordination with the California Department of 
Fish and Game.

d. Will (or could) this project significantly affect fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant 
life?

Yes, Not Significant.  The San Mateo County General Plan and California 
Natural Diversity Database indicate the presence of sensitive species in the project 
area.  However, the project site is a developed site and the proposed project would 
have no new impacts on wildlife other than that noted in Item 2c.  Therefore, no 
new mitigation is required.

f. Will (or could) this project infringe on any sensitive habitats?

Yes, Not Significant.  The San Mateo County General Plan and California 
Natural Diversity Database indicate the presence of sensitive species in the project 
area.  By extension, it can be inferred that these species’ habitats would be im-
pacted by new development.  However, the project site is a developed site and the 
proposed project would have no new impacts on wildlife or habitat other than 
those noted in Item 2c.  Therefore, no new mitigation is required.

g. Will (or could) this project involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or 
greater (1,000 sq. ft. within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes 
greater than 20%, or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone?

Yes, Not Significant.  The San Mateo County General Plan and California Natur-
al Diversity Database indicate the presence of sensitive species in the project area. 
By extension, it can be inferred that these species’ habitats would be impacted by 
new development.  However, the project site is a developed site and the proposed 
project would have no new impacts on wildlife or habitat.  Therefore, no new 
mitigation is required.
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3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES

(none applicable)

4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC

c. Will (or could) this project be expected to result in the generation of noise 
levels in excess of those currently existing in the area, after construction?

Yes, Not Significant.  The project site is a previously developed but currently 
vacant property.  Therefore, any new development would generate noise levels in
excess of those currently existing.  However, the proposed project is a use that is 
allowed in the designated zoning district and compatible with other land uses in 
the project vicinity.  Because the proposed project would be subject to the San 
Mateo County Noise Ordinance, no mitigation is required.

e. Will (or could) this project be subject to noise levels in excess of levels 
determined appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance standard?

Yes, Not Significant.  The site is located approximately 1,000 feet south of the 
Half Moon Bay Airport.  However, Building Codes requirements will ensure that 
interior noise levels will comply with the County Noise Ordinance standard.  The 
project site is outside of the 55 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 
contours as shown on Map HMB-7 in the San Mateo County Comprehensive 
Airport Land Use Plan.  Therefore, no new mitigation is required.

f. Will (or could) this project generate noise levels in excess of levels deter-
mined appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance standard?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Construction activities would result in short-
term noise impacts.  Anticipated construction noise levels may include pile 
driving, depending on the foundation system used; however, pile driving would be 
for a relatively short amount of the overall construction period.  Noise generated 
by construction activity for this site is expected to be typical construction noise 
levels for commercial/industrial construction and are considered temporary in 
nature.  The following measure would mitigate the potential yet temporary impact 
of construction noise to a less-than-significant level by ensuring that there would 
be no exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies nor a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project during 
project construction.

Mitigation Measure 5:  The following construction noise control measures are 
recommended to limit noise generated during the construction period.
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Limit construction to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) Monday 
through Friday, with no construction activities on Sundays, Thanksgiving 
or Christmas, in accordance with San Mateo County Code Section 4.88.360.

Utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources 
where technology exists.

Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engine.

Equip all internal combustion engine driven equipment with intake and 
exhaust mufflers that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

Locate stationary noise generating equipment as far as possible from noise 
sensitive receptors.

Designate a noise disturbance coordinator who would be responsible for 
responding to any local complaints about construction noise.  The disturbance 
coordinator would determine the cause of the noise complaints (e.g., starting 
too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute reasonable measures warranted to 
correct the problem.  Conspicuously post a telephone number for the 
disturbance coordinator at the construction site.

g. Will (or could) this project generate polluted or increased surface water 
runoff or affect groundwater resources?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Without proper mitigation, the proposed 
project could contribute to the degradation of existing surface water quality 
conditions due to potential erosion and sedimentation during grading and 
construction.  Furthermore, surface water runoff could detrimentally affect 
adjacent properties without proper drainage from the project site.

Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5023 of the San 
Mateo County Code, submit a Construction Site Stormwater Management Plan 
to the Planning and Building Department, for the review and approval by the 
Community Development Director prior to the issuance of building permits.  The 
plan shall illustrate and describe appropriate methods, chosen by the applicant 
from the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, to control 
stormwater runoff from the project site during construction.

As part of the stormwater management plan required by the building permit, 
the applicant shall submit an erosion and sediment control plan designed by an 
erosion control professional, landscape architect, or civil engineer (hereafter 
referred to as the applicant’s erosion control consultant) specializing in erosion 
control.  The plan shall be submitted to the Planning and Building Department 
and the Public Works Department for review and approval prior to the issuance 
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of building permits.  The erosion and sediment control plan shall stipulate all such 
measures to be implemented in the event of a storm during construction through-
out the winter season (effective October 15 through April 15).  The Planning and 
Building Department shall confirm that the approved plan is in place and ready to 
be implemented (in case of an impending or actual storm) prior to the start of any 
grading or construction activities at the site.  Implementation of the plan shall 
occur as follows:

a. The erosion and sediment control plan shall be submitted, reviewed and 
approved prior to the issuance of building permits.  It shall be imple-
mented and inspected as part of the inspection process for the project.  
The approved plan shall be activated during the period of grading activity 
if any rainstorms occur.  Any revisions to the plan shall be prepared and 
signed by the applicant’s erosion control consultant and reviewed by the 
Department of Public Works.

b. The plan shall be based on the specific erosion and sediment transport 
control needs in which grading and construction are to occur.  The plan 
shall specifically address how the adjacent shoreline will be protected 
during construction activity.  The possible methods are not necessarily 
limited to the following items:

(1) Confine grading and activities related to grading (construction, 
preparation and use of equipment and material storage/staging 
areas, preparation of access roads) to the dry season, whenever 
possible.

(2) If grading or activities related to grading need to be scheduled for 
the wet season, ensure that structural erosion and sediment trans-
port control measures are ready for implementation prior to the 
onset of the first major storm of the season.

(3) Locate staging areas outside major drainage ways.

(4) Keep the lengths and gradients of constructed slopes (cut or fill) 
as low as possible.

(5) Prevent runoff from flowing over unprotected slopes.

(6) Keep disturbed areas (areas of grading and related activities) to the 
minimum necessary for demolition or construction.

(7) Keep runoff away from disturbed areas during grading and related 
activities.
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(8) Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either by vegeta-
tive or mechanical methods.  Seed mixes used for erosion control 
shall contain only native, non-invasive species.

(9) Direct runoff over vegetated areas prior to discharge into public 
storm drainage systems, whenever possible.

(10) Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as 
check dams, sediment ponds, or siltation fences.

(11) Make the contractor responsible for the removal and disposal of all 
sedimentation on-site or off-site that is generated by grading and 
related activities of the project.

(12) Use landscaping and grading methods that lower the potential for 
downstream sedimentation.  Modified drainage patterns, longer 
flow paths, encouraging infiltration into the ground, and slower 
stormwater conveyance velocities are examples of effective 
methods.

(13) Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the appli-
cation of fertilizers, herbicides, pesticides, or other hazardous 
substances.  Provide proper instruction to all landscaping personnel 
on the construction team.

c. During the installation of the erosion and sediment control structures, 
the applicant’s erosion control consultant shall be on the site to supervise 
the implementation of the designs, and the maintenance of the facilities 
throughout the grading and construction period.  It shall be the respon-
sibility of the consultant to regularly inspect the erosion control measures 
and determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper main-
tenance is being performed.  Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected.

Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall submit an on-site drainage plan, as 
prepared by their civil engineer, showing all permanent post-construction storm-
water controls and drainage mechanisms prior to the issuance of building permits. 
The required drainage plan shall show, in all respective cases, the necessary 
mechanisms to contain all water runoff generated by on-site impervious surfaces 
and shall include facilities to minimize the amount and pollutants of stormwater 
runoff through on-site percolation and filtering facilities.  The drainage plan shall 
be submitted to the Planning and Building Department for review and approval by 
the Community Development Director prior to the issuance of building permits.  
The plan shall be included as part of the project’s final building permit application 
and construction plans.  The County Building Inspection Section and Department 
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of Public Works shall ensure that the approved plan is implemented prior to the 
project’s final building and/or grading inspection approval.

5. TRANSPORTATION

c. Will (or could) this project result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic 
patterns or volumes (including bicycles)?

Yes, Not Significant.  Because the project is on a site that is currently vacant, any 
new land use will result in increase traffic volumes and perhaps changes in traffic 
patterns in the immediate vicinity.  The future uses of the site will be determined 
by the allowed uses within the W Zoning District.  These uses include marine-
related trades, services and manufacturing.  As all the future uses are not known at 
this time, the traffic projection was based on an assumption that 80 percent of the 
square footage would be general light industrial use and 20 percent would be 
specialty retail.  Based on this assumption, the average daily trips (ADT) for this 
development would be 248 trips, as shown in the following table.  This traffic 
volume can be readily accommodated by the existing grid street system in the 
project vicinity.  The allowed uses would be job generating, and therefore, would 
not result in significant new commute traffic out of the community.  Therefore, no 
mitigation is required.

Projected Average Daily Traffic Generation

Land Use Code Square Feet Generation Rate Daily Trips

General Light Industrial 110 13,717 6.97 trips
per 1,000 sq. ft.

95.61

Specialty Retail Center 814 3,430 44.32 trips
per 1,000 sq. ft.

152.02

TOTAL 17,147 247.63

Source:  Based on the institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 
7th Edition, 2003.

e. Will (or could) this project result in or increase traffic hazards?

Yes, Not Significant.  Because the project is on a site that is currently vacant, any 
new land use will result in the generation of new traffic and associated potential 
hazards in the immediate vicinity.  However, the project will use the existing 
driveway curb cut which was not identified as a hazard when the site was 
previously used, and Princeton Road is relatively straight and level.  There is no 
existing traffic hazard in the vicinity of the project.  Therefore, the continued use 
of the existing driveway curb cut for the proposed use would not result in any new 
traffic hazards or increased hazard; and, no mitigation is required.
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g. Will (or could) this project generate traffic which will adversely affect the 
traffic carrying capacity of any roadway?

Yes, Not Significant.  Because the project is on a site that is currently vacant, any 
new land use will result in the generation of new traffic.  The projected traffic 
generation for the proposed project is 248 ADT, which is within the carrying 
capacity of the existing roadway system.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.

6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS

b. Will (or could) this project result in any the introduction of activities not 
currently found within the community?

Yes, Not Significant.  The proposed project includes a proposed fish processing 
and retail use which is allowed subject to a Conditional Use Permit in the W 
Zoning District.  The other uses that may locate in the proposed project are not yet 
known, but will be in compliance with the uses permitted or conditionally allowed 
in the W Zoning District.  The fish processing and retail use is a use encouraged 
by the County as an appropriate waterfront activity.  The area surrounding the 
project site includes a variety of industrial and commercial uses, including non-
marine uses such as legally non-conforming residences are common in the 
vicinity.  Project conditions of approval address potential land use conflicts 
and no additional mitigation is required.

d. Will (or could) this project result in any changes in land use, either on or off 
the project site?

Yes, Not Significant.  The project site was formerly used as a boat launch and the 
proposal is for marine-related uses within new structures.  The proposed land use 
is a change from prior use but is consistent with the purposes and standards of the 
zoning district; therefore, no mitigation is required.

e. Will (or could) this project serve to encourage off-site development of 
presently undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already 
developed areas?

Yes, Not Significant.  The proposed project may bring new industry to the area 
and could result in pressure to accommodate associated commercial or residential 
uses.  However, the project is an infill project on a vacant site with other vacant 
properties in the vicinity.  Therefore, the increase in development intensity is 
minimal and no mitigation is required.
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7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL, AND HISTORIC

a. Will (or could) this project be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or 
within a State or County Scenic Corridor?

Yes, Not Significant.  The subject property is not adjacent to, but is near the 
designated Scenic Highway 1 Corridor and is adjacent to the waterfront.  As such, 
sensitivity to the setting is important.  The project is designed within the develop-
ment regulations of the zoning district, including height standards, but would 
nonetheless have an impact on existing views toward the harbor and ocean.  
However, the project is similar to other approved and recently constructed struc-
tures in the vicinity and would not have a deleterious effect on views in the area.  
Therefore, no mitigation is required.

b. Will (or could) this project obstruct scenic views from existing residential 
areas, public lands, public water body, or roads?

Yes, Not Significant.  The proposed project is located at the waterfront of Pillar 
Point Harbor and would impede views of the water from parcels on the opposite 
side of Princeton Avenue.  However, other parcels in the vicinity with the same 
configuration are similarly developed consistent with the zoning district’s devel-
opment regulations.  Therefore, no mitigation is required.

d. Will (or could) this project directly or indirectly affect historical or 
archeological resources on or near the site?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Although there are no known historic or 
archeological resources on the site, the site is located within an area in which 
such resources may be present.  The implementation of the following mitigation 
measures would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure 8:  Prior to excavation and construction on the project site, 
the prime construction contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be cautioned 
on the legal and/or regulatory implications of knowingly destroying cultural 
resources or removing artifacts, human remains, and other cultural materials 
from the project site.

The project applicant shall select a qualified archaeologist prior to any demolition, 
excavation, or construction, for the County’s review and approval prior to issu-
ance of the grading permit.  The archaeologist shall have the authority to perform 
spot check monitoring of subsurface construction and watch for and evaluate 
artifacts or resources that may be uncovered.  The archaeologist shall also have 
the authority to temporarily halt excavation and construction activities in the 
immediate vicinity (within a 50-foot radius or greater area if necessary) of a find 
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if significant or potentially significant cultural resources are exposed and/or 
adversely affected by construction operations.

Reasonable time shall be allowed for the qualified archaeologist to notify the 
proper authorities for a more detailed inspection and examination of the exposed 
cultural resources.  During this time, excavation and construction would not be 
allowed in the immediate vicinity of the find; however, those activities could 
continue in other areas of the project site.

If any find were determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist, 
representatives of the project applicant or construction contractor and the County, 
and the qualified archaeologist, will meet to determine the appropriate course of 
action.

All cultural materials recovered as part of the monitoring program will be subject 
to scientific analysis, professional museum curation, and a report prepared 
according to current professional standards.

If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at 
the specific construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be 
suspended, and the San Mateo County coroner shall be immediately notified.  If 
the remains are determined by the County coroner to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 
hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and 
disposition of the remains.

e. Will (or could) this project visually intrude into an area having natural 
scenic qualities?

Yes, Not Significant.  The subject property is near scenic Highway 1 and is 
adjacent to the waterfront, an area of natural scenic qualities.  As such, sensitivity 
to the setting is important.  The project is designed within the development regula-
tions of the zoning district, including height standards, but would nonetheless 
have an impact on existing views toward the harbor and ocean.  However, the 
project is similar to other approved and recently constructed structures in the 
vicinity and would not have a deleterious effect on views in the area. Therefore, 
no mitigation is required.

LSA/LAA:cdn – LSAS0798_WCH.DOC



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public 
Resources Code 21,000, et seq.), that the following project:  Boatyard Coastal Development 
Permit, Use Permit, and Design Review, when adopted and implemented, will not have a 
significant impact on the environment.

FILE NO.:  PLN 2005-00349

OWNER:  Princeton Boatyard, LLC

APPLICANT:  Frederick Herring

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOs.:  047-037-060 thru -070, -140-037-140 thru –170; and
047-037-420 thru 430

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The proposed project is a new grouping of four (4) commercial buildings totaling 17,147 square 
feet on eight (8) existing parcels totaling 22,000 square feet, located between Princeton Avenue 
and Ocean Boulevard, a paper street, in the unincorporated Princeton area of San Mateo County. 
The new buildings will accommodate fish-related and similar compatible commercial activities. 
The project requires a Coastal Development Permit, Use Permit, and staff-level Design Review.  
The project site was formerly used as a boat launch but is currently vacant.

Based on all project information, including uses and construction methods for new proposed 
structures, and consideration of potential cumulative impacts resulting from other development 
proposed at the site, Planning Department staff completed the Initial Study and determined that 
the proposed project will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment, if mitigated 
as recommended in the following discussion.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

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

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

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

3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area.

4. The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use.
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5. In addition, the project will not:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mitigation Measure 1:  The site is located within Seismic Zone 4.  Therefore, a Seismic Zone 
Factor, Z, of 0.40 applies to the site.  Soil Profile Type SD (stiff soil) shall be used for the site.

Mitigation Measure 2:  The project shall be designed and constructed in accordance with 
current earthquake resistance standards.

Mitigation Measure 3:  The project shall install drain trenches and/or a pump to minimize 
groundwater disturbance from below-grade foundation walls if such foundations are used for 
structures on the site.

Mitigation Measure 4: Construction activity (including tree removal, pruning, or grading) 
adjacent to trees should be conducted outside of the nesting season, which generally occurs 
between February 1 and August 15.  If such activity must occur during the nesting season, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction nesting bird survey of the trees within the 
vicinity of proposed construction activity.  If no nesting birds are observed, no further action is 
required and construction activity shall commence within one week of the survey to prevent take 
of individual birds that may have begun nesting after the survey.  If birds are observed nesting, 
construction activity shall be delayed until after the young have fledged, as determined by bird 
surveys by a qualified biologist, or until after the nesting season described above, in coordination 
with the California Department of Fish and Game.

Mitigation Measure 5:  The following construction noise control measures are recommended to 
limit noise generated during the construction period.

a. Limit construction to daytime hours (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) Monday through Friday, with 
no construction activities on Sundays, Thanksgiving or Christmas, in accordance with San 
Mateo County Code Section 4.88.360.
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b. Utilize “quiet” models of air compressors and other stationary noise sources where 
technology exists.

c. Prohibit unnecessary idling of internal combustion engine.

d. Equip all internal combustion engine driven equipment with intake and exhaust mufflers 
that are in good condition and appropriate for the equipment.

e. Locate stationary noise generating equipment as far as possible from noise sensitive 
receptors.

f. Designate a noise disturbance coordinator who would be responsible for responding to any 
local complaints about construction noise.  The disturbance coordinator would determine 
the cause of the noise complaints (e.g., starting too early, bad muffler, etc.) and institute 
reasonable measures warranted to correct the problem.  Conspicuously post a telephone 
number for the disturbance coordinator at the construction site.

Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5023 of the San Mateo County 
Code, submit a Construction Site Stormwater Management Plan to the Planning and Building 
Department, for the review and approval by the Community Development Director prior to the 
issuance of building permits.  The plan shall illustrate and describe appropriate methods, chosen 
by the applicant from the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, to 
control stormwater runoff from the project site during construction.

As part of the stormwater management plan required by the building permit, the applicant 
shall submit an erosion and sediment control plan designed by an erosion control professional, 
landscape architect, or civil engineer (hereafter referred to as the applicant’s erosion control 
consultant) specializing in erosion control.  The plan shall be submitted to the Planning and 
Building Department and the Public Works Department for review and approval prior to the 
issuance of building permits.  The erosion and sediment control plan shall stipulate all such 
measures to be implemented in the event of a storm during construction throughout the winter 
season (effective October 15 through April 15).  The Planning and Building Department shall 
confirm that the approved plan is in place and ready to be implemented (in case of an impending 
or actual storm) prior to the start of any grading or construction activities at the site.  
Implementation of the plan shall occur as follows:

a. The erosion and sediment control plan shall be submitted, reviewed and approved prior 
to the issuance of building permits.  It shall be implemented and inspected as part of the 
inspection process for the project.  The approved plan shall be activated during the period 
of grading activity if any rainstorms occur.  Any revisions to the plan shall be prepared and 
signed by the applicant’s erosion control consultant and reviewed by the Department of 
Public Works.

b. The plan shall be based on the specific erosion and sediment transport control needs in 
which grading and construction are to occur.  The plan shall specifically address how the 
adjacent shoreline will be protected during construction activity.  The possible methods 
are not necessarily limited to the following items:
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(1) Confine grading and activities related to grading (construction, preparation and use 
of equipment and material storage/staging areas, preparation of access roads) to the 
dry season, whenever possible.

(2) If grading or activities related to grading need to be scheduled for the wet season, 
ensure that structural erosion and sediment transport control measures are ready 
for implementation prior to the onset of the first major storm of the season.

(3) Locate staging areas outside major drainage ways.

(4) Keep the lengths and gradients of constructed slopes (cut or fill) as low as possible.

(5) Prevent runoff from flowing over unprotected slopes.

(6) Keep disturbed areas (areas of grading and related activities) to the minimum 
necessary for demolition or construction.

(7) Keep runoff away from disturbed areas during grading and related activities.

(8) Stabilize disturbed areas as quickly as possible, either by vegetative or mechanical 
methods.  Seed mixes used for erosion control shall contain only native, non-
invasive species.

(9) Direct runoff over vegetated areas prior to discharge into public storm drainage 
systems, whenever possible.

(10) Trap sediment before it leaves the site with such techniques as check dams, sediment 
ponds, or siltation fences.

(11) Make the contractor responsible for the removal and disposal of all sedimentation 
on-site or off-site that is generated by grading and related activities of the project.

(12) Use landscaping and grading methods that lower the potential for downstream 
sedimentation.  Modified drainage patterns, longer flow paths, encouraging 
infiltration into the ground, and slower stormwater conveyance velocities are 
examples of effective methods.

(13) Control landscaping activities carefully with regard to the application of fertilizers, 
herbicides, pesticides, or other hazardous substances.  Provide proper instruction to 
all landscaping personnel on the construction team.

c. During the installation of the erosion and sediment control structures, the applicant’s 
erosion control consultant shall be on the site to supervise the implementation of the 
designs, and the maintenance of the facilities throughout the grading and construction 
period.  It shall be the responsibility of the consultant to regularly inspect the erosion 
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control measures and determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper 
maintenance is being performed.  Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected.

Mitigation Measure 7:  The applicant shall submit an on-site drainage plan, as prepared by 
their civil engineer, showing all permanent post-construction stormwater controls and drainage 
mechanisms prior to the issuance of building permits. The required drainage plan shall show, in 
all respective cases, the necessary mechanisms to contain all water runoff generated by on-site 
impervious surfaces and shall include facilities to minimize the amount and pollutants of 
stormwater runoff through on-site percolation and filtering facilities.  The drainage plan shall be 
submitted to the Planning and Building Department for review and approval by the Community 
Development Director prior to the issuance of building permits.  The plan shall be included as 
part of the project’s final building permit application and construction plans.  The County 
Building Inspection Section and Department of Public Works shall ensure that the approved 
plan is implemented prior to the project’s final building and/or grading inspection approval.

Mitigation Measure 8:  Prior to excavation and construction on the project site, the prime con-
struction contractor and any subcontractor(s) shall be cautioned on the legal and/or regulatory 
implications of knowingly destroying cultural resources or removing artifacts, human remains, 
and other cultural materials from the project site.

The project applicant shall select a qualified archaeologist prior to any demolition, excavation, or 
construction, for the County’s review and approval prior to issuance of the grading permit.  The 
archaeologist shall have the authority to perform spot check monitoring of subsurface construc-
tion and watch for and evaluate artifacts or resources that may be uncovered.  The archaeologist 
shall also have the authority to temporarily halt excavation and construction activities in the 
immediate vicinity (within a 50-foot radius or greater area if necessary) of a find if significant 
or potentially significant cultural resources are exposed and/or adversely affected by construction
operations.

Reasonable time shall be allowed for the qualified archaeologist to notify the proper authorities 
for a more detailed inspection and examination of the exposed cultural resources.  During this 
time, excavation and construction would not be allowed in the immediate vicinity of the find; 
however, those activities could continue in other areas of the project site.

If any find were determined to be significant by the qualified archaeologist, representatives of the 
project applicant or construction contractor and the County, and the qualified archaeologist, will 
meet to determine the appropriate course of action.

All cultural materials recovered as part of the monitoring program will be subject to scientific 
analysis, professional museum curation, and a report prepared according to current professional 
standards.

If human remains are discovered at the project site during construction, work at the specific 
construction site at which the remains have been uncovered shall be suspended, and the San 
Mateo County coroner shall be immediately notified.  If the remains are determined by the 
County coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
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shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of the NAHC shall be adhered to in the 
treatment and disposition of the remains.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION

Coastal Commission; but Commission staff did not submit any comment.  The Coastal 
Commission would have jurisdiction only upon appeal.

INITIAL STUDY

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

REVIEW PERIOD August 18, 2008 to September 8, 2008.

All comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this Negative Declaration 
must be received by the County Planning and Building Department, 455 County Center, Second 
Floor, Redwood City, no later than 5:00 p.m., September 8, 2008.

CONTACT PERSON

Collete Meunier, AICP
510/540-7331
colette.meunier@LSA-ASSOC.com

or

Lisa Aozasa, Senior Planner
650/363-4852
laozasa@co.sanmateo.ca.us

Lisa Aozasa, Senior Planner

LSA/LAA:cdn – LSAS0800_WCH.DOC
CPD FORM A-ENV-35
FRM00013.DOC
(01/11/2007)
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Midcoast Community Council 
An elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 

representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar 

P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA  94038-0248 
 

Bill Kehoe       Laura Stein       Lisa Ketcham       Bob Kline       Len Erickson       Dan Haggerty 
Chair             Vice-Chair            Secretary            Treasurer                                                       . 

 
Date: August 22, 2012 
 
To:   Olivia Boo, Project Planner 
 
Subject:  PLN2005-00349, 264-280 Princeton Ave, Boatyard (Foss) Project 
 
The MCC has reviewed the revised plans for this project which you sent us on 8/10/12.  The project 
as approved by ZHO on 9/18/08 consisted of 4 commercial buildings, 36 ft tall, totaling 17,147 sf.  
The revised project consists of 6 buildings totaling 18,318 sf, 30 ft tall (reduced height due to 
substandard 25-ft-wide lot size).  
 
Condition of approval #22 required merging parcels 6&7, and 14-16. Revised parcel ownership 
now is divided between two entities (Princeton Boatyard LLC and Eventide Charters LLC) with 
adjacent parcels arbitrarily having alternating ownership, preventing merging of any of these 
substandard parcels.   
 
The site plan shows the “toe of the bank” as much as 8 ft out from the seawall, when actually the 
beach has sunk below the base of the wall, undermining it.  The wall also has major cracks up to 2” 
wide.  As reported by former boatyard employee, the wall was built without permits around 1979 by 
the boatyard crew. The wall was poured at approximately the toe of the bank and dirt filled in 
behind it to provide extended level area for storing and working on boats. Previously the land had 
been sloped down to the shore. 
 
The site plan depicts the seawall as extending in front of 3 parcels, when in fact it is only 50 ft long. 
Parcel “E” is actually the location of the boat ramp with significantly lower elevation and no seawall. 
The plan shows building “E” about 2 ft from the seawall that is not actually there. 
 
Condition of approval #18 requires the owner to agree in writing to participate in an “area-wide 
shoreline protection solution” including removal of riprap if required.  The LCP does not allow 
approval of projects that require armoring.  This project appears to include a seawall extension with 
raised fill behind it for parcel “E”, and major repairs, if not complete replacement, of the existing 
unpermitted wall and riprap.  The only other development in this block is set reasonably well back 
from the shore (Karp & Yacht Club).  Other projects by this applicant/designer along the western-
most block of Princeton shoreline have been permitted so close to the shore that emergency 
unpermitted armoring has been put in place, sometimes before construction was even complete. 
 
The project 50-year erosion study notes that up to 15 ft of land was added at the time the seawall 
was built.  This project proposes allowing buildings on top of the added land, right up to the edge 
with no room for any coastal retreat.  The study estimates that without well-maintained armoring 
the bank would retreat 22 feet over the next 50 years. Note this does not include projected sea 
level rise.  The project needs to be moved further away from the shore in order to allow shoreline 
retreat.  The deteriorated, unpermitted seawall should be removed. 
 
The revised project does not address the 2006 MCC concerns regarding the 150-ft solid wall of 
adjoined buildings which in one stroke would block off from view about one third of the waterfront 
between Vassar and Columbia.  Development needs to provide for views to the shore from 
Princeton Ave, route of the California Coastal Trail. 

Attachment O



 

 

The exterior style of the buildings has not changed and does not comply with the Visual Resources 
Component and the Design Review Standards of the LCP.  Considering these buildings are on the 
shoreline, we feel it is imperative that they reflect the nautical character of the harbor setting.  We 
have seen the results of this type of development in the western-most block of Princeton Ave (or as 
they are addressed, Ocean Blvd) -- the industrial “airplane hangar” look, tall and looming over the 
beach, built so close to the shore that emergency armoring is immediately required, greatly 
diminishing the experience of walking along the shore.  
 
Of the recent waterfront buildings of this style, not one is currently being used for marine-related 
commercial use and the only access is from the street. Waterfront shoreline zoning is for marine-
related commercial uses that actually require shoreline access. It is meant to enhance and protect 
coastal resources. How does taking out a boat ramp, armoring the shoreline and walling it off 
behind a 30-ft tall wall of buildings accomplish that?  
 
Our precious limited amount of shoreline should be reserved for visitor-serving or marine-related 
uses that actually require shoreline access, such as the yacht club, the Inn, and the Conference 
Center.  This is the architecture, scale, spacing and use that should be allowed and encouraged in 
these last two (eastern-most) blocks of Princeton shoreline. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
s/Bill Kehoe, Chair 
Midcoast Community Council 
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