
1

Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:18 AM
To: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Steve Monowitz; John Nibbelin; Fred; dbyers@landuselaw.net
Subject: Lot 9-11 Update
Attachments: Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_080917_Remaining Items.pdf

Importance: High

Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
As I informed Jack on Tuesday, the Minor Modification Notice for the footprint (and resulting setback and design 
change) on Lot 9 and the shift of the house location on Lot 11 will likely go out today.  It will have a 2 week comment 
period. 
 
As I have also discussed with Jack, Supervisor Pine and County staff will be meeting with concerned neighbors during this 
2‐week period, as requested by the neighbors.  Within this same timeframe, we encourage you to submit full plan sets 
(architectural, civil, structural, etc.) to address the outstanding comments from review agencies for the BLD Permits for 
Lots 9‐11.   Please consult the online permit system (https://aca.accela.com/smcgov/; no log‐in required, select Building 
tab, enter only the BLD# using all caps into the search) for a list of remaining agencies and comments for each lot.  The 
case numbers are: BLD2016‐00160, 159, and 158. 
 
As an example, Lot 10 (BLD2016‐00158) has the following agencies still outstanding: 
 
Planning 
Building 
DPW 
Sewer 
Water  
Waste Management 
*Only Geo and Fire have been signed off 
 
Thank you  
 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:34 PM
Subject: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 (Highland 

Estates)
Attachments: Minor Modification Memo_August 2017.pdf

Please see attached Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 of the Highland Estates 
Project.   
 
This notice was also sent by mail to property owners of property located within 300 feet of Lot 9 (end of Cobblehill 
Place; on right side) and Lot 11 (end of Cowpens Way). 
 
Thank you 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Tom Finke <tomfinke2010@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:09 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 

(Highland Estates)

Thanks Camille for sending this notice. 
 
Could you send me links to the latest plans and architectural renderings for the house at 88 Cowpens (Lot 11), 
as I'm trying to imagine how the 6.2 foot shift to the left will impact the view from my backyard at 2067 New 
Brunswick Drive.  I'm looking on https://aca.accela.com/smcgov/ but can't find these documents. 
 
Btw I contacted Ticonderoga Partners / Chamberlain Group to ask if they'd be interested in selling the lot to me 
directly, but have not received a reply. 
 
Thanks, 
Tom 
 
 
On Fri, Aug 25, 2017 at 12:33 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Please see attached Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 of the Highland 
Estates Project.   

  

This notice was also sent by mail to property owners of property located within 300 feet of Lot 9 (end of 
Cobblehill Place; on right side) and Lot 11 (end of Cowpens Way). 

  

Thank you 

  

Camille Leung, Senior Planner 

Planning & Building Department 

455 County Center, 2nd Floor 

Redwood City, CA 94063 

Phone - 650-363-1826 

Fax – 650-363-4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 10:00 AM
To: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: John Nibbelin; Fred
Subject: RE: Lot 9-11 Update
Attachments: Transportation Plan_031814.pdf

Hi Jack, 
 
The comment period ends on September 8th.  No comments thus far.   
 
In addition to the items listed in my last list dated 8‐9‐17, please also provide the Construction Management Plan 
required by Condition 4w.  I attached a plan you submitted for Bunker Hill.   
 
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:18 AM 
To: 'JTUTTLEC@aol.com' <JTUTTLEC@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; dbyers@landuselaw.net 
Subject: Lot 9‐11 Update 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
As I informed Jack on Tuesday, the Minor Modification Notice for the footprint (and resulting setback and design 
change) on Lot 9 and the shift of the house location on Lot 11 will likely go out today.  It will have a 2 week comment 
period. 
 
As I have also discussed with Jack, Supervisor Pine and County staff will be meeting with concerned neighbors during this 
2‐week period, as requested by the neighbors.  Within this same timeframe, we encourage you to submit full plan sets 
(architectural, civil, structural, etc.) to address the outstanding comments from review agencies for the BLD Permits for 
Lots 9‐11.   Please consult the online permit system (https://aca.accela.com/smcgov/; no log‐in required, select Building 
tab, enter only the BLD# using all caps into the search) for a list of remaining agencies and comments for each lot.  The 
case numbers are: BLD2016‐00160, 159, and 158. 
 
As an example, Lot 10 (BLD2016‐00158) has the following agencies still outstanding: 
 
Planning 
Building 
DPW 
Sewer 
Water  
Waste Management 
*Only Geo and Fire have been signed off 
 
Thank you  
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Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Tom Finke <tomfinke2010@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 10:22 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 

(Highland Estates)

Thanks Camille. 
 
On Tue, Aug 29, 2017 at 10:56 AM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Here you go  

  

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/dxb150389drgaor/AACjdS0J_DvmuaKUzA87MIeZa?dl=0 

  

  

From: Tom Finke [mailto:tomfinke2010@gmail.com]  
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 1:09 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 (Highland Estates) 

  

Thanks Camille for sending this notice. 

  

Could you send me links to the latest plans and architectural renderings for the house at 88 Cowpens (Lot 11), 
as I'm trying to imagine how the 6.2 foot shift to the left will impact the view from my backyard at 2067 New 
Brunswick Drive.  I'm looking on https://aca.accela.com/smcgov/ but can't find these documents. 

  

Btw I contacted Ticonderoga Partners / Chamberlain Group to ask if they'd be interested in selling the lot to me 
directly, but have not received a reply. 

  

Thanks, 

Tom 
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On Fri, Aug 25, 2017 at 12:33 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Please see attached Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 of the 
Highland Estates Project.   

  

This notice was also sent by mail to property owners of property located within 300 feet of Lot 9 (end of 
Cobblehill Place; on right side) and Lot 11 (end of Cowpens Way). 

  

Thank you 

  

Camille Leung, Senior Planner 

Planning & Building Department 

455 County Center, 2nd Floor 

Redwood City, CA 94063 

Phone - 650-363-1826 

Fax – 650-363-4849 

  

  

 



1

Camille Leung

From: JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Sent: Friday, September 01, 2017 9:35 AM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Lot 9-11 Update

Thanks Camille, 
  
Jack 
  
In a message dated 8/31/2017 10:00:10 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time, cleung@smcgov.org writes: 

Hi Jack, 

 

The comment period ends on September 8th.  No comments thus far.   

 

In addition to the items listed in my last list dated 8-9-17, please also provide the Construction 
Management Plan required by Condition 4w.  I attached a plan you submitted for Bunker Hill.   

 

Thanks 

 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:18 AM 
To: 'JTUTTLEC@aol.com' <JTUTTLEC@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; dbyers@landuselaw.net 
Subject: Lot 9-11 Update 
Importance: High 

 

Hi Jack and Noel, 

 

As I informed Jack on Tuesday, the Minor Modification Notice for the footprint (and resulting setback 
and design change) on Lot 9 and the shift of the house location on Lot 11 will likely go out today.  It 
will have a 2 week comment period. 
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As I have also discussed with Jack, Supervisor Pine and County staff will be meeting with concerned 
neighbors during this 2-week period, as requested by the neighbors.  Within this same timeframe, we 
encourage you to submit full plan sets (architectural, civil, structural, etc.) to address the outstanding 
comments from review agencies for the BLD Permits for Lots 9-11.   Please consult the online permit 
system (https://aca.accela.com/smcgov/; no log-in required, select Building tab, enter only the BLD# 
using all caps into the search) for a list of remaining agencies and comments for each lot.  The case 
numbers are: BLD2016-00160, 159, and 158. 

 

As an example, Lot 10 (BLD2016-00158) has the following agencies still outstanding: 

 

Planning 

Building 

DPW 

Sewer 

Water  

Waste Management 

*Only Geo and Fire have been signed off 

 

Thank you  

 

 

Camille Leung, Senior Planner 

Planning & Building Department 

455 County Center, 2nd Floor 

Redwood City, CA 94063 

Phone - 650-363-1826 

Fax – 650-363-4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Fred
Subject: Highland Estates
Attachments: scan.pdf

Hi Camille, 
 
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
 
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
 
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2017 11:15 AM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Cc: Fred
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

Hi Noel, 
 
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
 
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
 
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2017 4:24 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Subject: RE: Requested Documents
Attachments: 230-1-8 Lot 5 Response to County Comments.pdf; 230-1-8 Lot 6 Response to County 

Comments.pdf; 230-1-8 Lot 7 Response to County Comments.pdf; 230-1-8 Lot 8 
Response to County Comments.pdf; County Form for Lot 9 signed 12-3-16.pdf; County 
Form for Lot 10 signed 12-3-16.pdf; County Form for Lot 11 signed.pdf; 230-1-6 Lots 
9-11 Response to County Comments 12-09-16 final.pdf

County Response to lots 5 to 11, and signed form section I for 9 to 11. I cant find my copy of the signed form section I for 
Lots 5 to 8.  If you can send me the blank onces I can resign them. 
 
Scott 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Scott E. Fitinghoff, P.E., G.E. 
Principal Engineer 
408-747-7503 (cell) 
 

 
 
1259 Oakmead Parkway 
Sunnyvale | California 94085 
T 408-245-4600 Ext. 103 | F 408-245-4620 

 
www.cornerstoneearth.com 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2017 3:55 PM 
To: Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com> 
Subject: FW: Requested Documents 
 
Hi Scott, 
 
Please send documents requested below as soon as possible  
 
Thanks! 
 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
San Mateo County  
Planning and Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650‐363‐1826 
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 9:56 AM 
To: 'sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com' <sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com> 
Cc: 'JTUTTLEC@aol.com' <JTUTTLEC@aol.com> 
Subject: RE: Requested Documents 
 
Hi Scott, 
 
Can you also include the signed Section I forms. 
 
Thanks! 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 2:08 PM 
To: 'sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com' <sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: Requested Documents 
 
Hi Scott, 
 
In response to a neighbor inquiry, can you send me: 
 
1 – PDF or link to Cornerstone Report dated 10/30/15 
2 – Cornerstone’s response to Jean Demouthe’s Comment letter of April 6, 2016 for Lots 9‐11, and Lots 5‐8 if available 
 
Can you send in a week? 
 
Thanks! 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 



1

Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 10:24 AM
To: Camille Leung; Fred

Hi Camille, 
 
I believe that Fred and I have the balance of the stuff ready to submit for lots 9-11. 
 
Is there a time that you would be able to meet. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 
See you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 10:01 PM
To: Camille Leung; Steve Monowitz; Dave Pine
Cc: Deke & Corrin Brown; Chris Misner; Mark Luechtefeld; Liesje Nicolas; Pamela 

Merkadeau; Dave Michaels; Christopher Karic; Alan Palter; Jane Knapel; Lennie Roberts; 
Rick Priola; Catherine Palter

Subject: Re: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 
(Highland Estates)

Attachments: Chamberlain Houses.pdf

Dear Camille and Steve 
 
Attached is the email thread dated 31 August 2017 to Dave Pine from the Highlands 
Community Association which addresses currently proposed major modifications under 
the Conditions of Approval for County File No. PLN 2006-0035.    
This same attached email dated 31 August 2017 disagrees with the modifications as 
proposed under circumstances leaving the community deprived of 1) requested 
information needed and 2) due process both of which are required to enable the 
community to appropriately address the above noted subject "Notice of Consideration of 
Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 (Highland Estates)" also referred to in the 
County notice as "Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification to an approved 
Resource Management (RM) Permit (PLN2006-00357) for the development of Lot 9 
(2185 Cobblehill Place; BLD2016-00160), and Lot 11 (88 Cowpens Way; BLD2016- 
00159), in the San Mateo Highlands Area" dated August 25, 2017.  
 
In addition, the attached 31 August 2017 email thread addresses the involvement in 
which Supervisor Pine engaged with County Planning for this project and includes 
requests for information under requirements of the California Public Records Act 
("CPRA"). It also addresses the need to restore due process on this project, 
implementation of its conditions of approval, and its modifications with the communities 
here.  
 
As noted in our current issue of the Highlands lowdown, community members look 
forward to a genuine opportunity to work cooperatively in a fully informed manner with 
all project modifications and to verification of appropriate implementation of conditions 
of approval for this project under County File No. PLN 2006-0035. 
 
Thank you 
Sam 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
To:  
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Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 12:33 PM 
Subject: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 (Highland Estates) 
 
Please see attached Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 of the Highland 
Estates Project.   
  
This notice was also sent by mail to property owners of property located within 300 feet of Lot 9 (end of 
Cobblehill Place; on right side) and Lot 11 (end of Cowpens Way). 
  
Thank you 
  
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone - 650-363-1826 
Fax – 650-363-4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:39 AM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Fred; JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

I will see you tomorrow at 10:00.  Have a great day 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:15 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I have a meeting at 9:15 tomorrow…… But I am free after that from 10‐12 and 2‐5pm. 
 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
Can we do tomorrow at 9:00 AM? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Shoot can we make it 2:30?  A conflict just came up…. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 



2

See you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:58 AM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Cc: Fred; JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

Ok see you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:54 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Tomorrow at 2:00 is great.  See you then.    
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:50 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Sorry, I updated my schedule and found I have a meeting at 10:30 am.  I hope 30 mins enough time.  Or we can shoot for 
after 2 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:39 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I will see you tomorrow at 10:00.  Have a great day 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:15 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I have a meeting at 9:15 tomorrow…… But I am free after that from 10‐12 and 2‐5pm. 
 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 



2

 
Hi Camille, 
 
Can we do tomorrow at 9:00 AM? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Shoot can we make it 2:30?  A conflict just came up…. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 
See you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
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Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:11 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Cc: Fred; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; John Nibbelin; Steve Monowitz
Subject: RE: Highland Estates
Attachments: Chamberlain Agreement re MMRP_CL JDN_081717_3.docx

Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
Here’s a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Agreement we need you to sign. 
 
Also, the County is preparing an RFP to contract out mitigation monitoring services.  
 
Thanks   
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:58 AM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Ok see you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:54 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Tomorrow at 2:00 is great.  See you then.    
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:50 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Sorry, I updated my schedule and found I have a meeting at 10:30 am.  I hope 30 mins enough time.  Or we can shoot for 
after 2 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:39 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I will see you tomorrow at 10:00.  Have a great day 
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:15 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I have a meeting at 9:15 tomorrow…… But I am free after that from 10‐12 and 2‐5pm. 
 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
Can we do tomorrow at 9:00 AM? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Shoot can we make it 2:30?  A conflict just came up…. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 
See you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
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Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 4:25 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

I just need original and we can make any extra copies. 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:41 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Thank you.  How many copies do you need? 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:34 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Here you go 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
When you print it, “DRAFT” appears on the Agreement.  Can you turn off the back round on this document. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:11 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
Here’s a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Agreement we need you to sign. 
 
Also, the County is preparing an RFP to contract out mitigation monitoring services.  
 
Thanks   
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:58 AM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Ok see you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:54 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Tomorrow at 2:00 is great.  See you then.    
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:50 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Sorry, I updated my schedule and found I have a meeting at 10:30 am.  I hope 30 mins enough time.  Or we can shoot for 
after 2 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:39 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I will see you tomorrow at 10:00.  Have a great day 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:15 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I have a meeting at 9:15 tomorrow…… But I am free after that from 10‐12 and 2‐5pm. 
 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
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Can we do tomorrow at 9:00 AM? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Shoot can we make it 2:30?  A conflict just came up…. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 
See you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
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Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 4:25 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

I just need original and we can make any extra copies. 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:41 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Thank you.  How many copies do you need? 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:34 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Here you go 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
When you print it, “DRAFT” appears on the Agreement.  Can you turn off the back round on this document. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:11 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
Here’s a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Agreement we need you to sign. 
 
Also, the County is preparing an RFP to contract out mitigation monitoring services.  
 
Thanks   
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:58 AM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Ok see you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:54 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Tomorrow at 2:00 is great.  See you then.    
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:50 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Sorry, I updated my schedule and found I have a meeting at 10:30 am.  I hope 30 mins enough time.  Or we can shoot for 
after 2 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:39 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I will see you tomorrow at 10:00.  Have a great day 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:15 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I have a meeting at 9:15 tomorrow…… But I am free after that from 10‐12 and 2‐5pm. 
 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 



3

Can we do tomorrow at 9:00 AM? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Shoot can we make it 2:30?  A conflict just came up…. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 
See you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
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Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 5:12 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred
Subject: Grading Moratorium Exception Form
Attachments: REVISED4_Application for an Exception to the Winter Grading Moratorium.pdf

Hi Jack, Noel and Fred,  
 
Please fill out the form for grading past Oct 1st.   Please submit this with the grading schedule you are preparing, along 
with required supporting materials as outlined on the form.  Allow 2 weeks for processing.   
 
Thanks 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 3:01 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Fred
Subject: RE: Grading Moratorium Exception Form

Thanks Camille, 
 
I really appreciate your time yesterday.  I want to apologize for not being prepared for our meeting.  I did not realize all 
of the items on your 8/9/2017 was still outstanding.  Currently, Fred and I are compiling all of your requested 
information, putting it into sequential order and are hoping to drop off a complete submittal package tomorrow 
afternoon or Friday morning. 
 
Thanks for your patience, 
 
Noel  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 5:12 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Grading Moratorium Exception Form 
 
Hi Jack, Noel and Fred,  
 
Please fill out the form for grading past Oct 1st.   Please submit this with the grading schedule you are preparing, along 
with required supporting materials as outlined on the form.  Allow 2 weeks for processing.   
 
Thanks 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 3:15 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Cc: Fred
Subject: RE: Grading Moratorium Exception Form

Ok great thank you! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 3:01 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Grading Moratorium Exception Form 
 
Thanks Camille, 
 
I really appreciate your time yesterday.  I want to apologize for not being prepared for our meeting.  I did not realize all 
of the items on your 8/9/2017 was still outstanding.  Currently, Fred and I are compiling all of your requested 
information, putting it into sequential order and are hoping to drop off a complete submittal package tomorrow 
afternoon or Friday morning. 
 
Thanks for your patience, 
 
Noel  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 5:12 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Grading Moratorium Exception Form 
 
Hi Jack, Noel and Fred,  
 
Please fill out the form for grading past Oct 1st.   Please submit this with the grading schedule you are preparing, along 
with required supporting materials as outlined on the form.  Allow 2 weeks for processing.   
 
Thanks 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, September 14, 2017 9:00 AM
To: Joyce Pennell
Subject: RE: Plans for Lot 5 on Ticonderoga

Hi Joyce, 
 
I think they will start in May 2018 now…. Lots 9‐11 will start in a month or so 
 
From: Joyce Pennell [mailto:jpennell@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 14, 2017 8:39 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Plans for Lot 5 on Ticonderoga 

 
Hi Camille, 
Wondering if you have an update on Chamberlain's plans for Lots 5-8 on Ticonderoga Dr., San Mateo. Your last estimate (from 
Jan. 2017) was that they would start work in May, but no sign of them yet. Any news? Just curious. 
 
Thanks very much, 
Joyce Pennell 
 
On Tue, Jan 10, 2017 at 11:35 AM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Joyce, 

  

Lots 5‐8 are on hold, likely until after May 1st of this year (start of the wet season). 

  

Thanks 

  

From: Joyce Pennell [mailto:jpennell@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, January 08, 2017 8:16 PM 

 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Plans for Lot 5 on Ticonderoga 

  

Hello Camille, 
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I was wondering if you have an update on Chamberlain's plans for Lot 5 on Ticonderoga Dr., San Mateo. Last 
March, you said they had permits to begin slope repair work in May 2016, but we haven't seen any activity at 
all over there. Not that we are anxious for them to start. . . just wondering. 

  

Thanks very much, 

Joyce Pennell 

  

On Mon, Mar 21, 2016 at 7:00 PM, Joyce Pennell <jpennell@gmail.com> wrote: 

Thanks so much for your quick reply, Camille.  

  

I guess I know what I need to know. If I decide I'd like to go through the plans, I'll make an appt first with you 
before showing up. 

  

Thanks again. We really appreciate the information. 

  

Joyce 

  

On Mon, Mar 21, 2016 at 5:26 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Joyce, 

  

See below for my answers to your questions (see underlined)  

  

-  Are they still scheduled to do geological tests in May? 

Yes, but not tests but slope repair. 

  

- Any idea when construction would begin if plans are approved? 

Likely soon after slope repair work. 
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-  Our waterfall, which is mostly on Lot 5, appears on the plan with no notation at all, e.g., that it would be 
removed, etc. Any idea what that means? They plan to leave it there? We have to remove it? Other? 

I would guess that they plan to remove the portion that is on their property.  

  

-  They clearly indicate that they will not alter the slope in what is the top-left corner of the plan. However, 
they are planning to remove a 6" cork tree and an 8" oak that are on the slope leaning towards our property. I 
understand that they can do what they want with trees less than 12", but why would they want to remove 
trees that are on a steep slope away from the lot? Can we argue against that in any way? 

On Page L1 (Landscape Plan), I see that the 6” cork tree is being retained, but it is not being protected by 
fencing during construction.  It looks like only trees in the grading/building footprint are being removed.   

  

- We want to build a privacy fence after the new house is built, but it appears that the house will be very high 
compared to our lot line. What is the tallest fence that one can construct between properties? 

Maximum side fence is 6-feet high, except where fence along side is within the front setback, then a 4-feet 
height limit applies in that area.     

  

When you get a chance I can go through the plans with you if that would be helpful.  Thanks! 

  

  

  

From: Joyce Pennell [mailto:jpennell@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, March 21, 2016 2:16 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Plans for Lot 5 on Ticonderoga 

  

Sorry, two more questions: 

-  Are they still scheduled to do geological tests in May? 

  

- Any idea when construction would begin if plans are approved? 
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Thanks, 

Joyce 

  

On Mon, Mar 21, 2016 at 2:15 PM, Joyce Pennell <jpennell@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Camille, 

I dropped by to see the plans for Ticonderoga Lot 5 today. I was sorry that you weren't there, as the others 
didn't seem to know anything about the plans. I have a few questions: 

  

-  Our waterfall, which is mostly on Lot 5, appears on the plan with no notation at all, e.g., that it would be 
removed, etc. Any idea what that means? They plan to leave it there? We have to remove it? Other? 

  

-  They clearly indicate that they will not alter the slope in what is the top-left corner of the plan. However, 
they are planning to remove a 6" cork tree and an 8" oak that are on the slope leaning towards our property. 
I understand that they can do what they want with trees less than 12", but why would they want to remove 
trees that are on a steep slope away from the lot? Can we argue against that in any way? 

  

- We want to build a privacy fence after the new house is built, but it appears that the house will be very 
high compared to our lot line. What is the tallest fence that one can construct between properties? 

  

Thanks very much for your help, 

Joyce Pennell 

  

On Sun, Mar 13, 2016 at 2:27 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Joyce, 

  

Just wanted to let you know that plans for the development of the lot next to yours (Lot 5 on Ticonderoga) 
have been submitted. They are under case number BLD2016-00164. 

  

If you wish to see them, please ask for them at the Building Counter or if there is too long of a line, just ask 
for me.  
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Thanks 

  

Camille 

  

  

  

=================================================== 

Hello Camille,  

I live at 2127 Ticonderoga Drive in San Mateo. I was in to see you earlier this year about the Chamberlain 
development that is supposed to happen next door to us and what it would mean for our waterfall. 

  

We are wondering if you have any idea when Chamberlain will start building? He has finished and sold the 
four homes at the other end of the neighborhood (on Bunker Hill Dr), so we assumed he would start here 
soon. But we see no sign of it. 

  

We want to do some new landscaping in our yard, and it would help to know when he will start. Then we 
will know what he really intends to do to the hillside we have always thought was ours. 

  

Any insight on his timeline would be useful. 

  

Thanks very much, 

Joyce Pennell 

650-345-2001 

  

  

  

Camille M. Leung 
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Planning and Building Department 

455 County Center, Second Floor 

Redwood City, CA  94063 

Phone: (650) 363-1826 

Fax: (650) 363-4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 11:07 AM
To: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Chamberlain Noel; Fred
Cc: Steve Monowitz; John Nibbelin; Benjamin Vazquez
Subject: RE: Lot 9-11 Update

Hi Jack, Noel and Fred, 
 
I just spoke with John Brennan in Building regarding things needed for sign off.  If you have further questions please 
contact John or individuals listed in this email.  
 
For Sewer sign‐off, please get the will serve letter from Ben V. (599‐1443) in DPW.   
 
For Water sign‐off, you will need to provide Calwater with house plans and fire sprinkler plans, so they can provide you 
with a meter size and a will serve letter. 
 
Also, you will need to submit a separate building permit application with plans for fire sprinklers to the County. 
 
Thanks 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2017 8:18 AM 
To: 'JTUTTLEC@aol.com' <JTUTTLEC@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; dbyers@landuselaw.net 
Subject: Lot 9‐11 Update 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
As I informed Jack on Tuesday, the Minor Modification Notice for the footprint (and resulting setback and design 
change) on Lot 9 and the shift of the house location on Lot 11 will likely go out today.  It will have a 2 week comment 
period. 
 
As I have also discussed with Jack, Supervisor Pine and County staff will be meeting with concerned neighbors during this 
2‐week period, as requested by the neighbors.  Within this same timeframe, we encourage you to submit full plan sets 
(architectural, civil, structural, etc.) to address the outstanding comments from review agencies for the BLD Permits for 
Lots 9‐11.   Please consult the online permit system (https://aca.accela.com/smcgov/; no log‐in required, select Building 
tab, enter only the BLD# using all caps into the search) for a list of remaining agencies and comments for each lot.  The 
case numbers are: BLD2016‐00160, 159, and 158. 
 
As an example, Lot 10 (BLD2016‐00158) has the following agencies still outstanding: 
 
Planning 
Building 
DPW 
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Sewer 
Water  
Waste Management 
*Only Geo and Fire have been signed off 
 
Thank you  
 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: John Nibbelin
Sent: Saturday, September 16, 2017 11:57 AM
To: David Byers
Cc: Camille Leung; Steve Monowitz
Subject: Chamberlain/Highlands Project - Signature on MMRP Agreement
Attachments: 203194.pdf

Hello, Dave.  As you know, we need to get in place the agreement re the cost of implementation of the MMRP.  Could 
you please sign the attached as to form and scan it back to me?  Thanks. 
 
John 
 
John D. Nibbelin 
Chief Deputy County Counsel 
Office of the San Mateo County Counsel 
(650) 363‐4757 
jnibbelin@smcgov.org 
 



1

Camille Leung

From: John Nibbelin
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 10:41 AM
To: Steve Monowitz; Camille Leung
Cc: John Beiers
Subject: FW: chamberlain
Attachments: Scan0408.pdf

For your records, D Byers’ sign off on the form of the MMRP Contract. 
 

From: David Byers [mailto:dbyers@landuselaw.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 10:37 AM 
To: John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org> 
Subject: chamberlain 
 
John, Need building permits. Dave 
 
David J. Byers, Esq. 
Byers/Richardson 
Lawyers 
260 West MacArthur Street 
Sonoma, CA 95476 
650‐759‐3375 
Dbyers@landuselaw.net 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, September 18, 2017 11:05 AM
To: Noel Chamberlain; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Fred
Subject: RE: Grading Moratorium Exception Form
Attachments: Grading Permit Hard Card Template (8-11-2016).pdf

Hi Jack, Noel, and Fred, 
 
Please fill out the Grading Permit Hard Card form attached.  I will fill out the box on the top right (i.e., case numbers) and 
the bottom right (Accela sign‐offs).  Please submit this with the Grading Moratorium Exception form and attachments 
and the construction schedule. Thank you!  
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 5:12 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'JTUTTLEC@aol.com' <JTUTTLEC@aol.com>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Grading Moratorium Exception Form 
 
Hi Jack, Noel and Fred,  
 
Please fill out the form for grading past Oct 1st.   Please submit this with the grading schedule you are preparing, along 
with required supporting materials as outlined on the form.  Allow 2 weeks for processing.   
 
Thanks 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Dave Pine
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 11:29 PM
To: Sam Naifeh
Cc: Liesje Nicolas; Rick Priola; Deke & Corrin Brown; Chris Misner; Pamela Merkadeau; Mark 

Luechtefeld; Jane Knapel; Catherine Palter; Dave Michaels; Alan Palter; Christopher 
Karic; Lennie Roberts; Steve Monowitz; Camille Leung; Peggy Jensen; John Beiers; John 
Nibbelin; Timothy Fox; David Burruto

Subject: RE: Chamberlain Houses

Sam, 
 
The purpose of this email is to update you on the status of the Chamberlain project and address the 
questions you posed in your email of August 31st. 
 
Document Production 
You have requested numerous documents via (i) your email of August 24th to Steve Monowitz and 
me, and (ii) your email of August 31st to me (which you included as an attachment to your subsequent 
email of September 8th to Camille Leung, Steve Monowitz, and me). I am also aware of a recent 
document request under the Public Records Act from Daniel Cucchi, an attorney representing the 
Highlands residents, dated August 18th. Earlier this week staff provided you with documents 
responsive to each of these requests in accordance with the Public Records Act. 
 
Staff has tried its best to be responsive to your numerous past Public Records Act requests and has 
to date forwarded you a substantial number of documents. However, to provide as much 
transparency as possible, the Planning Director has decided to make available ALL public records 
concerning the Chamberlain development that have been generated since the Board of Supervisors 
approved the project on April 27, 2010.  
 
Specifically, before the end of this month, staff will set up a page hosted on the Planning Department 
website where staff will post these public records. Staff will first post on this page the documents that 
have already been forwarded to you so that all of those documents will be in one place and available 
to anyone else who may be interested in viewing them. Staff will then add additional documents so 
that the entire record following the Board of Supervisors’ action on April 27, 2010 will eventually be 
available to you and others.  
 
Minor Modifications for Lots 9 and 11  
Staff is in receipt of Daniel Cucchi’s letter of September 8th and understands his position that any 
change or modification to “parcel size and configuration, home sizes, home locations, architectural 
design, style and color, materials, height and foundation design” requires review by the Planning 
Commission. The Planning Director’s position is that minor modifications to these elements are within 
the discretion of the Planning Director to approve and do not trigger any kind of administrative appeal. 
County Counsel will respond in writing to Mr. Cucchi’s letter shortly.  
 
Status of the Building Permits for Lots 9, 10 and 11 
The Planning Department is continuing to review all the open items that must be completed before 
building permits can issue (e.g. construction schedule, winterization plans, biological surveys, water 
and sewer district sign-off, etc.) for the homes on Lots 9, 10 and 11. These items are within the 
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discretion of the Planning Director to approve and there is no legal basis to suspend the review 
process. Staff estimates that the building permits will issue in the mid-October time frame, although 
the permits might issue before or after that date depending on completion of the various open items. 
 
Additional Questions From Your Email of 8/31/17 
In your email of August 31st you posed a number of questions and made numerous document 
requests. As noted above, responsive documents were provided to you earlier this week. Below are 
answers to your questions (copied from your email of August 31st and shown in italicized text) that 
have not already been addressed in this email. 
 
Question: You state about the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) contract: “Such 
a contract will be put in place prior to the issuance of a building permit for any additional work.” Your 
phrase any additional work seems to indicate that current mitigations work under the conditions of 
approval would not apply. Please clarify what the term “any additional work” specifically refers to. 
 

Response: The site preparation and construction of the next set of homes on Lots 9, 10 and 
11, and on the final set of homes on Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8, are subject to the MMRP and the 
related mitigation monitoring contract referenced in condition of Approval A.4. The contract 
required by condition A.4 will apply to all of the mitigation measures related to this work. As 
construction of the first four homes on Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 has been completed, the contract 
would not pertain to the mitigation measures related to the site preparation and construction of 
those homes. 

 
Question: Please let us know which firm is the project geotechnical consultant of record for lots 9-11. 
 

Response: The geotechnical consultant for Lots 9 -11 is Cornerstone Earth Group. The 
materials submitted by Cornerstone Earth Group have been reviewed by Jean Demouthe of 
Earth Systems. 

 
Question: You report your own review of square footage under the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts 
and you conclude: “The R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts provide for a maximum building site 
coverage ratio of 40%, and the proposed homes are in compliance with that requirement.”…. Please 
send us the citations for specific clauses under the County Zoning Regulations that your conclusion is 
based upon.  
 

Response: Zoning regulations for the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts are found in San 
Mateo County’s Zoning Regulations, dated January 2016, available online at: 
http://planning.smcgov.org/zoning-regulations. See: “R-1” (One-Family Residential District), 
page 6.1; “S-81” Combining District (San Mateo Highlands), page 20.33; and “RM” (Resource 
Management District), page 20A.1. 

 
Question: We call to your attention the subject line of the memorandum:  
“Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification to an approved Resource Management (RM) Permit 
(PLN2006-00357) for the development of Lot 9 (2185 Cobblehill Place BLD2016-00160) and Lot 11 
(88 Cowpens Way; BLD2016-00159), in the San Mateo Highlands area.” Please send us an 
electronic copy of the “approved Resource Management (RM) Permit” mentioned.  
 

Response: This permit was approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 27, 2010. See 
Agenda item 6G, “Approving a Resource Management Permit to subdivide and develop nine 
lots located in the RM-zoned portion of the property, Lots 1 through 8 and 11, including 
granting two bonus density credits and the approval of a reduction in the minimum front and 
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side yard setback requirements per the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, subject to the 
required findings and conditions of approval,” available at: 
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/bos.dir/BosAgendas/agendas2010/Agenda20100427/Frame.ht
m  

 
Convening a Meeting 
It is unfortunate that despite my significant efforts a meeting between the residents who have been 
actively engaged in this matter, County staff and me was not convened to continue the discussions 
that we began when we met on June 28th. I tried to arrange such a meeting by sending three emails 
proposing dates and also attempting to reach you by phone. I’ve included below a chronology of our 
communications about convening such a meeting. Your suggestion that I am somehow at fault for the 
failure of this meeting to occur is contrary to the facts. 
 

Date From To Content Notes 
Letter dated 
06/24/17; 
emailed on 
07/13/17 

 
 
 
L. Nicolas 

 
 
 
D. Pine 

 
 
“Sam will also email you … to work out 
dates for our next meeting.” 

 
 
 
This did not occur. 

Email dated 
07/17/17 

 
D. Pine 

 
S. Naifeh 

 
D. Pine proposed three dates 

 
. 

 
 
 
Email dated 
07/17/17 

 
 
 
 
S. Naifeh 

 
 
 
 
D. Pine 

“We’ll coordinate with the neighbors on 
the proposed meeting dates and place. 
Corrin Brown will get in touch with you in 
follow up on arrangements for the next 
meeting.”  

 
 
 
 
This did not occur 

Email dated 
08/04/17 

 
D. Pine 

 
S. Naifeh  

 
D. Pine proposed three new dates 

 
 

 
 
Email dated 
08/16/17 

 
 
 
S. Naifeh 

 
 
 
D. Pine 

 
“In order to get scheduling process 
started, are you available the week of 
August 28th or September 5th?” 

D. Pine responded 
with two proposed 
dates, see email of 
08/22/17 

Voicemail on 
08/15/16 and 
email on 
08/16/17 

 
 
 
D. Pine 

 
 
 
S. Naifeh 

 
 
D. Pine attempts to arrange a time to talk 
by phone to S. Naifeh 

 
 
S. Naifeh not 
available to talk. 

 
 
Email dated 
08/16/17 

 
 
 
S. Naifeh 

 
 
 
D. Pine 

“Please let us know some times for our 
HCA committee members to meet with 
you as noted in our email of today's date 
below.” 

 

Email dated 
08/22/17 

 
D. Pine 

 
S. Naifeh 

 
D. Pine proposes two new dates 

 

 
If you would like to meet at this juncture, please propose three dates and it is likely that at least one 
will work for staff and me. Should you want to meet, please let me know whether the meeting would 
involve the residents who have been actively engaged in this matter or whether you would prefer to 
have to have a broader community meeting. To date, I have been attempting to arrange a meeting 
with you as the Chair of the HCA Land Committee, the individuals who I met with on June 28th, others 
receiving this email who could not attend the June 28th meeting, and any other interested community 
members you would like to invite. But if you would like to arrange a meeting with a larger community 
audience, that would be fine.  
 
Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8 
As noted above, the building permits for Lot 9, 10 and 11 will be issuing soon. More substantive 
issues will need to be resolved with respect to Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8, particularly with respect to grading. 
My hope is that the public document portal described above will facilitate your review and input on 
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these issues. In addition, I would suggest that we calendar a meeting to discuss these issues once 
staff has received the information they need from the applicant regarding the proposed changes. I will 
let you know when this occurs.  
 
Regards, 
 
Dave 
 
  
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
 
 

From: Sam Naifeh [mailto:samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 6:51 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin Brown 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; 
Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter 
<catpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Alan Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Christopher 
Karic <ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us> 
Subject: Re: Chamberlain Houses 

 
 
Dear Dave 
  
We had requested to meet with you as soon as possible after the June 28th meeting for 
several reasons noted at the meeting, one of which was because we were aware that we 
would run into vacation also running into the Labor Day holiday weekend in August. You 
mentioned your delay in organizing a meeting with us was because you were trying to 
learn about the issues.  It appears that you were also scheduling your own plan for a 
meeting around the vacation needs of County staff.  We ask the same sort of 
consideration be extended to our communities of volunteers here.  It would have helped 
had you included us in your working on plans for changing the kind of meeting you 
envisioned for us.  We could not meet on the dates indicated in any case. 
  
The Planning Director has been on record variously considering project modifications 
since August 2016, most recently telling us directly in a meeting in May that there is no 
modification.  Condition of Approval A.1 and A.5. show requirement for changes in 
approved lot configuration along with house location and size.  Planning has affirmed 
that changes are evident.  Your letter shows that the County is now confirming that 
there are modifications to this project, but has decided to regard changes in location and 
size as minor modification in contrast to requirements under Condition of Approval A.1. 
and A.5.   
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We reported to you that Planning appears to have been put in the awkward position of 
attempting to accommodate the applicant’s demands to change the project approval to 
the extent of advising the applicant to “massage” the size specifications and coming up 
with a belabored “interpretation” of the intent of the Board in 2010. There is no reason 
to circumvent the Conditions of Approval requirements for a major modification with a 
public approval process if there turns out to be data indicating that process should be 
followed. The current outcry from the communities derives from documented concerns 
about the project Conditions of Approval not being followed and the applicant’s previous 
refusal to comply with requirements under the Conditions of Approval. Perception of the 
applicant’s conduct on this project is also rooted in the applicant’s multiyear record of 
repeated proposals ignoring County rules on the project site.  
  
The community outreach to you as District Supervisor is intended to restore an orderly 
and cooperative due process embodied in the legislative and project approval for this 
project.    
  
Title Insurance Policy for the Highlands Open Space Conservation Easement  
  
We look forward to receiving the copy of the title policy on the open space conservation 
easement on the recorded property description filed for this project as soon as possible.  

  
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
  
The project approval (County File No. PLN 2006-00357 ) stipulates: 
 

“That the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program incorporated within 
the Final EIR, which monitors compliance with mitigation measures intended 
to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, has been 
adopted. Compliance with the conditions of approval listed below shall be 
monitored and confirmed according to implementation deadlines as specified 
within each condition.”   

  
You state about the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
contract:  “Such a contract will be put in place prior to the issuance of a building permit 
for any additional work.”  Your phrase any additional work seems to indicate that current 
mitigations work under the conditions of approval would not apply. Please clarify what 
the term “any additional work” specifically refers to.  
 
Community concern is compounded by your not immediately requiring implementation 
the Condition of Approval A.4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP).  The evidence shows that we have been consistently ignored in our efforts have 
the MMRP implemented as required by the Board of Supervisors in the Conditions of 
Approval.  
  
The MMRP contract should have been in place prior to approving any permit or work on 
this project.  How is it that further delay is being allowed when all monitoring of all 
conditions of approval are supposed to have long been under contract?   
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“Geotechnical concerns 
Planning has determined that there are no open geotechnical concerns with respect to 
the proposed homes on Lots 9, 10 and 11.” 
  
No geotechnical evaluation of the plan changes or other form of evidence is or has been 
provided to verify this statement.   
  
To that end we have the following requests: 
  

1)    Please provide verification of this assertion with the full text of a report from 
the Project Geotechnical Consultant showing the original building envelope 
remains fully intact and uninterrupted.   
  
2)    Please provide the required evaluation from the County Geotechnical 
Consultant for this determination related to changes in Lots 9-11. Please provide 
the evidence base for this determination. 

  
3)    Please provide an electronic copy of the required documentation to be 
submitted for the Lot 10 building permit shall include proposed 
construction/design measures to provide stable temporary excavations west of 
the residence so that the stability of an existing fill prism is not adversely 
impacted during site grading. 

  
4)    Please let us know which firm is the project geotechnical consultant of record 
for lots 9-11. 
 
5) Please provide updated grading and drainage plans along with any related 
geotechnical concerns. 

  
"House Size" 
  
 We note your pointing out your view as a San Mateo County Supervisor that:  

“My role here has been to understand the concerns of the community and to 
help ensure they are considered and responded to by the Planning Director. 
To that end, if there is something in the record beyond Table 4 supporting 
your position on the home sizes, please bring it to my attention”.   
 

As noted above, we need to be on equal footing in being informed of the record so that 
we can follow your request here. 
  
We can more than appreciate your discovery of the amount of time your studying this 
project has required.  Please multiply that by thousands of hours volunteered by a wide 
array of talented community members over twenty-eight years.  
  
You report your own review of square footage under the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning 
districts and you conclude: “The R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts provide for a 
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maximum building site coverage ratio of 40%, and the proposed homes are in 
compliance with that requirement.”   
  
Site conditions are the sine qua non of San Mateo County zoning requirements especially 
in protected areas.  Safety and stability of the site conditions as well as the adjoining 
open space conservation easement are and have been viewed here as crucially 
important.  We anticipate that the landslide in the open space during the rains this past 
year would have also sensitized you to the need to ensure land stability with thorough 
attention to geotechnical, grading and drainage analyses on behalf of the best interest of 
all parties.  
 
Please send us the citations for specific clauses under the County Zoning Regulations 
that your conclusion is based upon.   
  
Due Process 
  
We shall review the record as you recommend when we have a complete record to 
review.   
  
It appears that you do not understand the fact reported to you previously and in this 
email that we have been deprived of the record on the subjects in this notice, as well as 
other information, that you have reviewed and are asking us to review.   
  
We are placed in an impossible position being asked to review the record under the 
arbitrary deadline of 8 September 2017 placed upon our community in the County 
Planning memorandum to “All Interested Parties” in Highlands dated 25 August 2017 
while at the same time we do not have the record to review.  
  
We call to your attention the subject line of the memorandum:  

“Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification to an approved Resource 
Management (RM) Permit (PLN2006-00357) for the development of Lot 9 
(2185 Cobblehill Place BLD2016-00160) and Lot 11 (88 Cowpens Way; 
BLD2016-00159), in the San Mateo Highlands area.”  

Please send us an electronic copy of the “approved Resource Management (RM) Permit” 
mentioned.   
  
In view of our not receiving complete requested information up to now, please consider 
this request for information including any and all documents referenced in your email 
along with the entire administrative record and all other information referred to in this 
email of 22 August 2017 as well as noted in our previous email below to you as 
requested under the California Freedom of Information Act.  Please send all information 
requested within the reasonable time frame required under the California Freedom of 
Information statute.   
  
We request that the Planning Director and you suspend the deadline on the 
Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification dated 25 August 2017  that Planning 
announced by mail and allow the community the time to receive and review the 
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information as well as to carry out informed interaction with Planning so we can carry 
out the review of information that we had long ago tried to have completed by this time 
and appropriately respond to the proposed modifications   
  
We ask that you exercise your role as District Supervisor and work with Planning to 
place a hold on the public notice at this point and work with us fairly, openly, and 
cooperatively providing us current, complete information so that we can be informed 
participants in constructive, orderly process of resolution of issues as originally intended 
by the Board of Supervisors.  Please inform us as to suspension of the deadline and 
inauguration of an appropriate process of review on an equal basis with the extensive 
process afforded the applicant.   
  
Community members are anxious to be informed of the outcome of our request for 
restoration of due process as the Board of Supervisors intended in this project's 
Conditions of Approval ensuring an accountable, fully transparent, and orderly process of 
managing project changes.  
  
Your comment about having a community meeting seems to be gathering interest.  
  
In the spirit of your comment on your role, we do wish to meet with you as originally 
agreed so that you are on the same page as your local constituency here.   
  
Sam 
 
 

From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin Brown 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; 
Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter 
<cpalter@stanford.edu>; Alan Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Christopher 
Karic <ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; "brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov" 
<brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov>; "jeffs@highlandsrec.ca.gov" <jeffs@highlandsrec.ca.gov>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Peggy Jensen <pjensen@smcgov.org>; John Beiers 
<jbeiers@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 7:30 PM 
Subject: RE: Chamberlain Homes 
 
Sam, 
  
I have checked the schedules of County staff, and inquired about the availability of the multipurpose 
room at the Highlands Rec. Center, and I would propose a meeting on one of the following two dates 
to discuss the Chamberlain project: 
  

 Monday, August 28th at 7 pm 
 Thursday, August 31st at 7 pm 
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I would anticipate that community attendees at this meeting would include the individuals who I met 
with on June 28th, others receiving this email who could not attend the June 28th meeting, and any 
other interested community members you would like to invite. This meeting is not intended to be a 
large neighborhood gathering of the kind referenced in the third paragraph of your email to me on 
August 16th. 
  
As you know, I have been trying to convene this meeting for some time now. On July 17th, I proposed 
three dates. On August 4th, I proposed three new dates. I did not receive a response to those 
proposed dates until your email of August 16th where you asked that I provide dates for the week of 
August 28th or September 5th. At this point it is critical that we convene the meeting on August 28th or 
31st for two reasons: 
  

1)    As I indicated in my email of July 17th, in the course of my investigation of the various issues 
that have been raised, I learned that the developer has proposed minor modifications to the 
homes to be built on Lots 9 and 11. The Planning Director has tentatively approved these changes 
and they are within his administrative authority. He will be emailing (and posting on the 
Department’s online permit center) a notice with details about these changes in the next day or 
two. While a public hearing is not required, the Planning Director’s practice has been to provide 
the property owners within 300 feet of the parcels, and other interested parties, with a two week 
period to review his preliminary approval of minor modifications before it becomes final. If we meet 
on August 28th or 31st, we will be within that two week window. 

  
2)    I have completed my investigation of the issues pertaining to lots 9, 10 and 11. After the 
completion of the two week notice period described above, it is likely that Planning will be in a 
position to issue the building permits for the homes on these three lots. If there are insights or 
considerations that the staff or I have missed, this would be the time for community members to 
bring them forward. 

  
At the meeting, we will review in detail the issues that have been raised. Below is a high level 
summary of where they stand from my perspective: 
  
Environmental mitigation monitoring and reporting 
Condition of Approval A.4. states that: “The applicant shall enter into a contract with the San Mateo 
County Planning and Building Department for all mitigation monitoring for this project prior to the 
issuance of any grading permit "hard card" for the project.” Such a contract will be put in place prior to 
the issuance of a building permit for any additional work. 
  
Geotechnical concerns 
Planning has determined that there are no open geotechnical concerns with respect to the proposed 
homes on Lots 9, 10 and 11. However, the developer’s design level grading plans for Lots 5, 6, 7 and 
8 are not currently acceptable to the Planning Director. Planning staff is continuing to discuss these 
plans with the developer. 
  
Tree removal/replacement 
There are no open issues with the Planning Director. 
  
Title insurance policy 
You requested a copy of the title insurance policy for the conservation easement on the recorded 
property description filed for this project. I have asked Chief Deputy County Counsel John Nibbelin to 
bring this to ground. He will get back to you directly on this. 
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Home size 
In August 2016, the Planning Director informed community representatives of his decision that the 
sizes of the proposed homes are consistent with the Board of Supervisors’ April 2010 project 
approval. His decision was based on the following analysis by Planning staff: 
  

 Planning staff considered the subdivision plans for each lot. These subdivision plans set forth a 
footprint for each lot and it is appropriate to assume that the County anticipated that the home 
on each lot would use the approved or similar footprint. Significantly, the subdivision plans for 
each lot show a garage. 

 Planning staff next looked at the elevations for each lot, which show the proposed 
levels/bulk/volume for each lot. Again, the elevations clearly show garages for each lot.  

  

 Finally, Planning staff examined the proposed floor plans for each lot and checked the square 
footage for the proposed plans. Planning staff concluded that the square footage for the floor 
plans reflects the square footage listed in Table 4 of the April 2010 staff report provided to the 
Board of Supervisors, plus square footage for the garages.  

  

 When staff superimposed the proposed floor plans on the building footprint referenced above, 
they saw that the floor plans (which include garage space) very closely track the building 
footprints. Moreover, the floor plans are consistent with the elevations that accompanied the 
2010 staff report.  

  
The attached documents depict for each proposed home the approved grading and utility plans, the 
current building plans, and the approved elevations. 
  
The April 2010 staff report provided to the Board of Supervisors was silent on the question of whether 
the garages were included in the home size calculations shown in Table 4. The table certainly can be 
read to set a maximum floor area including the garage space. It is important to note, however, that as 
a legal matter the April 2010 staff report is not what the Board of Supervisors approved. The Board of 
Supervisors approved the project as described in the subdivision plans and elevations discussed 
above. 
  
Some individuals have pointed out that the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations call for the 
inclusion of garage space when calculating floor area maximums. However, the Chamberlain project 
is located within the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts where there are no floor area maximums. The 
R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts provide for a maximum building site coverage ratio of 40%, and the 
proposed homes are in compliance with that requirement. 
  
I have spent many hours looking at all the above referenced documents and the entire administrative 
record. I cannot find evidence that refutes the above analysis. Moreover, you should bear in mind that 
were I to disagree with staff’s analysis, my disagreement would not be determinative. At this point, 
interpretation of the Board’s project approval is within the jurisdiction of the Planning Director and it is 
not a decision for the Board of Supervisors, let alone a single Board member. My role here has been 
to understand the concerns of the community and to help ensure they are considered and responded 
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to by the Planning Director. To that end, if there is something in the record beyond Table 4 supporting 
your position on the home sizes, please bring it to my attention by email or at the meeting proposed 
for August 28th or 31st.  
  
In addition, the community should be aware that this analysis regarding home size will also apply to 
the final four homes for the project on lots 5, 6, 7 and 8. 
  
Please let me know if the community representatives would like to meet on August 28th or 31st. 
Planning Director Steve Monowitz, Chief Deputy Counsel John Nibbelin and I are available on both 
dates, and I have reserved the Highlands Rec Center multipurpose room for both dates. I believe it is 
very important that this meeting be convened on one of those dates so that we can walk through the 
issues in detail and make sure that no stone has been left unturned in the analysis of the community’s 
concerns. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dave 
  
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
  
  

From: Sam Naifeh [mailto:samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:38 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin Brown 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau 
<pamela@merkadeau.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel 
<jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Alan Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; 
Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Christopher Karic <ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts 
<lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us> 
Subject: Re: Chamberlain Homes 
  
Dear Dave 
  
I am just back from today's meeting and have to be out early in the morning again. 
  
Please let us know some times for our HCA committee members to meet with you as noted in our 
email of today's date below.   
  
Thanks 
Sam 
  

From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin Brown 
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<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; 
Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter 
<cpalter@stanford.edu>; Alan Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Christopher 
Karic <ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:40 AM 
Subject: Re: Chamberlain Homes 
  
Sam, 
  
Thank you for your email.  
  
In the voicemail I left you yesterday, I suggested we talk by phone this morning.  It looks like you are tied up 
during the day today.  Can we set a time to talk by phone this evening?  How about 7:30 PM? 
  
Dave 
  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
-------------------------------------- 
 
On Aug 16, 2017, at 5:51 AM, Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

Dear Dave 
Thank you for your email. 
  
With our twenty-eight year experience in dealing with many proposals for this project including 
the current one which appears to be coming before you, we indeed can truly appreciate your 
effort to become familiar with this project’s details and its significant impacts on steep and 
unstable hillsides in earthquake country.   
  
At our June 28th meeting with you, we agreed to have a follow up meeting with you as soon as 
possible.  We still think it best to have that agreed on follow up meeting with you, just as we did 
in June, as soon as we can coordinate time with you and our key residents in our area 
communities, a number of whom are on vacation at this point.   
  
You mention having a community meeting with Planning staff.  A community meeting requires 
much preparation and communications with area residents as to its purpose and goals for meeting 
with the area neighbors as well as coordination with Planning.  We will add your suggestion for 
discussion when we meet with you.  
  
When we met with you in June, you appeared to understand Condition of Approval (COA) A.4. 
as written in the BOS approval for this project and agreed that it is a straightforward condition of 
approval.  Planning had already made it clear that the condition has not been followed as 
written.  We requested that you follow up with having the project come into compliance with 
COA number A.4. (attached).  We asked that you immediately ensure Condition of Approval 
A.4. will now be implemented as approved by the Board of Supervisors. Please let us know.  
  
We also reported to you our concerns about the inconsistent treatment and turning aside of COA 
numbers A. 1. and A.5.  COA number A.1. states:  “Revisions or modifications not in 
compliance with Condition No. 5 shall be deemed a major modification and shall be subject to 
review and approval by the Planning Commission at a public hearing.” When we met with 
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Planning we were informed that COA number A.5. did not apply to proposed changes and was 
set aside.   
  
We asked that you inform Planning of the need to adhere to Condition of Approval number A.5 
for the project changes that they presented to us. Please confirm back to us that COA numbers A. 
1. and A.5. will now be followed.   
  
Geotechnical, grading, drainage questions constitute the central issue on any alteration or 
treatment of the project site lots as well as impacts upon adjoining conservation easement area.   
  
Much expert effort went into working out specific conditions of approval in regard to the 
geotechnical, drainage, and grading issues on this project’s approval.  The County organized and 
convened a special meeting of all involved experts along with all interested parties on March 16, 
2009 to ensure the full review and agreement on relevant specifications and related conditions of 
approval in regard to soil conditions, geotechnical, grading, as well as drainage and hydrological 
questions.  It is our prime concern that all parties and experts who were previously involved 
remain involved in any proposed change in these site conditions.   
  
Requested geotechnical information is still pending.   
  
The email from Camille Leung that you included in your email never came directly to me. I will 
follow up with Camille on several questions from it.   
  
However, the first item in that email text included in your email below does not make sense:  “1) 
I asked Jack Chamberlain for the “title insurance policy” for the conservation easement area.  It 
was not a requirement so I’m not sure if he has this.” 
  
Of course Camille would not be sure about this in that she would only find the requirement 
Conditions of Approval A.2.and A. 3 stating requirement for a Final Map.    
  
In order to save money for Mr. Chamberlain, you intervened and confirmed County purchase of 
the two million dollar title policy on the conservation easement as noted in the email from you 
dated December 2, 2012.  We request again the copy of the title insurance policy on the 
conservation easement.  We would appreciate your expediting follow up on getting the title 
insurance document for the conservation easement to us.  
  
Thank you for your phone call.  I am preparing to attend an all day meeting, which will make 
phone communication difficult today.   
  
It might work more efficiently to coordinate dates by email for the follow up meeting with you 
as we agreed in June.   
  
In order to get scheduling process started, are you available the week of August 28th or 
September 5th? 
  
Regards, 
Sam 
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From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Liesje Nicolas 
<highlandscapresident@gmail.com>; "alanpalter@gmail.com" <alanpalter@gmail.com>; 
Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; Jane 
Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Rick Priola 
<hcapres@gmail.com>; Randy Torrijos <rtorrijos@smcgov.org>; "d.cbrown@comcast.net" 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Mark Luechtefeld 
<mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; "dm94402@gmail.com" <dm94402@gmail.com>; Steve 
Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org>; 
"samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net" <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>; "brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov" 
<brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov>; Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Lisa Aozasa 
<laozasa@smcgov.org>  
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2017 11:35 AM 
Subject: Chamberlain Homes 
  
I am writing to update you on the work I’ve done to look into concerns that have been raised 
about the construction of the Chamberlain homes. 
  
Issues: 
Based on the input from the community shared at our last meeting and emails and letters I have 
received since that time, I have been looking into the following issues: 
  

1)    Environmental mitigation monitoring and reporting and the arrangements to ensure 
that the developer pays the costs associated with such monitoring and reporting 

  
2)    The size of the homes proposed to be built 

  
3)    Grading of lots 5, 6, 7 & 8 on Ticonderoga Drive 

  
4)    Geotechnical concerns on Lot 9, 10 & 11 

  
5)    Potential changes in house locations (laterally and in sea level height); in particular, 
the siting and construction modifications proposed by the developer for lots 9 & 10 on 
Cobblehill Place and Lot 11 on Cowpens Way that were brought to my attention by the 
Planning Department. 

  
6)    Tree removal/replacement 

  
Request for Additional Documents: 
In the email thread that I have copied below, Sam Naifeh requested additional documents. 
Camille Leung (San Mateo County Senior Planner) responded to that request with the following 
email, and she has provided the documents referenced therein: 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, July 26, 2017 10:26 AM 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Lisa Aozasa <laozasa@smcgov.org>; Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Status of Requested Documents 
  
Hi Sam, 
  
Here’s the status of the documents you requested: 
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1)     I asked Jack Chamberlain for the “title insurance policy” for the conservation easement 
area.  It was not a requirement so I’m not sure if he has this.  
2)     I sent geo review docs to you on 6/6/17 (see attached PDF of email).  Jean DeMouthe did the 
Geo review.  Her comments are re-sent, as attached to this email.   
3)     Regarding Condition 4k (BIO-5c), the lighting plan, please attached PDF for email chain. 
4)     Regarding deed restrictions required by Condition 6a and b, these have been on my BLD 
planccheck list and have been requested of the applicant.  
5)     Regarding “official County reports evaluating traffic safeguards during construction and after 
construction”.  Please see attached email from Jack Chamberlain.  The Construction Management 
Plan is included in my BLD comment letter.  We only require: 
  
Condition 4.w.: Improvement Measure TRANS-1:  The Project Applicant shall prepare and 
submit a Construction Management Plan that will, among other things, require that all truck 
movement associated with project construction occur outside the commute peak hours. 
  

Thanks 
  

Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
  

Next Meeting 
In my last email, I proposed that we meet on the evening of August 7th, 8th or 9th.  I don’t recall 
receiving an email back regarding the group’s availability on those dates, but in talking with 
Brigitte Shearer at the Rec Center it looks like the HCA may have reserved the multipurpose 
room for the evening of August 9th.  Can we confirm that?  If not, we should meet the evening of 
August 14th, 15th or 16th at the Rec Center.  I have reserved space at the Rec Center at 7:00 p.m. 
on each of those evenings.  Given the highly technical nature of some of the issues that we’ll be 
discussing, I’ve requested that County staff be present at the meeting to assist us. 
  
Status of My Work: 
I have been working to fully understand the issues you have raised, particularly the question of 
allowable home size.  I have read the documents that were provided to the Board of Supervisors 
when the project was approved on April 27, 2010 and reviewed the recording of that meeting 
(the entire administrative record).  I have met with County Counsel, the Planning Department 
and staff from the County Manager’s Office.  I have also reviewed the numerous letters and 
emails I have received from members of the community.  While Sam has requested a written 
report of my impressions, I would like to wait until after our community meeting where we can 
discuss the issues further and I can receive additional input. To that end, I look forward to our 
next meeting.  After our meeting, I will be happy to provide a summary of my thoughts 
regarding this matter. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Dave 
  
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
  
-------------------------------------- 
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From: Sam Naifeh [mailto:samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2017 11:13 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Liesje Nicolas 
<highlandscapresident@gmail.com>; alanpalter@gmail.com; Catherine Palter 
<cpalter@stanford.edu>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; Jane Knapel 
<jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Rick Priola 
<hcapres@gmail.com>; Randy Torrijos <rtorrijos@smcgov.org>; d.cbrown@comcast.net; Chris 
Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; 
dm94402@gmail.com; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; David Burruto 
<DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Follow up for meeting on compliance with Board of Supervisors legislation, rules, 
and specifications for PLN2006-00357 
  
Dear Dave 
  
As we discussed in our meeting of June 28th with you, the two most urgent issues of non-
compliance with the project’s Conditions of Approval were documented and given to you when 
we met with you (attached).   Neighbors asked that you as our District One supervisor 
immediately investigate and ensure this project's compliance with the Board of Supervisors 
conditions of approval.  For our report to the community, please send us your findings or actions 
taken based on the specific information, including modification of approved house size, provided 
to you by community representatives.   
  
You asked in the course of our discussion at the meeting that we send you some of the additional 
examples of previously requested information or project compliance with the conditions of 
approval in addition to what you took away from the meeting.  

  

Additional examples: 
  
We have not yet received a copy of the title insurance policy for the conservation easement on 
the recorded property description filed for this project.   
  
One of the critical issues with the approval centered on significant limits of development on the 
unstable hillsides vulnerable to water flows and earthquake.  
  
As you can see from letters to Board members from the community that were hand delivered to 
you, neighbors here are most concerned about any modification being made that deviates from 
the specific, necessary, careful, and comprehensive due process, which resulted in project 
approval.         
  
You directly witnessed the recent landslide in the Highlands open space area that affected 
County infrastructure this winter; it provided a reminder of what residents here are long familiar 
with about the unstable hillside areas here.   
  
Our serious concerns about unstable hillside development here were tragically validated when a 
large retaining wall on Polhemus Road was approved by the County and failed four months after 
its construction in December 1996. This tragic incident drew in both San Mateo and San 
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Francisco County Departments of Pubic Works, as the major water supply from Hetch Hetchy 
reservoir flowed under Polhemus Road.  The County hired the internationally recognized 
geotechnical engineering  firm Cotton, Shires & Associates for evaluation and repair of the 
landslide.   
  
With our serious concerns about Chamberlain proposals, we brought in Cotton Shires & 
Associates on the Chamberlain project proposals, especially because of their geotechnical 
engineering and geological expertise and detailed familiarity with the Highlands-Baywood Park 
area.  Cotton, Shires & Associates provided overall input for the Chamberlain project conditions 
of approval and were credited in the Staff Supplemental Report dated February 10, 2010 with the 
County’s specific addition of conditions of approval to the Planning and Building Department 
Geotechnical Section on this project.   
  
We have asked for Cotton Shires & Associates review of compliance with the Geotechnical 
conditions of approval and of any changes proposed.  Our request includes their evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the mitigations protecting the drainage into the conservation easement adjacent 
to lots 1-4. Effectiveness of hydrological mitigations for this project’s drainage have become 
more pressing since this past winter's rainstorms.  We have asked for geotechnical information in 
relation to the conditions of approval on this project.     
  
Examples of geotechnical considerations have included concerns that Lot 9 excavation could 
potentially undermine a portion of the existing fill and create stability problems across a property 
line.; Lot 10 involving a disturbance of this area beyond the parcel boundary; and viable position 
for a house site on Lot 11 house being very limited.   Standing at the lot 11 area of the property, 
it should be evident that low bowl-shaped areas are located both north and south of the house 
site. These areas reflect active drainages and potentially unstable slopes.  In evaluating the 
approved placement it was noted that fill placement was at the time depicted beyond the southern 
parcel boundary into one of these low areas—this aspect of project grading may not be 
acceptable from a geotechnical perspective.   
  
We are still waiting to receive electronic copies of the geotechnical and geological information 
and any related reports prepared by the County.  
  
Plans to be authorized as compliant with the conditions of approval should also have been 
evaluated by County geotechnical engineering staff to confirm adequacy, the Planning and 
Building Department, and Department of Public Works on this project.   We have requested 
those reports as well.      
  
We have requested documented confirmation and dates of Condition of Approval 4.k. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-5c, Condition of Approval 34, and Condition of Approval 6. a. and b. for 
completed work. Also requested were official County reports evaluating traffic safeguards during 
construction and the safety condition after construction with homes on Ticonderoga Drive.    
  
We’ll coordinate with the neighbors on the proposed meeting dates and place.  Corrin Brown 
will get in touch with you in follow up on arrangements for the next meeting.   
  
We look forward to meeting with you  
  
Sam  
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From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Liesje Nicolas <highlandscapresident@gmail.com>; 
"alanpalter@gmail.com" <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Lennie Roberts 
<lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Pamela Merkadeau 
<pamela@merkadeau.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Randy Torrijos <rtorrijos@smcgov.org>; 
"d.cbrown@comcast.net" <d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Mark Luechtefeld 
<mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; "dm94402@gmail.com" <dm94402@gmail.com>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2017 8:00 PM 
Subject: Follow-up Meeting on Chamberlain Homes 
  
Since our meeting on June 28th, I have been meeting with County staff to review the following 
issues pertaining to the construction of the remaining seven Chamberlain homes: 
  
      Monitoring and reporting of mitigation measures 
  
      The size of the homes 
  
      Grading of lots 5, 6, 7 & 8 on Ticonderoga Drive 
  
      Certain siting and construction modifications proposed by the developer for lots 9 & 10 on 
Cobblehill Place and Lot 11 on Cowpens Way that the Planning Department has informed me of. 
  
I would like to meet with you again to discuss the above on August 7th, 8th or 9th.  I would 
suggest we meet at 7:30 pm in the Highlands Recreation Center’s Recreation Center Multi-
Purpose Room.  Staff will attend as well so that all of your questions can be comprehensively 
addressed. 
  
Please let me know which of these three dates would work best for you.  In the meantime, please 
inform me if there are any additional issues that you would like me to research in advance of our 
meeting. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dave 
  
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
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<Condition of Approval A.4.pdf> 

<Condition of Approval A.5.pdf> 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 20, 2017 8:29 AM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Planters

Hi Camille, 
 
Please find attached the link to the color chart for the bio retention planters.  There is only one green color (which no 
one likes), but there are several beige colors to choose from.  At you convenience, please take a quick  look at the color 
chart and let me know what colors might work.  I will order physical chips once I receive your color preferences. 
 
https://lib.store.yahoo.net/lib/hooksandlattice/PU‐Color‐Chart.pdf 
 
I only missing a few responses to your 8/9/2017 planning comment letter and am expecting to be able to deliver the 
entire response package later this afternoon or tomorrow morning. 
 
Thanks and have a good morning, 
 
Noel    
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Camille Leung

From: John Brennan
Sent: Wednesday, September 27, 2017 1:22 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Emailing: 05-00075.R, 05-00075.t, 06-00357.r, 06-00357.t, 10-01413.R, 10-01413.T, 

13-01792,3,4,5.r.docx, 13-01792,3,4,5.t.docx, 16-00158, 16-00158-00164.r, 
16-00158-00164.t, 16-00159, 16-00160, 16-00161, 16-00162, 16-00163, 16-00164

Attachments: 05-00075.R.doc; 05-00075.t.doc; 06-00357.r.docx; 06-00357.t.docx; 10-01413.R.doc; 
10-01413.T.doc; 13-01792,3,4,5.r.docx.docx; 13-01792,3,4,5.t.docx.docx; 16-00158.pdf; 
16-00158-00164.r.docx; 16-00158-00164.t.docx; 16-00159.pdf; 16-00160.pdf; 
16-00161.pdf; 16-00162.pdf; 16-00163.pdf; 16-00164.pdf

Hi Camille, 
 
This is what I found on Jean's Highlands file. 
 
John 
                                 
Your message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments: 
 
05‐00075.R 
05‐00075.t 
06‐00357.r 
06‐00357.t 
10‐01413.R 
10‐01413.T 
13‐01792,3,4,5.r.docx 
13‐01792,3,4,5.t.docx 
16‐00158 
16‐00158‐00164.r 
16‐00158‐00164.t 
16‐00159 
16‐00160 
16‐00161 
16‐00162 
16‐00163 
16‐00164 
 
 
Note: To protect against computer viruses, e‐mail programs may prevent sending or receiving certain types of file 
attachments.  Check your e‐mail security settings to determine how attachments are handled. 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 8:51 AM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Subject: RE: Highland Estates

Hi Noel, 
 
I am free anytime tomorrow except for between 12‐ 2:30pm.  Thanks  
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 3:22 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
I believe that I have everything put together for resubmittal on Lots 9, 10 & 11.   I am waiting for deed restriction 
language on 4u, 9, 34 &39 which I should have sometime next Monday.  Do you have time Tuesday to review the 
resubmittal?  
 
Also, I will have Dad drop off check for $904.86  Monday.  Please let me know if Tuesday works.  I will be available 
anytime. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel  
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 9:32 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Cc: John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
Just a reminder that per the Agreement, $904.86 is due to the County by Monday.  Any update on the BLD permit 
submittal to address remaining comments? 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:34 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Here you go 
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From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:30 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
When you print it, “DRAFT” appears on the Agreement.  Can you turn off the back round on this document. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 3:11 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
Here’s a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Agreement we need you to sign. 
 
Also, the County is preparing an RFP to contract out mitigation monitoring services.  
 
Thanks   
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:58 AM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Ok see you then! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:54 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Tomorrow at 2:00 is great.  See you then.    
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:50 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
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Sorry, I updated my schedule and found I have a meeting at 10:30 am.  I hope 30 mins enough time.  Or we can shoot for 
after 2 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:39 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I will see you tomorrow at 10:00.  Have a great day 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 9:15 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
I have a meeting at 9:15 tomorrow…… But I am free after that from 10‐12 and 2‐5pm. 
 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 11, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
Can we do tomorrow at 9:00 AM? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, September 8, 2017 12:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Shoot can we make it 2:30?  A conflict just came up…. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 12:14 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates 
 
Yes that works!  FYI, I gave Jack a heads up that there is a mitigation monitoring contract that needs to be signed with 
the County.  It might be ready by Monday. 
 
See you then! 
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From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
 

Sorry for my previous email. Can we meet on Monday @1:30? 
 
Thanks Noel 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Noel, 
  
Thanks for the traffic plan.  Yes I am free Monday or Tuesday, anytime between 9‐5pm. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2017 6:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Please find attached the traffic plan for Highlands Lots 9‐11 & 5‐8. 
  
I was also wondering if you had time early next week to meet with Fred and myself in order make sure you have 
everything you need. Please let me know.     
  
Thanks, 
Noel   
  
  
  



1

Camille Leung

From: JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:23 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Lots 9-11

Yes,  Byers is working on all of the remaining Deed restrictions and they should be ready tomorrow or Wednesday. 
  
  
  
In a message dated 10/2/2017 1:10:33 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time, cleung@smcgov.org writes: 

Hi Jack, 

 

Yes I am at the Counter till 5pm today.   I think Noel is meeting me tomorrow too to go over the resubmittal.  

 

From: JTUTTLEC@aol.com [mailto:JTUTTLEC@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2017 1:03 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Lots 9‐11 

 

Camille, 

  

I plan to drop that check for $905.  this afternoon about 2:00.  Will you be in? 

  

Jack Chamberlain 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 1:06 PM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Subject: RE: Highland Lots 9-11

Great thank you! 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 12:44 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Lots 9‐11 
 

No problem see you then 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Oops can we shoot for 4…Sorry! 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 12:34 PM 
To: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Lots 9‐11 
  
Ok see you then 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 10:12 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highland Lots 9‐11 
  
That would be perfect.  See you at 3:00 
  

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 3, 2017 10:10 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highland Lots 9‐11 
  
Hi Noel, 
  
Can we shoot for afternoon around 3? 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2017 10:04 AM 
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To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highland Lots 9‐11 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
I was going to head up to see you.  Are you still available this morning? 
  
Thanks, 
Noel 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, October 12, 2017 9:27 AM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Subject: RE: Status of Revision

Ok sounds good   I will look at the resubmittal on Monday  
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Thursday, October 12, 2017 7:25 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Status of Revision 
 
Hi Camille, 
 
I have a 10:00 meeting in Los Altos this morning.  I will drop off at building Friday.  This time I  should have it better 
organized.   
 
Have a good morning and a great weekend 
Noel  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 4:50 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Status of Revision 
 
I only have time tomorrow morning from 9am until 10:45.  I am off Friday.  Or you can just submit to the BLD Dept and I 
will go through it on Monday. 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 4:45 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Status of Revision 
 
Your timing is impeccable. I just received the deed restriction language this afternoon.  I am ready.  Do you have time 
later tomorrow afternoon or Friday AM? 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 11, 2017 4:36 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Status of Revision 
 
Hi Noel, 
 
Just checking in…What is the status of your resubmittal for Lots 9‐11? 
 
Thanks! 
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Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Friday, October 13, 2017 3:13 PM
To: melissa
Cc: Camille Leung
Subject: Highland Estates Lots 9-11

Hi Melissa, 
 
Please find attached the color chart for the planters that will be used as our bio retention basins for lots 5‐11.  Camille 
has asked me to reach out to for recommendations for the colors of the planters.  The color we used on lots 1‐4 were 
too Green.  I believe that we are looking for a more neutral color in the browns and beiges.   
 
https://lib.store.yahoo.net/lib/hooksandlattice/PU‐Color‐Chart.pdf 
 
Could you please review the attached color chart and possibly offer some suggestions.  Thank you so much for your help 
on this. 
 
Have a great weekend, 
Noel 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 12:06 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Lots 9-11 Highlands

Thanks.  I must have been talking with my Dad. Like all of us, too much on the plate.  😊   
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 11:55 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Lots 9‐11 Highlands 
 
The reason for needing to start now vs. later is completely your own and personal to your project.  If it can wait until 
May 1st that of course is better.   We will review the reason once we get the full Exception to the Grading Moratorium 
application.  
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 11:50 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Lots 9‐11 Highlands 
 
Thanks Camille, 
 
I will bring them to the counter. At our last meeting, we briefly discussed the a reason for the request to work (grading) 
after October 1 and could not wait until April 30th.  My recollection was that loans were in place and would expire 
prior  by that date. 
 
Does that sound familiar? Let me know. 
 
Thanks again for all your help, 
Noel 
 
 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, October 16, 2017 11:32 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Lots 9‐11 Highlands 
 
Ok, please bring to the Building Counter 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Sunday, October 15, 2017 1:37 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Lots 9‐11 Highlands 
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Hi Camille, 
 
I am waiting the architect to revise his height measurements for lots 9‐11.  I am expecting it mid morning.  As soon as I 
receive it, I will bring the over the package to you.  
 
Have a good morning, 
Noel 
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Camille Leung

From: Diana Shu
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:58 AM
To: Noel Chamberlain
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon

Noel 

Does Bldg know that Murray is doing the inspections? Is he keeping a log?  

And have you installed the drainage system? If so, who is inspecting that work?  

Thanks 

Diana 

 

 

 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:54 AM 
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 
Yes, grading work is under the supervision of our soils engineer, Murray associates.  Generally, we are within a foot of 
subgrade on the private road, but at Lot #1 is at about 60% fill complete and Lot #2 is at about 80% fill 
complete.  Because Murry is so specific on the soils spec, the fill process is taking longer due to having to source the 
better material.    

 
From: Diana Shu [mailto:dshu@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:40 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 

Did you have someone inspect the grading work? If so, who? 

 

 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:38 AM 
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 
Hi Dianna, 
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Thank you very much Diana!  Kirk and I are both members of Edgewood Canyon, LLC.  Kirk is managing member and will 
sign the map.  Should be no problem to make 2020.  Currently we are about 80% complete with the grading and should 
be able to finish by next august.   
 
Noel 

From: Diana Shu [mailto:dshu@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 9:02 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: kirk mcgowan <kmcgowan@email.com> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 

Are you edgewood canyon partners LLC? And will you be getting this road done by April 30, 2020 or will you 
need more time?  

 

 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 8:46 AM 
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 
Thanks Dianna, 
 
Thank you for the clarification.  Could you please email me a copy of subdivision agreement.  Kirk is out of town and 
can’t send. 
 
I am hoping to have will serve letters and bonds by end of the week.   
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 
 
 
 
 
The onlspear heading has the copy but he is out of town the send me a  

From: Diana Shu [mailto:dshu@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 8:33 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: kirk mcgowan <kmcgowan@email.com> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 

Noel 

Sorry, I think you are confusing the different agreements.  

The CCR agreement is between you and Kirk. I just need a recorded copy. 
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The subdivision agreement is in draft form, I need you to review the information highlighted and confirm that the dates 
and names, titles are correct.  

Please review and comment.   

I will send you an executable copy once we conform your agreement. Then I will need you to sign, notize, and return 
originals to me with the bond, the check for the recorder, will serve letters for utilities.  

Thanks 

Diana 

 

 

 

 

 

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 6:59 AM 
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> 
Cc: kirk mcgowan <kmcgowan@email.com> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 
Dianna, 
 
Sounds good.  I will take care of today.  I will drop off with the bonds. 
 
Have a good morning, 
Noel 
 

From: Diana Shu [mailto:dshu@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 6:24 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: kirk mcgowan <kmcgowan@email.com> 
Subject: RE: Edgewood Canyon 

 

The CCR is between you and Kirk. I just need a copy of the recorded agreement for the files. 

Thanks 

Diana 
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From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 17, 2017 4:04 PM 
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> 
Cc: kirk mcgowan <kmcgowan@email.com> 
Subject: FW: Edgewood Canyon 

 
Hi Diana, 
 
Attached is the Edgewood canyon CCR/maintenance agreement. 
 
Do you record when we record the map or do we record now and give you the recorded copy? 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Noel Chamberlain  
Sent: Monday, January 30, 2017 9:31 AM 
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Edgewood Canyon  

 
 
Hi Diana, 
 
Please find attached the maintenance agreement for Edgewood Canyon.   Seems pretty straight forward. 
 
I also wanted to check in again to see if you have had time to review the   
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 5:11 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Highlands and Edgewood Canyon

Thank you very much. Have a good evening. 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE DROID 
 
 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Thanks Noel!  I will have a chance to look at the submittal tomorrow :)  Thanks! 
  

From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 18, 2017 7:56 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands and Edgewood Canyon 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Just checking in to see if you have had a chance to review the Highlands package and, and if so, whether you needed 
more info and clarification.  I also wanted to let you know that we are shutting down the Edgewood canyon project for 
the winter.  We are shipping out the equipment and finalizing the permanent erosion control measure.  All should be 
complete by the end of this week. 
  
Again, let me know if there is anything else on highlands. 
  
Have a good morning, 
Noel  
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Camille Leung

From: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel; Fred
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees

Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
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Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 
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 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
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(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM
To: Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Ralph Osterling; Haga Roland; Doug McBeth; Tang Jonathan
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal
Attachments: Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_101917_Remaining Items.pdf

Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
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From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 
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Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
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discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:51 AM
To: Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Ralph Osterling; Haga Roland; Doug McBeth; Tang Jonathan
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

FYI ‐ Review by Public Works (revision required), Sewer, Water and Waste Management are still pending for Lots 9‐11.   
 
I have provided your letter from Cal Water to John Brennan. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
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a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    
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 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:54 AM
To: Scott Fitinghoff; Chamberlain Noel; Chamberlain Jack; Fred
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Just found letter from Scott F. dated 9/25/17 regarding Condition No. 37.  Will forward to County geotechnical. Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:51 AM 
To: 'Scott Fitinghoff' <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com> 
Subject: FW: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
FYI 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  



2

Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
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map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
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excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 1:12 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Thank you very much Camille.  I will get right on it.  It looks like we are getting close.  Have terrific weekend!  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:51 AM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Tang 
Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
FYI ‐ Review by Public Works (revision required), Sewer, Water and Waste Management are still pending for Lots 9‐11.   
 
I have provided your letter from Cal Water to John Brennan. 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
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Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
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tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  



1

Camille Leung

From: JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 10:52 AM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Thanks Camille, it's on it's way to Scott. 
  
In a message dated 10/24/2017 10:41:19 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time, cleung@smcgov.org writes: 

Hi Jack,  

 

This is what we need from Scott F:  

 

Approval of Wet Season Grading Moratorium: Thank you for the application. 

Per the requirements of the application, please provide the letter from Scott 

Fitinghoff (Geo Consultant) stating whether he supports grading of these lots 

during winter and any recommendations. Please make sure any 

recommendations are included in the Erosion Control Plan. 

 

Thanks 

 

From: JTUTTLEC@aol.com [mailto:JTUTTLEC@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 10:15 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 

Camille. 

  

I contacted Scott Fitinghoff this morning to get the information that you requested.  He asked me to forward the 
emails you sent requesting the documents.  I don,t have copies of them.  Would you please re email them to me 
so that I can get them to him. 
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Thanks, 

  

Jack 

  

In a message dated 10/20/2017 10:40:08 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time, cleung@smcgov.org writes: 

Hi Noel, 

 

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are 
shown in yellow highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision 
addressed the comment, full size plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 

 

Thanks 

 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 

Camille  

I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  

RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
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Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you 
that Noel brought in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain 
(dated 8/9/17). 

  

Thanks 

  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

  

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  

  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

  

Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 

Ralph 

Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 

Suite 104 

Moraga, California 
94556 
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(650) 573-8733 ph 

(877) 855-1059 fax 

(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 

  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung 
<cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

  

Hi Ralph, 

  

Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been 
submitted now and I am in the process of determining what is still 
needed.  Here are my comment on your tree evaluation of impacts 
from the proposed grading: 

  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this 
email.  I only have a tree survey with tree measurements that 
you provided.  Please provide a tag map or use tree size 
references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 

  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are 
adjacent to or within proposed areas of grading or 
construction need to be evaluated.  These are the trees I 
noticed: 

  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of 
the driveway 

b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left 
side yard on the right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot 
retaining wall along the left side of the house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree 
at the rear right corner 
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Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make 
sure trees listed above are addressed. 

  

Thanks 

  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 
Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 

  

Camille 

In response to your email comments and to those in our last 
meeting, below is a listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such 
efforts have been taken and added efforts will be taken to 
enhance their survival and future growth.    

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as 
can be seen, the depth and extent of the grading activities are 
minimal and clearly will not impair the survival and future 
growth of these trees.  

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 
12 inches as to grading limits daylight into the existing 
contours. If roots over 2 inches in diameter are encountered, 
they will be saw cut and sealed. Please note, only a portion of 
the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) will have 
any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning 
of branches that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter 
might be required for safe equipment access.  All pruning will 
be under the direct supervision of the Forester and completed 
by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 tree 
protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts 
driven into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground 
and on 8 foot spacing or less.   

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing 
contours adjacent to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of 
grading is less than 12 inches and extends to daylight with the 
existing adjacent contours with zero excavation.  Roots 2 
inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The low 
retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will 
not adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.     
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 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not 
have detrimental impacts on the trees designated to 
remain.  Crown safety pruning might impact branches less than 
4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are 
important assets to each of the Lots, hence the careful 
professional grading plans, tree protection measures and 
professional monitoring that are included.    

  

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, 
uncomfortable thorny weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you 
notify parties that have shown an interest in this project that 
trespassing on this private project area should be discouraged for 
safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may 
move forward. 

Best 

Ralph 

  

  

Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 

Suite 104 

Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 

(877) 855-1059 fax 

(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Dave Pine
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 8:10 AM
To: Deke & Corrin Brown
Cc: Sam Naifeh; Liesje Nicolas; Rick Priola; Chris Misner; Pamela Merkadeau; Mark 

Luechtefeld; Jane Knapel; Catherine Palter; Dave Michaels; Alan Palter; Christopher 
Karic; Lennie Roberts; Steve Monowitz; Camille Leung; Peggy Jensen; John Beiers; John 
Nibbelin; Timothy Fox; David Burruto

Subject: RE: Chamberlain Houses
Attachments: Chamberlain Conditions of Approval.04.27.10.pdf

Deke & Corrin: 
 
The online depository of documents related to the Chamberlain Project is available 
here:  https://planning.smcgov.org/highlands-estates-subdivision-records  This depository contains 
documents that were generated after the Board of Supervisors approved the Chamberlain project on 
April 27, 2010. 
 
The depository consists of all the documents previously produced in response to public records 
requests, plus four boxes (Boxes 1A, 1B, 1C, and 1D) of additional documents that the Planning 
Department has scanned.  Currently, the documents in the four boxes are not indexed, and I have 
asked the Planning Department staff if they could do that. 
 
The original “Findings and Conditions of Approval” were considered and approved by the Board of 
Supervisors at its meeting on April 27, 2010 and are available 
here:  http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/bos.dir/BosAgendas/agendas2010/Agenda20100427/20100427
_att2_6.pdf (see first 25 pages).  For your convenience, I have also attached a copy. 
 
Regards, 
 
Dave 
 
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
 
 
 

From: Deke & Corrin Brown [mailto:d.cbrown@comcast.net]  
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 6:49 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Chamberlain Houses 

 
        Hi Dave, 
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           We need some help. 

  
We are hearing from many of the ‘Highlanders’ that the website to which you were referring is 
difficult to find. 
Could you please give us a direct route  
not only to the website but also how to find the *documents (e.g., The Original Conditions of 
Approval) within the website. 
  
Many of us are not as computer literate as we’d like ‐ 
    so the easier the better ! 
  
Thank you, 
Deke & Corrin 
  

 

 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; 
Deke & Corrin Brown <d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner 
<chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Mark 
Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; 
Catherine Palter <catpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Alan 
Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Christopher Karic <ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie 
Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; 
Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Peggy Jensen <pjensen@smcgov.org>; John 
Beiers <jbeiers@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox 
<tfox@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 19, 2017 11:29 PM 
Subject: RE: Chamberlain Houses 
  
Sam, 
  
The purpose of this email is to update you on the status of the Chamberlain project and 
address the questions you posed in your email of August 31st. 
  
Document Production 
You have requested numerous documents via (i) your email of August 24th to Steve 
Monowitz and me, and (ii) your email of August 31st to me (which you included as an 
attachment to your subsequent email of September 8th to Camille Leung, Steve 
Monowitz, and me). I am also aware of a recent document request under the Public 
Records Act from Daniel Cucchi, an attorney representing the Highlands residents, 
dated August 18th. Earlier this week staff provided you with documents responsive to 
each of these requests in accordance with the Public Records Act. 
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Staff has tried its best to be responsive to your numerous past Public Records Act 
requests and has to date forwarded you a substantial number of documents. However, 
to provide as much transparency as possible, * the Planning Director has decided to 
make available ALL public records concerning the Chamberlain development that have 
been generated since the Board of Supervisors approved the project on April 27, 2010.  
  
Specifically, before the end of this month, staff will set up a page hosted on the Planning 
Department website where staff will post these public records. Staff will first post on this 
page the documents that have already been forwarded to you so that all of those 
documents will be in one place and available to anyone else who may be interested in 
viewing them. Staff will then add additional documents so that the entire record 
following the Board of Supervisors’ action on April 27, 2010 will eventually be available 
to you and others.  
  
Minor Modifications for Lots 9 and 11  
Staff is in receipt of Daniel Cucchi’s letter of September 8th and understands his position 
that any change or modification to “parcel size and configuration, home sizes, home 
locations, architectural design, style and color, materials, height and foundation design” 
requires review by the Planning Commission. The Planning Director’s position is that 
minor modifications to these elements are within the discretion of the Planning Director 
to approve and do not trigger any kind of administrative appeal. County Counsel will 
respond in writing to Mr. Cucchi’s letter shortly.  
  
Status of the Building Permits for Lots 9, 10 and 11 
The Planning Department is continuing to review all the open items that must be 
completed before building permits can issue (e.g. construction schedule, winterization 
plans, biological surveys, water and sewer district sign-off, etc.) for the homes on Lots 
9, 10 and 11.. These items are within the discretion of the Planning Director to approve 
and there is no legal basis to suspend the review process. Staff estimates that the 
building permits will issue in the mid-October time frame, although the permits might 
issue before or after that date depending on completion of the various open items. 
  
Additional Questions From Your Email of 8/31/17 
In your email of August 31st you posed a number of questions and made numerous 
document requests. As noted above, responsive documents were provided to you 
earlier this week. Below are answers to your questions (copied from your email of 
August 31st and shown in italicized text) that have not already been addressed in this 
email. 
  
Question: You state about the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
contract: “Such a contract will be put in place prior to the issuance of a building permit 
for any additional work.” Your phrase any additional work seems to indicate that current 
mitigations work under the conditions of approval would not apply. Please clarify what 
the term “any additional work” specifically refers to. 
  

Response: The site preparation and construction of the next set of homes on 
Lots 9, 10 and 11, and on the final set of homes on Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8, are subject 
to the MMRP and the related mitigation monitoring contract referenced in 
condition of Approval A.4. The contract required by condition A.4 will apply to all 
of the mitigation measures related to this work. As construction of the first four 
homes on Lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 has been completed, the contract would not pertain 
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to the mitigation measures related to the site preparation and construction of 
those homes. 

  
Question: Please let us know which firm is the project geotechnical consultant of record 
for lots 9-11. 
  

Response: The geotechnical consultant for Lots 9 -11 is Cornerstone Earth 
Group. The materials submitted by Cornerstone Earth Group have been 
reviewed by Jean Demouthe of Earth Systems. 

  
Question: You report your own review of square footage under the R-1/S-81 and RM 
zoning districts and you conclude: “The R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts provide for a 
maximum building site coverage ratio of 40%, and the proposed homes are in 
compliance with that requirement.”…. Please send us the citations for specific clauses 
under the County Zoning Regulations that your conclusion is based upon.  
  

Response: Zoning regulations for the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts are found 
in San Mateo County’s Zoning Regulations, dated January 2016, available online 
at: http://planning.smcgov.org/zoning-regulations. See: “R-1” (One-Family 
Residential District), page 6.1; “S-81” Combining District (San Mateo Highlands), 
page 20.33; and “RM” (Resource Management District), page 20A.1. 

  
Question: We call to your attention the subject line of the memorandum:  
“Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification to an approved Resource Management 
(RM) Permit (PLN2006-00357) for the development of Lot 9 (2185 Cobblehill Place 
BLD2016-00160) and Lot 11 (88 Cowpens Way; BLD2016-00159), in the San Mateo 
Highlands area.” Please send us an electronic copy of the “approved Resource 
Management (RM) Permit” mentioned.  
  

Response: This permit was approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 27, 
2010. See Agenda item 6G, “Approving a Resource Management Permit to 
subdivide and develop nine lots located in the RM-zoned portion of the property, 
Lots 1 through 8 and 11, including granting two bonus density credits and the 
approval of a reduction in the minimum front and side yard setback requirements 
per the proposed Zoning Text Amendment, subject to the required findings and 
conditions of approval,” available at: 
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/bos.dir/BosAgendas/agendas2010/Agenda201004
27/Frame.htm  

  
Convening a Meeting 
It is unfortunate that despite my significant efforts a meeting between the residents who 
have been actively engaged in this matter, County staff and me was not convened to 
continue the discussions that we began when we met on June 28th. I tried to arrange 
such a meeting by sending three emails proposing dates and also attempting to reach 
you by phone. I’ve included below a chronology of our communications about convening 
such a meeting. Your suggestion that I am somehow at fault for the failure of this 
meeting to occur is contrary to the facts. 
  

Date From To Content Notes 
Letter dated 
06/24/17; 
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emailed on 
07/13/17 

  
  
L. Nicolas 

  
  
D. Pine 

  
“Sam will also email you … to work out 
dates for our next meeting.” 

  
  
This did not occur.

Email dated 
07/17/17 

  
D. Pine 

  
S. Naifeh

  
D. Pine proposed three dates

  
. 

  
  
  
Email dated 
07/17/17 

  
  
  
  
S. Naifeh 

  
  
  
  
D. Pine 

“We’ll coordinate with the neighbors on the 
proposed meeting dates and place. Corrin 
Brown will get in touch with you in follow 
up on arrangements for the next meeting.”  

  
  
  
  
This did not occur

Email dated 
08/04/17 

  
D. Pine 

  
S. Naifeh  

  
D. Pine proposed three new dates 

  
  

  
  
Email dated 
08/16/17 

  
  
  
S. Naifeh 

  
  
  
D. Pine 

  
“In order to get scheduling process started, 
are you available the week of August 28th or 
September 5th?” 

D. Pine responded 
with two proposed 
dates, see email of 
08/22/17 

Voicemail on 
08/15/16 and 
email on 
08/16/17 

  
  
  
D. Pine 

  
  
  
S. Naifeh

  
  
D. Pine attempts to arrange a time to talk by 
phone to S. Naifeh 

  
  
S. Naifeh not 
available to talk. 

  
  
Email dated 
08/16/17 

  
  
  
S. Naifeh 

  
  
  
D. Pine 

“Please let us know some times for our HCA 
committee members to meet with you as 
noted in our email of today's date below.” 

  

Email dated 
08/22/17 

  
D. Pine 

  
S. Naifeh

  
D. Pine proposes two new dates

  

  
If you would like to meet at this juncture, please propose three dates and it is likely that 
at least one will work for staff and me. Should you want to meet, please let me know 
whether the meeting would involve the residents who have been actively engaged in 
this matter or whether you would prefer to have to have a broader community meeting. 
To date, I have been attempting to arrange a meeting with you as the Chair of the HCA 
Land Committee, the individuals who I met with on June 28th, others receiving this email 
who could not attend the June 28th meeting, and any other interested community 
members you would like to invite. But if you would like to arrange a meeting with a 
larger community audience, that would be fine.  
  
Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8 
As noted above, the building permits for Lot 9, 10 and 11 will be issuing soon. More 
substantive issues will need to be resolved with respect to Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8, 
particularly with respect to grading. My hope is that the public document portal 
described above will facilitate your review and input on these issues. In addition, I would 
suggest that we calendar a meeting to discuss these issues once staff has received the 
information they need from the applicant regarding the proposed changes. I will let you 
know when this occurs.  
  
Regards, 
  
Dave 
  
  
Dave Pine 
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Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
  
  

From: Sam Naifeh [mailto:samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 6:51 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & 
Corrin Brown <d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela 
Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane 
Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter <catpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels 
<dm94402@gmail.com>; Alan Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Christopher Karic 
<ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us> 
Subject: Re: Chamberlain Houses 
  
  
Dear Dave 
  
We had requested to meet with you as soon as possible after the June 28th meeting for 
several reasons noted at the meeting, one of which was because we were aware that 
we would run into vacation also running into the Labor Day holiday weekend in August. 
You mentioned your delay in organizing a meeting with us was because you were trying 
to learn about the issues.  It appears that you were also scheduling your own plan for a 
meeting around the vacation needs of County staff.  We ask the same sort of 
consideration be extended to our communities of volunteers here.  It would have helped 
had you included us in your working on plans for changing the kind of meeting you 
envisioned for us.  We could not meet on the dates indicated in any case. 
  
The Planning Director has been on record variously considering project modifications 
since August 2016, most recently telling us directly in a meeting in May that there is no 
modification.  Condition of Approval A.1 and A.5. show requirement for changes in 
approved lot configuration along with house location and size.  Planning has affirmed 
that changes are evident.  Your letter shows that the County is now confirming that 
there are modifications to this project, but has decided to regard changes in location 
and size as minor modification in contrast to requirements under Condition of Approval 
A.1. and A.5.   
  
We reported to you that Planning appears to have been put in the awkward position of 
attempting to accommodate the applicant’s demands to change the project approval to 
the extent of advising the applicant to “massage” the size specifications and coming up 
with a belabored “interpretation” of the intent of the Board in 2010. There is no reason to 
circumvent the Conditions of Approval requirements for a major modification with a 
public approval process if there turns out to be data indicating that process should be 
followed. The current outcry from the communities derives from documented concerns 
about the project Conditions of Approval not being followed and the applicant’s previous 
refusal to comply with requirements under the Conditions of Approval. Perception of the 
applicant’s conduct on this project is also rooted in the applicant’s multiyear record of 
repeated proposals ignoring County rules on the project site.  
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The community outreach to you as District Supervisor is intended to restore an orderly 
and cooperative due process embodied in the legislative and project approval for this 
project.    
  
Title Insurance Policy for the Highlands Open Space Conservation Easement  
  
We look forward to receiving the copy of the title policy on the open space conservation 
easement on the recorded property description filed for this project as soon as 
possible.   

  
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
  
The project approval (County File No. PLN 2006-00357 ) stipulates: 
  

“That the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program incorporated within 
the Final EIR, which monitors compliance with mitigation measures 
intended to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, 
has been adopted. Compliance with the conditions of approval listed 
below shall be monitored and confirmed according to implementation 
deadlines as specified within each condition.”   

  
You state about the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
contract:  “Such a contract will be put in place prior to the issuance of a building permit 
for any additional work.”  Your phrase any additional work seems to indicate that current 
mitigations work under the conditions of approval would not apply. Please clarify what 
the term “any additional work” specifically refers to.  
  
Community concern is compounded by your not immediately requiring implementation 
the Condition of Approval A.4. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP).  The evidence shows that we have been consistently ignored in our efforts 
have the MMRP implemented as required by the Board of Supervisors in the Conditions 
of Approval.  
  
The MMRP contract should have been in place prior to approving any permit or work on 
this project.  How is it that further delay is being allowed when all monitoring of all 
conditions of approval are supposed to have long been under contract?   
  
“Geotechnical concerns 
Planning has determined that there are no open geotechnical concerns with respect to 
the proposed homes on Lots 9, 10 and 11.” 
  
No geotechnical evaluation of the plan changes or other form of evidence is or has been 
provided to verify this statement.   
  
To that end we have the following requests: 
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1)    Please provide verification of this assertion with the full text of a report from 
the Project Geotechnical Consultant showing the original building envelope 
remains fully intact and uninterrupted.   
  
2)    Please provide the required evaluation from the County Geotechnical 
Consultant for this determination related to changes in Lots 9-11. Please 
provide the evidence base for this determination. 

  
3)    Please provide an electronic copy of the required documentation to be 
submitted for the Lot 10 building permit shall include proposed 
construction/design measures to provide stable temporary excavations west of 
the residence so that the stability of an existing fill prism is not adversely 
impacted during site grading. 

  
4)    Please let us know which firm is the project geotechnical consultant of 
record for lots 9-11. 
  
5) Please provide updated grading and drainage plans along with any related 
geotechnical concerns. 

  
"House Size" 
  
We note your pointing out your view as a San Mateo County Supervisor that:  

“My role here has been to understand the concerns of the community and 
to help ensure they are considered and responded to by the Planning 
Director. To that end, if there is something in the record beyond Table 4 
supporting your position on the home sizes, please bring it to my 
attention”.   
  

As noted above, we need to be on equal footing in being informed of the record so that 
we can follow your request here. 
  
We can more than appreciate your discovery of the amount of time your studying this 
project has required.  Please multiply that by thousands of hours volunteered by a wide 
array of talented community members over twenty-eight years.  
  
You report your own review of square footage under the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning 
districts and you conclude: “The R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts provide for a 
maximum building site coverage ratio of 40%, and the proposed homes are in 
compliance with that requirement.”   
  
Site conditions are the sine qua non of San Mateo County zoning requirements 
especially in protected areas.  Safety and stability of the site conditions as well as the 
adjoining open space conservation easement are and have been viewed here as 
crucially important.  We anticipate that the landslide in the open space during the rains 
this past year would have also sensitized you to the need to ensure land stability with 
thorough attention to geotechnical, grading and drainage analyses on behalf of the best 
interest of all parties.  
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Please send us the citations for specific clauses under the County Zoning Regulations 
that your conclusion is based upon.   
  
Due Process 
  
We shall review the record as you recommend when we have a complete record to 
review.   
  
It appears that you do not understand the fact reported to you previously and in this 
email that we have been deprived of the record on the subjects in this notice, as well as 
other information, that you have reviewed and are asking us to review.   
  
We are placed in an impossible position being asked to review the record under the 
arbitrary deadline of 8 September 2017 placed upon our community in the County 
Planning memorandum to “All Interested Parties” in Highlands dated 25 August 2017 
while at the same time we do not have the record to review.  
  
We call to your attention the subject line of the memorandum:  

“Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification to an approved Resource 
Management (RM) Permit (PLN2006-00357) for the development of Lot 9 
(2185 Cobblehill Place BLD2016-00160) and Lot 11 (88 Cowpens Way; 
BLD2016-00159), in the San Mateo Highlands area.”  

Please send us an electronic copy of the “approved Resource Management (RM) 
Permit” mentioned.   
  
In view of our not receiving complete requested information up to now, please consider 
this request for information including any and all documents referenced in your email 
along with the entire administrative record and all other information referred to in this 
email of 22 August 2017 as well as noted in our previous email below to you as 
requested under the California Freedom of Information Act.  Please send all information 
requested within the reasonable time frame required under the California Freedom of 
Information statute.   
  
We request that the Planning Director and you suspend the deadline on the 
Consideration of a proposed Minor Modification dated 25 August 2017  that Planning 
announced by mail and allow the community the time to receive and review the 
information as well as to carry out informed interaction with Planning so we can carry 
out the review of information that we had long ago tried to have completed by this time 
and appropriately respond to the proposed modifications   
  
We ask that you exercise your role as District Supervisor and work with Planning to 
place a hold on the public notice at this point and work with us fairly, openly, and 
cooperatively providing us current, complete information so that we can be informed 
participants in constructive, orderly process of resolution of issues as originally intended 
by the Board of Supervisors.  Please inform us as to suspension of the deadline and 
inauguration of an appropriate process of review on an equal basis with the extensive 
process afforded the applicant.   
  
Community members are anxious to be informed of the outcome of our request for 
restoration of due process as the Board of Supervisors intended in this project's 
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Conditions of Approval ensuring an accountable, fully transparent, and orderly process 
of managing project changes.  
  
Your comment about having a community meeting seems to be gathering interest.  
  
In the spirit of your comment on your role, we do wish to meet with you as originally 
agreed so that you are on the same page as your local constituency here.   
  
Sam 
  
  

From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin Brown 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau 
<pamela@merkadeau.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel 
<jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Alan Palter 
<alanpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Christopher Karic 
<ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; "brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov" 
<brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov>; "jeffs@highlandsrec.ca.gov" <jeffs@highlandsrec.ca.gov>; Steve 
Monowitz <mailto:smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Peggy Jensen 
<pjensen@smcgov.org>; John Beiers <jbeiers@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; 
David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2017 7:30 PM 
Subject: RE: Chamberlain Homes 
  
Sam, 
  
I have checked the schedules of County staff, and inquired about the availability of the 
multipurpose room at the Highlands Rec. Center, and I would propose a meeting on one of the 
following two dates to discuss the Chamberlain project: 
  

        Monday, August 28th at 7 pm 
        Thursday, August 31st at 7 pm 

  
I would anticipate that community attendees at this meeting would include the individuals who I 
met with on June 28th, others receiving this email who could not attend the June 28th meeting, 
and any other interested community members you would like to invite. This meeting is not 
intended to be a large neighborhood gathering of the kind referenced in the third paragraph of 
your email to me on August 16th. 
  
As you know, I have been trying to convene this meeting for some time now. On July 17th, I 
proposed three dates. On August 4th, I proposed three new dates. I did not receive a response to 
those proposed dates until your email of August 16th where you asked that I provide dates for the 
week of August 28th or September 5th. At this point it is critical that we convene the meeting on 
August 28th or 31st for two reasons: 
  

1)    As I indicated in my email of July 17th, in the course of my investigation of the various 
issues that have been raised, I learned that the developer has proposed minor modifications to 
the homes to be built on Lots 9 and 11. The Planning Director has tentatively approved these 
changes and they are within his administrative authority. He will be emailing (and posting on 
the Department’s online permit center) a notice with details about these changes in the next 
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day or two. While a public hearing is not required, the Planning Director’s practice has been 
to provide the property owners within 300 feet of the parcels, and other interested parties, 
with a two week period to review his preliminary approval of minor modifications before it 
becomes final. If we meet on August 28th or 31st, we will be within that two week window. 

  
2)    I have completed my investigation of the issues pertaining to lots 9, 10 and 11. After the 
completion of the two week notice period described above, it is likely that Planning will be in 
a position to issue the building permits for the homes on these three lots. If there are insights 
or considerations that the staff or I have missed, this would be the time for community 
members to bring them forward. 

  
At the meeting, we will review in detail the issues that have been raised. Below is a high level 
summary of where they stand from my perspective: 
  
Environmental mitigation monitoring and reporting 
Condition of Approval A.4. states that: “The applicant shall enter into a contract with the San 
Mateo County Planning and Building Department for all mitigation monitoring for this project 
prior to the issuance of any grading permit "hard card" for the project.” Such a contract will be 
put in place prior to the issuance of a building permit for any additional work. 
  
Geotechnical concerns 
Planning has determined that there are no open geotechnical concerns with respect to the 
proposed homes on Lots 9, 10 and 11. However, the developer’s design level grading plans for 
Lots 5, 6, 7 and 8 are not currently acceptable to the Planning Director. Planning staff is 
continuing to discuss these plans with the developer. 
  
Tree removal/replacement 
There are no open issues with the Planning Director. 
  
Title insurance policy 
You requested a copy of the title insurance policy for the conservation easement on the recorded 
property description filed for this project. I have asked Chief Deputy County Counsel John 
Nibbelin to bring this to ground. He will get back to you directly on this. 
  
Home size 
In August 2016, the Planning Director informed community representatives of his decision that 
the sizes of the proposed homes are consistent with the Board of Supervisors’ April 2010 project 
approval. His decision was based on the following analysis by Planning staff: 
  

 Planning staff considered the subdivision plans for each lot. These subdivision plans set 
forth a footprint for each lot and it is appropriate to assume that the County anticipated 
that the home on each lot would use the approved or similar footprint. Significantly, the 
subdivision plans for each lot show a garage. 

 Planning staff next looked at the elevations for each lot, which show the proposed 
levels/bulk/volume for each lot. Again, the elevations clearly show garages for each lot.  

  
 Finally, Planning staff examined the proposed floor plans for each lot and checked the 

square footage for the proposed plans. Planning staff concluded that the square footage 
for the floor plans reflects the square footage listed in Table 4 of the April 2010 staff 
report provided to the Board of Supervisors, plus square footage for the garages.  
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 When staff superimposed the proposed floor plans on the building footprint referenced 
above, they saw that the floor plans (which include garage space) very closely track the 
building footprints. Moreover, the floor plans are consistent with the elevations that 
accompanied the 2010 staff report.  

  
The attached documents depict for each proposed home the approved grading and utility plans, 
the current building plans, and the approved elevations. 
  
The April 2010 staff report provided to the Board of Supervisors was silent on the question of 
whether the garages were included in the home size calculations shown in Table 4. The table 
certainly can be read to set a maximum floor area including the garage space. It is important to 
note, however, that as a legal matter the April 2010 staff report is not what the Board of 
Supervisors approved. The Board of Supervisors approved the project as described in the 
subdivision plans and elevations discussed above. 
  
Some individuals have pointed out that the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations call for the 
inclusion of garage space when calculating floor area maximums. However, the Chamberlain 
project is located within the R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts where there are no floor area 
maximums. The R-1/S-81 and RM zoning districts provide for a maximum building site 
coverage ratio of 40%, and the proposed homes are in compliance with that requirement. 
  
I have spent many hours looking at all the above referenced documents and the entire 
administrative record. I cannot find evidence that refutes the above analysis. Moreover, you 
should bear in mind that were I to disagree with staff’s analysis, my disagreement would not be 
determinative. At this point, interpretation of the Board’s project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the Planning Director and it is not a decision for the Board of Supervisors, let 
alone a single Board member. My role here has been to understand the concerns of the 
community and to help ensure they are considered and responded to by the Planning Director. To 
that end, if there is something in the record beyond Table 4 supporting your position on the home 
sizes, please bring it to my attention by email or at the meeting proposed for August 28th or 31st.  
  
In addition, the community should be aware that this analysis regarding home size will also 
apply to the final four homes for the project on lots 5, 6, 7 and 8. 
  
Please let me know if the community representatives would like to meet on August 28th or 31st. 
Planning Director Steve Monowitz, Chief Deputy Counsel John Nibbelin and I are available on 
both dates, and I have reserved the Highlands Rec Center multipurpose room for both dates. I 
believe it is very important that this meeting be convened on one of those dates so that we can 
walk through the issues in detail and make sure that no stone has been left unturned in the 
analysis of the community’s concerns. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dave 
  
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
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dpine@smcgov.org 
  
  

From: Sam Naifeh [mailto:samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:38 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin 
Brown <d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau 
<pamela@merkadeau.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel 
<jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Alan Palter 
<alanpalter@gmail.com>; Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Christopher Karic 
<ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts <lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us> 
Subject: Re: Chamberlain Homes 
  
Dear Dave 
  
I am just back from today's meeting and have to be out early in the morning again. 
  
Please let us know some times for our HCA committee members to meet with you as noted in 
our email of today's date below.   
  
Thanks 
Sam 
  

From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Rick Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Deke & Corrin Brown 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Pamela Merkadeau 
<pamela@merkadeau.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; Jane Knapel 
<jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Alan Palter <alanpalter@gmail.com>; Dave 
Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>; Christopher Karic <ckaric@sellarlaw.com>; Lennie Roberts 
<lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 16, 2017 10:40 AM 
Subject: Re: Chamberlain Homes 
  
Sam, 
  
Thank you for your email.  
  
In the voicemail I left you yesterday, I suggested we talk by phone this morning.  It looks like 
you are tied up during the day today.  Can we set a time to talk by phone this evening?  How 
about 7:30 PM? 
  
Dave 
  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
-------------------------------------- 
 
On Aug 16, 2017, at 5:51 AM, Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net> wrote: 

Dear Dave 
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Thank you for your email. 
  
With our twenty-eight year experience in dealing with many proposals for this 
project including the current one which appears to be coming before you, we 
indeed can truly appreciate your effort to become familiar with this project’s 
details and its significant impacts on steep and unstable hillsides in earthquake 
country.   
  
At our June 28th meeting with you, we agreed to have a follow up meeting with 
you as soon as possible.  We still think it best to have that agreed on follow up 
meeting with you, just as we did in June, as soon as we can coordinate time with 
you and our key residents in our area communities, a number of whom are on 
vacation at this point.   
  
You mention having a community meeting with Planning staff.  A community 
meeting requires much preparation and communications with area residents as to 
its purpose and goals for meeting with the area neighbors as well as coordination 
with Planning.  We will add your suggestion for discussion when we meet with 
you.  
  
When we met with you in June, you appeared to understand Condition of 
Approval (COA) A.4. as written in the BOS approval for this project and agreed 
that it is a straightforward condition of approval.  Planning had already made it 
clear that the condition has not been followed as written.  We requested that you 
follow up with having the project come into compliance with COA number A.4. 
(attached).  We asked that you immediately ensure Condition of Approval A.4. 
will now be implemented as approved by the Board of Supervisors. Please let us 
know.  
  
We also reported to you our concerns about the inconsistent treatment and turning 
aside of COA numbers A. 1. and A.5.  COA number A.1. states:  “Revisions or 
modifications not in compliance with Condition No. 5 shall be deemed a major 
modification and shall be subject to review and approval by the Planning 
Commission at a public hearing.” When we met with Planning we were informed 
that COA number A.5. did not apply to proposed changes and was set aside.   
  
We asked that you inform Planning of the need to adhere to Condition of 
Approval number A.5 for the project changes that they presented to us. Please 
confirm back to us that COA numbers A. 1. and A.5.. will now be followed.   
  
Geotechnical, grading, drainage questions constitute the central issue on any 
alteration or treatment of the project site lots as well as impacts upon adjoining 
conservation easement area.   
  
Much expert effort went into working out specific conditions of approval in 
regard to the geotechnical, drainage, and grading issues on this project’s 
approval.  The County organized and convened a special meeting of all involved 
experts along with all interested parties on March 16, 2009 to ensure the full 
review and agreement on relevant specifications and related conditions of 
approval in regard to soil conditions, geotechnical, grading, as well as drainage 
and hydrological questions.  It is our prime concern that all parties and experts 
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who were previously involved remain involved in any proposed change in these 
site conditions.   
  
Requested geotechnical information is still pending.   
  
The email from Camille Leung that you included in your email never came 
directly to me. I will follow up with Camille on several questions from it.   
  
However, the first item in that email text included in your email below does not 
make sense:  “1) I asked Jack Chamberlain for the “title insurance policy” for the 
conservation easement area.  It was not a requirement so I’m not sure if he has 
this.” 
  
Of course Camille would not be sure about this in that she would only find the 
requirement Conditions of Approval A.2.and A. 3 stating requirement for a Final 
Map.    
  
In order to save money for Mr. Chamberlain, you intervened and confirmed 
County purchase of the two million dollar title policy on the conservation 
easement as noted in the email from you dated December 2, 2012.  We request 
again the copy of the title insurance policy on the conservation easement.  We 
would appreciate your expediting follow up on getting the title insurance 
document for the conservation easement to us.  
  
Thank you for your phone call.  I am preparing to attend an all day meeting, 
which will make phone communication difficult today.   
  
It might work more efficiently to coordinate dates by email for the follow up 
meeting with you as we agreed in June.   
  
In order to get scheduling process started, are you available the week of August 
28th or September 5th? 
  
Regards, 
Sam 
  
  

 
From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Liesje Nicolas 
<mailto:highlandscapresident@gmail..com>; "alanpalter@gmail.com" 
<alanpalter@gmail.com>; Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Lennie 
Roberts <mailto:lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; Jane Knapel 
<jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Rick 
Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Randy Torrijos <rtorrijos@smcgov.org>; 
"d.cbrown@comcast.net" <d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner 
<chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Mark Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; 
"dm94402@gmail.com" <dm94402@gmail.com>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org>; 
"samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net" <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>; 
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"brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov" <brigittes@highlandsrec.ca.gov>; Camille 
Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Lisa Aozasa <laozasa@smcgov.org>  
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2017 11:35 AM 
Subject: Chamberlain Homes 
  
I am writing to update you on the work I’ve done to look into concerns that have 
been raised about the construction of the Chamberlain homes. 
  
Issues: 
Based on the input from the community shared at our last meeting and emails and 
letters I have received since that time, I have been looking into the following 
issues: 
  

1)    Environmental mitigation monitoring and reporting and the 
arrangements to ensure that the developer pays the costs associated with 
such monitoring and reporting 

  
2)    The size of the homes proposed to be built 

  
3)    Grading of lots 5, 6, 7 & 8 on Ticonderoga Drive 

  
4)    Geotechnical concerns on Lot 9, 10 & 11 

  
5)    Potential changes in house locations (laterally and in sea level height); 
in particular, the siting and construction modifications proposed by the 
developer for lots 9 & 10 on Cobblehill Place and Lot 11 on Cowpens 
Way that were brought to my attention by the Planning Department. 

  
6)    Tree removal/replacement 

  
Request for Additional Documents: 
In the email thread that I have copied below, Sam Naifeh requested additional 
documents. Camille Leung (San Mateo County Senior Planner) responded to that 
request with the following email, and she has provided the documents referenced 
therein: 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, July 26, 2017 10:26 AM 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net> 
Cc: Lisa Aozasa <laozasa@smcgov.org>; Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org>; Steve 
Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Status of Requested Documents 
  
Hi Sam, 
  
Here’s the status of the documents you requested: 
  

1)     I asked Jack Chamberlain for the “title insurance policy” for the 
conservation easement area.  It was not a requirement so I’m not sure if he has 
this.  
2)     I sent geo review docs to you on 6/6/17 (see attached PDF of email).  Jean 
DeMouthe did the Geo review.  Her comments are re-sent, as attached to this 
email.   
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3)     Regarding Condition 4k (BIO-5c), the lighting plan, please attached PDF 
for email chain. 
4)     Regarding deed restrictions required by Condition 6a and b, these have been 
on my BLD planccheck list and have been requested of the applicant.  
5)     Regarding “official County reports evaluating traffic safeguards during 
construction and after construction”.  Please see attached email from Jack 
Chamberlain.  The Construction Management Plan is included in my BLD 
comment letter.  We only require: 
  
Condition 4.w.: Improvement Measure TRANS-1:  The Project Applicant shall 
prepare and submit a Construction Management Plan that will, among other 
things, require that all truck movement associated with project construction 
occur outside the commute peak hours. 
  

Thanks 
  

Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
  

Next Meeting 
In my last email, I proposed that we meet on the evening of August 7th, 8th or 
9th.  I don’t recall receiving an email back regarding the group’s availability on 
those dates, but in talking with Brigitte Shearer at the Rec Center it looks like the 
HCA may have reserved the multipurpose room for the evening of August 
9th.  Can we confirm that?  If not, we should meet the evening of August 14th, 15th 
or 16th at the Rec Center.  I have reserved space at the Rec Center at 7:00 p.m. on 
each of those evenings.  Given the highly technical nature of some of the issues 
that we’ll be discussing, I’ve requested that County staff be present at the meeting 
to assist us. 
  
Status of My Work: 
I have been working to fully understand the issues you have raised, particularly 
the question of allowable home size.  I have read the documents that were 
provided to the Board of Supervisors when the project was approved on April 27, 
2010 and reviewed the recording of that meeting (the entire administrative 
record).  I have met with County Counsel, the Planning Department and staff 
from the County Manager’s Office.  I have also reviewed the numerous letters and 
emails I have received from members of the community.  While Sam has 
requested a written report of my impressions, I would like to wait until after our 
community meeting where we can discuss the issues further and I can receive 
additional input. To that end, I look forward to our next meeting.  After our 
meeting, I will be happy to provide a summary of my thoughts regarding this 
matter. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Dave 
  
Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
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dpine@smcgov.org 
  
-------------------------------------- 
  
From: Sam Naifeh [mailto:samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2017 11:13 PM 
To: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Liesje Nicolas 
<mailto:highlandscapresident@gmail..com>; alanpalter@gmail.com; Catherine 
Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Lennie Roberts 
<mailto:lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; 
Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Rick Priola 
<hcapres@gmail.com>; Randy Torrijos <rtorrijos@smcgov.org>; 
d.cbrown@comcast.net; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Mark 
Luechtefeld <mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; dm94402@gmail.com; Steve 
Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Follow up for meeting on compliance with Board of Supervisors 
legislation, rules, and specifications for PLN2006-00357 
  
Dear Dave 
  
As we discussed in our meeting of June 28th with you, the two most urgent issues 
of non-compliance with the project’s Conditions of Approval were documented 
and given to you when we met with you (attached).   Neighbors asked that you as 
our District One supervisor immediately investigate and ensure this project's 
compliance with the Board of Supervisors conditions of approval.  For our report 
to the community, please send us your findings or actions taken based on the 
specific information, including modification of approved house size, provided to 
you by community representatives.   
  
You asked in the course of our discussion at the meeting that we send you some 
of the additional examples of previously requested information or project 
compliance with the conditions of approval in addition to what you took away 
from the meeting.  

  

Additional examples: 
  
We have not yet received a copy of the title insurance policy for the conservation 
easement on the recorded property description filed for this project.   
  
One of the critical issues with the approval centered on significant limits of 
development on the unstable hillsides vulnerable to water flows and earthquake.  
  
As you can see from letters to Board members from the community that were 
hand delivered to you, neighbors here are most concerned about any modification 
being made that deviates from the specific, necessary, careful, and comprehensive 
due process, which resulted in project approval.         
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You directly witnessed the recent landslide in the Highlands open space area that 
affected County infrastructure this winter; it provided a reminder of what 
residents here are long familiar with about the unstable hillside areas here.   
  
Our serious concerns about unstable hillside development here were tragically 
validated when a large retaining wall on Polhemus Road was approved by the 
County and failed four months after its construction in December 1996. This 
tragic incident drew in both San Mateo and San Francisco County Departments of 
Pubic Works, as the major water supply from Hetch Hetchy reservoir flowed 
under Polhemus Road.  The County hired the internationally recognized 
geotechnical engineering  firm Cotton, Shires & Associates for evaluation and 
repair of the landslide.   
  
With our serious concerns about Chamberlain proposals, we brought in Cotton 
Shires & Associates on the Chamberlain project proposals, especially because of 
their geotechnical engineering and geological expertise and detailed familiarity 
with the Highlands-Baywood Park area.  Cotton, Shires & Associates provided 
overall input for the Chamberlain project conditions of approval and were 
credited in the Staff Supplemental Report dated February 10, 2010 with the 
County’s specific addition of conditions of approval to the Planning and Building 
Department Geotechnical Section on this project.   
  
We have asked for Cotton Shires & Associates review of compliance with the 
Geotechnical conditions of approval and of any changes proposed.  Our request 
includes their evaluation of the effectiveness of the mitigations protecting the 
drainage into the conservation easement adjacent to lots 1-4. Effectiveness of 
hydrological mitigations for this project’s drainage have become more pressing 
since this past winter's rainstorms.  We have asked for geotechnical information in 
relation to the conditions of approval on this project.     
  
Examples of geotechnical considerations have included concerns that Lot 9 
excavation could potentially undermine a portion of the existing fill and create 
stability problems across a property line.; Lot 10 involving a disturbance of this 
area beyond the parcel boundary; and viable position for a house site on Lot 11 
house being very limited.   Standing at the lot 11 area of the property, it should be 
evident that low bowl-shaped areas are located both north and south of the house 
site. These areas reflect active drainages and potentially unstable slopes.  In 
evaluating the approved placement it was noted that fill placement was at the time 
depicted beyond the southern parcel boundary into one of these low areas—this 
aspect of project grading may not be acceptable from a geotechnical perspective.   
  
We are still waiting to receive electronic copies of the geotechnical and geological 
information and any related reports prepared by the County.  
  
Plans to be authorized as compliant with the conditions of approval should also 
have been evaluated by County geotechnical engineering staff to confirm 
adequacy, the Planning and Building Department, and Department of Public 
Works on this project.   We have requested those reports as well.      
  
We have requested documented confirmation and dates of Condition of Approval 
4.k. Mitigation Measure BIO-5c, Condition of Approval 34, and Condition of 
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Approval 6. a. and b. for completed work. Also requested were official County 
reports evaluating traffic safeguards during construction and the safety condition 
after construction with homes on Ticonderoga Drive.    
  
We’ll coordinate with the neighbors on the proposed meeting dates and 
place.  Corrin Brown will get in touch with you in follow up on arrangements for 
the next meeting.   
  
We look forward to meeting with you  
  
Sam  
  

 
From: Dave Pine <dpine@smcgov.org> 
To: Sam Naifeh <samnaifeh@sbcglobal.net>  
Cc: Liesje Nicolas <liesjenicolas@gmail.com>; Liesje Nicolas 
<mailto:highlandscapresident@gmail..com>; "alanpalter@gmail.com" <alanpalter@gmail.com>; 
Catherine Palter <cpalter@stanford.edu>; Lennie Roberts <mailto:lennie@darwin.ptvy.ca.us>; 
Jane Knapel <jknapel@sbcglobal.net>; Pamela Merkadeau <pamela@merkadeau.com>; Rick 
Priola <hcapres@gmail.com>; Randy Torrijos <rtorrijos@smcgov.org>; "d.cbrown@comcast.net" 
<d.cbrown@comcast.net>; Chris Misner <chrismisner@yahoo.com>; Mark Luechtefeld 
<mluechtefeld@gmail.com>; "dm94402@gmail.com" <dm94402@gmail.com>; Steve Monowitz 
<smonowitz@smcgov.org>; David Burruto <DBurruto@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2017 8:00 PM 
Subject: Follow-up Meeting on Chamberlain Homes 
  
Since our meeting on June 28th, I have been meeting with County staff to review 
the following issues pertaining to the construction of the remaining seven 
Chamberlain homes: 
  
      Monitoring and reporting of mitigation measures 
  
      The size of the homes 
  
      Grading of lots 5, 6, 7 & 8 on Ticonderoga Drive 
  
      Certain siting and construction modifications proposed by the developer for 
lots 9 & 10 on Cobblehill Place and Lot 11 on Cowpens Way that the Planning 
Department has informed me of. 
  
I would like to meet with you again to discuss the above on August 7th, 8th or 
9th.  I would suggest we meet at 7:30 pm in the Highlands Recreation Center’s 
Recreation Center Multi-Purpose Room.  Staff will attend as well so that all of 
your questions can be comprehensively addressed. 
  
Please let me know which of these three dates would work best for you.  In the 
meantime, please inform me if there are any additional issues that you would like 
me to research in advance of our meeting. 
  
Regards, 
  
Dave 
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Dave Pine 
Supervisor, District 1 
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center, 1st Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650) 363-4571 (w) 
(650) 814-3103 (m) 
dpine@smcgov.org 
  
  
  
  
  

  
  

<Condition of Approval A.4.pdf> 

<Condition of Approval A.5.pdf> 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 2:18 PM
To: Ralph Osterling
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel; Fred; Tang Jonathan; Haga Roland
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees

Hi Ralph ‐ Based on our meeting, these are the trees (see ones highlighted in pink) where we need a discussion of 
impacts to trees from development including grading, wall, outfall, etc. 
 
Hi Jonathan‐ please make sure civil plans for each lot are internally consistent as to which trees are being kept/protected 
and which are being removed, before you revise and print out plans for submittal to the Building Counter.  I noticed an 
inconsistency on Lot 9 (see page 9.3 vs. 9.5). 
 
Thanks! 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2017 5:11 PM 
To: 'Ralph Osterling' <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: 'Chamberlain Jack' <jtuttlec@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

 
Hi Ralph, 
 
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought in on 10/17/17 
does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

 
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
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Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 

 
 

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
 
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am in the process 
of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree evaluation of impacts from the 
proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have a tree survey 
with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag map or use tree size 
references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or within proposed 
areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the right and 3 trees 

along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the house  
c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed above are 
addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
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<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a listing of my 
comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have been taken and 
added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, the depth and 
extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will not impair the survival and 
future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches as to grading 
limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 inches in diameter are 
encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please note, only a portion of the rooting 
area on the inside (facing the residence) will have any shallow grading activity which is 
clearly displayed on Sheet C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning 
of branches that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the Forester and 
completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 tree protection will be 
provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven into the ground.  Posts shall be 
driven into the ground and on 8 foot spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent to trees 33975 
and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and extends to daylight with the 
existing adjacent contours with zero excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean 
cut and sealed.  The low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not adversely impair the 
health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have detrimental 
impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety pruning might impact branches 
less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to each of the Lots, 
hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection measures and professional 
monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny weeds, and 
stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an interest in this project that 
trespassing on this private project area should be discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you 
have added questions and/or comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move 
forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
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Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 2:19 PM
To: Ralph Osterling
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel; Fred; Tang Jonathan; Haga Roland
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees
Attachments: noreply@smcgov.org_20171025_140804.pdf

Here’s tree map 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 2:18 PM 
To: 'Ralph Osterling' <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: 'Chamberlain Jack' <jtuttlec@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Tang Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

 
Hi Ralph ‐ Based on our meeting, these are the trees (see ones highlighted in pink) where we need a discussion of 
impacts to trees from development including grading, wall, outfall, etc. 
 
Hi Jonathan‐ please make sure civil plans for each lot are internally consistent as to which trees are being kept/protected 
and which are being removed, before you revise and print out plans for submittal to the Building Counter.  I noticed an 
inconsistency on Lot 9 (see page 9.3 vs. 9.5). 
 
Thanks! 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Thursday, October 19, 2017 5:11 PM 
To: 'Ralph Osterling' <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: 'Chamberlain Jack' <jtuttlec@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Fred' 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

 
Hi Ralph, 
 
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought in on 10/17/17 
does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

 
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
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From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 

 
 

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
 
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am in the process 
of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree evaluation of impacts from the 
proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have a tree survey 
with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag map or use tree size 
references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or within proposed 
areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the right and 3 trees 

along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the house  
c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right corner 
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Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed above are 
addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a listing of my 
comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have been taken and 
added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, the depth and 
extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will not impair the survival and 
future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches as to grading 
limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 inches in diameter are 
encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please note, only a portion of the rooting 
area on the inside (facing the residence) will have any shallow grading activity which is 
clearly displayed on Sheet C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning 
of branches that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the Forester and 
completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 tree protection will be 
provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven into the ground.  Posts shall be 
driven into the ground and on 8 foot spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent to trees 33975 
and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and extends to daylight with the 
existing adjacent contours with zero excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean 
cut and sealed.  The low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not adversely impair the 
health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have detrimental 
impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety pruning might impact branches 
less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to each of the Lots, 
hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection measures and professional 
monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny weeds, and 
stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an interest in this project that 
trespassing on this private project area should be discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you 
have added questions and/or comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move 
forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
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Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 9:57 AM
To: jtuttlec@aol.com
Cc: Chamberlain Noel; Paula Thomsen
Subject: RE: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jack, 
 
Please bring 5 plan sets to the Building Counter.  Please provide full sets (civil, architectural, etc.).  If we only get the 
civils, the plans will just sit and not get routed until the architecturals come in.  Better just to hold onto the civil plans 
until you have everything and then come by.   Better than having to come by twice.  
 
Thanks 
 
From: jtuttlec@aol.com [mailto:jtuttlec@aol.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 9:23 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
I have the corrections from BKF and would like to deliver them this morning about 11:00 .  Will you be in? 
 
Jack 
 
In a message dated 10/24/2017 10:41:19 AM Pacific Standard Time, cleung@smcgov.org writes:  
 

Hi Jack,  

  

This is what we need from Scott F:  

  

Approval of Wet Season Grading Moratorium: Thank you for the application. 

Per the requirements of the application, please provide the letter from Scott 

Fitinghoff (Geo Consultant) stating whether he supports grading of these lots 

during winter and any recommendations. Please make sure any 

recommendations are included in the Erosion Control Plan. 
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Thanks 

  

From: JTUTTLEC@aol.com [mailto:JTUTTLEC@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 10:15 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

  

Camille. 

 

I contacted Scott Fitinghoff this morning to get the information that you requested.  He asked me to forward the 
emails you sent requesting the documents.  I don,t have copies of them.  Would you please re email them to me 
so that I can get them to him. 

 

Thanks, 

 

Jack 

 

In a message dated 10/20/2017 10:40:08 A.M. Pacific Daylight Time, cleung@smcgov.org writes: 

Hi Noel, 

  

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are 
shown in yellow highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision 
addressed the comment, full size plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 

  

Thanks 

  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
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Camille 

I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return. 

RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 

 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 

  

Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you 
that Noel brought in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain 
(dated 8/9/17). 

  

Thanks 

  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 

  

Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  

  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
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Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 

Ralph 

Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 

Suite 104 

Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 

(877) 855-1059 fax 

(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 

  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung 
<cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

  

Hi Ralph, 

 

Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been 
submitted now and I am in the process of determining what is still 
needed.  Here are my comment on your tree evaluation of impacts 
from the proposed grading: 

 

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this 
email.  I only have a tree survey with tree measurements that 
you provided.  Please provide a tag map or use tree size 
references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
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2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are 
adjacent to or within proposed areas of grading or 
construction need to be evaluated.  These are the trees I 
noticed: 

 

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of 
the driveway 

b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left 
side yard on the right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot 
retaining wall along the left side of the house 

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree 
at the rear right corner 

  

Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make 
sure trees listed above are addressed. 

 

Thanks 

 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 
Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 

 

Camille 

In response to your email comments and to those in our last 
meeting, below is a listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such 
efforts have been taken and added efforts will be taken to 
enhance their survival and future growth.    

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as 
can be seen, the depth and extent of the grading activities are 
minimal and clearly will not impair the survival and future 
growth of these trees.  

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 
12 inches as to grading limits daylight into the existing 
contours. If roots over 2 inches in diameter are encountered, 
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they will be saw cut and sealed. Please note, only a portion of 
the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) will have 
any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning 
of branches that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter 
might be required for safe equipment access.  All pruning will 
be under the direct supervision of the Forester and completed 
by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 tree 
protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts 
driven into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground 
and on 8 foot spacing or less.   

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing 
contours adjacent to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of 
grading is less than 12 inches and extends to daylight with the 
existing adjacent contours with zero excavation.  Roots 2 
inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The low 
retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will 
not adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.     

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not 
have detrimental impacts on the trees designated to 
remain.  Crown safety pruning might impact branches less than 
4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are 
important assets to each of the Lots, hence the careful 
professional grading plans, tree protection measures and 
professional monitoring that are included.   

 

Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, 
uncomfortable thorny weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you 
notify parties that have shown an interest in this project that 
trespassing on this private project area should be discouraged for 
safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may 
move forward. 

Best 

Ralph 

 

 

Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
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Suite 104 

Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 

(877) 855-1059 fax 

(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 11:01 AM
To: JTUTTLEC@aol.com; Camille Leung
Subject: FW: Highlands Lots 9-11
Attachments: Chamberlain-'Lot 10'-Planning Changes(06.13.17).pdf; Chamberlain-'Lot 9'-Planning 

Changes(06.13.17).pdf; Chamberlain-'Lot 11'-Planning Changes(06.13.17).pdf

Hi Camille, 
 
Here are the plan changes showing average height as requested. It was part of the package I submitted to you.  I am 
requesting ARC to  print five new full sets for building. 
 
Please let me know if you need anything else. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel  
 
 
 

From: Doug McBeth [mailto:dougm@markgrossinc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 2:12 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Lots 9‐11 
 

Hi Noel, 
 
No problem, here are the requested sheets.  
 
Best, 
 

 
Douglas A. McBeth | Associate AIA 
Mark Gross & Associates, Inc | Architecture  +  Planning  
8881 Research Drive, Irvine CA 92618 
T (949)387-3800  Ext. 205 | F (949)387-7800 
dougm@markgrossinc.com | *visit our new website www.markgrossinc.com 

 
 
From: Noel Chamberlain [mailto:noel@nexgenbuilders.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 28, 2017 12:16 PM 
To: Doug McBeth 
Subject: Highlands Lots 9-11 
 
Hi Doug, 
 
I am sorry to bother you with this, but plan size scanner is down and I cannot copy the plans sheets for Camille for 
Highlands lots 9, 10 & 11. 
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Could you please email me a PDF of plan sheets for Lot #9  
Sheet 8, 9 & 12. 
 
Lot #10 
10‐4, 10‐5, 10‐7, 10‐8, 10‐9, 10‐11, 10‐12. 
 
Lot #11 
11‐ 8 & 11‐9  
 
Again, Sorry for the hassle. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
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Camille Leung

From: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 11:13 AM
To: Camille Leung; Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel; Haga Roland; Tang Jonathan
Subject: Responses to tree issues, Lots 9, 10, 11

Camille, 
Thank you for the opportunity to meet and discuss your specific problems regarding the health of the trees we 
discussed and that you highlighted on your plans.  To confirm my discussion of the rooting habits of the oaks, 
the roots are opportunistic, namely they go horizontally to and beyond the dripline and down vertical and with a 
tap root system of roots.  The lateral or horizontal roots often include sinkers that tap down vertically also to 
capture moisture at depth.  The sinkers also add stability.   Removal of less than 40% of the roots within the 
dripline is often used as a standard for tree survival.  On other projects, the transplanting of specimen size boxed 
oaks with root cutting on all sides is a common and successful practice.  In comparison, the oaks we discussed 
on these lots and that you highlighted will possibly be impacted by less than 10% root loss and only on one 
side.  Your concern regarding stability following the grading is understood, but I professionally feel it is not a 
concern because the grading is shallow and very limited within the overall rooting zone.  The limit of grading as 
shown is the top of the feathered or gradual slope.   As you mentioned and as is in my Tree Protection Plan, I 
will be on site during grading around these trees to properly treat the roots should any be encountered.  
LOT 9 
SITE CONDITION:  The grading limit is measured at 2 feet from the trunk and with a sloping cut of less than 
one foot.  COMMENT:  I do not expect any impact of concern. 
 
LOT 10 
SITE CONDITION:  The two identified pine trees located on the westerly side of development area are 
approximately 9 feet horizontal and above the limit of grading for the wall. COMMENT:  Grading for the 
retaining wall near these pines will not will not have a negative impact. 
 
LOT 11 
SITE CONDITIONS:  The placed outfall riprap will be approximately 3 - 5 feet or more down slope from the 
identified tree. No grading is required except for surface cleaning for rock placement at 
grade.  COMMENT:  The rip rap placement over any roots will not have a negative impact on the roots since 
the rip rap is pervious and at grade.  The elimination of weedy competition may enhance the tree root 
growth.  The tree located at the driveway will have minimal impact from the grading as it is at the upper limit of 
the grading. 
 
I believe the above comments address all the concerns we discussed. 
Respectfully 
Ralph 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
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Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 1:52 PM
To: garyorla@pacbell.net
Subject: Emails for Chamberlain Property

Emails for Chamberlain Property 
 
'Chamberlain Noel' noel@nexgenbuilders.com 
‘Chamberlain Jack’ jtuttlec@aol.com  
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650‐363‐1826 
cleung@smcgov.org  
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 1:11 PM
To: Gary Stanton
Subject: RE: Emails for Chamberlain Property

Hi Gary, 
 
Something to the effect of: 
 
“I, Jack Chamberlain, authorized representative of Highland Estates Development I, Llc, owner of  APN041‐201‐380, 
authorize Gary Stanton (Agent) to apply for a tree removal permit and remove the ______ (size and species of tree) 
located _____________ (describe location of tree relative to your property), once the permit is granted by the County.”
 
(You may want to add details on how tree removal permit and actual removal operation will be paid for). 
 
Signature of Property Owner, Date 
 
Signature of Agent, Date 
 
I forgot to mention, if the tree is less than 55” in circumference measured at 4.5’, it does not need a permit to 
remove.  Just let me know the size and species and I can make a note in the system. 
 
Thanks 
 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 
 
 

From: Gary Stanton [mailto:garyorla@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 11:59 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Emails for Chamberlain Property 

 
Hi Camille, 
 
Thanks for sending the email addresses.  I got a response from Jack Chamberlain saying he would sign a "permission 
letter" if I'd send him one.  Did you say you had a standard one, or an example I can use?  I can make something up, but 
want to make sure it meets your requirements.  
 
Thanks for your help. 
 
Regards, 
Gary Stanton 
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From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
To: "garyorla@pacbell.net" <garyorla@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 1:52 PM 
Subject: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
 
Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
'Chamberlain Noel' noel@nexgenbuilders.com 
‘Chamberlain Jack’ jtuttlec@aol.com  
  
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650-363-1826 
cleung@smcgov.org  
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Camille Leung

From: Gary Stanton <garyorla@pacbell.net>
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 2:22 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Emails for Chamberlain Property, Tree removal at 15 Amboy

Hi Camille, 
 
Thanks for this info.  I do have an update though.  An arborist from Mayne Tree Expert Co. inspected the tree yesterday, and gave me 
a written report noting it is dead and is a significant immediate hazard.  I see on the Planning web site that I can remove a dead tree 
without a permit (would love to save the money!)  If I read this correctly, I'd like to go ahead with removing the tree.  I can send you a 
copy of the inspection report for your files if that is useful.  And FYI, the tree is a Monterey Pine, approx. 9ft in circumference.  Please 
let me know if I'm OK to go ahead since the tree is definitely dead and I have documentation to that effect.   BTW, I'll still get the 
signed permission from Jack Chamberlain with just some modified language regarding the permitting.  
 
Thanks again for your help with this.  
 
Regards, 
Gary Stanton 
 

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
To: Gary Stanton <garyorla@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 1:11 PM 
Subject: RE: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
 
Hi Gary, 
  
Something to the effect of: 
  
“I, Jack Chamberlain, authorized representative of Highland Estates Development I, Llc, owner of  APN041-201-380, 
authorize Gary Stanton (Agent) to apply for a tree removal permit and remove the ______ (size and species of tree) 
located _____________ (describe location of tree relative to your property), once the permit is granted by the County.” 
  
(You may want to add details on how tree removal permit and actual removal operation will be paid for). 
  
Signature of Property Owner, Date 
  
Signature of Agent, Date 
  
I forgot to mention, if the tree is less than 55” in circumference measured at 4.5’, it does not need a permit to remove.  Just 
let me know the size and species and I can make a note in the system. 
  
Thanks 
  
  
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone - 650-363-1826 
Fax – 650-363-4849 
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From: Gary Stanton [mailto:garyorla@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 11:59 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Thanks for sending the email addresses.  I got a response from Jack Chamberlain saying he would sign a "permission letter" if I'd send
him one.  Did you say you had a standard one, or an example I can use?  I can make something up, but want to make sure it meets 
your requirements.  
  
Thanks for your help. 
  
Regards, 
Gary Stanton 
  
  

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
To: "garyorla@pacbell.net" <garyorla@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 1:52 PM 
Subject: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
'Chamberlain Noel' noel@nexgenbuilders.com 
‘Chamberlain Jack’ jtuttlec@aol.com  
  
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650-363-1826 
cleung@smcgov.org  
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 9:50 AM
To: Gary Stanton
Subject: RE: Emails for Chamberlain Property, Tree removal at 15 Amboy

Great!  Please send photos, arborist report, and Mr. Chamberlain’s authorization letter.  I will make a note in the system 
and you can proceed with removing the tree.  No permit will be necessary.  
 
Thanks 
 

From: Gary Stanton [mailto:garyorla@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Friday, November 03, 2017 2:22 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Emails for Chamberlain Property, Tree removal at 15 Amboy 

 
Hi Camille, 
 
Thanks for this info.  I do have an update though.  An arborist from Mayne Tree Expert Co. inspected the tree yesterday, 
and gave me a written report noting it is dead and is a significant immediate hazard.  I see on the Planning web site that I 
can remove a dead tree without a permit (would love to save the money!)  If I read this correctly, I'd like to go ahead with 
removing the tree.  I can send you a copy of the inspection report for your files if that is useful.  And FYI, the tree is a 
Monterey Pine, approx. 9ft in circumference.  Please let me know if I'm OK to go ahead since the tree is definitely dead 
and I have documentation to that effect.   BTW, I'll still get the signed permission from Jack Chamberlain with just some 
modified language regarding the permitting.  
 
Thanks again for your help with this.  
 
Regards, 
Gary Stanton 
 

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
To: Gary Stanton <garyorla@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 1:11 PM 
Subject: RE: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
 
Hi Gary, 
  
Something to the effect of: 
  
“I, Jack Chamberlain, authorized representative of Highland Estates Development I, Llc, owner of  APN041-
201-380, authorize Gary Stanton (Agent) to apply for a tree removal permit and remove the ______ (size and 
species of tree) located _____________ (describe location of tree relative to your property), once the permit is 
granted by the County.” 
  
(You may want to add details on how tree removal permit and actual removal operation will be paid for). 
  
Signature of Property Owner, Date 
  
Signature of Agent, Date 
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I forgot to mention, if the tree is less than 55” in circumference measured at 4.5’, it does not need a permit to 
remove.  Just let me know the size and species and I can make a note in the system. 
  
Thanks 
  
  
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone - 650-363-1826 
Fax – 650-363-4849 
  
  
  
From: Gary Stanton [mailto:garyorla@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 11:59 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
Thanks for sending the email addresses.  I got a response from Jack Chamberlain saying he would sign a "permission 
letter" if I'd send him one.  Did you say you had a standard one, or an example I can use?  I can make something up, but 
want to make sure it meets your requirements.  
  
Thanks for your help. 
  
Regards, 
Gary Stanton 
  
  

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
To: "garyorla@pacbell.net" <garyorla@pacbell.net>  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 1:52 PM 
Subject: Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
Emails for Chamberlain Property 
  
'Chamberlain Noel' noel@nexgenbuilders.com 
‘Chamberlain Jack’ jtuttlec@aol.com  
  
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650-363-1826 
cleung@smcgov.org  
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Camille Leung

From: jtuttlec@aol.com
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 10:27 AM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: noel@nexgenbuilders.com
Subject: Fwd: Grading in the Winter Letter
Attachments: 230-1-6 Lots 9-11 Response to County Planning Winter Grading 11-6-17.pdf

Camille, 
 
Scott is trying to reach you regarding the items needed on a full size drawing.  His phone number 408 747 7503 
 
Cordially, 
 
Jack Chamberlain 
 

From: sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com 
To: jtuttlec@aol.com, noel@nexgenbuilders.com 
Sent: 11/6/2017 10:18:30 AM Pacific Standard Time 
Subject: Grading in the Winter Letter 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 4:47 PM
To: Ralph Osterling; Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel; Haga Roland; Tang Jonathan
Subject: RE: Responses to tree issues, Lots 9, 10, 11
Attachments: noreply@smcgov.org_20171025_140804.pdf

Hi Ralph, 
 
Here are my remaining comments: 
 
Lot 9: Thanks for you for your comments. 
 
Lot 10: Please also address the 4 oaks in pink along the proposed driveway. 
 
Lot 11: The outfall is actually upslope of the tree; please revise your comment as necessary.  Also, please address the oak 
on the west side (left of the proposed house) shown in pink. 
 
Thanks  
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 11:13 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Responses to tree issues, Lots 9, 10, 11 

 
Camille, 
Thank you for the opportunity to meet and discuss your specific problems regarding the health of the trees we 
discussed and that you highlighted on your plans.  To confirm my discussion of the rooting habits of the oaks, 
the roots are opportunistic, namely they go horizontally to and beyond the dripline and down vertical and with a 
tap root system of roots.  The lateral or horizontal roots often include sinkers that tap down vertically also to 
capture moisture at depth.  The sinkers also add stability.   Removal of less than 40% of the roots within the 
dripline is often used as a standard for tree survival.  On other projects, the transplanting of specimen size boxed 
oaks with root cutting on all sides is a common and successful practice.  In comparison, the oaks we discussed 
on these lots and that you highlighted will possibly be impacted by less than 10% root loss and only on one 
side.  Your concern regarding stability following the grading is understood, but I professionally feel it is not a 
concern because the grading is shallow and very limited within the overall rooting zone.  The limit of grading as 
shown is the top of the feathered or gradual slope.   As you mentioned and as is in my Tree Protection Plan, I 
will be on site during grading around these trees to properly treat the roots should any be encountered.  
LOT 9 
SITE CONDITION:  The grading limit is measured at 2 feet from the trunk and with a sloping cut of less than 
one foot.  COMMENT:  I do not expect any impact of concern. 
 
LOT 10 
SITE CONDITION:  The two identified pine trees located on the westerly side of development area are 
approximately 9 feet horizontal and above the limit of grading for the wall. COMMENT:  Grading for the 
retaining wall near these pines will not will not have a negative impact. 
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LOT 11 
SITE CONDITIONS:  The placed outfall riprap will be approximately 3 - 5 feet or more down slope from the 
identified tree. No grading is required except for surface cleaning for rock placement at 
grade.  COMMENT:  The rip rap placement over any roots will not have a negative impact on the roots since 
the rip rap is pervious and at grade.  The elimination of weedy competition may enhance the tree root 
growth.  The tree located at the driveway will have minimal impact from the grading as it is at the upper limit of 
the grading. 
 
I believe the above comments address all the concerns we discussed. 
Respectfully 
Ralph 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM
To: Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Ralph Osterling; Haga Roland; Doug McBeth; Tang Jonathan; 

John Brennan
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal
Attachments: Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_110717_Remaining Items.pdf

Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
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RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
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Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
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Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  



1

Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:40 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Thanks Camille, 
 
Let me review and get back to you. 
 
Thank you for staying on this. 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 7, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Tang 
Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
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From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 



3

 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   
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 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Victoria Mejia
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 1:56 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP
Attachments: SCT_Countywide_Under_11_16_16-Copy.pdf

Hi Camille, 
 
Here is the sample contract for under $100K. The Equal Benefits Compliance clause is in section 12.d. I can’t 
find a separate declaration form. This requirement is incorporated in the contract so there is no need for a 
separate form. Let me know if you need anything else. 
 
Victoria 
 

 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 1:29 PM 
To: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
Please also send Completion of Equal Benefits Compliance Declaration Form…Thank you! 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 1:19 PM 
To: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
Thanks Victoria!  Can you send me a sample contract as an attachment?  I plan to send this out by end of day 
 

From: Victoria Mejia  
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 8:43 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 

Hi Camille, 
 
Here is the file with some very minor edits. Otherwise, it looks great. Good luck finding a good 
contractor for this. Let me know how else I can help. 
 
Victoria 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 5:04 PM 
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To: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: FW: Highlands Estate RFP 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Victoria, 
 
Do you think you can look at this and provide any comments by end of day tomorrow?  I am on the Coast on Thursday 
and off on Friday. 
 
Thanks for your help! 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 1:04 PM 
To: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox <tfox@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Steve, 
 
I advanced the dates for the RFP process and County Counsel has reviewed with no other edits.  As Chamberlain 
submitted revised plans Tuesday, I’d like to release the RFP this coming Monday.  If we can, we should have a consultant 
selected to start by Dec 11.  See proposed schedule in RFP below.  
 
 

County Issues Request for Proposals November 6, 2017 

Proposals Due – 5:00 p.m.  November 15, 2017  

Notification to Firms Selected for Interview  November 21, 2017 

Interviews  November 27‐
December 1, 2017 

Notification to Top Proposer  December 5, 2017 

Complete Negotiations with Top Proposer  December 8, 2017 

Consulting Work Begins (Approximate date)  December 11, 2017 

 
Any edits to the RFP?  I need to include a Letter of Decision.  Have we decided whether we will issue a new letter of 
decision for the latest minor mods?  I think for the purposes of this contract, we can just issue the last Letter of 
Decision.  What do you think?  If so, I will remove references to the November 2017 letter of decision.  
 
I will be sending the RFP out by email to contacts from WRA, BioMass and SWCA, and others in our consultant directory.
 
Thanks! 
 

From: John Nibbelin  
Sent: Wednesday, November 01, 2017 1:23 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox <tfox@smcgov.org>
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
With adjustment of the dates for deliverables, I have nothing to add.  This looks fine to me. 
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 9:06 AM 
To: John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox 
<tfox@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
With that, we still need to do an informal RFP so that we can get proposals from consultants.  Any comments on this 
draft RFP?  Timelines will need to be updated based on when this can be released, but do the lengths of processing 
times look ok? 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Tuesday, October 31, 2017 9:03 AM 
To: John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox 
<tfox@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
Should be far less than $100K… Will follow this guidance 
 

From: John Nibbelin  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 3:56 PM 
To: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox <tfox@smcgov.org>
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
ATTORNEY‐CLIENT COMMUNICATION  
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 
 
Hello, team.  Just checking in re this matter.  To clarify, how much do we anticipate will be expended under this 
agreement?  Per County Ordinance Code and Admin Memo B‐1, department heads are not required to undertake a 
formal RFQ process for contracts that are for less than  $100K.  Please see the attached excerpt from Admin Memo B‐1: 
 

A. Selection Process: Departments are not required to complete a formal Request for 
Proposal (RFP) process to select an independent contractor if the total amount of the 
contract is $100,000 or below. Departments must establish internal procedures that are 
consistent with County policies and ensure that the selection process is fair, that the 
independent contractor is qualified and that the cost is competitive. The results of 
another public agency’s competitive process may be used. Departments must 
document how and why each independent contractor was selected on the 
Recommendation for Execution of an Agreement with Independent Contractor form. 
 
Please let me know if you would like to discuss further. 
 
John 
 
John D. Nibbelin 
Chief Deputy County Counsel 
Office of the San Mateo County Counsel 
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(650) 363‐4757 
jnibbelin@smcgov.org 
 
 

From: Steve Monowitz  
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 3:36 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox <tfox@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highlands Estate RFP 
 

I’m interested in seeing if we can get a waiver from RFP requirements so we can shorten the timeline and I have 
asked Victoria to look into this. 
Thanks, 
Steve  

From: Camille Leung 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 3:01:33 PM 
To: Steve Monowitz; Timothy Fox; John Nibbelin 
Cc: Victoria Mejia 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP  
  
Hi Steve ‐ As we discussed, we have not had a prior contract for mitigation monitoring for this project, only for EIR 
preparation.   
 
Victoria, can you help us with the RFP?  Any guidelines? 
 
Thanks! 
 

From: Steve Monowitz  
Sent: Friday, October 27, 2017 10:04 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Timothy Fox <tfox@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estate RFP 
 
This looks fine to me.  Dates just need to be updated. 
Did we have a prior contract for the first phase, and does it make sense to seek a waiver from the RFP process (if 
required) in order to go with the same contractor, assuming we were satisfied with their work? 
Thanks, 
Steve 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, September 15, 2017 10:49 AM 
To: Timothy Fox <tfox@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin 
<jnibbelin@smcgov.org> 
Subject: FW: Highlands Estate RFP 
Importance: High 
 
Including Tim in this….  
 
Should it be called something other than an RFP? 
 
Please provide comments by Monday  
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 5:17 PM 
To: Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org>; Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin 
<jnibbelin@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands Estate RFP 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Steve, John, and Victoria, 
 
Please review the attached RFP for the Highland Estates.  As Chamberlain hopes to be issued a permit for Lots 9‐11 by 
October 1st, we need to get this out asap.  Please review the dates I provided.  They are pretty tight for the purpose of 
bringing on the consultant as early on in the grading/construction process as possible.   
 
It does include a reference to the approved Minor Mod, so we need to get a revised Letter of Decision out too.  
 
Please provide edits on the RFP by the end of the week    
 
Victoria, is it ok if I give some firms a heads up about the RFP? 
 
Thank you! 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 12:09 PM
To: Jonathan Tang
Cc: Chamberlain Noel; Chamberlain Jack; Roland Haga
Subject: RE: Civil plans for Lots 9-11, and Lots 5-8

Perfect!!  Thank you! 
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 10:44 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Roland Haga 
<RHAGA@BKF.com> 
Subject: RE: Civil plans for Lots 9‐11, and Lots 5‐8 
 
Camille, 
 
Please click link below to download current civil improvement plans for Lots 5‐11. 
 
https://bkf.sharefile.com/d‐s2956799807c4ac1b 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 08, 2017 3:38 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Roland Haga 
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<RHAGA@BKF.com> 
Subject: Civil plans for Lots 9‐11, and Lots 5‐8 
 
Hi Jonathan, 
 
Please send most recent civil plans for Lots 9‐11, and Lots 5‐8 in a PDF (or link to PDF).  County is hiring a consultant to 
oversee mitigation monitoring and I would like to attach the most recent plans. 
 
We are releasing the informal RFP tomorrow.  Please send when you can. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: John Brennan
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 4:04 PM
To: jtuttlec@aol.com
Cc: Madeleine Payumo; Camille Leung; Benjamin Vazquez; Alan Velasquez; Krista 

Kuehnhackl; Miles Hancock
Subject: RE: Highlands lots 9-11

Hi Jack, 
 
Lot 10 and 11 have been conditionally approved by Building, Lot 9 is still waiting approval by CSG (our outside plan 
checking company).  The contact person at CSG is David Nesbet, P.E. and his phone number is (650) 522‐2522.  I will 
have their recent plan check comment scanned and sent to you shortly.  The water “will serve” letter that you gave to 
Planning will not be sufficient for the building permits.  You will need to get a specific letter for each lot telling us that 
they are going to supply water for domestic and fire suppression and they must tell us the water meter size that has or 
will be installed.  The sewer permit will be issued by the County Public Works Department and the person you should 
contact is Benjamin Vazquez, (650) 599‐1443, and he is copied above.  The person doing the Public Works review is Alan 
Velasquez, (650) 599‐7274, and he is also copied above.  The Waste Management Plan is handled by the County Office 
of Sustainability and the contact person is Krista Kuehnhacki, (650) 599‐1405, and she is copied above.  We are also 
going to need to see a copy of the receipt from the school districts showing us that you have paid your school impact 
fees. It appears that there are two school districts, the San Mateo‐Foster City School District, (650) 312‐777, x 5000, and 
San Mateo Union High School District, (650) 558‐2204.  I also see that you have not yet submitted you fire sprinkler 
plans for these lots and it is the County policy not to issue the building permits until the fire sprinkler have at least been 
submitted to the County for review. 
 
Regards, 
 
John 
 
From: jtuttlec@aol.com [mailto:jtuttlec@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 10:28 AM 
To: John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands lots 9‐11 

 
Johm, 
 
Camille said in and email that for building permits, we needed sign offs from the following 
 
Building 
 
Water 
 
Sewer 
 
Public Works 
 
Waste Management 
 
Who are my contact people for these departments? 
 
Camille has a "Can and will Serve" letter from California Water Service 
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We lined about 900 feet of sewer pipe on Ticonderoga Avenue in exchange for 11 sewer connections 
 
Thanks for your help. 
 
Jack Chamberlain 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM
To: Jonathan Tang; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Roland Haga; John Brennan
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Jonathan, 
 
Looks good.  Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non‐filament fiber 
rolls will work best).   Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80.  Sorry, these were 
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.   
 
Thanks  
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see below for response to your civil related comments: 
 
Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding 
vegetation. 
 
Response:  Please clarify comment.  Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding 
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters 
as shown below. 
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Comment #2b:  Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation 
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement. 
 
Response:  Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation 
easement.  Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50. 
 
Comment #2c:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits. 
 
Response:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits.  Please see attached sheets 
C9.50, C9.80, C10.50 and C10.80. 
 
Comment for Lot 10 #a:  Move storage out of tree driplines. 
 
Response:  Storage moved out of tree driplines.  Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan 
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
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Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
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Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
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equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
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retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 5:10 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel
Subject: Responses to your email requests on Lots 10 & 11

Camille 
Below are my additional comments per your request.  
LOT 10 
The four small oaks located along the proposed driveway area are located within 2 feet of the top of cut and 
with a sloping cut of approximately 1 foot.  As described in my email of October 30 the cut will have minimal 
impact on these trees.  In addition as included in my Tree Protection Plan, I will be onsite to properly treat the 
roots.  COMMENT: I do no expect any impact of concern on these trees. 
LOT 11 
Oak 33971 is located on the westerly side,  immediately adjacent to the grading limits with a sloping cut of 
approximately 1 foot.   The oak located adjacent to the outfall is close to the limit of grading.  Tree protection 
measures and onsite monitoring during grading will occur.  COMMENT:  I do not expect any impacts of 
concern on these trees. 
 
I trust the above responds to your concerns. 
Respectfully 
Ralph 
 
 
 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM
To: Jonathan Tang; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Roland Haga; John Brennan
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Looks good.  Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments. 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
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Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jonathan, 
 
Looks good.  Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non‐filament fiber 
rolls will work best).   Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80.  Sorry, these were 
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.   
 
Thanks  
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see below for response to your civil related comments: 
 
Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding 
vegetation. 
 
Response:  Please clarify comment.  Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding 
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters 
as shown below. 

 
Comment #2b:  Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation 
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement. 
 
Response:  Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation 
easement.  Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50. 
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Comment #2c:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits. 
 
Response:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits.  Please see attached sheets 
C9.50, C9.80, C10.50 and C10.80. 
 
Comment for Lot 10 #a:  Move storage out of tree driplines. 
 
Response:  Storage moved out of tree driplines.  Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan 
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
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DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
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From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 
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Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
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discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 3:35 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain'
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Hi Camille, 
 
Thanks for reviewing the plans. All the proposed lights are down cast/dark sky compliant. Do we need 
to add any of the language below to the plans? 
 
Best, 
 

 
Douglas A. McBeth | Associate AIA 
Mark Gross & Associates, Inc | Architecture  +  Planning  
8881 Research Drive, Irvine CA 92618 
T (949)387-3800  Ext. 205 | F (949)387-7800 
dougm@markgrossinc.com | *visit our new website www.markgrossinc.com 

 
 
From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Doug McBeth 
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain' 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 
 
Thanks Doug.  Here are my comments with referenced to conditions (full condition language pasted below): 
 
Per Condition 6a, lights for 9-11 need to be earth-toned (non-fluorescent). 
 
Per Bio-5c, light fixture for Lot 11 needs to be shielded. 
 
Thanks 
 
6.a. Lots 1 through 11:  Development shall employ colors and materials which blend in with, rather than 
contrast with, the surrounding soil and vegetative cover of the open space parcel.  All exterior construction 
materials shall be of deep earth hues such as dark browns, greens, and rusts.  The applicant shall utilize roof 
materials that perform as a “cool roof.”  Roof colors shall be of a medium tone, subject to the approval of the 
Community Development Director.  Exterior lighting shall be minimized and earth-tone colors of lights used. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5c:  Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for any of the eleven (11) 
homes, the Project Applicant shall develop a lighting plan.  The lighting plan shall require that all lighting be 
directed and shielded as to minimize light spillage into nearby willow scrub habitat, as well as adjacent oak 
woodland habitats.  The lighting plan shall be subject to approval by the County of San Mateo Planning 
Department. 
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From: Doug McBeth [mailto:dougm@markgrossinc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:02 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Camille, 
 
Per our discussion, we made the following changes to the plans and I have attached all affected 
sheets. 
 
- Added the MSL height for the building's highest ridgeline. 
 
- Confirmed that all exterior lights are shown on the elevations and included a spec sheet for each 
light type to show Dark Sky compliance for downward lighting. I also included the Utility sheets that 
shows all exterior lighting in plan view and how, in some cases, the exterior light is provided by a 
down light in the ceiling. 
 
Please review and we will provide the 5 sets. 
 
Best, 
 

 
Douglas A. McBeth | Associate AIA 
Mark Gross & Associates, Inc | Architecture  +  Planning  
8881 Research Drive, Irvine CA 92618 
T (949)387-3800  Ext. 205 | F (949)387-7800 
dougm@markgrossinc.com | *visit our new website www.markgrossinc.com 

 
 
From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Ralph Osterling; Haga Roland; Doug McBeth; Tang Jonathan; John Brennan 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 
 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
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To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
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Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
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To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
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Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  



1

Camille Leung

From: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 3:49 PM
To: Camille Leung; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Roland Haga; John Brennan
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Camille, 
 
Before we print and submit, can you please confirm this is final and we will not receive any other comments? 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Looks good.  Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM 
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To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments. 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jonathan, 
 
Looks good.  Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non‐filament fiber 
rolls will work best).   Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80.  Sorry, these were 
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.   
 
Thanks  
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
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Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see below for response to your civil related comments: 
 
Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding 
vegetation. 
 
Response:  Please clarify comment.  Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding 
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters 
as shown below. 

 
Comment #2b:  Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation 
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement. 
 
Response:  Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation 
easement.  Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50. 
 
Comment #2c:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits. 
 
Response:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits.  Please see attached sheets 
C9.50, C9.80, C10.50 and C10.80. 
 
Comment for Lot 10 #a:  Move storage out of tree driplines. 
 
Response:  Storage moved out of tree driplines.  Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
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JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan 
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 



5

Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
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Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 
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 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
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(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 4:55 PM
To: Doug McBeth
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain'
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Light fixture for Lot 11 needs to incorporate a shield. 
 

From: Doug McBeth [mailto:dougm@markgrossinc.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 3:35 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Camille, 
 
Thanks for reviewing the plans. All the proposed lights are down cast/dark sky compliant. Do we need 
to add any of the language below to the plans? 
 
Best, 
 

 
Douglas A. McBeth | Associate AIA 
Mark Gross & Associates, Inc | Architecture  +  Planning  
8881 Research Drive, Irvine CA 92618 
T (949)387-3800  Ext. 205 | F (949)387-7800 
dougm@markgrossinc.com | *visit our new website www.markgrossinc.com 

 
 
From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 2:50 PM 
To: Doug McBeth 
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain' 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 
 
Thanks Doug.  Here are my comments with referenced to conditions (full condition language pasted below): 
 
Per Condition 6a, lights for 9-11 need to be earth-toned (non-fluorescent). 
 
Per Bio-5c, light fixture for Lot 11 needs to be shielded. 
 
Thanks 
 
6.a. Lots 1 through 11:  Development shall employ colors and materials which blend in with, rather than 
contrast with, the surrounding soil and vegetative cover of the open space parcel.  All exterior construction 
materials shall be of deep earth hues such as dark browns, greens, and rusts.  The applicant shall utilize roof 
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materials that perform as a “cool roof.”  Roof colors shall be of a medium tone, subject to the approval of the 
Community Development Director.  Exterior lighting shall be minimized and earth-tone colors of lights used. 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5c:  Prior to the issuance of the first building permit for any of the eleven (11) 
homes, the Project Applicant shall develop a lighting plan.  The lighting plan shall require that all lighting be 
directed and shielded as to minimize light spillage into nearby willow scrub habitat, as well as adjacent oak 
woodland habitats.  The lighting plan shall be subject to approval by the County of San Mateo Planning 
Department. 
 

From: Doug McBeth [mailto:dougm@markgrossinc.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:02 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: 'Noel Chamberlain' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Camille, 
 
Per our discussion, we made the following changes to the plans and I have attached all affected 
sheets. 
 
- Added the MSL height for the building's highest ridgeline. 
 
- Confirmed that all exterior lights are shown on the elevations and included a spec sheet for each 
light type to show Dark Sky compliance for downward lighting. I also included the Utility sheets that 
shows all exterior lighting in plan view and how, in some cases, the exterior light is provided by a 
down light in the ceiling. 
 
Please review and we will provide the 5 sets. 
 
Best, 
 

 
Douglas A. McBeth | Associate AIA 
Mark Gross & Associates, Inc | Architecture  +  Planning  
8881 Research Drive, Irvine CA 92618 
T (949)387-3800  Ext. 205 | F (949)387-7800 
dougm@markgrossinc.com | *visit our new website www.markgrossinc.com 

 
 
From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Fred; Ralph Osterling; Haga Roland; Doug McBeth; Tang Jonathan; John Brennan 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 
 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
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Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
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Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  
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c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
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Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 6:22 PM
To: Ralph Osterling
Cc: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel
Subject: RE: Responses to your email requests on Lots 10 & 11

Thank you 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 5:10 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Responses to your email requests on Lots 10 & 11 

 
Camille 
Below are my additional comments per your request.  
LOT 10 
The four small oaks located along the proposed driveway area are located within 2 feet of the top of cut and 
with a sloping cut of approximately 1 foot.  As described in my email of October 30 the cut will have minimal 
impact on these trees.  In addition as included in my Tree Protection Plan, I will be onsite to properly treat the 
roots.  COMMENT: I do no expect any impact of concern on these trees. 
LOT 11 
Oak 33971 is located on the westerly side,  immediately adjacent to the grading limits with a sloping cut of 
approximately 1 foot.   The oak located adjacent to the outfall is close to the limit of grading.  Tree protection 
measures and onsite monitoring during grading will occur.  COMMENT:  I do not expect any impacts of 
concern on these trees. 
 
I trust the above responds to your concerns. 
Respectfully 
Ralph 
 
 
 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM
To: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Fred; Roland Haga; John Brennan; Jonathan Tang
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal
Attachments: Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_112917_Remaining Items.pdf

Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
I signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17.  Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance” 
comments to be addressed.  See revised Planning comment letter attached.  Also outstanding Agency reviews (other 
than Planning) are: 
 
Lot 9:  
Building 
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Lot 10:  
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Lot 11: 
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it 
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650‐599‐1592) for a Pre‐Site Inspection.  When this inspection is signed off, permits and 
grading hard card can be issued. 
 
Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring 
related to construction on Lots 9‐11 and later Lots 5‐8. 
 
Thanks   
 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM 
To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Looks good.  Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter. 
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Thanks 
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments. 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jonathan, 
 
Looks good.  Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non‐filament fiber 
rolls will work best).   Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80.  Sorry, these were 
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.   
 
Thanks  
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From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see below for response to your civil related comments: 
 
Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding 
vegetation. 
 
Response:  Please clarify comment.  Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding 
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters 
as shown below. 

 
Comment #2b:  Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation 
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement. 
 
Response:  Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation 
easement.  Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50. 
 
Comment #2c:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits. 
 
Response:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits.  Please see attached sheets 
C9.50, C9.80, C10.50 and C10.80. 
 
Comment for Lot 10 #a:  Move storage out of tree driplines. 
 
Response:  Storage moved out of tree driplines.  Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
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Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan 
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
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Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
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Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
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<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
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Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 3:46 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal

Thanks Camille, 
 
I will put something together tomorrow morning. 
 
Thanks, 
Noel 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 6, 2017 3:41 PM 
To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Noel Chamberlain <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>; 
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
As you know, we are waiting to get a little closer to the time of Building Permit issuance to satisfy Condition 24 which 
requires a Schedule of Grading Operations. 
 
In speaking with Steve Monowitz in more detail regarding his decision on the Exception to the Grading Moratorium, he 
wants to see a detailed schedule (see below).  No need to provide actual dates at this time, just give us time frames like 
“Lots 9 and 10 ‐ Rough Grading ‐ 2 weeks”. 
 
Lots 9 and 10 

1. Duration of Tree Removal 
 

2. Duration of Rough Grading    
‐‐‐ Describe Erosion Control measures in place during ACTIVE rough grading (e.g., not EC blankets, but aggregate 
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)  
‐‐‐ Describe Erosion Control measures in place during Evenings and Weekends during rough grading stage (e.g., blankets, 
aggregate construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)  
 

3. Duration of Fine Grading (Will EC measures be the same as during Rough Grading? If not, please describe) 
 

4. Duration of House Construction (Foundation, framing, and interior) 
‐‐‐ Describe Erosion Control measures in place during house construction (e.g., EC blankets on graded slopes, aggregate 
construction entrance, fiber rolls and silt fences)  
 
Lot 11 
Please provide the same as above 
 
Also, will rough and fine grading for Lots 9‐11 occur at the same time? 
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From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM 
To: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>; 
Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
I signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17.  Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance” 
comments to be addressed.  See revised Planning comment letter attached.  Also outstanding Agency reviews (other 
than Planning) are: 
 
Lot 9:  
Building 
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Lot 10:  
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Lot 11: 
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it 
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650‐599‐1592) for a Pre‐Site Inspection.  When this inspection is signed off, permits and 
grading hard card can be issued. 
 
Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring 
related to construction on Lots 9‐11 and later Lots 5‐8. 
 
Thanks   
 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM 
To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Looks good.  Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter. 
 
Thanks 
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From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments. 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jonathan, 
 
Looks good.  Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non‐filament fiber 
rolls will work best).   Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80.  Sorry, these were 
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.   
 
Thanks  
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
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Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see below for response to your civil related comments: 
 
Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding 
vegetation. 
 
Response:  Please clarify comment.  Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding 
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters 
as shown below. 

 
Comment #2b:  Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation 
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement. 
 
Response:  Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation 
easement.  Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50. 
 
Comment #2c:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits. 
 
Response:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits.  Please see attached sheets 
C9.50, C9.80, C10.50 and C10.80. 
 
Comment for Lot 10 #a:  Move storage out of tree driplines. 
 
Response:  Storage moved out of tree driplines.  Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
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JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 

 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan 
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
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Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 

 
Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
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Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
  
Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 
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 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
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(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 12:37 PM
To: Chamberlain Jack; Chamberlain Noel
Cc: Fred; Roland Haga; John Brennan; Jonathan Tang
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal
Attachments: Planning Comments on Lots 9 thu 11_120717_Remaining Items.pdf

Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
I did another sweep through the conditions and added a few notes (see yellow highlights) to my last comment 
letter.  Any idea when we will get revised Architectural Plans? 
 
Also, any word on the traffic report for additional grading for Lots 5‐8?  If you want to overlap construction timeframes 
for Lots 9‐11 and Lots 5‐8, we probably should resolve any significant difference in grading through a Planning 
Commission hearing soon. 
 
Thanks! 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 11:58 AM 
To: 'Chamberlain Jack' <jtuttlec@aol.com>; 'Chamberlain Noel' <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: 'Fred' <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Roland Haga' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org>; 
'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jack and Noel, 
 
I signed off the revised civil plans submitted on 11/22/17.  Still waiting for Architectural and “prior to issuance” 
comments to be addressed.  See revised Planning comment letter attached.  Also outstanding Agency reviews (other 
than Planning) are: 
 
Lot 9:  
Building 
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Lot 10:  
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
 
Lot 11: 
DPW 
Sewer  
Waste Management 
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Once permits are ready to issue, you can pick up the approved Erosion Control/Tree Protection plan, implement it 
onsite, and call Jeremiah (650‐599‐1592) for a Pre‐Site Inspection.  When this inspection is signed off, permits and 
grading hard card can be issued. 
 
Please note that County is interviewing environmental consultants this week to do condition and mitigation monitoring 
related to construction on Lots 9‐11 and later Lots 5‐8. 
 
Thanks   
 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 12:13 PM 
To: 'Jonathan Tang' <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Looks good.  Please submit 5 full size sets to the Building Counter. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 11:53 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see attached updated sheet C11.50 and C11.80 incorporating the comments. 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Jonathan Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Jonathan, 
 
Looks good.  Any way you can add some erosion control measures for outfall construction on Lot 11 (non‐filament fiber 
rolls will work best).   Noticed that the stockpile needs to be moved away from tree on page C11.80.  Sorry, these were 
late comments that came as a result of the review for the moratorium exception.   
 
Thanks  
 

From: Jonathan Tang [mailto:jtang@BKF.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 10, 2017 8:48 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; John 
Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Camille, 
 
Please see below for response to your civil related comments: 
 
Comment #1: Planters are located in the yards, so planters should not match the buildings but the surrounding 
vegetation. 
 
Response:  Please clarify comment.  Notes are already on the plans for planter color to match natural surrounding 
vegetation (light green or beige) and color samples to be provided for County approval prior to construction of planters 
as shown below. 
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Comment #2b:  Chainlink fence appears to run only partial portions of the property lines shared with the conservation 
easement. Fence should be extended across all property lines shared with conservation easement. 
 
Response:  Chainlink fence added to all and extended across all property lines shared with the conservation 
easement.  Please see attached sheets C9.50, C10.50 and C11.50. 
 
Comment #2c:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 need to be moved within the set grading limits. 
 
Response:  Access paths for Lots 9 and 10 have been adjusted to be within the grading limits.  Please see attached sheets 
C9.50, C9.80, C10.50 and C10.80. 
 
Comment for Lot 10 #a:  Move storage out of tree driplines. 
 
Response:  Storage moved out of tree driplines.  Please see attached sheets C9.80 and C10.80. 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Jonathan 
 
 
 

 

 

 

JONATHAN TANG, PE | Project Manager 
BKF Engineers   
255 Shoreline Drive, Suite 200 
Redwood City, CA 94065 
 
d 650.482.6306 
jtang@bkf.com 
www.bkf.com 
 
 

           
 

Delivering Inspired Infrastructure 
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From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 07, 2017 12:20 PM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Ralph Osterling 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; Roland Haga <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Doug McBeth <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; Jonathan 
Tang <jtang@BKF.com>; John Brennan <jbrennan@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/31/17 submittal.   
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 9: 
Building, DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Outstanding Sign‐offs for Lot 10, 11: 
DPW, Sewer, Water and Waste Management 
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Thanks 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 10:40 AM 
To: Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; 'Ralph Osterling' 
<ralph@ralphosterling.com>; 'Haga Roland' <RHAGA@BKF.com>; 'Doug McBeth' <dougm@markgrossinc.com>; 'Tang 
Jonathan' <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Planning Comments on 10/17/17 submittal 

 
Hi Noel, 
 
Please see attached comment letter for my review of the 10/17/17 submittal.  My comments are shown in yellow 
highlight.  As the submittal did not include full size plans, I note that while the revision addressed the comment, full size 
plans still need to be submitted showing the changes. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Friday, October 20, 2017 8:00 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
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Camille  
I am in North Carolina until next week. I will call when I return.  
RO  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Oct 19, 2017, at 8:10 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Ralph, 
  
Do you have time to come by and discuss this?  The 5/30/17 email response from you that Noel brought 
in on 10/17/17 does not address the latest emails of this email chain (dated 8/9/17). 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 4:25 PM 
To: Ralph Osterling <ralph@ralphosterling.com> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: Health impacts on trees 
  
Those plans (civil plans) did not have the tag numbers you used in your email.  
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 3:53 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel <noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred 
<fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland <RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Re: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille  The civil drawings have the tree numbers as you know. 
Ralph 
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

 
<image001.png> 
  

On Aug 9, 2017, at 3:20 PM, Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> wrote: 
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Hi Ralph, 
  
Sorry for the delay in my review of this.  More items have been submitted now and I am 
in the process of determining what is still needed.  Here are my comment on your tree 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed grading: 
  

1.      I do not have a map showing the tree tags referenced in this email.  I only have 
a tree survey with tree measurements that you provided.  Please provide a tag 
map or use tree size references per the tree survey you gave  me, so I can match 
your references with the map. 
  

2.      Just a reminder that any trees intended to remain which are adjacent to or 
within proposed areas of grading or construction need to be evaluated.  These 
are the trees I noticed: 
  

a.      Lot 9 – 1 tree: Tree near graded area to the right of the driveway 
b.      Lot 10 – 6 total trees: 3 within the graded front/left side yard on the 

right and 3 trees along the 1‐foot retaining wall along the left side of the 
house  

c.      Lot 11 ‐ 2 total trees: Tree in outfall area and 12” tree at the rear right 
corner 

   
Please check your tag map against the current grading plans to make sure trees listed 
above are addressed. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Ralph Osterling [mailto:ralph@ralphosterling.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 30, 2017 6:00 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Chamberlain Jack <jtuttlec@aol.com>; Chamberlain Noel 
<noel@nexgenbuilders.com>; Fred <fredh@nexgenbuilders.com>; Haga Roland 
<RHAGA@BKF.com>; Tang Jonathan <jtang@bkf.com> 
Subject: Health impacts on trees 
  
Camille 
In response to your email comments and to those in our last meeting, below is a 
listing of my comments and responses: 

 The trees of concern are valuable to the project and as such efforts have 
been taken and added efforts will be taken to enhance their survival and 
future growth.   

 The grading plans reflect the desires to save the trees and as can be seen, 
the depth and extent of the grading activities are minimal and clearly will 
not impair the survival and future growth of these trees. 

 On Lot 11, two trees, tags 33970 and 33971 will have less than 12 inches 
as to grading limits daylight into the existing contours. If roots over 2 
inches in diameter are encountered, they will be saw cut and sealed. Please 
note, only a portion of the rooting area on the inside (facing the residence) 
will have any shallow grading activity which is clearly displayed on Sheet 
C 11.30.  Regarding crown safety pruning, only minor pruning of branches 
that are mostly less than 4 inches in diameter might be required for safe 
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equipment access.  All pruning will be under the direct supervision of the 
Forester and completed by a licensed contractor.  As noted on Sheet 11.20 
tree protection will be provided utilizing 4 foot tall fencing on posts driven 
into the ground.  Posts shall be driven into the ground and on 8 foot 
spacing or less.  

 Lot 10 clearing and grading limits will tie to the existing contours adjacent 
to trees 33975 and 33976.  The extent of grading is less than 12 inches and 
extends to daylight with the existing adjacent contours with zero 
excavation.  Roots 2 inches and over shall be clean cut and sealed.  The 
low retaining wall is proposed to be located approximately 8 feet 
horizontal below tree 33975.   The construction of this wall will not 
adversely impair the health or survival of this tree.    

 The driveway locations and other construction activities will not have 
detrimental impacts on the trees designated to remain.  Crown safety 
pruning might impact branches less than 4 inches in diameter. 

It is important to understand that the trees on these lots are important assets to 
each of the Lots, hence the careful professional grading plans, tree protection 
measures and professional monitoring that are included.    
  
Camille, please note that these lots support poison oak, uncomfortable thorny 
weeds, and stinging bees.  I urge that you notify parties that have shown an 
interest in this project that trespassing on this private project area should be 
discouraged for safety reasons.  Should you have added questions and/or 
comments, please contact me promptly so these permits may move forward. 
Best 
Ralph 
  
  
Ralph Osterling 
President 
Registered Professional Forester No. 38 
ralph@ralphosterling.com 
 
 
Ralph Osterling Consultants, Inc. 
346 Rheem Blvd. 
Suite 104 
Moraga, California 
94556 
 
(650) 573-8733 ph 
(877) 855-1059 fax 
(415) 860-1557 cell 

  

 

**Please note that all of our BKF offices will be closed Nov 23->24 and Dec 25th thru Jan 1st 2018.  
We are open Jan 2nd.  

 
Confidentiality Notice: This email (including any attachment) is intended only for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is 
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are not authorized to intercept, read, print, 
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retain, copy, forward, or disseminate this communication. If you have received this communication in error, please reply to the sender or call 650-482-6300, and 
then please delete this message from your inbox as well as any copies. Thank you, BKF Engineers 2017 
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Camille Leung

From: Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2017 4:15 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com
Subject: RE: Requested Documents
Attachments: 230-1-5 Highland Estates Lots 5-11 FINAL GI rpt.pdf

The Report. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Scott E. Fitinghoff, P.E., G.E. 
Principal Engineer 
408-747-7503 (cell) 
 

 
 
1259 Oakmead Parkway 
Sunnyvale | California 94085 
T 408-245-4600 Ext. 103 | F 408-245-4620 

 
www.cornerstoneearth.com 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Thursday, September 07, 2017 3:55 PM 
To: Scott Fitinghoff <sfitinghoff@cornerstoneearth.com> 
Subject: FW: Requested Documents 
 
Hi Scott, 
 
Please send documents requested below as soon as possible  
 
Thanks! 
 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
San Mateo County  
Planning and Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650‐363‐1826 
 
 
 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2017 9:56 AM 
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To: 'sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com' <sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com> 
Cc: 'JTUTTLEC@aol.com' <JTUTTLEC@aol.com> 
Subject: RE: Requested Documents 
 
Hi Scott, 
 
Can you also include the signed Section I forms. 
 
Thanks! 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 2:08 PM 
To: 'sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com' <sfittinghoff@cornerstoneearthgroup.com> 
Cc: JTUTTLEC@aol.com 
Subject: Requested Documents 
 
Hi Scott, 
 
In response to a neighbor inquiry, can you send me: 
 
1 – PDF or link to Cornerstone Report dated 10/30/15 
2 – Cornerstone’s response to Jean Demouthe’s Comment letter of April 6, 2016 for Lots 9‐11, and Lots 5‐8 if available 
 
Can you send in a week? 
 
Thanks! 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: crystal hayling <cryshayling@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 5:19 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Objection Re: Notice of Consideration of Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 

11 (Highland Estates)

Dear Camille, 
 
Thank you for sending this notice.  I strongly object to the "minor modification".  According to the 2010 Conditions of Approval and 
subsequent approval letters from the Planning and Building Department, any change in location is by definition a "Major 
Modification" and requires public hearings and community input. 
 
From the materials you have sen,t it is not possible to tell the true impact of this change.   The plans you share are isolated extractions 
and need to be put in context on the site so that neighbors can adequately determine if this is a net positive or negative.  
 
In addition, the increased floor area of these houses remains another Major Modification that has not been properly addressed.  We 
cannot agree to the change you propose here as that implies agreement with the increase in the floor areas approved by the 
Supervisors.    
 
We look forward to an opportunity to properly address these Major changes in the proper forum and according to the County's stated 
conditions of approval.   
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Crystal Hayling 
San Mateo Highlands Resident 
1-415-602-0296 
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Camille Leung

From: Dave Michaels <dm94402@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 08, 2017 7:29 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Proposed Minor Modification for Lots 9 and 11 (Highland Estates)
Attachments: Minor Modification Memo_August 2017.pdf

Dear Camille, I am writing to express my concern and disapproval of the proposed "Minor Modification" 
regarding house location for homes 9-11 (attached below). Home locations must be a Major Modification per 
Conditions 1 and 5, and we were guaranteed this in 2010. We want Planning to honor this requirement, even if 
they believe this is a benign issue. Neighbors, Environmental Groups and other interested parties have no way 
of knowing at this stage if it is benign or not, and if it is indeed benign the reasonable members of this 
Community will get behind it, and it would likewise have no problem getting the Planning Commission's 
approval. We need the appropriate time frame in which to have the matter properly fleshed-out and a hearing in 
front of the Planning Commission. I personally need to understand specifically why the builder is requesting 
this and why it is coming at this late stage, if there have been any grading changes from the numbers in the Staff 
Report in per-lot cut or fill (not total cut or fill) on lots 9-11 and if so why, and if this impacts tree removals one 
way or the other, and would like in-writing answers to these questions, rather than informal verbal responses.  I 
am only one member of this community, and the rest of the community and other interested parties will have 
other questions. Other parties still may not have their questions or concerns even triggered until more 
information comes out into the open. Once we receive answers to our initial round of questions we will have 
follow up questions, which we need the opportunity and venue to address, so this cannot be a one-way feedback 
process after which Staff crafts a carefully-worded decision behind closed doors. A proscribed, out-in-the open 
process called a Major Modification was guaranteed to the Highlands Neighborhood as part of the thoughtful 
Conditions of Approval for specific categories of changes, and we assert the need for, and our right to, this 
now.  
 
Regards, 
Dave Michaels 
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Camille Leung

From: Steve Powell <stevepowell@biomaas.com>
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 3:16 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: Re: Highland Estates

Hi Camille, 
 
This helps a lot. 
 
 
thanks, Steve 

From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 2:11:15 PM 
To: Steve Powell 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates  
  
Hi Steve, 
  
Yes there is a project biologist (MIG) working for the applicant.  You can propose a lump sum or hourly based on an 
estimated total of hours.  
  
Overlap in time will save on travel to San Mateo Highlands but as sites are in different places and will be in different 
stages of construction, it may be just result in some small savings. 
  
Hope this helps  
  

From: Steve Powell [mailto:stevepowell@biomaas.com]  
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 1:26 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Highland Estates 
  
Hi Camille, 
  
so it sounds  like there is already a project biologist  that we would be oversight for is that right? 
  
In terms of creating a budget, I'm wondering what is the best approach.  I'm assuming you'll want a lump sum 
for the budget rather than an hourly rate is that correct? 
I know that there are 2 phases to the project , but they overlap in time, so I' not exactly sure how long the 
project might run overall. 
  
Any info you have that we could use to create an accurate budget would help. 
  
thanks, Steve 
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From: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 1:14:55 PM 
To: Steve Powell 
Subject: RE: Highland Estates  
  
Hi Steve, 
  
Contract will cover compliance monitoring with construction stage conditions of approval and mitigation measures 
(reviewing the project biologist’s surveys and reports).  No QSP/QSD services are needed, but the expertise will probably 
come in handy during the erosion control inspections so feel free to cite this expertise in your proposal.  
  
Thank you! 
  

From: Steve Powell [mailto:stevepowell@biomaas.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 16, 2017 10:33 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highland Estates 
  
hello Ms. Leung, 
  
I wasn't certain if this project's environmental scope covers only the environmental compliance management 
(oversight of all environmental), or if it's expected to include implementation of everything in the mitigation 
plan, hazmat, traffic, sewer monitoring, etc.? 
  
or do you want bids on any areas of expertise we might possess, eg. env. compliance, biology, and SWPPP? 
  
  
  
  
thank you, Steve 
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Camille Leung

From: Hillary Hodge <hillaryhodge@biomaas.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 21, 2017 3:57 PM
To: Camille Leung; cmleung@aol.com
Cc: Steve Powell; Bill Stagnaro
Subject: Highland Estates MMRP Oversight and Monitoring Proposal Submittal
Attachments: BioMaAS Highand Estates MMRP Proposal Final 112117.docx; BioMaAS Highand 

Estates MMRP Proposal Final 112117.pdf

Camille, 
 
I included all the items I believe are required including sample insurance certificate and fee schedule as well as 
resumes within one document. For your convenience, there is also a  word and pdf version as well. They are 
the same document. If you need anything else, please don't hesitate to ask. We are also perfectly willing to 
negotiate on the work and cost scope as well.   
 
Try to get in some holiday time. Best Wishes! 
 
 
Hillary Hodge 
Principal 
BioMaAS  Inc. 
Biological Monitoring and Assessment Specialists, Inc. 
1278  Indiana Street  #300,   San Francisco,   CA .  94107 
Phone  (415)255-8077   Fax (925)887-94702  www.BioMaAS.com 
*Cell 510-704-3484  
Please Leave Messages at the Office. Thanks! 
hillaryhodge@Biomaas.com  
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:54 AM
To: Kristen Outten
Subject: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal

Hi Kristen, 
 
I just left you a voicemail.  I wanted to reach out and thank you again for your proposal and try to set up a quick 
interview this week.  I am free the following times: 
 
Tuesday ‐ 11‐12 noon 
Wednesday – 10:30‐12 noon, 2‐3pm, 4‐5 pm 
Thursday – 9‐10am, 11‐12 noon 
Friday‐ 9‐11am 
 
One other Senior Planner or management personnel will also participate in the interview.   
 
Looking forward to talking with you  
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 



1

Camille Leung

Subject: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring RFP
Location: COB_201PLN

Start: Wed 11/29/2017 4:00 PM
End: Wed 11/29/2017 5:00 PM
Show Time As: Tentative

Recurrence: (none)

Meeting Status: Not yet responded

Organizer: Camille Leung
Required Attendees: Kristen Outten
Resources: COB_201PLN

Hi Kristen, 
 
Does 4pm on Wednesday 11/29 work?  Let me know if it doesn’t   Please feel free to invite other members of your 
team (if applicable). 
 
Thank you! 
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Camille Leung

From: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com>
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 1:20 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal

Hello Camille, 
 
I am pleased to hear we have been selected for an interview!  I just received your meeting invite and will accept the 
suggested time.   What will be the format of the interview?  Will it primarily consist of questions regarding our proposal, 
or are there specific questions you’d like to have answered?  Any insight would be greatly appreciated to help me best 
prepare for the meeting.  
 
Thank you again.  I look forward to meeting with you Wednesday at 4:00pm.  
 
~Kristen 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Subject: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
I just left you a voicemail.  I wanted to reach out and thank you again for your proposal and try to set up a quick 
interview this week.  I am free the following times: 
 
Tuesday ‐ 11‐12 noon 
Wednesday – 10:30‐12 noon, 2‐3pm, 4‐5 pm 
Thursday – 9‐10am, 11‐12 noon 
Friday‐ 9‐11am 
 
One other Senior Planner or management personnel will also participate in the interview.   
 
Looking forward to talking with you  
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com>
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:55 PM
To: Camille Leung
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal

Ok, sounds good.  We will hold off on preparing any sort of presentation at this time and assume this will be more of a 
Q&A format.  Thanks again and feel free to send over any questions you may have in advance.  
 
Thanks, 
Kristen  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:21 PM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
When I have a chance to fully review the proposal, I can send along some questions.  Likely we will just talk about 
comparable experience and dealing with the public.  This is likely to be a controversial project. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hello Camille, 
 
I am pleased to hear we have been selected for an interview!  I just received your meeting invite and will accept the 
suggested time.   What will be the format of the interview?  Will it primarily consist of questions regarding our proposal, 
or are there specific questions you’d like to have answered?  Any insight would be greatly appreciated to help me best 
prepare for the meeting.  
 
Thank you again.  I look forward to meeting with you Wednesday at 4:00pm.  
 
~Kristen 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Subject: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hi Kristen, 
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I just left you a voicemail.  I wanted to reach out and thank you again for your proposal and try to set up a quick 
interview this week.  I am free the following times: 
 
Tuesday ‐ 11‐12 noon 
Wednesday – 10:30‐12 noon, 2‐3pm, 4‐5 pm 
Thursday – 9‐10am, 11‐12 noon 
Friday‐ 9‐11am 
 
One other Senior Planner or management personnel will also participate in the interview.   
 
Looking forward to talking with you  
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 12:33 PM
To: Kristen Outten
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal

Hi Kristen, 
 
I haven’t yet had a chance but plan to review the proposal before our meeting today.  They will be relatively 
straightforward questions.  See you both soon! 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 8:26 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Good morning Camille, 
 
I am looking forward to our interview later this afternoon.  I will be bringing Megan Peterson, our office director, to the 
interview as well.   
 
I wanted to follow up to see if you had a chance to fully review our proposal and compile a list of questions for us.  I 
want to make sure we provide you with all the information you need and make the most of our interview time.  
 
Thanks, 
Kristen  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 2:21 PM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
When I have a chance to fully review the proposal, I can send along some questions.  Likely we will just talk about 
comparable experience and dealing with the public.  This is likely to be a controversial project. 
 
Thanks 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 1:20 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hello Camille, 
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I am pleased to hear we have been selected for an interview!  I just received your meeting invite and will accept the 
suggested time.   What will be the format of the interview?  Will it primarily consist of questions regarding our proposal, 
or are there specific questions you’d like to have answered?  Any insight would be greatly appreciated to help me best 
prepare for the meeting.  
 
Thank you again.  I look forward to meeting with you Wednesday at 4:00pm.  
 
~Kristen 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 8:54 AM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Subject: Highlands Estates Mitigation Monitoring Proposal 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
I just left you a voicemail.  I wanted to reach out and thank you again for your proposal and try to set up a quick 
interview this week.  I am free the following times: 
 
Tuesday ‐ 11‐12 noon 
Wednesday – 10:30‐12 noon, 2‐3pm, 4‐5 pm 
Thursday – 9‐10am, 11‐12 noon 
Friday‐ 9‐11am 
 
One other Senior Planner or management personnel will also participate in the interview.   
 
Looking forward to talking with you  
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 11:00 AM
To: Kristen Outten
Cc: Victoria Mejia; Dave Holbrook
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP
Attachments: Timeline for RFP and Next Steps.docx

Hi Kristen, 
 
We are happy to inform SWCA that we have selected your firm as the consultant for the Highlands Estates Condition of 
Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Contract!  I included a draft of the next steps that we can discuss in further detail.   
 
We discussed during the interview that in completing the contract, SWCA can revise the scope and budget (as necessary) 
to focus on review of project surveys rather than performance of surveys.  Please let us know when we can expect the 
revised scope.  Also, as we discussed, this week, I will send you a revised list of conditions of approval that SWCA will be 
monitoring (removing those that have already been met).  
 
Once again, thank you so much for your comprehensive proposal and time   
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 
 
 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 11:10 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
 
I wanted to thank you, Victoria, and Dave for providing the opportunity to interview for the Highland Estates 
Project.  Please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information from us at this time.   Also, 
please let me know when the County anticipates awarding a contract for this project. 
 
Thank you again.  I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
~Kristen   
 
Kristen Outten  
Project Manager / Senior Biologist  
 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
60 Stone Pine Road, Suite 100 
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Half Moon Bay, CA  94019 
P 650.440.4160 x 6404 | C 831.331.5264 | F 650.440.4165 
 
 

 
 
Visit Our New Website! 
 
The contents of this email and any associated emails, information, and attachments are CONFIDENTIAL. Use or disclosure without 
sender’s authorization is prohibited. If you are not an authorized recipient, please notify the sender and then immediately delete the 
email and any attachments. 
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Camille Leung

From: Elizabeth Kimmel
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 11:14 AM
To: Camille Leung; Diana Shu; Jeremiah Pons
Subject: RE: Need Extra Ipad for Stormwater compliance monitoring

Hello Camille, 
 
I do not have any more usable iPads, but I can come up with a license. 
 
Elizabeth Kimmel 
Accela Database Administrator 
Planning and Building 
455 County Center 2nd Fl 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
(650)363 4397 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 11:02 AM 
To: Elizabeth Kimmel <ekimmel@smcgov.org>; Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org>; Jeremiah Pons <jpons@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Need Extra Ipad for Stormwater compliance monitoring 
 
Hi Diana, Elizabeth, and Jeremiah,  
 
We are hiring a contractor to monitor erosion control just for the Highlands Estates Project.  They will need an iPad and 
a license (?).  Can we spare one of each?   
 
They will start in December (say 2 weeks from now) and will need some training.  Jeremiah can you help me with 
training them?  They will go out with you and I to do the Pre‐Site….. But BLD permits not ready yet…. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
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Camille Leung

From: Camille Leung
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 12:19 PM
To: Kristen Outten
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP
Attachments: Highlands COA Excel Table_SWCA.xlsx; Asbestos Report.pdf

Hi Kristen, 
 
Please see Conditions table attached.  Asbestos report is for compliance with Condition 4.v.3.  Hope this is easy to 
follow.  See notes at the top for my methodology    
 
Please let me know if you have questions   Thank you! 
 

From: Camille Leung  
Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 11:00 AM 
To: 'Kristen Outten' <koutten@swca.com> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Dave Holbrook <dholbrook@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
We are happy to inform SWCA that we have selected your firm as the consultant for the Highlands Estates Condition of 
Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Contract!  I included a draft of the next steps that we can discuss in further detail.   
 
We discussed during the interview that in completing the contract, SWCA can revise the scope and budget (as necessary) 
to focus on review of project surveys rather than performance of surveys.  Please let us know when we can expect the 
revised scope.  Also, as we discussed, this week, I will send you a revised list of conditions of approval that SWCA will be 
monitoring (removing those that have already been met).  
 
Once again, thank you so much for your comprehensive proposal and time   
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 
 
 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 11:10 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
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I wanted to thank you, Victoria, and Dave for providing the opportunity to interview for the Highland Estates 
Project.  Please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information from us at this time.   Also, 
please let me know when the County anticipates awarding a contract for this project. 
 
Thank you again.  I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
~Kristen   
 
Kristen Outten  
Project Manager / Senior Biologist  
 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
60 Stone Pine Road, Suite 100 
Half Moon Bay, CA  94019 
P 650.440.4160 x 6404 | C 831.331.5264 | F 650.440.4165 
 
 

 
 
Visit Our New Website! 
 
The contents of this email and any associated emails, information, and attachments are CONFIDENTIAL. Use or disclosure without 
sender’s authorization is prohibited. If you are not an authorized recipient, please notify the sender and then immediately delete the 
email and any attachments. 
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Camille Leung

From: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com>
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 3:32 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Victoria Mejia; Steve Monowitz
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP

Hello Camille, 
 
Thank you for the follow up comments/questions.  Please see responses below in red… 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 2:44 PM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: FW: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
Thanks for the revised scope   Some quick follow‐up questions/comments: 
 

1. In Subtask 2.1:  For the most part, monitoring can be done separate from County permit tracking, except for 
Erosion Control.  All the results from the app will get entered into the County’s systems which just tracks EC 
inspections.  While inspections will be weekly for overall compliance, Erosion Inspections will be done monthly 
(unless corrections are required and a follow‐up inspection is needed) using a mobile device (I’m tracking one 
down) with an app offered by Accela (County’s permit tracking system).  Will that be ok?  SWCA will need to 
communicate to the developer that any corrections to Erosion Control will need to be implemented before the 
next major rain event or within 10 business days.  Also, in instances where there is a record of non‐compliance 
(County notes same correction 2‐3 times and its not getting fixed) or illicit discharge to the street or stormdrain, 
County should issue a Stop Work Notice (Please notify me when this happens and I can coordinate with the 
Building Inspection Section to issue the SWN).  Work will not resume until the correction is completed to your 
satisfaction.  Training on the mobile app may take about 2‐3 hours, including time at the pre‐site inspection, a 
separate training session at our office with the iPad, and any questions when you try this on your own.  Jeremiah 
(EC Inspector) and I will show you how to use the app and print the results for the developer.  Great.  This 
shouldn’t change our costs.  I will fold this training time into the project management hours.  I will also be sure 
the contractor is aware that any corrections to Erosion Control will need to be implemented before the next 
major rain event or within 10 business days. 
 

2. In Subtask 2.3: Can we do a final MMRP Compliance Matrix at the end of each Phase?  Considering little progress 
on Lots 5‐8, I’m guessing there will be a gap between the 2 Phases. We can definitely do a final compliance 
matrix at the end of each phase.  I anticipate the tracking matrix being current throughout the project so it will 
require very little time to create a final matrix for each phase.  If we were to prepare a separate Final MMRP 
Compliance Report for each phase, I would build in some extra costs to account for the additional report 
preparation.  Also, keep in mind that we cost our services under the assumption that there would be a 6‐month 
overlap.  In event this changes, there would be added costs for additional inspections and reporting.  My 
recommendation at this time would be to move forward with the cost estimate as it currently stands, and then 
file for a change order for any out of scope items (e.g. additional site inspections due to no overlap in 
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construction).  Alternatively, if you would like to see us cost it now as two separate phases with no overlap, then 
I could do that prior to us finalizing a contract.  Please let me know your preference. 
 

3. In Subtask 2.3 and Task 3: For the Compliance Matrix and Public Information Log, in addition to the monthly 
reports, lets do a Sharepoint document so that I wont have to email/call you in between monthly reports and 
there is an incident. Agreed.  I think this is a convenient/efficient way to share information.  Once we execute a 
contract and start getting everything in place, we can discuss who we want to include on the Sharepoint site.  
 

4. Assumptions 1: I think you mean Phase II needs 26 visits too.  Oops, I did!  Good eye  
 

Thank you! 
 
 
 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 1:30 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Dave Holbrook <dholbrook@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
 
Please find attached the revised scope and cost estimate for the Highland Estates Project.  As you will see, this is a 
summarized version of the initial proposal.  In summary, I eliminated all costs associated with performing the surveys 
and instead added a few hours to review survey reports.  In addition, I incorporated two extra hours (increased from 3 
hours to 5 hours per month) for public inquiries.  Although 5 hours may be a bit low some months, it should be sufficient 
averaged across the duration of the project.  Please let me know if you have any questions once you’ve had time to 
review the attached materials.   
 
Also, I received the updated Conditions table; thank you for sending that over!  I will look that over this week to get up 
to speed on where everything is at. 
 
Thank you, 
Kristen  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 11:00 AM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Dave Holbrook <dholbrook@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
We are happy to inform SWCA that we have selected your firm as the consultant for the Highlands Estates Condition of 
Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Contract!  I included a draft of the next steps that we can discuss in further detail.   
 
We discussed during the interview that in completing the contract, SWCA can revise the scope and budget (as necessary) 
to focus on review of project surveys rather than performance of surveys.  Please let us know when we can expect the 
revised scope.  Also, as we discussed, this week, I will send you a revised list of conditions of approval that SWCA will be 
monitoring (removing those that have already been met).  
 



3

Once again, thank you so much for your comprehensive proposal and time   
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 
 
 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 11:10 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
 
I wanted to thank you, Victoria, and Dave for providing the opportunity to interview for the Highland Estates 
Project.  Please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information from us at this time.   Also, 
please let me know when the County anticipates awarding a contract for this project. 
 
Thank you again.  I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
~Kristen   
 
Kristen Outten  
Project Manager / Senior Biologist  
 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
60 Stone Pine Road, Suite 100 
Half Moon Bay, CA  94019 
P 650.440.4160 x 6404 | C 831.331.5264 | F 650.440.4165 
 
 

 
 
Visit Our New Website! 
 
The contents of this email and any associated emails, information, and attachments are CONFIDENTIAL. Use or disclosure without 
sender’s authorization is prohibited. If you are not an authorized recipient, please notify the sender and then immediately delete the 
email and any attachments. 
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Camille Leung

From: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 2:06 PM
To: Camille Leung
Cc: Victoria Mejia; Steve Monowitz
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP

Great, thanks Camille! 
 
Victoria: Please let me know how you would like to proceed.  You can either send me a contract which I would forward 
to my contracts department for review.  Alternatively, I can send you our stand services agreement for you to review 
and sign.   
 
Thanks, 
Kristen  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2017 2:00 PM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
Thanks you for your responses!  If Victoria is ok with it, I believe we can proceed with the revised scope based on this 
info  
 
Thanks! 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 3:32 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
 
Thank you for the follow up comments/questions.  Please see responses below in red… 
 
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2017 2:44 PM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Steve Monowitz <smonowitz@smcgov.org> 
Subject: FW: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hi Kristen, 
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Thanks for the revised scope   Some quick follow‐up questions/comments: 
 

1. In Subtask 2.1:  For the most part, monitoring can be done separate from County permit tracking, except for 
Erosion Control.  All the results from the app will get entered into the County’s systems which just tracks EC 
inspections.  While inspections will be weekly for overall compliance, Erosion Inspections will be done monthly 
(unless corrections are required and a follow‐up inspection is needed) using a mobile device (I’m tracking one 
down) with an app offered by Accela (County’s permit tracking system).  Will that be ok?  SWCA will need to 
communicate to the developer that any corrections to Erosion Control will need to be implemented before the 
next major rain event or within 10 business days.  Also, in instances where there is a record of non‐compliance 
(County notes same correction 2‐3 times and its not getting fixed) or illicit discharge to the street or stormdrain, 
County should issue a Stop Work Notice (Please notify me when this happens and I can coordinate with the 
Building Inspection Section to issue the SWN).  Work will not resume until the correction is completed to your 
satisfaction.  Training on the mobile app may take about 2‐3 hours, including time at the pre‐site inspection, a 
separate training session at our office with the iPad, and any questions when you try this on your own.  Jeremiah 
(EC Inspector) and I will show you how to use the app and print the results for the developer.  Great.  This 
shouldn’t change our costs.  I will fold this training time into the project management hours.  I will also be sure 
the contractor is aware that any corrections to Erosion Control will need to be implemented before the next 
major rain event or within 10 business days. 
 

2. In Subtask 2.3: Can we do a final MMRP Compliance Matrix at the end of each Phase?  Considering little progress 
on Lots 5‐8, I’m guessing there will be a gap between the 2 Phases. We can definitely do a final compliance 
matrix at the end of each phase.  I anticipate the tracking matrix being current throughout the project so it will 
require very little time to create a final matrix for each phase.  If we were to prepare a separate Final MMRP 
Compliance Report for each phase, I would build in some extra costs to account for the additional report 
preparation.  Also, keep in mind that we cost our services under the assumption that there would be a 6‐month 
overlap.  In event this changes, there would be added costs for additional inspections and reporting.  My 
recommendation at this time would be to move forward with the cost estimate as it currently stands, and then 
file for a change order for any out of scope items (e.g. additional site inspections due to no overlap in 
construction).  Alternatively, if you would like to see us cost it now as two separate phases with no overlap, then 
I could do that prior to us finalizing a contract.  Please let me know your preference. 
 

3. In Subtask 2.3 and Task 3: For the Compliance Matrix and Public Information Log, in addition to the monthly 
reports, lets do a Sharepoint document so that I wont have to email/call you in between monthly reports and 
there is an incident. Agreed.  I think this is a convenient/efficient way to share information.  Once we execute a 
contract and start getting everything in place, we can discuss who we want to include on the Sharepoint site.  
 

4. Assumptions 1: I think you mean Phase II needs 26 visits too.  Oops, I did!  Good eye  
 

Thank you! 
 
 
 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 1:30 PM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Dave Holbrook <dholbrook@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
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Please find attached the revised scope and cost estimate for the Highland Estates Project.  As you will see, this is a 
summarized version of the initial proposal.  In summary, I eliminated all costs associated with performing the surveys 
and instead added a few hours to review survey reports.  In addition, I incorporated two extra hours (increased from 3 
hours to 5 hours per month) for public inquiries.  Although 5 hours may be a bit low some months, it should be sufficient 
averaged across the duration of the project.  Please let me know if you have any questions once you’ve had time to 
review the attached materials.   
 
Also, I received the updated Conditions table; thank you for sending that over!  I will look that over this week to get up 
to speed on where everything is at. 
 
Thank you, 
Kristen  
 

From: Camille Leung [mailto:cleung@smcgov.org]  
Sent: Monday, December 04, 2017 11:00 AM 
To: Kristen Outten <koutten@swca.com> 
Cc: Victoria Mejia <vmejia@smcgov.org>; Dave Holbrook <dholbrook@smcgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hi Kristen, 
 
We are happy to inform SWCA that we have selected your firm as the consultant for the Highlands Estates Condition of 
Approval and Mitigation Monitoring Contract!  I included a draft of the next steps that we can discuss in further detail.   
 
We discussed during the interview that in completing the contract, SWCA can revise the scope and budget (as necessary) 
to focus on review of project surveys rather than performance of surveys.  Please let us know when we can expect the 
revised scope.  Also, as we discussed, this week, I will send you a revised list of conditions of approval that SWCA will be 
monitoring (removing those that have already been met).  
 
Once again, thank you so much for your comprehensive proposal and time   
 
Camille Leung, Senior Planner 
Planning & Building Department 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
Phone ‐ 650‐363‐1826 
Fax – 650‐363‐4849 
 
 
 
 

From: Kristen Outten [mailto:koutten@swca.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2017 11:10 AM 
To: Camille Leung <cleung@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Highlands Estates RFP 
 
Hello Camille, 
 
I wanted to thank you, Victoria, and Dave for providing the opportunity to interview for the Highland Estates 
Project.  Please let me know if you have any questions or require any additional information from us at this time.   Also, 
please let me know when the County anticipates awarding a contract for this project. 
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Thank you again.  I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
 
~Kristen   
 
Kristen Outten  
Project Manager / Senior Biologist  
 
SWCA Environmental Consultants 
60 Stone Pine Road, Suite 100 
Half Moon Bay, CA  94019 
P 650.440.4160 x 6404 | C 831.331.5264 | F 650.440.4165 
 
 

 
 
Visit Our New Website! 
 
The contents of this email and any associated emails, information, and attachments are CONFIDENTIAL. Use or disclosure without 
sender’s authorization is prohibited. If you are not an authorized recipient, please notify the sender and then immediately delete the 
email and any attachments. 
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