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Appeal Number: A-3-PSB-14-0052

Applicant: Hanz Blatzheim

Appellants: Evelyn Delany and Justin Chapel

Local Government: City of Pismo Beach

Local Decision: Approved by the Pismo Beach Planning Commission on August 12,

2014 and upheld by the Pismo Beach City Council on October 7,
2014 (City application number P14-000051).

Location: Vacant lot located at 122 Seacliff Drive within the St. Andrews Tract
Planning Area of the City of Pismo Beach (APN 010-505-003).

Project Description: Construction of a new 2,045 square-foot single-family residence and
an attached 579 square-foot secondary dwelling unit.

Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The City of Pismo Beach approved a coastal development permit (CDP) to construct a new 2,045
square-foot single-family residence with an attached 579 square-foot secondary dwelling unit on
a vacant 6,133 square-foot lot located at 122 Seacliff Drive in the St. Andrews Tract Planning
Area. The parcel is one of the few vacant lots remaining in this urbanized neighborhood, which
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consists of single-family and multi-family residences located west of Highway 101 and upcoast
of downtown Pismo Beach.

The Appellants contend that the approved project is inconsistent with City of Pismo Beach
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) standards related to secondary dwelling units, front yard
setbacks, and architectural style/neighborhood compatibility. After reviewing the local record,
Commission staff has concluded that the approved project does not raise a substantial issue with
respect to the project’s conformance with the certified Pismo Beach LCP.

Specifically, in terms of the secondary dwelling unit, the approved unit is an allowable use in the
single-family residential (R-1) zoning district, meets all applicable planning standards (including
for unit size, lot coverage, and parking), and is consistent with the LCP’s stated intention of
allowing secondary dwelling units in residential neighborhoods as a means to encourage
additional housing in existing developed communities. Second, in terms of front yard setbacks,
the approved project’s 20-foot setback meets the R-1 zoning district standard of 20 feet, is
consistent with the range of setback depths of other homes in the neighborhood, and will
accommodate the secondary dwelling unit’s parked vehicle. Finally, in terms of size, bulk, and
architectural design, the approved residence meets or is lower than all applicable LCP
development parameters, including for lot coverage and building area, and its single-story nature
further ensures a small-scale aesthetic. The residence’s modern architecture is consistent with the
neighborhood’s eclectic styles, with original ranch-style homes set amongst a broad range of
other architectural types.

As a result, staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal contentions do not
raise a substantial LCP conformance issue, and that the Commission decline to take jurisdiction

over the CDP for this project. The single motion necessary to implement this recommendation is
found on page 4 below.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of no substantial issue would mean that
the Commission will not hear the application de novo and that the local action will become final
and effective. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a YES vote on the
following motion. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the
local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.

Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-PSB-14-0052
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603. | recommend a yes vote.

Resolution to Find No Substantial Issue. The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-
3-PSB-14-0052 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which
the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency
with the Certified Local Coastal Program and/or the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act.

1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The City-approved project is located at 122 Seacliff Drive in the City of Pismo Beach. The
project site is located at a vacant lot within the St. Andrews Tract Planning Area, an urbanized
neighborhood consisting of single-family and multi-family residences located west of Highway
101 and north of downtown Pismo Beach. The lot, which is zoned Single Family Residential (R-
1), is one of the last remaining undeveloped parcels within the entire Planning Area, and is
bordered by two existing single-family residences.

The City-approved project allows for the construction of a 2,045 square-foot single-family
residence and an attached 579 square-foot secondary dwelling unit, along with an attached two-
car garage for the primary unit and an uncovered parking space adjacent to the garage driveway
for the secondary unit.

See Exhibit 1 for location and site maps and see Exhibit 2 for the approved project plans and
photo-simulations of the proposed residence and secondary dwelling unit.

B. CiTY OoF PiIsmo BEacH CDP APPROVAL

On August 12, 2014 the Pismo Beach Planning Commission approved a CDP for the proposed
project. The Planning Commission’s decision was appealed by the current Appellants to the City
Council which, after deliberation, upheld the approval and denied the appeal on October 7, 2014.
See Exhibit 3 for the City’s Final Local Action Notice.

The City’s Final Local Action Notice was received in the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast
District Office on October 15, 2014. The Coastal Commission’s ten-working day appeal period
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for this action began on October 15, 2014 and concluded at 5pm on October 29, 2014. Two valid
appeals (see below) were received during the appeal period.

C. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain CDP
decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP decisions
are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1) between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the
mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on
tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream,
or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive
coastal resource area; or (b) for counties, approval of CDPs for development that is not
designated as the principal permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any local action (approval
or denial) on a CDP for a major public works project (including a publicly financed recreational
facility and/or a special district development) or an energy facility is appealable to the
Commission. This project is appealable because it is located between the first public road and the
sea.

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does
not conform to the certified LCP or to the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to consider a CDP for an appealed project
de novo unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised by such
allegations.” Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts the de novo portion of an
appeals hearing and ultimately approves a CDP for a project, the Commission must find that the
proposed development is in conformity with the certified LCP. If a CDP is approved for a project
that is located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water
located within the coastal zone, Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that
the development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act. This project is located between the nearest public road and the sea and thus this
additional finding would need to be made if the Commission were to approve the project
following the de novo portion of the hearing.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are
the Applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their
representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial
issue must be submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo CDP
determination stage of an appeal.

! The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or in its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial
issue determinations: the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources
affected by the decision; the precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide significance.
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial review of a
local government’s CDP decision by filing a petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil
Procedure, Section 1094.5.
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D. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS

The Appellants contend that the City-approved project raises LCP consistency questions relating
to the permitting of a secondary dwelling unit, adequacy of front yard and garage setbacks, and
consistency with architectural community character. Specifically, the Appellants contend that the
approved project would violate applicable LCP standards because: 1) it is inappropriate to allow
for a secondary dwelling unit within an existing single-family residential neighborhood; 2) the
project’s 20-foot front setback is smaller than that required of other existing residences in the
neighborhood and is not long enough to park full-size vehicles; and 3) the project’s approved
design is not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and its size is too
intense for the established physical scale of the neighborhood. Please see Exhibit 4 for the appeal
contentions.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

Secondary Dwelling Units

The Pismo Beach LCP encourages the development of secondary dwellings units within the
coastal zone, defined as “a subordinate dwelling unit added to, or created within, or detached
from a single-family dwelling (primary dwelling unit), but on the same parcel, that provides
basic requirements for independent living, sleeping, eating, cooking, and sanitation™?.
Implementation Plan (IP) Section 17.117 (see Exhibit 5) includes planning standards specific to
secondary dwelling units, stating that such units are encouraged because they provide additional
housing opportunities within existing urbanized neighborhoods that would not otherwise be
allowable under current density standards, make more efficient use of existing infrastructure, and
provide an opportunity for the creation of more affordable housing. IP Section 17.117.040
permits secondary dwelling units in five residential zoning districts, including the R-1 zone of
which the lot at 122 Seacliff Drive is designated, and lists required development standards,
including that such units are allowed on any size lot, cannot exceed 600 square feet on parcels
less than 10,000 square feet in size, and shall provide one parking space in addition to the
required spaces for the primary dwelling unit, among other standards.

An Appellant contends that the approved residence raises LCP consistency questions relating to
the appropriateness of allowing secondary dwelling units within single-family residential
neighborhoods. Specifically, the Appellant states that the R-1 zoning designation is intended to
solely allow single-family residences intended to be occupied by one family, as opposed to two
separate residences occupying a single parcel.

As mentioned above, the Pismo Beach LCP encourages and provides for secondary dwelling
units as allowable uses in residential neighborhoods, including the R-1 zoning district, as a
means to encourage more efficient use of land by developing additional housing within already
existing urbanized communities. The IP includes parameters meant to address potential
community impacts of such housing, including requiring off-street parking for the unit and
limiting unit size so as to ensure that the increase in density does not overburden the
neighborhood with development that is too intense and out-of-scale. The approved 579 square-

2 |P Section 17.006.0887
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foot secondary dwelling unit is attached to the primary dwelling unit. The total combined lot
coverage and building area of both units is 2,624 square feet, well below the parcel’s maximum
allowance of up to 3,373 square feet of lot coverage®, and below the 600 square-foot maximum
size allowed for the secondary unit itself. Additionally, the approved secondary dwelling unit
meets all other applicable standards, including providing one uncovered parking space adjacent
to the driveway of the primary unit’s garage.

Thus, the approved project’s secondary dwelling unit is an allowable use per the R-1 zoning
district and meets all applicable LCP development parameters, including maximum allowable lot
coverage, unit size, and parking requirements. For all of the above reasons, the approved project
does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance with respect to the secondary dwelling
unit.

Front Yard Setback

Implementation Plan Section 17.102.020 (see Exhibit 6) requires a minimum front yard setback
of 20 feet in the R-1 zoning district. An Appellant contends that the approved residence’s 20-foot
setback is shorter than the setbacks of existing homes in the neighborhood, is not long enough to
park full size vehicles, and will impede pedestrians using the sidewalk. The approved project will
allow the one parking space required for the secondary dwelling unit to be located within the 20-
foot front yard setback adjacent to the primary residence’s two-car garage driveway. In its
approval, the City found that the existing residences in the St. Andrews Tract Planning Area
contain a wide range of front yard setback widths, from less than 2 feet to over 30 feet. The
homes along the side of Seacliff Drive where the approved project will be located range in size
from 20 feet to 23 feet, making the approved project’s 20-foot setback consistent with both the
LCP’s planning standard and also within the neighborhood’s setback range. Additionally, a 20-
foot building setback is a traditional planning standard for single-family residences because it
easily accommodates a parked vehicle, and is codified in LCPs for other adjacent coastal cities
within San Luis Obispo County*. Thus, this contention does not raise a substantial issue in terms
of the project’s conformance with the certified LCP.

Community Character and Neighborhood Compatibility

The LCP protects community character and neighborhood compatibility through a suite of
standards applying certain design criteria and requiring visual compatibility with surrounding
areas (for example, see IP Section 17.124.140(A)(3) in Exhibit 5, which specifically states that
an allowable contention for an appeal of a CDP decision is whether “the development is not
compatible with the established physical scale of the area or is not consistent with the level and
scale of development provided for in the area in the city’s certified local coastal program”).

An Appellant contends that the approved project is not visually compatible with the character of
the surrounding area and is too intense for the established physical scale of the neighborhood.

® IP Section 17.102.080 allows a combined maximum of 55% lot coverage for both the primary and secondary
dwelling units. 6,133 square feet (size of lot) x 0.55 lot coverage=3,373 square feet of allowable lot coverage.

* For example, City of Grover Beach IP Table 2.3 requires a 20-foot front setback in the Coastal Low Density
Residential Zone (CR1), and City of Morro Bay IP Table 17.24.040 requires a 20-foot front setback in the Single-
Family Residential (R-1) District.
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Specifically, the Appellant claims that the approved project’s setback from the street is too small
and will thus protrude out as an anomaly; that its architectural features of a flat top and stark
facade are not compatible with the ranch style bungalows that comprise existing homes in the
community, and its size and bulk occupy too much of the lot and is therefore too intense for the
neighborhood aesthetic.

As identified above, the approved project consists of a one-story, 2,045 square-foot single-family
residence plus an attached 579 square-foot secondary dwelling unit, for a total of 2,624 square
feet. The approved project complies with the LCP’s applicable site standards for the R-1 zoning
district, including for minimum lot size, maximum building height, lot coverage, height, building
area, and setbacks.” As previously discussed, in terms of front yard setbacks, the approved
project’s 20-foot setback meets the LCP’s planning standard, and is also within the broad range
of setbacks for existing structures in the neighborhood, which range from 2 feet to over 30 feet.
Therefore, the structure’s 20-foot setback will not be an anomaly in the built landscape. In terms
of building size and bulk, in its approval the City stated that while large structures have not
traditionally been the norm in the neighborhood, larger homes have recently been built, including
seven homes larger than 3,000 square feet and three homes over 4,000 square feet. The two
residences immediately adjacent to the approved project are both under 2,000 square feet. Thus,
there are a variety of home sizes in the immediate neighborhood and the approved project’s size
is within the range of home sizes in the community. In addition, the approved residence’s single-
story design helps reinforce the neighborhood’s traditionally smaller-scale aesthetic. Therefore,
the project meets, and for some standards such as lot coverage, is lower than, all applicable LCP
site development standards. The contention that the project is too large and intense for the
neighborhood does not raise a substantial issue in terms of the project’s conformance with the
certified LCP.

Finally, in terms of community character, the St. Andrews Tract Planning Area is comprised of
an eclectic mix of architectural styles and one and two-story homes. In its approval, the City
found that the neighborhood contains a variety of styles, materials, heights, and sizes, with a
movement away from the original one-story ranch style homes to a more eclectic mix of styles
with contemporary architectural features. While the neighborhood’s original homes were built in
the 1960s as ranch style homes, recent development includes Spanish, modern, craftsman,
Mediterranean, and Cape Cod styles. The approved residence employs a mid-century modern
style with natural stone veneer in a blend of colors and shapes, as well as redwood siding, and
thus would not be atypical in a neighborhood that contains a lively mix of architectural designs.

In summary, as sited and designed the project would fit appropriately into the established
community character of the St. Andrews Tract neighborhood. The project is sited, designed and
landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding
neighborhoods and areas, as required by the LCP. For all the above reasons, this contention does

® For the R-1 zoning district, the minimum lot size is 5,000 square feet (the approved project’s is 6,133 square feet);
the maximum building height is 15 feet above highest point on the lot and 25 feet from the center of the building
footprint (the approved project is 15 feet above high point and 16.72 feet above center footprint); maximum lot
coverage is 55%, or 3,373 square feet based on parcel size (the approved project’s coverage is 2,624 square feet);
maximum building area based on the parcel’s size is 4,662 square feet (the approved project’s is 2,624 square
feet); and minimum front yard setback is 20 feet (the approved project’s is 20 feet).
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not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance with respect to community character and
neighborhood compatibility.

F. CONCLUSION

When considering a project that has been appealed to it, the Commission must first determine
whether the project raises a substantial issue of LCP conformity, such that the Commission
should assert jurisdiction over a de novo CDP for such development. At this stage, the
Commission has the discretion to find that the project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP
conformance. As explained above, the Commission is guided in its decision of whether the issues
raised in a given case are “substantial” by the following five factors: the degree of factual and
legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as
approved or denied by the County; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the
decision; the precedential value of the County’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP;
and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide
significance.

In this case, these five factors, considered together, support a conclusion that this project does
not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance. First, in terms of the secondary dwelling unit,
the approved unit is an allowable use in the R-1 zoning district, meets all applicable planning
standards (including for size, lot coverage, and parking), and is consistent with the LCP’s stated
intention of allowing secondary dwelling units in residential neighborhoods as a means to
encourage additional housing in existing developed communities. Second, in terms of front yard
setbacks, the approved project’s 20-foot setback meets the R-1 zoning district standard of 20
feet, is consistent with the range of setback depths of other homes in the neighborhood, and will
accommodate the secondary dwelling unit’s parked vehicle. Finally, in terms of size, bulk, and
architectural design, the approved residence meets or is lower than all applicable LCP
development parameters, including for lot coverage and building area, and its single-story nature
further ensures a small-scale aesthetic. The residence’s modern architecture is consistent with the
neighborhood’s eclectic styles, with original ranch-style homes set amongst a broad range of
other architectural types.

Thus, the City has provided adequate factual and legal support for its decision that the approved
development would be consistent with the certified LCP. The proposed project is a relatively
modest single-family residence within a single-family zoned neighborhood, and it will not
adversely impact coastal resources. Because the project is consistent with the LCP, a finding of
no substantial issue will not create an adverse precedent for future interpretation of the LCP.
Finally, the project does not raise issues of regional or statewide significance.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-PSB-14-0052 does
not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and is consistent with the certified LCP and the public
access policies of the Coastal Act.
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01 41 A1 - SET BACK LINE

DIVISION 02 - EXISTING CONDITIONS

02 21 00 - SURVEYS
0221 Al - PROPERTY LINE
022181 - SURVEYED EXISTING SITE SPOT ELEVATIONS

DIVISION 04 - MASONRY
STONE GARDEN WALL 47 W X 42°T MAX & APPR X 127 THICK
WITH ADDRESS PLACK

0421 A1 -
DIVISION 05 - METALS
057 Al - FABRICATED METAL SPIRAL STAIRS

DIVISION 13 - SPECIAL CONSTRUCTION
1311 A1 - BELOW GRADE SWIMMING POOL
1311A2 - POOL EQUIPTMENT

DIVISION 32 - EXTERIOR IMPROVEMENTS

321300 - RIGID PAVING

HARDSCAPE PAVING, WALKWAYS, PATIO DRIVEWAY ETC

SZI3AT -~ EXTENT INDICATED BY STONE OR CONCRETE HATCH

32 1400 - UNIT PAVING
3214A2 - SECONDARY DWELLING PARKING

32 91 00 - PLANTING PREPARATION

PLANTING AREA, ORNAMENTAL LANDSCAPE PLANTINGS
PREDOMINATELY LOW TO MODERATE HEIGHT NOT TO EXCEED 5'
3291 A1 - WITH OCCASIONAL ACCENT PLANTS NOT TO EXCEED 12 FEET IN
HEIGHT EXCLUDING TREES SPECIACALLY SHOWN AND NOTED ON
THE SITE PLAN

archltecture planning
development services
PACIRC COAST DESIGN CENTER

SUTE
0SSN0 BOSSALIIE  www pordlelcesigrsucios.com

consultants:

client:

Hans Blatzheim
122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca 93449—

122 Seacliff

122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca—

date/purpose:
2014-07-18 Desgn Review

job no: 10094

file: ex-1.4 secondary dweling parking
SionA.chag

application no:
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Eioinﬁ-ng_o.!‘o“n._303_23:5no:noa«o..:o_o,oson_ao:o.o.‘:og:g:gtﬁnonoo:nﬁ

reguBlions oretord (20 ol gavaring Dpancios. (o oy peci Conaiiors raaabed by e ocal
alions and ordinances o oV ., {c) any s [ ns Y

@ ing and {d) af ) state nowe I (building code) fitle 24

All codes referenced shall be califomia editions. the codes referenced in ihese plans are as follows

2010 Caffornia Buliding Code (CBC).

2010 California Mechanical Code {CMC).

2010 Cafifornia Plumbing Code [CPC).

20 0 Califorka Fire Code (CFC).

20 ¢ Caifornia Bectical Code {CEC)

Califomia State Energy Conservation 5TDS (fifle 24).

so he shal be proceeding af his own risk

Omissions from the ngs ond ion of the mis iption of 1he work which  manife necessory fo

nﬂ.ﬁ%m‘. the intent of 1he drawings and orwhichls performed, shal not refeve the

confractor hn.vs:_ performing Mmo: omitted or misdescribed detalks of the work as it fully and completely set forth and
o a

Dimensions shown shall foke precedence over drawings scole or proportion. d. larger scale drawings shal take
precedence over smofler no%.o drawings

numbers or {miknk 6 high shal be provided for afl new bulidings in such a posifion as o
ﬂuéjufga_o&o:gsﬁm:oo.ﬁaoa fronting the properly. contractor sholl coordinate location with
@ architec

The ontractor shall follow aff Industriol sofety
and the owner shal not be for safety

Ci [ for Q by ihe buiiding depl! and other agencies as required

The ontractor shol coordinate with the owner for the selection of ol plumbing fixtures including toRets
tub shower, lavataries, sinks and ol approplate faucets, tim and drains the owner sholl selact o olors finksh and
options

The contractor shall be responsible for the design and instaBation of the
systemmn with codes and 3

The contractor shall coordinate with owner for the selection of all electiical ight foctures {ther color ond
finsh} and switchplated and oullats {color and type). ihe coniractor shall verify ol locations and tso ot
outiets, ighting fixtures, eic with the owner

The contractor shall coordinote with owner for the selection of all kitchen appliances {color type and options.

The controctor sholl coordinate with the owner for the selection and proper locations of ol bathroom specidlties
tﬁ._&:n but :nox.u mited to, medicine cobnets mimors. towel bors and hooks, tollet paper dispenser soop dish
and shower enclosure

The contractor shal coordinate with the owner for the design of buit-in cabinets including door and drawer
“onn:oa “ﬁxa of hinges pults and siiding hordware. the owner shafl seleci the type of materials, color and finkh
jor abineis

The contractor shall coordinate with the owner for the selection of all interior finishes including floor coverings and
underoyments paint (including number of coats), other wallcoverings, base and case, laminates. fie. etc.

The onfractor shall  cordinote with the owner for the tion of all door but not kmited fo,
door lotches hingas cabinet hordware, efc. (types and finishes) confirm function and keying with owner

The contraclor shall submit fruss loyout and structural to the buliding t prior to

The ontractor sholl provide on accessible backwoler valve whera the flood level im of the lowest plumbing fixture:
is below the slevation of the next upstrecm manhole cover. cpc 710.

Lead Safe Work Practices: semodeing pre-1978 stuctures without using Lead Safe
Waork Practices is a violation of Californio Health ond Sofety Code Section 105256. Contractors, remodeiers ond
painters ore required to use lead-safe” work practices pursuant to Title 17, CA Code of Reguiations Section 36050.

All work located in the public: right-of- or within the tion of the Utilities and Public Works Deporiment shol

comply with the most  ument edition of City of San Luis Obispo ing Standards ond

Specification the curent edition for work under this permit review is Gated January 2010; work permitted ofter
anvory 2012 willbe s byect to 1he 2012 standards)

A seporate encroachment permit is required for any work in the public right-of-way or within city easements lor
connections to pubkc utiifies Work req an encroachment it includes but is nat Emited to demoditions,
utilities water sewer and fire service loterols, cub, er. ond sidewalk, driveway approaches, sidewalk

ins, storm droin street trae planting or pruning, curb ramps, sireet paving. and pedestrian
protection or construction stagging in the right-of-way.

Erosion  ontrol measures shall be impiemented and maintained to the satisfaction of the Bullding Otficial and
Public Works Director during af demolitions, construction and ground distrbing activities

the local g agency the architect

ical heating and

gn sireet shallbe leaned by sweeping to remove di, dust, mud.and consiruction debris at the end of
eac

erosion ontrol shall be when permanent improvements, plantings, and facifties are
in ploce T shallbe prio to final

Contact Public Works inspaciion Hotlineat 781-7554 with alleast 48 hour for any required encroachmentpermil
inspection of final inspection

A Troffic & Pedestrian Conirol Plon shall be submitted fo the Public Works Department for review and approval prior
to encroochment permit iss ance.

Any section of dama: or dispiaced curb, gulter & sidewak or diveway approach shall be repaired or replaced
o wso satisfaction of %.Oon Public Works Director.

OOOOO

Materials & Colors Descri tion Color Board

O

Natural st ne venaeer, blend of color and shapes o depicted on the drawings. color boord and renderings and approved by architect
Clear oat redwood siding,

Square perforaled lainless steel rofing

Glass raiing”

SMOOTHTR WEL finish /8" PLASTER on seff furing metal loth over TYVEK Stucco Wrap over plywood where indicated Where instatied  ver wood
base sheathing provide a second ‘intervening loyer” of TYVEK water-resistive banier or grade D buiiding paper

Pro’ect Information

Owner Address Hans Blatzheim 22 Seactiff Dr
Apn 010-505-003
Appicable Code “MM_NoZS Code (reference Pismo Beac tolZ ne Boundry
2one R1
Setbacks Allowable Proposed
Front
Side s
Back
Buiding Height
HL overlay Zone requires 25 max. from (E} grade @ the center of
General buikiing foolprint ond 5§ max.| m he highesi poini on the lof
o NOTE inthis asethe 5 above thigh point is the most restrictive
& govems
C Proposed
Lot High Point +8394 First FF +8294
5 abovel t
Hesght Limit high point Height 6
Max. Heigh +98 94 +98.94'
Lot Area 6,133.33f,
Allowable Proposed
Building Area
86% of 1st
2,700sf of lot 2,322,001 st Floor 580
orea
60% of lot areo
inexcessof 20000 oSN gm0
2.700st
Gorage 485 sf
Totad 4,382,00 st > 2624 o
Lot Coverage
55% of lot orea 3,373.33 s Footpsint 2624.00 st
Total 337333 2624.00 sI
Planting Area
20 % of lot orea
m 1,226.67 sf 17320350

Pro'ect Descri tion

New one story single farmily residence with a secondary dweling unit on
currently vocont lot The project scope includes developmeni of the
house, outdoor spaces lond oping and new  tiity connections. The
properly k the las! vacant lol in a developed neighborhood 1l is very flal
mnimal grading is required  The house includes spiral starcase to a root

op errace

Sheet Index

Sheel Number
T

AD0

AD

>

Sheet Tille
e Sheet
Survey
Site Plan
First Foor Plan
R Pan
North & South Elevations
East & Wast Bevations
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client:

Hans Blatzheim
122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca 93449

122 Seacliff

122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca—
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The plans and elevations within are copyrighted
and are subject o copyright protection as an
"Architectural Work” under Section 102 of the
Copyright Act, 17 US.0.. as amended December
1990, and known as Architectural Works Copyright
Protection Act of 1990.

Copyright 2008, Parallel a Califomia Corporation
Al rights reserved

copyright

=

client: Hans Biatzhelm
site: 122 Seaciff

Pismo Beach
2014-03-14 Permit Submittal

DATE

project data date/purpose

Street Perspective

122 Seacliff
Pismo Beach, Ca. 93449

project & sheet

original scale in inches

7S MGUBIA SILEET SUSE 145 SAN LU OBSRC CALFORIA 1301

architect

sheet number
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The ptans and elevations within are copyrighted
and are subject to copyright profecfion as an
"Architectural Work” under Section 102 of the

client: Hans Blatzheim
site: 122 Seacliff

g i

or Elevation

122 Seacliff

2.2

Copyright Act, 17 US.0.. as amended December i Pismo Beach ety B G A
1990, and known as Aschitectural Works Copyright job: erm .
Protocton Acvol 1970 i DATE Pismo Beach, Ca. 93449
Copyright 2008, Paratilel a Califormia Corporation . 0 1 2 3
Alfights reserved appl: 7T " T T 1 e :
copyright project data date/purpose project & sheet original scale ininches architect sheet number
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REFERENCE KEYNOTES

DIVISION 04 - MASONRY

04 73 00 - MANUFACTURED STONE MASONRY
NATURAL STONE VENEER, BLEND OF COLOR AND SHAPES AS

0473 A1 DEPICTED ON THE DRAWINGS, COLOR BOARD, AND RENDERINGS
AND APPROVED BY ARCHITECT

DIVISION 05 - METALS

0573A1 - GLASS RAILNG

0573A2 - SQUARE PERFORATED STAINLESS STEEL RAILING

DIVISION 09 - RNISHES

SMOOTH TROWEL ANISH 7/8" PLASTER ON SELF FURRING META
LATH OVER TYVEK STUCCO WRAP OVER PLYWOOD WHERE
0924 A1 - INDICATED. WHERE INSTALLED OVER WOOD BASE SHEATHING
PROVIDE A SECOND “INTERVENING LAYER" OF TYVEK
'WATER-RESISTIVE BARRIER OR GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

0965A2 - CLEAR COAT REDWOOD SIDING

n
+

@
s soemer LD

architecture plann
development servi

RSP MES N4 waw.porcleioesgnetucon.com

consultants:

client:

Hans Blatzheim
122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca 93449
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REFERENCE KEYNOTES

DIVISION 04 - MASONRY
04 7300 - MANUFACTURED STONE MASONRY

0473 Al

NATURAL STONE VENEER, BLEND OF COLOR AND SHAPES AS

- DEPICTED ON THE DRAWINGS COLOR BOARD, AND RENDERINGS

AND APPROVED BY ARCHITECT

DIVISION 05 - METALS

0573 A1
0573 A2

- GLASS RALING
- SQUARE PERFORATED STAINLESS STEEL RAILING

DIVISION 09 - ANISHES

0924 A1

09 65 A2

0573 A2
0573 1

SMOOTH TROWEL FINISH 7/8" PLASTER ON SELF FURRING METAL
LATH OVER TYVEK STUCCO WRAP OVER PLYWOOD WHERE

- INDICATED WHERE INSTALLED OVER WOOD BASE SHEATHING

PROVIDE A SECOND "INTERVENING LAYER™ OF TYVEK
'WATER-RESISTIVE BARRIER OR GRADE D BUILDING PAPER

- CLEAR COAT REDWOOD SIDING
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file: @-2.1 north & south elevations.dwg

application no:
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REFERENCE KEYNOTES

DIVISION 01 - GENERAL REQUIREMENTS
D111 El - LUNE OF FLOOR BELOW

DIVISION 07 - THERMAL AND MOISTURE PROTECTION
BLALT UP ROOFING, FOUR PLY ASPHALT APPLIED MEMBRANE

SYSTEM WITH MINERAL SURFACE CAP SHEET. TOTAL WHAGHT
INCLUDING ASPHALT: 260 LBS/SQUARE, CLASS A FIRE RATING
D731 A1 - OUASS FIBER FELT: ASTM D2178, TYPE IV. MINERAL SURFACE CAP
SHEET: ASTM D3907, ASPHALT BITUMEN: ASTM D312, TYPE Bl OR AS
RECOMMENDED BY ROOFING MANUFACTURER. ASPHALT PRIMER:
ASTM D4 1. PLASTIC CEMENT: FS §S-C-153, CUTBACK ASPHALT

0862 Al 0731 Al —— 0B62A3 /‘8%»5
\| 7 TYPE, ASTM D 2822
DIMISION 08 - OPENINGS
0862A1 - SKYUGHT, SELF-FLASHING. 3%X76"RO.

oITIEl
D7 31 Al
\’ s 1| _ 7 1
i
v / Vi AR
! 0862A3 - SKYWINDOW, SELF-FLASHING. ZXZ RO.
\ \ P 8062A2 - SKYUGHT, SELF-FLASHING. 2XZ R.O.
_.w ' TRSSIINGC F MSSALIIE W wwew porceidesiorriucioecom
1
“ .
._ \ D consultants:
{ \
/
H
{
/
1
| )
| Himnl
{
f
___ client:
/
{
« Hans Blatzheim
_lll_ 122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca 93449
-4

122 SEACLIFF

122 Seacliff Dr
Pismo Beach Ca —

&

l

date/purpose:
2014-03-14 Permit Submittl

40

3
_J/

24

job no: 10094
file: o-1.2 raol pon.dwy
application no:
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Roof Plan

sheet number:

A-1.2
Exhibit 2

PSB-14-0052 (Blatzheim)
T 1=ar o Z— ey

Page 8 of 9

>
(¥




Reference Notes

parale

WEMH HALL ] ARoHTEST
architecture planning
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CITY OF PISMO BEACH

Community Development Department

760 Mattie Road, Pismo Beach, California 93449
(805) 773-4658 / Fax (805) 773-4684

October 14, 2014 | FINALTOCAL
ACTION NOTICE
-On Trac # B10306251120
California Coastal Commission IR 11 ] G |
725 Front Stret, Suite 300 REFERENCE #.F S8 =/ 07/ REC =1V D
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 APPEAL PERIOD /9//5 £ 0%7 ?/ z o
- L - DCT 1.5 201
ATTN: Daniel Robinson » CA“FQENIA
| ' : . o 8ION
Notice of Final Action CENTF]AL COAMT

by the City of Pismo Beach City Council
on a Project located within the Pismo Beach Coastal Zone

Apblicant I.nfo:

‘Name: Keith Hall, Keith Hall Architect (Representative)
Address: 75 Higuera St., Suite 165, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Telephone: - 805-541-9160

Project No: P14-000051

Site Address: 122 Seacliff

Project Summary: Coastal Development Permit for construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-
family residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a
vacant lot. The project is located in the Single-Family Residential Zone of the St.
Andrews Tract Planning Area. APN: 010-505-003. This project is appealable to the
California Coastal Commission.

Date of Action:  10/07/2014
Action:. City Council upheld the Planning Commission decision, and Approved the project

Attachments: CC Resolution & PC Resolution
‘ CC Staff Report & Draft Minutes10/7/14
Approved Plans
PC Staff Report & Draft Minutes 6/14/14 & 8/12/14
Notification list & Legal Ads published in the Tribune

Appeal Status: Appealable

NOTE: Appealable to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30503. An aggrieved person
may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within ten working days following Coastal Commission receipt of this
notice. Any appeal of this action must be filed in writing to the Coastal Commission using forms obtainable from the Santa
Cruz district office at the address identified above.

Exhibit 3
A-3-PSB-14-0052 (Blatzheim)
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CITY OF PISMO BEACH

Community Development Department

760 Mattie Road, Pismo Beach, California 93449
(805) 773-4658 / Fax (805) 773-4684

October 14, 2014

"On Trac # B10306251120

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

ATTN: Daniel Robinson
Notice of Final Action
by the City of Pismo Beach City Council

on a Project located within the Pismo Beach Coastal Zone

Applicant Info:

Name: Keith Hall, Keith Hall Architect (Representative)
Address: 75 Higuera St., Suite 165, San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Telephone: 805-541-9160 |
Project No: P14-000051

Site Address: 122 Seacliff

Project Summary: Coastal Development Permit for construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-
family residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a ‘
vacant lot. The project is located in the Single-Family Residential Zone of the St.
Andrews Tract Planning Area. APN: 010-505-003. This project is appealable to the
California Coastal Commission.

Date of Action: 10/07/2014
Action: City Council upheld the Planning Commission decision, and Approved the project

Attachments: CC Resolution & PC Resolution
CC Staff Report & Draft Minutes10/7/14
Approved Plans
PC Staff Report & Draft Minutes 6/14/14 & 8/12/14
Notification list & Legal Ads published in the Tribune

Appeal Status: Appealable

NOTE: Appealable to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30503. An aggrieved person |
may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within ten working days following Coastal Commission receipt of this
notice. Any appeal of this action must be filed in writing to the Coastal Commission using forms obtainable from the Santa
Cruz district office at the address identified above.
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RESOLUTION NO. R-2014-106

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF PISMO BEACH UPHOLDING
THE AUGUST 12, 2014, PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL OF PROJECT NO. P14-
000051 FOR A COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A
NEW 2,045 SQUARE FOOT SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE AND 579 SQUARE FOOT
SECONDARY DWELLING UNIT ON A VACANT LOT AT 122 SEACLIFF DRIVE LOCATED
IN THE SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (R-1) ZONE OF THE ST. ANDREWS TRACT
PLANNING AREA. APN: 010-505-003.

WHEREAS, Hans Bleitzheim ("Applicant') has submitted an application for a Coastal
Development Permit for the construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence
and 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot; and

WHEREAS, on June 10 and August 12, 2014, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed
public hearing at which all interested persons were given the opportunity to be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conditionally approved Project No. P14-000051 at its
August 12, 2014, public hearing; and

WHEREAS, on August 20, 2014, Evelyn Delany appealed the Planning Commission’s
approval of project P14-000051; and

WHEREAS, on August 22, 2014, Justin Chapel appealed the Planning Commission’s approval
of project P14-000051; and

WHEREAS, on October 7, 2014, the City Council held a duly notice public hearing to hear
these appeals. :

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Pismo Beach
hereby denies each appeal and upholds the August 12, 2014, Planning Commission findings
and action to conditionally approve a Coastal Development Permit for Project No. P14-000051.

UPON MOTION OF Mayor Pro Tem Waage, seconded by Councii Member Howell the
foregoing resolution was passed, approved and adopted by the City Council of the City of
Pismo Beach this 7th day of October 2014, by the following roll call vote:

AYES: 5 Council Members Waage, Howell, Reiss, Vardas, Higginbotham
NOES: 0

ABSENT: O

ABSTAIN: O

Approved: Attest:

Shelly #igginBotham Elaina Cano, CM

Mayor City Clerk
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RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028

A Resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of Pismo Beach
Approving Project No. P14-000091
Construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and attached 579
square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot
122 Seacliff; APN: 010-505-003

WHEREAS, Hans Blatzheim ("Applicant") has submitted an application to the City of
'Pismo Beach for a Coastal Development and Architectural Review Permit for the
construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and attached 579
square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticed public hearing on June 10,
2014, at which all interested persons were given the opportunity to be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission continued the project to a date certain; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held a duly-noticed public hearing on August 12,
2014, at which all interested persons were given the opportunity to be heard; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission determines that under the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the construction of a new 2,045 square
foot single-family residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a
vacant lot is exempted per section 15303, of the CEQA Guidelines.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of
Pismo Beach, California as follows:

A. FINDINGS REQUIRED BY THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
ACT (CEQA)

1. The project consists of the construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family
residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot.

2. There are no site constraints or other factors that would create the potential for
significant environmental impacts as a result of the construction of a new 2,045 square
foot single-family residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a
vacant lot.

3. The construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and
attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot is exempt from CEQA
in accordance with section 15303 of the CEQA Guidelines, exempting limited numbers
of small structures where all infrastructure is present.

RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028
Page |1 OF 6
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B. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
AND ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW PERMIT:

1. The project improvements comply with the public access and public recreation
policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30220) of the California Coastal Act of
1976.

2. The construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and
attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot is appropriate in size
so as to be compatible with the adjacent structures.

3. The architectural and general appearance of the construction of a new 2,045
square foot single-family residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling
unit on a vacant lot is in keeping with the character of the neighborhood. The proposed
new residence is compatible with the visual quality and character of the surrounding
area and is compatible with the immediate neighborhood.

4. The construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and
attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot is consistent with the
General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and General Plan Land Use Plan category of Single-
Family Low Density Residential.

5. The construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and
attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot is compatible with the
nearby existing uses and not detrimental to the health, safety, morals, comfort and
general welfare of persons residing or working in the surrounding area of the proposed
project.

6. The construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and
attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot will not be detrimental
to the orderly development of improvements in the surrounding area, and will not be
detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the City.

7. The construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-family residence and
attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot will not impair the
desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.

8. The construction of a secondary dwelling with an open-air parking space in the
front yard setback meets the intent of state law and of the secondary dwelling unit
regulations, is reasonably necessary for the development of a primary and secondary
unit on the site as the new parking does not block access to the two-car garage, and is
compatible with the neighborhood in terms of parking within driveways in the front yards
of existing residences.

The Planning Commission does hereby approve the Coastal Development Permit
subject to the Conditions attached as Exhibit A.

RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028
Page |2 OF 6
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UPON MOTION of Commissioner Woodhouse, seconded by Vice Chairman Hamrick,
the foregoing Resolution is hereby approved and adopted the 12th of August, 2014, by
the following role call vote, to wit:

AYES: COMMISSIONERS: White, Hamrick, Overland, Woodhouse
NOES: COMMISSIONERS: None
ABSTAIN: COMMISSIONERS: None
ABSENT: COMMISSIONERS: None

APRROVED: ATTEST:

DJ WHITE, \Q/ ELSA PEREZ, CM
CHAIRMAN PLANNING COMMISSION SECRETARY

RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028
Page | 3OF 6
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EXHIBIT A
PERMIT NO. P14-000051, CDP / ARP
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING OF AUGUST 12, 2014
122 SEACLIFF, APN: 010-505-003

The conditions imposed on this project shall affect the title and possession of the real
property that is the subject of this permit and shall run with the real property or any
portion thereof. All the terms, covenants, conditions, and restrictions herein imposed
and made available to the applicant shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the
owner (applicant, developer), his or her heirs, administrators, executors, successors
and assigns. Upon any sale, division or lease of real property, all the conditions of this
permit shall apply separately to each portion of the real property and the owner
(applicant, developer) and/or possessor of any such portion shall succeed to and be
bound by the obligations imposed on owner (applicant, developer) by this permit.

AUTHORIZATION: Subject to the conditions stated below, approval of Permit P14-
000051 grants planning permits for the construction of a new 2,045 square foot single-
family residence and attached 579 square foot secondary dwelling unit on a vacant lot,
as shown on the approved plans with City of Pismo Beach stamp of August 12, 2014.
Approval is granted only for the construction and use as herein stated; any proposed
changes shall require approval of amendments to these permits by the City of Pismo
Beach.

Standard conditions, policies and selected code requirements applicable to a new
single-family residence, as adopted by the Planning Commission on August 12, 2014,
are by this reference included as conditions of this permit. Such standard conditions will
be attached to this permit when signed by the applicant. Special project conditions are
listed on Exhibit A of this permit. The applicant agrees to comply with all City standard
conditions and conditions specific to the project.

EFFECTIVE DATE: This permit shall become effective upon the passage of 20 days
following the receipt of notice of this action by the California Coastal Commission,
provided that an appeal has not been filed to the City Council within 10 working days or
that an appeal has not been filed to the Coastal Commission within the above 20 days.
The filing of an appeal shall stay the effective date until an action is taken on the appeal.

EXPIRATION DATE: The applicant is granted two years for inauguration (i.e. building
permits issued and construction begun) of this permit. The permits will expire on
August 12, 2016 unless inaugurated prior to that date. Time extensions are permitted
pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.121.160 (2).

ACCEPTANCE OF PERMIT AND CONDITIONS: The property owner and the applicant
(if different) shall sign these Conditions within ten (10) working days of receipt; the
permit is not valid until signed by the property owner and applicant.

RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028
Page |4 OF 6
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COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT: | have read and understood, and | will comply with all
applicable requirements of any law or agency of the State, City of Pismo Beach and any
other governmental entity at the time of construction. The duty of inquiry as to such
requirements shall be my responsibility. | agree to defend, indemnify, and hold
harmless the City, its agents, officers, and employees, from any claim, action, or
proceeding against the City as a result of the action or inaction by the City, or from any
claim to attack, set aside, void, or annul this approval by the City of the project; or my
failure to comply with conditions of approval. This agreement shall be binding on all
successors and assigns.

| HAVE READ AND UNDERSTOOD, AND 1 WILL COMPLY WITH ALL ATTACHED
STATED CONDITIONS OF THIS PERMIT
Approved by the Planning Commission on August 12, 2014.

Applicant Date

Property Owner Date

RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028
Page |5 OF 6
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CONDITIONS, POLICIES AND SELECTED CODE REQUIREMENTS FOR
PROJECT # P14-000051; 122 Seacliff, APN # 010-505-003
Conditions are of a substantive nature on the basis of the Planning Commission’s
decision. These conditions cannot be altered without Planning Commission approval.

A. STANDARD CITY CONDITIONS: Project shall comply with all standard
conditions and selected code requirements on file at the Community Development
Department, Planning Division located at 760 Mattie Road.

B. SPECIAL CONDITIONS: PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF A BUILDING PERMIT

Building Division:

1. BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION. To apply for building permits submit five (5)
sets of construction plans ALONG WITH FIVE (5) COPIES OF THE CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL NOTING HOW EACH CONDITION HAS BEEN SATISFIED to the Building
Division.

Planning Division:

2. COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING COMMISSION APPROVAL. Prior to the
issuance of a building permit, the Project Planner shall confirm that the construction plot
plan and building elevations are in compliance with the Planning Commission’s approval

and these conditions. Project shall comply with these standards:

ITEM

APPROVED

Lot Area

6,133 sq. ft.

Building Height

15’ (98.94') above high point = 83.94’; 16.72' (98.94’) above center of
footprint

Building Floor Area 2,624 sf (42.7%)
Lot Coverage 2,624 sf

2™ Unit Size 579 sf
Landscape Area 1,732 s (28.2%)
Front/ Garage Setback | 20’

Side Setbacks 5

Rear Setback 10

Parking Spaces

2 space in garage, each 10’x20’, 1 tandem open-air space in driveway @
9'x18'. Applicant to provide pavers or alternative material for open-
air space. (added by the Planning Commission on August 12, 2104)

BUILDING DIVISION

3. FIRE SPRINKLERS, shall be required by City Codes.

FIRE DEPARTMENT

4, FIRE SPRINKLERS. A fire sprinkler system is required for this project per local
Fire Code. Local Ordinance 903.2

- END -

RESOLUTION NO: PC-R-2014-028
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA --THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4508

VOICE (831) 427-4863  FAX (831) 427-4877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONI1. Appellant(s)

Name: EV@l n DQLO/V\/

. |
Mailing Address: ’28 560(, (& l -Q—C Dr, '
Clty.‘fﬁ 16}/)’\0 %Q&O&L Zip Code: Cl 2) L[’((— ﬁ Phone: gos - 7 7.5 /% 8?

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1.  Name of local/port government:
City of Pismo Beach

2. Brief description of development being appealed:

20&)6”1;«‘? res;dence 1 Ri zone

3. Developmenf's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

22 Seaclildf D
Aty 0l10-505-003

4,  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

@& Approval; no special conditions 0 CT 1 4 2014
[l Approval with special conditions:

, (.ALIFORNIA
[} Denial COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST AREA
Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

i TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION
i APPE’AL’NO- LA 'P55 /L/ “JZ’{Q,

DATE FILED
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ( Paée 2)

5.  Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
Other

OO O

6.  Date of local government's decision: @Of 7- 26 14 \_
7.  Local government’s file number (if any): ] ,‘; ‘Pl 4-00005/

SECTION I11. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
Hanz Bla c./\ eim
20 Rue Kabbat L-6475
Ech ter nach Luxembov ¥

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and

e e e e PramaBeach 93049
(1) Plamo Beach o adyg

Shiela Blake (p2LongVies Prome Beack a34¢q

00 rebni 0 Seacigg Pr
S Porer ?[O S}-}eac[\&r 4o  rewtal et |

Apn 010 ~505- 00 Aoyt Enod whawﬁ

oUW NS
: . Beack KA -
Kevin Kreowske - 1801 S’?éﬁ/mo Beack 1244

@ pwner of

®)

4)

Exhibit 4
A-3-PSB-14-0052 (Blatzheim)
Page 2 of 12



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE NOTE:

e Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal

Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

¢  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent, and the reasons the

decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

T‘IS need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your ~=asons of apneal however, t‘mr aust be sufficient

Thisiis diasakeor ooy S B et Sopdabladr 2516 T tedt B

you can see in the aerial photograph, Exhibit 1. My driveway is 26 feet long from the
garage to the sidewalk. My house is set back 9 feet behind that, 35 feet from the
sidewalk. | have a landscaped front yard with trees, roses and other flowers, blueberries,
herbs, native plants, and ground cover. Front photos of nearby houses will be sent in
November.

The applicant is proposing a 20-foot setback for the entire frontage of his dwellings and
garages. 20 feet is hardly long enough to park full size vehicles, and they will hang over
onto the sidewalk impeding walkers and runners of all sorts and ages. About half of his
front yard will be paved for walkways and driveways.

Two attached dwellings have been approved, with two main entrances, two house
numbers, two mail delivery locations and extra driveway parking to accommodate the
extra dwelling.

This is not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area (California
Coastal Act Sec. 30251). Front photos of nearby houses will be sent in November.

Seacliff Drive is the main entrance to the neighborhood. As you can see in Exhibit 1, the
street goes past 110 and 116 Seacliff Drive. These are typical homes in the track. Then,
the street curves a little. Immediately 122 comes into view like a beacon. As currently
proposed, 122 will be an anomaly, and stick out like a sore thumb. It is not visually
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Then come 128, 134 and a strlng '
of typical homes with long driveways and 35-foot setbacks.

Most of the houses are ranch style or bungalows in stucco with wood trim, soft colors,
with peaked roofs. The applicant’s house has a flat top and a stark facade, not like the
others. It is not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.

The proposed house is 2624 square feet of dwellings plus a two-car garage. My house is
about 1700 square feet; 116 and 134 are slightly smaller. Nearly all of his lot has some
structure on it, including a swimming pool. There is almost no vegetation. | believe this
intense development makes it incompatible with the established physical scale of the
neighborhood (Pismo Beach Coastal Planning Procedures Sec. 17.124.140.3).

Exhibit 4
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This is a neighborhood of ordinary single family homes with setbacks of 25 to 35 feet, as
you can see in the aerial photograph, Exhibit 1. My driveway is 26 feet long from the

. garage to the sidewalk. My house is set back 9 feet behind that, 35 feet from the
sidewalk. | have a landscaped front yard with trees, roses and other flowers, blueberries,
herbs, native plants, and ground cover. Front photos of nearby houses will be sent in
November. '

The applicant is proposing a 20-foot setback for the entire frontage of his dwellings and
garages. 20 feet is hardly long enough to park full size vehicles, and they will hang over
onto the sidewalk impeding walkers and runners of all sorts and ages. About half of his
front yard will be paved for walkways and driveways.

Two attached dwellings have been approved, with two main entrances, two house
numbers, two mail delivery locations and extra driveway parking to accommodate the
extra dwelling.

This is not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area (California
Coastal Act Sec. 30251). Front photos of nearby houses will be sent in November.

“Seacliff Drive is the main entrance to the neighborhood. As you can see in Exhibit 1, the
street goes past 110 and 116 Seacliff Drive. These are typical homes in the track. Then,
the street curves a little. Immediately 122 comes into view like a beacon. As currently
proposed, 122 will be an anomaly, and stick out like a sore thumb. It is not visually
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. Then come 128, 134 and a string
of typical homes with long driveways and 35-foot setbacks.

Most of the houses are ranch style or bungalows in stucco with wood trim, soft colors,
with peaked roofs. The applicant’s house has a flat top and a stark fagcade, not like the
others. It is not visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.

The proposed house is 2624 square feet of dwellings plus a two-car garage. My house is
about 1700 square feet; 116 and 134 are slightly smaller. Nearly all of his lot has some
structure on it, including a swimming pool. There is almost no vegetation. | believe this
intense development makes it incompatible with the established physical scale of the
neighborhood (Pismo Beach Coastal Planning Procedures Sec. 17.124.140.3).
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

m Dolbre

Signature of Appellant(s) or Autholfized Agent

Date: @(‘/@' 8’;\0/%

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. -

Section VI. Agent AuthoriZation

I/We hereby
authorize { A / \

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/ug in all matte s conerning this/Appea.

Uignature f Appellant(s) \

Date:

(%
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G, BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300

SANTA CRUZ, CA 85060-4508

VOICE (B31) 427-4863 FAX (831) 427-4877

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION 1. Appellant(s)

Name: ,./,, SVIVU C_) L,,‘ \F¢ /
Mailing Address: /é‘f Rl e Auoe,

City: Dlsmo l@&mc.[«.. Zip Code: ? 5 [/q Ci Phone: §OF 7 7 5 Z?é §

SECTIONII. Decision Being Appealed

L

1. Name of local/port government:
Q swwoe Dew <>L
Brief description of development being appealed:
A S/vus'/%_. .‘f—mmt /\( Fresitolewc—e. Owvw W

R LT AeY

o]

3.  Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

1272 Scucl/ f—(» Do wve

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

X Approval; no special conditions
[0  Approval with special conditions:
[l Denial

Ao D Geewsiimimy wilh atotal LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
less the development is a major cnergy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

T WE N oy e WY W PN e WM Y e e b

F ¥ oAy, w % TR Ly A wi mR oawm ¥R W oW
E NS AP NORALYERL IS A LRSS L SR IL

G s b b gy b Pwiy f
AL DL NG,

CBATD ML

CODISTRICT:
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator

Planning Commission
Other

6. Date of local government's decision: / @ / o 7 / / </

7.  Local government’s file number (if any): p /4 o 0@ e s/

O
[  City Council/Board of Supervisors
L]
L]

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
HANS 1B leTNrheinr

22 Ro = LDanbaTy_ L\‘
D Urs el W e
h-c 475 2 G qq4q

b. Names an I(r{a{l(mg addresses as avdilable of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and
should receive notice of this appeal.

'O'Sb««/o (/5emc_[;_,l d,/q ‘%SQ/C/Q

2) Lz V@IYW be/,/n\wkf /2.9 {Cf‘;_ac'/(( De.
P 1sweo Bewel. CR. 93¢ 49

()

4)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

e Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

e  State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,

or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

e This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

no OU%ruvv‘M@wT'ﬂjﬁw&'Y/ sL.pv{z‘,é ®L¢W§‘¢€,

Ve basie /0T pwel Sl yose v < of

Aweicl borbivoo/ T~ hus heews 757
CZ@"’%[”’V""M/' Iﬁwg——ﬂvmé/\ Couotri T Y o

Tz owyuer-"O-{l L ovm e s L,JL,D '.1;«u-<:_ /ﬂruec/
[/’\@-‘Pt, *«:{9? c/\.w/aw‘n( SfeAars hel ey r’NﬁTémv‘

N e (L( (:/4;;17;,,,”7700 WL&MMV@,/UC:,_

dw.fy (/;!/L’? < A Vt\ O & >V\\\1LAL/ o
. ~—
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Nt VAl #

S@liurﬁ of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date:

)10/ 15 ] 14
/ /
Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby
authorize

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:
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Chapter 17.102 GENERAL PROVISIONS: BUILDING HEIGHTS, YARD, AREA,
COVERAGE AND CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS

17.102.020 Minimum front yard requirements.

The minimum front yard setbacks shall be as follows:

A. Residential.

1. Inthe A-E, R-1 and R-2 zones, each lot shall have a front yard setback of not less than
twenty feet.

Chapter 17.117 SECONDARY DWELLING UNITS

17.117.010 Intent and purpose.

These regulations are intended to:

A. Provide additional opportunities for developing housing that would otherwise not be
possible under the current density standards;

B. Provide a means for purchasers of homes to assist in making payments on home loans;

C. Provide security for homeowners who fear criminal intrusion and personal accidents while
living alone;

D. Provide separate but close living quarters for homeowners' relatives who are in need,

E. Provide for greater occupational, household type, and income-level diversity within
neighborhoods;

F. Make more efficient use of existing infrastructure.

G. Provide an opportunity for property owners to create housing that is affordable to lower-
and moderate-income renters.

17.117.020 Consistency with adopted plans.
Secondary dwelling units developed in accordance with this section are a residential use that is
consistent with the existing general plan and zoning designation for the lot.

117.117.040 Applicability.

Secondary dwelling units are permitted in R-1, R-2, R-3, R-R, P-R zones, with the exception
noted below, on lots or parcels where there is only one existing or planned residence, and where
the required number of parking spaces for the primary residence is provided. The requirements in
this section apply to new secondary dwelling units and to additions to existing secondary
dwelling units. The total number of residences permitted on one lot in accordance with these
regulations is two: one primary and one secondary unit, regardless of the zone.

Exception. Secondary dwelling units are not permitted in the R-1 zone above the intersection
of Longview and Stratford, in the Pismo Heights planning area.

17.117.060 Density.

Exhibit 5
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For purposes of calculating the density on a lot, the primary and secondary dwelling units
together shall be considered to be one density unit. Secondary dwelling units do not exceed the
allowable density for the lot upon which the unit is located. Only one primary and one secondary
unit are permitted per legal lot or parcel.

17.117.070 State law applicability.
The provisions of this section shall be subordinate to and superceded by the controlling
provisions of any applicable state law or laws.

17.117.080 Development standards.

The following standards are intended to ensure that second dwelling units do not adversely
affect either adjacent residential parcels or the surrounding neighborhood, and are developed in a
manner that protects the integrity of the residential district while providing for needed housing
opportunities.

A. Occupancy. Neither unit may be used as a transient rental (see definition, Section
17.006.0953). Either the primary or the secondary unit must be occupied by the property owner.

A deed restriction shall be recorded against the title of the property that contains the second
dwelling unit, prior to issuance of a building permit. Such deed restriction shall stipulate that the
second dwelling unit cannot be sold separately or used as a transient rental and that one of the
units must be occupied by the property owner.

B. Lot Area. The lot may be of any size.

C. Lot Coverage, Yards, Height, Maximum Building Area. All new development, shall
conform to the development standards of the underlying zone.

D. Parking. One additional parking space is required for the secondary unit, in addition to any
spaces required for the primary unit. Parking spaces may be covered or uncovered, must be
paved, and must be at least nine feet wide and eighteen feet deep. Spaces may be located within a
required side or rear setback (see Sections 17.102.030 and 17.102.040) or in a driveway. The
space required for the secondary unit may be in tandem with any parking spaces required for the
primary residence.

E. Unit Size. The primary and secondary dwelling units together may not exceed the building
area or lot coverage allowed for a single dwelling in the underlying zone. Within this maximum
building envelope and building area, the maximum building area of a secondary dwelling unit,
not including any garage, may not exceed six hundred s.f. for lots less than 10,000 s.f. in area,
and one thousand two hundred s.f. for lots ten thousand s.f. or larger in area.

F. Services. The primary and secondary units may be served from the same gas, electricity,
and water lines, at the discretion of the property owner. No development shall be approved that
would exceed the capacity of the municipal utility systems. Specifically, all applications received
for secondary dwelling units shall be accompanied with evidence provided by the municipal
utility provider that there are adequate services/capacity to serve the proposed development.

G. Water Conservation. All plumbing fixtures in both the primary and the secondary dwelling
units must meet current Title 24 requirements for water conservation.

H. Consistency with Codes. New development shall comply with all local, state, or federal
regulations that apply to the property, including the applicable requirements of the general
plan/local coastal plan and certified zoning ordinance.
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17.117.110 Exceptions.

Secondary dwelling units that do not meet all of the above standards may be allowed, subject
to discretionary approval of a development or coastal development permit by the planning
commission at a public hearing preceded by proper notification pursuant to Sections 17.124.90
and 17.124.100. To approve a secondary dwelling unit with exceptions, the planning commission
must make all of the following findings:

A. The project meets the intent of state law and of the secondary dwelling unit regulations;

B. The exception is reasonably necessary for the development of a primary and secondary
unit on the site;

C. The project will be compatible with the neighborhood.

Chapter 17.124 COASTAL PERMITTING PROCEDURES

17.124.140 Grounds for appeal.

A. The grounds for appeals pursuant to Sections 17.124.130(A) shall be limited to one or
more of the following:

1. The development fails to provide adequate physical access or public or private commercial
use or interferes with such uses as set forth in the city's certified local coastal program;

2. The development fails to protect public views from any public road or from a recreational
area to, and along, the coast as set forth in the city's certified local coastal program;

3. The development is not compatible with the established physical scale of the area or is not
consistent with the level and scale of development provided for the area in the city's certified
local coastal program;
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Hans Blatzheim Luxembourg, 22nd October 2014
20, rue Rabatt

L-6475 Echternach

Luxembourg

Attn. Kevin Kahn

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, California 95060-4508

Commission Appeal No. A-3-PSB-14-0052

Dear members of the California Coastal Commission,

| am the applicant for the proposed residence at 122 Seacliff Drive which was
approved by the Planning Commission and the City Council of Pismo Beach and is
now subject to an appeal to the California Coastal Commission.

| am personally unable to attend the meeting to address the commission members in
person but would like to provide you with my comments.

Before buying the lot on 122 Seacliff drive, | had a meeting with the planning
department of the City of Pismo Beach, to develop this vacant lot in compliance with
the regulations and the neighborhood. Important factors that we covered included
setbacks, height limits, former development, and the guideline to the City's
regulations on secondary dwelling units and the bounds of the City’s Local Coastal
Plan, LCP. Based on these discussions we designed the project to be in
conformance with regulations on all of these factors.

Being respectful to the height limit and the neighborhood, we designed a one story
home and also left a considerable area in the center of the lot unbuilt (southern side).
This allows us to take most advantage of the passive solar gain.

The design has the potential to create an attractive and energy efficient home. It is
based on the ideas of the Case Study House Program (Los Angeles 1945 to 1963)
and award winning architecture.

The omission of a second floor, the inclusion of passive solar features, such as
windows and overhangs, which provide a balance between winter heating and
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summer cooling and the allowance for useable outdoor area has had a significant
influence on the area available for the living spaces.

Although, the current proposed design achieves a balance between these influences
and the size of the home; there is no flexibility to accommodate larger setbacks. The
actual living space of both units together is only 2,159 square feet.

The planning approval for the former project on 122 Seacliff, which is still valid,
allows a two story home with 3,519 square feet and a 20’ setback in the front. That
project was adopted by the City Council (CCM-2013-01-15 Motion to adopt
Resolution No. R-2013-002 upholding the Planning Commission approval for Project
No. P12-000091 at 122 Seacliff Drive) and was not appealed to the California
Coastal Commission.

The current proposal is a much smaller home with only one story, and 2,624 square
feet in total and with a considerable increase in landscape area.

The following findings were made by the Planning Department and the City Council:

The project is Consistent with all City Zoning & Planning ordinances.

The project is Consistent with the neighborhood both in terms of size and style.

The project is within the bounds of the City’'s Local Coastal Plan, LCP.

The original comment of Ms. Evelyn Delany in the public hearing on 06-10-14 was:

“Compliments to the applicant on improving the project over the previous
one!” (public comment 06-10-14 41.05 - 41:30)

The original comment of Mr. Jeff Purchin, 110 Seacliff Drive in the public hearing on
06-10-14 was:

“A huge improvement to the last home approved before!”

Dean and Angela Pericic are the home owners of 116 Seacliff Drive, next to the
vacant lot. They have sent the following message to the City Council on October 6,
2014:

“Pismo City Council,

Just wanted to encourage you to let the project pass that is on 122 Seacliff. We own
the property next door at 116 Seacliff. When we bought the home last year, we knew
that change was inevitable in that neighborhood. | have found that everything this
homeowner has planned is within the city requirements. We have noted the
secondary dwelling and the setbacks and again encourage you to let this project
pass so my new neighborhood will look even more amazing.

Thank you for your time,

Dean and Angela Pericic, 116 Seacliff 805-423-0801"
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Ms. Delany had issues about the former project of Ms. Jennifer Breniff concerning
ventilation of her chimney, second story, size and setbacks. We addressed these
concerns and designed a much smaller one story home with a lot more space
between the two buildings.

1. Style and materials:

It is not particularly credible, when Ms. Delany claims the project as being not visually
compatible with the neighborhood, regarding her comments and compliments to the
applicant in the public hearing on 06-10-14. That time she had no concerns about
design or materials.

We selected only quality materials with richness in style and texture. These include
natural stone and wood siding in warm natural colors. These materials are very
appropriate to the coastal architectural context.

Quote from the staff report of the City of Pismo Beach page 5:

“The St. Andrews Planning Area consists of 111 single-family residences, with many
different architectural styles. A fair number of the existing houses were built in the
1960’s as smaller ranch style homes. Since then, other nearby homes have been
built in Spanish, modern, craftsman, Mediterranean and Cape Cod styles. The
proposed design proposes a mid-century modern style. Photo examples of other
architectural styles within the St. Andrews neighborhood can be found on Attachment
3. The trend for new homes in the neighborhood reflects current contemporary styling
and a movement away from the older ranch style homes. Policy LU-E-1 notes that
replacements should be compatible with the scale a character of the neighborhood,
but it does not require that the architectural style of the original houses be replicated.”

2. Setbacks:
Ms. Delany does not distinguish between the property line and the side walk.

The project is at least 20 feet away from the property line and 22 — 23 feet away from
the sidewalk. Even large luxury cars fit easily in the drive way. A Mercedes S 600
sedan for example has 17.2 feet length in total.

A 20 feet setback in the front is typical for the area and in full compliance with the
regulations.

Quote from the staff report of the City of Pismo Beach page 4:

“The front property line is approximately 2’ from the back of sidewalk, with the garage
and front setbacks at 22’ from back of sidewalk.

The setback of garages for existing houses on the project side of Seacliff Drive range
in depth from 20’ to 23'. Other homes in the neighborhood, including homes directly
across the street have setbacks ranging in size from less than 20’ to over 30'.
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The staff report noticed many houses with even smaller setbacks:
110 Seacliff at 16’

117 Seacliff at 10’

123 Seacliff at less than 2’

177 Seacliff at 21’

182 Seacliff at 20’

183 Seacliff at 16’ 9”

188 Seacliff at 15’

These eight homes comprise approximately 30% of the existing houses on Seacliff
Drive. There are 35 of the 111 existing single-family residences, or just over 30%, in
the St. Andrews neighborhood with front setbacks at 25’ or less. The proposed
garage setback at 122 Seacliff is consistent with the mix of garage setbacks on the
project side of Seacliff Drive and the neighborhood in general.”

3. Physical scale:

The project is compatible with the physical scale of the neighborhood. Ms. Delany is
wrong when she claims, that the project has 2,624 square feet plus a two-car garage.
The actual living space of both units together is only 2,159 square feet. 2,624 square
feet include a two-car garage.

The following projects have been previously approved:
122 Seacliff @ 3,519 sq. ft. (design approval)
165 Baker @ 4,424 sq. ft.

188 Seacliff @ 4,317 sq. ft.

185 Naomi @ 4,155 sq. ft.

160 Naomi to 3,456 sq. ft.

109 Naomi @ 3,400 sq. ft.

159 Seacliff @ 3150 sq. ft.

176 Baker @ 3,000 sq. ft.

177 Seacliff @ 3,000 sq. ft.

170 Naomi@ 3,200 sq. ft.

123 Paddock @ 3,305 sq. ft.
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Quote from the staff report of the City of Pismo Beach page 3:

“...newer homes in the neighborhood, in excess of 3,000 square feet, have been
approved in years past and determined to meet the intent of Policy LU-E-1.”

4. Landscape area and front yard:

The maximum lot coverage is 55 % = 3373 sq. ft. The proposed lot coverage is only
2,624 sf =42.7%. There is sufficient landscaping area left.

Quote from the staff report of the City of Pismo Beach page 4/5 concerning the front
yard:

“The proposed project has approximately 600 square feet of landscaping, 180 square
feet of grasscrete pavers for the secondary dwelling unit's parking space, and 420
square feet for the driveway and walkways. The Planning Commission directed the
applicant at the June 10th Hearing to provide an un-covered parking space for the
secondary dwelling unit within the front yard setback so that vehicles using the two-
car garage would be able to access and leave it independent of vehicles for the
secondary unit. The applicant complied with this request, and proposed grasscrete
pavers for this parking space to help break up the amount of paved surface visible
from the street. The Planning Commission added a condition during the August 12,
2014 Hearing requiring the applicant to provide pavers or an alternative paving
material for this parking space instead of the grasscrete.”

5. Secondary Dwelling Unit:

The secondary dwelling is consistent with the City ordinance and State law.

The staff report for the City Council hearing notes that the project is totally in
compliance with California State Law and the City of Pismo Beach’s regulations on
secondary dwelling units. There are no grounds to deny this proposal for a fully
compliant Secondary Dwelling.

The state law was adopted in 2001 and the city ordinance was adopted in 2003. This
has given plenty of time for the appellants to have raised their complaints within the
appropriate channels instead of waiting till now and directing those complaints at the
proposed project.

This project is not the appropriate place to fight against the law of the State of
California!

The City of Pismo Beach added in 2003 considerable restrictions within the City
Ordinance concerning Secondary Dwelling Units. State law allows up to 1,200 sq. ft.
in size but the City reduced the size for lots under 10,000 sq. ft. down to 600 sq. ft.
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Further restrictions are that one unit has to be owner occupied. It is not possible to
rent out both units. It is not possible to sell the units separately, enforced by deed
restrictions. This ensures and protects the character of a single family residential
area!

In summary, size and structure of the project are significantly smaller and have
less impact on the neighborhood than the existing, valid design approval, previously
adopted by the City Council of Pismo Beach.

We have spent nearly one year on developing this project with great respect to the
environment, passive solar gain and the neighborhood. We have incorporated the
influence of award winning contemporary houses, designed in California between
1945 and 1963, and we have tried diligently to make this home an asset to the
neighborhood and believe that it will provide a positive effect on the value of the local
properties. It combines highest quality materials, historical and contemporary
California design and creates a fresh architectural breeze, close to the ocean.

Therefore, | kindly ask the members of the California Coastal Commission to adopt
the project. This home means a iot to me and | have made a great effort to be
informed of and follow all regulations. -

Best regards,

/ /7
[ g j)&;}

Hans Blatzheim
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