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Filed: October 12, 1995
49th Day: November 30, 1995
Staff: Jo Ginsberg

Staff Report: November 3, 1995
Hearing Date: November 14, 1995

Commission Action:

STAFF _REPORT: APPEAL

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: Mendocino County

DECISION: Approved with Conditions

APPEAL N‘O. : A-1-MEN-95-57

APPLICANT: PERRY MARINO

PROJECT LOCATION: 1400 Navarro Bluff Road, 4 miles north of Elk,

Mendocino County,
APN 126-140-04.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Construction of a one-story, 1,600-square-foot,
single-family residence, decking, septic system,
well, driveway, and parking area.

APPELLANT: Perry Marino

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: Mendocino County LCP; Mendocino County CDP #33-95.

STAFF _NOTE:

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides
for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government
actions on coastal development permits (Coastal Act Section 30603.)

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal
development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for certain
kinds of developments, including developments located within certain
geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the sea and the first
public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the mean high
tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a
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coastal bluff. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed
if they are not designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified
LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major public works or major
energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or
county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the
development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local
coastal program or the public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act.

The subject project has been determined to be appealable to the Commission
because the proposed residence is located between the sea and the first public
road paralleling the sea.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the
appeal. If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the
substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have three minutes
per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a
majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is

raised. If substantial issue is found, the Commission will proceed to a full
public hearing on the merits of the project, which may occur at a subsequent
meeting. If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit
application, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and with
the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

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.
Test}mony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted in
writing.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal
has been filed for the following reason: The locally approved development
conforms to the Mendocino County Certified Local Coastal Program.

I. APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS

The Commission received an appeal for this project from Perry Marino, the
applicant. The appellant gives the following statement as the reason for his
appeal:
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The relocation of the proposed site closer to Navarro Bluff
Road would increase the height of the dwelling by more than 17
feet obstructing the public ocean view from Coast Highway One
in violation of General Plan Coastal Element 3.5 (Protection
of Visual Resources, to Protect Views To and Along the Ocean).

The project, as proposed in regard to the location of the
residential development, will meet all requirements dictated
by Policy 3.5-1 of the Coastal Element and Section
20.504.020(D) of the zoning code. Furthermore, as indicated
in the 'Staff Report For Coastal Development Standard Permit’
the project, as proposed, also complies with zoning
requirements for Rural Residential Zoning District set forth
in Section 20.376 et.seq. and Section 20.416, and with all
other zoning requirements of Title 20 ~ Division II of the
Mendocino County Code.

The site location, as proposed, also conforms with [thel
majority of the homes on Navarro Bluff Road which are also
located on the bluff and do not interfere with scenic coastal
views.

The relocation of the proposed site toward the road would not
be in accordance to policy 3.5 of the Coastal Element and the
zoning policies mentioned above in regard to protection of the
scenic and visual resources of coastal areas of public
importance. Please note that the closer the project is moved
toward the road the greater the obstruction of the public
ocean view from Coast Highway One.

Finally, the "Staff Report for Coastal Development Standard
Permit" supports the approval of the project as proposed. The
coastal planner completing this report is the only
representative who has made an actual site visit. Staff
recommends that the Coastal Permit Administrator to approve
the proposed project.

IT. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

The project was originally scheduled for a hearing before the Coastal Permit
Administrator (CPA) on July 27, 1995 (Coastal Permit #CODP 33-95). The
applicant was applying for a single-family residence, fence, decking, septic
system, well, and driveway. A staff report had been prepared with a number of
special conditions attached. Public testimony at the first public hearing on
the project raised issues regarding the proposal's visual impact and
compatibility with the neighborhood. The application was continued for review
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of additional information which was considered at the second public hearing.
Based upon information and testimony from the applicant and the public, the
application was conditionally approved by the Coastal Permit Aministrator.
Conditions of approval required relocation of the proposed residence and
elimination of the proposed six-foot-high solid board fence. At the public
hearings, the applicant did not object to removal of the fence because he
stated it was at the request of an adjacent owner. The applicant did object
to relocation of the site of the proposed residence, and appealed the Coastal
Permit Administrator's decision to the County Board of Supervisors.

On September 25, 1995, the County Board of Supervisors heard the applicant's
appeal. The appeal was rejected on a 3-2 vote, and the decision of the
Coastal Permit Administrator was upheld.

In approving the project, the County imposed seven special conditions. The
County's final findings and conditions of approval are included as Exhibits
No. 6 and 7. The applicant objects to Special Condition No. 7, included
below: »

ndition No. 7: The proposed dwelling be relocated from its
proposed site to the east towards Navarro BIuff Road. The rear of the
structure, as proposed to be sited, shall be no further than 150' from
Navarro Bluff Road.

The North Coast Area office of the Commission received notice of the County's
final action on September 29, 1995. The local decision was appealed in a
timely manner to this Commission by Perry Marino on October 12, 1995.

III. F_RE END BSTANTIA E

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. Staff
recommends a YES vote on the following motion:

MOTION:

1 move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-95-57
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal has been filed.

To pass the motion, a majority of the Commissioners present is required.
Approval of the motion means that the County permit is valid.

Iv. Findin n larati

The Commission hereby finds and declares:
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A. Project Setting and Description.

The County of Mendocino approved construction of an approximately
1,600-square-foot, one-story, single-family residence, approximately 700 feet
of decking, a septic system, a well, an approximately 200-foot-long driveway,
and a parking area on a narrow blufftop lot on Navarro Bluff Road. The site
is located west of Highway One, approximately four miles north of Elk, within
a small subdivision of approximately 23 parcels in an otherwise rural, mostly
undeveloped section of coast. The subject parcel slopes slightly towards the
bluffs, then slopes steeply approximately 160 feet to a rocky intertidal area
below. There is no sensitive habitat on the parcel.

The subject property is zoned in the County's LCP as Rural Residential-5 acres
minimum (RR-5)/Rural Residential-5: Development Limitations (RR-5:DL), meaning
that there may be one parcel for every 5 acres, that the parcel is designated
for residential use, and that development on a portion of the property (from
the 160' contour line west) may be limited due to slopes exceeding 30 percent,
bluff erosion, or landslides. The subject parcel, which is .5-acre in size,
is a legal, nonconforming lot.

B. Substantial Issue Analysis.

The Commission finds that no substantial issue exists because the locally
approved project conforms to the certified LCP with respect to the area of
concern raised by the appellant, as discussed below.

The applicant raises essentially two main issues as to why the County's action
to require the house to be located near the road rather than near the bluff is
inconsistent with the certified LCP. Both issues concern interpretation of
the LCP's visual resource policies.

The subject site, although located west of Highway One, is not a designated
Highly Scenic Area and is thus not subject to the County's LCP policies
regarding protection of visual resources within designated Highly Scenic
Areas. Nonetheless, there are other LCP policies regarding protection of
coastal views that do apply to areas that are not designated as Highly Scenic
such as the subject property.

Policy 3.5-1 and Zoning Code Section 20.504.020(D) state:

The scenic and visual qualities of Mendocino County coastal
areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of
public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic
coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land
forms, to be visually compatible with the character of
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surrounding areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance
visual quality in visually degraded areas.

1. Protection of Ocean Views.

The applicant contends that siting the proposed residence closer to the bluff,
as he proposes, would have less of an impact on the public's view of the ocean
from Highway One or from Navarro Bluff Road because the house would be farther
downslope and thus would appear lower on the horizon. He states that if the
house is sited closer to the road, as approved by the County, the public's
view of the ocean would be blocked, inconsistent with LUP Policy 3.1-5 and
Zoning Code Section 20.504.020(D), which require permitted development to be
sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas.

The Commission acknowledges that to site the house closer to the bluff would
improve somewhat the public's view of the ocean from the road, in the manner
described by the applicant, when looking directly west across the subject
parcel. However, the Commission notes that the parcel is only 50 feet wide,
thus any view of the ocean from the road directly opposite the proposed house
is quite fleeting. Furthermore, there are other viewing areas from the road
from which oblique ocean views would be blocked by siting the proposed
development closer to the bluff. Most importantly, the house is proposed in a
relatively small, isolated subdivision along a rural section of the Mendocino
coast. There are extensive ocean views provided from sites located both north
and south of the subdivision, so the subject parcel does not provide coastal
views not otherwise available nearby. Thus, whatever public view would be
preserved by siting the proposed residence closer to the bluff is minimal and
not significant within the present setting.

2. Visual Compatibility with the Character of the Surrounding Area.

The second crucial issue concerns the proposed development's compatibility
with the character of the surrounding area, as required in LUP Policy 3.1-5
and Zoning Code Section 20.504.020(D). The surrounding area consists of a
small subdivision containing a number of small one- and two-story residences,
most of which are clustered near the road (see Exhibit No. 8). The houses
along Navarro Bluff Road form a fairly uniform line of houses when viewed from
the road, with only two or three out of 20 houses located some distance from
the road. Houses to the south of the subject site are located near the bluff
edge, as the applicant had proposed, but because the blufftop area of those
lots is so small, relative to the blufftop area available on the lots to the
north, these houses, while near the bluff edge, are also quite near the road.
The proposed residence, if sited where the applicant proposes, would be
located 300 feet from the road, while the average distance from the road of
houses in the subdivision is approximately 100 feet (see Exhibit No. 9).
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The County found in its action to require the house to be located near the
road that if the proposed residence were sited near the bluff edge, it would
not be compatible with the character of the surrounding area, inconsistent
with the policies of the LCP. The Commission recognizes that the issue of
visual compatibility is not clear-cut, and that the applicant’s position is
not without merit, as visual concerns are always subjective, but finds that
the threshold question that the Commission must address is whether the
project, as approved by the County, is or is not consistent with the County's
certified LCP. Since the County approved the project relocated to a site that
is clearly compatible with the character of the surrounding area (near the
road), and where the adverse impacts to coastal views are minimal, the
Commission finds that while there is certainly a guestion raised as to the
visual impacts of the project, the project as approved by the County is
adequately consistent with the LCP so as to not raise a substantial issue.

C. Conclusion.

In summary, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that the
project as approved and conditioned by the County of Mendocino is consistent
with the County's certified LCP, and that no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed.

8428p



1 B H i R .
AN . i LQ A A . ¥ ) g .
o - MR ) X R
\q{* & 2t %y, oy = .
CR - 4 ., . LN N : { i
B : , . 3 ;
>, ‘ . . ;

EXHIBIT NO. .

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-95-57 (Marino)

Location Mapn

@ Calilornia Coastal Commission

=N
-3
) .
/
SN
X ¢ |AppROXIMATE
: 5— | S | LocaTION B 4
Mendocino g W, Ny
i

GCnncnivne  LOCATION MAP  ==—mm==——= |N
County of Mendocino Sheet 4 of 6



l
\

SUBJECT SITE

1400 Mavarro Bluff Rd
AP# 126-140-04 o T
CDOP 33 95 Marino o N

K e
S‘add!oﬁoj_'“?y

R

o
. nd
\ B i
/w
EXHIBIT A '
[ExHiBITNO. |
APPLICATION NO.
-1-MEN-95-57

Vicinity Map

«(‘ California Coastal Commission




| . - =

-

STAFF REPORT FC  JASTAL DEVELOPMERT 733498
STANDARD PERMIT . 2: July 27, 1995
CPA-10

COUNTY OF PLOT PLAN *

42 MENDOCING BUILDING tNEPECTION DIVISION *
CA3 COUATHOUSE, Ukiaw, CA 25542 183 v, SANQCE ST, FONTY DAASS, TA 33331
o PMGNL (167 a3 638t PONE (231} DES-SIY
bt
i URY

RBoness_/ Sp 0 AR AIBEF SNEEONS. 2 -4y -0 MPUICATION no.
ey LA RADENY EOA o OP Y AMRELLD

SP@w 1 DsREINgt, SINETRIRS. MADTS NQMeE, 10RUL TRAWE &RE SEICR Flatde, worts, SHRIWL TANEY, FQRY, tirants, ans, 1O aind walt, IARCHE, TX14
PN, ST Pawrer Bairt, SR By BIRE INSTETEMENIE INE INGICITS 51 GIsIeates BMwaen, SBWIIY mREINE FRIing 66 SO RPEINT. Otiw 18 209
W 1este. IAGIZAIE BIARISHER WiTH § Nerih Acew,

LY AL FAL

»

£
2 4
+ 'a“-) j
; Al ARKEL | 2IMEH Tn s
414 J sl x| bol” )
i
v ! TREAW T s 7HaLrS
A0 |
Y Al 1 - wbary \Aeink
HY 1 !
“ t A TN | AR
”‘%r’i;/;; e ? i ‘ M PALT X LS
(o 3. ' .
i ?,Jm‘ ‘ -@«» ff) UL (o puwn s VYZREWEF 2
5 g3 bote1 1y’ E ] 3
EJEREN el L VAL (SElrva sAcizm 13
* [T /%1 i
L A2 i A i biry LA S
e | /jﬁ”@\ T N i
R Z ! . VR [ AL
; P 7 l S [
i i Z) Ll
ISR @1 i ' I
o 240 i ) ‘ :
E i ! : i I i
N Z : ! NN
AT B
Lo Z . i NN
! H i Z . ~t ’ ]
R > MK S
Li o hd BN 74/
i | i X U {/T=lep” H
C wi:l Iy {
At IR RA WL UFF 7O |F |
DIG FORM 300,18 QYOUL3Inss
EXHIBIT B SITE PLAN

EXHIBIT NO. 5

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-95-57
Site Plan (As origi-

-
nally proposed)
@& caitornia Coastal Commission CDP-33-95.Marino



STAFF REPORT FOR “\STAL DEVELOPMENT, CD&-\BJ-?S
STANDARD PERMIT s34 July 27, 1995

CE. &1
.

HRS RNV g P 3

— TS

TRz i 72 il
DR A L

SrvTH \ ANCLE) S 20&D
LILATINE (brrer aets) Sosoe
hY

= _ g
| || AL 3[?'4FT33]IT

T T ne

poars

%
T T TS il ZIAk
i | A
', i i : l-’ A /r

EXHIBIT ¢ ELEVATIONS

EXHIBIT NO. ,

APPLICATION NG
A~1-MEN-95._57

Elevatiop Plansg

€& caitomia Coastal ¢,

CDP-33-95.Marino



A,

EXHIBIT NO. 5

]
STAFF REPORT FOF  ASTAL DEVELOPMENT.

cr~133-95

STANDARD PERMIT D. . July 27, 199%
CPA~12
N
LICHTIHE
T m—————
paleBi” _JALSA aotafn” | AK" 2s/4° a1
220ty i { 10°0” 1804 150"
.':‘ 46‘:"‘“ . i mﬂ'b__" Filhd LLX? ol
S Fe) Ol
i bz b
DAERIo) S
. : oidnle i3
.3 Xl ! RREETFT . h
h A Y T3
AW J iw
e ar ol
i - :‘ 20 Y *
it \/
TS Press - * f ;’
rie/.. 4
rasl(ER PEOR oM e st ofpone ¥ - LN
) P " ivinle 2oowm 33
3 £0RO0M FAMILY ZDOM o 3y
i \q \l ET"}‘FA"‘:’H i) ¥ Lif
L]
i
Farcae - aneras Qﬂ L.
AT N ey SETIM wCh, ST s e e = 4.-..;;”%_
26'a" 20" P Pl toto” L
- . P P .
fLoaie” LS8 227 .. LrE o texte] LR
\‘ h‘%‘ - 'W o
WA DVUIETIEA L
Tt @ BdC [ ool F, [FeD M-ﬂ& '
RO T ION] |- *
Feooe Mant | Z¥4/A53 -
e Tl N |
S PG, G UNS  SREIIN N I LA
[ \‘:‘,:
EXMIBIT D FLOOR PLAN

APPLICATION NO.

A-1-MEN-95-57

Floor Plan

L Cattornia Coastal Commission

CoP-]

3-895.Marino

1853 #48 si 3 133211 t8e88+80

JEERTINN

TS IN0  NSYINYI aNoave -ee



3 —_— N . {M
COASTAL PERMIT ADMINISTRATOR ACTION SHEET

Case Number: CDP §33-95 Hearing Date: 8/24/95

Owner: Perry Marino

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
__X__  Categorically Exempt
Negative Declaration

EIR

X VApproved

——__ Denied
Continued
FINDINGS:
_X__ Per staff report
__X__ Modifications and/or additions --

Policy 3.5~-1 of the Coastal Element and Section 20.504.020(D) of
the zoning code require new dgvelopment to be compatible with the
character of surrounding areas. As demonstrated by photographs
and public testimony, the project, as proposed, would not meet
these requirements in that:

e 1. The area is an open ocean front coastal terrace with no
o residential development near the bluff from the
applicant's site northward.

2. There are no other six foot high solid beoard fences
running from Navarro Bluff Rcad to the ocean bluffs.
Construction of such fencing would set a precedent
which could allow similar fencing on other lots. This
would significantly change the present character of the
area, especially because of the narrowness of the lots.

3. Placement of the structure 75 feet from the bluff could
set a precedent for future development on three vacant
parcals to tha north, or for replacemant structures on
developed parcels. Existing residences to the north
are located less than 100 feet from Navarro Bluff Road,
and provide for an undeveloped, open bluff area.

The applicant's proposed siting would not be in
character with the existing area's character, and the
structure should be located further from the bluff.
However, due to vegetation, topography and development
to the south of the applicant, it does not seem
necessary to relocate the proposed dwelling all the way
back to Navarro Bluff Road. As relocated by the
condition below, the structure should be more in
character with the area by protecting the openness of
the neighborhood, and by utilizing existing vegetation,
topography and development to fit in to the area.

CONDITIONS:
_X__ Per staff report EXH'B]T NO 6
X__ Modifications and/or additions -- ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁ%@&@igﬁl
ounty CPA Action
heet

{« Califomia Coastal Commission
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Page Two CDP #33-95
CPA Action Sheet Marino

Special Condition #6 was added to read:

6. The proposed six foot high solid redwood fence is not
approved. V

Special Condition #7 was added to read:

7. The proposed dwelling shall be relocated from its
proposed site to the east towards Navarro Bluff Road.
The rear of the structure, as proposed to be sited,
shall be no further than 150', from Navarro Bluff Road.

§1gned\\—‘o§sE3;,Pé%mid Administrator

/

EXHIBIT NO.

APPLICATION NO.

A-1-MEN-95-57

County CPA Acti
TR

€& Caiitornia Coastal Commission




SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1. fevelopment shall be in compliance wizh all c:ndiFi?ns and . 4ated
recommendations of the David £ Paoli, P.B. ;eo:ecnnxcaL‘rego:T i
January 24, 1995 and as amended June 21, 1%95 prepared {or this site.

2. No development shall be permitted along the biuff edge ct.fafg or ::-h;n
the blufftop setback area except as noted in the geotechnical repor:.

3.  The property owner shall maintain drought-talecant vegetacion ‘*“3”1 =f:
required blufftop setback. The County shall permit grading necessazy <
@stablish proper drainage or to install {andscaping and minor
improvements in the blufftop satback.

4. Any downspouts shall direct water away from the foundations of the o
structures and dissipate the water away from the dluff ed?e, maintaining
the natural sheet flow as recommended in the David Z Psol;i P.E. .
gectechnical report dated January 24, 1995 and as amended June 21, 1995
prepared for this site.

S. In conformance with encroachment permit procedurei afmlnzzizzzgdb:riva:&
Department of Public Works, applicant shall consi-ucgsﬁa minimum width of
driveway approach at Navacro Bluff R?ad {CR !517{)»* rom the edge of the
tan (10} feet, area to be improved fifteen (1S) 9?~ -on the county road.
county rosd, to be surfaced with comparable surfacing ;

STAFF REPORT FOR COASTAL DEVELOPMENT LoP-33-35
STANDARD PERMIT DATE: July 27, 1995
CPA-8

Statf Report Prepared By:

Date:
Mafy B. Stinson
Coastal Plannar
Attachments: Exhibit A - Location Hap
Exhibit B - Site Plan
Exhibit C - Floor Plan
Exhibit D - EZlevations
Exhibit ® - Lighting Plan

EXHIBIT NO. ,
APPLICAT] ,
AST_HER - oS NO
County Special

Appeal Period: 10 days
Appeal Fee: §638

Conditions
L& Caitormia Coastal Commission
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CASE NUMBER 33-85

SREET | DISTANCE | DISTANCE PROPERTY | PARCEL
NUMBER| TO BLUFF | TO ROAD OWNER | NUMBER
APPROX. | APPROX.
1200 20 FT 15 FT__ ISAUNDERS CHARLES & CHARLOTTE126-130-01
1210 VACANT VACANT WOODS GLEN & LEOTA 126-130-02
1300 VACANT VACANT ROSE ROGER 126-130-03
1310 73FT 72FT GOODWIN PATRICIA 126-130-04
1320 90 FT 66 FT DOMENICHELLI GEORGE 126-130-05
1330 98 FT 42 FT LUNAS ROBERT & DARLENE _ |126-130-06
1340 5FT 400 FT PASTORI FRANK & EDITH 126-130-07
1360 275 FT 75FT BERGEM W.T. 126-140-01
1370 339 FT 66 FT HILL NORMAN 126-140-02
1380 320 FT 85 FT EAKLE JAMES 126-140-03
1400 75FT * | 300FT ° MARINO PERRY 126-140-04
1410 300 FT 83 FT TODD FRANCES 126-140-05
1420 23FT 340 FT SCHATZ BYRON & FRANCES __ [126-140-06
1430 300 FT BFT TRUCCO FRANK & DORIS  1126-140-07
1440 125FT 255 FT BROWN DAVID 126-140-08
1450 280 FT 45 FT VALDEZ MARTIN & BARBARA _ |126-140-09
1460 48 FT 120 FT OZENNE LEROY & GENE 126-140-10
1470 75FT 147 FT CLEONE DOROTHY 126-140-11
1480 75 FT 123 FT GALLESPY LARRIAN 126-140-12
1490 45 FT 57 FT HALL E.F. & ELLEN 126-140-13
1492 30FT 108 FT REINE MIDA 126-140-14
1500 32FT 69 FT LAFRANCHI FRANK 126-140-15
1520 20FT 57 FT FRY DORIS 126-140-16
1540 1S FT 57 FT DANIEL GEANNE 126-140-19
. PROPOSED SITE EXHIBIT NO. ,
FPGATON D
MARINO PERRY Subdivision House
3 )

® California Coastal Commission
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Jo Ginsberg, Coastal Planner L7 00T 271995 10-25-95
California Coastal Commission CALIEORNIA

North Coast Area
45 Fremont, Suite 2000
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

COASTAL CCMMISSION

Dear Jo Ginsberg;

RE: Perry Marino CDP #33-95 APN 126-140-04

We are writing in regard to the above named case in protest of
his being allowed a hearing on this matter with the Coastal
_ Commission. A

A decision has been made on this by Mr Gary Berrigan, Senior
Planner for Mendocino County and upheld by the Board of Super-
visors of Mendocino County.

Public Concern is not an issue in our area as we have never be?n
designated "Highly Scenic'", and even if it was an issue Marino's
Mobile Home will-net block public view!

THE DECISION MADE BY MR BERRIGAN, SENIOR PLANNER AND UPHELD BY
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS IS NOT INCONSISTANT WITH THE L.C.P.
LOCAL COAST PROGRAM IN OUR AREA.

We also believe that the Mobile Home be compatible with the
character of our neighborhood. Our area of the subdivision is an
open ‘meadow with all homes in a row and no fences, one story,
single family homes located near the County road.

The Sub-divider of this property has sent a Statement to the
Senior Planmner in Mendocino County, stating that "it was the
original Planned Intent to keep the houses in a row and without
fences, to preserve the OPEN SPACE AND AIR FOR ALL TO ENJOY.

Since the purpose and intent of the zoning laws is to preserve
the integrity of an area and avoid detrimental effects, only

a oneg story placed near the County road is acceptable and
Compatible in this neighborhood.

The undersigned feel strongly that no houses should be placed
near the cliff. Any such houses would block our Open Space and
Air and set a dangerous precedent for the future! Not mentioning
the fact that we have some real good Earthquakes in this area.

THIS LETTER IS TO PUT US ON RECORD AS OPPOSING THE CONSTRUCTION
AND POSITIONING OF MARINO"S MOBILE HOME OTHER THEN WHAT MR GARY
BERRIGAN, SENIOR PLANNER AND THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HAS
INSTRUCTED HIM!

Very sincerely
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ROBERT & DAREENE LUNAS
WILLIAM & BONNIE FEENEY
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Planner
Ne: Moreno Appeadld

uctaober 2y, 1995
Dear Ms. vinzburg,

1l am proviaing thne roiiowing materials ror your consideration
reqgarding the Moreno appeal (permit #$3395)., 1 am enclosing a
diagram of the Navarro Bluz: Roads/Highway #1 area with respect to
the question of blockage otf public views. Pilease note the following
information in your deliberations:

1} The turnout to Navarro Bluff Road Is the first turn out
asmilable to thae public to have a bluff view of the ocean after
tzaveling westward on Highway #124. After traveling upwards of one
te one half hours or more of twisting and winding Highway #128,
ssuthward bound auto travelers are not afforded a full view bluff
of the ocean until traveling an additional mile upward from the
Nawvarro River to the top of the Navarro bluff. The
west 2ide turnout for autos is that turnout for the Navarro Bluff
Rsmd; the frontage road upon which Mr. Moreno's property exists.
This turnout from Highway #l connects directly to Navarro
Blafr Road. However, there im no where to park a car unless one
paxks in the aeaa end area in near the Trucco lot (see Diagram).
Attempting to park anywhere else woula mean parking on private

pmopercy.

2} Many peopie turn oft on Navarro piur:t Road ana park their cars
i preciseiy this sSport. Arter they get out of their cars, they
MoOcCeed TO a point iocated Detween the Irucco lot anad the vacant
le¥w next to the Moreno's 1ot. They proceeded tTO This Spot precisely
because it provides an unobstructed 180 degree view of the ocean,

the biufr, and the mouth or the Navarro river.
This view i3 also unobstructed because the houses which

caxrentliy occupy the corridor on the right-hand side ot the public
vimawer (Eckols, Hill, Bruckler, Lunas, Goodwin) are small, cabin-
liike structures uniformly in line with each other and not extending

mxe than approximately 60-~70 feet from the road.

3). Mr. Moreno originally proposed to build his 14 foot high
stxucture on the edge of the bluff. As you know, the height of this
structure, and its size of thls proposed dJevelopment was not
visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.
A8 Yyou can see, however, such a proposed development would also
restrict public viewas of blue ocean drastically because it would
be located squarely in the middle of the public view of the blue
erean trom the commonly used public viewpolnt.

4} ‘r'he county proposal that Mr. Morendo have the lower edge or nis
PEoposea develiopment pe no more than 150 from the Navarro Blutt

sead causes a (£5Se) IesLIAcrion QX PUDLIC views Lo Diue ocean than
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Mr. Moreno's original bluff proposal. The public could move
slightly southward to have their view of the ocean unimpeded if Mr.
Moreno built according to the county plan. However, it could not
retain an ocean view if he were to build on the bluff area as he
originally proposed. This is because a member of the public's view
to the ocean would be directly blocked.

(The Schatz structure located near the bluff is only
approximately 8-y reet high and is located near directly south of
the Trucco lot, tnus 1s not directly in line with the public
viewing).

5) It shoulia bpe remembersa tnat a memper ot the public is not
likeliy to stana 1in front Of a DuUpLlT sStructure tO try ana have a
View Or the piue ocean. Hence, they attempt to see the oCean rrom
a vantage point whicn is both ciose to their auros and next to a
vacant iot. Tnis 13 why they attempt to view the ocean from the
public viewpoint 1 have aescripea on the diagram.

A2 you can see by the diagram, the next vacant lot on Navarro
Bluft Roaa is tive lots down ana is sided by two houses. Hence, 1t
does not offer the better view than the public viewpoint next to
the Trucco lot provides. Also, it is zurther from their parked

autos,

6) It should be remembered that most people park only briefly to
take in the view and stretch their legs; not to search out empty
lots looking for viewpoints. It is not logical for a member of the
public to stand in front of Mr. Morenc's lot with a house built on
it and try to view the ocean from thexe when a viewpoint next to
an adjacent lot with a far better view exists nearby. Hence, that
Mr. Moreno's structure obstrxucts blue ocean view £from viewers
standing on Highway #1 1s fallacious. Membars of the public don't
stand on Highway #1 to view the ocean because there is nowhere to
park, highly dangerous on a narrow shoulder and not logical to
attempt a plue ocean view 1n rront o a built structure.

6). with respect to the arqument that the county certitied Moreno
development project woulia impede pubiic view of the blue ocean trom
Witnin an automoplie On Hignway #., please consider the following:
'he PpubIlIC nas nundreas or miies O Visual access trom thelr
automobiies TO Diue ocean rrom Highway #1. However, southbound
Highway #.1 trave.iers who have arrived at tne ocean rrom Highway
#1288 have no other easily accessible stationary oluff viewing point
than the Navarro Biufr road. lndeed, the next avajilable parking
area for Highway #128-southbound Highway #1 travelers is at least
2 to 2/1/2 miles south and does not atford a view of the mouth ot
the Navarro River. National Geographic, July 1993, p. 63 is an
aerial photo of precisely this area which substantiates my point.

In sum, I hope these facts will form part of your decision-
making process and thank you very much for all your time and effort

in this matter to dates.
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