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Staff Note:

The public hearing on this project was opened at the July 12, 2001 Commission Meeting in Santa Rosa.
The Commission denied the application based on impacts to community character, potential historical
associations, and because it would prejudice the City’s ability to prepare and complete a certifiable LCP.
At its September 12, 2001 meeting, the Commission granted a reconsideration of the application based
on new information, which was unavailable at the July 2001 hearing. At the request of the applicant, the
City Building Inspector evaluated the soundness of the structure and subsequently issued a red-tag order
because it was in poor condition. The red-tag order requires that a permit be obtained to demolish or
rehabilitate the structure within 60 days. Based on this new information, the Commission granted a
reconsideration of the application. This item was originally calendared for the Commission’s
November, 2001 meeting and was postponed to the December, 2001 hearing at the request of the

applicant.
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I. Summary

The proposed project consists of the demolition of an existing 2,635 square foot single family residence,
and construction of a 2,700 square foot single family residence in the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea.
Although, the applicant originally proposed to adjust lot-lines to create two legal parcels of 6,900 square
feet and 4,000 square feet respectively, further review of the relevant property documents shows that
there is only one legal parcel (10,900 square feet) at the site. In its evaluation of the applicant’s
submitted title report, staff has concluded that a prior owner had the lots merged by map and by deed
into one parcel in 1972. The applicant has subsequently requested that that portion of the application
involving a lot-line adjustment be withdrawn (See Exhibit C). If the applicant wishes to pursue a land
division, he will need to pursue this with the City and apply for a coastal development permit from the
Commission.

The applicant also proposes to demolish an existing single family residence (approximately 2,635 square
feet) and construct a two-story 2,700 square foot single family residence on the proposed 6,900 square
foot north parcel split that fronts 13™ Avenue. The proposed new structure retains and rehabilitates the
existing garage and same nonconforming garage setback of 1’ from the side yard property boundary. The
applicant has also submitted plans to the City for a residence that could be built on the proposed 4,000
square foot south parcel, though the applicant has not yet obtained City approval for this second
structure nor has he applied for a coastal development permit for the second residence.

The site is bounded on two sides by public streets (13™ Avenue and Camino Real) and is heavily
forested with coast live oak. The existing structure is setback from Camino Real and spans across the
interior of the site, nearly surrounded by trees. As a result, even though the south wing of the existing
structure is two-story in height, the structure does not appear obtrusive and is subordinate to the
surroundings. The proposed new design re-sites the house in an east-west orientation adjacent to 13%
Street and is designed at maximum height its entire length. The reorientation substantially reduces the
front yard setback along Camino Real. Though there are many trees in this location, the combination of
design, reduced setback, and reorientation of the new structure will significantly alter the streetscape and
presentation of the site. The City’s Forest and Beach Commission approved an application to remove
and prune limbs on several coast live oaks, including an 8” and 17 coast live oak and a 12” diameter
spar from a 21” coast live oak. In addition, 7 limbs and canopy branches of various diameters will need
to be removed during the course of construction. As mitigation for the tree removal and pruning, the City
Forest and Beach Commission has required 6 upper canopy trees, such as Monterey pines, Monterey
Cypress or coast redwoods be planted. The applicant has also verbally agreed to plant additional trees.

Carmel is a very popular visitor destination as much for the style, scale, and rich history of its residential,
commercial, and civic architecture, as for its renowned shopping area, forest canopy and white sand
beach. Carmel is made particularly special by the character of the residential development within its City
limits. Homes are nestled into the native Monterey pine/Coast live oak forest on a grid of streets that is
executed in a way to yield to trees more than to engineering expediency. This is the context for Carmel’s
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community life and its built character.

The proposal raises questions as to whether this project would protect Carmel’s community character
consistent with the Coastal Act Section 30253(5), which requires that special communities be protected.
In particular, the project may result in the loss of a significant historical resource. A historical evaluation
of the structure prepared by Jones & Stokes Associates, determined that the existing house was found to
be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), for its association with
a person who is significant at the local, state and national level. The house was also found to be eligible
for listing in the CRHR as a contributing element of a potential historical district because it conveys the
design principles of the Arts and Crafts movement, the landscape principles of this movement, and
reflects the design traditions typical of early residential development in Carmel. Most recently, the State
Office of Historic Preservation has concluded that the project may be eligible for California Register of
Historic Resources. However, the City of Carmel did not adopt the historic evaluation findings and
determined that the “preponderance of evidence establishes that the site or structure are not historically
or culturally significant.”

The City interviewed Gus Arriola, who is the subject of the potential historical association and
determined that the evidence to support historical status was inconclusive. Furthermore, quite of bit of
evidence was submitted to show that the existing structure is in an advanced state of disrepair and
dilapidation. The City of Carmel performed a building inspection recently and ordered the structure to be
red-tagged, prohibiting any person(s) from occupying the premises. The City order also required the
applicant to obtain a permit within 60 days to remove or rehabilitate the structure. Though a licensed
preservation architect was not consulted, one cost estimate to repair/rehabilitate the existing damaged
structure obtained from a general contractor suggest the cost may equal or exceed $200 per square foot
or roughly $525,000. Moreover, based on the long list of repairs necessary to bring the structure back to
habitable form, the structure will essentially have to be demolished in order to be repaired. As such,
concerns regarding adverse impacts to community character and the resultant loss of potential historic
resources must be weighed against the fact that the structure is unsafe and that it will require a near
complete demolition in order to rebuild it and bring the structure back to a habitable form. Therefore,
staff is recommending approval of the demolition proposed by the applicant.

Because the proposed new structure involves a variance greater than 10% of the City’s current zoning
ordinances, it too is the subject of this Coastal Development Permit. The architectural style of the
proposed new house is similar to an English Cotswald cottage. The design is different from the
architectural style of the existing structure, though it is not inconsistent with the eclectic flavor of other
existing homes in the village. The 2,700 square foot single family residence is similar in square footage
(possibly even a bit smaller) to the existing house, but its overall profile as viewed from 13™ Avenue is
larger. As mentioned above, the applicant intends to re-orient the replacement structure in a manner that
requires the removal of trees and which may ultimately alter the streetscapes of 13™ Avenue and Camino
Real. It is precisely these aspects of the proposed project that raise a concern for the Commission, which
is responsible for preserving the general character of the City until its LCP is certified. As such, the

. Commission cannot approve the project unless it is modified to maintain the same general size, scale,
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volume, and footprint as the existing structure. With this condition, staff recommends that the project is
consistent with Coastal Act 30253(5), which protects the unique characteristics of special coastal
communities such as Carmel.

Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal
Act and will not prejudice the City’s ability to prepare and complete an LCP that is consistent with the

Coastal Act.
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11l. Staff Recommendation on Coastal
Development Permit

Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. 3-01-085
pursuant to the staff recommendation.

Staff Recommendation of Approval. Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will
result in approval of the permit as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and
findings. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

Resolution to Approve the Permit. The Commission hereby approves a coastal development
permit for the proposed development and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the
development as conditioned will be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act and will not prejudice the ability of the local government having jurisdiction over the area to
prepare a Local Coastal Program conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3. Approval of the
permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any
significant adverse effects of the development on the environment, or 2) there are no further
feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant
adverse impacts of the development on the environment..
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1IV. Conditions of Approval

A.Standard Conditions

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to
the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the
date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the
permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by
the Executive Director or the Commission.

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files .
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,
and it is the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

B. Special Conditions.

1. Existing House Volume Calculations. PRIOR TO DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING
STRUCTURE, the Applicant will submit for Executive Director review and approval an
accurate calculation, including all worksheets and plans used to make the calculation, that
states the volume, expressed in cubic feet, of the structure to be demolished.

2. Revised Project Plans. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION OF THE REPLACEMENT
RESIDENCE, the permittee shall submit two sets of City-approved revised final project plans
for the Executive Director’s review and approval, including site plan, elevations, landscaping,
grading and drainage, and height study. The proposed building envelope shall include the
approved residential dwelling, garage, patios, and decks or walkways. The revised final
project plans shall also illustrate the exact dimensions of the structure, which shall not be
more than 10% greater in size (square footage), height, and volume (bulk) to the existing
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structure currently located on the property. Precise calculations of the dimensions of the
existing and replacement structure, with accompanying illustrations or other calculation
methodology, shall be submitted with the revised plans. Placement of the structure shall be
within the existing structural footprint including portions of the rear patio as shown on
Exhibit D. All existing setbacks shall be maintained. The current non-conforming side yard
setback for the garage along 13™ Avenue may be maintained to preserve mature trees. There
shall be no significant removal of trees or vegetation.

V. Recommended Findings and Declarations

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A.Project Description and Background

The Applicant proposes to demolish an existing two-story, single family residence (approximately 2,635
square feet) and construct in its place, a two-story 2,700 square foot single family residence at the SE
comer of Camino Real and 13th Avenue in the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea. Applicant also proposes 225
square feet of walkways and patio site coverage along with a lot line adjustment creating two building
sites, including the 6,900 square foot site of the proposed new house and a 4,000 square foot lot without
a City-approved structure. The proposed main structure would occupy the north two-thirds of the
existing building site and has an east-west orientation that predominately faces 13th Avenue. See Exhibit
E. Although the applicant has submitted an application to the City of Carmel for a structure on the 4,000
square foot parcel created by the lot-line adjustment, the applicant has stated that he has not yet decided
on whether he will construct the home if it is approved. As discussed below, however, the applicant has
submitted a title report with attached assessor’s map that shows that the parcels were merged by map and
by deed to create one parcel (one building site) in 1972. Thus, under the existing lot configuration, there
is one parcel (10,900 square feet) and one building site.

Additional materials have been submitted which suggest that the rebuild (new structure) is similar in
size, possibly even a bit smaller than the existing structure on site. See Exhibit W. And though there is
not a large discrepancy between square footage and site coverage between the proposed and existing
structures, the proposed new structure is designed at the maximum allowable height along its entire
length. Thus, the streetscape appearance is a much larger structure as viewed from 13" and Camino Real
The proposed design retains and rehabilitates the existing garage within the same nonconforming garage
setback (1°). The City granted the applicant a variance to maintain the sub-standard setback.

The site is bounded by public streets along both 13th Avenue and Camino Real and is heavily forested
with coast live oak. The interior of the parcel site contains several significant trees that provide screening
for the existing structure. The new east-west orientation requires the removal of two significant trees,
including a 17” coast live oak, an 8” two-sparred coast live oak, and significant pruning of another --a
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12” diameter spar from a 21” coast live oak. In addition, 7 limbs and canopy branches of various
diameters will need to be removed during the course of construction. As mitigation for the tree removal
and pruning, the City Forest and Beach Commission has required 6 upper canopy trees, such as
Monterey pines, Monterey Cypress or coast redwoods be planted. The applicant has also stated that he
will plant additional trees.

According to the City staff report, the structure slated for demolition was originally constructed in 1921.
A garage in was added in 1922 and a second story addition to the south wing in 1936. Subsequent
modifications were made in 1954, 1969, 1972, 1973, 1978, and 1988. Much of the more recent
modification was in the form of interior changes to plumbing, electrical, and some cabinetry. In 1978 a
bathroom was added and another bathroom remodeled. Other than that, the structure appears to have
retained many of its original exterior architectural features. A historical evaluation performed by Jones &
Stokes Associates determined that the structure is eligible for historical designation under the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) criteria for associations with notable persons and architectural
styling. The findings in the staff report prepared by the City of Carmel however state that the structure is
not eligible for historical designation under local or state criteria. The basis for these findings is the
personal testimony of Gus Aurriola, a noted cartoonist associated with the structure and the fact that the
home has been modified.

In addition, a home inspection report found that the structural integrity of the house had been
compromised and that a fair amount of reconstruction would be required to rehabilitate it. Subsequent
letters submitted by the applicant from a structural engineer, architect, and the City have increasingly
suggested that the structure is unsound, dilapidated, and should be removed. In August 2001, at the
request of the applicant, the City Building Official inspected the house and issued a red-tag for the
structure, requiring that it be rehabilitated or demolished. As of this time, the City has not declared the
structure a public nuisance or otherwise invoked its police powers to order that the structure be removed.
The applicant purchased the property and structure in August 2000 and has stated that he had been living
in the home up until the time the red-tag was issued (August 2001). The City’s red-tag order requires
that permits to demolish or rehabilitate be obtained within 60 days of date of issuance. Staff has
contacted the City regarding this matter and has received word that no action will be taken by the City in
this regard until after the Commission has acted on the applicant’s coastal development permit.

B.Standard of Review

The City of Carmel-by-the-Sea is located entirely within the coastal zone but does not yet have a
certified LCP. The Commission approved a Land Use Plan (LUP) and an Implementation Plan (IP) at
different times in the early 1980s, but the City did not accept the Commission’s suggested modifications.
Thus, both the LUP and the IP remain uncertified. Until the Commission has certified the entire LCP
submittal, the Commission retains coastal permitting authority over development within the City, for
which the standard of review is the Coastal Act of 1976.

The Commission has authorized a broad-ranging categorical exclusion within the City of Carmel
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(Categorical Exclusion E-77-13) that excludes from coastal permitting requirements most types of
development not located along the beach and beach frontage of the City. The proposed development,
however, is not excluded under Categorical Exclusion E-77-13 because it involves demolition, and
requires a variance greater than 10% of the applicable standards under the City’s Zoning Ordinance, and
requests a lot-line adjustment resulting in the creation of new building site (increases the allowable
density of development on the affected parcel). As mentioned above, the applicant has received a 4-foot
setback variance for the garage, which is approximately 80% greater than the City’s applicable standard.

The City is currently working on a new LCP submittal (both LUP and IP), funded in part by an LCP
completion grant awarded by the Commission. This current City effort is focused on protecting the
significant coastal resources found in Carmel, including the spectacular public beach and recreational
amenities along the City’s frontage, the urban forest that uniquely identifies Carmel as the City within
the trees, the substantial riparian and habitat areas (such as Mission Trails Nature Preserve and
Pescadero Canyon), and the unique community and visual character of Carmel as exhibited by the style,
scale, and rich history of its residential, commercial, and civic architecture. Taken as a whole, these
resources combine to form the special character of Carmel; a character that is separately a significant
coastal resource worthy of protection in its own right. The City is making progress and anticipates that
both the LUP and IP will be submitted for Commission review in December of this year.

Nonetheless, unless and until the Commission has certified any future City LCP submittals, the
Commission retains coastal permitting authority over non-excluded development within the City. As a
result, although the City’s current ordinances and policies can provide context and guidance, the
standard of review for this application is the Coastal Act.

C.Ilssues Discussion

1. Community Character

The current project raises doubts concerning consistency with Coastal Act Section 30253(5), which
protects and preserves the character of special communities and neighborhoods. Coastal Act Section
30253(5) states:

Section 30253(5). New development shall where appropriate, protect special communities and
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination
points for recreational uses.

Sections 30251 of the Coastal Act adds further protection to the scenic and view qualities of coastal
areas:

Section 30251. The scenic and visual qualities of 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
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natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and,
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality on visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.

Carmel’s Community Character

Carmel, of course, is a very popular visitor destination, known as much for the style, scale, and rich
history of its residential, commercial, and civic architecture, as for its renowned shopping area, forest
canopy and white sand beach. The City is considered a “special community” under the Coastal Act due
to its unique architectural and visual character. It is often stated that Carmel, along with such other
special coastal communities as the town of Mendocino, is one of the special communities for which
Coastal Act Section 30253(5) was written. Indeed, Carmel has been, and remains today, a spectacular
coastal resource known the world over as an outstanding visitor destination.

In particular, as a primarily residential community, the web of residential development in Carmel plays a
key role in defining the special character of the City, as various architectural styles present reflect the
historical influences that have existed over time. Carmel is distinctly recognized for its many small,
well-crafted cottages. These modest, sometimes quaint residences are associated with the era in which
Carmel was known for its resident artists and writers, and functioned as a retreat for university
professors and other notables. These homes were nestled into the native Monterey pine/Coast live oak
forest, on a grid of streets that was executed in a way that yielded to trees more than to engineering
expediency. This was the context for Carmel’s community life and its built character.

The demolition and replacement of existing residential buildings in Carmel have great potential to alter
this special community character protected by the Coastal Act. In particular, these projects raise
questions as to (1) whether or not an existing house represents the historical, architectural, scale, and
environmental character of Carmel; and (2) if a replacement structure detracts from Carmel’s character
because of a modern design, tree removal, proposed house size, or other characteristics.

The impacts of a residential demolition and rebuild on community character can depend on a variety of
factors. For example, there are a number of cases where a house or houses were demolished and a
single, much larger house constructed on the site. In other instances, a single house straddling a lot line
has been demolished and two new, smaller houses were constructed. In either of these types of instances,
the character of Carmel may or may not be preserved, depending on the context, but it is certainly
changed, either through the increase in residential density or a change in mass and scale. The size of a
house is one aspect of Carmel’s character, but not all existing houses in Carmel are small. However,
because the lots are almost all relatively small, about 4000 square feet, the general pattern of
development is one of smaller houses.

The architectural style of houses in Carmel is another aspect of the City’s character. Many of the houses
were built in the first quarter of the century in the Craftsman style; others resemble houses that might be
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found in an English village. Modern style houses, while they do exist, are not prevalent in Carmel. A
residential demolition and rebuild project can both remove a structure that expresses the community
character, and result in a new structure that may not reflect the surrounding neighborhood character.

A third aspect of Carmel’s character is the pine and oak dominated landscape. Although the forest
landscape is not all natural — there has been enhancement over the years by tree planting — it pervades the
City and is a defining characteristic of Carmel. Demolition often can result in tree damage and/or
removal. New construction after demolition also may result in the loss of trees, especially if a new
structure is built out to the maximum allowed by the zoning. And, the potential for the growth of the
next generation of trees is reduced in proportion to the increase in hardscape because there is less room
for seedlings to get started.

The historic resource value of a structure is another important factor to consider when evaluating
impacts to community character. In general, structures greater than 50 years old may be considered
historic, depending on the results of a specific historic resource assessment. In some cases, depending
on the persons associated with a structure, or the significance of a structure to Carmel’s local history, a
building may be deemed to be a historic resource by the City, the State Office of Historic Preservation,
or other public agency. The Carmel Preservation Society also may have identified a structure as an
historic structure, or a structure may be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR), particularly if it is found to be a contributing element of the potential District One
historical district in Carmel. (One consideration in the City’s development of its LCP is the creation of
historic districts. The City is assessing the viability of establishing a historic district where a critical
mass of historical structures are known to exist. Structures located within one of these districts would be
preserved and recognized for their contribution to the historical character of Carmel.) Finally, individual
structures may be historically significant because they convey the design principles of a distinctive
artistic or architectural style, such as the Arts and Crafts movement, which is typical in Carmel. The
landscaping of a site may also be part of such a style.

Cumulative Community Character Impacts

Recent trends in demolitions also raise concerns about the cumulative impacts of individual projects on
Carmel’s community character. It is important, therefore, that the effect of this particular
demolition/rebuild be evaluated within the context of the larger pattern of demolition and rebuild over
the years in Carmel.

Over time, the character of Carmel has been changing as its older housing and commercial stock makes
way for new, usually larger in size and scale, developments. According to the Commission’s permit
tracking database, approximately 650 projects involving development have received coastal
development permit authorization in Carmel since 1973. The overwhelming majority of these involved
residential development of one sort or another ranging from complete demolition and rebuild to small
additions to existing structures. It is likely that this number undercounts this trend inasmuch as the
Commission’s database was created in 1993 and, while every effort was made to capture archival
actions, the database may not reflect every single such action taken. In addition, due in part to the City’s
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categorical exclusion, it is not clear how many projects involving substantial remodel (but not complete
demolition) have taken place over the years.

In contrast, the Commission’s database for the period since 1990 is fairly robust. Since 1990, there have
been roughly 185 coastal permit applications in Carmel. Of these, approximately 150 projects (or over
80%) involve some form of demolition, rebuilding and/or substantial alteration of residential housing
stock in Carmel. This comes out to roughly 14 such residentially related projects per year since 1990;
nearly all of these have been approved. Other than the three year period from 1992 — 1994 when a total
of 13 applications were received, the number of development proposals in Carmel had been fairly
constant until 2000. However, in the year 2000 alone, the Commission had received 44 applications; a
full quarter of all applications received by the Commission for development in Carmel in the last decade.
Of these 44 applications received in the year 2000, 33 of these involved some form of demolition,
rebuilding and/or substantial alteration of residential structures. Thus far, in 2001, more than 20
applications have been received; 16 of these involved residential demolitions/alterations. As of this
writing, another dozen or so demolitions are in various stages of City Planning review. Clearly the trend
for demolition/rebuild/substantial remodel has been magnified in current years as demand for Carmel
properties has outstripped the limited supply represented by the approximately 3,200 parcels within the
boundaries of this small town. As this trend has continued, it has become increasingly difficult to
conclude that the demolition of residential structures is not significantly changing the unique character of
Carmel.

Prejudice to LCP Planning Efforts

In addition to the direct concerns with whether a particular demolition is consistent with Coastal Act
Section 30253(S), there is real concern that the individual and cumulative impact of changes in
community character, primarily through the approval of residential demolitions, in the City of Carmel-
by-the-Sea may prejudice the City’s efforts to prepare and complete a certified LCP that is consistent
with the Coastal Act. The Coastal Act provides in Section 30604(a):

Prior to certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be issued
if the issuing agency, or the commission on appeal, finds that the proposed development is in
conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200) and that the permitted development
will not prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare a local coastal program that is
in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200). A denial of a coastal
development permit on grounds it would prejudice the ability of the local government to prepare
a local coastal program that is in conformity with Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200)
shall be accompanied by a specific finding which sets forth the basis for that conclusion.

It is not entirely clear whether and to what extent the history of demolition/rebuild/remodel has altered
the special community character aesthetic of Carmel that is protected by the Coastal Act. The
Commission has not undertaken a formal cumulative impact assessment of such a trend to date. There is
little doubt that structures within the City have generally been getting larger, and that many structures of
at least some individual historical and other value have been demolished. The difficulty is that the
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Commission cannot necessarily ensure that continuation of residential demolitions and rebuilds will
protect Carmel’s community character. In other words, such projects may be prejudicing the City’s
completion of an LCP that is consistent with the Coastal Act.

Part of the reason for this is that although the elements that define the City’s community character can be
generally described (as discussed above; e.g., “the City in the forest”, architectural style, historic value,
scale, etc.), there has yet to be completed a comprehensive assessment and articulation of how all of
these factors interact to define Carmel’s character. Although individual projects may raise many
concerns, depending on the facts of the structure, the nature of the proposal, the context of the
development, etc., there are no planning standards and ordinances that provide a clear framework for
whether a project meets the requirements of the Coastal Act — i.e., to protect the special community
character of Carmel.

To implement the community character protection requirements of the Coastal Act, the Commission has
always emphasized the importance of having local communities define their community character
through a local planning process, so that a Local Coastal Program, when certified, will meet both the
community’s vision and understanding of its character, and the requirements of the Coastal Act.
Although the Coastal Act provides a more general statewide policy framework for protecting community
character, the details, for example, of whether particular types of structures should be deemed to be
. historic, or whether certain architectural styles reflect the character of a community, need to be
developed through a local planning process such as that provided by the LCP process of the Coastal Act.

As mentioned earlier, the City of Carmel is currently finishing up a community planning process to
determine, among other things, the basis for defining Carmel’s community character, and ways to protect
and preserve that character consistent with the Coastal Act. It is anticipated that the City will be
submitting both a Land Use Plan and an Implementation Plan to the Commission for review in
December of 2001. In the meantime, though, Coastal Act Section 30253 requires that individual
projects not have direct or cumulative adverse impacts on Carmel’s character; and Section 30604
requires that individual projects not raise significant concerns about consistency with Section 30253, lest
they prejudice the completion of an LCP consistent with the Coastal Act. As discussed above, the
cumulative residential demolition trend in Carmel has made it increasingly difficult to conclude that
these projects are not significantly changing the special community character of Carmel. Although each
project must be judged on its individual circumstances, the cumulative context necessarily shapes these
Judgements, precisely because the community character of a place is in part the sum total of its parts.

Because the more specific features that define Carmel’s character, as well as their relative significance,
is yet to be decided, it is important to focus on measures of significant change to community character so
that the completion of an LCP consistent with the Coastal Act is not prejudiced. Thus, the Commission
can be assured that projects that do not result in significant changes in the various features of Carmel’s
community character, will not prejudice the completion of an LCP consistent with section 30253.
Examples of such measures of change in community character include the following types of questions:

. Would the proposed project:
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e Result in a 10% or greater increase in the gross square footage, height, or footprint (site coverage)
from that which is currently present (the 10% measure reflects the standards of the Coastal Act for
evaluating replacements of structures destroyed by a disaster (section 30610))?

o Result in the removal of any significant (i.e., 6” or greater in diameter) native pine, willow, cypress,
or oak trees? Or, even if no trees are removed, involve sufficient limb removal to be a significant loss
of forest canopy?

e Involve a structure greater than 50 years old for which the City has not performed a historic resource
assessment (i.e., the potential historic value of the structure is uncertain)?

e Modify a structure deemed to be a historic resource by the City, the State Office of Historic
Preservation, the Carmel Preservation Society, or other public agency or knowledgeable entity (since
the value of the historic resource within the context of the community has not yet been defined, the
demolition of such structures may prejudice the LCP)?

e Not identify a City-approved replacement structure (i.e., the project is a “speculative” demolition and
thus by definition has an uncertain impact on community character)?

e TFacilitate an increase in residential density (a common type of application is to demolish one house
that straddles two parcels, to allow a replacement house on each parcel)?

e Facilitate replacement of traditional architecture style in favor of contemporary or modernistic styles
(from the visitor’s perspective, rustic cottage and Craftsman styles are those most likely
representative of Carmel’s architectural traditions)?

Specific Project Impacts and Coastal Act Consistency Analysis

As discussed below, the proposed demolition and rebuild raises significant concemns about consistency
with Coastal Act section 30253(5). Because it will result in a number significant changes to aspects of
Carmel’s community character, it must be modified to be found consistent with Section 30253(5) of the
Coastal Act.

Demolition of the Existing House

The existing house located on-site is 80 years old and has been modified several times, yet it retains
much of its original integrity. The structure slated for demolition was originally constructed in 1921 and
subsequently modified in 1922, 1936, 1954, 1969, 1972, 1973, 1978, and 1988. In 1922, the garage was
~ added; a second story, approximately 635 square feet, was added to the structure in 1936. Much of the
additional modification was in the form of interior changes to plumbing, electrical, and some cabinetry.
In 1978 a bathroom was added and another bathroom remodeled. Other than that, the structure appears to
have retained much of its original exterior architectural features. See Exhibit F.
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The c. 1921 structure is not currently listed on any state or local roster of historical or architecturally
important structures in the City. The original historic context statement for Carmel prepared in 1990
noted the structure’s contribution to the stock of Craftsman homes built in the City’s early architectural
development. It contended that the house was built for Joseph Hooper, one of the original and most
senior players on the Abalone League baseball team. The statement also mentions that the house was
sold to famed-cartoonist Gus Arriola in the late 1960’s. Mr. Arriola lived and worked there with his
family for twelve years. See Exhibit G.

A more recent historical evaluation performed by Jones & Stokes Associates (June 1999) determined
that the structure is eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), as a
contributing element of a potential historic district (See Exhibit H). One consideration in the City’s
development of its LCP is the creation of historic districts. The City is assessing the viability of
establishing a historic district where a critical mass of historical structures are known to exist. Structures
located within one of these districts would be preserved and recognized for their contribution to the
historical character of Carmel. The structure under evaluation in this project is on the southern border of
the potential District One, historic district. Although the Carmel Preservation Foundation (CPF)
volunteer survey described the southern extent of the potential District One boundary as 13" Avenue,
such boundaries typically run through the middle of blocks so that streetscapes are preserved. Therefore,
the properties on the first lots south of 13" Avenue might be considered for inclusion in the potential
District One historic district.

The Jones & Stokes evaluation states that the house is individually significant at the local, state, and
national level for its association with the life and work of cartoonist Gus Arriola. The report observes
that the house and studio are directly associated with a critical period in Mr. Arriola’s career. Notably,
the report claims that “the house has been little changed since the Arriola’s lived there and retains its
integrity under his association.”

The evaluation also determined that the house is eligible for listing in the CRHR for its individual
contributions to the Arts and Crafts movement. “It conveys the design principles of the Arts and Crafts
movement, the landscaping principles of this movement, and reflects the design traditions typical of
carly residential development in Carmel.” Architectural elements of the house proposed for demolition,
typical of the Arts and Crafts movement include: the creation of a semi-enclosed back patio compliments
of the U-shaped architectural design and the use of natural materials (wood shingles, stone paving
materials, wood framing, tri-partite slider and casement window, rubble-stone chimney’s, etc). The
landscaping on-site is also typical of the Arts and Crafts movement with natural plantings of a variety of
species, sizes, and locations, informal landscapes of the front and side yard, and large canopy trees at the
front of the yard integrate the house into a natural setting. The house also exhibits the qualities typical of
the design traditions of early residential block development in Carmel, including the U-shaped design
with the long side of the U oriented toward the ocean, siting of the house at the south edge of the lot with
large front-yard setback, and the detached garage along the edge of the street.
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Most recently, the California State Office of Historic Preservation has concluded that the existing house
may be eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources stating:

It is our opinion if the subject property was Arriola’s primary residence during the 1960s, it
Sunctioned as his studio, and it looks today basically at [sic] it did during the 1960s, the property
is eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources under Criterion 2 for association
with Gus Arriola. [see Exhibit U]

Although Mr. Arriola himself has discounted the historical value of the existing residence (see Exhibit
V), it does appear that the house was his primary residence in the 1960s, did function as a studio (albeit
one of several), and looks essentially as it did during the 1960s.

The City, in its review of the subject application, came to a different conclusion regarding the historical
significance of the structure. In the course of investigating the historicity of the structure, the City
determined that the house was not eligible for designation as significant because it did not (1) convey the
cultural heritage of Carmel, (2) was not the site of an important event, (3) did not convey the
significance of an important person, and (4) was not architecturally significant within the context of the
Historic Context Statement for Carmel-by-the-Sea. The City’s report reasoned that the structure did not
convey any cultural heritage because Gus Arriola did not live in the house while he was actively
participating in forging Carmel!’s cultural heritage (based on Mr. Arriola’s own account — see Exhibit V).
Furthermore, there was no indication that significant events took place at the house or that the house was
directly associated with any person(s) who significantly contributed to the development of the
community. The City also found that the Craftsman style of architecture was not indicative of an
architecturally exemplary or significant residence of Carmel. See Exhibit 1.

Notwithstanding these prior decisions, the Commission is obligated to review the project’s impacts to
community character pursuant to its coastal development permitting authority. In addition, as
summarized above, historic character is but one factor in evaluating the contribution of an individual
structure to community character, particularly in a community such as Carmel. In this case, first and
foremost, there is considerable uncertainty as to the historic character of the house when considered in
the context of Carmel not having a certified LCP. The historic survey and evaluation prepared in 1999
determined the structure to possess historical associations with notable persons and architecture.
Nonetheless, based on the accounts of Mr. Arriola himself, the City overrode the findings of the historic
evaluation and they had the discretion to do so. On the other hand, as the applicant has recently
observed, the house has not been identified as significant by a recent survey conducted by the Kent
Seavey, a recognized architectural historian, for the City of Carmel.

Similarly, the existing structure may also contribute to Carmel’s character by virtue of its architectural
design. The house does exhibit examples of the classic Craftsman architecture of its period. As
mentioned above, the Jones & Stokes Associates historical evaluation contends that that house is a
important example of the Craftsman style because it reflects the design traditions typical of early
residential development in Carmel.
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Architectural elements of the house that convey the Arts and Crafts philosophy include the U-
shaped plan and resulting creation of a front patio and semi-enclosed back patio; the honest use
of materials such as wood shingles, stone paving materials, and course rubble stone in the three
chimneys, and; the wood frame, tri-partite, slider and casement windows. (Jones & Stokes

evaluation, page 2).

As mentioned earlier, the City found that the Craftsman style of architecture was not indicative of an
architecturally exemplary or significant residence of Carmel. Furthermore, in its staff report, the City
makes a finding that the house is dilapidated and in a severe state of disrepair, including a potential
threat to health and safety. The City made its assessment based on a City inspection of the home and the
home inspection report performed by Markey Construction Inc., which contended that the foundation
and structure of the house had been compromised and are in need of repair. It estimated that a fair
amount of reconstruction would be necessary to rehabilitate the structure, but did not determine that the
structure is uninhabitable or that it should be condemned. See Exhibit J.

Similarly, staff received a letter that concludes the house is unsafe for habitation based on an inspection
report of the structure performed by Uyeda & Associates Engineering on May 23, 2001. The letter states
that there are no shear elements in the walls or perimeter foundation, no concrete footings under the pier
blocks, the anchor bolts are too small, that the chimney is not reinforced, and the mortar is deteriorated.
Finally, the letter states that rehabilitating the structure would be more costly than the proposed
demolition and construction of the new home. No actual cost estimate was contained in the letter. The
letter from Mr. Uyeda does acknowledge that the house withstood the 7.1 magnitude Loma Prieta
earthquake with minimal damage. See Exhibit K.

Staff has received subsequent letters and recommendations from Uyeda Associates, the City of Carmel
Building Inspector, and a licensed architect. Though there is still some debate as to whether or not the
structure could be rehabilitated (based on cost and engineering feasibility), each of the correspondents
ultimately recommend that the structure be demolished. Uyeda Associates strongly recommends that the
structure be demolished because retrofitting the existing structure would be far more costly than building
the new house and would necessitate a major redesign. The City of Carmel’s Building Official inspected
the structure at the request of the applicant and opined that the structure and detached garage have
outlived their useful lives and are in a state of disrepair and dilapidation. The City concludes that the
structural deficiencies are so severe as to declare the buildings substandard, dangerous, and
uninhabitable. A red-tag order was placed on the structure August 8, 2001 requiring that all necessary
permits to repair or demolish be obtained within 60 days of said order. Although the City’s
recommendation strongly suggests that the structure be demolished, the City has not concluded that the
structure is a public nuisance and has not ordered the nuisance to be abated. Staff has contacted the City
regarding this matter and has received word that no action will be taken on the red-tag order until after
the Commission has acted on the applicant’s coastal development permit. See Exhibit L.

Another letter from Uyeda Associates and one from Paul Tickner Architects concurred with the City’s
assessment based on the current condition of the house, however both took exception to the City’s
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assertion that the structure be rehabilitated as one alternative to outright demolition. As a matter of
practicality, both firms indicate it would cost as much or more to rehabilitate as compared to
constructing the new structure and from an engineering standpoint, the structure would not be able to
withstand the movement necessary to shore the foundation and add bracing to walls. Actual cost
estimates for the rehabilitation versus the new construction were not provided. Furthermore, in order to
address all the deficiencies necessary to rehabilitate the existing structure would essentially amount to a
demolition. Thus, rehabilitation is not a viable alternative. One cost estimate to repair / rehabilitate the
existing structure was obtained from a general contractor which suggest the cost may equal or exceed
$200 per square foot. The contractor noted that he had experience building houses in the greater
Monterey peninsula area, including Carmel, but did not state whether he had any experience in
rehabilitating aged structures. See Exhibit M.

As with the arguments for historical association with important persons, uncertainty exists with respect
to the importance of the structure for its contribution to architectural style. Part of the debate is to what
degree any individual structure is architecturally significant within the larger context of architectural
resources of the City. In order to adequately evaluate this, the Commission must weigh, among other
things, the amount of reconstruction and retrofitting (effort) that will be necessary to make the structure
sound. In this case, rehabilitation or retrofitting will amount to nearly complete reconstruction of the
structure; in which case it appears that a total demolition is essentially required to facilitate the process.
Furthermore, the second-story addition on top of single wall construction simply may not lend itself to
being rehabilitated. Thus, while the Craftsman architectural style is clearly important to Carmel’s
residential character, as evidenced by the debate summarized above, it is not clear that the existing
structure in its present condition is capable of rehabilitation.

Certainly, demolition of the existing structure and replacement with a new structure of different design
will result in a change in architectural styles and the issue of character has yet to be resolved and
embodied within an LCP. However, given the circumstances, it would be imprudent to require a
structure not be demolished when it is clear that it may not be capable of rehabilitation. Thus, even
though the Commission is unable to conclude that demolition of this structure will not result in a loss of
character by virtue of its architectural design and potential historical value, there are overriding factors
that allow for demolition of the structure. In this particular instance, the overriding factors for
consideration are the structure’s current state of disrepair, questionable historical architecture, and the
cost and feasibility associated with rehabilitation. Therefore, even though demolition of this structure
may result in irreversible adverse impacts to community character resources, based on the existing
structure’s current state of disrepair and associated rehabilitation cost, demolition of the structure is on
balance consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253. Furthermore, demolition of the structure will not
prejudice the City’s ability to prepare and adopt a certified Local Coastal Program consistent with the
Coastal Act. Therefore the demolition is consistent with Coastal Act section 30604(a).

Lot-Line Adjustment
Lot-line adjustments resulting in the creation of new building sites or increasing the allowable density of
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development on the affected parcels are not excluded under the City’s categorical exclusion order E-77-
13. As such, the Commission retains original permitting jurisdiction over this development activity.

The area of the site as it currently exists is 10,900 square feet. The proposed lot line adjustment would
create two buildable lots of 6,900 square feet and 4,000 square feet. The proposed new structure would
be located on the north parcel (6,900 square feet) leaving the south parcel undeveloped at this time.
However, according to the title report and attached assessor’s map provided by the applicant, several
pre-existing lots and parts of others were merged by map and by deed to create one parcel, (and one
building site) on November 8, 1972 (See Exhibit N). Thus, there is only one legal lot of record, and
therefore no lot-lines to adjust. The applicant has requested that the lot-line adjustment be withdrawn
from the application. If the applicant wishes to pursue a land division in the future, he will need to
pursue this with the City and apply for a Coastal Development Permit with the Commission.

Proposed New Structure

The parcel is currently developed with a single family dwelling. The site is bounded by public streets
along both 13™ Avenue and Camino Real that is heavily forested with coast live oak. The interior of the
parcel site contains several significant trees that provide screening for the existing structure. The existing
house has a 32’ front-yard setback and with the exception of the garage, is setback more than 15’ from
13" Avenue as well. Although larger than many of the customary Carmel cottages, the existing structure,
site orientation, and forest characteristics are typical of the Carmel experience.

The proposed two-story house is 24 feet in height, approximately 18 inches shorter than the second-story
addition on the south wing of the existing structure. The architectural style of the proposed single family
residence is similar to an English Cottswald cottage. The roof design is complex with many roof planes
and very steeply pitched gables that reach their apex without flattening. As a result, even though the
square footage of the existing and proposed homes is similar, the profile of the proposed house is much
larger. See Exhibit O. The proposal retains and rehabilitates the existing garage and same
nonconforming garage setback of 1 foot. A variance was obtained from the City to maintain the
nonconformity to preserve existing trees at the rear of the residence.

Natural materials are used throughout. For example, the chimney and building fascia are made of Carmel
stone veneer. The roof is Cedar wood shingle. Windows, doors, timbers, and trim are Redwood. The
front walkway and small porches are likewise Carmel stone. The combination of eclectic design and
natural materials is compatible with the materials and designs used elsewhere in the homes around
Carmel. (Exhibit P).

The applicant proposes to reorient the new structure in an east-west configuration. As a result of the new
orientation, the front yard setback is reduced from 32” (existing) to 16” (proposed). This design also
requires the removal of two significant trees, including a 17 coast live oak, an 8” two-sparred coast live
oak, and significant pruning of another --a 12 diameter spar from a 21” coast live oak. In addition, 7
limbs and canopy branches of various diameters will need to be removed during the course of
construction. As mitigation for the tree removal and pruning, the City Forest and Beach Commission has
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required 6 upper canopy trees, such as Monterey pines, Monterey Cypress or coast redwoods to be
planted. The applicant has stated that one of the oaks to be removed is diseased, though there is no
discussion of this in the City’s Forest and Beach Commission staff report. The applicant has also stated
that he will plant additional trees. See Exhibit Q.

The subject parcel is located within the city limits of the City of Carmel. The existing building site,
though currently developed, is more than twice the size as the average 4,000 square foot lot. Parcels in
the vicinity of the subject parcel are developed with single family dwellings at densities less than the
average. There are oversized parcels (i.e., > 4,000 sq. ft.) on the remaining three corners (NE, NW, and
SW) of Camino Real and 13™ Avenue. Additionally there are another nine oversized parcels within less
than a half-block radius of the applicant’s parcel. (Exhibit R)

All utilities are connected to the existing house on this site. There are adequate public services for the
proposed new house. Parking is adequate. Additionally, the proposed new house meets City
requirements for maximum height, floor area, and site coverage. A side-yard variance was granted for
the retention and rehabilitation of the garage. Neither the demolition nor the new construction would
adversely or significantly affect any significant public view. The area is developed with urban services in
an area able to accommodate the replacement of the existing house with a new one.

As described previously, to implement community character protection requirements of the Coastal Act,
the Commission evaluates projects and measures a project’s impact on coastal resources across a number
of variables. These changes are also evaluated in the overall context of changes in community character.
Because the more specific features that define Carmel’s character, as well as their significance, has yet to
be decided, it is important to focus on measures of significant change to community character so that the
completion of an LCP consistent with the Coastal Act is not prejudiced. One such criterion is whether
the development will result in more than a 10% increase in the gross square footage, height, or volume,
Other measures of change in community character, though, include changes in architectural style,
demolition of notable or historic buildings, the removal of significant vegetation or trees, changes in the
footprint, any development that facilitates an increase in residential density, etc. Each of these factors
must be evaluated separately and together as a whole.

As discussed above, the proposed rebuild is not larger in square footage, though by design, appears much
larger from its profile. The new structure will be reoriented in an east-west configuration parallel with
13" Avenue and is designed at maximum height its entire length. The architectural styling is different
than that currently existing on site, however it is consistent with other modern eclectic homes in Carmel.
Trees will be removed, though the applicant is required to replant several (6) upper canopy trees in their
place. Finally, because there is no lot-line adjustment, the project will not affect residential density.

Thus, given the site considerations and the parameters of the proposed project, the real question is
whether the new structure preserves the current ambient quality and character of the site and the overall
character along Camino Real and 13" Avenue. As proposed, the answer is no. The replacement structure
appears to be much larger and the change in orientation and relocation of the house combined with the
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removal of significant vegetation increases the potential for this design to alter the streetscape
significantly. However, if the proposed project is conditioned to assure that the replacement home will
be the same general size, and in the same location, as the existing house, without the need to remove any
trees, then the Commission can find that in the larger context of community character, the proposed
demolition and rebuild would not significantly change the community character of the area. Lacking
specific guidance from an approved Local Coastal Program, the Coastal Act provides guidance
concerning what would constitute a significant increase in the size, scale, and bulk of a structure. One
example, Coastal Act Section 30610 (g)(1)), allows for disaster replacement of any structure up to 110%
of the existing size (floor area), height, and bulk' (volume), but also qualifies that the replacement
structure must be sited in the same location on the affected property. The California Code of Regulations
§13250 requires a Coastal Development Permit for all improvements to single family residences greater
than 10% larger in floor size and height. Thus, by extension, in order for the Commission to conclude
that development will not result in significant impacts, the proposed development should be within 10%
of the size, height, and bulk of any existing development and should be sited in the same location. In this
case, the proposed development may exceed the limitation in bulk and significantly deviates from the
existing placement of the house. An initial staff estimate is that the volume of the existing house is
31,660 cubic feet. However, the applicant has recently submitted information suggesting a larger
volume (see Exhibit W). In order to be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act, the
proposed project will need to be within 10% of the size (square footage), height, and volume, and re-site
the replacement structure on the existing footprint. Therefore, Special Condition 1 requires that the
applicant submit information to the Executive Director for review and approval to establish the base
volume of the existing structure prior to demolition. Special Condition 2, which requires submittal of
revised plans prior to construction of the replacement structure, identifies the limits for a new structure
that would be consistent with the above finding and Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Thus, as proposed, the new structure is not consistent with 30253(5) of the Coastal Act. In addition,

approval of the new structure as proposed would prejudice the completion of an LCP, inconsistent with

Coastal Act 300604(a), because of its significant changes to the character of the site. However, if

modified to assure that the new structure is not greater than 10% larger in size, volume, height, and that

it remains within the existing footprint as the existing structure, the proposed new house will conform to

the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. As mentioned, Special Condition 2 requires the applicant to
- submit revised plans approved by the City, that meet the above criteria.

Likewise, for the reasons discussed above, the project, if modified, preserves the current ambient quality
and character of the site and the overall character along Camino Real. Thus, in the larger context of
community character, the proposed demolition and rebuild will not significantly change the community
character of the area.

1 . . . . .
. Bulk is the total interior cubic volume as measured from the exterior surface of the structure.
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Finally, the project will not otherwise impact public access or view opportunities available to the coast.
Overall, therefore, the Commission finds that the project, as modified, is consistent with Coastal Act
30253(5), and Policy 30604(a) in that approval of the project has been found consistent with the Chapter
3 policies of the Coastal Act and will not prejudice development of the LCP in conformance with
Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act.

D.California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent with
any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on
the environment.

The Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified by the Secretary
of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA. This staff report
has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal and is incorporated into this finding,
and has recommended appropriate mitigation to address adverse impacts to said resources. Accordingly,
the project is being approved subject to conditions which implement the mitigating actions required of
the Applicant by the Commission (see Special Conditions). Any public comments regarding this project
have been addressed in these findings. As such, the Commission finds that only as modified and
conditioned by this permit will the proposed project not have any significant adverse effects on the
environment within the meaning of CEQA.

«

California Coastal Commission
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Anthony L.Lombardo

RE E§VED 318 Coyuga St
Lompbardo C OB e
Derinda L. Messenger : 831.754-2444

+ Timothy J. Minor l eS 0CT 30 2001 (G:Jo::s:mess_m-zw

s W, Sulivon
i M. Zischke
D.Bessire

A PROFESSIONAL LAW CORPORATION

¢ax 831-754-2011

CAUF GRNIA Emary lomgil.com
t Low \
Steven 5. pomose ArromeysAtte COASTAL COMMISSION
Ppslbasinie ENTRAL COASIEL AREAG1469.000.A
Aaron BJohnson
Viginio A tines October 25, 2001 REc
Patrick S.M. Cosey E I VE
== wmapacsme  007p,, £2
o Coure . ConsSiiny 01
Ms. Tami Grove AL coﬁlvm

Deputy Director, California Coastal Commission MSsion
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4537

RE: ‘ GARY MARTIN (PERMIT APPLICATION NO._3-01-85)

Dear Ms. Grove:

Please accept this letter as a request by the applicant, Gary Martin, to withdraw that portion of
the Coastal Commission permit application involving the lot line adjustment application for his
property in Carmel.

Based on the discussions the applicant has had with your staff, as well discussions I have had
with your counsel, Diane Landry, it is apparently the Commission’s contention that the language
of Government Code §66499.20%; enacted in 1993 controls whether a parcel map filed twenty
plus years ago before the enactment of the statute had the effect of merging legal parcels. The
Commission staff has also communicated that opinion to the City of Carmel.

In order to avoid that issue further delaying the Commission’s reconsideration of the demolition
of Mr. Martin’s home, which the Commission is scheduled to take up at next month’s hearing,
please accept this letter as a request that the portion of the application involving the lot line
adjustment be withdrawn. My client would appreciate confirmation from you at your earliest
convenience that this matter will be heard on the November agenda as was represented to the
Commission at the last meeting. ‘

Sincerely,
LOMBARDO & GILLES, PLC

iz

Anthony L. Lomb#do

ALL:ncs

cc:  Mr. Gary Martin
Members, California Coastal Commission
Mr. Peter Douglas
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FROM : ENID PHONE NO. : 831 €25 8566

Jun
T _ Postit-FaxNote 7671 |ENHIBITNO. & .
DEPARTHENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION e Watsae | THEOPRERC
| PRIMARY RECORD T30 Co uomits o Orcornal Sorvey ban
Otner Liztings roct 0 427 £9 77 @k&nl{t:oai’tfm%m;bn,

Review Code Reviewer

Page _1 ot _2
»Resource Namo of #: #1028121  Wild Boar Inn

P1.  Otherdentifier: Mary Pardow Hooper House

*p2. Localion: [INotforPublication [ Unrestricted a. couny __Monterey
b. USGS 7.5' Quad Date T (R i V/aot /40188 s BM,
c. Addross __S WCorner 13th Camino Real ety _Carmel CA 25 93021
& UTM;  (Give more Ihan one for Lergs and/or linoas festire) , Zone ,_55 )
6. Other Locational Data: (e.g. parcel #, legal descripiion, lrections 10 resource, elevaticn, additicnal UTMs, ete. as appropriale) -

Block BB Lots 2, 4, and part of 6

*p3a.  Description: (Describe resource and its major elemenis. include design, maloerlals, condition, aftarations, size, selting, anc boundaries.)

-- This is a Craftsman house very typical of Carmel’s early architectural development. It has a large irregular
shape of one story with a two story addition in the rear. Its west elevation is asymmetrical with aclassic
river stone chimney in the front and a bay window on the left corner. It has wood windows which have a
fixed center pane with mul-ioned side sliders. The wood framing is clad with shingles finshed at-the bottom
with clapboard siding. The roof is gabled and covered with composition shingles and it has overhanging
eaves with exposed rafters.At the rear there is another wing at the north side of the house. The entry
porch is of stone, covered with ivy. The property is surrounded by a four foot high grape stake fence
containing a gate pointed in the center with an arched trellis. A charming sign denoting the house as the
Wild Boar Inn is on the gate. There is a double garage faciog Thirteenth Street with clapboard siding, a
gabled roof and braced wooden doors.

“p3b. Resource Attributes:  {Lisl slinbutes and coces) HP2. Single Family Property
*p4.  Resaources Present: Buliding {3 Structure {3 Obiect [ She [J Dtatricl {1 Element ¢f Pistrict [ Other (Jsolates, eic,)
i {Photograpn tequired for buildings, struclures, and objects) P5h, Descriplion of.Pno(o: {View, ¢ate, elc.)
Rd o NP AR y _West elevation

T

% *PS. Date Constructad/Age and Sources:
{3 Prenlatoric B3 tiustoric [ Born

Built in 1921

k1 *P7. Ownerand Address:

| _Dr & Mrs Michael Leaton

P.O. Box 223200 - .
_Carmel CA 93922 ‘

C--County Peurer

*pg. Recorded by: (Name, amiation, address)

JAnn Cottingham

Carrmel Historic Survey
L _P.O. Box 3959Carmel, CA

*pg, Dete Recorded: ___ (372471990
0. Survey Type:  (Descride)
Intensive
Volunteer

— _C--Comprehensive Surve
*p11. Repor Cltation:  (Cite Survey rBpori/oiner soulces or "none) Historic Context State t prepared by Leslie Heumann d.
Glory Anpe Laffey in 1996. T

~Attachmens: [INONE £ Location Map = Skelch Map C Conununtion Shast Building, Structure and Object Record
{1 archaeoiogical Record O Dustrict Racord 3 Linewr Faature Record £ #tiiing Station Record {1 Rock Arl Record [ arvifact Record
[ Pnotograpn Record O Olher: (L1871

mae &s 14 708 *Required information




FROM : ENID PHONE NO. : 831 625 8566 Jun. 1S 2881 ©88:19PM P2

- i

State of California - The:Resources’ > Primary # ;
DEPARTMENT.OF ECREAT 7 HRLE 1
BUILDING; STRUCTURE; AND:OBJECT RECORD" - i
- Page W%___ ot _2 *NRHP Staws Code
*Resource Name of #: 10282 21 Wild Boar Inn '
81, Historic Name: Mary Pardow Hocper House
82 Common Name: ____Wild Bqar Inn
B3 Onginatuse: __Single Family 84, ProsentUse: ___R--Residential
«ps.  Archheeturst Style: __ Craftsman
-g8.  Consteuction Hislory:  (Construction dale, sllerationa, and date of allerations,)
Build 4/21 #196 Joe G Hooper $6500 - Garage 6/2/22 #422 J.G. Hooper $300 - 2nd Story Add. 1936
1.G. Hooper - Add bath & remodel #78-134 10/16/78 Brayton Wilbur $5000 In 1969 Owner Gus Arriola
adjusted lot lines -
*Bl.  Moved? ENo {OYes {JUnknown Qater ___ _ Onginal Localion:
*B8.  Rslated Features:
Garage
892 Arcillect: _NA o. Bulcer: _nknown
-B10. Sigaitiesnce:  Theme _Residential Architecture arma __Monterey County
period of Signillcance 1900 - 1940 Propety Type Residential Applicabie Crierta ___1,-3.-8
{Discuss Importanze In tarms of historical of architectural ¢ontaxd as defined by thoma, perlod, 8nd geographic scope. Also address Integrity.)
This house was built in 1921 for Joseph Hooper, who was one of the original and most senior of the
players on the Abalone League team. One of the trophies, The Silver Hooper Cup was an ornate stove top
donated by Tal Josslyn. Gus Arriola celebrated cartoonist of Gordo fame, boughtthe house from Tom
Hooper, Joseph’s son in the late 1960s and lived there with his family for twelve years. Arriola had worked
for MGM in Hollywood where he mes his wife, a cartoonist who worked for Walt Disney and wa's the
Mary Frances Sevier in his Gordo strip. In 1972 the house was purchased by the Brayton Wilburs of San
. francisco. He was with his father’s well known importing firm Wilbur Ellis. The Wilburs owned the house
until 1993 and as their daughter Clare reports, enjoyed marvelous times in their much loved house on
weekends and summers for over tweaty years.
EXHIBITNO. (G
APPLJCATION NQ.
HA2
‘ ﬁf" lq:;aa,/ \Q'm/u,/
B11. Additionsl Resource Aftributes: (LISt attributes and coges) HP?2. Single Family Property PN Caﬁ,ﬁ;'c%‘agim%;n
-B12 Rese:ences.: N ’ i
]gg;%c Directory 1926-27, 1928, 1923, 1936, 1939, 1969, aron top vl ror arow roaered)
Dept. of Building & Safety, original permit
Recorder’s office, Salinas - Sharron Hale A Tribute to
Yesterday, Valley Pres <« N
812 Remarks: .
%anlixfg: R, T hré-%ats:A D?XIIIO%‘ZIO\I}I Vieet. CL -
ral Interviews: Gus Arriola by Van Vleet . Clare CRTANIYA .
Wilbur by Sales - _ AIAN (:
-pte. Evetuator; __Enid T. Sales : o . : ﬁ >
Dete of Evaluation: 04'/ 11 / 1999 " B B8 N )
(Thig epaca ressrved lor officlal cormwments.) ' L d‘
° B
Lanleais £ E4 £ <
B
DPR 5228 (1/3%5) X jﬁaquirad Intormation




FROM : PLANNING & BUILDING FAX NO. : 831 620 2014 May. ©3 2001 @1:45PM- P1

-

o+ ~ N

i EXHIBIT NO. /¢
State of California ~- The Resaurces Agency Primary #

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI # — ‘EQ% APPL%%({QC rggg_

PRIMARY RECORD

Trinomial”

NRHP Status Code _4X_ M4 J¢S s:}rw"f
OtherListngs _____ . __ .~ "7 l § p
Review Code Reviewer_ 0{3 2l 4‘{??”“_
Page 1 of 4 “‘Resource Name or #: {Assignod by Recorder)  ABN Gﬂ&zﬁg{ '@g/l/j,g
P1. Other Identifier:  Wild Boar Inn COAQ / SS[QQE
*P2. Location: [ ] Not for Publication Unrestricted *a. County Monterey ‘ KEL
and (F2b gnd P2 or P2¢. Altach a Location Map as necessary.) -
*b. USGS 7.5' Quad Monterey Dale 1947 T PR Yoof __ ViofSec_ : B.M.
c. Address _ southeast comer of Camino Reai and 13th Avenue City Carmel-by-the-Sea Zip 93621
4. UTM: (Give more than one for large andfor tinear rasources)  Zone: : mE/ __mN .

e. Other Locational Data: (e.g. parcel &, directions o rescurce, elavalicn, etc., as appropriate)
Biock 38, Lats 2, 4, and part of 6

*P3a. Description (Describe resource and its major elements. Include design, materials, condition, alterations, size, setting, and boundaries)

, This Wild Boar Inn residence is located on the southeast corner of Camino Real and Thirteenth Avenue. This
intersection, and the block to the east and to the south, are characterized by narrow streets with little or no shoulder.
The intersection serves as a clearing in an otherwise heavily canapied area. The street scape along Camino Real on
this block is dominated by the foliage-covered fences and other vegetated borders at the front of the lots combmed with

~ mature trees, creating the forested look typical of Carmel.

The Wild Boar Inn residence is sat back from both Camino Real and Thirteenth Avenue, with a naturalized yard
on the west and north sides and a large patio area bordered with more naturalized landscaping on the east. The house
sits close to the south lot line, with just enough room for a small path along the south facade. The house is a complex
plan, most closely resembling a C-shaped plan. [See continuation sheet.] .

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (List anributes and cades) _ HPS2. Single Family property
P4 Resources prosent: |X.Building [ |Structure [ JObject [JSite [ JDistict [ JElementof Distiict [~]Other Gsoletes, ekc.)

- T - . TRpRC e A PSb. Description of Photo: (View,
\ ) e T date, accession #)

*P6. Date Constructed/Age and

Sources: [X] Historic
(JPrenistode [ JBoth
1921
¥

,,,,,,

*P7. Owner and Address:
Michael & Tracy Leaton
P.0O. Box 233200
Carmel, CA 93822-3200 -
*P8. Recorded by: (Name,
affiliafion, and address} _S. Lassell
Jones & Stokes Associates, In¢.
2600 V Street, Ste. 100
Sagramento, CA 95818

*P9, Date Recorded: 6/30/68

*P10. Survey Type: (Describe)
Site specific intensive
inventory and evaluation

*p11. Report Citation: (Cite survey repart and other sources, or enter “none.”) _Jonas & Stokes Associates. [nc. 1999. Evaluation report for the ’
Baker. Ciendon, Feainer, and Leaton recidancas, Camel-by-the-Ses, Monteray County, CA Prepared for City of Carmal-by-the-Sea, Community Pranning and Building. . ___
*Attachments: NONE [ JLocation Map  [_]Sketch Map X} Continuation Sheet Bullding, Structure, and Object Record

[ Archasclogical Record M bistict Record (Quinear Featwre Racord (] Milling Station Record {[TJRock Art Racord

{TJAnifzct Record [CIPhotograph Record [ Other (List):

P e vt Hnl i mnm T




FROM : PLANNING & BUILDING FAX NO. : 831 620 2014 May. ©3 2001 @1:45PM P2

»

_ State of California — The Resources Agency Primary #

* _|DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI 2 .
: UILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD ’ .
— Page _2_ of & "NRHP Status Code 4X

*Resource Name or # (Assigrec py recorder) APN 10-282-C21

B1. Historic Nama: .
B2. Cecmmen Name: _ Wild Boar Inn

B3. Original Use: _Single family residence B4. Present Use:_single family residence T
“BS. Architectural Style: _ Crafisman

*Ba. Constructon History: (Construction date, aiterations, and date of alterations)

- Constructed in April 1921 {permit #198) at an estimated cost of $6,500: a garage was added in 1822 (permit #422) at an estimatad costof
$300: a secend story was added in 1936 (permit #183); plumbing and rewiring work were dane in 1954; two building sites were establasned

i 1859 {resolution #s 378 & 770), and again in 1872 (2-211 (PC) use permit}; [see continuation sheet]
. *B7. Moved? [XINo [IYes [ JUnknown  Date: Original Location; =
*B3. Related Features: : *
: Garage '
L
B8a.-Architect: Unknown . b. Builder: Unknown
*B10. Significance; Theme:_caoon adists; Ans Cemmunity, Residantial Desicr, Traciions Area:_United States; Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA
; Period of Significance: 1958-1870: 1805.1550s Proparty Type: Residence -Applicable Criteria: CRHR 1,2 3
it {Discugs imporance in tarms of historical or architectural context as defined by thems, period, and geographic scope. Also address integrity.)

The Wild Boer Inn is eligible for listing in the CRHR under the second criterion for its association with Gus Airrola,
creztor of the comic strip Gordo, and as a contributing element of the potentially eligible “District One” historic district.
~ Although the CPF survey described the District One southern boundary as 13" Avenue, such boundaries typically run
through the middle of blocks so that streetscapes are preserved, ie to avoid situations where incompatible new
; - development across the strest visually detracts from the character of the edges of the district. Such an approach
. would be appropriate for the potentially eligible District One historic district. Therefore, the properties on the first lots
south of 13" Avenue would be considered for inclusion in the District One historic district.

The house is individually significant at the local, state, and national leve] for its association with the life and work of
-- cartoonist Gus Airrola. The house was both home and studio for Airrola and his family for eleven years. The Airrolas
chose to make Carme! their home after several trips to the area during which they fell in love with the character of the
vilage. The house on the corner of Camino Real and 13" Avenue was the first house they owned in Carmel. Gus and
- his wife Frances enjoyed daily waiks to the beach and through the streets of the neighborhood. During this period
Airrola travelled frequently to Mexico, experiencing the culture and folk art of his, and Gordo's, native land. These
travels transformed Airrola’s caricaturization of Gordo, as Airrola actively sought to share the beauty and culture of

= B11. Additional Resource Aftributes: (List attributes
and codes)

i\ *B12. References: ‘
— sea references section of the inventory and evaluation report, Jores & stloe v | wlroiss ,+. elols f, ,,{..I; ,, ,,,,_-‘,. ,1:) oh'
Stokes Associetes. 1968, Eveluation Report for the Baker, Clendon, Feiner, . "T 1 !’
. and Leaton Residences, Carmel-by-the-8Bez, Monterey Counly, California. VONTE- YELTE
: B13. Remarks: vl olns]mlmics oA dslalrin|ninfals u:ttJnI'
idnddl@ﬂ.ﬂﬂ rlaleleiwe]ie] efenlm|rolrde
: CPEAIIDY .
— - X
. P S LG E Y]] 1y srv:::dﬂ(t‘i@
*B14.Evaluat S. Lassell Jones & Stokes Associates, nc. 2) Ll , ™ [
: 2600 V Street  Sacramentg, CA 95818 ) V21 953 PP c'ln:.n—.p-ew [/“ o Jwlreleelreln Nkf\-
— . 'l / -
Date of 6/30/99
. — | CRMRIND REPL-
, (This space reserved for official comments.) 3)s ;} olsterlm ilals EXHIBIT NO. /'{
: - ~] 4
- £C s APP%CAT]ON NO
‘ c}chéuiomtﬁ:c - 2{
“ CARNEAD JdS Repyr
- ole l!f&é:};-jtlf " ' $ «g) 2 oj—
o . B4 ,: ; - - t California Coastal Ccmmission




FROM © PLANNING & BUILDING FAX NO. : 831 620 2014  May. ©3 2001 D1:46PM. P3

EXHIBITNO. /4
State of California — The Resources Ageney Primary #
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI # _ APPLICATION NO
CONTINUATION SHEET Teinoral - =-0(~0f
Page 3 of 4 *Resource Name or # (Assigned by APN 10-282-021 v/ 4S5 onr‘f
*Recorded by S Lassell “Date 6/30/09 EX_ @ é;; -{%:"f *
P 1 Qmia Coastat Commission

P3a. Description,

The long side of the C runs north-south and is the front facade, while two ells extend to the east from the northeast and
southeast comers of the body of the house. This creales two setbacks in the front facade at the southwest and
northwest corners. The setback at the southwest corner incorporates the main entry to the house and a small, raised
patio. The setback at the northwest corner is incorporated into the landscaping of the yard, including a small sfepping~
stone path leading to the back yard. The house is wood frame on a concrete foundation, and is one story except for a
second story addition above the south ell. The cladding is wood clapboards below the watertable and long, uniform
wood shingles laid in even courses above the watertable. The low pitched, hipped roof is wood framed with projecting
exposed eaves, and is covered with asphalt shingles. The fenestration is typically wood-framed sliders, with three
sliders in the bay window on the northwest corner of the front elevation and two tripartite windows (with fixed center

. pane and 8 light side sliders) on either side of the random course rubble stone chimney that is a striking visual feature

of the front facade. Three entries leac from the back patio into the house. Each of the ells has a wood frame multi-light
door flanked by wood slider windows, while a large sliding glass door provides access to the main body of the house.
A twe-story, random course, rubble stone chimney is located on the south facade of the south ell, and a third smaller
chimney is located on the south roof slope of the north ell. A two-car garage with a medium pitch gable roof sits in the
northeast corner of the property, and faces onto Thirteenth Avenue. Generally the house is in good condition, with
some signs that the wood shingles need repainting and the occasional replacement. Newer flashing and signs of rcof
damage incicate some incompatibility between the chimneys and the roofing, :

The house is encircled by a wood fence that is intermittently covered with ivy, and has an arched trellis over the
entry gate. Low broad trees both inside and outside of the fence create an obscured view of the house from the
streets, and provide a canopy over the entire north and west yards. The backyard has foliage and trees around the
edges, but is strikingly free of tree canopy compared with the front yard. - ' .

BB6. Construction History.

a fence was erected in 1973 and a bullding inspector's report was filed; a bathroom was added and the existing
bathroom was remodeled in 1978 (permit #78-184) at an estimated cost of $5000; cabinet work and minor electrical
work (switches) were done as a result of a violation inspection in 1988.

B10. Significance.

Mexico with his readers. Although Airrola continued to ¢reate the Gordo strip for years after moving from the house at
the comer of Camino Real and 13" Avenue, this house and studio is directly associated with a critical period in his
career. The house has been little changed since Airrolas lived there, and retains its integrity under this association.
Thus, the house is eligible for listing in the CRHR under the second criterion for its association with a person who is

! significant at the local, state, and national level.

Character defining features of this significance include: the second story addition that served as Airfoté’s
studio, the proximity of the house to Carmel Beach, and the design characteristics of the house that convey the unique
character of Carmel, as described below.

The house is also eligible for listing in the CRHR as a contributing element of the District One historic district
because it conveys the design principles of the Arts and Crafts movement, the landscaping principles of this movement,
and reflects the design traditions typical of early residential development in Carmel. Architectural elements of the
house that convey the Arts and Crafts philosophy include the U-shaped plan and resulting creation of a front patio and
semi-enclosed back patio; the honest use of materials such as wood shingles, stone paving materials, and course
rubble stone in the three chimneys, and; the wood frame, tri-partite, stider and casement windows. [continued] .

DPR 623L (1/95) ‘ *Required information
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B10. Significance. Cont.

The landscaping around the house is also typical of the Arts and Crafts tradition, with naturalized plantings in a variety
of species, sizes, and locations throughout the yard; the large trees at the front of the lot, creating a canopy over the
front yard and integrating the house into the landscape, the use of stone paving materials in patios and paths, and; the
ivy-covered wood fence and trellis over the entry gate. The house also exhibits the qualities typical of the design
traditions of early residential block development in Carmel, including: the U-shaped plan with the long side of the U
oriented toward the ocean: the deep front yard that contributes to a staggered rhythm of gardens along both:cgmino
Reat and 13" Avenue; the uphill orientation of the house on the lot; the location of the house near the south edge of the

loi, creating veried side yards, and the location of the detached garage along the edge of the street.

Character-defining elements of the property that convey the property’s significance as a contributing element of
the historic district include: the U-shaped plan; the use of wood shingles and shiplap siding; the wood frame, tri-partite,

| slider and casement windows; the course rubble stone chimneys; the low-pitch rooflines; the use of stone paving for

paths and patios; the semi-enclosed patio In the back yard that serves as an outdoor “room”; the naturalized and
informal landscaping in the front and side yard; the canopy of {rees over the yard and house that help integrate the
house into a natural setting; the siting of the house at the south edge of the lot; the siting of the garage at the north
edge of the lot; and the ivy-covered wood fence and arched trelis.

EXHIBIT NO. /A
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND BUILDING
STAFF REPORT
TO: CHAIRMAN FISHER AND PLANNING COMMISSIONERS
FROM:  CHIP RERIG, ASSOCIATE PLANNER
_DATE: 22 MARCH 2000
SUBJECT: HR 99-3/LEATON

SE CORNER OF CAMINO REAL AND 13TH
BLOCK BB, LOTS 2,4, 4 of 6, and portions of 1,3, and 5

I. SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION

Determine that the Findings accurately reflect the discussion and decision of the
Planning Commission and adopt the Findings.

II. BACKGRQUND™

On 8 March 2000, the Planning Commission reviewed a historic evaluation and DPR 523
Form on an existing single-family residence located on the southeast corner of Camino
Real and Thirteenth Avenue. The Commission found, based on a preponderance of the
evidence, that the Leaton residence is not historically or culturally significant. The
Commission developed Findings for Decision and instructed staff to bring the Findings
back for adoption. A draft of the Findings is attached for the Commission’s review and
approval.
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND BUILI f:::z”‘ No. 7
ATl

- 3*—00}1??%5—

FINDINGS FOR DECISION ~ .
F/ hc((nc},s"
HR 99-3/Leaton .
SE Corner of Camino Real and 13" ‘ *.
Block BB; Lots 2, 4, Y2 of 6, and portions of 1, 3, and 5 22 March 2000~
CONSIDERATION: A historic evaluation for an existing single-family dwelling.

FINDINGS:

1.

That the structure is located on the southeast corner of Camino Real and Thirteenth
Avenue and includes all of lots 2 and 4, % of lot 6, and portions of lots 1, 3, and
5 all in block BB.

2. That the parcel was originally developed in 1921 with a single-family dwelling and
was subsequently modlﬁed in 1922, 1936, 1954, 1969, 1972, 1973, 1978, and
1988.

3. That the dwelling is dilapidated and in a severe state of disrepair including potential
threats to the health and safety.

4. That the dwelling and associated accessory structures encroach into the required
setbacks; a situation that could potentially be a fire hazard.

5. That the dwelling was not constructed by individuals who significantly contributed
to the development of the City, County, State, or Nation.

6. That the site or dwelling do not contribute characteristics or value as part of the
cultural development of the City, County, State, or Nation.

7. That no significant events took place on the site and that no unique site conditions

exist.



HR 99-3/Leaton

Findings for Decision ' .
22 March 2000

Page Two

8. That the architecture of the dwelling and associated accessory structure is not
distinguished, does not embody anéiyinnovative design elements or details, isnota -

good example of any architectural style or school, and was not built by any notable.
architect or builder. '

9. That the site is not located in any potential historic district.

10.  That the site is not associated with the period of significance of cartoonist Gus
Arriola.

11. That a preponderance of evidence establishes that the site or structure are not.
historically or culturally significant.

12.  That since the site or structure are not historic resources, removal of the structure
cannot be a cumulative impact on the environment.

EXHIBITNO. T
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Consun.iers Home Inspection Service

A Division of Markay Construction, Inc. (A Californla Corporation)

215 HAMES ROAD WATSONVILLE CA EXHIBITNO. J

831) 724-2924 P .
(821) PG NG
INSPECTION REPORT /%Qne A%?%rf;

Pl F 3
Caleomta Coastat Commission
i
Property Location: Inspection Date: March 1,,2000
Camino Real & 13th, SE Corner P
Carmel CA Age of House: 79 yrs. approx.
Client: Inspected By: Larry Markey :
Dr. & Mrs. Leaton g
Report No. 4434

This report is limited to listing the deficiencies of the
house only.

y

* % k % % % g

FOUNDATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE HQUSE

The foundation of the house is composed of a minimal strength concrete
perimeter wall. .The concrete wall is not as deep or as wide as modern
foundations and has settled and cracked over the years. The interior floor
areas are supported by concrete pier blocks. These pier blocks are not set in

. concrete footings and have also settled, as evidence by the sloping and

sagging floors inside the house. A foundation contractor or a strictural

engineer should be consulted on upgrading the foundation and leveling the
floors.

Foundation bolts are installed in a few perimeter areas in order to
secure the house to the foundation wall during an earthguake. However the
existing boltse are undersized and are spaced widely apart. 1Installing
additional foundation bolts may not be possible because of the brittle nature
cf the old concrete foundation walls.

Also the 2" x 4" cripple walls around the perimeter of the foundation are
widely spaced and cannot bg adequately re-enforced for earthquake resistance.

The exterior walls of the house are constructed using a "single-wall"
design. This design does not utilize 2% x 4" wooden studs, but rather uses 1"
lapped boarde to form the wall, This type of construction is inherently
weaker than modern wall construction and should not be used to support a
second story. However a second story was added onto this house, resulting in
bowing of the lower floor walls. This bowing is most noticeable on the south
wall of the house. Not much can be done to correct this condition because the
*single-wall" construction is basically inadequate to support the upper floor.

"Single-wall” construction also has disadvantages such as lack of space
for plumbing lines, electrical cables, heating ducts, insulation, etc.

Single-wall construction will also allow more outside noise to penetrate into
the hause. ; -

Camino Real & 13th, SE Corner Page 1 of 3



ROOF.
The asphalt shingle roof covering is deteriorated and worn and should be
replaced. Signs of past and present roof leaking were found in the attic. :

Some of the exposed ceiling beams are over-spanned and have sagged. .
During re~roofing, some re-enforcement or upgrading of the roof structure will

probably be necessary, depending on the type of roofing materials that are
used.

PLUMBING

Under the house we found signs that the original caste iron sewer }inea
have leaked and.clogged over the years. Because of the treee around the

house, the main sewer line may be cracked, allowing roots teo enter. Raplacing
the main sewer line is the best option.

B

4
R
v

FIREPLACES AND CHIMNEYS

The stone chimney for the lxving room fireplace is separating from the
house. Not much can be done to repair this chimney because the mortar has
deteriorated and the supporting structure has failed. Re-building the
fireplace and chimney completely is the only practical solution.

The stone chimney above the kitchen is also badly deteriorated ané cannot
be repaired or re-enforced. In its present condition, this chimney cculd
crumble during an earthquake. This chimney should be removed.

* x x .
HEATING

The gas forced-air furnace is about 40 years old and ies at the end of its
useful life.

We also noticed that the metal heating ducts undet the house have
" geparated in places and are rusted. 1Inside the ducting, a build-up of dust

and other such contaminants was noticed. These ducts should be replaced when
the furnace is replaced.

Some of the older heating ducts are sealed with asbestos tape. Asbestos
sheeting material was also found on some of the abandoned furnace ducting and
heating plenums under the house. Information about removal 6f this material
should be obtained from an asbestos abatement company.

Wt

EXTERIOR

We noticed gaps around many of the wood- fx:amed windows. These gaps allow
air to blow intoc the house. Signs of rain water seepage were also found
around many of the windows due to these gaps and open spaces. Because of the
design of these windows, there is no practical way of improving their weather
tightness and energy efficiency, other than replacement.

The sliding glass doors in the living room are not made
safety glass and should be replaced. EXHIBIT NO. J"

APPLICATION
Hove Report-
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ELECTRICAL

Much of the original "knob and tube” electrical wiring remains in service’
inside the house. While inspecting in the attic and under the house, we found
that some of this wiring has improper connections, resulting in a potential
fire hazard. Replacing all of the old wiring is the best way to insure that
problems do not develop. BAn electrician should be consulted for further
information.

We also found that the house has an inadequate number of electrical wall
outlets and has a reduced number of electrical circuits. Upgrading of the
entire electrical system is the best recourse.

~

4
INTERIOR : “

The interior stairway is too narrow and steep to conform to modern fire
gafety standards. Stairways of this design are also considered unsafe be;ause
they can lead to falls. Because of its placement, there is no practxcal way
of improving this stairway unless major structural changes are made. 5

4

PLEASE CALL OUR OFFICE IF THERE ARE QUESTIONS ABOUT THIS REPORT

EXHIBITNO. /
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7 "UYEDA & ASSOCIATES FILE COPY:
e 5

" STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS .

659 Abrego Street, Sulte 5 « Monterey, CA 93940
(831) 373-3181 » Fox (831) 373-3188 » Email: yutaka@rmbay.net

May 29, 2001

Harvard Investment Company ;o
805 Veterans Blvd.,, Suite 200 '
Redwood City, CA 94063

Ref: House at Southeast Corner of Camino Real & 13%
Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA

| inspected the above house with Michael Bolton on May 23, 2001. [ also read the
inspection report prepared by Mr. Larry Markey of Consumers Home Inspection
Service, dated March 1, 2001.

From a structura! point of view, the house is in very serious condition. There is no
shear element in any of the exterior walls or in the roof diaphragm. There is no shear
element in the perimeter foundation. Also the anchor bolts are too small and too far
apart from ¢ach other. There is no concrete footing under the pier blocks. The stone
fireplace and the stone chimney were not reinforced or tied to the roof framing and the
mortar has deteriorated. The house is located about 40 miles directly south from Loma
Prieta (¢lose to the epicenter of the big earthqueke in 1989), ‘Damage to the house
from this earthquake was minimal, but we do not want to take a chance for the next
big carthquake.

Because of these findings during my inspection of the above house, [ regretfully must
state that it is unsafe for occupancy.

T strongly recommend demolishing the house, because the retrofitting that would be
necessary to make this structure safe for occupancy would not only be far more costly
than building a new house, but would necessitate a major redesign anyway, .

If you have any questions regarding this report, please call me anytime.

Sincerely

EXHIBITNO. K
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Public
Notice

EXHIBITNO. L

i 2720
fod-7e_Order
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UNSAFE
° BUILDING

DO NOT ENTER

THIS BUILDING HAS 'SUSTAINED . SEVERE " -érnﬁcmm DAMAGE AND SHALL

NOT BE ENTERED BY AHY PERSON WITHOUT WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE

_CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL OF THE CITY OF CAR.MEL BY-THE~-SEA.

Tlme. % %@M Inspector. // '
; ommunlty Pilaigﬁlng .and nBu:le:L}g/.. . mﬂsﬁzﬁu

e o &19-20(0

|8




FROM : PLANNING & BUILDING rax b L B31 62 :‘{Bi-’-’i fug, 28 2001 B81:25PM P2

City of Carmel-by-the-Sea '
723 Pizuing/Burilding Division

3 . -
s § PO, Droveer G . .
& Sl f l armel, CA 923921 .
/ 31)620-2010 Office .
=Sy l‘f‘?i‘v]}éQ@—.: 214 Fax
e o ok ok YRR R R SR R A S SR A KT ] 3K P ok i

R & x?*k‘%*‘f*ﬂ'*ds*‘k******

SPECIAL | MEPECTION APPLICATION ’

Propeﬁy Location: — E coauen. ,_Qc_.«'“vum@ ?PM‘ LD __[%{ﬁ_

Block:, __9@ Lo 2, A4 et Yo in Farce! Nou QZ_@ Z8 2L~ DZ{ Q00
. 45 S'
<o PG

- Applicant:___ 6&%‘?—% M BTN e e e ___PhonEi(23]) 22 S22.0
- Mailing Address, &5 VEr£sas, foe, sz e, 200 City:_PeEowers Caty
_ A o TLL 10, LR LY
State: C A< 2k ":?cig‘r:::"{ E o Vax \Io {&3) _eé2z - $225 (5.

Ry

7

How,  Aesnt /[ Perspotamrrig,

-Same as Above

LZ20LTN DESIGN GRoOR (NG

Property Owner:  SSAME A%, - '~"‘2"*Jjﬁ-___wm_ . Phone:( )
Mailing Address: ; RS b5 H Stater | Zip:__

%*******k#*?&**&s#m&&*?%éém*$wééphnmye*wgvm*u'$w%*ﬂ$#$+$$****#*$***#***§¥ﬁ**********

CEFICE USY O;Gl X

/' Building Official Fee:d 120,075 Recuipst (Ao Date:_ 43, By: M .

Planning Staff Fee:  £30.00

Date: By:

Lo

A T s L L L L I S TSR L L //lfnuh PR AR RO A R RS EFRRRRR R4

Report Prepared By:___ /? /. // __ Date:__ g & f@/
1

Timothy 1. ‘h"err‘z X!
8/10/01 Photos taken.
Staff Planner: Chip Rerig {_] Ber Baro D Brian Roscth ] Other [J

ifig Ofﬁc.

Signature: Date:

SEE REVERSE SIDE OR OTHER 513EFT EOR tNSPECTIONRESE, | EXHIBITNO. [

APPLICATION NO
‘é*ﬁl’f)&_{‘

| od=Tag Order
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SPECI4

{This reportmis

INEPECTICHN NARRATIVE

aiiegied o ane roeompary the application)

Block: BB

Lot 2,4pts.of [,3.5& %

APN: 10-282-21

Location: S/E corner of Camunn real znd 13t

BACKGRQUND:

This inspection was conducied to ¢ .uiurtz the siurrdd niegrity end overall systems condition of

the dwelling and deteched garage ¢~ 1< ; rc~perty.

The house was originaly consirud 7 ir 1921 with 712 second floor added in 1936.

Approximaiely 909 of the wiring 27« winmbing 2przar to be origingl with the house and addition.
The heating system anpears 1o nawe i:zre T upgraded o seme point after the original construction
y F [ p g struct

but is also very oid.

The dwelling and garzge are consir. o is s?ngfs; v e construction. The walls and silf plates

are bolted to the Cow*r—vte foundsb s rErernitien e Is

SITE CONDITIONS:
The following is a breakdewn of con’t ars found af the site during the inspection:

A) Unger-floor Arga and Structusal rezrily:

¢ There is no foundaticn wali brac ~g in the urce- -feer space of the dwelling, The addition of
the second flcor nas placed exce ~:<:' '@ strass on =d" <uppor‘c members that are insuficient for
the current dead loads. {Se2 the yada repor o Mey 29, 2001) '

¢ The anchor bolts ara rusted, quis smeli and spa: d sporadicafly along the perimeter of the
building. This poses & hzzardous .:ic.;tm in tha err2nt of an earthquake since the bolting is
very insuficient for the size of T ouitdrg.

¢ The heating systern, 2 horizenia’ ourtforced ain furnace, sits on wo od 47x4” blocks with dirt
immediately underneath. There "o ¢ zvere ¢racs and Draaks inthe zir plenum due to rust
and corrosion. 1he ducts are cetnr.oated with damage to the fiber insulation throughout and
there are numercus joins whera 3ibasics tape 123 been used for a seal. The system is not safe
for operat on ang is s~ ‘D;gama"c z 1 anERIous. ‘

detenorated due to “eat ang use. The ms.ﬂ“’a* N vETy hr.rd and bmﬂe and shows signs of
falure in several locations. There ara severe cracks in the insulation posing a potential for fire.
The system is substardzrd anc hazi-dous and shall not be used or energized until replaced or
removed.

¢+ The posts supporiing the foor girders are not eveniy spaced for proper support and sit upon
concrete piers on top of the ezrt1 with no footing underaeath. This allows for lateral
movement of ezch pier/post pos '* & hezard to 12 support of the entire floor structure.

Thereisno gusm- connection T I Kostto g.rc» r irtarsection ellowing for breakage and loss
of floor support, Thess are substzrds ’:! conditior: srd pose an immediate hazard to structural

(!1

integrity and safety. (See ne Uye @ oot of l"!av 29, 200 )

~

EXHIBIT NO. L
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Page 3 .

B)_House Interior/Extericr and Striciural Integrity:

¢ The overallappearance of the inle-inr ¢f the hause visually seems in good condition however:
due 10 the exca5> loading of the s=cand Joor ¢ the exterior walls the building shages and can
be “racked” in any direction with 2ushing on ths wal's. This indicates a severe overload of the
walls and supporting members beymc, their »2bility to be safe for occupancy.

¢ The roofing cornsists of co m,o Lan shingles ¢v2r an old wood shingle roof. There s evidence
of moss build-up between the -2 rocf cover 1.3s casing the fatter to lift away from the roof
posirg 2 potential for leakzge. 1 ere s clear v idzrc: that the roofing is substandard and not
installed properly.

¢ Breakage was founc inthe gl v 1 g waste ard vart system atthe exterior of the house. This
was originally a galvanized steei jipin: svster ar - a be2n repaired using ABS plastic piping.

- Since the system is exposed attie sxderior of s o ‘ding the ABS plastic is detenoratmg due

to its exposure to sun znd ultreviclat ight. Tha stas! calvanized piping is rusted and. .
deteriorated. The plumbing svsie = is 3 /53tancar? 1ad not surzble for use,

Q) Garage:
¢+ The garage was construcied usimz thiz same typs of single wall construction as the house.
2lthough it was builttin 1936 and i =~ 2 conarste slab. “,
¢ The raftersare cver-spanned aru sagzng Guz tc their age and roof loading. ,
4+ The roof covering is in the sams conckion asth s house. .
¢ The electrical system has been modfed with Romex type wiring and is exposed and subject
to ghysical damage posing a fire hizard

afirs
OPINION:

tis my opinion that the dweiling anc s ¢ stached yia ige have outiived thair usefulness and are in
a sizte of disrepair end difzpidation. T-wre are sevére sructural deficiencies throughout the
buildings placing them in a substzrida J A dangemus, condition.

Based on my field inspection of the b -idings and the engineering report submitted by Yutaka
Uyedaitis my op nion that t‘we;e ou'sngs meetthe conditions setforth in the Uniform Code for
the Abatement of Dangerous Building: and are substandard and dangerous. They are not
habitable and constitute a hazard to life safety, property and surrounding structures. The _property
has been posted as such and is not tc be inhabited or zntered until further notice. (A copy of the
placard is attached to this report)

RECOMMENDATION:

Pending the issuance of a permit for rehzilittion and/or demolition of the structures they are to
rerain vacart and uninhabited. T he rosuired permit(s); shall be obuined within 60 days of the
date of this notice. They shali se ima: *ta::hf secured zgainst unsafe and/or unlawful entry to
protect the safety of persons and/or tvjanent preperties in the event of total structural failus

|EXHIBITNO. £

| APPLICATION NO.
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Further, the owner must comply vih sither of th2 izlowing portions of Section 401 of the

Uniform Code for the Abztement 2" Zungerous Bu idings:
NOTICES AND ORDERS C- BUALINMNG OFFITIAL
401.2; 3.1.. .l the building officia! has hvmmr-‘c e the builling or siructure must be repaired, the

order shall require thet all peamits ’se zazured therefor ard the work physically commenced within such
time (not to exceed 60 days frem the c’-:-‘::: ¢ithe ordes and completed within such time asthe

~ building official shell determine is reascrzbie under alt o “the circumstances.

3.3.. .l the building oficizl hzs ceterinad hat the o ding or structure must be demolished; the
order shall require that the building be vacated wathin suzh tme as the building official shall determine
is rezsonable (not to excead 50 cays fre the date ©f the crdar); that 2l required permits be secured
therefor within 60 dzys from the date of tre arder; and 2t the demoliton be completed within such

time as the building officiz! sha!! Ceterr-ine ¢ reasomatle,

EXHIBITNO. A
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UYEDA & ASSOCIATES
A O

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS

659 Abrego Street, Sulte 5 « Monterey, CA 93940
(831) 373-3181 « Fax (831) 373-3188 « Emall: yutaka@mbay.net

August 6, 2001

City of Carmel-by-the-Sea

Community Planning and Building Department
P.O.Box G

Carmel-By-The-Sea, CA 93921

Attention: Mr. Timothy J. Meroney, Building Official

Re: Martin Property located at the SE corner of Camino Real and 13 Block BB,
Lot 2,4 and % of lot 6.

Dear Mr. Meroney:

On May 23, 2001, I inspected the subject single family dwelling. 1 strongly
recommended demolishing the house because I have determined it to be unsafe for
occupancy.

The facts are that this structure poses an imminent risk to its oécupants and neighbors and
must come down now. It would be a tragedy to have someone injured needlessly by this
structure.

Smcerjl@(_.
(%i o

a Uyeda, S.E.

EXHIBIT NO. /7
APPLICATION N
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PAUL TICEKNER ARCHITECT

PO BRox 18K f.oma Linda Calitornia  92354.9998

August 22, 2001

City Of Carmel-by-the-Sea

Department of Community Planning and Building
P.O. Drawer G

Carmel-hy-the-Sea, California 83521

attn Mr. Timothy J. Meroney, Building Official

in re’ Martin Property located at the SE corner of Camino Real and 13™

Block BB, iot 2, 4, and V2 of lot 6 and parts of 1,3, 5
Carmel-by-the-Sea, Monterey County
APN 010 -282 - 021

Dear Tim

On behalf of Mr. Gary Martin, | would like to thank you for visiting the subject property on

EXHIBIT NO. 2/

APPngATlON

Sld e es

28F7

@ C sfomta Coastal Commission

Wednesday, August 08, 2001 and conducting a special inspection per Mr Martin's

request

| have made several field visits to the site since this project began a year ago and concur
with your assessment of the existing site conditions as outlined in your Special Inspection

Notes and Narrative dated August 10, 2001.

The issue | would like to address with you is found in your Recommendation section

where you use the term rehabilitation and seem to be implying that the concept of

rehabilitating the existing structures is a viable alternative to demolition of the existing

struclures.

Under the State Historical Building Code the term "Rehabilitation” is defined as follows:
"involves equipping the building or facility for an extended useful life with 2 minimum
aiteration of original construction or the process of returning a structure to a stafe of

usefulness by repairs or alterations.”

As you state in your Special inspection Narrative under the heading of Opinion, * the
dwelling and its detached garage have cutlived their usefuiness and are in a state of
disrepair and dilapidation.” Further you state, “There are severe structural deficiencies
throughout the buildings placing them in a substandard and dangerous condition.” It's
clear by reading your report that the steps necessary to “extend the useful life” of the
subject structures far exceed the definition of rehabilitation as defined by the State of

California.

During my visit to the site | observed that the existing two-story single wall construction is
overstressed and unbraced The existing structural members are over spanned for the
foads currently in place. Thus, the possibility of raising the existing intact structure to
instail new foolings and foundations would not only be dangerous to attempt but would

Iikely resultin the structure racking and shattering.

Peortephane B0 514 jnNX Facsimele 900 514 Jauy




PAUL TICKNER ARCHITECT

PO, Box 483 Lamas  Liowdda Califorwiag 9}1334-999§

Mr. Timothy J. Meroney
Page 2
August 22, 2001

Since your inspection report and Mr. Uyeda's dated May 29, 2001 concur with my own ..
site observations it's readily apparently by all qualified accounts that the structures are 4o

indeed an eminent threat {o life safely and should be demolished. AT

Sincerely,

Paul Tickner, Architect

-

EXHIBIT NO. A
APPLICATION NOQ.
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UYEDA & ASSOCIATES
= i i s R

STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS

659 Abrego Street, Suite 5 « Monterey, CA 93940
(831) 373-3181 » Fox (831) 373-3188 » Email: yutaka@mbay.net

August 23, 2001

I

City of Carmel-By-The-Sea

Department of Community Planning and Building
P.O. Drawer G

Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921

Attn: Mr., Timothy J. Meroney, Building Official

Ref: House at Southeast Corner of Camino Real and 13™
Block BB, lot 2,4 and % of lot 6 and parts of 1,3,5 i
Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA

Dear Mr. Meroney:

I am in receipt of your Special Inspection Report dated August 10, 2001, and concur
with your recommendation that the existing structures should be demolished.
However, T do not agree with you that the structures are viable for rehabilitation.

My inspection of the subject structures and recommendations outlined in my letter
dated May 29, 2001 to Mr. Martin stand for the reason stated therein.

¥
I strongly recommend demolishing the house, because the extent of the rehabilitation
- necessary to make the structure safe would not only be far more costly than building a
new house, but would necessitate a major redesign to address the multitude of
structural inadequacies already identified by my observations.

Sincerely,

o1 .

e v op
N e e
Yuu\ka Uyeda, S.E. No. 3871

Exp. 12/31/04

EXHIBITNO. g

APPLICATION Ng; .
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W INKLEBLACK CONSTRUCTION

CUSTOM BUILDING
License No. 347496

ainal: t.....l Tasijij

755 QOceanview Blvd. Pacific Grove, CA 93950 Phone (831) 899-5736 Fax (831) 899.5737 .

August 27, 2001

Kim

Mr. Tim Meroney S
c\o City Of Carmel-by-the-Ses i
Department of Community Planning and Building
P.O. Drawer G

Carmel-By-The-Sea, CA 93921

o e,

RE:  APN 010 - 282 - 021

Dear Mr. Meroney:

I am & licensed California General Contractor and have built & number of homes on the Monterey
Peninsula, including in the City of Carmel. :

I have been requested by Mr. Gary Martin to review the list of deficiencies contained in your
notice to abate dated August 10, 2001 to estimate the cost of effecting and repairing the items
contained on that list.

Due to the nature of the basic structural flaws, code violations and hazardous materials contained
in the structure, what would be required to correct these violations would be the demolition and
reconstruction of the home. Based on my experience in building homes of similar type using what
would be considered average labor and material costs and finishes, I estimate the cost of
complying with the corrections contained on this list at roughly $200.00 - $250.00 1 square foot
(not including the cost of demolition and removal of the existing structure) to result in a cost of
approximately $540,000.00 - §675,000.00 in order to make the dwelling safe for occupancy.

Sincerely, s

WINKLEBLACK CONSTRUCTION

By: C&‘\J‘ \13 W

Bob Winkleback

EXHIBIT NO. M
APPL'_S@' 5)}:’32%_5,
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PLANNING & BUILDING FAX MO, @ 831 625 2614 Sep. 11 2001 P1:86PM P2

City of Carmnel-by-the-Sea

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND BUILDIMNG DEPARTMENT
POST OFFICE DRAWER
CARMELBY-THE-SEA, CA 43621
(3371;520-1010 OFRCE
@I620-2014 FAX

10 September 2001

Anthony L. Lombardo
Lombardo & Gilles
Post Office Box 2119
Salinas, CA 93902

VIA FACSIMILE

Subject: Gary Martin Residence ‘
Block BB, lots 2,4, 6 and % 8 and W/pt. lotz 1, 3, and 5 ' ‘
APN 10-282-21

Dear Mr. Lombardo:

Thank you for your recent correspondencs regarding Gary Martin's residence noted above. The
concerns for the structural integrity and sefery of the property have been paramount for everyone
involved over the past few mounths.

As I stated in my inspection report of August 10, 2001, it is my professional opinion that the
buildings remain vacant and uninhabit:d aad have bzen declared dangerous and substandard. To
further explain what this means and to interoret whet I Ztended is that the buildings would require
such extensive work to rehabilitate that they would, in effect, be demolished in order to accomplish
this task. )

1 have spoken with Mike Watson at the Caiffornia Coastal Corunission regarding this very 1ssuc and
explained my opinion to him.

Please accept this letter as my last opinion on the subject of demolition of the buildings on the
property: that upon approval for the demolition of said structures by the Coastal Commission, this
department will immediately issue a permit for same, and that all buildings on said property should
be demolished as soon as possiole in the intersst of 1ife and safety 0 swrounding properties.

EXHIBITNO. A/

APPLICATION NO.
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FROM : PLANNING & BUILDING
A——————..

FAX NO. : B31 623 2814 Sep. 11 2001 @1:@6PM P3

Mr. Anthony L. Lombardo
10 September 2001
Page 2

Thank you for your attention in this mattsr.

A , )
! .
) /

i

/

e ¥

Txmo y J. Merosey
Building Official

cc:  Chip Rerig, Acting Community Pianning and Building Director
Don Freeman, City Attorney
Mike Watson, Coastal Plenner

—

EXHIBIT NO. A/

APPL!CATION NO.
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tandard”Coverage Pohcy T
GLTA Standard Coverage - 1990 _1

Policy Number FTY 5 3 1 3 7 3

x Xt ~.
* @I * SUBJECT TO THE EXCLUSIONS FROM COVERAGE, THE EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE C"CT)N;'\rAINED
* > = IN SCHEDULE B AND THE CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS, OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL TITLE:
** X * x INSURANCE COMPANY, A Minnesota corporation, herein called the Company, insures, as 6f Date of
Policy shown

in Schedule A, against loss or damage, not exceeding the Amount of Insurance stated in Schedule A, sustained or incurred by the insured by

reason of:

1
2.
3.

Title to the estate or interest described in Schedule A being vested other than as stated therein;
Any defect in or lien or encumbrance on the title;
Unmarketability of the title;

Lack of a right of access to and from the land;

and in addition, as to an insured lender only:

lien of the insured mortgage, as insured, but only to the extent provided in the Conditions and Stipulations.

® ity o

The invalidity or unenforceability of the lien of the insured mortgage upon the title;

The priority of any lien or encumbrance over the lien of the insured mortgage, said mortgage being shown in Schedule B in the order of its
prionty;

The invalidity or unenforceability of any assignment of the insured mortgage, provided the assignment is shown in Schedule B, or the failure of
the assignment shown in Schedule B to vest title to the insured mortgage in the named insured assignee free and clear of all liens.

The Company will also pay the costs, attorneys’ fees and expenses incurred in defense of the title or the

EXHIBITNO. A/
Issued through the office of. App.%cglgNéqﬁy
ssued through the office of: _
| Tetle Report
OLD REPUBLIC TITLE COMPANY /of €
20 EAST ALISAL ((C‘ alifornia Coastal Commission
SALINAS, CA 93901
(408} 757-8051 0!d Republic National Title Insurance Company

400 Second Avenue South
Minneapolis, Minne |iﬁp

President

Authorized Signature
CLTA Standard Coverage Policy 1990

v [Ty 4

Secretary

DRNT 1101




Schedule A
Premium $ 4,502.00 File No. 214549-C Policy No. FTY 531373
Date of Policy August 24th, 2000 al 8:00 a.m. Amount of Insurance $ 2,707,500.00
1. Name of Insured: A
GARY A. MARTIN B
x * % . . N . .
* * 2. The estate or interest in the land which is covered by this policy is:
*
@
% * a FEE.
* x
x *

3. Title to the estate or interest in the land is vested in:
GARY A. MARTIN, a single man

EXHIBITNO. A/
APPLICATI!

Schedule B N e Regert
-2 of

@ alifornia Coasts! Commission

EXCEPTIONS FROM COVERAGE

This policy does not insure against loss or damage (and the Company will not pay costs, attorneys’ fees or expenses) which arise
by reason of:

PART |

’

1. Taxes or assessments which are not shown as existing liens by the records of any taxing authority that levies taxes or
assessments on real property or by the public records.

Proceedings by a public agency which maY result in taxes or assessments, or notices of such proceedings, whether or not shown
by the records of such agency or by the public records.

2. Any facts, rights, interests or claims which are not shown by the public records but which could be ascertained by
an inspection of the land or which may be asserted by persons in possession thereof.

3. Easements, liens or encumbrances, or claims thereof, which are not shown by the public records.

4. Discrepancies, conflicts in boundary lines, shortage in area, encroachments, or any other facts which a correct survey
would disclose, and which are not shown by the public records.

5. (a) Unpatented mining claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts authorizing the issuance thereof; (c) water
rights, claims or title to water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b) or (c) are shown by the public fecc‘

Continued

CLTA Stanzarz Coverage 1930

e This policy valid only if Schedule B - Part Il is attached




. Schedule B

PART Il

1. Taxes and asgessments, general and special,

lien, but not yet due or payable.

Code No.
Assessor's Parcel No.

¢01-000

010-282-021

(Continued)

Policy No. FTY 531373

for the fiscal year 2000-2001 a

1
-

2. The lien of supplemental taxes, if any, assessed pursuant to the prov131ons
of the Revenue and Taxation Code of the State of -

of Section 75, et seq.,
California.

3. Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions, which do contain express provisions
for forfeiture or reversion of title in the event of violation, but omitting any
color, religion, sex,
handicap, familial status, or national origin unless and only to the extent that

»

said covenant (a) is exempt under Title 42,

-covenants or restrictions if any, based upon race,

Secticon 3607 of the United States

Code or (b) relates to handicap but dces not discriminate against handicapped

persons, as provided in an instrument

Entitled :  Deed

Executed by: Carmel Development Company,

. Recorded

a Corporation

July 23rd, 1920 in Book 174 of Deeds, Page 393

The reversionary rights imposed to enforce liquor restrictions have been
released and relinquished,

By document recorded :

May 21,

1980 in Reel 14089,

Page 613,

Official Records

The reversionary rights have been subordinated to all deeds of trust,

By document recorded

March 30,

1961 in Book 2135,

Page 596,

Official Records

NOTE: Section 12856.1 of the Government Code provides the following: "If this
document contains any restriction based on race, color, religion, sex, familial
status, marital status, disability, national origin, or ancestry, that
restriction violates state and federal fair housing laws and is void. Any person
holding an interest in this property may request that the county recorder remove
the restrictive covenant language pursuant to subdivision (¢} of Section 12956.1
of the Government Code."

CLTA Swancard Coverage - 1350

Page

2

of

4 Pages

EXHIBIT NO. 4/
APPLICA
30-59%'@3’
Title Qpert
g
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Policy No. FTY 531373
Schedule C Page 1 of Schedule C

The land referred to in this policy is situated in the County of Monterey, City of Carmel,
State of California, and is described as follows:

Parcel "A" as shown on that certain Map filed November 8, 1972 in Volume 3 of
Parcel Maps, at Page 55, Monterey County Records.

EXHIBITNO. A/

APPLICATION NQ.
3—@-(-—0?&3;.
Tide Pport
@ (g, 1—-075 6

ifornia Coastal Commission
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Page Pages

CLYA Stanzacd Coverage - 1590
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ORTIGON 1100_30

ENDORSEMENT Attached to:

_ ."A"* OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL il it
@® - R : TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY
* %

*
*  a Corporation, of Minneapolis, Minnesota

The Company hereby insures the Insured against loss or damage which the Insured shall sustain by reason of:

The enforcement or attempted enforcement of any covenant, condition or restriction that unlawfully limits the use,
occupancy or ownership of the land on the basis of sex, color, race, religion, ancestry, national origin, familial status,
martial status or disability. k

This endorsement is made a part of the policy and is subject to all of the terms and provisions thereof and of any prior
endorsements thereto. Except to the extent expressly stated, it neither modifies any of the terms and provisions of the

policy and any prior endorsements, nor does it extend the effective date of the policy and any prior endorsements nor does
it increase the face amount thereof.

Cwr

EXHIBITNO. A/
J APPLICATION NO.
LAY A
: Title Repart

@ Caﬁniai;z‘aﬁ;émlssion

OLD REPUBLIC NATIONAL TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY
A Corporation

400 Second Avenue South, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55401
(612) 3711111

By:
. Countersigned:
By W& —& M

Validating Officer

President

Secretary

CLTAfom 100 30
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APPLIGATION NO.
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3-09-2001. 4:35PM

FROM PEMNINSULA JORPORATE &

/)8 ) - .
Post-it” Fax Note 7871 0&% [ aol
® orse AT IS Fom s g0z 7ard
Ca./Dept. Co.
Phone # Prone K
P ¢ 3D - R QSO ’Fu»

L el
b §,
h
‘&
2 March 2001
Mr. Gary Martin

805 Veterans Boulevard, Suite 200
Redwood City, CA 94063

Dear Mr. Ma.:tin:

" The Férest and Beach Commissich: considued your applicaon to féfivve and pretie limbs on
cvarai «coast live oaks during their regular reeting of : Murch 2001.

In a majority vote the Commi

5

All footings must be hend dug within 12 fhet of any tres.

Six upper cmopy traes (Momerey ping,
ranlacemend trees.
Approved for mm»a! are v coast live ¢aks 177 and 87 dbh and the pruning of
one 127 diareter spar from & 217 dbb cost live oak. In addition 1o the Hmbs -
requested for removal you may prune acditonal 7 limbs of varfous diameters at

must be planied

ssion aprroved your applicativn with the following conditions.

hiciterey Cypress or coast redwoods {

the back northeast corner of the lot and additional limb removal is approved from
the remaining spar of the 21” dbh double spar coast live oak.

All measures of tree profection shall be adhared to during construcuon.
No trees may be removed until you hay

tree removal/pruning permit.

¢ received approval through the Planning
Commission, the fssvance of a Salid bmidu_g, peunit, and the issnance of a valid

Should you disagree with the decision of the Forest and Beach Commission, you may appeal
their decision the City Council witkin five working days. All appeals need to be filed with Karen

Crouch, City Clerk, located 2t City Hal, cast sids of Monte Verde between Ocean and 7®

Avenues.

Ifyou bave any questions please phone my cffice at (831) 624-35643.

Sincerely,

to the Forest and B

PRNCSY T

zeh Commission

BSY@ SSE 89S RUVHOSHCD vNSNINNId WodA

EXHIBITNO. Q

APPLI%ATIO}‘I N‘% ¢ q

F;);'e}'( G d ’3(""
CommicStin  Fend me
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California Coastal Commission

Central Coast Area Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

Charles Lester, District Manzager September 5,2001

Re: Permit # 3-01-032-R -

ion;: L
Request for the reconsideration of the danial of & Cuastal Development Permit for the.
demoalition of an existing singie family resiclence, rehabilitate existing garage, and adjust lot
lines. '

ti

Lroject Location,
. S.E. Camino Real & 13th Ave. Carmal (Montergy Sounty) APN 010-282-021

Dear Mr. Lester,

7

| am a permanent resident of Carmel ., and my home borders the Martin property on the ;
West side. ¥

Many of us in this area are shocked and saddened hy the recent refusal of the Coastal -
Commission to allow Mr. Martin to procesd with the Jemolition of the crumbling original
house on his lot.The “red tagged” siruciure now ocupying the property is both a
dangerous fire ha?ard and an eyesore. It 1138 no historical significance but is rapidly
becoming a home for rodents and tresh.

Mr. Martin's buildlng plans, which he gracously showed to his neighbors, are both in
kesping with the Carmel * fittle tow” fe<ling and will contribute much to the area. Both his
main house and his future plans for & szcond smallsr home on the second lot fit in with the
neighborhood. He has followed *the rules” and ben: over backwards to accommodate his
neighbor’s wishes and those of the planning departrment. | care what kind of home is built
right next to ming, | don't want my town to [ose its urique personality anymore than your
Commission dogs.

We who live in Garmel hope it will remain beautiful, small, and special. Please give Mr. .-
Martin's request reconsideration. Thank you.

Sincersly,

Fretees

i

Joan H. Zischke
P.O. Box 7083
Carmel, Ca 93921-7083

!

{
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_ A Patrioia W, Ooets .
OAL:FORNIA GOASTAL COMMIS3ION In favor of demolition
. 725 Front Sto, Ste, 303

Santa Cruz, CA, 95060 ]
ATTHs Mike Watson

Commisasionerst

e T W T, T

PN BLERN

Pleame be advised tkat pnot demolishing ths siructure at SE oamino real
and 13th Ave,, Cermel, would be extremsly dstrimentsl to the safety /
and character of the neighhorhocd, of which I am 2 rosiden: (full time).

As the property exicis at the present tima, it ie no% only an enormous
fire hagard but also a breeding ground o rats, racosns, and other
varmita, Its unightly condition detrastz from ths bsazuty of auyr

.. area, end should te demoliuzhed am scon 2 possible,

Mr. Martin has nresented a very accegiable plsn for the property’and it
will be very much in keepig with the staracter of Carmel, Lt ‘makes
abpolute sense to allow hin to zraseed with kis plan, " '

Sinverely,
TN
Vs R ‘ JES————
DA bk it ) et
(&

Patriola W. Gostz
Camino Real, 4 SW 13th, Crrmel
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California Coastal Commission:
Re: Application # 3-01-032

I
4
t

.
' .

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the ,;r :asecl design for a single-family residence to be !acated
at the Southeast corner of Camino Real anc 13th Street , Sarmel. Los

We understand the design and believe i t¢ ¢ agsthetically pleasing, nicely sited and scaled. The
new home has been designed to presarve the trees on site as well as utilize colors and materials that

will blend with the surrounding area and he vilage's naturzt theme. The style and condition of the
existing structure has concerned us ali for some time and we weuld be pleasad to see this proposed -

design approved as submitted.

Signed, concerned residents and reighbors
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FROM : AGKHAMDTAM FAX NO. @ E3162€3828 Sep. 10 2801 98:@8AM Pl

l September 9, 2001

To:  Chairman Sara Wan and members of the Coastal Commission

From: Anoe Bell | QECEEVED

SEP 1 0 2001 %} >
Re:  Carmel Property — The Reconsidemtion to Deny £

a3

. Demolition and Lot Line Adjustment : Cons A CORNIA o
Application: #3-01-0323R _ Martin CENTRAL COAST AREA

The Historic Preservation Commities for the City of Carmel around a year or so or more
heard all the information regarding ta¢ historicity of this property and unanimously
agreed that the evidence of the research did indiczaiz that the property did qualify itas a
local historical significant resource. Indeed, I am sure that your Commission has already
reviewed the fact that it was once the home of Gus Arriola during the time when he was |
doing his most productive work 2s a natizsnally recognized cartoonist (remember !
“Gordo”?) at least an 11 year peried. But even bafore that period, the house was a

. gathering place for Casmel’s movers and shakers. The fact that the house is in great
disrepair is due to the present ownsr’s wish to tear the house down, have a lot line
adjustment and economiczlly benefit from building two structures on two different lots.

Again, the fact that the decision of the city’s H.P. voxrnittes has again been disregarded
and an appeal of your Commissiorn is again before vou shows to what extremes the
pressures are on the city of Carmel to gract these deraslitions.

Yot *Speaking for myself as a long time resident, your previcus decision to deny the
demolition was sound and I ask you to accept your staff’s original recommendation.’

Sincerely,

Anne Bell
P.O. Box 2303
Cammel, Ca 93921
EXHIBITNO. S
. | APPLICATION NO.
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ﬁ E @ E : v E Q Melanie & Billy

PO Dox 1414

Sep. 09 2001 B7:07PM P1

SEP 1 02001 Cermelby-the-Ses, CA 93522
CALIFORNIA Agencda #W 22a
COASTAL COMMISSION ication #3-01-
CENTRAL COAST AREA Appliation #3 mw?:éii:
Oopose
September 8, 2001

To:  Chairman Sara Wan and Members of the Coasta! Commission
Re: The recensideration of your pravious decision to deny demelition and a lot
line adjustment

-

T e g

i i y

Desar Coastal Commissionears:

[

I would strongly urge you to uphald your previous decision on this agenda item. |
attended the Santa Rosa meeting and listan:zd ‘o Mr. Martin's presentation and

- your thoughtful discussion and vete. Ye. made the right decisicn for the
neighborhood and Carmel. Ncihing has chanuses sinze then,

This house can be rehabilitaled and become once again an sutstanding example
of the craftsman style. The owner is determired to demclish the house and has
allowed it to significantly detericrate o its curreni condition in order to achieve his
gcal. The propetty is an eyzsore for the neighborhiced. He refused to clean up -
the property even before he was cited by the city. M the Sea Urchin and |
Periwinkle can be rehabilitated, so can this property. Situated on such a special
lot, it truly represents oid Carme! &nd this neighibarheod's character.

Another loss for this neighborhood's characier would be to allow a ot line
adjustment as requested. This property zlrezdy had one lot split off severat
years ago, the lot tc the immadizte scuth. This re;ghborhocd has been and is
cne of large icts. To allow anothwr ot spl't «ould not only compromise this area
of primarily large lots but would elso sent ihe wrong signal to others seeking to
create cookie cutter lots and mzximize financial gain at the expense of the
neighborhocd and Carmet's community charzeier in general. Please support
your staff's ariginal recommendaticn if you do in fact reopen this entire matter.

As a member of the neighborhood, | respecifully request that you deny
reconsideration. Your previous dscision was sound, fair and deiiberate. Thank
you for helping us o preserve this neightarnood and our special little coastal
community. - -

Sincerely,

Melanie C. BilX

EXHIBITNO. S
APPLICATION NO.

3-0/-05571
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Sept. 9, 2001
California Coastal Commission

To: Chairman Sara Wan and Megsbers of the Crastal Commission

Subject: Your reconsideration of your previcus decision to deny RN
demolition and a lot line adjustment
Re: Agenda #W 22a
Application #3-01-032R

.

P
[0 LN

Dear (pastal Commissioners:

As a long time residents of Carmel by the Sea I fezl strongly that
- you made the right decision on the "Martin' home, in opposing
the demolition and lot-split previously before you.,

I urge you to once again oppos: this regquest for demolition g
lot split for a handscme c:cctitt:m»m style home on a special
corner and in an arsa whers most hones are on a double lot.

This piece of property has besn allowed 1o deteriorate in hopes
of demoliting it, but the bas!ss are there, It would truly be a
. loss of character if not precsrved.

Cme e v

Once again, please deny the request for reconsideration.

Sincerely,

o~ f/ Z -
ey .
Shirley Humann

‘ A EXHIBITNO. <

APPLICATION NO.

3-0/-05S~
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nonstance S. Wright SEP 1 0 2001
©,0. Rox 727131

Narmel, ra asesg CALIFORNIA

Phone: RI1 /57247877 COASTAL CG&%[SS!ON
Tax: 871/874-£011 CENTRAL COAST AREA

Agenda #W 72a
2pplication *?~01-017 Q

9/0/01 Martin .

Oppose :

s

To: Sara Wan, Chailr 4
Membhers of the Costal Commission LR

W

TR

T urge you to uphold ycur previous decision on this item
and to deny the reconsideration. The demolition of this
Craftsman style house would deprive us of a plece of our
past, which {s vanishing ail too rapidly. Moreover, the
lot line adjustment which hasg beer requested would net
the owner a great deal of money, while we would lose more
of our Carmel character.

11

Very sincerely,

(»M ﬁj TV RGNS J}ijﬁ

EXHIBITNO. S
APPLICATION NO.
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SEP 1 02001 ITEM NUMBER: W 22a
PERMIT NUMBER:  3-01-032-R
o AS%AAE_ICF(())I\F/{III\\,/”\SSI ON Paul and La}.lrie Goldman
CENTRAL COAST AREA Oppose Project

Dear Mr. Watson, California Coastal Commission,

P

As property owners on Camino Real @13™ we oppose the above project for the
following reasons.

EIRS N N
- R, e T TS

gy v

1. Allowing this property to be sub-divided would allow 3 single-family structures
to encompass an area that had a single-family home for decades. Just less than 4
years ago the very same property was split and an adjoining single-family home
was built.

2. This is a tripling or a potential of a 300% increase in population of a tranquil and
beautiful street.

3. Additional development will destroy many heritage trees. Once gone they can .
“never be replaced. This will also destroy the wildlife that depends on this area to
live and thrive. - i

4. With the areas limits on water it is not in the best interest to a put the property in
position to get approval for additional water usage. The property may also sit
vacant and idle for years until this approval takes place. Thus adding an eyesore
to the local neighborhood and coastal area.

5. Adding homes adds more cars and traffic, which is detrimental to the coast and
also a very quite street.

6. There will be increased pollution to a pristine village area in ways of sewage and
air quality.

We would be happy to support the building of a new single structure with no additional
subdivisions. In fact this was our impression of the project as explained by the new
owner. The neighbors had been led to believe that only one structure was to be built. We
supported this to find out that this was not the entire picture, but a plan to subdivide was
on the planning boards table.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact me.

.

Sincerely, _
: ~ N L —

/i ..& (PR '\S'Lh.,\_:__;__ o —
/ - L EXHIBITNO. <

Paul and Laurie Goldman APPLICATION NO

S-00-085
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RECEIVED

Ceonneil ¥Memher Barbara Livingsion

Post Dffies Hox OO SEP 05 2001
Carinel-by-the-%ea, Callfornic 93821 CALIFORNIA
Teiepkmne: 331} HRG-REIH COASTAL COMM 1SSION
Fex: 831/620-L08: CENTRAL COAST AREA

e=miail: Barheratiivingston i esriblink.net
web site: hitp:/fwww barbarniivingston.com

Agenda # W 19a
Application #3-00-082 *
Pressley
Cppose

-
-

ke
¢

- 9/5/01
“TQ: Chair Sara Wan and Members of the Cosstal Commission

I am pleased to support the position of the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea and’
ask that you accept your staff recommendation to deny this proposed |
application for the following reasons:

eSince at least 1981 the City has struggled with development issues related
to Pescadero Canyon. Its scenic beauty, chelienging terrain and
environmental sensitivity and consivaints argue strongly for its protection.

*The parcel in the Canyon has extracrdinary limitations. It was created
decades ago when the impacts cf habitat disruption, sedimentation, and
public view impairment were not taken into account. We can not consider
this application in the same way as we would one on flat land. Itis an
undersized lot on a slope of 51%. Carmel’s design guidelines, General Plan
and land use code all speak to the limitation: of development on slopesin
excess of 30%. ‘ - o

*The Jones & Stokes report commissioned by the city to determine the
ESH status for Pescadero Canyon said to: minimize ot coverage,

maximize the retention of important views, minimize grading and maximize
setbacks.

For all these reasons I urge you o deny this application.

EXHIBITNO. 5

Very sincerely yours, %‘ Wf\ ‘U} § . W APPLICATION NO.
" - .,gfi..«‘( k&‘ ; H y »j \L: l
‘ U | F-07-069

- /L
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ARMEL PRESERVATION FOUNDATION _.

OST OFFICE BOX 957 w CARMIL, CALIFORNIA 93921 (408) 6246025 .

-

b -]

MEMO W22a 3-01-032R
TO: Sara Wan, Chair and Coestal Commissicners

: 4
RE: Gary Martin Demolition in Carmé:! : i

FROM: Enid Sales, Dircctor Carme! Pracervation Fourdation

3]

DATE: September 2, 2001

1t is my understanding that the Martin Peoject is being heard i Eureka on 9/12/01, and that a
reconsideration of the demolition of hi= i se at 13th a°d Cainine Real will again be discussed
due to new information. Iam alsc awa t that the Cugn 2l Building Official has red-tagged the
house due to its not being in Code Conrulizace, This sty was predictable but does not mean
that the house can not be readily made inhzbiable if by jught up to Code. !

The testimony of Mr. Martin's engineer is aizo to be expested because he was hired to say whit,

indecd, he has said. For a wood frame bulding, fairly recently inhabited and maintained by a

notable San Francisco family, to be readv to fall down nust remind you of the Periwinkle and

Sca Urchin houses about which the owrnsrs made the s2me apocryphal claim. E .

1 would hope that the Commission would ruquire an independent structural report from a
Preservation architect or enginesr before accepting M:. Martin's claims. fn my memory, one of
the concemns you voiced in Santa Rosa was that M, Meitin's intent to tear down this fine old
Craftsman house to divide the property inte two lots was for speculation purposes. Speculation
on an empty lot, in my experience, could nut be considiared a Project. This would not be
considered acceptable under CEQA, and should net ke in Carmel. Thank you.

T

EXHIBITNO. S

V APPLICATION NO. .
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® ' RECEIVED

Counecli Memzher Barbars Livisgscon
Past $ffice Box SEP 0 7 2001
Carmel-by-tho-Sen, Califorein 83521 '

L0

Teleplierﬁ-ms; S HEC-EHI% COAS % ﬁ‘[!_' ig 8 Elm &S 10N
@3’ Fax: SRLG2MLRER CENTRAL COAST AREA
e-mail: Barbaraili fngstonfesrthilnknet
web stte: hitp:/[vrorv.barbetclivingston.com ; -
Agenda # W 22a
Application #3-01-032R" ¢
Martin o=
9/05/01 Oppose

- TO: Chair Sara Wan and Members of the Coastal Commission
" Regarding your reconsideration of this application I offer the following:

sHad the Coastal Commissione:s accepted the report of the structural |
engineer for Periwinkle/Sea Urchin on Scenic Drive those 2 cottages
would have been demolished months ago. Fortunately, the Commission
. voted to preserve the cottages ar.d & subsesuent engineeting report
showed them to be not only salvap2able, but in much better shape than
previously advertised. |

}

oThe Martin house may be unirsurable at the moment, but wouldn’t that %
be cured by the applicant applying for a permit to rehab his house? :
According to the staff report, the City’s Building Inspector says as much:

“Mr. Meroney’s recommendatioit is that the structures remain vacant

pending the issuance of a permit for rehabilitation and/ or demolition.”:

The Coastal Commission has denied the demolition; therefore, the

remaining option is for the owner to apply for permit to rehab the

structures. )

*Your staff has denied reconsideration of the ot line adjustment, and I

concur that no error has occurred to cause you to reopen this issue.

In the interest of preserving an historie building and neighborhood
character, I ask that you hold to vour previcus decision and vote for
preservation, not demolition. _

. Very sincerely yours, . - EXHIBITNO. S
B N AJL &}{M( iy \.U{O%% APPLICATION NO.
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FROM _ PHONE NO. : 831 625 8566 Nov. | EXHIBITNO. 7~

APPLICATION N
=0 /’Qg S

CARMEL PRESERVATION FC |24t/ Lefecs

3]
POST OFFICE BOX 3959 « CARMEL, caLirornin | @domlo? 07

la Coastal Commission
MEMO: W27g - #3.01-085 E,VE D
. - NOV 0 9 200
TO: Sara Wan, Chair and Members of the Coastal Commission CALI
FO
FROM: Enid Sales, Director of Carmel Preservation Foundation ggASTAL CO&M&S(OM
NTRAL COAST ARgn

RE: Gary Martin Demolition in Carmel
DAYTE: November 8, 2001

The letter which I sent to you in September is attached and is still relevant to this
property. However I would like to reiterate that the Carmel Preservation Foundation
the Preservation Committee and others have urged that an independent, qualified,
preservation architect or engineer be required to inspect this building to assess its
structural condition and its ability to be rehabilitated.

This house is ap important historic resource primarily because of its early Craftsman

architecture, and its large parcel which is typical of its time and place. [t has been

owned and occupied by several well-known families among whom there was a comic strip

creator. It's true value to Carmel, however, is its representation of early Carmel villuge
development, A cowfortable family home in a copious natural setting, near the beaca,

and within walking distance of town. Mr. Martin's claims that his projected manston .
matches other houses in Carmel can only refer to other outsized, over designed, thene

houses that are currently being built, not Carmel's indigenous, early Craftsman housiag

stock.

The position in support of this demolition by the City, is indicative of their attitude 1bout
historic preservation. This is clearly evidenced in the new EIR the Planning staff ha;
prepared to satisfy the LCP. Public comments have been extensive and have express:d an
extraordinary level of disapproval. Admonitions have come from the State Office of
Historic Preservation, Susan Brandt-Hawley, Attorney, Chattel Architecture edits of he
Element, the President of the Carmel Preservation Foundation, Joel Panzer a profess onal
Planner, complete edits of the Element and Ordinance by myself, and comments by Znne
Bell of the Preservation Committee, to mention a few of those who commented. (all »f
the above material has been presented to Coastal Commission staff for their informa fon
and evalustion.)

The two outstanding defects in the EIR are the lack of professionalism and objectiviy,
and the misguided use of a Programmatic EIR designed to remove protection for any
individual resource. The intention of avoiding preservation protection is reflected
throughout both the Element and the Ordinance, and every goal and policy is based ca the
owner's voluntary request for designation, and designation would only be granted if the
building is the first, last, only, or most significant historic resource.

We urge you to deny all further demolition and substantial alteration permits until Cirmel
has a professional Planning Director with a background in preservation, bistory, and .
architecture. Carmel’s LCP will never reach an acceptable level under the present tegime,

because it is without any experienced leadership at the Planning level, and although they
hire qualified consultants they persist on ignoring their recommendations. Thank you.

Dnrd e -

99
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e

MEMO W22a 3-01-032R

TO: Sara Wan, Chair and Coastal Commissioners

RE:  Gary Martin Demolition in Carmel]

FROM: Enid Sales, Director Carmel Preservation Foundation
DATE: September 2, 2001

1t is my understanding that the Martin Project is being heard in Eureka on 9/12/01, and thata
reconsideration of the demolition of his house at 13th and Camino Real will again be discusscd
due to new information. 1 am also aware that the Carmel Building Official has red-tagged the
house due to its not being in Code Compliance. This step was predictable but does not mean
that the house can not be readily made inhabitable if brought up to Code.

The testimony of Mr. Martin's engineer is also to be expected because he was hired to say whut,

. indced, he has said. For a wood frame building, fairly recently inhabited and maintained by a
notable San Francisco family, to be ready to fall down must remind you of the Periwinkle an¢
Sea Urchin houses about which the owners made the same apocryphal claim.

The deplorable condition of this property has been created by the present owner. Itis a fire
hazard because the owner has not removed overgrown brush, or dead plants and trees. He ha:
also deliberately torn up a large chalk rock patio and left it in a loose and dangerous conditior .
This is one of our characteristic, large early parcels, and although it was originally even bigger,
it was reduced to this one legal parcel with one Assessor's parcel number in 1969,

1 would hope that the Commission would require an independent structural report from a
Preservation architect or engineer before accepting Mr. Martin's claims. In my memory, onc of
the concerns you voiced in Santa Rosa was that Mr. Martin's intent to tear down this fine old
Craftsman house to divide the property into two lots was for speculation purposes. Speculation
on an empty lot, in my experience, could not be considered 2 Project. This would not be
considered acceptable under CEQA, and should not be in Carmel. Thank you.

Enid Sales, Director
Carmel Preservation Foundation

. EXHIBITNO. T
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William R. Englander
Alice Englander
P.O. Box 6328
Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921
831/ 626-4398

otews RECEIVED g

alice@englander.com NOV 0 8 2001

http:/iwww.englander.com

CALIFORNIA
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November 7, 2001

To: Chairman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners

Re: 3-01-085 Gary Martin W27G

Opposed
Dear Coastal Commissioners,

We live a few blocks aw;ay from this proposed demolition and walk by it often. It is a
lovely tree-studded lot with an older, craftsman-style home that fits neatly irto the
neighborhood and enhances the feeling of "real Carmel".

We would like to express our strong opposition to allowing the demolition to occut.
The house was occupied until fairly recently. If it has become uninhabitable, then it

must be because of neglect and poor maintenance. Even so, we feel that it shculd be
rehabilitated.

As you are aware, it is the demolition of these older, smaller homes that is threctening
the existence of the Carmel we love. Not only do we lose the character and scale these
cottages offer, we see them replaced by large, poorly designed, out-of-scale houses. In
many cases the owners present their case almost tearfully about building their "dream
house” ... yet it is very common to see a "for sale™ sign (at a very high asking price) pop
up as soon as it is built.

We appreciate the support you have shown to Carmel this year and hope you wil deny
this demolition. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

2 S

Alice Englander _ William R. Englander

EXHIBITNO. 7
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November 12, 2001 RECEIVE D

NOV 1 § 2001
Item Number: W 279
un CALIFORNIA
Permit #: 3-01-085 COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST AREA

Dear Mr. Watson, California Coastal Commission;

As the neighboring property owners’ of Camino Real @13" we do support the
project with the following understanding:

e The lot or lots involved will not be subdivided.

H

» The new home built will be a single-family residence with no second
residence being built.

« No further sub-divisions or applications of such will be made at a future
date.

We wish the new owners the best during their project and are thankful they are
respectful of the surrounding neighbors.

If you have any questions please feel free to contact us.

Sincere

’ ]
AL
Paul or Laltirie Goldman

aeps—

EXHIBIT NO. 7
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ﬁECEIVED W 248 .

Walter E. Gourlay

NOV 1 0 2001 B0, Box 981
CALIFORNIA Carmel, CA 93921
COASTAL COMMISSION Walterg@redshift.com
CENTRAL COAST AREA

November 9, 2001

To: Sara Wan, Chairperson, and
Members of the California Coastal Commission

Re: 3-01-085. Gary Martin ' W27G
. Opposed

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission;

| am grateful for your concern and your continuing support for efforts to preserve
the special character of Carmel-by-the-Sea. | am writing to urge you not to approve the
demolition of this significant and architecturally unique home as proposed by Gary
Martin. He has intentionally allowed the property to deteriorate in the hope of getting
. permission to tear it down. This tactic is reprehensible. It should not be allowed to set a

precedent for others in the future. .

The house in question is a crafisman-designed building. It's a great asset
to its neighborhood, and to our city generally. In addition, its lot and trees add
considerably to the ambience of Carmel. Damolition would be a blow to our
hopes of preserving what is left of the essential character of our city.

Please reject this application.

Sincerely yours,

(Dr.) Walter E. GoGrlay
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Nov. 7, 2001

TO: CHAIRMAN SARA WAN & QOASTAL OOMMISSYIONERS

RE: 3-01-085 Gary Martin W27G - opposed

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

As local neighbors and residents of this (Martin) property . -
of Carmel, we are appalled that this property was left to
decay and ruin this marvelous crafsman style structure and
then assume the City of Carmel would allow a demolition. In
addition, Mr. Martin intends to split this lot for two homes
in an area, where mostly double lots are visible,

This structure is vital to this neighborhood and could easily
be restored to its wonderful character,

Thank you for strong support of our community and its desire
to preserve its character.

Sincerely,
W@%ﬂ N

Shirley H

Brie Tripp.

RECEIVED

NOV 0 8 2001
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Melanic C. Billiy
@.0. Box 1414
Carmel-by-the-Sea, CA 93921

RECEIVED @

NOV 0 7 2001
November 6, 2001 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMI
CENTRAL COAST?&S!{I(E)}\\l

To: Chairman Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners

Re: 3-01-085 Gary Martin W27G
Opposed

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

| am sorry that | cannot attend this meeting as | will be out of state. | do,
however, want to take this opportunity to raise a very strong objection to the
demolition of this outstanding craftsman style home as proposed by Mr. Gary
Martin. This structure is truly significant in our neighborhood and in Carmel. Itis
vital to the character of our neighborhood, both in terms of its architecture and
also in terms of its lot and trees. Demolition of this type only further renders our
new Local Coastal Plan irrelevant.

Mr. Martin has deliberately allowed this property to decay in order to enhance
and further his request for a demolition to both the city and the Coastal
Commission. This approach to his property must be strongly and forcefully dealt
with, i.e., stopped. To allow him to get away with this will set a very negative
precedent for future applicants.

Thank you for your true concemn for Carmel and your strong support for our
efforts on behalf of commumty presewatlon

EXHIBIT NO. i
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. Counell Member Barbara Livingston R E C E ' V ED

Post Office Box CC
Carmel-by-the-Sea, Callfornia 9392] Nov ¢ "
Telephone: 831/626-1610 2001
Fax: 831/620-1283 coasCALIFORNIA

e-mail: barbaratiivingston@earthlink.net Cgﬁ;‘%ﬁ% COMMISSION
web site: htip://www.barbaralivingston.com CoAST ARE

6 November 2001
RE: 3-01-085
GARY MARTIN
W27G
OPPOSED

TQ: Chair Sara Wan and Coastal Commissioners

Dear Chair and Coastal Commissioners:

My concerns regarding the above referenced issue are those of
cumulative loss of community character. The property owner wants tu
tear down an old house in Carmel-by-the-Sea and rebuild in the manner >f
today’s starter castles.

What this will do to the block of Camino Real between 13th and Santa
Lucia is grave enough, but this new construction will contribute to a
serious loss of character which will impact the surrounding neighborhooc,
the southwest quadrant and ultimately the entire village. Cumylative loss
of our character resources is serious business in a town renowned for its

old cottages. Scruffy as some may be, they nevertheless represent our
home and the heart of our town.

Please give this matter your usual due consideration. Thank you very

much.
Best Regards, ,
. MWW EXHIBITNO. 7
Applgfg%wg. -
Add L Le Aér/,;
@ Califﬁa cgta!gmission
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA = THE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAY 'AVIS, Govemor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942806

SACRAMENTO, CA 84296-0001 W . 7
(916) 653-6624  Fax: (916) 653-9824 9

calshpo @ ohp.parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parnks.cQ.gov
November 9, 2001 R E C E I v
Mike Watson NOV'0 9 2001
Coastal Commission ' : CALIFORNIA
Central Coast Office COASTAL COMMISSION
725 Front Street, Suite #300 CENTRAL COAST AREA

Santa Cruz, California 85060

Subject: Wild Boar Inn (Gus Arriola Residence)
Southeast Corner Camino Real and 13" Avenue
Carmel-by-the-Sea

Dear Mr. Watson:

We have reviewed the two DPR 523 forms faxed to this office - one prepared
4/11/99 by Enid T. Sales; the other prepared 6/30/99 by Jones & Stokes, Inc. From this
. . material and additional material on Gus Arriola we downloaded from the internet, it
appears Arriola made a significant contribution as a syndicated cartoonist. His comic
strip Gordo was published from 1941-1988, at its peak in 270 U.S. newspapers. Inthe
1960s the strip’s main character, Gordo, a Mexican bean farmer, was transformed from
a negative stereotype to an ambassador for Mexico and its culture. Through the strif,
American readers were exposed to many aspects of Mexican folklore, history, and ar-.

Arriola purchased the subject property in the late 1950s and lived there until
1972. Although he continued to create the Gordo strip after selling the subject prope ty,
it appears the strip's important transformation took place while Arriola resided there. It
is our opinion if the subject property was Arriola's primary residence during the 1960s, it
functioned as his studio, and it looks today basically at it did during the 1960s, the
propenty is eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources under Criterion 2
for association with Gus Arriola.

Thank you for allowing the Office of Historic Preservation to comment on
California Register eligibility for the Gus Arriola Residence. If you have any questions
please call Cynthia Howse of my staff at (316) 653-9054.

Sincerely,
N
o S ! DM See EXHIBIT NO. {J
Dr. Knox Mellon . _ APIDBngéTI(Qr\b %Q -
State Historic Preservation Officer . -
OHFP QZQ/(QW

KQ California Coastal Commission




-GUS ARRIOLA

~ RTINS T )
PO Box 3275 Carmel,Ca 93921 BIE(M{H;\.{M pine
st - 1 J] SEP 2.5 1993
Sept, 20, 1999 ‘ '
AN ESTNRY {‘1L

- e oy

To Whom It May Concern...

We oppose the inclusion of the Carmel Hooper
House, at Camino Real and 13th, in the California
Register of Historical Resources on the tenuous
basis of the twelve-year Arriola residency.

Attaching historic significance because I
opted to work at home borders on the bizérre.
Many, wider-known professionals in the area work
at home. I have maintained home studios in La
Jolla, CA...Phoenix, AZ...and locally in the
Strasburger House on Carmel Point and the
Stackpole House, now demolished,at Dolores & 13th.
Much of Susan Lassell's Evaluation Report is

erroneous,culled as it was from dubious news

clips and not a personal interview.

We ask to be excluded as a reason for the State's
claim of such historic import. We find this ‘snag'
in the present owners personal plans, on our
account, patently unfair and unjust. We strongly
urge the Community Planning and Building Agency to
,reconsider and rescind this de;ignaﬁion, granting
Dr. and Mrs. Leaton the due right to protect their
sizeakle investment.

EXHIBIT NO. \/
Respectfully, Frarces and fg?A:riola Appq?gnoNNgk,,
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. 1] Charles A. Hansen (SBN 76679)
WENDEL, ROSE%, BLACK & DEAN, LL?
. 2| 1111 Broadway, 24" Floor
Qalkdand, California 94607-4036
3| Telephone: (510) 834-6600
. Fax: (510) 834-1928
4
Attomeys for Gary A. Martin
5
6 CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
7
8} Application No. 3-01-032 Harvard DECLARATION OF GUS
o Investment (Martin) ARRIOLA
0 Applicant: Gary A, Martin
1
Prgjecghl,ocation: SE Cormer of Camino Real
11} and 13™ Avenue, Carmel, Monterey County
2 12| Project Description: Demolitionofan
8 existing approximately 2,635 sq. ft. single
é% 13§ family residence -
s: 14| Local A%provak City of Carmel-by-the-Sea:
DS 01-04/RE 01-08/VA 01-03
&: 15
é_ :’:§ p i}f:'ille %%Cu%?ft& Coas;al Cg)evetlp mentl I;ennit
] 1 iles 301- artin); City of Carmel-by-
§ %e-Sea gnglemﬁed Iéand fsée Plsanl and EXHIBIT NO. V
17| Zoning Ordinance; City of Carme A
Community Building and Planning PPUEESINS,
18| Department Staff Report (03/14/01); Jones & : —
Sgg}ccgsg.%ssociatcs Evaluation Report Aereole. /Eeteinan,
19 1999).
20 |
21 I, Gus Aurriola, declare and say based on my own personal knowledge:
22 1. I am making this statement at the request of Charles Hansen, Gary Martin’s
23| attorney, in order to put into evidentiary form statements [ have previously made about
24 one of my former homes, located at the southeast corner of Camino Real and 13th in
251 Carmel-by-the-Sea. I understand that Mr. Hansen will be submitting this declaration to
261 the California Coastal Commission on July 12, 2001.
. 27 2. Attached as Exhibit 1 is a true copy of a letter which my wife and I wrote
28 | last year concerning the house, Istill hold the views expressed in the attached letter.
203442 600 \ST6213.1 -
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2
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8
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11
12
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15
16
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19
20

21
22
23
24
25

1111 Broudway, 24" Foot

Oaland, Calforrta 946074036

Wendsl, Rosen, Black & Daan, LLP

261

27
28

003442.0001\576515.1

-3 I find it to be both unfair and disturbing that my former residence in the
house is being cited as a reason for preserving a house that has been declared unsafe for
occupancy. My reasons for these beliefs are detailed in the following paragraphs.

4. No one involved with the Jones & Stoke Report interviewed or consulted
me or sought my input before using me as an icon for the claim that the house has
historical significance.

5. As the second owner of the house, | have considerable knowledge about it.
As noted in my prior letter, much of the content of the Jones & Stoke report is simply
wrong. Many of these inaccuracies could have been avoided if the author had
interviewed me. |

6. No one from the California Coastal Commission contacted or consulted me
before its staff recommended against permitting demolition of the house.

7. If I were to attach historical significance to any house in which I have lived,
it would be the brick Arizona house in which I was born and certainly not the house at
Camino Real and 13th in Carmel-by-the-Sea.

8. Although I have very much appreciated and enjoyed being part of the
Carmel community, the house played no significant part in my artistic roots or sources.
Those roots are in Arizona, and the house at Camino Real and 13th had little or no role in
the content of or inspiration for my art. |

9.  The use of my name and career to justify an historical designation of the
hc;ﬁse in question is disturbing to me, and I would very much prefer not to be a possible
reason for depriving the current owner of the privileges and rights enjoyed by other
property owners in protectihg their investment and quality of life.

10.  Thave serious questions as to how one can be honored by preserving a
house that is dilapidated, unsafe to occupy and of no particular architectural significance

(having been altered frequently and substantially).

EXHIBIT NO. {/
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1 11, I appreciate recognition for my work, but I do not want to be involved in a
2| process where the dreums end plans of others are thwerted becauss of my having lived in-
34 ahouse that holds no special significance for me or for my work.

4 1 declare under penalty of pegjury under the laws of the Stare of California that ﬁ}e
51 foregoing is true and correct, and that this declaration was sxecuted on July 11, 2001, at
6| Carmel-by-the-Ses, California. :
7 Oy e
8 5 Amniela ‘
5 Tl [ P=nf
10 '
11
3 12
é i1
ga‘i 14 |
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QOakland, CA 94607-4036 .
NOV O 9 2001 Post Office Box 2047

QOakland, CA 94604-2047
CALIFORNIA an .

COASTAL COMMISSION Telephone: (510) 834-6600
Attomeys at Law CENTRAL COAST AREA Fax: (510) 834-1928

info@wendel.com

November 8, 2001 EXHIBIT NO. W/
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California Coastal Commission L& caitornia Coasta! Commission

Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508

Re:  Application No. 3-01-085;
SE Corner of Camino Real and 13th Avenue, Carmel;
Reply to Staff Report dated October 31, 2001

Dear Mr. Watson: .

We represent Gary and Susan Martin and are counsel of record for the Martins. The
Martins will be responding directly and briefly to the Staff Report of October 31, 2001. This
letter will provide a more detailed and technical reply to the Staff Report.

Demolition Issue: Applicant concurs with Staff’s recommendation of a demolition permit in
accordance with the red tag issued by the City of Carmel, and urges the Commission to approve
such permit. Applicant agrees with the statements in the portion of the Staff Report analyzing
the demolition issue (page 17 of the Staff Report) that “...given the circumstances, it would be
imprudent to require [the] structure not be demolished”; that “there are overriding factors that
allow for demolition of the structure,” that *...rehabilitation is not a viable alternative”; and that
demolition of the structure “...will not prejudice the City’s ability to prepare and complete an

LCP.” Given Staff’s concessions, we do not believe that demolition can prudently or lawfully be
conditioned or delayed.

Lack of Historicity: In view of the recommendation that a demolition permit be issued, the issue

of historicity appears to be largely moot. In the event that the issue is still of concern to the

Commission, Applicant wishes to bring to the Commission’s attention that a recent and

definitive study commissioned by the City of Carmel and performed by Kent Seavey, a widely
acknowledged architectural historian. Mr. Seavey consciously and explicitly declined to treat

Applicant’s house as a historical resource, although he recommended inclusion of 233 other

properties. We understand that Seaveys report is available from the City. .

003442.0020\592112.1
93
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,, WENDEL. ROSEN. BLACK & DEAN. LLP
November 8, 2001
Page3

“Merger” Issue: Applicant has withdrawn the lot line adjustment aspect of his application
because of issues raised by the Commission’s staff about a supposed “merger” of legal lots in
1972. Applicant believes that Staff is wrong in its unsupported assertion that a merger occurred,
and has provided the Commission with a legal analysis by Anthony L Lombardo, Esq.
challenging Staff’s position on this issue as being based on a later-enacted and non-retroactive
statute. (See Exhibit C to Staff Report of October 31, 2001.)

Applicant urges the Commission to make no finding on the “merger” issue or on the existence or
non-existence of mulnple lots. Neither the Commission nor its staff has the expertise or mandate
to adjudicate legal issues conccrmng feal estate titles. Such issues are typically left to the courts.
The position taken by staff on “merger” in its current report contradicts recent findings by the
City of Carmel (See Exhibit I to the October 31, Staff Report) and Staff’s own statements and
findings contained in its prior two reports on this application, which describe the property as -
consisting of multiple lots. The issue is not properly before the Commission at this time given
the withdrawal of the lot line adjustment aspect of the application.

It was the Commission’s staff that came up with the “merger” notion. This “merger” idea -
contradicts positions taken by Mr. Arriola (the person who supposedly caused the merger and
has been interviewed on this issue); Applicant’s sellers (the Leatons); the brokers who handled
the sale to applicant, and the City of Carmel. Further, Staffis legally incorrect in suggesting that
Applicant’s “title report™ shows a merger, given that the Insurance Code makes clear that neither
preliminary title reports nor title insurance policies are informational documents. See Insurance
Code §§12340.1 and 12340.11. Staffis on a detour with its “merger” theory. Huge civil liability
claims (between buyers, sellers, brokers, title insurers and others) may turn on the merger issue,
and it would be unfitting and premature for the Commission to arrogate this title issue to itself on
a virtually non-extant record.

Conditioning Demolition On A Re-Design Of Applicant’s Home: Staff has recommended that
the Commission issue a demolition permit only if that permit is qualified by a “Special
Condition” that disregards all of the design review by the City of Carmel (whose Planning
Commission unanimously approved Applicant’s home), and requires that Mr. Martin build and
live in a home he does not want. Staff is recommending that this Commission withhold a
demolition permit -- despite the concession that withholding the permit would be imprudent --
unless Applicant bends to Staff’s will and lets Staff dictate the design of his home. Apphcant
does not and will not consent to the proposed special condition.

Staff’s Purported Facts On The Design Issue Are Grossly And Prejudicially Incorrect: The

centerpiece of Staff’s argument for imposing the Special Condition is that Applicant’s proposed - -

home must be redesigned because it is too large in “general size, scale, volume and footprint” .
and must be scaled back to conform to the existing house. Staff Report, p. 3. This is flatly wrong
on any dimension measured.

EXHIBIT NO.
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WENDEL. ROSEN. BLACK & DEAN. LLP

Staff repeatedly asserts that the proposed new home is “much larger in bulk and volume” (Staff ..
Report p. 7). Staff, at page 18, of its report purports to support that claim with a reference to an
impressive-sounding “Exhibit N.” But Exhibit N turns out to be a Title Insurance Policy. Staff
fails to explain how one can derive volume from a title policy. Staff even includes a footnote on
page 20 of its report defining “bulk” (and its synonym “volume”) and claims that “...the existing
structure has been estimated at 31,660.” (Emphasis added.) Staff gives no details as to these
calculations, who did them, or how they were done.

In contrast, Applicant’s architectural/design team has performed rigorous and detailed
calculations on all aspects of comparative size, including sophisticated volumetric software to
permit an accurate comparison. The results are shown on the following chart:

Existing Proposed | Change
Volume (cu. ft.) 41,031 31,252.8 -25.6%
Footprint including garage (sq. ft.) 2,635 1,981 -24.8%
Total square footage, including garage 3,262 2,700 -17.2%
(sq. ft.)

As the chart shows (and as even Staff concedes on the issue of height), the proposed new house
that Mr. Martin proposes to build is smaller than the existing structure in any and every way
such measurements can be made.

Staff Has Reversed Position On The Design Of The Home: When Mr. Martin originally met
with Mr. Watson, Mr. Watson comment on Mr. Martin’s proposed design: “This is a beautiful
house. Exactly what I'd expect to see in Carmel.” Even in its original report Staff had flattering
things to say about the design that it now finds objectionable. In that original report, dated

June 28, 2001, Staff stated:

“The combination of eclectic design and natural materials
surrounded by natural forest screening preserves much of the
existing street ambience and is compatible with the general
character of the neighborhood and the City’s residential (R-1)
district.” Report p. 2 (emphasis added)

Neither the Commission nor its Staff is equipped to micromanage design features for single
family homes in Carmel. Under Categorical Exclusion, §1.1.a, this is not something that the
Commission routinely does. And Staff’s report is devoid of evidence showing a need for
redesign. Staff’s argument for redesign is premised on the notion that the new house is larger.
As shown above, this premise is demonstrably false.

EXHIBIT NO. )/
APPLICATION NO
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WENDEL. ROSEN. BLACK & DEAN. LLP
November 8, 2001

Page 5

The Proposed Special Condition Is Beyond The Commission’s Jurisdiction: For the past 25
years, the Commission has not concerned itself with the construction or alteration of single-

" family dwellings in Carmel, as defined in Carmel’s Zoning Ordinance Sec. 1310.01, where the
houses are within a specified design envelope. See Categorical Exclusion §I.1.a. Applicant’s
proposed new house fits well within that design envelope, and Staff does not suggest the
contrary. Yet Staff is now ignoring the Categorical Exclusion by trying the interpose itself and
the Commission—by way of the “Special Condition”-- into the design details of a family’s single -
family home in Carmel. : ;

The Commission may have jurisdiction over demolition. But that issue must be decided on its
own merits and is not properly used as a “hook” for asserting jurisdiction over things clearly left
to the City of Carmel under the Categorical Exclusion. This is particularly true when the
demolition is of a red-tagged home that cannot be entered where the demolition cannot prudently
be delayed or denied.

All other bases for jurisdiction over the design of the proposed new home have fallen by the
wayside: The lot line adjustment, if it ever was a basis for jurisdiction under Section I.1.¢ of the
Categorical Exclusion (a proposition that Applicant disputes), is no longer before the
Commission at this time (having been withdrawn due to confusion caused by Staff’s merger
theory). Staff virtually admits this point at the bottom of page 19 of its report.

The only other arguable basis for the Commission’s initial assertion of jurisdiction was the
existence of a “variance” exceeding 10% of Zoning Ordinance standard concerning the setback
of Applicant’s garage. (The relevant provision of the Categorical Exclusion is Section I11.3.)
However, this is not a basis for the Staff’s effort to dictate the design details of Applicant’s home
for several reasons. The garage is not to be altered or moved as part of Applicant’s project. The
condition that exists (and that has existed since 1922) will not change or enlarge in any way. It
is, in other words, not a part of Applicant’s “Project,” and cannot serve as a rational
jurisdictional basis for reviewing the design of Applicant’s new home. The “variance” also does
not serve as a valid jurisdictional basis for the Commission imposing the Special Condition
because Staff has recommended approval of “the non-conforming side yard setback for the
garage” in its report. See Staff Report, p. 6. It would be illogical and unlawful for the
Commission to purport to ignore the Categorical Exclusion based on a “variance” that 1) long
preexisted the Project; 2) represents the status quo; 3) has nothing to do with the proposed new
home or the Project; and 4) is perfectly acceptable to the Staff and the City of Carmel.

Conclusion: As a legal matter, the Commission has no valid basis for imposing the Special
Condition. As a practical matter, imposition of the Special Condition will prevent a demolition
which staff admits it cannot prudently be delayed or denied. Applicant will, if necessary, amend
his existing pleadings to challenge imposition of the Special Condition if that is what the

EXHIBIT NO. [,/
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. WENDEL. ROSEN. BLACK & DEAN. LLP
November §, 2001
Page 6

Commission chooses to do. Applicant hopes, however, that the Commission will reject the
factually inaccurate staff work that spawned the Special Condition, and that it will reject that
condition decisively and resoundingly. ~

BLACK & DEAN, LLP
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Gary & Susan Martin &g{&*c»é Al .

805 Veterans Blvd., Suite 200 Mateeals

Redwood City, CA 94063 L caitomis Coasta Coinission
(650) 365-4345 RECEIV

November 9, 2001 : E D
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COAS%LL ‘58&?\%?53;0“

«Fl» CENTRAL COAST AREA

Re:  Application No. 3-01-085
SE Corner of Camino Real and 13" Avenue, Carmel
Reply to Staff Reported dated October 31, 2001

Dear «F2»,

Demolition. We are pleased that staff now agrees with us that demolition of the existing
home is necessary. We agree that to do otherwise would be “imprudent.”

Condition, We cannot accept the condition. Demolition is a stand-alone issue. It should

be granted on its own merits without condition. Approving the demolition of an

uninhabitable and dangerous structure that we all agree now is unsafe on condition that

we cannot build the home Carmel has approved is wrong. The staff report for

Wednesday’s hearing concludes that Peter Douglas should be given the authority to ‘
design our home based on the erroneous position that our proposed home is “much

larger” than the existing one. This is entirely and completely untrue! See chart below.

existing proposed change
Volume (cu. ft.) 42,031 31,252.8 -25.6%
Footprint including garage 2,635 1,981 -24.8%
(sq. ft.)
Total square footage 3,262 2,700 -17.2%

including garage (sq. ft.)

Either through lack of accurate analysis or intentional misrepresentation, the conclusions
of the staff are completely unsupported by any evidence.

Proposed Design. The proposed design should be approved as submitted. Staff has

already taken the position that it is compatible with Carmel’s community character.

When we met with Mike Watson on May 18, 2001, he reviewed our plans and said,

“This is a beautiful house. Exactly what I’d expect to see in Carmel.” In its original

report dated June 28, 2001, your staff wrote of our design, .




“The combination of eclectic design and natural materials surrounded
by natural forest screening preserves much of the existing street ambiance
and is compatible with the general character of the neighborhood and the
City’s residential (R-1) district,” p. 2 (emphasis added)

We therefore respectfully request that you approve the demolition of our house and
eliminate the special condition giving Mr. Douglas the unprecedented authority to dictate
the design of our replacement home.

Sincerely,

EXHIBIT NO. |3/
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BOLTON

DESIGN GROUP, INC.

Missioe Street, Between 4th and Snl Avenues s
P.O. Box 5488, Carmcl, Californis 93921 '

November 13, 200} ) NOV 1 9 2001
COASTAL COMMISSION
T 08 Veierans Bivd, Sute 200 CENTRAL COAST AREA
Redwood City, California 94063
Re: Martin Family Residence Camino Real & 13™ Avenue, Carmel, California
Dear Mr. Martin,

1 have reviewed the Coastal Commission’s Staff Report for tomorrow’s hearing and it’s
comparison of the volume, footprint and square footage of the existing and proposed homes. The
Staff Report erroneously concludes that the proposed home is larger than the existing. It is not. The
Staff Report omits the square footage and volume of the second story in it's calculations. The table
below contains the actual calculations confirmed using our Allplan CADD software by
Nemetschek AG. From the three-dimensional models of both the existing and proposed homes:

Exlsting Proposed Chapge

I. Total Building Volume: 36,184 cu. fi. 31,283 sq. ft. -13.6 %
(Including Garage)

2. Building Footprint: 2,635 sq. fi. 1,981 sq.ft. -248 %
{Including Garage)

3. Total Bullding Square Footage: 3,262 sq. fi. 2,700 sq. 1. 112 %

(Including Garage)

As you can see by these figures, the proposed struciure is substantially less in volume by a factor
of 13.6 % Less than the existing structure.

The Building Footprint of the proposed structure is also less, 654 sq. ft. less or 24.8 % Less than
the existing structure.

Finally, it should be noted that the Total Building Square Footage of the proposed structure (2,700 sq. R.)
is 17.2 % Less than the existing structure (3,262 sq. f.1.).

In summary, the proposed home is smaller than the existing home and is consistent with the
volume, footprint, square footage, and character of other homes in the neighborhood.

Best Regards,

Michael Bolton

Telephone: 831 0622 3220 Facsamile: B31 622 5225
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Martin Family Residence, Southeast corner of Camino Real & 13th Avenue, Carmel, California

Total Building Volume
36,184 Cu. Ft.
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Martin Family Residence, Southeast corner of Camino Real & 13th Avenue, Carmel, California

Total Building Volume

31,253 Sq. Ft.

N\
Three Dimensional Wire Frame Model Of EXHIBIT NO. {,]
The Proposed Structure Used To Calculate The Total Volume APPLICATION NO ¢ -

BDG, INC., 00.06 Camino Real & 13% Avenue, Nemetschek AG, Allplan Version.16.2, 08 NOV 2001
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Martin Family Residence, Southeast corner of Camino Real & 13th Avenue, Carmel, California

Total Building Footprint

.
: ﬁ 2,635 Sq. Ft.
g T

mi \

(N

,‘:’: O"\ \

-
- ———

e,
Pae. Raall 299
wr
<
S
-, e ca.
A
TS
o @

™.

ml

-
-—w—m\ Lk

"o -
-

- - l‘;__wq "\ > \ e
-\ e |
e d

£ EXISTING SITE /ROOF PLAN
\';:/ Wik (¥ wt oW

BOLVYON
DesION
“RroOUP
Tt

0o &2 20

-~ W i i g e

EXHIBIT NO. |

Site Plan Used To Calculate The Existing Structure’s Total Building Footprint APPng_,ATg}q 21% -
> el

BDG, INC., 00.06 Camino Real & 13" Avenue, Nemetschek AG, Allplan Version.16.2, 08 NOV 2001

M cants /2772{ i

M“‘Ie"’;Cvé’

@ California Coastat Commission




Martin Family Residence, Southeast corner of Camino Real & 13th Avenue, Carmel, California
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Martin Family Residence, Southeast corner of Camino Real & 13th Avenue, Carmel, California
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Martin Family Residence, Southeast corner of Camino Real & 13th Avenue, Carmel, California

2,700 Sq. Ft.
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