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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that NO
SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. An
appeal has been filed by Charles C. Wright alleging that the County’s approval of the development
is inconsistent with provisions of Mendocino County’s certified LCP protecting the visual character
of the community of Westport. Specifically, the appellant alleges that the project as approved
would (1) not be consistent in scope and character with the rural atmosphere and visual quality of
the rural village of Westport, (2) not be consistent with provisions of Westport Beach Subdivision,
(3) have adverse effects on historic structures in Westport, and (4) be inconsistent with provisions
regulating yards and setbacks that prohibit use of a neighboring yard’s open space to meet setback
requirements of the applicant’s proposed development.

The project site is located within the rural village of Westport, about 15 ¥2 miles north of Fort
Bragg, Mendocino County. The property is west of Highway One, but is not a coastal blufftop
parcel, and is not in an area designated as highly scenic. The site is located on the east side of the
north/south section of Omega Drive, the first public road inland from the sea. The 6,000-square-foot
property is situated on a 60’ by 100’ parcel and surrounded by other densely-spaced existing single-
family residences, the majority of which are two-story structures.

The development, as approved by the County, would involve demolition of an existing 16-foot tall
residence and detached garage and out building, and construction of a new 25 Y2-foot high, 2,838-
square-foot, two-story, single-family residence with attached garage.

Staff has determined that the contentions do not raise a substantial issue of conformance with the
certified LCP policies protecting the visual character of Westport. The LCP states that the scope

“and character of the Rural Village of Westport has more to do with its spectacular setting, compact
form, and lack of sprawl than with individual buildings. Westport supports a diversity of residential
structures that vary widely in size, shape, height, and bulk. The applicant’s approved structure is
comparable to other buildings in the community. The subject property is not located in Westport
Beach Subdivision. Therefore the appellants contention that the development as approved does not
conform with LCP policies affecting the Westport Beach Subdivision do not raise a substantial
issue. The appellant gave no reasons why he believes the approved development would adversely
affect historic structures, and there are no indications that the approved development would have
any adverse effect on the one historic structure identified in the immediate neighborhood of the
approved development. Finally, the County’s adopted findings for approval indicate that the
County did not rely on use of open space of another building as a basis for approving continuance
of the legal but non-conforming side yard setback for the approved structure.

For all of the above reasons, staff reccommends the Commission find that the appeal raises no
substantial issue of consistency with the certified LCP.

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of Substantial Issue is found on Page 4.
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STAFF NOTES:

1. Appeal Process

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

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal development permit
application may be appealed to the Commission for certain kinds of developments, including
developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the sea
and the first public road paralleling the sea, or within three hundred feet of the inland extent of any
beach, or of the mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, or within one hundred feet of
any wetland or stream, or within three hundred feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal
bluff, or those located in a sensitive coastal resource area.

Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated the
“principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major
public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or
county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program and, if the development is
located between the first public road and the sea, the public access policies set forth in the Coastal
Act.

The subject development is appealable to the Commission because the proposed house is located (1)
within 300 feet of the mean high tide line; (2) within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a
coastal bluff; and (3) within a sensitive coastal resource area. Section 20.308.110(6) of the
Mendocino County Zoning Code and Section 30116 of the Coastal Act define sensitive coastal
resource areas as “those identifiable and geographically bounded land and water areas within the
coastal zone of vital interest and sensitivity,” including, among other categories, “Special
communities or neighborhoods which are significant visitor destination areas.” The approved
development is located within the rural village of Westport, which is an area designated in the LCP
as a “special neighborhood” and, as such, is appealable to the Commission.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the Commission decides
to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have
three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of
Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. Unless it is determined that there
is no substantial issue, the Commission would continue with a full public hearing on the merits of
the project, which may occur at a subsequent meeting. If the Commission were to conduct a de
novo hearing on the appeal, (because the proposed development is not between the first road and the
sea), the applicable test for the Commission to consider would be whether the development is in
conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program.
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The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are the
applicant, the appellant and persons who made their views known before the local government (or
their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding
substantial issue must be submitted in writing.

2. Filing of Appeal

An appeal was filed by Charles C. Wright (Exhibit 6). The appeal was filed with the Commission
in a timely manner on October 21, 2002 within 10 working days of receipt of the County's Notice of
Final Action (Exhibit 5) by the Commission on October 11, 2002. On November 6, 2002 the
appellant submitted a letter to supplement contentions raised in his appeal after close of the appeal
period. At that time he also raised new contentions not previously covered in the original appeal.
Because the appeal period closed on October 28, 2002, these new contentions were not raised
during the appeal period, and therefore are not valid grounds for appeal.

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE:

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed below, the staff recommends that
the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal has been filed. The proper motion is:

MOTION:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-02-149 raises NO
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under
* Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. ‘ ’

Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue :

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial
Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the Commission finds No
Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de novo and the local action will
become final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote by a majority of the
Commissioners present.

Resolution to Find Substantial Issue:

The Commission finds that Appeal No. A-1-MEN-02-149 does not present a substantial issue with

respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act

regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and recreation

policies of the Coastal Act. .
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L. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS:

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. APPELLANT’S CONTENTIONS:

The Commission received one appeal from Charles C. Wright of the County of Mendocino’s
decision to approve the development.

The project as approved by the County consists of demolition of an existing 16-foot-tall residence,
detached garage, and out building, and construction of a new 2,838-square-foot single-family
residence with attached garage. The maximum height of the structure would be 25 Va-feet as
measured from finished grade. Westport Water District would provide water and sewer services.
The project site is located along the Mendocino County coastline, in the rural village of Westport,
on the east side of the road at 37033 Omega Drive (APN 013-280-10).

The appeal raises four (4) contentions involving alleged inconsistencies with the County’s LCP
policies and standards related to (1) the scope and character for the rural village of Westport, (2)
Westport Beach Subdivision, (3) adverse effects on historic structures in Westport, and (4) yards
and setbacks that prohibit use of a neighboring yard’s open space to meet setback requirements of
the applicant’s proposed development.

The appellants’ contentions are summarized below, and the full text of the contentions is included
in the appeal as Exhibit No. 6.

1. Scope and Character for Rural Village of Westport

The appellant contends that the project as approved, is inconsistent with the provisions of several
Mendocino County Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies and standards concerning the protection
of the visual character of Westport, including Land Use Policy (LUP) 2.2, LUP Policy 3.5-2, LUP
Policy 4.2-4, and Mendocino County Coastal Zoning Code (CZC) Sections 20.504.005 and
20.504.10. The appellant asserts that the approved development is out of character with the visual
quality of Westport because the approved house is larger, taller, and bulkier than other buildings in
the community, and is of a boxy design that is inconsistent with the architectural style of the
community. The appellant maintains that if constructed as approved, the structure would be
visually incompatible with the other modest homes in Westport, and would set a precedent for
future development that would be out of character with the rural atmosphere and visual quality of
the Rural Village of Westport.

2. Westport Beach Subdivision

The appellant contends that the approved development is inconsistent with LUP Policy 4.2-1, which
regulates the Coastal Element Policy, and requires new development within the Westport Beach
Subdivision to apply the highly scenic area policies of LUP Policy 3.5-3 and 3.5-4. The appellant
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simply cites the policy without stating why the approved project would be out of compliance with
LUP Policy 4.2-1.

3. Adverse Effects on Historic Structures

The appellant contends there is an inconsistency of the County approval with CZC Section
20.504.020(C)(3) requiring that no adverse effect from the proposed project occur to nearby historic
structures. However, the appellant provides no specific reasons why the approved development

would adversely affect nearby historic structures.

4. Yards and Setbacks—Use of Open Space of Another Building

The appellant contends there is an inconsistency of the County approval with CZC Section
20.444.015 of the Coastal Zoning Code dealing with yards and setbacks requiring that no yard or
open space provided for one building be used as yard or open space for a neighboring building. The
appellant contends that the County relied on the adjoining side yard of the neighbor to the north of
the subject property to approve building the proposed residence with a non-conforming 3-foot side
yard setback.

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION:

On September 26, 2002, the Mendocino County Coastal Permit Administrator approved with
conditions a Coastal Development Permit for the subject development.

The County attached to its coastal development permit two special conditions (see pages 9 of 11,
and 10 of 11 contained in Exhibit 5). The first special condition requires the applicant prior to
issuance of the coastal development permit to submit an exterior lighting plan complete with design
details for all exterior lighting fixtures. The second special condition requires the applicant prior to
construction of the residence, to obtain an encroachment permit from the Mendocino County
Department of Transportation for a driveway approach onto Omega Drive.

The decision of the Coastal Permit Administrator was not appealed at the local level to the Board of
Supervisors. The County then issued a Notice of Final Action, which was received by Commission
staff on October 11, 2002, (Exhibit 5). The project was appealed to the Coastal Commission in a
timely manner on October 21, 2002, within 10 working days after receipt by the Commission of the
Notice of Final Action. The local action by the Planning Commission need not be appealed to the
Board of Supervisors before it is appealed directly to the Commission because the County charges a
fee for local appeals.

C. PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located within the rural village of Westport, about 15 2 miles north of Fort
Bragg, Mendocino County. The property is west of Highway One, but is not a coastal blufftop
parcel. The site is located on the east side of the north/south section of Omega Drive, the first
public road inland from the sea. (Exhibits 1, 2 and 3). The 6,000-square-foot property is situated on

el
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a 60’ by 100’ parcel and surrounded by other densely-spaced existing single-family residences, the
majority of which are two-story structures (Exhibits 3, 10 and 11). No environmentally sensitive
habitat is known to exist on the property. Fifty to fifty-five-foot tall cypress and Eucalyptus trees
are growing across the street from the applicant’s property on the west side of Omega Drive.

Approval has been granted by the County for the proposed development, which would consist of
demolition of an existing 16-foot-high house, out-building, and detached garage on the property,
and replacement with a new 2,838-square-foot, 25 V2-foot-tall, two-story, single-family residence
with an attached garage.

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS:

Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:

“The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the
certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this
division.”

1. Appellant’s Contentions that are Valid Grounds for Appeal

. All of the contentions raised in the appeal filed during the appeal period present potentially valid
grounds for appeal in that they allege the project’s inconsistency with policies of the certified LCP
or with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. These contentions allege that the approval of
the project by the County raises substantial issues related to LCP provisions regarding (1) the scope
and character for the rural village of Westport, (2) Westport Beach Subdivision, (3) adverse effects
on historic structures in Westport, and (4) prohibitions on use of a neighboring yard’s open space to
meet side yard setback requirements of the applicant’s proposed development.

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal
unless it determines:

With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal program, that
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed
pursuant to Section 30603.

The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. The
Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it "finds
that the appeal raises no significant question.” (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section
13115(b).) In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following

factors:
1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the
. development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and with the public access
policies of the Coastal Act;
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2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government;

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4, The precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain
judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing a petition for a writ of
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5.

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and
determines that with respect to the appellant’s allegations related to: (1) the scope and character for
the rural village of Westport, (2) Westport Beach Subdivision, (3) adverse effects on historic
structures in Westport, and (4) prohibitions on use of a neighboring yard’s open space to meet
setback requirements of the applicant’s proposed development, no substantial issue exists with
regard to the approved project’s conformance with the certified Mendocino County LCP.

Allegations Raising No Substantial Issue:

a. Scope and Character for Rural Village of Westport

The appellant contests the County approval of the project on the grounds that the approval of the
project is inconsistent with Mendocino County’s LCP policies and standards designed to protect the
scope and character of the specially designated rural neighborhood of the community of Westport.

LCP Policies:

LUP Policy 2.2 - Description Of Land Use Plan Map Designations — in applicable part states:

‘RURAL VILLAGE - COASTAL
Map Code: RV

Intent: To preserve and maintain the character of the rural atmosphere and visual quality of
the following villages: Westport, Cleone, Caspar, Little River, Albion, Elk and Manchester;
and to provide a variety of community- oriented neighborhood commercial services; and to
provide and allow for mixed residential and commercial activities.

Principal Permitted Use: One dwelling unit per existing parcel and associated utilities and
light agriculture.

Conditional Uses: Cottage industry, neighborhood commercial, visitor accommodations,
public and semi-public facilities and utilities, increased intensity of existing use,
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laundromat, electrical transmission and distribution lines (see Policy 3.11-9), natural gas
pipeline (see Policy 3.11-5).

Minimum Parcel Size:
Within water and sewer service areas: 6,000 square feet
Within water or sewer service areas: 12,000 square feet

Not in a water or sewer service area: 40,000 square feet
Maximum Dwelling Density:

Within water and sewer service areas

1 single family dwelling per 6,000 square feet
Within water or sewer service areas

1 single family dwelling per 12,000 square feet
Not in a water or sewer service area

1 single family dwelling per 40,000 square feet

LUP Policy 3.5-2 states:

The Town of Mendocino is designated as a "special community.” Development in the
Mendocino Town shall maintain and enhance community character, as defined in the
Mendocino Town Plan.

Other communities and service centers along the Mendocino Coast including Westport,

- Caspar, Little River, Albion, Elk and Manchester shall have special protection to the extent
that new development shall remain within the scope and character of existing development
by meeting the standards of implementing ordinances.

LUP Policy 4.2-4 states:

Future development of Westport as a Rural Village shall require that new development be
compatible with existing development relative to scope and character.

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.005 — Applicability- states:

This section shall apply to those areas identified as highly scenic areas, special
communities and special treatment areas as defined by the Mendocino Coastal
Element and identified on the Coastal Land Use Maps. All development proposals
shall be reviewed by the Coastal Zone Permit Administrator to determine if the
standards set forth in this section shall apply. Application of standards in this
Chapter shall not preclude the development of a legally established parcel.
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Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.010 — Purpose - states:

The purpose of this section is to insure that permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding
areas and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas.

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.020 in applicable part states:

(B) The communities and service centers, designated as CRV or CFV, of Westport,
Caspar, Albion, Elk and Manchester, and the additional areas of Little River,
Anchor Bay and Gualala, as described below, shall have special protection as set
Jorth in Section 20.504.020(C):

(C) Development Criteria.

(1) The scale of new development (building height and bulk) shall be
within the scope and character of existing development in the
surrounding neighborhood.

(2) New development shall be sited such that public coastal views are protected.

(4) Building materials and exterior colors shall be compatible with those of existing
Structures.

Discussion:

The appellant contends that the project as approved by the County raises a substantial issue of
conformance with several provisions of the certified LCP regarding protecting the scope and
character of the rural village of Westport. LUP Policy 2.2 states an intent to preserve and maintain
the character of the rural atmosphere and visual quality of Westport. LUP Policy 3.5-2 states that
Westport shall have special protection to the extent that new development remains within the scope
and character of existing development. LUP Policy 4.2-4 requires future development of the rural
village of Westport to be compatible with existing development relative to the scope and character.
CZC Section 20.504.010 ensures that development be sited and designed to protect views to and
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, and to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas. CZC Section 20.504.020(B) designates Westport as a neighborhood entitled to
receive special protection as set forth in CZC Section 20.504.020(C) requiring the scale of new
development (building height and bulk) to be within the scope and character of existing
development in the surrounding neighborhood. Also, under these provisions new development
must be sited to protect public coastal views; and building materials and exterior colors shall be
compatible with those of existing structures.

The appellant believes that the project as approved by the County is not consistent with the above
provisions of the certified LCP because the project would be out of character with the visual quality
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of Westport. The appellant maintains that the approved house would be larger, taller, and bulkier
than other buildings in the community, and that the boxy design would be inconsistent with the
architectural style of the community. Further, the appellant contends that if constructed as
approved, the approved structure would be visually incompatible with the other modest homes in
town, thereby setting a precedent for future development that would be out of character with the
rural atmosphere and visual quality of the Rural Village of Westport.

Defining the “character “ of an area can become rather subjective when deciding if a particular
structure is consistent or not. Some elements to consider include the location of the proposed
structure, and the distance from where it is being viewed. The siting of the structure, visible
rooflines, materials proposed for use, height and size should all be evaluated. Of primary concern
should be the plan orientation and topography of the surrounding area that takes into consideration
natural vegetative cover and sight lines of the proposed development. Section 4.2 of the Mendocino
County certified Coastal Element contains a description of Westport referring to its cluster of
buildings “huddled against the elements,” and the “clearly defined town edges almost unknown in
California” as primary expressions of the towns character. The discussion goes on to state:
“Westport’s spectacular setting and its compact form contribute more to its character than does the
architecture of individual buildings.”

The appellant maintains that the scale of the approved development (building height and bulk) is not
within the scope and character of the Rural Village of Westport. He contends that if constructed as
approved by the County, this structure would be the largest residence on a lot of this size in the
town, and would therefore set a precedent for future development. Some information is available in
the local record about the size and height of various buildings in Westport. The appellant’s
residence, for instance is 35 feet high at the tallest point, and occupies approximately 2,806-square-
feet, including the garage, with an additional 466-square-feet of porch. The applicant’s proposed
residence located on the same side of Omega Drive, and two parcels to the south, would be 25 2 -
feet-high at the tallest point, and would occupy approximately 2,838-square-feet, including the
garage. A residence located at 38970 N. Highway One, three parcels to the south of the applicant’s
property, is 27-feet-tall, and occupies 1,780-square-feet including the garage, with an additional
284-square-foot deck. While it is true that the applicant’s approved house would occupy more
square-footage than the other examples offered here, there are residences in Westport that appear
even larger in size (Exhibit 10 and 11). In terms of structural height, even within a few houses
north and south of the applicant’s property, structures exist that are taller than the proposed
structure would be. Other homes in Westport are located close to their property lines presenting a
“bulky” appearance. The applicant’s approved house (as depicted in a 3-D rendering included as
Exhibit 9) does not present an appearance that would raise a substantial issue of consistency in
terms of height or bulk with other structures in the immediate neighborhood or within the larger
Westport community.

As noted above, Section 4.2 of the Mendocino County certified Coastal Element states: “Westport’s
spectacular setting and its compact form contribute more to its character than does the architecture
of individual buildings.” There is no particular style of architecture that characterizes Westport.
The town exhibits a very diverse variety of building types, styles, architecture, and materials. The
existing structures range from quite modest historic one-bedroom cabins, to a coastal development
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permit-approved Victorian-style, multi-level residence with a 35-foot-tall tower (the appellant’s
residence). The variety itself contributes to the character of the community. Thus, there is no basis
for attributing Westport’s character to one particular architectural style or design. Therefore, the
contention that the approved house would not conform to the archltectural style of the town of
Westport does not raise a substantial issue.

There is a high degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the
development is consistent with the range of sizes and heights and bulky structures found within
Westport. The local record includes data from the County Assessor’s roles indicating the size of
various homes in the community, including those in the immediate neighborhood of the approved
development, which indicates that the approved house is not out of scale with other existing houses
in the community. Furthermore, as the certified LCP indicates that the character of Westport is
more dependent on its spectacular setting and compact form, more than the architecture of
individual buildings, the contentions about the architecture of the approved house being out of
visual character of Westport raise local issues rather than issues of regional or statewide
significance. Therefore, the Commission finds that the County’s approval does not raise a
substantial issue of conformance with the visual resource provisions of the LCP pertaining to the
protection of the visual character of Westport, including LUP policies 2.2, 3.5-2, 4.2-4, and CZC
Sections 20.504.010 and 20.510.020.

b. Westport Beach Subdivision

The appellant contends that the project as approved by the County is inconsistent with LUP Policy
4.2-1, which requires that highly scenic area policies of LUP Policy 3.5-3 and 3.5-4 are applicable
for new development within the Westport Beach Subdivision.

LCP Policy:

Policy 4.2 includes an introductory section describing the Westport Beach Subdivision located
between the town of Rockport and Little Valley Road.

Westport Beach Subdivision

The Westport Beach Subdivision Map (dated 1971) shows that this subdivision lies east of
Highway I with the exception of one parcel and that 33 of its 80 20-acre residential parcels
are located wholly within the coastal zone. A study prepared by the California Coastal
Commission staff in 1978 concluded that 20 parcels are bisected by the zone and that of
those twenty only three parcels has the primary building site within the coastal zone, thus at
full buildout 37 homes will be constructed on roughly 700 acres (some parcels are larger
than 20 acres) within the coastal zone.

LUP Policy 4.2-1 - Coastal Element Policy: Westport Beach Subdivision — states:

All of the existing parcels of the Westport Beach Subdivision which are located wholly or
partly within the coastal zone shall be recognized as legal subdivision lots.
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That portion of the subdivision which is located within the coastal zone shall be designated
on the land use maps as Remote Residential, with a minimum parcel size of 20 acres (RMR-
20), corresponding to the average size of the existing parcels.

One housing unit shall be allowed as a principal use on each existing parcel, except as
designated visitor service facility on the Land Use Maps, provided that prior to the issuance
of a coastal development permit for any new development, all of the applicable standards
and policies of this plan shall be met. Site development review shall be a requirement for
new development within the Westport Beach Subdivision applying the standards or policies
3.5-3 and 3.5-4.

Discussion:

The applicant raises the contention that the approved project is inconsistent with LUP Policy 4.2-1
regulating new development within the Westport Beach Subdivision. LUP Policy 4.2-1 requires
site development review for new development located within the Westport Beach Subdivision, and
requires application of the highly scenic provisions of LUP Policies 3.5-3 and 3.5-4. Westport
Beach Subdivision is a series of 80 approximately 20-acre parcels extending north of the rural town
of Westport for several miles. Except for one parcel, all are located east of Highway One. The
applicant’s parcel is located in the rural village of Westport west of Highway One, and is not within
the Westport Beach Subdivision. Therefore, the provisions of LUP Policy 4.2-1 do not apply. The
subject property is not in an area designated as highly scenic on the County’s certified Land Use
Maps, and therefore the provisions of LUP Policies 3.5-3 and 3.5-4 also do not apply.

There is a high degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the
development is consistent with the certified LCP because the applicant’s parcel is not located within
the Westport Beach Subdivision, and is not subject to provisions of LUP Policies 4.2-1, 3.5-3, and
3.5-4 related to Westport Beach Subdivision. Therefore, the Commission finds that the County’s
approval of the proposed project does not raise a substantial issue of conformance with LCP
Policies 4.2-1, 3.5-3, and 3.5-4. '

C. Adpverse Effects on Historic Structures

The appellant contends that the approved project as approved is inconsistent with CZC provisions
requiring that proposed structures do not have adverse effects on nearby historic structures.

LCP Policy:

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.504.20(C)(3) states:

The location and scale of a proposed structure will not have an adverse effect on nearby
historic structures greater than an alternative design providing the same floor area. Historic
structure, as used in this subsection, means any structure where the construction date has
been identified, its history has been substantiated, and only minor alterations have been
made in character with the original architecture.
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Discussion:

The appellant asserts that the County approval of the project is inconsistent with CZC Section
20.504.20(C)(3) which prohibits a proposed structure from having an adverse effect on nearby
historic structures that would be greater than an alternative design with the same floor area.
However, the appellant does not state how he believes the applicant’s project would adversely affect
historic structures.

An historic structure is located on a bluff-top parcel in the vicinity of the applicant’s proposed
development that meets the definition as contained in the above policy. Located at 37002 at the
southwest corner of Omega Drive southwest of the applicant’s property, it is an historic two-story
house that was built in 1872 (Exhibit 3 and 10). The main structure of the historic residence
occupies 1,165 square feet, with an additional 140-square-foot detached sleeping room, and a 270-
square-foot deck. The architectural style includes a steeply pitched roofline, multi-paned windows,
and shingle and board siding. The yard of this residence is vegetated with tall trees along the street,
and a thick brush hedge growing along the south property boundary.

Views of the historic residence would not be blocked by the applicant’s approved development.
The location of the applicant’s property northeast of the nearby historic structure would not affect
public views of the structure from Highway One. Public views of the historic structure from the
Westport headlands would be from the southwest, and because the applicant’s property is to the
northeast of the historic structure, and not situated between the historic structure and the public
headlands, it would not impinge on public views of the historic structure. The proposed
development also would not shade the historic structure, because the location of the applicant’s
property to the northeast would not inhibit the solar aspect of the historic structure.

There is a high degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the
development is consistent with the certified LCP and with the public access policies of the Coastal
Act because the development is situated relative to the structure where it would have no impact, and
no evidence is provided that the proposed development would in any way adversely affect nearby
historic structures. Furthermore, the significance of the coastal resource affected by the decision is
not great, as there is only one structure in the neighborhood of the approved development that
qualifies as a historic structure and the approved development is located several lots away and
across the street from this structure. Therefore, the Commission finds that the County’s approval of
the proposed project does not raise a substantial issue of conformance with CZC Section
20.504.20(C)(3).

d. = Yards and Setbacks—Use of Open Space of Another Building
The appellant contends that the project as approved is inconsistent with provisions of CZC Section

20.444.015(A) dealing with yards and setback requirements pertaining to the use of open space of
another building.
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LCP Policy:

Coastal Zoning Code Section 20.444.015(A) — Yards — states:

(A) No yard or other open space provided about any building for the purpose of
complying with the regulations of this Division shall be considered as providing a
yard or open space for any other building or structure.

Discussion:

The applicant’s existing house is a legal, but non-conforming structure. The house was constructed
prior to adoption of the current zoning code. The structure does not comply with the front yard,
side yard, or corridor preservation setback requirements for the zoning district. The Rural Village
Zoning (RV) requirements of Westport call for 20-foot setbacks from front and rear property lines,
and 6-foot setbacks from side property lines. The existing footprint of the residence is 30 feet from
the centerline of Omega Drive to the west, 10 feet from the front property line, and 3 feet from the
northern side yard property line. The approved improvements would not increase the non-
conformity of the structure. There would be no further encroachment into the legal but non-
conforming setback.

The appellant contends that the County’s approval of the project relied on use of the adjoining side
yard of the neighbors parcel to the north to mitigate the continuance of a non-conforming 3-foot
side yard setback for the applicant’s proposed structure. Although it is true that the residence
immediately to the north of the subject parcel is setback from the approved development in a
manner that would ensure a modest amount of side yard open space between the two structures, not
withstanding the applicant’s non-conforming 3-foot side yard setback, the County’s findings
indicate that that is not the reason the County approved the project. Instead, the County findings
cite the non-conforming use and structure provisions of the Coastal Zoning Code as a basis for
approval of the non-conforming 3-foot side yard. The project was approved on the basis that the
non-conforming portions of the new rebuilt structure would occupy the same footprint as the
existing structure. Because the applicant intends to salvage the majority of the first floor of the
existing residence and construct a second-story addition, the expansion of the non-conforming
portion of the structure would be in height only. Otherwise, the additional proposed improvements
would comply with the required setbacks of 20 and 6 feet for the front and side yards, respectively.
The County maintained that a variance was not required, since the non-conformity would not be
expanded. Consistent with the non-conforming use and structure provisions of the Coastal Zoning
Code, the County staff report also notes that there are other structures in the neighborhood with
narrow, legal, non-conforming setbacks.

The significance of the coastal resource affected by the County’s approval of the 3-foot side yard is
not great. As discussed above, the homes in Westport are located close together in a relatively
dense arrangement, there are other homes in the neighborhood with a 3-foot side yard, and the side
yard would be the same as the 3-foot side yard of the existing house on the site to be demolished.
As a result, the narrow side yard would not have a significant effect on visual character and would
not otherwise be detrimental to the neighborhood. Furthermore, as the certified LCP indicates that
the character of Westport is more dependent on is spectacular setting and compact form more than
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the architecture of individual buildings, the contention about the adequacy of the side yard raises a
local issue rather than an issue of regional or statewide significance. Therefore, the Commission
finds that the project as approved raises no substantial issue of conformance with CZC Section
20.444.015, since the County did not rely on the use of the open space provided by the adjoining
neighbor’s side yard to approve the 3-foot side yard proposed by the applicant’s, instead relying on
the non-conforming use and structure provisions of the Coastal Zoning Code. Therefore, the
Commission finds that the County approval does not raise a substantial issue of conformance with
Section 20.444.015 of the Coastal Zoning Code.

Conclusion:

The Commission finds that for the reasons stated above, the project as approved by the County
raises no substantial issue with respect to the conformance of the approved project with the policies
of the LCP regarding (1) the scope and character for the rural village of Westport, (2) Westport
Beach Subdivision, (3) adverse effects on historic structures in Westport, and (4) prohibitions on
use of a neighboring yard’s open space to meet side yard setback requirements of the applicant’s
proposed development.

EXHIBITS:

Regional Location Map

Vicinity Location Map

Assessor’s Map

Site Plans

Notice of Final Action and Staff Report
Appeal

Appellant’s Correspondence

Other Correspondence

3-D Rendering of Applicant’s Proposed House
Photograph of North Westport
Photograph of South Westport
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RAYMOND HALL TELEPHONE
DIRECTOR COUNTY OF MENDOCINO (707) 984-5379

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND BUILDING SERVICES
MAILING ADDRESS:

\\’ED 790 SO. FRANKLIN
%@C FORT BRAGG, CA 95437
October 7, 2

\A
Q%QEE%RQ‘M\SS\ONOTICE OF FINAL ACTION
CON

Action has been completed by the County of Mendocino on the below described project located within
the Coastal Zone.

CASE#: CDP #31-02
OWNER: Ann Woodhead & Toby Hickman
AGENT: Ed McKinley

REQUEST: Demolish an existing 16-foot tall residence and detached garage. Construct a new 2,838
square foot single-family residence with attached garage, maximum average height of the
structure to be 27 feet as measured from finished grade. Westport Water District to
provide water and sewer services.

LOCATION: In the village of Westport, E side of Omega Drive (CR #428E) approximately 300 feet W
of its intersection with Highway One at 37033 Omega Drive (APN 013-280-10).

PROJECT COORDINATOR: Robert Dostalek

HEARING DATE: September 26, 2002

APPROVING AUTHORITY: Coastal Permit Administrator

ACTION: Approved with Conditions.

See staff report for theff‘mdings and conditions in support of this decision.

The project was not appealed at the local level.

The project is appealable to the Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 30603.
An aggrieved person may appeal this decision to the Coastal Commission within 10 working days

following Coastal Commission receipt of this notice. Appeals must be in writing to the appropriate
Coastal Commission district office.

EXHIBIT NO. &

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-MEN-02-149
WOODHEAD/HICKMAN
NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION 1
& STAFF REPORT (1 of 11)
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STAFF REPORT FOR CDP#31-02
STANDARD COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT August 22, 2002
CPA-1
OWNER: Ann Woodhead & Toby Hickman
ECENED 6030 Roblar Road

R Petaluma, CA 94952

AGENT: AUG 192002 Ed McKinley
237 Morrow Street
CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMISSION Fort Bragg, CA 95437

REQUEST: Demolish existing 16-foot tall residence and detached

garage. Construct a new 2,838 square foot single family
residence with attached garage. Maximum average
height of the structure to be 27 feet as measured from
finished grade. Westport Water District to provide water
and sewer services.

LOCATION: In the village of Westport, on the east side of Omega
Drive (CR #428E), approximately 300 feet west of its
intersection with Highway One at 37033 Omega Drive
(APN: 013-280-10).

APPEALABLE AREA: Yes (Special Neighborhood)
PERMIT TYPE: Standard

. PARCEL SIZE: 6,000 square feet
ZONING: Rural Village (RV)
GENERAL PLAN: Rural Village (RV)
EXISTING USES: Residential
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: . 4

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Categorically Exempt, Class 1(1)1 & Class 3(a)
OTHER RELATED APPLICATIONS: None

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant proposes to demolish the existing 16-foot tall residence and
detached garage. The project also includes the construction of a new 2,838 square foot single family
residence with attached garage. The maximum average height of the structure to be 27 feet as measured
tfrom finished grade. The Westport Water District would provide water and sewer services.

The applicant intends to safvage the majority of tne lower level and utilize the existing foundation to
accommodate the proposed second story rebuila. However, the project description includes full
demolition in the event that once construction activities commence and it appears that salvaging portions
of the existing residence is not feasible, then the entire demolition would be specifically authorized.
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LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM CONSISTENCY RECOMMENDATION: The proposed project is
consistent with the applicable goals and policies of the Local Coastal Program as described below. A &
indicates that the statement regarding policy consistency applies to the proposed project.

Land Use/ Zoning Requirements

Single family residences are compatible with the Rural Village Zoning District (RV) and are designated
as a principal permitted use. The resulting development would total approximately 30.3% lot coverage
(the RV district permits up to 50% lot coverage). The proposed 27-foot tall residence complies with the
maximum building height (35 feet) of the zoning district.

The existing residence is legal, non-conforming in that the structure was constructed prior to the
implementation of the current zoning code and does not comply with the front yard, side yard or corridor
preservation setback requirements for the zoning district. The Rural Village Zoning District (RV) requires
20-foot setbacks from front and rear property lines and 6 feet from side property lines. The existing
footprint of the residence is 30 feet from the centerline of Omega Drive, 10 feet from the front property
line and 3 feet from the northern side property line. The proposed improvements would not increase the
nonconformity of the structure (i.e. encroaching further into the non-conforming setback).

The non-conforming portions of the rebuilt/new structure would occupy the same footprint as the existing
structure. The expansion of the non-conforming portion of the project would be in height only. Otherwise,
the additional proposed improvements would comply with the required setbacks of 20 and 6 feet for the
front and side yards, respectively. A variance is not required as long as the non-conformity is not
expanded.

Section 20.480.020(A) states:

“Whenever a structure containing an existing legal nonconforming use or legal nonconforming
structure is destroyed or partially destroyed either voluntarily or involuntarily, the structure may
be:

: (#} : Eﬁcp&nded through the use permit process consistent with Section 20.480.025 and
all other applicable policies 5 the Coastal Element and this Division... "

It is the County’s Policy to allow the expansion of a non-conforming structure through Coastal
Development Permit process. The required findings are cited below followed by discussion for each. The
“Visual Resource” section of this report provides further discussion of character and compatibility with
surrounding structures.

Section 20.480.025(A) states:

“Existing legal nonconforming uses conforming with Section 20.480.010 may be expanded or
reduced to a use of lesser intensity through the issuance of a Coastal Development Use Permit
provided the following findings are made:

(1) That it is not reasonably economically or physically feasible to make the use of the
property compatible with the applicable general plan designation; and

'%n\\\
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The applicant intends to salvage the majority of the first floor of the existing résidence and construct a
second story addition. The expansion of the non-conforming portion of the structure, as previously stated,
would be in height only. The use as a residence is compatible with the RV Zoning District.

(2) That the use is, and, after expansion, will be compatible with adjacent land uses and
that any increased adverse impacts on access or public facilities and services will be

mitigated; and

There are 4 existing residences on the east side of the north/south section of Omega Drive. With the
exception of the residence located at 37043 Omega Drive, the residences at 37003 and 37053 are in
roughly the same alignment, 10 feet from the front property line, as the subject structure. Although the
structure would be setback roughly the same distance as surrounding structures, it would have a slightly
bulkier appearance due to the absence of a front porch. The residence at 37043 and the garage at 37053
are setback approximately the same distance as the new garage portion of the residence would be, £20

feet. All four of the aforementioned residences are two stories with heights ranging from 16 for the
existing subject residence to 35 feet as measured to the top of the tower located at 37053 (approved per

CDP #48-00).

(3) That the site is physically separate from surrounding properties such that continued
nonconforming use is appropriate in that location; and

The structure is physically separate from surrounding structures and the continued residential use of the
non-conforming structure would not be detrimental to the neighborhood. Additionally, two of the other
residences on the east side of Omega are at roughly the same non-conforming front yard setback. The
residence immediately to the north is setback sufficiently from its side yard to allow the continuance of
the 3 foot side yard setback for the subject property without creating adverse impacts.

(4) The expansion is found consistent with all other applicable policies of the Coastal
Element of the Mendocino County General Plan.”

See “Visual Resource™ section of this report for discussion of Policy 3.5-2 of the Coastal Element and
Section 20.304.020 of the Coastal Zoning Code.

The project, as conditioned, complies with all of the zoning requirements of Division II of Title 20 of the
Mendocino County Code.

Public Access

The project site is located west of Highway 1, but is not a blufftop site and is not designated as a
potential public access trail location on the LUP maps. There is no evidence of prescriptive access on
the site.

Hazards

& The project site is less than one acre in size and is exempt from CDF’s fire safety regulations. Fire
safety issues are addressed as part of the building permit process.

The proposed development would be located on slopes which are less than 20% and the development
does not present any issues relative to erosion and/or slope failure.

RN
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& There are no known faults, landslides or other geologic hazards in close proximity to the proposed
development. ' '

Visual Resources

The project site is not located within a designated “highly scenic area,” however, it is located in a Special
Neighborhood as defined in the sections below.

As derived from Policy 3.5-2 of the Coastal Element, Section 20.504.020(B) of the Coastal Zoning Code
states:

“The communities and service centers, designated as CRV or CFV, of Westport, Caspar, Albion,
Elk and Manchester, and the additional areas of Little River, Anchor Bay and Gualala, as
described below, shall have special protection as set forth in Section 20.504.020(C).”

The Town of Westport, in accordance with Section 20.504.020(B), is designated as a Special
Neighborhood and development proposals shall be subject to the development criteria set forth in Section
20.504.020(C)(1-4) which states:

(1) “The scale of the new development (building height and bulk) shall be within the scope and
character of existing development in the surrounding neighborhood.”

(2) “New development shall be sited such that public coastal views are protected.”

(3) “The location and scale of a proposed structure will not have an adverse effect on nearby
historic structures greater than an alternative design providing the same floor area. Historic
structure, as used in this subsection, means any structure where the construction date has
been identified, its history has been substantiated, and only minor alterations have been made
in character with the original architecture.”

(4) “Building materials and exterior colors skall be compatible with those of existing structures.”’
In addition, Section 20.504.020(D) applies to all develypment located in the coastal zone which states:

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

The Town of Westport exhibits a diverse variety of building type, style, architecture and materials. The
existing structures range from modest one bedroom cabins to a residence with a 35 foot tall tower, as
approved with CDP #48-00, which was designed "o incorporate Victorian architectural elements. This
varietal aspect of existing development in Westport appears to significantly contribute to the overall
character of the community. Therefore, identifying one particular architecture style or building design as
the principal or historic norm would be inappropriate for Westport as discussed in Section 4.2 of the

Coastal Element which states:.
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“During the 1880°s Westport was a lumber shipping point and supply center for mills and lumber
camps north of Ten Mile River, potentially rivaling Mendocino in size. Today its cluster of 50
buildings huddled against the elements retains clearly defined town edges almost unknown in
California. Westport's spectacular setting and its compact form contribute move to its character
than does the architecture of individual buildings. Except for the Switzer-Fee house (c. 1884) just
south of town, Westport consists of modest homes, most old, a few new or remodeled. Its grocery
store, post office, two inns, restaurant and deli provide as many services as resident and tourist
populations can support. Many residents work in Fort Bragg.”

Section 4.2-4 of the Coastal Element states:

“Future development of Westport as a Rural Village shall require that new development be
compatible with existing development relative to scope and character.”

The proposed residence would be a two story, 27-foot tall structure. The proposed exterior materials and
finishes as described in the Coastal Development Permit application are as follows:

Roofing: Slate gray composition shingles
Siding: Resawn plywood siding painted light gray
Trim: Wood trim painted white

Garage Door:  Thermogard II elongated raised panel garage door, white

. The architecture features gabled roofs with second story decks in the front and back of the residence.
Most structures in the vicinity are two story residences with varying degrees of height.

The height, bulk, architecture and color scheme of the proposed residence appears to be in character with
surrounding development in that adjacent lots contain similarly designed and styled houses with light
colored exterior finishes. Although the alignment of the residences on the block are roughly the same, the
proposed structure may appear slightly bulkier due *o the lack of a front porch. Overall however, the
development appears to comply with the intent of tae visual resource policies and zoning ordinances
contained in Section 3.5 of the Coastal Element and Chapter 20.504 of the Coastal Zoning Code.

Sec. 20.504.035 of the Coastal Zoning Code (Exterior Lighting Regulations) states:

“(4) Essential criteria for the development of night lighting for any purpose shall take into
consideration the impact of light intrusion upon the sparsely developed region of the highly
scenic coastal zone.

(2)  Where possible, all lights, whether installed for security, safety or landscape design
purposes, shall be shielded or shall be positioned in a manner that will not shine light
or allow light glare to exceed the boundaries of the parcel on which it is placed.

(35)  No lights shall be installed so that they distract motorists.”

The applicant did not submit locations, specifications or design details for the exterior lighting. The parcel
is adjacent to Highway One and exterior lighting location, quantity and design are especially important.
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Special Condition #] is recommended to require, prior to the issuance of a building permit, submittal of
exterior lighting details and locations to ensure compliance with Section 20.504.035.

Natural Resources

4 There are no known rare or endangered plant or animal species located on or in close proximity to the
project site.

M There are no environmentally sensitive habitat areas located within 100’ of the proposed
development.

Archaeological/Cultural Resources

M The project site is not located in an area where archaeological and/or cultural resources are likely to

occur. The applicant is advised by Standard Condition #8 of the County’s “discovery clause” which

establishes procedures to follow should archaeological materials be unearthed during project
construction. ‘

Groundwater Resources

The proposed development would be served by the Westport County Water District and would not
adversely affect groundwater resources.

The proposed development would be served by the Westport community wastewater treatment system
and would not adversely affect groundwater resources.

Transportation/Circulation

The project site is presently developed and the proposed project would not increase the intensity of use at
the site. No impacts to Highway 1, local roads and circulation systems would occur.

A referral response dated June 3, 2002 from the Mendocino County Department of Transportation states:

“As determined from our site review, there is currently no existing driveway approach onto the
County road. We recommend construction of a standard private driveway approach...”

Special Condition - #2 is recommended to require the applicant to construct a standard driveway approach
in accordance with encroachment permit procedures administered by the Mendocino Department of
Transportation.

PROJECT FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS: Pursuant to the provisions of Chapter 20.532 and Chapter
20.536 of the Mendocino County Code, staff recommends that the Coastal Permit Administrator approve
the proposed project, and adopt the following findings and conditions.

FINDINGS:

I. The proposed development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program;
and

’\s\\\
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The proposed development will be provided with adequate utilities, access roads,
drainage and other necessary facilities; and

The proposed development is consistent with the purpose and intent of the applicable
zoning district, as well as all other provisions of Division II, and preserves the integrity of
the zoning district; and

The proposed development, if constructed in compliance with the conditions of approval,
will not have any significant adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of
the California Environmental Quality Act; and

The proposed development will not have any adverse impacts on any known
archaeological or paleontological resource; and

Other public services, including but not limited to, solid waste and public roadway
capacity have been considered and are adequate to serve the proposed development.

The proposed development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act and Coastal Element of the General

Plan.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS FOR THE EXPANSION OF NON-CONFORMING STRUCURES:

8.

10.

11.

That it is not reasonably economically or physicaily feasible to make the use of the
property compatible with the applicable general plan designation; and

That the use is, and, after expansion, will be compatible with adjacent land uses and that
any increased adverse impacts on access or public facilities and services will be
mitigated; and

That the site is physically separate frcm surrounding properties such that continued
nonconforming use is appropriate in that location; and

The expansion is found consistent with all other applicable policies of the Coastal
Element of the Mendocino County General Plan.

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1.

This action shall become final on the 11" day following the decision unless an appeal is
filed pursuant to Section 20.544.015 of the Mendocino County Code. The permit shall
become effective after the ten (10) working day appeal period to the Coastal Commission
has expired and no appeal has been filed with the Coastal Commission. The permit shall
expire and become null and void at the expiration of two years after the effective date
except where construction and use of the property in reliance on such permit has been
initiated prior to its expiration.

To remain valid, progress towards completion of the project must be continuous. The

applicant has sole responsibility for renewing this application before the expiration date.
The County will not provide a notice prior to the expiration date.

XY ,»\\\
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2. The use and occupancy of the premises shall be established and maintained in

J¥S

conformance with the provisions of Division II of Title 20 of the Mendocino County
Code.

The application, along with supplemental exhibits and related material, shall be
considered elements of this permit, and that compliance therewith is mandatory, unless an
amendment has been approved by the Coastal Permit Administrator.

That this permit be subject to the securing of all necessary permits for the proposed
development from County, State and Federal agencies having jurisdiction.

The applicant shall secure all required building bennits for the proposed project as
required by the Building Inspection Division of the Department of Planning and Building
Services.

This permit shall be subject to revocation or modification upon a ﬁndmg of any one (1)
or more of the following:

a, That such permit was obtained or extended by fraud.

b. That one or more of the conditions upon which such permit was granted have
been violated.

c. That the use for which the permit was granted is so conducted as to be
detrimental to the public health, welfare or safety or as to be a nuisance.

d. A final judgment of a court of competent jurisdiction has declared one (1) or
more conditions to be void or ineffective, or has enjoined or otherwise prohibited
the enforcement or operation of one (1) or more such conditions.

This permit is issued without a legal determination having been made upon the number,

size or shape of parcels encompassed within the permit described boundaries. Should, at -

any time; a Jegal determination be made that the number, size or shape of parcels within
the permit described boundaries are lifferent than that which is legally required by this
permit, this permit shall become null and void.

If any archaeological sites or artifacts are discovered during site excavation or
construction activities, the applicant shall cease and desist from all further excavation and
disturbances within one hundred (100) feet of the discovery, and make notification of the
discovery to the Director of the Department of Planning and Building Services. The
Director will coordinate further actions for the protection of the archaeological resources
in accordance with Section 22.12.090 of the Mendocino County Code.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

1.

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit an exterior
lighting plan and design details or manufacturer’s specifications for all the exterior
lighting fixtures. Exterior lighting shall be kept to the minimum necessary for safety and
security purposes and shall be downcast and shielded in compliance with Sec. 20.504.035

of the Zoning Code.
A\
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2. Prior to commencement of construction activities for the residence and pursuant to

encroachment permit procedures administered by the Mendocino County Department of
Transportation (MCDOT), the applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from
MCDOT and construct a standard private driveway approach onto Omega Drive (CR
#428E), to a minimum width of ten (10) feet, area to be improved fifteen (15) feet from
the edge of the County road, to be surfaced with surfacing comparable to that on the

County road.

Staff Report Prepared By:

g |iufoa

Date

Attachments: Exhibit A:
Exhibit B:
Exhibit C;
Exhibit D:
Exhibit E:

Appeal Period: 10 days
Appeal Fee:  $555

Location Map

Site Plan

Floor Plans .

North & South Elevations
East & West Elevations
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MENDOCINO COUNTY MEMORANDUM

TO: Frank Lynch, Coastal Permit Administrator

FROM: Robert Dostalek, Project Coordinat@

SUBJECT: CDP #31-02 (Woodhead/Hickman)
DATE: September 25, 2002

This project was continued from the August CPA meeting at the request of the applicant’s agent.
Since that time, the applicant has submitted revised elevations which illustrate the following
changes:

1. The roof peak on the right side of the west elevation has been reduced from 24°-2” (as
scaled on the original drawing) to 23°-6” inches as indicated on the revised west
elevation.

2. The roof peak on the left side of the north elevation has been reduced from 26’ (as
dimensioned on the original drawing) to 25°-6” as indicated on the revised west
elevation.

3. The roof peak to the south of the exterior second story deck, above the sitting/viewing
room, has been modified from a shed dormer to a gable dormer and reduced in height
from 26’ (as dimensioned on the original drawing) to 22’-6” as indicated on the revised
north elevation.

The footprint, floor plan and total square footage remain unchanged.

These revisions were incorporated as a result of public interest at the August CPA meeting. These
revisions do not affect staff’s recommendation or conditions. o

\\\\\\\
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Virael Besoprers

The projoct site is nof Jocated within a designated “highty scenic area,” huwcvet it is located in a Spocial
Neighborhood as defined in the sections bolow.

As dumd from Pohcy 3.5-2 of the Coasta! Blement, Section 20.504.020(B) of the Coustal Zoning Code
states:

"“The commsumities und service centers, designated as CRY or CFV. of Westport, Caspar, Albion,
Ltk and Morichaster, wmmmdmofmmmmwwma

describad baiow. sholl herve special presection as ses forth in Section 20.506.020(C). "
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The Town of Westport, in. accordance with Section 20.504.020(B), is designated s5 a Special

Neighborhood and development proposals shall be subject to the devolopment critoria set forth in Section
. _ 20.504.020(C)1-4) which stutes: o :

(2} "New developmens shall be sited such that public coastal views are protected ™

(3) “The location and scale of a proposed structure will not have an adverse effect on nearby
historic sructures greater than an alternative design providing the same floor arca. Historic
structwre, as wsed in this subsection, means any striicture where the constrction date has
been identified, its history has been sulistantiared, and only minor alterations have been made
in character witk ihe ariginal architecture.”

(4) “Building materials and exteriar colors shall be compatible with those of existing strictures.
(n addition, Section 20.504.020(D) applics to all development located in the coastal zone which statcs:

“The scenic and visual qualities of Manducine County Coastal Areas shall be
corsidered and protected as a resowrce of public importance. Permitied developmen:
shall be sited and designed 10 protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the aiteration of natural land forms, to be viswally compatible with
the character of surrounding areax and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual
qucity tn visually degraded areas ... ”

The Town of Westport exhibits a diverse variety of building type, styls, architectins and materials. The
cxisting structures range from modest one bedronm cabins o 3 residence with e 35 foot tall tower, ay
. , approved with CDP #48-00, which was designed to incorporate Victorian architectursl elemeats. This
' varietal aspect of existing development in Westpost appears to significantly contribute to the oversl

- . charsctor of the community. Therefore, idéntifying ane particular grebitecture style or building design as
the principal or historic #orm would be inappropriate for Westport as discussed in Seotion 4.2 of the
Coastal Element which states:. » « -«
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A) A description of the proposed dcvc!cpmt, }com:armng the exi emnng stng use of land and water on or
.+ including maps, plans, and otherrelevant data ofthe - in the vicinity of the site of the proposed P‘“JE
project site and vicinity in sufficient detail to deter-  insofiir as the applicant can reasonably ascertain

mine whether the project complies with the require- the vicinity sumounding the pm;eetsnc, shoud also
ments of these regulations. Sufficient information be provided. ’ 5
S]\9 4
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Single amily residences are computibls with the Rural Vitiage Zoning District (RV) and are designated
as a ptincipal permitted use, The resulting development would total approximately 30.3% lot coverage
(the RV district permits up to 50% lot. coverage). Thepmpoaudﬂ-fuataﬁtwdmcccompnesw&:ha
maximwm building height (35 feet) of the zoning district.

mmmum,mmhmwmmmmworwm

implementstion of the current zoning cods und does not comply with the front yard, side vard or corridos

prescrvation sethack requirements for the zoning district. The Rural Vitlage Zoning District (RV) requires

20-foot sethacks from front and rear property lines and 6 feet from side property lincs. The existing
footpriat of the residence is 30 feot from the ceoterline of Omega Drive, 10 feet from the front property *
line and 3 feet from the northern side propesty line. The proposed improvements would not increase the .
nonconformity of the strueture (ic. mm&qmmWM)

mmmmhmymmuhmpfym&emmdmt!ncksoflﬂmdﬁfaetﬁwthc.
front end side yards, respectively. A veciance is not required as Jong as the non-confommity is nut
oxpanded. ‘ ;

s.mmzomm&m

"Whenever a structure conriining arn ammmmsmwlcgdnm@rm@;
Wwdmwdwwmmmvdmywmm@ the stricture may

" (4)  Expunded through the kse permt process consistent with Section 20.480.025 and
all other applicable policies of the Coastal Element and this Division... " .
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CHAPTER 20450

NONCONFORMING USES AND
STRUCTURES ‘

Sec. 20.480.005 Pnrpose.
‘I‘oanowforﬁnwmnedum:zamdkvmny

,Mgmwmmdmmmmm

ing by the adoption of the Coastal Element of the

Mendocino County General Plan and this Division, -

where the use is compatible with adjacent land nses
amd where it is not feasible to replace the activity
with a conforming land use.

(A) A nonconforming use is 2 use of a structure
or land which was lawfully establisbed and main-
-.tained prioe to the adoption of this Division but
the zone in which it is located. ‘

(B) A nonconforming strucoure is 4 stucthoe
which was lawfolly erected prior © the effective
date of the application of these regulations but
the standards of vard spaces, height of structures,
in the regutations for the zone tn which the structure
is Jocaved, (Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

Sec. 20.480.010 Conﬂnnamand
Maintenance.
A Alegnlnonwnfotminguseormmmy
be continued if it conforms o the following criteria:
(1) Ifthe existing use is contained within a struc-
ture built or modified to accommodate the existing

use, conformance is required with the applicable:

building code and/or zoning code in effect at the
time of construction or modification.

{2) The usc must be compatible with adiscent
land uses, such that its hours of operation, noise
levels, acsthetic impacts, and traffic 10 the site do
ot now significantly adversely imipact adjacent land
uses. :
(B) Routine maintenance and repairs may be per-
formed on .2 nonconforming stracture or site. (Ord.
rkL37&50an,mixﬂa619§D

(Mcedocies Cowaty 10-91)

HERNIKL & ASSOCIATES

Sec. 20.480.015

} legal nonconforming use or jegal nonconfomwing
| Myormwmmnlz,themmgyb@

532-162

o\ \ 9

@ooT

Remodelling, Rehabilitation
. and Reconstruction.

Existinig legal sonconforming stictures may be
- Femodelied, rehabilitated or reconstrucred gslong as.
the exterior building remain
- same. (Ord. No. %@aﬂ), adopted 1991)

B\ Aimensions malm\zéﬁ

Sec. 20.480.020  Restoration of Damaged Aeiaw
Structures.

(A) Whenever s strotre containing gu existing

- stwocture is destroved or partially destroyed either

(1) Rebuilt o its previous ensions and ar-
rangement and atilized to the same extent prior to
nsdsumonpmdedmmuonxssmnedmﬁxm
*_ome (1).year and diligently pursucd 1o completion,

. or .

(2) ‘Rebuilt, if the scruchure is:de - AL AN L0 N
stoyed by involnntary mewms or foress out of con-  OY- WK V074
trol -of the owner(s), provided it shall not excoed 45 919
Lither the floor area, height, or bulk bulk of the destroyed” A4 =
structure by mere than ten (10} percent; shall be-* PEASTRoNE!

sited in ‘the same location on the affected property:: & g\%m
as-the destroyed structare except that no part of e CT

‘teie.(10) pament addition stall eacroach further - W)
. the setback then the origimal structure: and further -
pmvxdedmmmmmmzhmone(l)ym
~ and filigently pursued to comipletion, or —

*"(3) Repuit o reconstructed under the Stae His™} O

toric Building Code of the Uniform Building Code. | AP LIS

- if the strucmre is over one hundred {100) yeass oid;" W TS
or

(4)- Expanded &rongh the use

, oy
consistent with Section mmozsmauoﬁm W@éﬂmﬁ"%
- applicable policies of the Coastal Element and this™ W
Division. See Section 20.532.020 for exemptions. |-
:(Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)
Sec. 20.480,025  Expansion or Reduction of mm -
Nonconforming Uses. U A
(A) Existing 1&3 notconforming uses confo

"""‘"—M
ing with Sectoz 20.480.010 may be expanded orre- LAKE 6§W
duced ¢ 2 use of izsser imensity through the issu- MU’\'

\Whe
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of a Coastal Development Use Permit provided
the following findings are made:

(1) That it is not reasonably economically or
physically feasibie to make the use of the property
compatible with the applicable general plan designa-
tion; and

(2) That the use is, and, after expansion, will be
compatibie with adjacent land uses and that any
increased adverse fmpacts ont access or public facil-
ities and services will be mitigated: and

(3) That the site is physically separate from sur-
rounding propertics such that continued noncon-
forming use is appropriate in that location; and

(9) The expansion is found consistent with zll

othet applicable policies of the Coastal Element of ©

M_Qmm Soendscd

y‘%ﬂ’a&

‘Jxchzndocmn County General Pl
(B) A legal nonconforming mobile home may be
mpkmdhyammobﬂehmemmmnauscpw
mit if no use permit was required for the ariginal
installation. (Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

Sec. 20.480.030  Discontinnation or
. Relocation of
Noncoaforming Uses.
Nonconforming uses which do not conform to the
type of uses designated om the map of the Coastal
Element of the Mendocino County General Plan and
which do not conform to the criteria listed in Sec-
tion 20.480.025(A) should be encouraged to be
discontinned or relocated to the zoming district
. where the use would be recognized a5 a pexmitted
use. (Ord. No. 3785 (par), adopted 1991)

Previous Use Penmts in
Effect.

Any use in existence by virtue of a use permit is-
sued pursuant to zoning reguiations previously in
effect which nse under this Division is not permis-
sibic may continue in existence but only as regnlat-
ed by the. provisions and terms of the existing use
permit. (Ord. No. 3785 (part), adopted 1991)

Sec. 20480035

Sec. 20480040  Abandonment of
Noanconforming Uses.
.Whenevcr a nonconforning use has been aban-

532-165

S 3 o5\'\0\

A
Wl

HERNIKL & ASSOCIATES

20.A480.025

doned or discoutinued for any reason, or changed to
a conforming use, for a continuous period of one (1)
year, the noscomforming use shall not be
re-cstabiished, and the use of the sauctures or site
thereafter shall be in conformity with the regulations
for the zome in which it is located. (Ord. No. 3785
(part), adopted 1991)

Sec. 20.480.045- - Nuisances.

Noge of the provisions of this Chaprer restrict
any anthority to require modification or termination
of any nonconformity which has been declared a
nuisance by the Board of Supervisors. (Ord No.
3785 (part), adopted 1991) )

wa The o480
AT apphlg

hoos

”Y)YM@ éeej:&v\ ﬂ/ﬁﬂflﬂﬂ‘s‘_ﬁ
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‘ & W LRGAL Keon LonForming

g e

@ m*w s plosically separte from surrowsding properties such that continusd
wee is appropriate i that location; and
o ¢
mmumﬂywm surrounding structurcs and the continued resideatial
non-confotining strcture wonld wot be detrimental 0 the acighborkood. Additionally, m::fn&f::

‘ _WWmedommummmmmmmmm

QWM (%) “\’al% wwfjlev\"ﬁ{

“Sec. 20.444.015  Yards.
«~ A) Na yard or other open space provxdcd about -
any building for the purpose of com;aly;mgwuh the
- -regulations-of this Division shall be considered as '
provxdmg a yard or 0pen $pace & for any other build-
‘ing or structure.

W 510) o @\C\o g mo\wﬁﬁw
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~ This volume provides guidelines fo plon and
design small communities including hamlets
Villages, and neighborhoods nthe urbanfringe

‘whether they are new or fo be retrofied,

- The recommendations are generic. Adaptation
and variation will be required in the specific site
~application. | o

£ ~d - /‘T K
T A f o r%a,‘i\:nj
i F\( NG Y470 B
! 8 (,- \ a2 g 8 ,!
_’i;‘i:»@i.;" : n,-;’«.gff- ,
ERGEREanEll e LAY
~_1 N 7 ::éfv :
B /‘“‘f"“:\‘ . ) .(\., \-«/, T
Neighbprhood The Neighborhood
withir: the Town

Anyone who wants to pian and build a
- community must be able to visualize two- and
three-dimensional space and the four-
dimensional impact on the user. One must

- understand these relationships atthe smallest
scale first, in order to apply them to a larger

scale. \ v\\c\
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B8 visions o a New American Dream

‘A SEVEN STEP PLANNI

NG AND DESIGN PROCESS

After years of planning and designing small and large projects, a process has emerged which refiects this evolutionary
diagram. When this process is foliowed, opportunities to create small communities exist. The process consists of seven

conceptual steps:
I. Understanding the biography of the past
Il. Analyzing and understanding the problame
iil. Creating a common vision, Design by Democracy
V. Analyzing and applying the potentials
V. Creating three- and four-dimensional plans
V1. Developing iliustrated codes that reflect the common vision and the:potentials

" Vil Improving interaction between the community and the developers through submission
and review of plans ’

These seven steps-have been used 1o define the various-sections in this book.

STEP | THE BIOGRAPHY OF THE PAST

The blography of the pastlooks at atown’s political, physical, and economic development overihelifespan
of current generations. We must understand the historical development or growth of our municipaiity,
document these changes overtime, and analyze the impact ofthe total bulid-cut pattemn based on current
zoring. We must understand the past policies at the national levet 4s well as our personal corditioning.
Chapters 3 and 4 review the history and-evolution of suburban planning.and design sincethe 1920s.

STEP Il ANALYSIS-OF PROBLEMS

The analysis of the physical problems at a local municipal level becomes apparent through the vision -

planining process. Spacifie focus sessions with the elected officials, police, public works: staff, legal
eouncil, neighbarhood groups, or attown-wide meetings providelists of the physical planningand related
economic and social problams facing the area. In this stage there'ts an assessment of the most severe
problems and what the participants recommend as solutions. This is particulady critical when the current
master plan or zoning ardinance allows the physical characteristics which craate the problems,

STEP Il DETERMINING THE COMMON VISION

The common vision provides specific images of those places and examplas of land use patterns that are
positive and acceptable to the community, as well as thoge that are negative and unacceptable. | use both
the VPS8 ™™ and Hands- On Model Workshops to help generatethe vision. These visualImages should be
used inthe creation of the master plan‘s goais and objectives, intheland use, circulation, open space, and

Ny \q
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Thé Pro;ess’ ~

community fachiies plans: Theyarepartczﬂaﬂytmponamtodemonstmeme threedimensma! reamyof

the two-dimensional pan. Thetwo-dimensional planeiemmtsofﬁ»emsterplancanbegwen theirthree-
dimensionalimage by using photographs and models t represant various fand ses, points of nerest
-and afractive andscaps characteistics Images wih posiive:ratings.can be used to demonstate the
" Sandards orsroetscapes housingdensides, ransk stops, parks; i Theclearsrand moreunderstand- -
~ ablethevislon of the master pan, thegreatertheprobabﬁﬁymatyowmumlpa!nyvdﬁgathequainyof |

- growth and/or redevelopment i desires. The:negative images 1eil you specifically whatto avoid. Chapter -
5 describes the Vision Planning Process and the Hands-On Modeling techiniqua.

QSTEP IV THE POTENTIALS

- Using the positive Images is the next step in the process. The potential (afwhatthearea wantsto beinthe
futyre is generated through those images and model design warkshops in the common vislon step of the
. - process. The range of characteristics which can beassessed inthis procasss Is dependent onthoseimages

- used inthe VPS ™™ and the results of the Hands-On Model Workshops, Wa typically include manyimages
[inthe YPS T™™ which are further along on the evolution spiral-or which' have stood tha test of time. If they
, come up positive, the potantialfor implementation.exists. Somatimss tha.results of the Hands-On Model
* Workshops canbe recycied directlyinto codes through figure ground plan and design standards, Chapter

& looks at potentialsfor positive: development and:-redeveiopment:and economic feasibility.

STEP V CREATING PLANS

Many of the potential images for future develapment duplicate pre-1938 strestscapes and land use
patterns. found ‘in traditional places. To transiate these potentlals- into master plans .and 2oning/
development ordinances requires that they be more design specific: and moretfwee-dimensional. This
does notmeanthat highlyratedimages, strestformdetails, or buliding materials should be copled; instead
‘it means a sensitive understanding of the design principles inherent in the analysis of the posttive images
should: form the basis of the master plan and deign-development zoning ordinanca. To the extent
“possible, the master plan should include the specific location and fayout of all future roads, a conceptual-
I -figure ground plan for alf.zones; and specific plans ‘or the higher- denstty houses, mixed-use, and non-
W residential zones. Concepiual axonometric or posttive photographic Images can be.used as guldelines.
DI " The normal two-dimensional plans must become morathree-dimensional; the clearer the master plan, the
 saisiorthe transiation into the zoning and development ordinances. Chapter7 containsthe Ten Principles
to dasngn & small community.

"STEP VI ILLUSTRATED CODES

tiscritical that developmentordinances bawrittenand Hustrated. Chapter 8is.an example ofan mustrated
ordinance which can be used in total or in pants for the creation of hamiet; ‘villages; or: neighborhoods.

STEP VII SUBMISSION AND- REVIEW PROCESS
Chapter 9 describes the application process, wih an emphasis on: informal submissions and the
submission requirements which hopefully fast-track the approval process.

1% R \9
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~ Defintions and Program Characteristcs

DEFNTONS D
PROGRAM
CHARACTERISTICS

The Design of a Small Community

Definition:

The art and science of the two-, three- and four-dimensional

spatial arrangements of buildings and structures, streets and

roads, infrastructure and landscape elements, on the land, in

harmonious and positive relationship to the human scale and the

natural environment, in order to create and enhance a positive
- sense of community, neighborhood, and personal well-being.

W{—S( N \9
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Defnitions and Program Characteritics

" The Two- Thtee», and Four-Dimensioel

 Community |
Intherecentpetpanninghas beehvieved o dimension-
all. Professionals work from drawings and technical manu-
lsthat obscure the complextties of acommunty. should §

not be surprising then that flat, two-dimensional drawings
and words Inadequately express the multifaceted aspects
and problems of the huilt snvironment. Planning for smail
communities, In contrast, requires a comprehensive pro-
cess that integrates traditional, two-dimensional fand-use
planning with the third and fourth dirnensions of design. The
third dimension defines the physical, spatial characteristics
of a place. It asks, for exampie: How tall must a building be
and what should define &s relationship to other buildings in
order to creale an appropriate sense of enclosure? The
fourth dimension is a time and perception factor as it relates
to the experience of place. The fourth dimension Is con-
cérned with how people use and percelve theirenvironment
as they liva in it and:move through & )

One of the madels produced at the Chester County, PA, 2000 symposium.

" Time

Time is one of the central human measurements for evalu- -
ating the operational characteristics of place. Time is re-
guired In arder to- complete the dally tasks offife, commute
towork, getto the grocery store, takethe children to school.
Ina word where time Is a highly valued commaodity, 4 typical
suburban community, whose physical organization: equires
that large quantities of time be spert getting from place to
place, squanders natural resources as well as human re-
sources. Surely these resources could be used more effec-
tively, This wastefulness, particularty the lost time, detracts
from the quality of life. Conversely, a community that is
structured so that many tasks may be performed without
spanding many hours in an awtomobile, on a wrowded
highway, or In frequent traffic jams will, as & result of its

hysical structure, nsi {y 10 the of life, Typical peak hour traffic flow wmnﬁyon Raute 1, New Brunswick, NJ. The
Py ucture, ad consideracly quality average comirute toworkis curertly 24 minutes or 200 hours per yearin your
car,

\D A\q
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Definitions and Program Characteristics], |

Program Characteristics of Small Communities
Small communties can take many forms, but | find three
basictypes-hamiets, vilages, and neighborhoods-particu-
laly applicable for the creation of new subdivisions or the
relrofiting of existing stip commercilorresidental dove-
opment. Hamlets and vilages comespond 1o types of cen-

ters identified by the State Planning Commission. These

small communitles share centain fundamental features, al-

though they differ from each other primanily in size and
intensity. '

Smail communities are designed with respect tothe human Jf |
scale, @ scale which underscores a sense of community.:
They are distinguished from residence-only sprawl subdivi-
slons and Edge City office-park malls by their compactform,
their mixed use, their network of streets, their distinctive
character, and their environmental sustainabiiity. o

“This sireet in Princeton, NJ, is part of & network of strasts that respect the
1) S8l .

Small communities are ecologically responsible. They are
located and developed according to capacity-based plan-
ning. The demand. for development must ba balanced with
the Jimits of environmental and infrastructure constraints,
Thesa-constraints iInclude, butare not imited to, groundwa-
ter capacities, the Impact of solid waste disposal, infrastruc-
ture systems, and sewer, watet, alr, and sof capacities.

Small communities are compact. The physical siz:+ and’
layoutof the community is based upon comfortable, feasible:
walking distances. Shops, housing, schools, comrmunity
services, recreation, jobs, and/or public transit can be:
reached by foot. Easing depandence uponthe carfostersa
higher quality, morerichly detalled physicalenvironment. As 3
people walk, they inevitably notice architectural details.

These, In tumn, are part of the visual pleasure of walking.-
Walking with a goal (reaching a shop, for example} thus. § 3
becomes an zesthetic experience that engenders interest ' §

and respect for one's community. it also augments a sense
of responsibility and pride in the community.

This aerial of Blawenburg, NJ, Siusirates a compact hamiet surrounded by
open space.

\\D.X \4
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Visions for a New American Dream

Small communitles are easily identfiable in the landscape.

1 Inrural situations they are surrounded by open space that
- definesthedevelopmentboundary. Thisopenspacemaybe
environmantally sensitive land or it may contaln very low
density uses such as rocreational areas, large estates, or
agricuitural lands. internal open spaces are fundamental to
small communities: These spaces function as formal or
informal public gathering places, they define nelghbor-
hoods and create recreation opportunities for all. When
designed as infill in developed areas. new Communities of
| Place seek to integrate existing development with apen
e spaces and-a steetnetwork., ’

Stnct physicat identity, a com-
L munity focus such as a village green or common, a mixed
. usecore, or & simple crossroads. in larger small communi-
ties (villages, neighborhoods, oratown consisting of several
neighborhoods), the community core or focus provides
basic empioyment, shopping, and a mass-transit hub for J

residents as well as thosa living In surrounding areas. )

Small communities contain a networlk of streets designed
acoording to proven functional sireetscape standards gen-
srated from the VPS ™ and user surveys. This network
promotes walking by offering the possibility of multiple
routes to destinations. Walking Is further encouraged be-
cause of the-many deslgn standards, for example, sidewalk
widths, stroet trees, and paraliel parkingthatactsas a buffer
between the pedestrian and moving traffic. These featres
were also created with the convenlence of the private
automobile and public transportation in mind; a network of -
* - streets provides muitiple or alternative routesforanautomo-
‘blle.as well.as for the pedestrian,

Small communities ate composed of bulldings with a varlety
of footprints, heights, and scale: They contain a range of
residantial sizes and types affordable by awide range of age
and income groups. Lot sizes are mixed, with smaller hous-
ing units interspersed throughout the community. However,
the majority of higher density, smatlier lots are located naar
the corewithlarger iots nearer the periphery. Smaill commu-
nities are strengthened by the economie, social, and age -
diversity that such housing stock can provide. Behavior or
the social contract is controlled through pride or the sense

Main Streetof Basking Ridge, NJ, iiustrates a good range ofbuiiding sizes, . of commuunity.

shapes, and footprints. \ ,.\ ‘* \ ﬁ
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Defintions and Program Characteristcs

tain Uses other than residential unis aveocated, primaty,

inthe comimuniy core, Mixed uses ceour both horzontall,
in acjacent bulings, and verticaly, in offces and resi-

dencas above shops and within certain helght restrictions.
Smalt communtties contaln a wel-proportioned balance of

jobs to housing; housing to recreation; housing to retail;
housing to civic and soclal uses. .

Small communities make use ofadistinctive design vocabu-
lary. This vocabulary is defined by a use of common mate-

within the vocabulary gives richness and character.

Small communities prioritize maintenance of all kinds. Pub-
iic tacHitles and services, including public community lands,
are maintained 1o preserve the quality and character of a
place. Personal and property safety must be maintained.

Small communities shoutd ba interrelated to form a hlerar-
chy of places. This order of place, by size, includes hamlets
intural areas, asthesmallest type, villages in rural, suburban
and exurban areas, neighboshoods in suburban areas,
which are part of towns. All small communities. must be
intarconnected by roads, transit, and bicycle with all other
smalf communities. Although small communities a:2 dis-
crete settiements, they need not be municlpailties with
taxing authority; many occur within existing townships.
Their individuality and significance results from a spirit or
sense of self engendered by their physical composition.

Sl communes b a s Buidings that con-

rlais, colors, and building-design relationships. Variation §

‘The Maln Street of Cranbury has a distinciive design vocabulary. White
painted claphoards, simple roof pitches, and shutters create a unity,

DEVELOPMENT AREAS
% TRANSIT STOP
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 10. The Location and Placement of the Garage
The focation of the- garage, and-particularly of the gara,
door, is an important site-location decision for achlev!
positivestreetscapes. Totheextont possible, garages should "
be located In the rear yard, set-back a few feet from the
- Rproperty lines, and they should look like traditional out-:
¥ Jbuiidings. A two foot side yard provides access for mainte-
"B nance and four 10 six feet allows for some planting. This
location providesthe opportunityto screentherearyard a
create Interasting rear-yard spaces. ideally, vehicular ap-
cesstothe garage is avaliable from an alley and secondarily:
from a narrow driveway {eight feet) which can be shared
. § ‘more than one property. The garage door can be directly
‘§ perpendicuiar 1o or paraliel with the alley. Garages should
neverbe located In the fmm yard and ahmjd JI&L!&IIE

or mmm&ﬂﬁsdwgn{eawreﬁomzmw

believethat you cannot self a house without an imeg:atod'
garage. To meet this. criticlsm we recommend that the -
garages be oversized with the opportunity for an siditional .
room or work space/shop, that the pedestrian exit of the © -

garage betied tothe house with a pergola.and, if a driveway
is used, a traditional “poricochere” or a porch roof be -
axtended over the driveway to allow covered access tothe
house in rain or snow. Remember, the majority of gatages
in this country are detached and these properties contlnue N R
to sell, :

Garages located in the zear yard, off an alfey, behind the front yard sct The portico provides an kieal answer to cover parking ciose to the house.
back, or serazsied from primary views enh the o of Most houses inthe United Stabes stll have garages in the rear yard,

the strect, \ CK 6\ \c\ F? I
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Nedra Lancaster
PO Box 51
Westport, CA 95488

California Coastal Commission
North Coast District

710 E Street, Suite 200
Eureka, CA 95501

RE: A-1-MEN-02-149

ATT Randall Stemler,

RECEIVED

NUV 2 0 2002

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

As a resident of the town of Westport, I feel that the proposed remodel of, the residence
at, 37033 Omega Drive is wholly in keeping with the look and spirit of our small town. It
is comparable in size with the other residences on Omega Drive, therefore will blend in
nicely. Please include my letter in the materials forwarded for the Commission’s

consideration.

Smcereiy

“Nodha 5€ (ﬁ/vvC/o@/w/L

Nedra Lancaster

EXHIBIT NO. <}

/ APPLICATION NO.
| A-1-MEN-02-149
WOODHEAD/HICKMAN
| OTHER

CORRESPONDENCE
| (10f10)




George Lancaster
PO Box 51
Westport, CA 95488

RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission NOV 2 0 2002
North Coast District CALIFORNIA

710 E Street, Suite 200 COASTAL COMMISSION
Eureka, CA 95501

RE: A-1-MEN-02-149

ATT Randall Stemler,

As a resident of the town of Westport, I feel that the proposed remodel of, the residence
at, 37033 Omega Drive is wholly in keeping with the look and spirit of our small town. It
is comparable in size with the other residences on Omega Drive, therefore will blend in
nicely. Please include my letter in the materials forwarded for the Commission’s
consideration.

George Lancaster

q\e\\o



OBt RECEIVED

Westport, CA 95488 NOV 2 0 70 0
CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
California Coastal Commission
North Coast District
710 E Street, Suite 200
Eureka, CA 95501

RE: A-1-MEN-02-149

ATT Randall Stemler,

As a resident of the town of Westport, I feel that the proposed remodel of, the residence
at, 37033 Omega Drive is wholly in keeping with the look and spirit of our small town. It
is comparable in size with the other residences on Omega Drive, therefore will blend in
nicely. Please include my letter in the materials forwarded for the Commission’s

consideration.

Sincerely

Amanda Semorile

\ba\\n



RECEIVED
NOV 2 0 2002

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

15 November 2002

California Coastal Commission
North Coast District

710 E Street, Suite 200

Eureka, CA 95501

Attention: Randall Stemler

RE; A-1-MEN-02-149

Mr. Stemler,

We want the Commission to know that we do not object to nor do we wish to stand
in the way of the remodel of 37033 Omega Drive in Westport as proposed by Ann

Woodhead, Toby Hickman & Tim Hickman. Please include our letter in the
materials forwarded for the Commission’s consideration.

38921 North Highway One
PO Box 418
Westport, CA 95488
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William and Julie Brazill, homeowners
37002 Omega Drive

Westport, CA

P.O. Box 1439

Mendocino, CA 95460

RECEIVED

Randy Steinler

California Coastal Commission :
P.O. Box 4908 huv 2 1 2002
Attn: Mr Randy Steiler COASTAL COMMISSION

Regarding: CDP #31-02
Owner: Ann Woodhead and Toby Hickman
Location: 37033 Omega Drive, Westport, CA

November 13, 2002

Dear Mr. Steinler,
Thank you for considering our comments on this proposed development.

The scale of the proposed development (building height and bulk) is not within
the scope and character of what is designated a Rural Village of Westport:
Sections 20.504.20 (B) and (CO (1-4). .

Please consider that on the entire coast of California, Westport has probably
received the least amount of development over the last fifty years. Therefore
anything built there that does not harmonize with the earlier style of
~architecture becomes precident setting. What is presently a turn of the century
work-man’s town changes with each unsensitive addition.

Though the planning document states, “the rebuilt new structure will occupy

the same footprint as the existing structure”, the commissioners should note that -
in actuality, the “existing structure” is two modest structures that have a fair

amount of open space between them, lending visual relief to the eye and

harmonizing with the existing character of the neighborhood.

What the owners, Woodhead and Hickman, are proposing is a domicile that

reaches 11 feet beyond the original buildings’ 16 feet tall peak and covers the

street side of the lot with its massive box-like architectural style. The minimal

roof pitch on the full two story building will appear gigantic along side of the

neighbor to the south which is a modest story and a half high home. .

D A\ 0




The applicants propose to more than double the size and volume of the existing
legal, non-conforming structure. This proposed expansion requires a use permit-
not a standard permit, as applied for, according to Section 20.480.020 (A) (4)

Our recommendation would be to heed the Mendocino County Coastal Zoning
Codes (MC 10-91) codes and ask the applicants to be more sensitive to the
structures on either side of Omega Drive.

Duplicate the same foot print as exists: construct two structures of modest size
(roof height and pitch as it exists presently) rather than combining them into
one large structure. This approach would then harmonize with the prevalent
architecture in the neighborhood. )
We feel that Westport is a very unique and special coastal community and
deserves special attention. The recent acquisition of the Headlands in Westport
emphasizes this point and we really need to be sensitive to the development of the
village so that it can retain its beautiful and unique character.

Sincerel




C3

D remecer of =7

<

s




EXHIBIT NO. q

APPLICATION NO.
| A-1-MEN-02-149 —
WOODHEAD/HICKMAN
| 3-D RENDERING OF
APPLICANT’S

. PROPOSED HOUSE
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Rural Village of Westport—Photo#11193 taken 11/5/02
Copyright © 2002 Kenneth Adelman, California Coastal Records Project, www.californiacoastline.org







