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Appeliant information  (Please Pring)

AppeﬂthamaRicPHslick&ChanMcBrHe
Address
m e CityCaHsloga Statelzpt:odgmms
Appellant Phone 9424535 | Fax 842-4557 _ Email ric@thechanric.com
Representative Addiess Gy z  StellZp Code ———
| Representative Phone Fax - " Email
l!Wemeunderslgned do hereby appeal the decision of the: |
 [X7] Praning Commission . ‘ "1 eoant of Appesis
Reganding Conditional Use Permit Amendment 010-09); Resolution No. PC 2011-03
nm'ofmeg{rzamw;m °
Located at: 1805 Faothill Bivd '
" {Address)

Made on: January 12, 2011

W hereby declare that IWe are eligible o peal because;

(Refer to Chepter 1.29 ﬁmmﬁﬁml&?nmm side)

' The Planning Commission's decision is contrary to previous decisions, so
we respectfully request the Calisiqga City Council reconsider

Thefac!sofﬂmmeandbashfurmeappedam:mddiﬁonaisheetsmaybeaﬂaohed) 2
Please see attached e . \

MeMMmamemymmm-mmmmmawm(s): (Addifional sheets may be aitached)
. Hear the appeal and approve the application to amend Conditional Use

Permit (U201Wer to and consistent with previous decisions.

Soet: L (_ /"—ég’;&. ’/24/4!‘




1.26.
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_ APPEALS TO THE CITY COUNCIL
CALISTOGA MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION 1.20.030

030 Appeals to the Couneil. |
' iming.AnappﬂlmtheCoumilmaybemadebyﬁ]inganoﬁee_ofappealwilhﬂleCity

Clerk within 10 days of the action or decision from which appeal is made, unless another

time is specifically provided herein. : '

1. AnyoperamraggﬁevedbymydecisionofﬂleTaxAdmhismorwiﬁmspectto
the amount of the transient occupancy tax, and/or interest and penalties, if any,
ﬁmmayappedbyﬂiﬁganoﬁoeofappealwithinlﬁaysofﬂ:esming or
mailing of the determination of tax due.

3. Appeals by film permit applicants under Chapter 3.30 CMC shall be made within

ﬁyedaySofﬂ:ed:teofﬁenialoroﬂmracﬁonon!hepmitappﬁcaﬁon.

3. Any person aggrieved by any decision of the collector of business license taxes
made pursuant to Chapter 5.04 CMC may appeal by filing a notice of appeal
within 30 days after the reccipt of written notice from the collector of the
tisputed decisi : ‘ : ,

4. ApersonmayappedthedecisimofﬂleChiefofPoﬁcémrevokeordmya :

" taxicab or rent car driver’s permit, tn&de pirsuant to Chapter 5.16 CMC.
5. An appeal may be tsken from the order of the Health Officer revoking or

suSpmdingapermitpmuantteChgpter&lZCMbeﬁlinganoﬁeeofﬂppeal*

within 15 days of the'issvance of the order. The appellant shall serve a copy of
the notice of appeal on the Health Officer. :

6.  An appeal may be taken froni a notice from the Diréctor of Public Works made

pursuant o Chapter 12.12CMC. - = ‘

7. An appeal may be taken to the Council by any citizen from any decision of an
official relating to an exception permit under Chapter 13.08 CMC or a
determination made under Chapter 13.16 CMC.

8. A subdivider or any aggrieved party may appeal a decision made by the Planning

Notice by Clerk. Upon receipt of the notice and fee, the City Clerk shall set the matier of

the appeal on the agenda for the next regularly scheduled Council meeting, but no sooner

thanl()daysaﬁerthedayofﬁ]ingmenoﬁeeofappealandpaymentofﬁe.'l‘he(}iiy

Clerk shall give notice in writing to the appellant, and any other person who has

requested notice, of the date the appeal has been placed on the agenda.

1. Al appeals from decisions of the Planning Commission shall be considered by
the Council within 30 days after the filing of the notice of appeal, unless the
appellant consents to a continuance. _

CouncilAction.TheCoumﬂmaydenyﬂmappealsummaﬁlyordecidetohearit.ﬂthe

Jatter, the Council shall set a date certain for the hearing on the appeal, which shall allow

e




0 Q

a reasonable time for investigation of the matter appealed. At the hearing, the Counc:

code
1.

2.

. ﬁnalmdmnlusivemdshaﬂbesawdmthaappeﬂmtinﬂwmmpﬁm'bedhthis
for service of notice of hearing. - |

Appeals of nuisance sbatement orders shall be subject to’ the provisions for
hearings on nuisance abatement as provided in Chapter 1.12 CMC. : :
Aﬂappeals'ﬁomdecisimsoftheleningCommissionshaﬂbehemdinthe
same manner as the original action was heard by the Planning Commission, If the
appealreytdsawntaﬁvesubdivisionor_pMmap,ﬂw,Comcﬂmayadd,
modify, or delete conditions if the Council determines that such are
niecessary to ensure that the map conforms to tie Subdivision Map Act and the
provisions of CMC Title 16. The Council may deny a tentative map for failure to
mect any of the grounds contained in CMC 16.10.040. o
Appeals from decisions of the Planning Dj under Chapter 19.01 CMC shall

_bedenovo,mdﬂmComﬂshaHbeguidedbyﬂw_cﬁﬁeﬁiandMand

Amouats Owed. Any amonnt found o be due to the City shall be immediately due and

'payablelmqnﬂ;eSerﬁceofnoﬁneoftheﬁndingsoftheCouneﬂ.



As the overall governing body of the City of Calistoga, we respectfully request you hear m
our appeal based on the following grounds: The three points in question as part of : :
Conditional Use Permit Amendment (1J2010-09); specifically within Resolution No. PC

2011-03, are both unfounded and contrary to the precedence set by previous findings by

the Planning Commission. Additionally, concessions and safeguards sufficiently ensure

the integrity of and consistency with the City’s General Plan. '

Sﬁeciﬁcally,

1. The proposed development is consistent with the General Plan and the provisions of

the Zoning Code within the R-110 district and is consistent with the historic, rural, small-

town atmosphere of Calistoga, _ - ‘

. The minimal increase of visitors under this application would have no measurable

inapact on the sumrounding neighborhood or community. On the contrary, the
Urban Design Plan recommends higher density land use along the “Foothill
Corridor” such as, “second dwelling units. .in-fill housing development...home
occupations that are...secondary to the use of the residence...(and) bed and
breakfast inn uses” (UDP p. 63.) .

Furthermore, The Chanric Inn, located at 1805 Foothill Bivd., has only one
adjoiningresidenﬁalneighbo:,.whereas, a previously approved bed and breakfast,

The Pink Mansion, located at 1415 Foothill Blvd, just % mile from 1805 Foothill

Blvd, has two residential neighbors on each side of their property. Additionally, _ ,f’j
one of these neighbors is within closer proximity to the Pink Mansion than 1801 ' N
Foothill is to The Chanric Inn. ‘ '

The Commission’s finding on this point is therefore false and unfair.

2,Th§siteisphysicaﬂy5|ﬁiableforihetypeanddensityofdevelopment.
The proposed development is not a substantial increase in commercial use and is
consistent with the Commission’s previous decisions on similar applications. The
amendment maintains existing structures and does not require any building
modifications or expansion whatsoever. In fact, this application represents a
decrease in land use. The property will no longer be occupied full time and tourist
occupation represents only 50% occupancy. The City has already recognized this
fact by stating that, “The property has sufficient water and wastewater resources
allocation to support the proposed use.” If that were not the case, Jim Smith of the
City would niot have stated in his assessment, “The proposed uses are likely as
intensive, or perhaps less intensive, than the current uses, which means additional
water/ww resources will not be required.” See attached email.

Any negligible increase in vehicular traffic caused by one or two vehicles (one
vehicle per guest room permitted) would be no greater than previously approved
by the Commission. Additionally, the driveway entrance at the Pink Mansion is



O

shared by 2 neighbor, whereas the driveway entrance to The Chanric nn is 144
feet (48 yards) away from and clearly distinct from 1801 Foothill. The concession
to add lighted street numbers and additional signage further ensutes that this
amendment safely accommodates residents and tourists alike,. =~

The Commission’s finding on this point is therefore flse and unfair.

S.Thepmposeddevehpmempresentsascalqanddesignwhichateinhmony _
withthehistoﬁcalandsmaﬂ—tomchmcterofCalistoga. |

Aspreviouslymted,ﬁepmposeddevelopmentisaninsigtﬁﬁcantincreasein |
commercial use and is consistent with the Commission’s previous decision for the
Pink Mension, } fully maiittains the small town character of Calistoga. .

The Commission’s finding on this point is therefore false and unfair.

Onaﬂthreeawomis,ﬂleCommlssmnhasmtldennﬁedanymeesmabledlﬂ'eteme
betweenthisappﬁeaﬁonvs.pmvipuslyappmvedappﬁoaﬁonsandisths:efom :



From: Jim Smith [JSmiﬁééi.ealistuga;ea.us]" - _

Sent: Tuesday, September 08, 2009 9:43 AM | o | —
To: . Charlene Galiina; Erik Lundquist ‘ | . ()
Ce: ric@thechanric.com; Dan Takasugi; Louise Harison; Kathy Guill :

Subject: Chanyic Inn - Water/\WW Resources |

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status:  Purple

Charlene and Erik:

| spoke with Ric at the Chanric Inn (942-4535) this moming about his ideas for converting portions of his
properly to additional transient occupancy units. Ric stated he has a 700 sq-ft residence cottage (two
bedrooms) and a massage room currently in use on the property, in addition to 6 rental units, He
indicated his intention is to replace the residential use and the massage use with two additional transient
rental units. On that basis, | informied him that | believe he already has sufficient water/ww resources for
the project. The proposed uses are likely as intensive, or perhaps less intensive, than the current uses,
which means additional water/ww resources will not be required. C :

OF course, this finding is based on the projsct proposal as described, and-any changes in the project
description should be re-reviewed to see if there is sufficient water for any modified proposals. -

| mentioned to him | would send you this note summarizing our discussion, with a ¢ to him, and advised
him to-contact Plarining and Buikling Dapt. regarding the next steps in his project. Thank you.

Jim Smith ,
Senior Civil Engineer : :
City of Calistoga |

1/24/2011



