
















































































Paoli, Diana

From: M C <marysellsmendo@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 6:20 PM

To: cdd; Paul Clark

Subject: 2nd Public comment for Planning Meeting 6/11/25
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Good evening Planning Commission.

My name is Mary Chamberlin, and | live at 19300 Harbor Ave. | am speaking in opposition to the
proposed development at 1151 South Main Street until a thorough environmental review is done.

First off, this project, particularly with its height and residential use in a commercial zone, is
NOT consistent with the applicable general plan and zoning designations/policies, as required by
both 15332 and 15195.

While | understand the need for housing, this project is fundamentally inconsistent with our certified
Local Coastal Plan. Our LCP is clear that this area is prioritized for Highway Visitor Use, visitor-
serving commercial uses. State housing law does not override the Coastal Act, and approving this
project would violate our city's primary coastal protection document. Our LCP has a special legal
status regarding projects within the Coastal Zone and these projects MUST be consistent with it. The
housing mandates do not simply erase the Coastal Act. Why is this project not subject to a more
thorough environmental review? The claim that state law "allows" the build does not exempt the
project from analyzing its real-world impacts. A project of this scale will have undeniable impacts for
traffic on Main Street and noise levels for surrounding residents. Why has the city not required, at
minimum, a traffic impact analysis and a noise study as part of its CEQA review? On what legal
grounds is this project considered exempt from this basic due diligence?

Furthermore, | am deeply concerned that neither a traffic or noise study have been required. To
approve a project of this density without any data on its impacts on Main Street traffic and
neighborhood safety is a failure of due diligence under the California Environmental Quality Act. |
formally request that the council send this back to staff and require, at minimum, a professional traffic
impact and noise analysis before proceeding.

I urge you to uphold our Local Coastal Plan and demand a proper environmental review. Please do
not approve this project as it stands. Thank you.

Mary Chamberlin Realtor®

Luxe Places International Realty
Call/Text: (707)-367-5920

Email: marysellsmendo@gmail.com
CalBRE: 01956270
www.marysellsmendo.com



Paoli, Diana

From: cdd

Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 10:01 AM

To: Peters, Sarah

Cc: Paoli, Diana; Munoz, Cristal; Stump, Valerie; Marie Jones
(marie@mariejonesconsulting.com)

Subject: FW: Public comment for planning commission meeting 6/11

Attachments: Letter to Kosh.pdf; 2nd Public comment for Planning Meeting 6/11/25

Hello Planning Commissioners (BCC):
Please see two public comments attached for tonight’s public hearing.

Thank you,

Sawral Petery
Assistant Planner | City of Fort Bragg
speters@fortbraggca.gov

From: M C <marysellsmendo@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2025 6:05 PM

To: cdd <cdd@fortbraggca.gov>; Paul Clark <pclark@fortbraggrealty.co>
Subject: Public comment for planning commission meeting 6/11

Paul, I'm including you this time because when | sent this to the city on 3/24 no one respond and it wasn’t
included.









Dear Kosh,

My name is Mary Chamberlin. I've worked as a local realtor here on the
Mendocino Coast for over 10 years. | have a very keen understanding of market value.
| also live at 19300 Harbor Ave. For the record, | am not adamantly against your
proposed development. Am | thrilled it will be right outside my front door? Not at all,
but | am satisfied with knowing that a reputable company is investing in the long-term
housing shortage issues our town has hurdled for decades. That being said, | want to
share two thoughts on how to improve your overall value in your development, and
improve traffic safety/congestion. While reading my two suggestions below, please
refer to my extremely poor sketch on page two.

Regarding layout of development on parcel :

My first thought when | reviewed the building plans was, why would you put the
parking lot in between the buildings and the view of the ocean? | believe you would
increase the long-term value of your investment by putting the buildings against
Harbor Avenue and the parking lot mostly on frontage Road.

1. This would eliminate a parking lot view with the ocean view. In turn this would

increase your overall value for the development.

2. With that being said, this would also benefit myself and the rest of the
neighbors on Harbor as we would not have a parking lot directly across from
our front doors, which would negatively impact the equity in our homes.

3. Relocating the parking lot onto Frontage Road side would also lower
overall noise and vehicle lights from the parking lot, and any light poliution from
the parking lot.

4. | also believe this would remove the condition for the wall barrier between the

parking lot and Harbor Avenue.

Regarding ingress and egress with the parcel:

| believe it would be much safer for all residents in the area if there was a one-way
entry into the apartments from Frontage Road and a one-way exit from the apartments
onto Harbor Avenue. | believe this would create a more uniform traffic pattern that
would help ease congestion at the Ocean View Drive and Highway one intersection.

| greatly appreciate any consideration with my recommendations. Thank you very
much.

Mary Chamberlin






Paoli, Diana

From: Paul Clark <pclark@fortbraggrealty.co>
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 10:42 AM

To: cdd

Cc: Paul Clark; cmar@mcn.org; Colin Morrow
Subject: Planning Commission 06112025 ltem 6A
Attachments: 1151.pdf

Comment 3

I submit that the density bonus incentives the city council gave to this project
was and is not appropriate. This is not and can not be a residential multifamily
development. It must be a commercial development with a subordinate
residential component. And as such these incentives are not properly done.
Further I believe the project would need a variance for the FAR ratios to be
exceeded. I do not believe the city council gave them this variance, and if so it
was not warranted based on the above.

Paul Clark






Paoli, Diana

From: Hamid Zarrabi <hamkath40@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2025 10:24 AM

To: cdd

Cc: HAMID ZARRABI

Subject: Planning Commission meeting June 11, 2025
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Comments regarding Planning Commission meeting 6/11/2025. Project at 1151 South Main St.

Dear Council members,

First of all | must ask alt of you not to ignore all the public comments and requests that were made in the past, being
made now and in the future regarding this project. You did so before and that is why we are here again.

I will start my comments and request by reminding everyone and saying this property is still zoned commercial so all the
regulations set forth should apply to all the project and not justin parts. The applicant is now requesting a mixed
residential and commercial use. If so, then all the 7 individual buildings should include a commercial space and not just
one. If these spaces are to be motel/hotel then all regulations such as operations, staffing and parking requirements for
such business should apply.

The lack of necessary noise analysis issue generated by this complex still exists. By saying” one car door slamming in
the parking lot is not bad” is not enough. The amount of noise generated by this complex goes way beyond that.

The applicant might not realize it but this will have an effect on his business next door. A proper and professional
analysis needs to be done.

The applicant is basically stating that he needs to increase the building hight from 28 feet to 38 feet in order for his
business to be profitable. The city has PRE APPROVED the hight increase which is against the already established
regulations. At all the previous public hearings regarding this project the issue was opposed several times by the public
butignored by the council members. And, now it is being opposed again. Itis shameful to say the city of Fort Bragg is
putting the applicants profitability over its citizens request. It looks to me like someone did not do a proper business
analysis before going forward with establishing the business.

Another issue that has not been properly addressed is auto and pedestrian traffic that will effect all the surrounding
areas and not just the so called “Unnamed Road”. Your contractor never mentions Harbor Avenue which will be most
effected because of the parking lot location. There should be a proper and official traffic study done for this project and
notjust here say as it’s been done by your contractor over and over again.

Thanks
Hamid Zarrabi



Submitted 11 June 2025. Received by

1. Storm drain at Ocean View & Harbor Avenue is plugged from catchment

basin through entire length of outflow pipe.
a) City staff abandoned responsibility for maintaining the storm drain.

b) As aresult, I get 20-30gpm of gutter water flowing between my house
and garage.

¢) The city has failed to respond to Underground Search Associates (USA)
alerts for utility/construction activity in this area.

2. Applicant has stated they will monitor the r-echarge ponds.

a) What is the monitoring schedule (Daily, Weekly, Monthly, Semi-annual,
Annual) ?

b) What contaminants will be monitored?

c¢) When the storm drain at Ocean View & Harbor Avenue fails, where will
the re-charge pond overflow be diverted to?

d) Where will the recharge pond monitoring results be published, or How
will local residents be notified?

e) Where will the monitoring sites be located?

f) Who is responsible for remediation of water source when recharge
overflow contaminates ground water?

g) Overflow from recharge ponds should be channeled through underground
closed culvert, north to the Pomo Bluffs Park. This will contain all
contaminated overflow until it can be safely discharged over the bluff or
to a pond in the Noyo Bluffs Park.

3. Light pollution:

a) Applicant currently has area lighting that fails “downcast” requirements.
Raw light extends 100-500 feet from source all night.

b) Applicant should be held to standards for downcast lighting fixtures.

4. Three story structures in this location are totally out of nature for all

structures on Todd’s Point.
a) Three (3) stories is invasive to the privacy of local residents.

b) Three stories will dominate the skyline which now is basically
unobstructed over residences on Todd’s Point.

¢) Intent to keep the area west of Highway One as a View Corridor is
violated by these three stories.

5. There is no rule, regulation, statute or law that requires this body to

P









VANNUCC| MOMSEN MORROW

Attorneys at Law
An Association of Sole Practitioners

Philip M. Vannucci Colin W. Morrow
Brian S. Momsen The Penny Farthing Building
The Hofman Building 45060 Ukiah St., Ste. A
308 S School St. P.O.Box 1214
Ukiah, CA 95482 Mendocino, CA 95440
Phone: 707.462.0900 Phone: 707.380.1070
Email: pvannucci@vmme-law.com Email: cmorow@vmm-law.com

Email: bmomsen@vmme-law.com

June 11, 2025
VIA EMAIL

Planning Commission

City of Fort Bragg

Community Development Department
416 N. Franklin St.

Fort Bragg, CA 95437
(cdd@fortbragg.com)
(dpaoli@fortbragg.com)

Re: Public Comment Concerning the Planning Commission’s Review of
Agenda ltem 6(A) on the June 11, 2025, Agenda, Concerning 1151

South Main Street in Fort Bragq, California

Honorable Planning Commission Members:

| represent Paul Clark, and I write on his behalf in opposition to the approvals
sought conceming a proposed wall of residential apartments between scenic Highway
One and the coast. Such a barrier of bedrooms is fundamentally incompatible with the
California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), the City of Fort Bragg's general plan,
and the Coastal Act. The applicant and City have tacitly acknowledged that when this
project previously came before the City, it was improperly approved with a blind eye
toward significant Coastal Act considerations. This tacit acknowledgement came in the
form of the applicant returning to the City for approval of an amended project rather than
attempt to defend a woefully defective approval before the Coastal Commission.
Though the applicant has offered some inadequate remedies to the Coastal Act issue,
this Commission must also revisit the CEQA and general plan issues, which compel
denial of the project.

The Project Is Not Exempt From CEQA

The applicant and City rely upon two CEQA exemptions, neither of which apply.
The first of these is the so-called “in-fill development projects” exception. (Cal. Code
Regs. Tit. 14, § 15332.) This exception does not apply because the project is not
“consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan






Fort Bragg Planning Commission
June 11, 2025
Page 3 of 6

Citizens for Parks & Recreation v. Superior Court (2016) 2 Cal.5th 141, 153.) “A zoning
ordinance that conflicts with a general plan is invalid at the time itis passed.” (/bid.).
“An action, program, or project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its
aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct
their attainment.” (/bid.) “Because of its broad scope, long-range perspective, and
primacy over subsidiary land use decisions, the general plan has been aptly described
as the constitution for all future developments within the city or county.” (/d. at p. 152.)

General plan consistency at this site is key because the subject real property is
located at the central arterial in-route to Fort Bragg, directly where visitors from either
San Francisco (traveling north via Highways 101 or 1) or the Central/Sacramento Valley
(traveling west via Highway 20) enter Fort Bragg.

“The mission of [Fort Bragg’s] Coastal General Plan is to preserve and enhance
the small town character and natural beauty that make the City a place where people
want to live and visit, and to improve the economic diversity of the City to ensure that it
has a strong and resilient economy which supports its residents.” (General Plan, Part
1(D).) This project does the opposite. It creates a homogenous monolith of apartments
that undermine the small-town character of Fort Bragg, perpetuates the City’s drift
toward a bedroom community, and physically obstructs highway visitors’ views of both
the coastline and coastal access.

The mission and vision of Fort Bragg is of “[a] city which seeks to preserve its
natural beauty and provide access to the scenic and recreational resources of its natural
setting.” (/bid.) Nevertheless, the project obstructs natural beauty as mentioned above.
The mission and vision of Fort Bragg is as “[a] city that embraces its role as the primary
commercial and service center on the Mendocino coast.” (/bid.) Nevertheless, this
project sacrifices real property that was expressly allocated for visitor serving
commercial facilities to insular bedroom units. The mission and vision of Fort Bragg is
“[a] city which promotes itself as a tourist destination and which provides the necessary
infrastructure and services to support a growing population of transient visitors.” (/bid.)
Nevertheless, this project rebuffs transient visitors in favor of cloistered bedrooms.

“Highway Visitor Commercial’—as the subject property is zoned—is specifically
designated by Fort Bragg’s Coastal General Plan as follows:

This land use designation applies to land uses serving residents and
visitors on sites which are located along Highway One and arterials at the
entry points to the community. Typical uses allowed in this designation
include motels and other lodging enterprises, restaurants, and retail
outlets. Residential uses are permitted above the ground floor or on the
ground floor at the rear of buildings' at a maximum density of up to 24

" The choice to use—and approval of—ground floor spaces as residential facilities is a
fundamental defect in the project. Moreover, the use of the ground floor for commercial






Fort Bragg Planning Commission
June 11, 2025
Page 5 of 6

Developments providing public recreational opportunities are preferred.” (/d. at

§ 30213.) “Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected for
recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future demand for
public or commercial recreational activities that could be accommodated on the property
is already adequately provided for in the area.” (/d. at § 30221.) “The use of private
lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational facilities designed to enhance
public opportunities for coastal recreation shall have priority over private residential,
general industrial, or general commercial development, but not over agriculture or
coastal-dependent industry.” (/d. at § 30222.)

These policies embrace—and specifically articulate—the paramount value of
coastal access and visitor serving facilities. “[A] core principle of the Act is to maximize
public access to and along the coast as well as recreational opportunities in the coastal
zone.” (San Diego Unified Port Dist. v. California Coastal Com. (2018) 27 Cal.App.5th
1111, 1129))

The Density Bonus Law “does not supersede or in any way alter or lessen the
effect or application of the California Coastal Act of 1976.” (Gov. Code § 65915.)

Here, however, this project will defeat these aims. [t will hijack a substantial 2.6
acre tract of land that is particularly situated to serve—and designated by prior
conscious zoning for—visitor serving commercial facilities. Having a three story wall of
private bedrooms also creates a visual barrier to coastal access contrary to Public
Resources Code section 30251. Although the area is not labeled as a highly scenic
viewshed, the ocean is clearly visible from Highway 1 through the lot, and this view (and
notice to the public) of coastal access would be destroyed.

The applicant’s very minor changes in relation to coastal access do little to
change the project’s flaws. As to the pedestrian path and signage, this is not a
pedestrian focused area—it is a vehicle focused area—there is nothing to suggest signs
will be visible to cars or that cars will have anywhere to park to use the pedestrian path.
A major issue that is not addressed by any of the very minor concessions is that visual
notice of public coastal facilities will be walled off from drivers by this project.

Traffic Considerations Compel Denial

The project is situated upon an arterial roadway that brings Fort Bragg most of its
visitors.

Fort Bragg is built along Highway One which is also called Main Street
within the City. Highway One is the only continuous north-south road
serving the north coast of Mendocino County, providing a local
transportation corridor for many communities and the primary access
route for visitors. Traffic volumes on this roadway have increased steadily
over the years.






EXRHIBIT A






EXRHIBIT B















EXHIBIT C








