
CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 
PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING AGENDA  
 
Regular Meeting March 9, 2016 
City Hall Wednesday 
East Side of Monte Verde Street Tour:  2:15 p.m. 
Between Ocean & Seventh Avenues Meeting:  4:00 p.m. 
 
A. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 
 Commissioners: Don Goodhue, Chair 
  Michael LePage, Vice-Chair  
  Keith Paterson 
  Jan Reimers 
  Ian Martin 
 
B. TOUR OF INSPECTION 
 
 Shortly after 2:15 p.m., the Commission will leave the Council Chambers for an on-site
 Tour of Inspection of all properties listed on this agenda (including those on the 
 Consent Agenda). The Tour may also include projects previously approved by the 
 City and not on this agenda. Prior to the beginning of the Tour of Inspection, the 
 Commission may eliminate one or more on-site visits.  The public is welcome to follow 
 the Commission on its tour of the determined sites.  The Commission will return to the 
 Council Chambers at 4:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as possible. 
 
C. ROLL CALL 
 
D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS/EXTRAORDINARY BUSINESS 
 
F. APPEARANCES 
 
 Anyone wishing to address the Commission on matters not on the agenda, but within 
 the jurisdiction of the Commission, may do so now.  Please state the matter on which 
 you wish to speak. Matters not appearing on the Commission agenda will not receive 
 action at this meeting but may be referred to staff for a future meeting.  Presentations 
 will be limited to three minutes, or as otherwise established by the Commission Chair.  
 Persons are not required to give their name or address, but it is helpful for speakers to 
 state their name in order that the Secretary may identify them. 
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G. CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Items placed on the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine and are acted upon by 
the Commission in one motion.  There is no discussion of these items prior to the 
Commission action unless a member of the Commission, staff, or public requests specific 
items be discussed and removed from the Consent Agenda.  It is understood that the staff 
recommends approval of all consent items.  Each item on the Consent Agenda approved 
by the Commission shall be deemed to have been considered in full and adopted as 
recommended. 

  
1. Draft minutes from the January 13, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting. 
2. Draft minutes from the February 10, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting  

 
H. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

If you challenge the nature of the proposed action in court, you may be limited to raising 
only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this 
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at, or prior to, 
the public hearing. 
 

1. MP 16-075 (Carmel) 
City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
City-Wide 

 
 
 

2. DR 16-32 (Leidig/Draper) 
Erik Dyar 
SW corner of Dolores & 5th 

Block 55, Lots: 1-4 
APN: 010-138-021 

 
 
 

3. SI 16-007 (Hotel Carmel) 
San Carlos Street at 4th Avenue 
Blk: 35;  
Lots: partial of 7, 8, 17 and 19;  
APN:  010-123-014 

 
4. DS 15-466 (Murphy) 

Richard Rhodes 
Camino Real 3 SE of Ocean 
Block: G, Lots: 8 & 10 
APN: 010-261-011 
 

Consideration of a draft ordinance (MP 16-075) that 
would regulate wood-burning fireplaces in newly 
constructed or remodeled buildings.  The Planning 
Commission will be making recommendations to the 
City Council 
 
Preliminary concept review of a proposal (DR 16-
32) to demolish an existing commercial building in 
order to construct a new mixed-use commercial 
building that would include 3,702 square feet of 
commercial space, 8 dwelling units, and an 
underground garage.  The project site is located in 
the Service Commercial (SC) Zoning District 
 
Consideration of a Sign Permit (SI 16-007) 
application for new signage at a hotel located in the 
Residential and Limited (RC) Commercial Zoning 
District   
 
 
Consideration of a Final Design Study (DS 15-466) 
and Coastal Development Permit application to 
demolish an existing residence and construct a new 
residence located in the Single-Family Residential 
(R-1) Zoning District 
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5. DR 15-217 (Chadwick) 
Eric Miller Architects 
Scenic Road, 2 NW of 8th Avenue  
Blk C2, Lot: 10 & 11 
APN:  010-312-026 

 
 
 
 
 

6. DS 16-012 (Green) 
Dolores Street, 3 NE of Santa Lucia 
Blk:  143, Lot:  30 
APN:  010-165-026 
 
 

7. DS 16-024 (BSI Holdings) 
BSI Holdings 
SW Corner of Santa Lucia and Dolores 
Blk: 8, Lot: 7 
APN: 009-381-007 
 

8. APP 16-011 (Carmel Blo) 
Chioma Carmel 
Dolores St., 2 NE of Eighth St.  
Blk: 91, Lot: 16 
APN:  010-145-009 
 

9. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
Single-Family (R-1) District 
 
 

10. City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
City-Wide 
 

Consideration of  Concept Design Study (DS 15-
217), Coastal Development Permit, and Variance 
(VA 16-070) applications for the demolition of 
existing residence and construction of new residence 
located in the Single-Family Residential (R-1) 
Zoning District, Beach and Riparian (BR) Zoning 
Districts, Archaeological Significance (AS) Overlay 
District, and in the Appeal Jurisdiction/Beach 
Overlay (AB) Overlay Districts   
 
Consideration of a Concept Design Study (DS 16-
012) and associated Coastal Development Permit for 
an addition and substantial alterations to an existing 
residence located in the Single-Family Residential 
(R-1) Zoning District 
 
Consideration of a Concept Design Study (DS 16-
024) and associated Coastal Development Permit for 
an addition and substantial alterations to an existing 
residence located in the Single-Family Residential 
(R-6) Zoning District 
 
Consideration of an Appeal (APP 16-011) of the 
administrative denial of the amendment to a 
Business License (BL 15-416) to allow for the 
ancillary sale of alcohol in a hair salon   
 
 
Consideration of Roofing Subcommittee draft policy 
to expand the list of acceptable roofing materials in 
the Single-Family Residential (R-1) Zoning District 
 
Appointment of a subcommittee to develop a policy 
for the care and maintenance of City war memorials 

 
I. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

1. Update from the Director 
 
J. SUB-COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 

1. Discussion on current subcommittees 
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K. ADJOURNMENT 
 

The next meeting of the Planning Commission will be: 
 

Wednesday, April 13, 2016 
 

The City of Carmel-by-the-Sea does not discriminate against persons with disabilities.  
Carmel-by-the-Sea City Hall is an accessible facility.  The City of Carmel-by-the-Sea 
telecommunications device for the Deaf/Speech Impaired (T.D.D.) Number is 1-800-735-
2929. 
 
The City Council Chambers is equipped with a portable microphone for anyone unable to 
come to the podium.  Assisted listening devices are available upon request of the 
Administrative Coordinator.  If you need assistance, please advise the Planning 
Commission Secretary what item you would like to comment on and the microphone will 
be brought to you. 

 
NO AGENDA ITEM WILL BE CONSIDERED AFTER 8:00 P.M. UNLESS 
AUTHORIZED BY A MAJORITY VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION.  ANY 
AGENDA ITEMS NOT CONSIDERED AT THE MEETING WILL BE CONTINUED 
TO A FUTURE DATE DETERMINED BY THE COMMISSION. 
 
Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Planning Commission regarding 
any item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection in the Planning & 
Building Department located in City Hall, east side of Monte Verde between Ocean & 7th 
Avenues, during normal business hours. 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF POSTING 

I, Marc Wiener, Acting Community Planning and Building Director, for the City of Carmel-by-
the-Sea, DO HEREBY CERTIFY, under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of 
California, that the foregoing notice was posted at the Carmel-by-the-Sea City Hall bulletin 
board, posted at the Harrison Memorial Library on Ocean and Lincoln Avenues and the Carmel 
Post Office. 
 
Dated this 4th day of March 2016 at the hour of 4:00 p.m. 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Marc Wiener 
Acting Community Planning and Building Director 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 
PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING – MINUTES 

 JANUARY 13, 2016  
 

 
A. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL FOR TOUR OF INSPECTION 
 
 PRESENT: Commissioners: Martin, Paterson, Reimers and Goodhue 
 
 ABSENT: LePage 
  
 STAFF PRESENT: Marc Wiener, Acting Planning & Building Director 

 Ashley Hobson, Contract Planner 
 Cortina Whitmore, Planning Commission Secretary 
 

B. TOUR OF INSPECTION 
 

The Commission convened at 3:00 p.m. and then toured the following sites:  
 

• APP 15-437 (McClatchy), Scenic 4 parcels northwest of 8th; Block: C2, Lot: 9 
 
C. ROLL CALL  
 

Chairman Goodhue called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.  
 

D. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 
 Members of the audience joined Commission Members in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
E. ANNOUNCEMENTS/EXTRAORDINARY BUSINESS 
  

Commissioner Reimers expressed the concerns from residents in regards to the bump-out 
on Rio Road and the possibility of increased traffic.  
 
Marc Wiener, Acting Community Planning and Building Director noted the election of a 
Chair and Vice Chair have been postponed until the February 2016 Planning Commission 
Regular meeting. 
 
 

F. APPEARANCES 
 

Speaker#1: Paul Rodriguez, American Legion Post 512 representative thanked Ian Martin 
for the removal of the Centennial War Banner and requested the City enact policies 
regarding the treatment of the War Memorial. 
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Speaker #2: Barbara Livingston a member of the Centennial Committee noted mistakes 
were made by both the Centennial Committee and the Planning Department in regards of 
the approval of a banner on the War Memorial.  
 
Speaker #3: Richard Kreitman expressed the desire to have more communication 
between both the Planning Department and the Centennial Committee. Mr. Kreitman 
requested the City and American Legion review the Municipal Codes regarding the War 
Memorial and suggested the creation of a subcommittee.  
 

 
G. CONSENT AGENDA 
  

Items placed on the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine and are acted upon by 
the Commission in one motion.  There is no discussion of these items prior to the 
Commission action unless a member of the Commission, staff, or public requests specific 
items be discussed and removed from the Consent Agenda.  It is understood that the staff 
recommends approval of all consent items.  Each item on the Consent Agenda approved 
by the Commission shall be deemed to have been considered in full and adopted as 
recommended. 

  
1. Consideration of draft minutes from December 16, 2015 Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting 
 

Commissioner Goodhue noted a correction to the spelling of Gretchen Flescher’s last 
name on page 7 of the December 16, 2015 Planning Commission minutes.  
 

Commissioner Paterson moved to accept item #1 with noted correction.  
Commissioner Martin seconded the motion and carried the following vote: 3-0-1-1. 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: PATERSON, MARTIN & GOODHUE   
NOES:            COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:       COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:     COMMISSIONERS: REIMERS 

 
H. PUBLIC HEARINGS 
 

 
1. DS 15- 359 (Lawson) 

David K. Costa Jr.  
26109 Ladera Dr.  
Block: MA; Lot :10 
APN:009-331-002 

Consideration of a Design Study (DS 15-359) for the 
replacement of a wood-shake roof with concrete 
tiles on a residence located in the Single-Family 
Residential (R-1) District.   

 
Christy Sabdo, Contract Planner provided staff report and brief project history to clarify 
the previous Planning Commission denial. Ms. Sabdo presented the proposed concrete 
tile material sample to the Commission for review.  
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Chair Goodhue opened the public hearing. 
 
The Applicant was not present. 
 
Speaker #1: Barbara Livingston requested the applicant provide photos to the Planning 
Commission once the work is complete.   
 
Seeing no other speakers, Chair Goodhue closed the public hearing. 
 
The Commissioners held discussion. Commissioner Martin commented on the 
improvement of the material and noted the material is appropriate for the neighborhood. 
Commissioners Paterson, Goodhue and Reimers all expressed support for the concrete 
tiles. 
 
Commissioner Martin motioned to approve application DS 15-359 (Lawson) as 
proposed. Motion seconded by Commissioner Paterson and carried on the following 
vote: 4-0-1-0. 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: REIMERS, MARTIN, PATERSON & 

GOODHUE 
NOES:                       COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:                  COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:                COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
 
2. DS 15-352 (Rezai) 

John Mandurrago 
                  SEC of 4th and Perry Newberry 
                  Blk: 2B; Lot: 4         
                  APN: 009-161-017 

Consideration of a Final Design Study (DS 15-352) 
and Coastal Development Permit application for a 
remodel and addition to an existing residence 
located in the Single-Family Residential (R-1) 
Zoning District.  

Ashley Hobson, Contract Planner provided the staff report for DS 15-352 (Rezai).       
Ms. Hobson noted the Applicant adhered to all previous Planning Commission conditions 
and answered questions from the Commission. 
 
Speaker #1: Applicant, John Mandurrago summarized design changes and expressed his 
willingness to work with staff on lighting.  Mr. Mandurrago answered questions from the 
Commissioners. 
 
Chair Goodhue opened the meeting to the public. 
 
Speaker #2: Barbara Livingston noted her concern with the proposed six (6) foot wall and 
suggested a grape-stake fence or lower canopy trees and vegetation.  
 
Seeing no other speakers, Chair Goodhue closed the public hearing. 
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The Commissioners held discussion. Commissioner Reimers voiced her concerns 
regarding the proposed wall and placement.  Commissioners Paterson and Martin are in 
favor of a lower wall and Commissioner Martin noted fence permeability is important to 
Carmel. Chair Goodhue expressed the Commission understands the owner’s desire for 
privacy and noted he is in favor of a uniform 5 foot stone wall.  
 
Commissioner Reimers moved to accept application DS 15-325 (Rezai) as designed 
with the condition to change the proposed wall to a five (5) foot wall clad in stone. 
Commissioner Paterson seconded the motion and carried the following vote 4-0-1-0: 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: MARTIN, PATERSON, REIMERS 

GOODHUE 
NOES:                    COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:               COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:             COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
 
 

            3.  DS 15-411 (Howley) 
            Erik Dyar 

                 SWC of Lincoln and 11th  
                 Blk:133,  Lot:1 
                 APN: 010-183-001 

Consideration of a Final Design Study (DS 15-411) 
and Coastal Development Permit application for a 
remodel and addition to an existing single-family 
residence located in the Single-Family Residential 
(R-1) Zoning District. 
 

Catherine Tarone, Assistant Planner presented the staff report. Ms. Tarone summarized 
previous conditions and clarified the design changes. Ms. Tarone noted the architect 
revised the design plans to lower the addition, deck and wall approximately one (1) foot 
lower.   
 
Speaker #1: Erik Dyar, Applicant/Architect provided more detail regarding the design    
changed and answered questions from the Commission. 
 
Chair Goodhue opened the public hearing. 
 
Speaker #2: Barbara Livingston, Carmel resident requested the Commission consider a 
four (4) foot wall.  
 
Speaker #1: Erik Dyar clarified the reasons for lowering the residence, explained the wall 
is to shield the cooking station from the neighbors and noted the proposed fence will be a 
wood grape-stake fence.  
 
Seeing no other speakers Chair Goodhue closed the public hearing. 
 
The Commission held a brief discussion. Commissioner Reimers noted she is in favor of 
the lower elevation. Commissioner Paterson and Martin noted the wall around the 
cooking station is appropriate and noted concerns with the removal of the Acacia tree. 
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Chair Goodhue stated his concern regarding the wall was addressed and noted his support 
for the project.  
 
Marc Wiener informed the Commission the Applicant completed a Tree Removal 
Application and noted a replacement tree is required per the City Forester in the right-of-
way.   
 
Commissioner Martin moved to accept application DS 15-411(Howley) as proposed 
with condition to replace the Acacia tree with a native tree. Motion seconded by 
Commissioner Paterson and carried on a vote 4-0-1-0: 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: MARTIN, PATERSON, REIMERS & 

GOODHUE 
NOES:                    COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:                COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:              COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
 
 

            4.    DR 15-381 (Carmel Properties) 
 Alan Lehman 

                   Sixth Ave., 3 SW of San Carlos  
                Blk: 71,  Lot: 1 (south ¼) & 5 
                APN: 010-134-005 

Consideration of a Design Review (DR 15-381) 
application for the remodel of a commercial 
building storefront located in the Central 
Commercial (CC) Zoning District 

 
Matthew Sundt, Contract Planner presented the staff report and summarized proposed 
design. Mr. Sundt noted staff recommends approval as proposed and answered questions 
from the Commission.  

 
Speaker #1: Project Designer, Alan Lehman summarized his design and intent to bring a 
modern current design to the front of the building. Mr. Lehman noted he is open to 
suggestions answered questions from the Commission. 
 
Chair Goodhue opened the meeting to the public, seeing no other speaker Chair Goodhue 
closed the public hearing. 
  
The Commission discussed the application. Commissioner Martin stated he is in favor of 
new design and inquired the design for the business sign.  Chair Goodhue noted he is also 
in favor of a minimalist design.  
  
Commissioner Paterson moved to accept application DR 15-381 (Carmel Properties 
LLC) with the special condition the business sign is reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. Motion seconded by Commissioner Goodhue and carried the following 
roll call: 4-0-1-0. 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: PATERSON, MARTIN, REIMERS & 

GOODHUE 
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NOES:                    COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:               COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:              COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
 
 

            5.  APP 15-378 (Primrose) 
             Frank and Marguerite Primrose 

               2 NE of 4th on Lobos  
               Blk: 1B,  Lot:4 
               APN: 010-013-006 

Consideration of an Appeal (APP 15-378) of a 
staff-approved Design Study (DS 15-142) for the 
construction of a new detached garage on a 
property located in the Single-Family Residential 
(R-1) Zoning District. 
 
 

Marc Wiener, Acting Planning and Building Director informed the Commission that 
Project Applicant; Mr. Neckopulos requested the continuance of APP 15-378 (Primrose) 
in order to address setback concerns raised by neighbors. Mr. Wiener clarified the project 
will return to the Planning Commission as a standard design study application for a 
detached garage.  
 
Commissioner Reimers moved to continue APP 15-378 (Primrose) until the 
February 10, 2016 Planning Commission meeting. Motion seconded by 
Commissioner Paterson and carried the following roll call vote 4-0-1-0: 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: MARTIN, PATERSON, REIMERS & 

GOODHUE 
NOES:                     COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:                COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:               COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
 
6. APP 15-437 (McClatchy) 

Dave Lyons (Agent for Owners) 
     Scenic 4 parcels northwest of 8th             

                Blk:C2, Lot: 9 
     APN: 010-312-013 
       

Consideration of Appeal (APP 15-437) of 
an administrative denial of a Driveway 
Replacement Permit Application (DV 15-
109) that included the replacement of an 
existing 20-foot wide driveway with an 
18.5 foot wide driveway.   

 
Christy Sabdo, Contract Planner provided project history and staff report. Ms. Sabdo 
noted the proposed driveway will exceed the City’s maximum width requirement and 
requested the Commission uphold the previous decision and deny the appeal. Marc 
Wiener, Acting Planning Director noted the City’s attempt to correct the driveway 
nonconformity.   
 
Speaker #1: Dave Lyons, representative for the Applicants stated a 14 foot driveway is 
too narrow for two cars and noted the McClatchy’s would like to repair and replace the 
existing driveway. 
 
Chair Goodhue opened the public hearing.  
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Speaker #2: Barbara Livingston, questioned if there was a way to accommodate a two car 
parking on a 14 foot driveway.  
 
Seeing no other speakers, Chair Goodhue closed the hearing.  
 
Marc Wiener provided further detail regarding the nonconformity.  

 
The Commission held brief discussion.  
 
Commissioner Martin motioned to grant APP 15-437 with the condition the 
applicant revise the design. Motion seconded by Commissioner Reimers and carried 
by the following vote 4-0-1-0: 
 
AYES: COMMISSIONERS: MARTIN, PATERSON, REIMERS & 

GOODHUE 
NOES:                     COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
ABSENT:                COMMISSIONERS: LEPAGE 
ABSTAIN:              COMMISSIONERS: NONE 
 

 
I. DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

1. Update from the Director 
Marc Wiener, Acting Planning and Building Director informed the Commission 
of the City Council action regarding new business “All About The Chocolate” and 
noted sign approval will return to the Planning Commission for consideration.  
Mr. Wiener reported the Council adopted the Housing Ordinance and Medical 
Marijuana Ordinance.   

 
2. Introduction of draft 3-year Department Work-Plan  

Mr. Wiener indicated the report is in progress and will be ready to present at a 
future meeting. 

 
3. Marc Wiener announced Jermel Laurie, as the new Building Inspector and informed the 

Commission that Building Permit Technician interviews had begun. The Director’s 
Report concluded with the announcement that a private citizen will donate $100,000 for 
the trail project. 

 
          Chair Goodhue opened public comments. 
 
             Speaker #1: Barbara Livingston inquired as to the status of the lighting on the medium      

 strip on Ocean Ave and suggested the City turn on the lights to see if replacement lights    
are  is even necessary. Commissioner Reimers also noted her concerns regarding the 
lighting on Ocean Ave.  
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J. SUB-COMMITTEE REPORTS 
 
 1.  Restaurant Subcommittee  

Marc Wiener announced the workshop scheduled Tuesday, January 26, 2016 and 
noted all restaurant owners were invited to participate and provide input on the 
City’s restaurant code. 
 

 2. Discussion on Roofing Subcommittee 

Chair Goodhue informed the Commission the Roofing subcommittee will have 
locations to provide for site visits for the December 2015 Planning Commission 
meeting and noted City attorney Don Freeman noted it is acceptable to 
recommendations for material choices.  
 
 

K. ADJOURNMENT 
 

There being no further business, Chair Goodhue adjourned the meeting at 6:15 p.m.  
 

The next meeting of the Planning Commission is tentatively scheduled: 
 

Wednesday February 10, 2016 at 4:00 p.m. – Regular Meeting 
 

 SIGNED:  

 
 

___________________________________ 
 Donald Goodhue, Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 ATTEST: 
 
 
 ___________________________________ 
 Cortina Whitmore, Planning Commission Secretary  
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director  

Subject:  Consideration a draft ordinance (MP 16-075) that would regulate wood-
burning fireplaces in newly constructed or remodeled buildings.  The 
Planning Commission will be making recommendations to the City 
Council. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Make recommendations to the City Council on an Ordinance amending Chapter 15.56 of the 
City’s Municipal Code 
 
Background and Purpose:  
 
According to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the smoke from burning wood 
releases toxic particulate matter (PM) and carbon monoxide that can be harmful to the 
environment and human health.  Wood-burning fireplaces and stoves can contribute to air 
pollution.  To address this issue several states including Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Maine, 
Oregon, Utah, and Washington have adopted regulations to address toxic emissions from wood 
stoves and fireplaces.  These regulations include restricting the use of fireplaces and wood 
burning stoves during “No Burn Day” periods, prohibiting the sale, installation, or construction 
of non-certified wood stoves and fireplaces, requiring that all new and used wood stoves and 
fireplaces meet emissions standards set by the EPA, and offering financial incentives for the 
installation or replacement of cleaner wood burning alternatives. 
 
California has not yet adopted statewide regulations to address this issue, nevertheless, 
individual jurisdictions are adopting ordinances to regulate wood-burning devices.  For 
example, the vast majority of jurisdictions in the San Francisco Bay Area have adopted local 
ordinances to regulate wood-burning devices in new construction (Attachment C).  
Furthermore, on October 1, 2015, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District adopted 
amendments to Regulation 6, Rule 3; which bans all types of wood-burning devices in new 
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MP 16-075 (Fireplace Ordinance) 
March 9, 2016 
Staff Report  
Page 2 
 
construction in Bay Area jurisdictions, which goes into effect on November 1, 2016.  In addition, 
in 2008 the South Coast Air Quality Management District adopted Rule 445 which restricts 
wood-burning devices in new developments.   
 
Staff has drafted an Ordinance to add Section 15.56 Wood-Burning Fireplaces to the City’s 
Municipal Code in order to regulate the types of heating devices that can be installed in newly 
constructed and remodeled buildings.  Staff is requesting that the Planning Commission review 
the proposed Ordinance and make recommendations to the City Council.  
 
Staff Analysis 
The proposed Draft Ordinance was modeled after ordinances being used by jurisdictions in the 
San Francisco Bay Area.  The primary purpose of this Draft Ordinance is to regulate heating 
appliances in new construction with the intent of improving air quality within the City of 
Carmel-by-the-Sea.  The proposed Draft Ordinance would allow certain types of new wood-
burning devices such as pellet stoves and EPA certified heaters, but would prohibit standard 
wood-burning fireplaces.  Staff has conferred with the director of the Monterey Bay Unified Air 
Pollution Control District and determined that as a public health and safety issue, wood-burning 
devices should not be outright banned in the City in favor of a gas alternative.  Nevertheless, 
gas heaters are exempt from the proposed Draft Ordinance and are permitted in all 
construction.  Staff has included two alternatives of the Draft Ordinance as described in the 
following section.     
 
Approved Appliances: 
 
Alternative 1:  In Alternative 1, section 15.56.020(a) of the proposed Municipal Code would 
require that all new wood-burning appliances be one of the following: (1) a pellet-fueled wood 
heater; (2) an EPA-certified wood heater; or (3) a fireplace certified by EPA, should EPA develop 
a fireplace certification program.     
 
The only wood-burning devices allowed under Alternative 1 of the proposed Ordinance would 
be pellet stoves and EPA certified wood heaters (i.e. wood stove).  A pellet stove burns small, 
compressed pellets made from ground, dried wood and other biomass wastes. Pellet stoves are 
typically among the cleanest wood-burning heating appliances available today and deliver high 
overall efficiency. Unlike wood stoves and fireplaces, most pellet stoves need electricity to 
operate.  A small, electrical device controls the flow of pellets into the stove, where they are 
burned. 
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Unlike a pellet stove, EPA-certified wood-burning appliances burn regular wood. The emission 
requirements of an EPA-certified the wood-burning heater are that it not discharge into the 
atmosphere any gases that contain particulate matter in excess of a weighted average of 4.5 
g/hr.  The EPA-certified wood heaters are independently tested by an accredited laboratory to 
determine if it meets the particulate emissions limit of 4.5 grams per hour for non-catalytic, 
catalytic, and pellet wood heaters. All EPA certified wood heaters that are offered or advertised 
for sale in the United States are subject to the 2015 New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) 
for New Residential Wood Heaters under the Clean Air Act and are required to meet these 
emission limits.  A list of EPA certified wood heaters as well as sample photographs is included 
as Attachment D.  The list contains the manufacturer’s name, model name, emission rate (g/hr), 
heat output (btu/hr), efficiency (actual measured), and appliance type for wood heaters 
approved by the EPA for sale in the United States.  Staff notes EPA certified wood heaters can 
include free-standing stoves or stove inserts that would fit into a standard fireplace box.   
 
Alternative 2:  As an alternative to only allowing Pellet-fueled and EPA-certified wood heaters, 
the City could also allow an EPA-qualified Phase II fireplace or retrofit device.  With this 
alternative, Section 15.56.020(a) of the proposed Municipal Code would require that all new 
wood-burning appliances be one of the following: (1) a pellet-fueled wood heater; (2) an EPA-
certified wood heater; or (3) an EPA-qualified Phase II fireplace or retrofit device. 
 
The EPA-qualified Phase II appliance would be similar to a standard fireplace but would include 
a catalyst that reduces emissions.  Fireplaces and fireplace retrofit devices that are "qualified" 
under EPA's Voluntary Fireplace Program are not "certified" or "regulated" per EPA's Wood 
Heater New Source Performance Standard.  With regard to the difference is certified versus 
regulated, the EPA website states the following:  EPA-qualified is a term used for appliances 
that have been demonstrated to meet the emission levels set by EPA's Voluntary Fireplace and 
Hydronic Heater Programs and are based on pounds of particle pollution per million BTUs of 
heat output and grams/kilogram, respectively. These appliances are not "EPA-certified" per 
EPA's Wood Heater NSPS. 
 
In order to be classified as an EPA-qualified Phase II fireplace, manufacturers must have their 
fireplaces or retrofit devices tested and certified by an independent laboratory to ensure that 
qualifying emission level of 5.1 g/kg (grams of pollutant/kilograms wood) is met.  Staff notes 
that the emission standard for an EPA-certified device is 4.5 g/hr. (grams of pollutant/hour 
time).  Under the qualification program, the EPA reviews the test results and determines 
whether a fireplace or retrofit device meets the program emission levels.   
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MP 16-075 (Fireplace Ordinance) 
March 9, 2016 
Staff Report  
Page 4 
 
 
Staff confirmed with a representative of the EPA that an EPA-qualified appliance is not subject 
to the stringent enforcement and regulation standards for an EPA-certified appliance.  
Nevertheless, EPA-qualified fireplaces and inserts would significantly reduce emissions when 
compared to a standard fireplace.   
 
Included in Attachment E is information on EPA-qualified appliances, a list of qualified 
fireplaces, and a letter from the EPA notifying a fireplace manufacturer that there appliance 
meets Phase II qualifications.   
 
When Required:   
 
Alternative 1:  In Alternative 1, section 15.56.020(b) of the proposed Municipal Code requires 
an authorized appliance in new construction and for certain remodels.  The section states the 
following:  
 
(1)    A wood-burning appliance installed inside or outside of a building must be an approved 
appliance described in subsection (a) of this section if the appliance is installed as part of new 
construction, being added to an existing structure, or replacing an existing wood-burning 
fireplace; 
(2)    An existing wood-burning appliance that is not an approved appliance must be replaced 
with an approved appliance when: 

(A)    Remodel work near the wood-burning appliance causes the opening of walls within 
12 inches of the appliance, and the cost of the total remodeling project exceeds $65,000 
or the cumulative cost of remodeling projects over two years exceeds $85,000; or 

 
(B)    The wood-burning appliance is being reconstructed, repaired or altered, and the 
cost of the reconstruction, repair, or alteration is more than $3,500. 

 
Subsection 2(A) requires that a non-approved appliance must be replaced with an approved 
appliance based on proximity of work to the fireplace and if the cost exceeds $65,000; or if 
cumulative cost of any project exceeds $85,000 regardless of proximity of work to the fireplace.  
Subsection 2(B) essentially requires the replacement of a non-approved appliance for any work 
or alterations that exceed $3,500 in value.  
 

16



MP 16-075 (Fireplace Ordinance) 
March 9, 2016 
Staff Report  
Page 5 
 
Alternative 2:  As an alternative to requiring that the non-approved fireplace be replace for 
remodels, the City could eliminate Subsection 2, in which case approved appliance would only 
be required for new construction or for the replacement of a wood-burning fireplace.  The City 
could also make other modifications to Subsection 2, such as increasing the project value that 
would trigger the requirement for an approved appliance.      
 
Alternatives:  Staff has provided two alternatives of the Draft Ordinance in order for the 
Commission to review and make recommendations to the City Council.  The Commission may 
recommend additional revisions or alternatives to the Draft Ordinance as well.  The City Council 
will likely conduct a first reading of the Draft Ordinance at the April 5, 2016 Council meeting.   
 
Environmental Review:  This ordinance is exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15061(b)(3) which is the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects which have the 
potential for causing a significant effect on the environment and CEQA does not apply where it 
can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity may have a significant 
effect on the environment.  The City’s permissive zoning provisions already prohibits all uses 
that are being expressly prohibited by this ordinance.  Therefore, this ordinance has no impact 
on the physical environment as it will not result in any changes. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Attachment A – Draft Ordinance (CMC 15.56) – Alternative 1 
• Attachment B – Draft Ordinance (CMC 15.56) – Alternative 2 
• Attachment C – List of Bay Area Ordinances 
• Attachment D.1 – List of Certified Heaters 
• Attachment D.2 – Sample Photographs 
• Attachment E.1 – EPA-Qualified Phase II Information/Diagram 
• Attachment E.2 – List of Qualified Heaters 
• Attachment E.3 – EPA Acceptance Letter 
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Attachment A – Alternative 1 

Chapter 15.56 
WOOD-BURNING FIREPLACES 

Sections: 

15.56.010    Definitions. 

15.56.020    Approved appliances – When required – Exceptions. 

15.56.030    Unlawful use of a fireplace – Prohibited fuels. 

15.56.040    Building permit – Required documentation. 

15.56.050    Violation. 

15.56.060    Violation - Additional Remedies – Injunctions. 

15.56..070    Severability. 

15.56.010 Definitions. 

“EPA” means United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

“EPA-certified wood heater” means any wood heater that meets the standards in Title 40, Part 60, Subpart 

AAA, Code of Federal Regulations in effect at the time of installation and is certified and labeled in accordance 

with those regulations. 

“Fireplace” means any permanently installed masonry or factory-built wood-burning appliance, except a pellet-

fueled wood heater, designed to be used with an air-to-fuel ratio greater than or equal to 35 to one. 

“Garbage” means all solid, semisolid and liquid wastes generated from residential, commercial or industrial 

sources, including trash, refuse, rubbish, industrial wastes, asphaltic products, manure, vegetable or animal 

solids and semisolid wastes, and other discarded solid and semisolid wastes. 

“Gas fireplace” means any device designed to burn natural gas in a manner that simulates the appearance of a 

wood-burning fireplace. 

“Paints” means all exterior and interior house and trim paints, enamels, varnishes, lacquers, stains, primers, 

sealers, undercoatings, roof coatings, wood preservatives, shellacs and other paints or paint-like products. 

“Paint solvents” means all original solvents sold or used to thin paints or to clean up painting equipment. 

“Pellet-fueled wood heater” means any wood-burning appliance that operates exclusively on wood pellets. 

“Solid fuel” means wood or any other nongaseous or nonliquid fuel. 
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“Treated wood” means wood of any species that has been chemically impregnated, painted or similarly 

modified to improve resistance to insects or weathering. 

“Waste petroleum products” means any petroleum product other than gaseous fuels that has been refined from 

crude oil, and has been used, and as a result of use, has been contaminated with physical or chemical 

impurities. 

“Wood-burning appliance” means fireplace, wood heater, or pellet-fired wood heater or any similar device 

burning any solid fuel used for aesthetic or space-heating purposes.  

15.56.020 Approved appliances – When required – Exceptions. 

(a)    Approved Appliances. All wood-burning appliances described in subsection (b) of this section must be one 

of the following approved appliances: 

(1)    A pellet-fueled wood heater; 

(2)    An EPA-certified wood heater; or 

(3)    A fireplace certified by EPA, should EPA develop a fireplace certification program. 

 (b)    When Required. 

(1)    A wood-burning appliance installed inside or outside of a building must be an approved appliance 

described in subsection (a) of this section if the appliance is installed as part of new construction, being 

added to an existing structure, or replacing an existing wood-burning fireplace; 

(2)    An existing wood-burning appliance that is not an approved appliance must be replaced with an 

approved appliance when: 

(A)    Remodel work near the wood-burning appliance causes the opening of walls within 12 inches 

of the appliance, and the cost of the total remodeling project exceeds $65,000 or the cumulative 

cost of remodeling projects over two years exceeds $85,000; or 

(B)    The wood-burning appliance is being reconstructed, repaired or altered, and the cost of the 

reconstruction, repair, or alteration is more than $3,500. 
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 (c)    Exceptions. 

(1)    Gas-Only Fireplaces. Gas fireplaces that do not burn wood are exempt from the requirements of 

this chapter. 

(2)    Wood-Burning Gas Fireplaces Not Exempt. Notwithstanding any other provision in this chapter, a 

gas fireplace converted to burn wood must comply with the requirements of a new installation under 

subsection (b)(1) of this section.  

15.56.030 Unlawful use of a fireplace – Prohibited fuels. 

It is unlawful to: 

 (a)    Use any of the following prohibited fuels in a wood-burning appliance: 

(1)    Garbage. 

(2)    Treated wood. 

(3)    Plastic products. 

(4)    Rubber products. 

(5)    Waste petroleum products. 

(6)    Paints. 

(7)    Paint solvents. 

(8)    Coal. 

(9)    Glossy or colored papers. 

(10)    Particle board. 

(11)    Salt water driftwood. (Ord. 2480 § 2, 7-23-02. 1990 Code § 4-11012.) 
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15.56.040 Building permit – Required documentation. 

Any person who plans to install a wood-burning appliance must submit documentation with an application for 

building permit to the community development department demonstrating that the appliance is an approved 

appliance as provided in this chapter.  

15.56.050 Violation. 

Any person violating any of the provisions of this chapter shall be deemed guilty of an infraction. Each day such 

violation is committed or permitted to continue shall constitute a separate offense and shall be punishable as 

such.  

15.56.060 Violation – Additional Remedies - Injunctions 

As an additional remedy, the installation of any new wood-burning appliance in violation of any provision of this 

chapter, shall be subject to abatement summarily by a restraining order or injunction issued by a court of 

competent jurisdiction.  

15.56.070 Severability. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase or word of this chapter is for any reason held to be 

unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 

portions of this chapter. The city council of the city of Carmel-by-the-Sea hereby declares that it would have 

passed and adopted this chapter and all provisions thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more of said 

provisions be declared unconstitutional. 
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Attachment B – Alternative 2 
*Note: Code additions are underlined; deletions are struck out 

Chapter 15.56 
WOOD-BURNING FIREPLACES 

Sections: 

15.56.010    Definitions. 

15.56.020    Approved appliances – When required – Exceptions. 

15.56.030    Unlawful use of a fireplace – Prohibited fuels. 

15.56.040    Building permit – Required documentation. 

15.56.050    Violation. 

15.56.060    Violation - Additional Remedies – Injunctions. 

15.56..070    Severability. 

15.56.010 Definitions. 

“EPA” means United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

“EPA-certified wood heater” means any wood heater that meets the standards in Title 40, Part 60, Subpart 

AAA, Code of Federal Regulations in effect at the time of installation and is certified and labeled in accordance 

with those regulations. 

“EPA-qualified Phase II fireplace” means any fireplaces or retrofit devices tested and certified by an 

independent laboratory and reviewed and accepted by the EPA to ensure that qualifying emission level of 5.1 

g/kg (grams of pollutant/kilograms wood) is met. 

“Fireplace” means any permanently installed masonry or factory-built wood-burning appliance, except a pellet-

fueled wood heater, designed to be used with an air-to-fuel ratio greater than or equal to 35 to one. 

“Garbage” means all solid, semisolid and liquid wastes generated from residential, commercial or industrial 

sources, including trash, refuse, rubbish, industrial wastes, asphaltic products, manure, vegetable or animal 

solids and semisolid wastes, and other discarded solid and semisolid wastes. 

“Gas fireplace” means any device designed to burn natural gas in a manner that simulates the appearance of a 

wood-burning fireplace. 

“Paints” means all exterior and interior house and trim paints, enamels, varnishes, lacquers, stains, primers, 

sealers, undercoatings, roof coatings, wood preservatives, shellacs and other paints or paint-like products. 
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“Paint solvents” means all original solvents sold or used to thin paints or to clean up painting equipment. 

“Pellet-fueled wood heater” means any wood-burning appliance that operates exclusively on wood pellets. 

“Solid fuel” means wood or any other nongaseous or nonliquid fuel. 

“Treated wood” means wood of any species that has been chemically impregnated, painted or similarly 

modified to improve resistance to insects or weathering. 

“Waste petroleum products” means any petroleum product other than gaseous fuels that has been refined from 

crude oil, and has been used, and as a result of use, has been contaminated with physical or chemical 

impurities. 

“Wood-burning appliance” means fireplace, wood heater, or pellet-fired wood heater or any similar device 

burning any solid fuel used for aesthetic or space-heating purposes.  

15.56.020 Approved appliances – When required – Exceptions. 

(a)    Approved Appliances. All wood-burning appliances described in subsection (b) of this section must be one 

of the following approved appliances: 

(1)    A pellet-fueled wood heater; 

(2)    An EPA-certified wood heater; or 

(3)    An EPA-qualified Phase II fireplace or retrofit device. 

 (b)    When Required. 

(1)    A wood-burning appliance installed inside or outside of a building must be an approved appliance 

described in subsection (a) of this section if the appliance is installed as part of new construction, being 

added to an existing structure, or replacing an existing wood-burning fireplace. 

(2)    An existing wood-burning appliance that is not an approved appliance must be replaced with an 

approved appliance when: 

(A)    Remodel work near the wood-burning appliance causes the opening of walls within 12 inches 

of the appliance, and the cost of the total remodeling project exceeds $65,000 or the cumulative 

cost of remodeling projects over two years exceeds $85,000; or 
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(B)    The wood-burning appliance is being reconstructed, repaired or altered, and the cost of the 

reconstruction, repair, or alteration is more than $3,500. 

 

 (c)    Exceptions. 

(1)    Gas-Only Fireplaces. Gas fireplaces that do not burn wood are exempt from the requirements of 

this chapter. 

(2)    Wood-Burning Gas Fireplaces Not Exempt. Notwithstanding any other provision in this chapter, a 

gas fireplace converted to burn wood must comply with the requirements of a new installation under 

subsection (b)(1) of this section.  

15.56.030 Unlawful use of a fireplace – Prohibited fuels. 

It is unlawful to: 

 (a)    Use any of the following prohibited fuels in a wood-burning appliance: 

(1)    Garbage. 

(2)    Treated wood. 

(3)    Plastic products. 

(4)    Rubber products. 

(5)    Waste petroleum products. 

(6)    Paints. 

(7)    Paint solvents. 

(8)    Coal. 

(9)    Glossy or colored papers. 

(10)    Particle board. 
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(11)    Salt water driftwood. (Ord. 2480 § 2, 7-23-02. 1990 Code § 4-11012.) 

15.56.040 Building permit – Required documentation. 

Any person who plans to install a wood-burning appliance must submit documentation with an application for 

building permit to the community development department demonstrating that the appliance is an approved 

appliance as provided in this chapter.  

15.56.050 Violation. 

Any person violating any of the provisions of this chapter shall be deemed guilty of an infraction. Each day such 

violation is committed or permitted to continue shall constitute a separate offense and shall be punishable as 

such.  

15.56.060 Violation – Additional Remedies - Injunctions 

As an additional remedy, the installation of any new wood-burning appliance in violation of any provision of this 

chapter, shall be subject to abatement summarily by a restraining order or injunction issued by a court of 

competent jurisdiction.  

15.56.070 Severability. 

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase or word of this chapter is for any reason held to be 

unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of the remaining 

portions of this chapter. The city council of the city of Carmel-by-the-Sea hereby declares that it would have 

passed and adopted this chapter and all provisions thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more of said 

provisions be declared unconstitutional. 
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Historic Wood Smoke Model Ordinances   

Adopted by Bay Area Cities and Counties 

H:\Enforcement\6-3 Woodsmoke\Model Ordinance\Model Ordinance Matrix_rev. pub 

The Air District’s Wood-Burning Rule, Regulation 6, Rule 3 (Reg. 6-3), which was adopted by the Board of Directors in July 
2008, applies to the entire Bay Area Air District, and sets baseline requirements regarding wood burning throughout the Bay 
Area. Prior to adoption of Reg. 6-3, some cities and counties adopted local wood smoke ordinances. Many of these local ordi-
nances were based on the Air District's 1990’s Model Wood Smoke Ordinance, which was previously developed as a guidance 
document for cities and counties that wished to reduce wood smoke in their communities.   The 1990’s model ordinance includ-
ed a ban on wood burning in fireplaces when the Air District issued a Winter Spare the Air Alert.  The ordinance also encouraged 
use of new, cleaner technologies that had been developed to effectively reduce wood smoke pollution.  Many of the provisions 
listed in the table below have been superseded by Reg. 6-3.  Readers should be cautioned that some of the provisions listed in 
the table are no longer valid.  For example, the voluntary no burn provision included in some of the ordinances is not legal un-
der Reg. 6-3.  The table below is intended to provide a historic record of the ordinances and their key provisions adopted by 
cities and counties as of April 2, 2012.  This table will be updated or replaced as new model ordinance provisions are adopted. 

  City Provisions 

1 Benicia 1             

2 Berkeley 1 2     5     

3 Campbell 1 2     5   7 

4 Clayton 1 2 3 4V 5   7 

5 Cotati 1             

6 Dublin 1 2           

7 Fairfax 1       5 6   

8 Fairfield 1 2     5   7 

9 Foster City 1   3 4V 5     

10 Fremont 1 2   4M 5 6 7 

11 Hayward 1       5     

12 Livermore 1   3 4V     7 

13 Los Altos 1       5     

14 Los Gatos 1 2   4M 5     

15 Martinez 1 2   4M 5   7 

16 Menlo Park 1 2     5 6 7 

17 Mill Valley 1 2   4M     7 

18 Milpitas 1 2 3       7 

19 Monte Sereno   2     5     

20 Moraga 1       5     

21 Morgan Hill 1       5     

22 Mountain View 1 2         7 

23 Oakland 1   3 4M 5   7 

24 Palo Alto 1 2           

25 Petaluma 1 2     5     

26 Richmond 1 2     5   7 

27 Rohnert Park 1 2   4M 5   7 

28 San Francisco 1       5     

29 Santa Clara 1 2 3   5     

30 San Jose 1 2     5   7 

  City Provisions 

31 San Leandro 1             

32 San Rafael   2 3     6   

33 San Pablo 1     4V 5     

34 Santa Rosa 1   3 4V 5   7 

35 Saratoga 1       5     

36 Sebastopol 1 2 3 4V 5 6 7 

37 South San Francisco 1 2     5   7 

38 St Helena 1 2 3         

39 Sunnyvale 1   3   5   7 

40 Union City 1 2   4M     7 

41 Windsor 1 2 3   5   7 

  County* Provisions 

1 Alameda 1   3         

2 Contra Costa 1 2   4V 5   7 

3 Marin 1 2 3 4V 5 6 7 

4 Santa Clara 1       5   7 

5 San Francisco 1       5     

6 San Mateo 1   3         

7 Solano 1 2   4V 5   7 

8 Sonoma 1 2         7 

Key   

Newly Installed Wood-burning device must be EPA certified 1 

Restrictions on Remodel Devices 2 

New Masonary Fireplace Construction Prohibited 3 

MANDATORY Winter Spare the Air alert Burning Prohibited at 
the local level 

4M 

VOLUNTARY Winter Spare the Air alert Burning Prohibited at 
the local level 

4V 

Illegal to burn trash and inappropriate materials in a wood-
burning device 

5 

Non certified wood-burning devices (such as fireplaces) must 
be removed from existing buildings/residences during remod-
el, sale or other event 

6 

Conversion of Gas to Wood-burning fireplace is Prohibited 7 

* County ordinances only apply in unicorporated areas 

within each county. 
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http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Communications-and-Outreach/Air-Quality-in-the-Bay-Area/Wood-Burning/Wood-Burning-Rule-Information.aspx
http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/Files/Compliance%20and%20Enforcement/Wood%20Burning/modelord_woodsmoke.ashx
http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/benicia/
http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=27916
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16242&stateID=5&statename=California
http://www.ci.clayton.ca.us/municode/
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientid=16297
http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/Dublin/Dublin07/Dublin0732.html#7.32
http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/fairfax_ca/townoffairfaxcaliforniamunicipalcodeofor?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:fairfax_ca
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/fairfield/
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/FosterCity/
http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/fremont/
http://www.hayward-ca.gov/municipal/HMCWEB/Wood-BurningAppliances.pdf
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/LivermorePDF/Livermorefullcode1110.pdf
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16460&stateID=5&statename=California
http://www.town.los-gatos.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=713
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16716&stateID=5&statename=California
http://millvalleylibrary.org/Index.aspx?page=76
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16491&stateID=5&statename=California
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16498&stateID=5&statename=California
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientid=16501
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientid=16502
http://laserfiche.mountainview.gov/WebLink/DocView.aspx?id=53019&page=1&dbid=0
http://clerkwebsvr1.oaklandnet.com/attachments/11196.pdf
http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/civica/filebank/blobdload.asp?BlobID=20331
http://cityofpetaluma.net/cclerk/pdf/ordinances/ord_1881_airpolution.pdf
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?nomobile=1&clientid=16579
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16586&stateId=5&stateName=California
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/woodburningfireplaces.pdf
http://www.codepublishing.com/dtSearch/dtisapi6.dll?cmd=getdoc&DocId=179&Index=D%3a%5cProgram%20Files%5cdtSearch%5cUserData%5cCA%5cSantaClara%5findex&HitCount=21&hits=26+b4+dc+df+fd+197+20a+20c+219+263+269+27e+286+289+298+2a7+2aa+2f1+2f7+30c+314+&SearchFo
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/building/Other/Ordinance.pdf
http://sanleandro-web.civicasoft.com/depts/cd/cdinfo/ordinances.asp
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16610&stateId=5&stateName=California
http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/sanpablo/
http://ci.santa-rosa.ca.us/doclib/agendas_packets_minutes/city_council/Ordinances/20020618_CC_Ordinance3567.html
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16616
http://ci.sebastopol.ca.us/sites/default/files/mgourley/municipal_code_chapter_15.70_installation_of_wood_burning_appliances_and_non_certified_wood_heaters.pdf
http://qcode.us/codes/southsanfrancisco/results.php?allWords=fireplace&anyWords=&exactPhrase=&frames=
http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/sthelena/
http://qcode.us/codes/sunnyvale/
http://qcode.us/codes/unioncity/
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16702&stateID=5&statename=California
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16425&stateID=5&statename=California
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientID=16286&stateID=5&statename=California
http://www.co.marin.ca.us/depts/cd/main/comdev/advance/sustainability/greenbuilding/pdf/WoodsmokeOrd3395.pdf
http://www.sccgov.org/SCC/docs/SCC%20Public%20Portal/attachments/keyboard/526811TMPKeyboard200384021.pdf
http://www.sfenvironment.org/downloads/library/woodburningfireplaces.pdf
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/planning/PDFs/Building/BuildingRegulation.pdf
http://www.co.solano.ca.us/civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?blobid=4643
http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16331
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List of EPA Certified Wood Heaters  

(Heaters certified as meeting the 2015 Standards of Performance for New Residential Wood Heaters) 

October 2015 

EPA Wood Heater Program 

Enclosed is the list of wood heaters certified by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as meeting the 2015 

Standards of Performance for New Residential Wood Heaters.  The EPA Certified Wood Heaters list contains the manufacturer’s 

name, model name, emission rate (g/hr), heat output (btu/hr), efficiency (actual measured), and appliance type for wood heaters 

approved by the EPA for sale in the United States.  It also indicates whether the appliance is still being manufactured.  An EPA 

certified wood heater has been independently tested by an accredited laboratory to determine if it meets the particulate emissions 

limit of 4.5 grams per hour for non-catalytic, catalytic, and pellet wood heaters.  All EPA certified wood heaters that are offered or 

advertised for sale in the United States are subject to the 2015 New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for New Residential Wood 

Heaters under the Clean Air Act and are required to meet these emission limits.   

An EPA-certified wood heater can be identified by a readily visible permanent label, affixed to the wood heater, in a location where it 

can be easily viewed before and after the appliance is installed.  If you have questions regarding a particular model line or 

manufacturer, please contact Rafael Sanchez via e-mail at sanchez.rafael@epa.gov.  
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                                                                               List of EPA Certified Wood Heaters October 2015

Manufacturer listed in parentheses owns the heater.  

 

*

Out of 

Produ

ction? Manufacturer Name Model Name

Emission 

Rate G/Hr

Heat Output 

btu/hr

*Actual 

Measured 

Efficiency 

(CSA 

B415.1) Type

A. J. Wells and Sons LTD Cove 2 SR 4.4 9300-32600 Non Catalytic
American Energy 
Syatems, Inc. (AES) Little Rascal 1.1 10247-24028 71 Pellet
American Energy 
Syatems, Inc. (AES) 3500P, 35001, and 3502 1.0 4917-20,607 67 Pellet 
American Energy 
Syatems, Inc. (AES) Baby Country Side 1.0 10330-25519 73 Pellet 
Amesti LTDA Rondo 450 4.0 11800-24300 Non Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. 32-BW 2.5 10400-24500 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. 360-CR 2.8 10600-29100 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. 36 BW 3.3 10600-30200 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. Trailmaster 4N1-XL II 3.4 10100-26900 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. 30-CD 3.7 8500-21400 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. 36-BW-1988 3.9  9500-19300 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. 32-BW-XL-88, Gemini-XLB 1989 4.0  8400-19800 Catalytic
Appalachian Stove & 
Fabricators, Inc. Heritage Classic A 4.4 10300-31200 Non Catalytic

Archgard Industries, Ltd. Optima PS1 0.87 10200-29600 Non Catalytic

Archgard Industries, Ltd. Chalet 1600 and Chalet 1600 Insert 2.9 10600-29200 Non Catalytic

Archgard Industries, Ltd. Chalet 1800 3.6 10700-35500 Non Catalytic
Austroflamm Industries 
Inc. Integra C1121, II 2.7 9300-31100 Pellet
Barbeques 
Galore/Pricotech Rosewood 2.7 11600-36200 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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                                                                               List of EPA Certified Wood Heaters October 2015

Manufacturer listed in parentheses owns the heater.  

 

*

Out of 

Produ

ction? Manufacturer Name Model Name

Emission 

Rate G/Hr

Heat Output 

btu/hr

*Actual 

Measured 

Efficiency 

(CSA 

B415.1) Type

Blaze King Industries, Inc.
Ashford 30.1 (AF30.1), Chinook 30.1 
(CK30.1), Sirocco 30.1 (SC30.1) 0.80 6100-28600 80 catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Chinook /Sirocco/Ashford 30 0.97 11200-27300 75 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Chinook / Sirocco/Ashford 20 1.3 11400-22700 77 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc.
Ashford 20.1, Chinook 20.1, Sirocco 
20.1 1.3 8822-27550 77 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Blaze King King Catalytic KEJ 1107 1.8 9100-39800 82 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Princess Insert PI 1010A 2.0 7200-29500 80 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Princess 35 PE35 2.1 9200-29600 81 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Princess PEJ 1006 2.4 12000-35600 81 Catalytic

Blaze King Industries, Inc. Briarwood II/90 3.5 10600-36000 71 Non Catalytic
Boru Stove Company Carraig Mor BCMUS 3.9 12900-28800 73 Non Catalytic
Bosca Chile S.A. 
(Ingeniera De 
Combustion)

Soul Pellet Stove Insert, Soul 700 free 
standing, Soul 700 Insert 2.2 6100-30000 Pellet

Bosca Chile S.A. 
(Ingeniera De 
Combustion)

Spirit 550, Limit 450 and Classic 450,  
Spirit 500 3.6 11400-26100 Non Catalytic

Bosca Chile S.A. 
(Ingeniera De 
Combustion) Miner 33 4.3 11800-35400 Non Catalytic
Bosca Chile S.A. 
(Ingeniera De 
Combustion) Gold 400 4.4 11800-26800 Non Catalytic
Consuming Fire, Inc. Perfect Hearth 3.4 11700-38100 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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England's Stove Works, 
Inc.

25-EP, 55-TRPEP, 55-SHPEP, 25-EPI, 
55-TRPEPI, 55-SHPEPI
25-EPI, 55-TRPEPI, 55-SHPEPI

1.4 10700-25100 Pellet
England's Stove Works, 
Inc. 30-NC, 50-TNC30, 50-SNC30 1.6 12000-28300 Non Catalytic
England's Stove Works, 
Inc. 10-CPM, 49-TRCPM, 49-SHCPM 1.6 10500-24600 Pellet
England's Stove Works, 
Inc.

113-NCI, 50-TNC13I, 50-SNC13I 
(Insert) 2.4 11600-32000 Non Catalytic

England's Stove Works, 
Inc.

Madison 15-SSW01, 50-SHSSW01, 50-
TRSSW01 2.5 12000-26300 Non Catalytic

England's Stove Works, 
Inc.

50-TNC Timber Ridge  13-NCI/50-
TNC131 (Insert) 2.6 10000-29200 Non Catalytic

England's Stove Works, 
Inc.

Englander 13-NC Summers Heat,50-
snc Golden Eagle 2.6 10000-29200 Non Catalytic

England's Stove Works, 
Inc.

Englander 25-PDV, Summers Heat 
55SHP22, and Timber Ridge 55TRP22 
Pellet 2.6 10700-24500 Pellet

England's Stove Works, 
Inc.  25-PDCV/55-SHP10/55-TRP10 3.1 8200-22400 Pellet
England's Stove Works, 
Inc. 17-VL, 50-SVL17, 50-TVL17 4.3 11900-19200 Non Catalytic
Even Temp, Inc Ashby-P 1.0 5682-31713 66 Pellet
Fireplace Products 
International Limited

Hampton GC60, GCI60 Hampton Cast 
Pellet Stove & Insert 1.0 9400-45500 Pellet

Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency F3500 1.1 11000-33500 81 Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency F5100 1.5 11700-42000 79 Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency Cl2600 and HI400 1.8 15200-27500 80 Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited

Regency GF55, GFI55 Regency 
Greenfire Pellet Stove & Insert 2.0 6500-40000 Pellet

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Fireplace Products 
International Limited

Regency F1100S, F1100, I1100, 
I1100S, I1200S, I1200, HI200, 
CS1200, CI1200, CI1250 Small Wood 
Stove & Insert 3.0 10600-34700 Non Catalytic

Fireplace Products 
International Limited

Regency F2400M, F2400, I2400, 
I2400M, S2400, HI300, CC75, H400, 
CS2400 Medium Wood Stove & Insert 3.4 12000- 36800 Non Catalytic

Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency H2100M Hearth Heater 3.5 10800-46900 Non Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited

Regency FP90, EX90, R90 Wood 
Fireplace 3.8 11700-42300 Non Catalytic

Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency F2100MI 3.9 11300-38800 Non Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited Hampton H200 Cast Wood Stove 3.9 10900-19400 Non Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency R6,RA6,RA8 Wood Stoves 3.9 11500-59000 Non Catalytic

Fireplace Products 
International Limited

Large freestanding, Large Flush Insert, 
Large Step Top Stove  (Regency 
F3100L, I3100L, S3100L) 4.2 11900-42900 Non Catalytic

Fireplace Products 
International Limited Hampton H300 Cast Wood Stove 4.2 10600-28500 Non Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency R3, RA3, R9  Wood Stove 4.2 11200-35500 Non Catalytic
Fireplace Products 
International Limited Regency I2000M14 Wood Insert 4.5 11200-42700 Non Catalytic
Foyers Supreme 
Incorporated Galaxy 3.5 12800-27000 Non Catalytic
Foyers Supreme 
Incorporated Duet (Duet 4 Seasons and Vision) 3.6 10800-24900 Non Catalytic
Foyers Supreme 
Incorporated� Volcano Plus 4.3 11300-25200 Non Catalytic

GHP Group
Pleasant Hearth LWS-130291-B; 
Pleasant Hearth LWS-130291-BCA 3.6 12000-37600 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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GHP Group

Medium Wood Stove Pleasant Hearth 
LWS-127201-B; Pleasant Hearth LWS-
127201-BCA 4.3 9200-16700 Non Catalytic

GHP Group WS-2720-B 4.5 11080-30501 66 Non Catalytic

Glo King/Pierce 
Engineered Products Inc. GK 100 HT 3.2 10600-61400 Non Catalytic
Glow Boy HR-2 0.90 10500-33400 Pellet
Godin Imports, Inc. Nouvelle Epoque 3137 3.9 10500-20700 Catalytic

Gruppo Piazzetta S.P.A. P960, P961, P962 2.0 10000-38500 Pellet

Gruppo Piazzetta S.P.A. P963 2.0 10000-37900 Pellet

Gruppo Piazzetta S.P.A. Monia, Marcella, Marcella, Mia, Maira 2.2 9900-37200 Pellet

Gruppo Piazzetta S.P.A. P955, P956, and P957 2.3 9000-29700 Pellet

Gruppo Piazzetta S.P.A. Sabrina, Sveva, Samanta, Siria 2.3 9900-37200 Pellet

Gruppo Piazzetta S.P.A. P958 2.3 81200-31400 Pellet
Hajduk� Prima MR-51 3.8 11600-35200 Non Catalytic
Hase Kaminofenbau 
(Hearthstone Quality 
Home products Inc.) Bari 8170 and Lima 8150 3.6 11800-31700 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies

Pleasant Hearth (PH35PS), Pel Pro 
PP60 0.28 9600-25000 Pellet

Hearth and Home 
Technologies  Advance 1.8 5411-29468 67 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Pleasant Hearth (PH50PS) 0.74 9300-32400 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies

3100 ACC Series, 31M-ACC Limited 
Edition 1.1 11900-43200 Non Catalytic

Hearth and Home 
Technologies 4300ACC 1.1 11800-38300 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra Fire 4300 ACT 1.2 11900-58500 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 3100 ACT & 3100I ACT 1.3 11400-46900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Company P43 1.3 12600-31300 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies PelPro PP130 1.6 10600 -35000 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-fire Santa Fe/Castile 1.8 8500-28200 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 5100 I ACT B 2.0 11900-50600 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 2100 ACC 2.1 12000-28000 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 3100F, 3100 I 2.1 11900-43200 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Heatilator ECO-ADV-PS35 (PS35) 2.1 9300-24400 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra Fire Explorer II 2.2 11200-35900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra Fire 5700 ACC 2.3 11200-40400 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 5100-I Fireplace Insert 2.7 11800-49900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Yosemite 2.7 10900-28600 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Heatilator ECO ADV WS22 2.7 11700-27000 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Mt Vernon E2 (MTV-E2/MTVI-E2) 2.7 13800-37500 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire Isle Royale 2.9 10400-46800 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 7100 3.1 13800-67300 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Hearth and Home 
Technologies Voyageur Grand 3.2 10700-25600 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Northstar/Constitution 3.3 11300-51200 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 4100 4.0 11700-50500 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Voyageur 4.1 11200-23500 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 5100I ACC 4.2 10500-27900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies  2700I 4.2 11200-35900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 4100I ACC 4.3 11700-25900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 

Mount Vernon E2 Freestanding and 
Insert 0.50 13900-42200 Pellet

Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra Fire CB1200/Classic Bay 1200 1.1 13500-37600 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Co. TL 300 and TL300i 1.1 11200-34900 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Company P68 1.3 11800-53500 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 

Quadra-fire CB12001/Classic Bay 
1200i 1.3 11500-34600 Pellet

Hearth and Home 
Technologies P35i 1.5 9600-28800 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Company Accentra 52i 1.5 10300-39800 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Co. Invincible RS 1.5 6200-32800 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Heatilator CAB50/PS50 1.7 11900-31400 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies P61-a 1.7 10600-45100 Pellet

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Hearth and Home 
Technologies 

Mount Vernon AE Freestanding and 
Insert 1.7 12500-40200 Pellet

Hearth and Home 
Technologies Absolute 43 1.8 11800-33900 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Company XXV 1.8 10600-36900 Pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 

Quadra Fire 2100 Millinnium & 2100 
ACT 2.0 10900-37200 Non Catalytic

Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra Fire Explorer III 2.0 12700-41900 69 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Co. Oak leaf 2.2 9700-24600 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Co. Oakwood 2.3 10900-30500 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Adventure II 2.4 10500-31100 Non Catalytic

Hearth and Home 
Technologies 

EC-WS-MED, Heatilator ECO-ADV-
WS18, and Heatilator ECO-WINS-18 2.6 10900-22600 Non Catalytic

Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Co. TL 2.0 2.6 9600-31800 Non-catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 400 2.9 8700-2200 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Adventure III 2.9 11200-43300 70 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Quadra-Fire 4100I and Bodega Bay 3.1 9000-41800 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies Harman Stove Co. TL 2.6 3.7 11300-32700 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies 2590 3.8  9900-34300 Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies WS-TS-2500  4.1 13000-30800 Non Catalytic
Hearth and Home 
Technologies WS-TS-1500  4.4 10700-27300 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Hearth and Home 
Technologies Accentra-2 0.62 6253-25210 71 pellet
Hearth and Home 
Technologies WS-TS-2000  4.5 13500-31600 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Heritage 8090, 8091, Manchester 8330 1.3 15300-31200 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Homestead 8570 1.9 10500-33600 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Shelburne 1 8371 2.1 11800-32400 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Manchester 2 8361 2.1 11600-34000 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Heritage 2.3 10700-29400 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Phoenix 8612 2.4 10500-41500 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Tula 8190 2.6 11500-29300 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Heritage I (8021), Heritage (8022) 2.7 11700-32800 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Castleton 8030 2.7 11400-24600 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Mansfield 2 8012 2.9 11400-28900 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products Tribute 8040 3.0 10600-28300 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Manchester 8360 3.0 11300-47500 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Craftsbury 1 8391 3.1 11000-25600 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Equinox 8000 3.1 12000-37900 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Clydesdale 8490, 8491 3.2 11900-33100 Non Catalytic

`
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Starlet 3.6 9200-25400 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Bennington 3.6 11900-32600 Non Catalytic
Hearthstone Quality 
Home Heating Products 
Inc. Morgan 8470 4.3 10500-29300 Non Catalytic
Henan Hi-Flame Hi-Flame 905 4.3 10500-30500 Non Catalytic

Hestia Heating Products HHP 1 2.9 7900-30200 Pellet

Hestia Heating Products HHP 2 4.1 12000-25500 Pellet
High Energy 
Manufacturing, Limited J1000 Pellet Stove 2.1 13000-21800 Pellet

High Sierra Stoves, Ltd.� Evolution 8000TE 2.2  7900-40500 Catalytic

High Sierra Stoves, Ltd.� Ambassador 4700TE 2.5 10100-37600 Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1

 Page 10 37



                                                                               List of EPA Certified Wood Heaters October 2015

Manufacturer listed in parentheses owns the heater.  

 

*

Out of 

Produ

ction? Manufacturer Name Model Name

Emission 

Rate G/Hr

Heat Output 

btu/hr

*Actual 

Measured 

Efficiency 

(CSA 

B415.1) Type

High Sierra Stoves, Ltd.� Sweet Home Catalytic Fir AK-18 3.1  8800-29500 Catalytic

High Sierra Stoves, Ltd.� Cricket MHCR 5200 3.5  6800-27600 Catalytic

High Sierra Stoves, Ltd.� Evolution 7000TE,7000C 4.0 11200-43000 Catalytic

High Sierra Stoves, Ltd.� Sweet Home Solitaire PFA 2000 4.0  9700-28200 Pellet
High Valley Stoves by 
Stoll High Valley 1600 2.7 11800-40400 Non Catalytic
High Valley Stoves by 
Stoll High Valley Stoves 2500 3.1 7700-40900 Catalytic
High Valley Stoves by 
Stoll High Valley 1500 3.4 9400-34200 Catalytic
Hi-Teck Stoves Hi Teck H 2000C 3.6 12600-41400 Catalytic
Horse Flame Metal USA, 
Inc. 517 HF 3.6 8600-24400 Non Catalytic
Hussong Manufacturin 
Company, Inc.(Kozy 
Heat) Olivia OVL-PC 2.5 8100-21400 Non Catalytic
Hussong Manufacturin 
Company, Inc.(Kozy 
Heat) Kozy Heat Z 42 3.3 11500-35100 Non Catalytic

HWAM Heat Design A/S Monet 3.4 11000-26200 Non Catalytic

HWAM Heat Design A/S 3055 4.1 11000-26200 Non Catalytic
Innovative Hearth 
Products Bella 1.0 11200-25900 Pellet
Innovative Hearth 
Products Winslow PS40, PI40 1.1 7500-21300 Pellet
Innovative Hearth 
Products Striker S160, C160, SWI160, SWS160 1.6 12500-41200 Non Catalytic
Innovative Hearth 
Products Grand View GV300, Montake ML300 3.1 10200-29200 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Innovative Hearth 
Products Tahoma 2100, WXS2021WS, ES2100 3.1 10500-30400 Non Catalytic
Innovative Hearth 
Products

Canyon ST310, S310, C310, Elite 
E310 3.5 11600-38800 Non Catalytic

Innovative Hearth 
Products Grand View GV230, Montake ML230 3.6 11200-28200 Non Catalytic

Innovative Hearth 
Products

Montecito, BIS Tradition CE, 
WCT6820WS, Brentwood SP, BIS 
Ultima-1, WCT4820WS, Brentwood 
LV, BIS Ultima CF, WRT4820WS 3.7 10442-27746 Non Catalytic

Innovative Hearth 
Products

Villa Vista, BIS Panorama, 
WRT4826WH 4.1 10900-35,600 Catalytic

Innovative Hearth 
Products Legacy S260, C260, Elite E260 4.1 11800-48000 Non Catalytic
Innovative Hearth 
Products

Performer SS210, S210, 
ST210,C210,SWI210, SWS210 4.2 9500-36100 Non Catalytic

Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F45 2.3 11600-26500 74 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F370 2.6 11000-29000 66 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) 50TL 2.8 11700-33000 72 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F100 Nordic QT 3.0 7700-27400 73 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F500 3.2 12000-34700 74 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul F602 CB 3.4 12000-47700 71 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul F118 Black Bear 3.0 9600-21500 73 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F118 CB 3.5 12000-23500 75 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F55 3.5 11600-30400 76 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) Castine F400, F400 3.8 11300-27800 68 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) F3CBII 3.8 11400-43500 73 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.)  C350 4.0 11500-34200 74 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) Jotul F600 4.1 11600-32500 74 Non Catalytic

Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) C450, Tamarack 4.4 11900-36100 73 Non Catalytic
Jotul North America (Jotul 
U.S.A., Inc.) C550 CB 4.5 11700-35900 71 Non Catalytic
JR Home Heating 
Products WPS 30 4.5 12800-43500 Pellet
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S DSA 4 1.1 10500-27900 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Basic 1 & 3 2.2 10000-17900 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Basic 4 2.2 10000-22100 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Andersen 8 2.9 11900-30100 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 24 2.9 11300-22500 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 47.2 3.1 10400-30900 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 4.5 3.3 9500-31000 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Andersen 8.2 3.5 7600-28800 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 60 4.0 8700-27400 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 5.2 4.2 11800-26500 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 10-A 4.4 11600-37700 Non Catalytic
Krog Iversen & Co. A/S Scan 61 4.5 10600-29300 Non Catalytic
Kuma Stove Inc. K100/300/400 SEQUOIA 2.2 10100-52100 84 Catalytic
Kuma Stove Inc. Wood Classic HT-2 3.3 13600-52600 73 Non Catalytic
Kuma Stove Inc. Scott HT-1 (Tamarack) 3.5 13800-35500 73 Non Catalytic
Kuma Stove Inc. Ashwood 3.5 11400-28100 73 Non Catalytic
Kuma Stove Inc. Aspen 4.1 14000-27700 72 Non Catalytic

Max Blank GmbH
Florenz K0 2, Volterra, Padua, Atlanta 
BF 3.1 11800-34700 Non Catalytic

Max Blank GmbH
Atlanta K02, Siena, Monza, Davos, 
Ravenna, Heidelberg 4.5 11500-36000 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Max Blank GmbH
Solero, Toulouse, Zitro, Rio, Memphis, 
Niagara, Fisco 4.5 11500-36000 Non Catalytic

MCZ S.p.a. Musa Air 1.3 7400-27000 Pellet
MCZ S.p.a. Star Air 7109021 1.4 8200-24500 Pellet
MCZ S.p.a. Musa Multi-Air 7109023 1.8 9700-31800 Pellet
Metal M.D.R. Inc. HE-1400, XE-1400, & XTD-1.5 4.3 10800-34000 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstaberi A/S 2B Classic 3.9 10900-23600 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S 3112 and 3142 3.1 9300-28500 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S Squirrel 1410 ,1450,1440 3.3 9600-22000 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S Owl 3410/3440 & 3450 3.5 8400-23600 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S 7600 Series 3.6 10000-21300 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S 7110 3.8 10700-27900 Non Catalytic

Morso Jernstoberi A/S
7900 Series (7940, 7943, 7948, 7970, 
7990) 4.0 11600-26700 Non Catalytic

Morso Jernstoberi A/S 6100 Series 4.1 11100-22000 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S Morso 2B 4.1 9300-30700 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S 5660 Series 4.3 9000-50000 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S Panther 2110B 4.3 8600-42100 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S 1710 4.4 12000-39800 Non Catalytic
Morso Jernstoberi A/S 8140, 8142, 8147, 8151 and 8150 4.5 10900-25400 Non Catalytic
Navigator Stove Works, 
Inc. NSW-1 Sardine 3.5 11400-19400 Non Catalytic
Navigator Stove Works, 
Inc. Navigator NSW2 3.6 10500-28200 Non Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) Buck Bay 91 1.2 8800-51200 Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) Buck Master 2.1 10800-49800 Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) XL-80 2.7 9200-40500 Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) 261 2.9 10300-32300 Non Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) 18 3.1 10000-22400 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1

 Page 14 41



                                                                               List of EPA Certified Wood Heaters October 2015

Manufacturer listed in parentheses owns the heater.  

 

*

Out of 

Produ

ction? Manufacturer Name Model Name

Emission 

Rate G/Hr

Heat Output 

btu/hr

*Actual 

Measured 

Efficiency 

(CSA 

B415.1) Type

New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) 20 3.2 10800-37500 Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) Bay  91 3.5 10400-50400 Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) Buck/Tharrington   74/T-74 3.6 11600-41400 Non Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) 94NC 3.8 11400-42200 Non Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) 81/85 4.3 11900-45400 Non Catalytic
New Buck Corporation 
(Buck Stove Corp.) 21 4.4 12000-44000 Non Catalytic
Newmac Manufacturing 
Incorporated WFA 70 2.7 11900-15900 Non Catalytic
Newmac Manufacturing 
Incorporated Classic II  NCM 120 3.0 10700-27000 Non Catalytic
Newmac Manufacturing 
Incorporated Classic 1  NC 100 E 4.0 10600-27000 Non Catalytic
Ningbo Hongsheng 
Fireplace Co, Comfortbilt HP50S 2.5 13400-38600 81 Pellet

NU-TEC/Upland 
Distributors, Inc. (United 
States Stove Company) Brenden BR-60 1.4 11000-29400 Catalytic

NU-TEC/Upland 
Distributors, Inc. (United 
States Stove Company) Upland Amity AM-40 2.6 10600-23600 Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

TN20 2.1 13500-29000 75
Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

FP30 Series B 2.5 14600-38600
Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited FP30, FP30 AR 2.7 11800-38600 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

Vista Series C, Vista Classic, Vista 
Artisan, Vista Insert, and Alderlea T4 2.9 12400-26300 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

Neo 2.5, Neo 2.5 Insert, and Newcastle 
2.5 2.9 11500-32600 74 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited FP16 3.1 10766-24593 65 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

Alderlea T5, Super 27, Spectrum, 
Spectrum Classic, Standard, Fusion, 
Step D1 - Design D 3.4 11000-34600 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

Standard, Pacific Ins, Spectrum 
Classic and Fusion, ALT5INS, Super 
Insert 3.4 11000-34600 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

NEO 1.6, Newcastle 1.6, Neostone 1.6, 
and NEO 1.6 Insert 3.4 11300-33400 75

Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

FP25 3.5 12700-30200 67
Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited Neo 1.6, NEO 1.6 Insert, Newcastle 1.6 3.9 9200-34800 75 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited

Summit, Summit Insert, Summit 
Classic and Alderlea T6 - Series B 3.9 10300-37500 Non Catalytic

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products Limited True North TN19 4.1 10700-32900 Non Catalytic

Qingdao Hichanse Group HCS-03, WS-TS-2500  4.1 13000-30800 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Qingdao Hichanse Group HCS-01, WS-TS-1500  4.4 10700-27300 Non Catalytic

Qingdao Hichanse Group HCS-02, WS-TS-2000  4.5 13500-31600 Non Catalytic
Quality Craft QCPS - 28000 2.4 13100- 14800 Pellet
Rais A/S Gabo Pina Vola 2.1 12000-26700 Non Catalytic
Rais A/S Malta, Bando and Bora 4.3 11400-32900 Non Catalytic

RAIS A/S Rondo, Mino II Steel and Mino II SST 4.3 11400-22600 Non Catalytic
Ravelli Spillo 120-00-004 2.7 9300-26100 Pellet
Ravelli RV  100 100-00-003A 2.9 7200-24600 Pellet
Ravelli RV 80 070-00-007A 3.0 8300-16900 Pellet
Ravelli RC 120 115-00-003A 4.0 9600-21700 Pellet
Ravelli /EcoTeck Monica / Francesca 1.5 8500-35000 Pellet
Ravelli /EcoTeck Sofia / Silvia 1.7 8500-50000 Pellet
Ravelli /EcoTeck Laura / Veronica 3.9 8500-44000 Pellet
Ravelli /EcoTeck Ilaria / Serena 4.4 8500-44000 Pellet
RSF / ICC - Industrial 
Chimney Company Inc. RSF Opel2C, Opel3C, Opel4C 2.5 13400-30100 Catalytic
RSF / ICC - Industrial 
Chimney Company Inc. Opel 2000C, OPEL AP 3.7 10600-49700 Catalytic
RSF / ICC - Industrial 
Chimney Company Inc.

TOPAZ/CHAMELEON (Without Fan), 
FOCUS 250, PEARL/PERLE 4.0 11100-25700 Non Catalytic

RSF / ICC - Industrial 
Chimney Company Inc. ONYX, Focus 320 4.5 11800-35600 Non Catalytic
Russo Products, Inc. GV-30S 2.4  8400-31300 Catalytic
Russo Products, Inc. Russo Glassview GV-21 2.5 9500-38700 Catalytic
Russo Products, Inc. GV-30C 3.1 10300-39400 Catalytic
Salvo Machinery, Inc.  Citation 2.4  9600-33500 Catalytic
Seraph Industries Genesis 108 2.1 11100-45100 78 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd.
EF2, Chatham, Davenport & 
Kinderhook 1.8 10190-25989 58 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd.
Enviro M55, M55C, VF55, 
Greenfire/Hampton GC60/GCI60 1.0 9300-45500 Pellet

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Sherwood Industries, Ltd. EMPRESS FPI, Milan 1.3 25700-30000 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd. EF5 1.3 8200-22900 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd. Mini (P3)/Greenfire GF40 1.6 22600-30100 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd. Empress FS 1.7 27800-35700 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd.
EF3, Meridian, Vista Flame 100, 
greenfire GF55, GF55FPI 1.1 6500-40000 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd. Maxx-B 2.3 9700-47600 Pellet

Sherwood Industries, Ltd.

Enviro 1200, 1200I, Vista Flame 1200, 
1200I, 1200 Venice (Kodiak, Boston, 
Cabello) 3.4 11500-34200 72 Non Catalytic

Sherwood Industries, Ltd.
Enviro Fire 1000FS and Vista Flame 
1000FS, 1000 4.1 11700-32700 Non Catalytic

Sherwood Industries, Ltd.

Enviro 1700I, 1700 & Vista Flame 
1700I, 1700, 1700 Venice (Kodiak, 
Boston, Cabello) 4.5 9400-31800 75 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International Inc.

BIO-45MF, Eco-45, FP-45, Hybrid-
45MF 1.2 8600-29800 Pellet

Stove Builder 
International Inc. Euromax, Eco-65 2.6 6900-34700 Pellet
Stove Builder 
International Inc. Osburn 1100, Osburn 1100-I 2.9 11000-35000 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International Inc.

Century Heating FW3000 (FW3000XX 
Series, CJW2000XXX Series, Classic 
(2013), Eastwood 1800 (2013), XVR-I 
SE (2013), FW3000-SD) 3.5 11800-32400 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International Inc. Osburn 2400-I, Osburn 2400 FS 3.5 11900-40900 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Stove Builder 
International Inc.

HT-2000 Standard/HT-2000 Deluxe/HT-
2000 3.9 11600-60300 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International Inc. HT2000, Solution 3.4 3.9 11600-38700 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International Inc. 1.6 Series 4.0 10900-23300 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International Inc. Caddy, Alterna 4.2 10100-71000 Pellet

Stove Builder 
International Inc.

XTD1.5, XTD1.5-I, Solution 1.8,  
Solution 1.8-I, Escape 1400-I, 
Blackcomb, Columbia 4.3 10800-34000 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International Inc.

2.5 ZC Series (2008) (Monaco, 
Stratford, Solution 2.5 ZC, FP-10 
Lafayette, WFP75, HE250, FP-12 
Mundo) 4.4 11500-30500 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International Inc. Osburn 1600, Osburn 1600-I 4.4 11800-42400 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc.

65 Series Euromax (2014), Eco-65 
(2014), and Osburn 7000 (2014) 2.4 7200-34000 Pellet

Stove Builder 
International, Inc.

DC Series Osburn Volta and Drolet 
Edison 2.5 6600-25500 Pellet

Stove Builder 
International, Inc. CW2500 (2014), Destination 1.5-I 2.6 11800-26500 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. Osburn 1800, Osburn 1800-I 2.7 9700-36300 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. Osburn 2200 Bay, Osburn 2200-I 2.7 11700-30400 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. Rustic 1600/Tradition 1600 3.4 10400-32800 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. Evolution 3.5 8600- 37500 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. 2.3 Series 3.9 11600-32200 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. 1.3 Series 4.0 9900-21800 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Stove Builder 
International, Inc. FP-9i 4.2 11600-38700 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc.

Le Chancelier, NXT-1 and Solution 2.9, 
Glencoe 2.1 4.4 11900-29400 Non Catalytic

Stove Builder 
International, Inc. FW2700, Deco, Optima 4.4 11000-69500 Non Catalytic
Stove Builder 
International, Inc. 3.1 Series (NG-1800) 4.5 11700-26400 Non Catalytic
Thelin Company Inc. 
(Cardon Products) Providence, Providence Signature 1.2 12800-35700 Pellet
Thelin Company Inc. 
(Cardon Products) Tiburon 2.5 8500-44500 Pellet
Thelin Company Inc. 
(Cardon Products) Little Gnome Pellet Stove�� 3.3 3100-8400 Pellet
Thelin Company Inc. 
(Cardon Products) Thelin T-4000 3.6 9900-38400 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Cape Cod 0.45 10800-39400 80 Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. LG Flushwood Insert Hybrid - Fyre 0.58 8500-35300 80 Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. AGP Insert 0.66 9300-31200 Pellet
Travis Industries, Inc. AGP Freestanding 0.67 9600-33000 Pellet
Travis Industries, Inc. FoxFire 0.73 12000-41000 Pellet
Travis Industries, Inc. Small Flush Wood Hybrid Fyre 0.89 9800-31400 76 Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc. Avalon Spokane 1750 380-NT & X-NT 1.9 9300-42200 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc.
Lopi Endeavor, Lopi Revere , Lopi 
Republic 1750, 1.9 9300-42200 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc.
Republic 1750,  Endeavor and Revere 
Insert � 1.9 9300-42200 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc. Avalon Spokane 1750 � 1.9 9300-42200 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Avalon Rainier 90/Rainier 45 2.0 11200-40000 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Rainier, Rainier insert 2.0 11200-40000 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Fireplace Xtrordinair Elite 36 2.2 11900-47100 Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. 36 Elite 2.3 11900-47100 Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Leyden and Avalon Arbor 2.4 10700-33900 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Leyden 2.4 10700-33900 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Travis Industries, Inc. Arbor 2.4 10700-33900 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Fireplace Xtrordinair 44 Elite 2.5 11000-45300 Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. 44 Elite 2.5 11000-45300 Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc. Avalon Olympic,Liberty, Freedom Bay 2.6 12000-45100 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Liberty, Freedom Bay insert� 2.6 12000-45100 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Olympic, Olympic insert� 2.6 12000-45100 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Freedom 3.6 11800-47500 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. Evergreen 3.6 11200-38000 74 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. 33 Elite 4.1 11300-33400 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc.

ANSWER/LOPI PATRIOT/LOPI 
PARLOR, Republic1250 and  Avalon 
Spokane, Avalon Camano 4.4 11600-38500 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc. Flushwood Plus 4.4 12000 - 29600 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc.
ANSWER,  ANSER insert, 
Republic1250 and  Avalon Spokane 4.4 11600-38500 Non Catalytic

Travis Industries, Inc. Spokane 1250 4.4 11600-38500 Non Catalytic
Travis Industries, Inc. 42CVT Wood Fireplace 0.70 11200-37900 73 Catalytic
Tulikivi Oyj Tulikivi Maxi XV 2 4.2 12000-38200 Non Catalytic
Tulikivi Oyj Tulikivi MINI XV 2 4.5 12100-38200 Non Catalytic
Unforgetable Fire LLC Katydid 1.9 13000-18300 73 Non Catalytic
Unforgetable Fire LLC Kimberly 3.2 10000-22300 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company 5520 0.94 8200-34000 Pellet
United States Stove 
Company 2400 1.1 7300-14000 Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company

6039, 6039 T, 6039 HF, 6039 TP, 6041 
SP6000 1.5 8500-29900 Pellet

United States Stove 
Company SP1000 1.5 4900-32500 Pellet
United States Stove 
Company SPC50 1.5 6600-31600 Pellet
United States Stove 
Company 5500M, 5502M 1.6 9100-27700 Pellet

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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United States Stove 
Company SP1002 1.7 7300-34000 Pellet
United States Stove 
Company 4840 1.8 6300-10800 Pellet
United States Stove 
Company 3000 (AFS7500), SW4100 1.9 11600-38100 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company 3000 FT 1.9 11600-38100 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Breckwell W3000FS/W3000I 2.3 11600-33700 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Breckwell SW740 2.5 11000-36700 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Breckwell SWC21, Ashley AC1100 2.9 11000-25000 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company 2500 ST 3.1 11600-36300 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company 2500, SW3100 3.1 10100-25000 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Breckwell SW940 3.1 11800-32500 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Breckwell SW180 3.1 9600-25700 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company TR002/1100 3.2 8700-30800 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company TR007  Norwood, TR011 Norwood 3.2 11900-34100 Non Catalytic

United States Stove 
Company

Vogelzang, Ashley, King (5770, 
VG5770), 5790, VG5790, 
DNMP577,DNMP579 3.2 10900-24300 Pellet

United States Stove 
Company Durango TR001 and TR002 3.6 11300-36000 Non Catalytic

United States Stove 
Company Vogelzang TR-008 3.6 10000-36000 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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United States Stove 
Company 5660 3.6 11400-34300 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company

2000, SW2100, Breckwell SWC31, 
Ashley AC2000, 3.7 11800-31700 Non Catalytic

United States Stove 
Company TR-009B Performer 3.7 11600-30200 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Highlander, Shiloh Insert TR003 3.8 9000-26300 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company TR-009 Performer 3.9 11300-36000 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company TR-004  Colonial, 2200IE 4.0 11300-36000 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company Defender 4.2 9200-28300 Non Catalytic
United States Stove 
Company

Defender TR001B, Shiloh TR002B, 
and Highlander TR003B 4.2 12100-28700 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings Defiant Encore 0.60  6200-32900 Catalytic
Vermont Castings Encore 1450 N/C 0.70 10600-24000 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Defiant 1910 & 1945 0.80 10600-44400 Catalytic

Vermont Castings
Dutchwest Small Convection Heater 
#2460 1.1 6600-27300 Catalytic

Vermont Castings Defiant 1975 1.1 11400-34000 Catalytic

Vermont Castings
Dutchwest Extra Large Convection  
2462 1.3 8300-28000 Catalytic

Vermont Castings DutchWest Large 2479 1.3 11300-26500 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings
Dutchwest Large Convection Heater 
2461 1.4 10700-29500 Catalytic

Vermont Castings DutchWest Small 2460 1.4 7800-25100 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Dutchwest 2477 1.4 7800-25100 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings DutchWest Medium 2478 1.5 10600-25300 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings Defiant Encore 2550 (Formerly 2190) 1.6 8700-41700 Catalytic

Vermont Castings Encore 2040 1.6 10000–34000 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Intrepid II 1990 2.1 8300-26700 Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Vermont Castings WinterWarm Small Insert 2080 2.1 8700-31100 Catalytic
Vermont Castings EWF 36A 2.4 11300-75500 Catalytic

Vermont Castings

Savannah SSW30FTAL, 
SSW30FTAPB, SSW30STAL, 
SSW30FTPB, SSW30STAPB, 
challenger SSW30 2.5 11600-30600 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings Savannah 2.5 11600-30600 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings EWF36 2.7 11800-68600 Catalytic

Vermont Castings
Dutchwest DW2000L02, Windsor 
WR2000L02 2.7 11800-32300 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings
Dutchwest DW300007, Windsor 
WR3000X 2.7 11800-32300 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings Montpelier 2.9 10000-27600 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Montelier/Stratton 2.9 10000-27600 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Vermont Castings Defiant 1610 2.9 10000-30000 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Intrepid 1640 3.3 8200-19500 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Madison 1655 3.3 11300-39700 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Resolute Acclaim 2490 & TLWS1 3.4 9500-33900 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings EWF 30 3.5 11100-40500 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Savannah SSI30 3.5 11000-30600 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Merrimack 3.6 10574-31780 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Savannah SSW20 3.8 11000-45000 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Aspen 1920 & Plymouth HWS10 4.3 9100-18000 Non Catalytic
Vermont Castings Savannah SSW40 4.3 12000-35800 Non Catalytic

Vermont Castings Dutchwest DW1500L02 4.4 10300-29200 Non Catalytic
Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company)

TR007  Norwood, TR011 Norwood 
(Vogelzang) 3.2 11900-34100 Non Catalytic

Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company)

Durango TR001(B) and TR002(B) 
(Vogelzang) 3.6 11300-36000 Non Catalytic

Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company) Vogelzang TR-008 3.6 10000-36000 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company) TR-009B Performer (Vogelzang) 3.7 11300-36000 Non Catalytic
Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 

Highlander, Shiloh Insert TR003 
(Vogelzang) 3.8 9000-26300 Non Catalytic

Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company) TR-009 Performer (Vogelzang) 3.9 11300-36000 Non Catalytic
Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company) TR-004  Colonial (Vogelzang) 4.0 11300-36000 Non Catalytic
Vogelzang International 
Corporation (United 
States Stove Company) Defender (Vogelzang) 4.2 9200-28300 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited Trinity MK II 2.9  8800-25900 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited 100B 90 32 TV 3.1 10800-32400 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited 100B 90 32 RV 3.9 10600-26500 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited Trinity OA 4.0 11500-43800 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited Ashling 4.1 12000-29800 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited Erin OA 4.1 10400-30300 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited Erin/90 TV 4.2 10500-40900 Non Catalytic

Waterford Stanley Limited 100B, 100B O.S.A., Leprechaun 4.3 9000-26700 Non Catalytic
Winrich International Winrich Pellet Stove 1.6  8500-27900 Pellet
Wiseway Pellet Stoves GW-2014-W, GW-2014 1.6 12600-30400 Pellet
Wiseway Pellet Stoves GW1949 1.9 7500-19500 Pellet

Wittus Inc.
XEOOS Twinfire Series, Basic, 
Classic, Elegance, Pur 2.4 11500- 27400 Non Catalytic

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Wolf Steel Ltd. TPSI35 2.1 11200-36000 Pellet
Wolf Steel Ltd. NPS45 2.4 8800-29000 Pellet
Wolf Steel Ltd. EPI22 2.6 11100-31400 Non Catalytic
Wolf Steel Ltd. EPI3 2.6 11300-28500 Non Catalytic
Wolf Steel Ltd. 1900 series  (Napoleon 1900), S9 2.9 11800-34000 Non Catalytic
Wolf Steel Ltd. 1400 series  (Napoleon 1400, 1400L, 3.5 11500-33600 Non Catalytic

Wolf Steel Ltd. 2200 series (Timberwolf 2200, 2201) 3.6 12000-31400 Non Catalytic
Wolf Steel Ltd. 2100 series (Timberwolf) 3.9 11,238-37580 Non Catalytic
Wolf Steel Ltd. 1100 series ( Napoleon 1100, 1100L, 4.1 11700-32700 Non Catalytic
Woodstock Soapstone 
Company, Inc. Ideal Steel Hybrid 210 1.0 12300-57000 82 Catalytic
Woodstock Soapstone 
Company, Inc.

Progress Hybrid Soapstone Stove 
#209 1.3 12500-73200 81 Catalytic

Woodstock Soapstone 
Company, Inc.

Catalytic Fireview Soapstone Stove 
#205 1.4 10900-42900 Catalytic

Woodstock Soapstone 
Company, Inc.

Paladian 202, Paladian 203 & 
Keystone 204 1.9 8500-35000 Catalytic

Woodstock Soapstone 
Company, Inc.

Catalytic Fireview Soapstone Stove 
#201, Classic #200 3.5 13200-40000 Catalytic

Zephyr Stoves, Inc. View 2.0 4.5 10700-34800 Non Catalytic
END OF LIST

*Actual Measured Efficiency - Per CSA B415.1
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Attachment D.2 – Photographs of EPA-Certified Wood Heaters 

 

Blaze King Industries - Chinook /Sirocco/Ashford 30 

 

England’s Stove Works 

 

Fireplace Products International Limited - Hampton H200 Cast Wood Stove 
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Hearthstone Quality Home Heating Products Inc. - Equinox 8000 

 

Pacific Energy Fireplace Products Limited Summit, Summit Insert, Summit Classic and Alderlea T6  
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Attachment E.2 – List of EPA-Qualified Wood Heaters 
 

List of Phase 2 Qualified Fireplaces 

Manufacturer 
Model Name and 
Number 

Type 
PM 
Emissions(1) 

Fuel 
Type 

Earthcore Industries, LLC Standard Series 36C Masonry 2.9 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Earthcore Industries, LLC Isokern Magnum 86072 Masonry 4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Earthcore Industries, LLC 
Isokern Standard Series 
42C 

Masonry 4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Earthcore Industries, LLC 
Isokern Standard Series 
46C 

Masonry 4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Earthcore Industries, LLC Isokern Magnum 36 Masonry 4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Earthcore Industries, LLC Isokern Magnum 42 Masonry 4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Earthcore Industries, LLC Isokern Magnum 48 Masonry 4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Fiamma LLC 
Caminetti Montegrappa 
LIGHT06 CD 

Low 
Mass 

0.59 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

FMI Products, LLC GCAT42(4) 
Low 
Mass 

4.4 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

FMI Products, LLC GCAT50 (2) 
Low 
Mass 

4.4 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

FMI Products, LLC CCAT36 (3) 
Low 
Mass 

4.8 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Industrial Chimney 
Company, Inc. 

Rumford Renaissance 
1500 CD 

Low 
Mass 

0.68 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 
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Manufacturer 
Model Name and 
Number 

Type 
PM 
Emissions(1) 

Fuel 
Type 

Industrial Chimney 
Company, Inc. 

Renaissance Rumford 
1000 CD 

Low 
Mass 

0.94 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Industrial Chimney 
Company, Inc. 

Renaissance Rumford 
1000 

Low 
Mass 

3.0 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Industrial Chimney 
Company, Inc. 

Renaissance Rumford 
1000 H 

Low 
Mass 

3.4 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Industrial Chimney 
Company, Inc. 

Rumford Renaissance 
1500 

Low 
Mass 

3.4 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Lennox Hearth Products Solana 
Low 
Mass 

3.9 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Masonry Fireplace 
Industries, LLC 

Mason-Lite 44 Masonry 2.65 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Pacific Energy Fireplace 
Products, Ltd. 

TCW 120 CD 
Low 
Mass 

2.4 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Stove Builder International 
Inc. 

FP-1 LM 
Low 
Mass 

2.9 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Stove Builder International 
Inc. 

Antoinette FP-7CD 
Low 
Mass 

4.0 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Stove Builder International 
Inc. 

Frontenac FP-11 
Low 
Mass 

4.2 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Whitacre Greer MFR-100 Series Masonry 4.3 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

Wolf Steel Ltd NZ7000 
Low 
Mass 

3.1 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 
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Manufacturer 
Model Name and 
Number 

Type 
PM 
Emissions(1) 

Fuel 
Type 

Wolf Steel Ltd NZ8000 
Low 
Mass 

2.2 grams/kg 
Stick 
Wood 

(1) Units reflect grams of particulate emitted per kilogram of wood burned 
(2) Qualified GCAT50 firebox available in fireplace series VGCAT50, GMCAT50, VGMCAT50, JCAT50, 
VJCAT50, WCMCAT50, JMCAT50, and VJMCAT50 
(3) Qualified CCAT36 firebox available in fireplace series VCCAT36, SCAT36, and VSCAT36 
(4) Qualified GCAT42 firebox available in fireplace series VGCAT42, GMCAT42, VGMCAT42, JCAT42, 
VJCAT42, WCMCAT42, JMCAT42, and VJMCAT42 

List of Phase 2 Qualified Fireplace Retrofit Devices 

Manufacturer Model Name Type 
Emission 
Rate(1) 

Percent 
Reduction (2) 

Fuel Type 

Earth's Flame 
Hybrid Clean BurnTM 
System 

Retrofit 
Device 

3.4 
grams/kg 

72% (3) Wood/Gas 

FMI Products, 
LLC 

Pure FireTM Catalytic 
Control System 

Retrofit 
Device 

4.8 
grams/kg 

60% (4) 
Stick 
Wood 

Healthy Hearth, 
LLC 

Integrate Catalytic 
Control System 

Retrofit 
Device 

4.8 
grams/kg(5) 

60% (5) 
Stick 
Wood 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director 

Subject:  Preliminary concept review of a proposal (DR 16-32) to demolish an 
existing commercial building in order to construct a new mixed-use 
commercial building that would include 3,702 square feet of commercial 
space, 8 dwelling units, and an underground garage.  The project site is 
located in the Service Commercial (SC) Zoning District. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Review the preliminary concept and provide direction to the applicant 
 
Application: DR 16-032         APN:  010-138-021 
Location: Mission Street four parcels southwest of Seventh Avenue 
Block:  55 Lot:   1 and 3 
Applicant:  Erik Dyar Property Owner:  Leidig/Draper  
 
Background and Project Description:  
 
The project site is located at the southwest corner of Dolores Street and 5th Avenue in the 
Service Commercial (SC) Zoning District.  The lot is currently developed with a two-story 
commercial building that includes retail on the lower level and office spaces on the upper level.  
The existing building is approximately 10,967 square feet in size and includes an underground 
garage with 9 parking spaces.   
 
The applicant is proposing to demolish the existing building in order to construct a new 
modern-style two-story mixed-use building that includes 3,702 square feet of commercial 
space, 4 condominium units on the upper level, and 4 moderate-income rate apartments (2 on 
the upper level and 2 on the lower level).  The project also includes an underground garage 
with 13 parking spaces and a courtyard with intra-block walkways, allowing circulation from 
Dolores Street to 5th Ave. 
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DR 16-032(Leidig/Draper) 
March 9, 2016 
Staff Report  
Page 2  
 
The street level would include three retail spaces totaling 3,702 square feet in size, a public 
restroom and 2 moderate income residential units, for a total street level square footage of 
4,776 square feet.  The second floor includes 2 moderate income apartments and 4 
condominiums, each with two bedrooms and a mezzanine, for a total of 7,042 square feet.  
Staff notes the mezzanine would add a third level to the building, which will be discussed in a 
later section of this report.    
 
With regard to commercial development, CMC 17.14.110 encourages applicants to present 
preliminary concept plans to the Commission for feedback and direction prior to formally 
submitting an application for design review.  Staff has provided a cursory review of the project 
in order to provide a general analysis and address potential issues.  Staff notes that this 
conceptual review by the Planning Commission is intended to provide feedback to the applicant 
on the proposal and does not constitute a guarantee of future approval. 
 

PROJECT DATA FOR A 8,000-SQUARE FOOT SITE (Service Commercial District): 

 

Site Considerations Allowed Existing Proposed 

Floor Area  12,000 sf (150%)* 10,697 sf (133%)  11,818 sf (148%) 

Building Coverage 7,600 sf (95%) 4,672 sf (42%) 7,312 sf (91%) 

Building Heighti 30 ft. Not shown  29’ – 3” 

Parking Requirement 13 spaces  9 spaces 13 spaces 

Proposed Floor Area – Street Level 

Retail Space 1 - - 1,634 sf 

Retail Space 2 - - 1,539 sf 

Retail Space 3 - - 529 sf 

Restroom - - 61 sf 

Residential Unit 5 (Apt) - - 510 sf 

Residential Unit 6 (Apt) - - 503 sf 

   Total: 4,776 sf 

Proposed Floor Area – Second Level 

Residential Unit 1 (Condo) - - 1,543 sf** 

Residential Unit 2 (Condo) - - 1,547 sf** 
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Residential Unit 3 (Condo) - - 1,511 sf** 

Residential Unit 4 (Condo) - - 1,442 sf** 

Residential Unit 7 (Apt) - - 495 sf 

Residential Unit 8 (Apt) - - 504 sf 

   Total: 7,042 sf** 

Setbacks Minimum 
Required 

Existing Proposed 

Front 0 2.5 ft. Dolores 

0 ft. 5th Ave 

0 

Rear 0 0 0 

Side Yard 0 0 0 

*Include 10% courtyard bonus and 5% Affordable House bonus 

**CMC 17.14.140 defines mezzanines are floor area  

 
Staff analysis:  
 
Zoning District:  This site is zoned Service Commercial (SC).  CMC Section 17.14.010.B states 
that the following purpose of the SC Zoning District:  “To provide an appropriate location for 
services, offices, residential and limited retail activities that primarily serve local needs. This 
district is intended to provide a distinct transition between the more intense activities in the CC 
district and the less intense activities in the districts on its periphery.  Mixed uses of commercial 
and residential activities are appropriate throughout this district.”  In staff’s opinion, the 
proposed use of the building complies with the intent of the SC Zoning District. 
 
Housing Density:  CMC Section 17.14 establishes the range of permitted and conditional uses 
that are allowed in the SC Zoning District.  Multi-family projects between 0 and 22 dwelling 
units per acre (du/acre) are a permitted use.  Projects between 22-33 du/acre require a 
conditional use permit and projects with densities between 34-44 du/acre require a conditional 
use permit with certain findings.  The applicant is proposing 8 units on an 8,000 square foot 
site, which is a density of 43.7 du/acre.  
 
On January 15, 2016, the City Council adopted an Ordinance amending the City’s Municipal 
Code as it pertains to the housing density bonus.  The Municipal Code (CMC 17.64.190) was 
amended so that the project would have to meet the requirements of State Density Bonus Law 
(Gov. Code Section 65915) in order to obtain a density of 34-44 du/acre.  The applicant is 
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proposing moderate-income rate apartments in order to obtain the density bonus; however, 
the proposed apartments may have to be reduced to low-income rate apartments in order to 
qualify for the bonus.  Staff will continue to work with the applicant on this issue prior to the 
next review and adjustments will be made if necessary.  In addition, an Affordable Housing 
Agreement will be required of the applicant, which will involve the assistance of the City 
Attorney. 
 
Zoning Compliance:  The proposed project complies with the floor area, building coverage, 
height, setback, and parking standards.  With regard to floor area, the proposed building would 
be 11,818 square feet (148%) in size and complies with the zoning standards.  The floor area 
ratio for a two-story building in the SC Zoning District is 135% of the site area; however, the 
applicant is entitled to a 10% bonus for the intra-block walkway/courtyard, and a 5% bonus for 
the moderate income housing (note: separate from density bonus regulations), bringing the 
total allowed floor area ratio to 150%.  The applicant has deducted the mezzanines out of the 
floor area, but staff has included these in the calculations as required by CMC 17.14.140.  Staff 
notes that CMC 17.14.140 specifically excludes underground parking and storage from the floor 
area calculations. 
 
At a height of 29-feet 3-inches, the proposed building would be slightly below the allowed 
height limit of 30 feet.  With regard to setbacks, the proposed building would have a zero 
setback from all property lines.  CMC 17.14.130 requires a zero lot-line setback for at least 70% 
of the street frontage.  A zero lot-line setback is also permitted for the side and rear-yard 
property lines.   
 
With regard to parking, the proposed garage would include 13 spaces, which is the minimum 
required for this building.  Pursuant to CMC 17.38.020 (Table A), 7 parking spaces are required 
for the 3,702 square feet of commercial floor area, 4 parking spaces are required for the 4 
condominiums, and 2 parking spaces are required for the 4 moderate-income apartments.  The 
dimensions of the parking spaces meet the requirements of CMC 17.38.020.E. 
 
Mezzanine Level:  The proposed building includes a third-level mezzanine above the each of the 
4 condominiums.  Pursuant to CMC 17.14.150, “no building shall have more than two stories 
above grade.”  The Zoning Code does not address whether a mezzanine is defined as a story.  
The California Building Code defines a mezzanine as: “An intermediate level or levels between 
the floor and ceiling of any story with an aggregate floor area of not more than one-third of the 
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area of the room or space in which the level or levels are located.  Mezzanines have sufficient 
elevation that space for human occupancy can be provided on the floor below.”    
 
The City’s Zoning Code intends to minimize the mass of structures and ensure human-scale 
design by limiting structures to a maximum of two stories.  The Planning Commission is charged 
with determining whether this project meets the intent of the Zoning Code, regardless of the 
Building Code definition of the mezzanine.  The Commission should consider whether this third-
level mezzanine should be defined as a story.   Staff notes that it would be challenging to 
achieve the floor area allowed through the courtyard and housing bonuses, without having a 
mezzanine level. 
 
The Commission should consider that the proposed building would still be below the allowed 
height limit of 30.  In addition, the applicant has designed the project with the intent of 
avoiding a three-story appearance as depicted in the rendering included as Attachment B.  The 
upper mezzanine level has been set back between 12 to 24 feet from the Dolores Street 
property line in order to avoid a tall wall at the street.  In addition, the mezzanine has been 
proportioned in relation to the second level to appear similar to a clear story as opposed to a 
third story and is partially screened by rooftop landscaping.   
 
Design Standards and Guidelines:   The basic standard of review in the Commercial District is 
whether “the project constitutes an improvement over existing conditions – not whether the 
project just meets minimum standards” (CMC 17.14.010).  In staff’s opinion, the proposed 
project would be a substantial improvement over the existing building.   
 
In addition to the above code section, the Commercial Design Guidelines provide the following 
guidance for reviewing projects:  
 
Commercial Design Guideline Section A states that: “Modifications to buildings should respect 
the history and traditions of the architecture of the commercial districts.  Basic elements of 
design integrity and consistency throughout each building should be preserved or restored” and 
“New Buildings should not imitate styles of the past but strive to achieve compatibility with the 
old.”   
 
Guidelines Section E states that “building materials and colors should respect traditions already 
established in the commercial district.  The use of richly detailed wood, tile, molding, corbels, 
brick and stone are encouraged” and “building walls facing public streets and walkways should 
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provide visual interest to pedestrian.  Variations such as display windows, changes in building 
form, and changes in material, texture, or color are appropriate.” 
 
Staff supports the contemporary-style (modern) design of the building and concludes that it 
would be consistent with the Commercial Design Guidelines.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed 
design respects the traditions of the commercial district and does not imitate styles of the past, 
which may be typical of other architectural styles such as Spanish or European revival. 
 
The proposed structure includes the use of stucco, stone on the ground level and wood 
windows and doors.  The proposed finish material are consistent with the Guideline’s 
recommendation for natural materials and the building would provide visual interest as 
depicted in the renderings and elevations.  The applicant has provided their own summary of 
how the project meets the objectives of the Design Guidelines, which is included as Attachment 
A.   
 
Environmental Review:  The proposed project is subject to CEQA will require environmental 
review.  The first step is to prepare an Initial Study, which determines whether the project will 
require a Negative Declaration or full EIR.  In staff’s opinion, the project will most likely require 
a Negative Declaration given that this would be an in-fill project without a substantial increase 
in footprint or intensity of use.  The City will retain a consultant at the applicant’s expense to 
prepare the environmental documents and conduct the analysis. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Attachment A – Applicant Cover Letter 
• Attachment B – Project Renderings 
• Attachment C – Project Plans  
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DYAR Architecture 
PO BOX 4709 – CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA, CA 93921 
v:  831.915.5602   f:  831.309.9999   e:  erik@dyararchitecture.com  

 
  Commercial Design Review Submission Cover Letter: 
 
PROJECT: DEL DONO COURT MIXED-USE BUILDING 
  Southwest Corner of Fifth and Dolores 
  Carmel-by-the-Sea, California 
 
DATE:  January 25, 2015  

TO:  City of Carmel Community Planning and Building Department 
   
FROM:  Erik Dyar 

 
 

   
  The proposed Del Dono Court building was originally designed by late Carmel 

architect, John Thodos, FAIA in 2007 but was not formally submitted to the City.  The 
owners, Leidig/Draper Properties, Inc. have now decided to move forward with the 
project..  Having worked with John for many years and worked directly with him on 
this project, I’m pleased to now present it for the City’s review. 

 
  The project includes commercial spaces and (2) moderate income apartments (to be 

utilized by the Carmel Foundation) on the street level, (4) market priced 
condominium units on the 2nd level along with (2) additional moderate income, 
Carmel Foundation apartments.  The condominium units have a mezzanine loft 
space within them.  The project also includes a courtyard with intra-block walkways 
allowing public circulation through the property from Dolores street to Fifth as does 
the existing building.  Additionally there will be an underground garage to meet the 
parking requirements for the site. 

 
  The design is in a modern style that makes links to Carmel’s past and is articulated 

to meet the commercial design guidelines and provide a new exciting presence for 
the town and the buildings users.  The street facing commercial spaces are clad in 
stone with steel windows.  This refers back to early commercial buildings in the town 
and gives a natural, crafted materiality for the street while still maintaining its 
modernity.   The 2nd level units facing Dolores Street are set back significantly 
reducing the building mass and providing outside deck areas for the units.   The  
form of the Fifth Avenue facing condominium unit also steps back from the street.  
The upper building is clad in stucco (typical building material for the commercial 
district.  The complimentary combination of stone and stucco give the building a 
binary composition emphasizing the two floors.  Green roofs are used throughout the 
building:  with planters dividing the Dolores Street decks and on many of the roofs.  
The building is being designed to receive a LEED certification. 
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 2  

 
 

The following discusses how the Del Dono Court mixed use project addresses the City of 
Carmel Commercial Design Guidelines: 

 
A. Conservation of Design 

 
2. New buildings should not imitate styles of the past but strive to achieve  

compatibility with the old. 
 

The project takes on a more modernist style yet is still has a Mediterranean 
feel with the use of stucco, stone terracotta tiles, steel and  natural wood 
windows which connect to common features in the commercial historic 
district. 

 
  3. Building forms should complement the rhythms established by other building 
   in the immediate vicinity.  Such patterns as height, number of stories, width of 
   storefronts, scale of building forms, eave heights, and sizes of doors and  
   window should be used as guides to establish the context for new or  
   remodeled buildings. 
 

There are two story buildings in the vicinity and the existing building  
replaced is two stories.  The doors to the shops are 3’-0” x 7’-0” which are the 
typical size in town.  The width of the openings at the street are similar to the 
adjacent structures as well as the height of these are similar.  The stone 
cladding of the street level and the setback of the upper floor also allow the 
building to connect well with the one story buildings across the street. 

 
  4. Adding a new design element in order to create a separate business identity 

is inappropriate if it breaks the basic lines, materials and concept of a building 
or imposes a hodgepodge of design elements. 

 
   The design is an integrated whole.  The mass is broken up in different ways 
   but no individual element (such as an individual storefront or particular  
   dwelling unit) stands out of the composition of the building and creates  
   separate architectural identity. 
 
  5. Building walls facing public streets and walkways should provide visual  
   interest to pedestrians.  Variations such as display windows, changes in  
   building form, and changes in material,texture, or color are appropriate. 
 
   The project has deep openings which create an undulating relationship with 
   the sidewalk.  On both Dolores and Fifth streets, pedestrian walkways open 
   up and invite people into the buildings intrablock walkway and courtyard. 
 
  6. Long blank walls should be avoided and building facades should be broken 

up visually to reflect the rhythm of typical storefronts, i.e. alterations, 
entrances or offsets every twenty to thirty feet.     

 
This projects street façades undulate vertically and horizontally..  The deep 
openings, walkway openings and recessed doors add interest to the 
pedestrian and are not anything like a “long blank wall.” 

 

71



 3  

7. Roof forms should be complete and not present false fronts. 
 
   There are no “false fronts” on this project.  All roof forms are part of the  
   integrated forms of the building and serve a function. 
 
  8. Partial mansard roofs (typical of franchise architecture) and pitched roofs  
   that do not reach a true peak or hip should be avoided. 
    

This project has flat roofs many of which are decks or planted green roofs.  
There are not mansard or pitched roofs, Only the sloped forms are for the 
photovoltaic panels at the rear of the project away from the street. 
 

 B. Façade Proportions.  Each building should be treated as a consistent whole.   
 
  This is certainly true of this project.  The building(s) is designed as a consistent  
  whole. 
 
  2. Lines of construction, patterns of openings, and such details as trim, window 
   style, door dimensions, wall color, and building and roof forms should be  
   integrated throughout the building, even if more than one enterprise occupies 
   it. 
   
   Again, the building is designed as a complex, but integrated whole.  There is 
   no mistaking that this building is ONE building complex. 
 
  3. If one storefront is to be demarcated from another in the same building, the 
   distinguishing features should be limited to subtle variations in the color or 
   pattern of surfaces of doors, tiling, or entries. 
    
   This will be the case in this project . 
 
  4. Buildings and storefronts in the core commercial area should establish a  
   “pedestrian wall” close to the front property line (generally within 0” to 24”)    
    

This project creates a pedestrian wall at the property line with recesses.  The 
use of stone also emphasizes a “pedestrian wall” along the street which has 
penetrations for passersby to explore. 

 
B. Façade Proportions. 

 
  5. The pedestrian wall should not be without relief; it should be punctuated by 
   occasional offsets produced by entries, window projections, small planters, 
   and entrances to courtyards and intra-block walkways.    
    

With this project’s pedestrian wall set on the property line, this plane is  
broken by deep wall recesses to windows and to entry doors, as well as 
having entrances to the intrablock walkways and courtyards.    
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  8. The relationship between building wall space and openings (windows and 
   doors should be balanced.  Wall space between openings should maintain a 
   sense of visual substance or solidity.  This reflects older building limitations 
   common to unreinforced masonry or wood frame construction and avoids  
   excessive transparency.    
   

This building, especially on the street level, appears like it could be made 
from old masonry construction.  It has solid corners and deep openings 
common to this construction technique.  Although having some modernist 
tendencies in the design, it does NOT utilize typical modernist elements such 
as large cantilevers, large expanses of unbroken glass, nor does it expose 
unnatural, synthetic materials.   

 
9.  The relation Purely decorative balustrades and balconies are discouraged. 

 
   There are no purely decorative balustrade or balcony on this building design. 
  

C. Window Patterns.  Window design should be consistent with the original building 
concept or with its architecture.  Wood framed windows with true divided lights 
(Tudor, Craftsman, Norman , arched windows (Spain, colonial Revival), or banded 
window (Craftsman) are typical. 

 
  This project is a new building and does not have to stay consistent with the original.  
  All the windows are true-divided light, wood framed without any fake division of  
  lights. 
 

1. Large sheets of glass, unbroken by divisions, can appear too urban or 
modern and should be avoided.   

 
The street level, as well as some other windows in the project, use divided 
lights, breaking up large areas of glass.  Windows and doors which do not 
utilize divided lights are well setback from the street and are moderate in size.  

 
2. Such window treatments as mitered corners, etched glass, and glass block 

are to be avoided.   
 
   None of these window treatments are proposed for this project. 
 

3. Transom windows above doors or extending the width of the façade should 
be preserved or restored as exemplary of traditional storefront design.   

 
Since this is a new building there is nothing to restore.  This design, 
however, does propose transom window lights above the street level doors. 

 
D. Size, Shape, and Nature of Doors and Entries.  Entrances to stores are typically 

recessed from the façade by creating a small alcove.  This establishes a more 
definitive sense of entry and affords an alternative view of merchandise in display 
windows. 
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1. Conserve or create recessed entries.  Should two business entries be close 
to one another in the same building, a single recess may be designed to 
accommodate both. 

 
   This project utilizes recessed entries set back 2 feet from the property line.  
   The project also recesses window to create interest along the sidewalk. 
 

2. Business spaces located on a corner may substitute an angled or beveled 
entry instead of a recess to create variety and visual interest. 

 
   At the SW corner of Dolores and Fifth, the grade slopes up steeply making an 
   angled entry awkward and not very feasible.    
 

3. The floor of a recess should be differentiated from the adjoining sidewalk 
through contrasting stone, brick, or tile paving that does not extend beyond 
the property line. 

 
   This project proposes repaving the sidewalks adjacent to the building in 
   concrete pavers set in sand.  The recesses and intrablock walkways are to be 
   pavers differentiated from the sidewalk, thus meeting this guideline. 
 

4. Entrances to stores should not be excessively wide, and single doors are 
strongly encouraged in preference to double doors. 

 
   This project proposes using single doors for the retail store entrances at the 
   street.  These doors are within recesses which are not wide. 
 

5. Simple wood doors that are adorned with carvings, moldings, color, 
hardware, or wood and glass combinations are appropriate.  Dutch doors are 
a Carmel Tradition. 

 
This project proposes steel windows and dutch doors at the street level 
(which is common in the historic commercial district.  Wood doors with a 
natural wood finish are used on the 2nd level  The natural wood finish adds 
richness to the elevations and compliments the stucco finish, which is typical 
of the Mediterranean style.   

 
 
 

E. Materials, Textures, and Colors.  Building materials and colors should respect the 
traditions already established in the commercial district.  The use of richly detailed 
wood, tile, moldings, corbels, brick, and stone as well as landscaping are 
encouraged. 

 
The main building materials for this project are stucco, stone, steel and  natural wood 
windows and doors, and tile.  These are strongly established in the commercial 
district. 
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1. Paint should be applied as a solid color, without texture or mottling.  Antiqued 
and faux finishes are inappropriate. 

 
   Only solid paint colors are proposed for this project. 
 
   

2. Muted paint colors, which blend with the natural surroundings are 
appropriate.  Bright and primary colors should be avoided.  Contrasting colors 
should be saturated and earthen. 

 
This project proposes an off white for the stucco color which is very common 
in the commercial district. 

 
 

E. Courtyards and Intra-Block Walkways.  Courtyards and intra-block walkways are 
important design features of the commercial districts.  They provide pedestrians the 
anticipation of the unusual, swift and gratifying shifts in prospect, and often intriguing 
connecting routes between two or more streets defining a block. 

 
  This project proposes intra-block walkways and a courtyard. 
 

1. A courtyard should maintain continuity of architecture, colors and materials. 
 

The courtyard of this project separates the two buildings sections (East and 
West) and is designed so that the buildings’ courtyard elevations are part of 
an integrated building form.  They help form a unified exterior to the 
structures. 

 
  2. The area of a courtyard should be compatible with the size of the building  
   site. 
  
   The courtyard and walkways proposed provide ample space for pedestrians 
   and occupants and are a complimentary size for the buildings and the  
   separation of the two sections. 
 

F. Landscaping:  Carmel is noted as “the village in a forest”, and the forest should not 
end at the boundaries of the commercial district.  Improvements to property that 
incorporate trees and other living plant materials attractively arranged and 
maintained are desirable. 

 
  The courtyard of this project incorporates two new trees (bringing the urban forest 
  into the interior of the block).  The significant trees on the sidewalk will be   
  maintained and their planter areas increased.  The project also incorporates planted 
  ‘green’ roofs which help alleviate storm runoff and keep the buildings insulated, but 
  also increase enormously the plant material on the property.  This occurs on almost 
  all of the roofs.  The ‘green’ roofs soften the architecture and integrate the building 
  more into the natural environment.  They will be planted with native,  
  drought-resistant species. 
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1.  Significant trees (as determined by the City Forester) need to be preserved, 
 and site design should provide for additional trees.  Healthy street trees are 
 encouraged, as is the location of trees within the interior of blocks and away 
 from street frontage in order to enhance the distribution of trees and to create 
 a more effective canopy. 

 
 There are no significant trees within the existing courtyard.  The significant 
 street trees are being maintained.  In addition two trees are being added to 
 the proposed courtyard. 
    

2.  Permanently installed planter boxes are encouraged. 
 
   Planters for the courtyard and intra-block walkways are being designed and 
   will be incorporated into the plan at Final Detail Review. 
  

3. Street furniture—benches, trash containers, drinking fountains, etc.—can be 
a welcoming feature in the commercial area, but should be carefully selected 
for compatibility with the surrounding architecture and commercial activity.  
Benches should be carefully sited to avoid congestion and litter problems. 

 
   Street furniture will be integrated into the design and this will be presented  
   at Final Detail Review. 
 
  4. Flower boxes under display windows, hanging baskets of floral displays in 
   intra-block walkways, and formal flowerbeds are frequent and encouraged. 
 
   Planters  and floral displays will be integrated into the intra-block and  
   courtyard design.  It should also be noted that this design utilizes planted  
   ‘green’ roofs which will add to the softening of the architecture and also help 
   integrate the building with the natural environment.  The courtyard also  
   introduces planted trees as well as smaller low growing plants. 
 

G. Lighting.  Lighting should be the minimum required for public safety. 
 

1. Harsh, unscreened, flashing, blinking and garish lights and entry lights on 
motion  sensors are inappropriate, as are wall washing, landscape lighting 
and tree lighting. 

   
  2. Lighting fixtures should be discrete or compatible in design with the  
   building and site. 
   A exterior lighting plan for the project will be presented at Final Detail  
   Review and will meet these guidelines. 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director 

Submitted by: Matthew Sundt, Contract Planner 

Subject:  Consideration of a Sign Permit (SI 16-007) application for new signage at 

a hotel located in the Residential and Limited (RC) Commercial Zoning 

District 

 

 
Recommendation: 
 
Approve the proposed sign with raised lettering and color scheme of black, ivory and metallic 
gold   
 
Application: SI 16-007 APN: 010-123-014 

Location:  San Carlos at 4th Avenue  

Block:   35  Lot: Partial of 7, 8, 17, 19; all of 10, 12, 14, 16 

Owner/Applicant:  4th and San Carlos Properties, LLC 

 

Background and Project Description:  

 
The Planning Commission reviewed this sign application (SI 16-007) at the February meeting 
and continued it with a request for changes and additional information.  The Planning 
Commission requested the following:  (1) provide a sample of the proposed gold color, (2) 
provide a three dimensional sign (staff interprets this to be a sign with raised lettering), (3) 
lower the height of the monument sign on San Carlos Street to match the height of the 
adjacent railing, and (4) that the wall mounted sign on 4th Avenue not exceed the size of the 
existing sign (10.5 square feet).   
 
Staff analysis:   

 

At the request of the Planning Commission, the applicant is proposing to replace the existing 

monument sign on San Carlos such that it does not exceed the height of the adjacent railing as 

depicted in the attached photograph (Attachment A).  The wall-mounted sign fronting 4th 
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Staff Report  
Page 2 
 

Avenue was reduced in size to 10.5 square feet to match the size of the existing signs as 

depicted in drawing in Attachment B.  The proposed signs will be painted black and ivory with 

metallic gold raised (three dimensional) lettering.  A gold paint sample and sign sample showing 

the raised lettering will be available at the meeting for the Commission to review.  Staff 

concludes that the signs are simple in design, are made of wood, and conform to the Planning 

Commission directives.       

 

Alternatives: The following alternative actions are presented for Commission consideration: 

 

1. Approve the request as submitted. 

2. Approve the request with revisions. If the required revisions are substantial, the 

Commission may wish to continue this item to allow the applicant to respond to 

Commission direction. 

3. Deny the application request and direct the applicant to propose a new reasonable 

accommodation request that is more consistent with City design standards. 

 

Environmental Review:  The application qualifies for a Class 11 Categorical Exemption from the 

provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Section 15311 of the 

State CEQA Guidelines.  Class 11 exemptions include placement of minor structures accessory 

to existing commercial, industrial, or institutional facilities, including on-premise signs. 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

 

 Attachment A – Photograph of monument sign on San Carlos 

 Attachment B – Sign Design Plans 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director 

Submitted by: Catherine Tarone, Assistant Planner 

Subject:  Consideration of a Final Design Study (DS 15-466) and Coastal Development 
Permit application to demolish an existing residence and construct a new 
residence and replace the existing detached garage located in the Single-
Family Residential (R-1) Zoning District. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Approve the Final Design Study (DS 15-466) subject to the attached findings and conditions. 
 
Application: DS 15-466 APN:  010-261-011 
Block:  G Lot:  south 37’ of lot 8, north 20’ of lot 10 
Location:         Camino Real, 3 SE of Ocean Avenue 
Applicant:  Richard K. Rhodes            Property Owner:  Joseph A. Murphy 
 
Background and Project Description:  
 
The project site is a 5,700-square foot property located at Camino Real, 3 south-east of Ocean 
Avenue and is developed with a 1,829.5 square-foot, single-family residence and detached garage.  
The residence is primarily single-story; however, the existing north portion of the building contains 
a two-story element. The grade of the property drops approximately 7 feet from the east property 
boundary to the west property boundary.  A Determination of Historic Ineligibility was issued by 
the City on January 22, 2015.   
  
On December 30, 2015, the applicant submitted a Design Study application proposing the 
demolition of the existing single-story residence and detached garage, and the construction of a 
new 2,371-square-foot, two-story residence and the reconstruction of the existing 240 square-foot 
garage.   The existing fireplace and-30 foot length of the south living room wall will remain in-tact.  
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The applicant is also proposing to remove the existing brick porch, patios, stairs and asphalt 
walkways and install a 295.75 square-foot wood lower deck, a 140 square-foot upper-level deck, a 
sand-set paver driveway and all-bark walkways and patios. Finish materials include horizontal wood 
siding and a composition shingle roof.  Additionally, a skylight is proposed to be located on the first 
story of the building on the north (side) elevation of the residence which faces the neighboring 
property, the Sunset House Bed and Breakfast. Behind the detached garage, the applicant is also 
proposing to replace an existing cement retaining wall. 
 
The Planning Commission reviewed this project on February 10, 2016, and accepted the design 
concept with recommendations/draft conditions. The applicant has complied with the 
recommendations made by the planning commission.  Staff has scheduled this application for final 
review.  The primary purpose of this meeting is to review and consider the proposed fence 
elevations, landscape plan and path lighting plan, wall-mounted lighting and finish materials for the 
residence. However, the Commission may provide input on other aspects of the design. 
 

PROJECT DATA FOR THE 5,700-SQUARE FOOT SITE: 

Site Considerations Allowed Existing Proposed 

Floor Area  2,371.2 sf.  1,829.5 sf. 2,371 sf. 

Site Coverage 749 sf. (13.1%)  No Data 417.25 sf. (7.3%) 

Trees (upper/lower) 3/1 trees  3/3 trees 3/3 trees 

Ridge Height (1st/2nd) 18 ft./24 ft. Approximately 15 feet / 
No Data 

14 ft., 3 in. / 22 ft., 
6 in.  

Plate Height (1st/2nd) 12 ft. /18 ft. Approximately  11 ft., 6 
in./ No Data 

11 ft / 17 ft., 6 in.  

Setbacks Minimum Required Existing Proposed 

Front  15 ft. 38 ft., 9 in.  28 ft., 6 in. (main)* 

Composite Side Yard 14 ft., 3 in. (25%) 4 ft.  15 ft. 

Minimum Side Yard 
(exterior, street-facing 
side/interior side) 

5 ft. / 3 ft. 4 ft., 3 in./ 6 ft. 4 in. 4 ft., 3 in./ 3 ft., 9 
in. 

Rear 15 ft. (3 feet for portions 
of the structure less than 
15 ft tall) 

Varies.  (Ranges from 0 ft. 
at the least and 18 ft., 6 
in. at most) 

5 ft. (portions less 
than 15 ft. tall); 15 
ft. for portions over 
15 ft. in height 

*Detached garage permitted in front-yard setback 
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Staff Report  
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Staff analysis:  
 
Previous Hearing: The following is a list of recommendations made by the Planning Commission 
and a staff analysis of how the applicant has or has not revised the design to comply with the 
recommendations. 
 

1. The applicant shall work with staff and the City Forester on addressing the 295.75 square 
foot, first-story wood deck that will be constructed within 6 feet of major limbs on a 
significant oak tree in the front (west) yard of the property. 

 
Analysis: Staff included this condition due to the proximity of the first-story wood deck to the 28-
inch oak tree on the west elevation of the property.  Mike Branson, the City Forester, has reviewed 
the plans and does not feel that the proposed deck will harm the significant tree or any limbs 
within 6 feet of the deck. The City Forester commented that since the deck is proposed to be 
elevated and to have a railing around it, one of the north-most tree limbs may need to be built 
through the proposed deck or railing (See Attachment A).  If a tree limb is allowed to be built 
through the deck or railing, staff notes that this will render a small part of the deck unusable.  The 
applicant may consider relocating a small portion of the deck on the north side to the south side of 
the deck to avoid the tree limb.  
 

2. The applicant shall revise the cantilevered building element on front (west) elevation so that 
the walls touch the ground.  The corner cantilevered window on the first-story element at 
the north-west corner may remain as proposed. 
 

Analysis: The applicant has complied with this condition and has revised the proposed plans by 
lowering the proposed cantilevered building element to the ground in order to decrease the 
complexity of the front façade as seen from the public way. 
 

3. The applicant consider revising the proposed composition shingle roof to be a wood shingle 
roof.  
 

Analysis: The applicant has not opted to comply with this recommendation and would like to 
propose a new composition shingle roof to replace the residence’s existing composition shingle 
roof.  Staff notes that the Commission recently accepted a list of acceptable synthetic materials 
that could be used as an alternative to wood.  The Commission should consider whether 
composition shingles or one of the alternative materials would be appropriate for this residence.   
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Other Project Components: 
 
Detached Garage:  According to Residential Design Guideline 9.16 “a garage door should be 
designed either to provide visual interest or to blend with the background materials of the building.” 
 
Both the garage door and the entry door on the garage are proposed to be composed of vertical 
wood planks which will visually differentiate these entrances from the horizontal wood siding of 
the residence.  Though this differentiation of the doors from the siding is not recommended by the 
Design Guidelines, the proposed garage doors are simple in design using the same wood plank 
materials and colors as the siding.  Staff feels that the proposed garage door that will face the 
street upholds the city’s Design Guidelines in that its simple design helps the garage appear 
subordinate to the design of the home. 
 
Landscaping/Exterior Lighting:   The City Forester reviewed the proposed landscape plan and 
determined that it is consistent with the City of Carmel’s guidelines and requirements.  The 
landscape plan is included on Sheet 10 of the plan set. 
 
With regard to lighting, Municipal Code Section 15.36.070.B.1 requires that exterior light fixtures 
on the building not exceed 25 watts (incandescent equivalent; i.e., approximately 375 lumens) or 
10 feet in height.  According to Residential Design Guideline 11.8, residences should “preserve the 
low nighttime lighting character of the residential neighborhood. Use lights only where needed for 
safety and at outdoor activity areas.”  This design guideline also recommends pointing “lights 
downward to reduce glare and avoid "night pollution" and to “locate and shield fixtures to avoid 
glare and excess lighting as seen from neighboring properties and from the street.” 
 
The locations of the proposed light fixtures are depicted on the first and second-floor floor plans 
included on Sheets 3 and 4 of the plan set, and the details are included on sheet 10.  The applicant 
is proposing a lantern-style light fixture with a maximum output of 25 watts.  The applicant is 
proposing ten total lights on the exterior of the building including: eight lantern-style lights on the 
lower-story and two on the upper-story wood deck.  The applicant is also proposing to install three 
down-facing step lights on the north stairs of the lower-story deck. 
 
Staff largely supports the proposed lighting fixtures and notes that they comply with the lighting 
requirements of the Municipal Code.  A condition has been drafted requiring that the lantern-style 
fixture be fitted with opaque frosted glass.  In regard to the Design Guidelines, staff advises 
eliminating or relocating the proposed lantern-style light on the south portion of the second-story 
deck to avoid directly shining into the two side-by-side casement windows on the second story of 
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the neighboring residence to the south.  Additionally, staff advises removing the lantern-style light 
on the first-story south elevation at the deck stairs to decrease excess lighting and glare.  
Alternatively, this lantern-style light could be replaced with down-facing step lights which provide 
illumination directly to the stairs. In regard to the landscape lighting, staff does not see any issues 
and notes that the path lighting complies with Municipal Code requirements. 
 
Fences:  According to Residential Design Guideline 11.3, “when designing a fence or wall along a 
street, preserve the open space resources of the immediate neighborhood.  Continue the pattern of 
fences, walls and landscaping on other properties nearby and respect any existing patterns on 
nearby properties (height, materials, vegetation, visibility into the site).”  This design guideline also 
recommends keeping “a sense of openness into the site as seen from the street.” 
 
At the front property line, the applicant is proposing to repair and maintain the existing 4-foot-high 
wood grape-stake fence and gate which conforms to the city’s height requirements.  At the sides 
and rear of the property, the applicant is proposing to construct new 6-foot-high wood plank 
fencing that will match the neighbor’s existing fence where required. 
 
Staff supports the proposed fencing.  The proposed front fencing continues the pattern of fences in 
this neighborhood since this residence is set back significantly from the street and the low, four-
foot high wood fence provides a view into the property’s yard creating a sense of openness into the 
site.  Several other homes on this block use this site design and fencing height as well.  Additionally, 
in staff’s opinion, the 6-foot fence height at the rear of the property will increase privacy for the 
neighbor to the rear.   
 
Paving Materials: According to Residential Design Guideline 10.5, “for driveways, patios and 
walkways, select paving materials that convey the colors and textures of native materials and that 
will reduce runoff.” This design guideline also recommends the use of Carmel stone, brick, 
decomposed granite and earth-toned, sand-set pavers.   
 
Staff notes that all pathways on the property are proposed to be composed of bark which is not 
required to be counted toward site coverage.  The largest areas of site coverage on the property 
will be pervious and these include the 295.75-square-foot wood front deck, the 140-square-foot 
wood upper deck which is located mostly above the living space and so contributes only 36 square 
feet of site coverage, and the driveway which will be composed of sand-set pavers.  The only 
impervious surfaces in this site will be concrete landings which will amount to a total of 76.5 square 
feet.  In staff’s opinion, this project upholds the Residential Design Guidelines since the applicant 
has maximized this property’s use of pervious and natural paving materials. 
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Environmental Review:  The proposed project is categorically exempt from CEQA requirements, 
pursuant to Section 15303 (Class 3) – New Construction or Conversion of Small Units.  The project 
includes the construction of one single-family residence and a detached garage in a residential 
zone, and therefore qualifies for a Class 3 exemption.  The proposed residence does not present 
any unusual circumstances that would result in a potentially significant environmental impact. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Attachment A – Site Photographs 
• Attachment B – Findings for Approval 
• Attachment C – Conditions of Approval 
• Attachment D – Project Plans 
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Significant Tree Limb that may Encroach Upon the Deck or Railing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

96



Attachment B – Findings for Approval 
 
DS 15-466 (Murphy) 
March 9. 2016 
Findings for Approval 
Page 1 
 

FINDINGS REQUIRED FOR FINAL DESIGN STUDY APPROVAL (CMC 17.64.8 and LUP Policy P1-45) 

For each of the required design study findings listed below, staff has indicated whether the 
submitted plans support adoption of the findings.  For all findings checked "no" the staff report 
discusses the issues to facilitate the Planning Commission decision-making.  Findings checked 
"yes" may or may not be discussed in the report depending on the issues. 

Municipal Code Finding YES NO 

1.  The project conforms with all zoning standards applicable to the site, or has 
received appropriate use permits and/or variances consistent with the zoning 
ordinance. 

✔  

2.  The project is consistent with the City’s design objectives for protection and 
enhancement of the urbanized forest, open space resources and site design.  The 
project’s use of open space, topography, access, trees and vegetation will maintain 
or establish a continuity of design both on the site and in the public right of way that 
is characteristic of the neighborhood. 

✔  

3.  The project avoids complexity using simple/modest building forms, a simple roof 
plan with a limited number of roof planes and a restrained employment of offsets 
and appendages that are consistent with neighborhood character, yet will not be 
viewed as repetitive or monotonous within the neighborhood context. 

✔  

4.  The project is adapted to human scale in the height of its roof, plate lines, eave 
lines, building forms, and in the size of windows doors and entryways.  The 
development is similar in size, scale, and form to buildings on the immediate block 
and neighborhood.  Its height is compatible with its site and surrounding 
development and will not present excess mass or bulk to the public or to adjoining 
properties.  Mass of the building relates to the context of other homes in the 
vicinity. 

✔  

5.  The project is consistent with the City’s objectives for public and private views 
and will retain a reasonable amount of solar access for neighboring sites.  Through 
the placement, location and size of windows, doors and balconies the design 
respects the rights to reasonable privacy on adjoining sites.   

✔  

6.  The design concept is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies related to 
residential design in the general plan.   

✔  

7.  The development does not require removal of any significant trees unless 
necessary to provide a viable economic use of the property or protect public health 
and safety.  All buildings are setback a minimum of 6 feet from significant trees. 

✔  

8.  The proposed architectural style and detailing are simple and restrained in 
character, consistent and well integrated throughout the building and 
complementary to the neighborhood without appearing monotonous or repetitive 
in context with designs on nearby sites. 

✔  
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9.  The proposed exterior materials and their application rely on natural materials 
and the overall design will add to the variety and diversity along the streetscape. 

 ✔ 

10.  Design elements such as stonework, skylights, windows, doors, chimneys and 
garages are consistent with the adopted Design Guidelines and will complement the 
character of the structure and the neighborhood. 

✔  

11.  Proposed landscaping, paving treatments, fences and walls are carefully 
designed to complement the urbanized forest, the approved site design, adjacent 
sites, and the public right of way.  The design will reinforce a sense of visual 
continuity along the street. 

✔  

12.  Any deviations from the Design Guidelines are considered minor and reasonably 
relate to good design principles and specific site conditions.    

✔  

 
 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT FINDINGS (CMC 17.64.B.1): 

1.  Local Coastal Program Consistency:  The project conforms with the certified Local 
Coastal Program of the City of Carmel-by-the Sea. 

✔  

2.  Public access policy consistency:  The project is not located between the first 
public road and the sea, and therefore, no review is required for potential public 
access.   

✔  
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Revised Conditions of Approval 
No. Standard Conditions  

1. Authorization:  This approval of Design Study (DS 15-466) authorizes 1) the 
demolition of the existing 1,829.5 square-foot, single-story residence and 
detached garage, and the construction of a new 2,371-square-foot, two-story 
residence and 240 square-foot detached garage in the front yard setback,  2) the 
removal of the existing brick porch, patios, stairs and asphalt walkways,  3)  the 
installation of a 295.75 square-foot wood lower deck, a 140 square-foot upper-
level deck, a sand-set paver driveway and all-bark walkways and patios, 4) the 
installation of horizontal wood siding and a wood shake roof,  5) the installation 
of a skylight on the first story of the building on the north (side) elevation of the 
residence,  6)  the replacement of an existing cement retaining wall behind the 
garage, 7) the repair of the existing 4-foot-high wood grape-stake fence and gate 
in the front yard of the property and the construction of new 6-foot-high wood 
plank fencing at the side yards and rear yard, 8) the installation of 13 exterior 
lights and four landscape lights,  9) new landscape plantings. 

✔ 

2. The project shall be constructed in conformance with all requirements of the 
local R-1 zoning ordinances.  All adopted building and fire codes shall be 
adhered to in preparing the working drawings. If any codes or ordinances 
require design elements to be changed, or if any other changes are requested at 
the time such plans are submitted, such changes may require additional 
environmental review and subsequent approval by the Planning Commission. 

✔ 

3. This approval shall be valid for a period of one year from the date of action 
unless an active building permit has been issued and maintained for the 
proposed construction. 

✔ 

4. All new landscaping, if proposed, shall be shown on a landscape plan and shall 
be submitted to the Department of Community Planning and Building and to the 
City Forester prior to the issuance of a building permit.  The landscape plan will 
be reviewed for compliance with the landscaping standards contained in the 
Zoning Code, including the following requirements: 1) all new landscaping shall 
be 75% drought-tolerant; 2) landscaped areas shall be irrigated by a 
drip/sprinkler system set on a timer; and 3) the project shall meet the City’s 
recommended tree density standards, unless otherwise approved by the City 
based on site conditions.  The landscaping plan shall show where new trees will 
be planted when new trees are required to be planted by the Forest and Beach 
Commission or the Planning Commission.  

✔ 

5. Trees on the site shall only be removed upon the approval of the City Forester or ✔ 
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Forest and Beach Commission as appropriate; and all remaining trees shall be 
protected during construction by methods approved by the City Forester. 

6. All foundations within 15 feet of significant trees shall be excavated by hand.  If 
any tree roots larger than two inches (2”) are encountered during construction, 
the City Forester shall be contacted before cutting the roots.  The City Forester 
may require the roots to be bridged or may authorize the roots to be cut.  If 
roots larger than two inches (2”) in diameter are cut without prior City Forester 
approval or any significant tree is endangered as a result of construction activity, 
the building permit will be suspended and all work stopped until an investigation 
by the City Forester has been completed.  Twelve inches (12”) of mulch shall be 
evenly spread inside the dripline of all trees prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. 

✔ 

7. Approval of this application does not permit an increase in water use on the 
project site. Should the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District 
determine that the use would result in an increase in water beyond the 
maximum units allowed on a 4,000-square foot parcel, this permit will be 
scheduled for reconsideration and the appropriate findings will be prepared for 
review and adoption by the Planning Commission. 

✔ 

8. The applicant shall submit in writing to the Community Planning and Building 
staff any proposed changes to the approved project plans prior to incorporating 
changes on the site.  If the applicant changes the project without first obtaining 
City approval, the applicant will be required to either: a) submit the change in 
writing and cease all work on the project until either the Planning Commission 
or staff has approved the change; or b) eliminate the change and submit the 
proposed change in writing for review. The project will be reviewed for its 
compliance to the approved plans prior to final inspection. 

✔ 

9. Exterior lighting shall be limited to 25 watts or less (incandescent equivalent, 
i.e., 375 lumens) per fixture and shall be no higher than 10 feet above the 
ground.  Landscape lighting shall be limited to 15 watts (incandescent 
equivalent, i.e., 225 lumens) or less per fixture and shall not exceed 18 inches 
above the ground.   

✔ 

10. All skylights shall use non-reflective glass to minimize the amount of light and 
glare visible from adjoining properties. The applicant shall install skylights with 
flashing that matches the roof color, or shall paint the skylight flashing to match 
the roof color. 

✔ 

11. The Carmel stone façade shall be installed in a broken course/random or similar 
masonry pattern.  Setting the stones vertically on their face in a cobweb pattern 
shall not be permitted.  Prior to the full installation of stone during construction, 
the applicant shall install a 10-square foot section on the building to be reviewed 

N/A 
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by planning staff on site to ensure conformity with City standards.   

12. The applicant shall install unclad wood framed windows.  Windows that have 
been approved with divided lights shall be constructed with fixed wooden 
mullions.  Any window pane dividers, which are snap-in, or otherwise 
superficially applied, are not permitted. 

✔ 

13. The applicant agrees, at his or her sole expense, to defend, indemnify, and hold 
harmless the City, its public officials, officers, employees, and assigns, from any 
liability; and shall reimburse the City for any expense incurred, resulting from, or 
in connection with any project approvals.  This includes any appeal, claim, suit, 
or other legal proceeding, to attack, set aside, void, or annul any project 
approval.  The City shall promptly notify the applicant of any legal proceeding, 
and shall cooperate fully in the defense.  The City may, at its sole discretion, 
participate in any such legal action, but participation shall not relieve the 
applicant of any obligation under this condition.  Should any party bring any 
legal action in connection with this project, the Superior Court of the County of 
Monterey, California, shall be the situs and have jurisdiction for the resolution of 
all such actions by the parties hereto. 

✔ 

14. The driveway material shall extend beyond the property line into the public right 
of way as needed to connect to the paved street edge.  A minimal asphalt 
connection at the street edge may be required by the Superintendent of Streets 
or the Building Official, depending on site conditions, to accommodate the 
drainage flow line of the street. 

✔ 

15. This project is subject to a volume study. ✔ 

16. Approval of this Design Study shall be valid only with approval of a Variance. N/A 

17. A hazardous materials waste survey shall be required in conformance with the 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District prior to issuance of a 
demolition permit. 

✔ 

18. The applicant shall include a storm water drainage plan with the working 
drawings that are submitted for building permit review.  The drainage plan shall 
include applicable Best Management Practices and retain all drainage on site 
through the use of semi-permeable paving materials, French drains, seepage 
pits, etc.  Excess drainage that cannot be maintained on site, may be directed 
into the City’s storm drain system after passing through a silt trap to reduce 
sediment from entering the storm drain.  Drainage shall not be directed to 
adjacent private property.  

✔ 

19a. An archaeological reconnaissance report shall be prepared by a qualified 
archaeologist or other person(s) meeting the standards of the State Office of 
Historic Preservation prior to approval of a final building permit.  The applicant 

N/A 
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shall adhere to any recommendations set forth in the archaeological report.  All 
new construction involving excavation shall immediately cease if materials of 
archaeological significance are discovered on the site and shall not be permitted 
to recommence until a mitigation and monitoring plan is approved by the 
Planning Commission.    

19b. All new construction involving excavation shall immediately cease if cultural 
resources are discovered on the site, and the applicant shall notified the 
Community Planning and Building Department within 24 hours.  Work shall not 
be permitted to recommence until such resources are properly evaluated for 
significance by a qualified archaeologist.  If the resources are determined to be 
significant, prior to resumption of work, a mitigation and monitoring plan shall 
be prepared by a qualified archaeologist and reviewed and approved by the 
Community Planning and Building Director.  In addition, if human remains are 
unearthed during excavation, no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and distribution pursuant 
to California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5097.98. 

✔ 

20. Prior to Building Permit issuance, the applicant shall provide for City 
(Community Planning and Building Director in consultation with the Public 
Services and Public Safety Departments) review and approval, a truck-haul route 
and any necessary temporary traffic control measures for the grading activities. 
The applicant shall be responsible for ensuring adherence to the truck-haul 
route and implementation of any required traffic control measures. 

N/A 

21. All conditions of approval for the Planning permit(s) shall be printed on a full-
size sheet and included with the construction plan set submitted to the Building 
Safety Division.     

✔ 

 Special Conditions  

22. The applicant shall only install lantern-style lights with opaque or frosted glass.  

23. The applicant shall remove the lantern-style light on the first-story south 
elevation at the lower-story deck stairs to decrease excess lighting and glare.   

 

24. The applicant shall relocate or remove the lantern-style light on the south 
portion of the second-story deck to avoid directly shining into the two side-by-
side casement windows on the second story of the neighboring residence to the 
south. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
*Acknowledgement and acceptance of conditions of approval. 
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______________________________  ___________________________ __________ 
Property Owner Signature   Printed Name    Date 
 
 
 
Once signed, please return to the Community Planning and Building Department. 
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                                                             CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Acting Community Planning and Building Director 

Submitted by: Matthew Sundt, Contract Planner 

Subject:  Consideration of a Concept Design Study (DS 15-217), Coastal 
Development Permit, and Variance (VA 16-070) applications for the 
demolition of existing residence and construction of new residence 
located in the Single-Family Residential (R-1) Zoning District, Beach and 
Riparian (BR) Zoning Districts, Archaeological Significance (AS) Overlay 
District, and in the Appeal Jurisdiction/Beach Overlay (AB) Overlay 
Districts.   

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Accept the Conceptual Design Study (DS 15-217) and Variance (VA 16-070) applications subject 
to the attached findings and recommendations/draft conditions. 
  
Application: DS 15-217 (Chadwick) APN: 010-312-026  
Block:  C2 Lot(s): 10 & 11 
Location: Scenic Road, 2 NW of 8th  
Applicant:  Eric Miller Architects, AIA Property Owner: Chadwick Living Trust 
 
Background and Project Description:  
 
The project site is a 4,006.8-sf interior parcel located on Scenic Road two parcels northwest of 
8th Avenue.  The subject property is currently developed with a 2,089-sf two-story single-family 
residence.  A Determination of Historic Ineligibility for the residence was issued by the Planning 
Department on February 28, 2015, herein included by reference.  The property file indicates 
that the original residence was a post/adobe built in 1949.  The residence has undergone 
several modifications over the years, including substantial additions in 1956 and 1981.     
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The project site is located within the Beach and Riparian (BR) and Archaeological Significance 
(AS) Overlay Districts, which restricts height to 18-ft, and requires the preparation of an 
archaeological report.  As required for all developments in the areas of Archaeological 
Significance, an archaeological report has been prepared and concludes there are no issues of 
concern, except that in the case that archaeological resources, or human remains are found, or 
uncovered during construction, work must be halted within 50 meters (+160 feet) until it can be 
evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist.        
 
The applicant has submitted plans to demolish the existing residence and remove all hardscape 
and construct a new 2,072-sf (previously 2,057-sf), two-story single-family residence consisting 
of a 440-sq-ft basement/garage at sub-grade (previously 412-sf), 971-sf on the ground level 
(not changed from previous), 517-sf on the second level (previously 530-sf), and a 144-sf 
footprint for the elevator and stairwell (not changed from previous).  The basement includes a 
crawl space, a one-car garage space (accessed by a car-lift), a mechanical room, storage room, 
and two bedrooms with full bathrooms.  The proposed project qualifies for 434-sf of bonus 
floor area.  The sub grade living area consists of two bedrooms, each with its own bathroom 
and exterior door to a below grade patio on the west side of the property (previously, access 
was to a patio on the north side).  The basement is accessible via an interior stairwell and 
elevator.   
 
The proposed project includes the following major components: 
  

1. Demolition of the existing residence and attached garage; 
2. site clearance, excavation and grading; 
3. import engineered soils and materials; 
4. backyard deck with fire pit; 
5. new fencing on north, east and south sides; 
6. two wood-burning fireplaces with chimneys/one gas fireplace;  
7. stone trim to front entry; and 
8. steel windows with stone trim and sill.   

 
The Planning Commission conducted a concept review of this project on December 16, 2015.  
At that time, the Planning Commission made a motion to continue the application with a 
request that the applicant revise the design to reduce the amount of grading and fill at the 
project site, mitigate impacts to the southern neighbor, and revise the front entry design.  The 
applicant has revised certain aspects of the design in accordance with the Planning 
Commission’s recommendations.  
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PROJECT DATA FOR A 4,006.8 SQUARE FOOT SITE: 

Site Considerations Allowed Existing Proposed 

Floor Area  1802.5 sf (45.0%) Total 2,089 sf (52.1%) 
   Main level 1,411 sf 
   Second floor 678 sf  

Total 2,072 sf (52%)* 
   Main level 971 sf 
   Second floor 517 sf 
   Basement 440 sf 
 Elevator and stairwell 144 sf     

Site Coverage 556.8 sf (13.9%)** 1,458.6 sf (37%) 
86.5% impermeable 

792 sf (142.4%) 
112.9% impermeable 

Trees (upper/lower) 3 Upper /1 Lower 
(recommended) 

None (one dead tree 
trunk on north side) 

0 

Ridge Height (main 
level) 

≤ 18 ft 
 

18 ft.  18 ft.  

Plate Height (ground 
level/second level)  

≤ 18 ft 
 

~9 ft./16 ft. 8 ft. 9 in./16 ft. 4 in. 

Setbacks Minimum 
Required 

Existing Proposed 

Front 15 ft 15 ft  15 ft. 

Composite Side Yard  13.25 ft (25%) 
(53-ft-wide lot) 

9 ft 13.25 ft. 

 

Minimum Side Yard 3 ft 3 ft 7.25 ft. (north side) 
6 ft. (south side) 

Rear 3 ft/15ft*** 20 – 25 ft  24 – 26 ft. (first floor) 
21 – 26 ft. (second floor) 

* Total excluded area is 434 sf 
** Allowable site coverage with bonus, if 50% of more of the site coverage is permeable. 
***  Structures in the 15 ft rear yard setback are required to be under 15 ft in height. 

 
Staff Analysis:  
 
Previous Hearing:  The following is a list of recommendations made by the Planning 
Commission and a staff analysis on how the applicant has or has not revised the design to 
comply with the recommendations: 
 
1. Reduce the amount of cut and fill at the project site. 
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Analysis:  The City's Residential Design Guidelines (Section 3.0, Topography) encourage site 
plan designs that relate to and take advantage of the site's topography and slope and includes 
guidelines that address the manner in which natural grades are addressed and how a site is 
excavated for a building foundation.  A key principle is to maintain the sense of natural 
topography, balanced with the objective of minimizing the mass and scale of a building. 
 
The rear of the property has a steep topography that is challenging to use as outdoor living 
space.  To address this issue the applicant had previously proposed to backfill the rear-yard of 
the property in order to create an earthen patio at the same level as the main floor of the 
residence.  However, the Commission expressed concern with the amount of backfill and with 
the height of the associated retaining walls, and recommended that the applicant revise the 
design.     
 
As an alternative to backfilling the rear of the property, the applicant is now proposing a 364-sf 
stone-surfaced deck set on stucco coated columns/walls.  The applicant is requesting a Variance 
(VA 16-070) that would allow for excess site coverage.  The allowed site coverage is 556 square 
feet and the applicant is requesting 792 square feet.  At the last meeting the Commission 
indicated that it could support the request for a Variance from the site coverage standards due 
to the steep topography of the rear yard.  Staff has included draft findings for the issuance of 
the Variance.  Staff supports the proposal for a rear deck; however, the Commission should 
consider whether the proposed deck still appears too massive and whether it should be 
reduced in scale and surfaced with permeable materials such a wood planks. 
 
The original design also included a sub-grade patio on the north side of the property with 10-
foot high retaining walls. Staff notes that the California Building Code requires an external 
egress for bedrooms located in basements; however, the proposed sub-grade patio was much 
larger than the minimum required for egress.  The applicant has revised the design to eliminate 
the proposal for the north sub-grade patio.  The basement bedroom ingress/egresses is now on 
the west side of the building, below the proposed deck. This revisions has substantially reduced 
grading from 732 to 566 cubic yards (166 cubic yards less).     
 
The revised plan shows a reduction in cut and fill and includes approximately 567 cubic yards 
(cy) of cut (previously 732.40 cy) and about 61 cy of fill (previously 108.30 cy), thereby 506 cy of 
soil must be exported (previously 624 cy).  The number of truck trips associated with soil 
exports is reduced from 78 to 65.  The other truck trips associated with demolition and import 
of engineered soils will remain the same.  These calculations are shown on the Conceptual 
Grading and Drainage Plan and Construction Management Plan included in Attachment C – 
Project Plans. 
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2. Reduce impacts to southern neighbor. 
 
Analysis:  At the first meeting the southern neighbor expressed concern with the mass of the 
proposed residence and with the size of the south-facing window on the second story.  To 
address this issue, applicant has shifted the proposed residence 3 feet to the north, thereby 
increasing the south side yard setback from 3 feet to 6 feet.  However, the applicant has not 
reduced the size of the second-story window (Attachment D).  The neighbor continues to 
express concern about the location and size of the south elevation window.  Staff concurs that 
the proposed window will create a privacy impact to the southern neighbor’s rear deck and has 
drafted a condition requiring that the window be reduced in size. 
 
3. Redesign front entry to eliminate the “grand entry” design. 
 
Analysis:   Design Guideline 9.12 states that “the use of a grand entryway, oversized entry door 
or large picture window facing the street is discouraged.  These convey a scale inappropriate to 
Carmel.”   Guideline 7.6 relates to building scale and states 
 
The applicant has not changed the front entry design.  The entry feature (from door threshold 
to top of ridge) is 18 feet high and 11 feet wide.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed entry door and 
associated stonework on the east elevation appears grand in scale and inconsistent with the 
above guideline.  Staff has drafted a condition requiring that the entry be revised to be more 
consistent with the above guideline prior to final Planning Commission review.   
 
4. Basement Garage - Zoning Code Definition 
 
Analysis:  The applicant is proposing a car-lift in the garage that would provide access to a 
parking space in the basement.  The Carmel Municipal Code (CMC), Chapter 17.70 – List of 
Terms and Definitions, states that within residential zones a garage in a basement is to be 
counted a “story”.  A literal interpretation of the Code indicates that the proposed garage area 
qualifies as three stories and should therefore not be allowed.  In staff’s opinion, the Code 
definition is intended to apply to basement garages that are accessed via a driveway in which 
there would be a visible basement level and garage door.  In such a design a garage below a 
two-story residence would create a three-story appearance. However, the applicant is 
proposing a car-lift in which the basement level would not be visible from the street and does 
not create the appearance of a third story.  The Commission should consider whether the 
applicant’s proposal violates the Zoning Code.  
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Other Project Components: 
 
Forest Character: Residential Design Guidelines 1.1 through 1.4 encourage maintaining “a 
forested image on the site” and for new construction to be at least six feet from significant 
trees.   
 
Per the City Forester’s recommendations, staff has drafted a condition requiring that one upper 
canopy and one lower canopy tree be planted on the site.  Staff notes that the neighbor to the 
east has submitted correspondence (Attachment E) expressing concern that planting an upper 
canopy tree would block ocean views as seen from their residence.  Staff notes that there are 
no trees on the project site and development projects are one of the City’s only opportunities 
to require that trees be planted on private property.  In Staff’s opinion, the condition should 
remain; however, staff could work with the City Forester, applicant, and neighbor to determine 
an optimal location with the least potential impact on views. 
 
Environmental Review:  The proposed project is categorically exempt from CEQA requirements, 
pursuant to Section 15302 (Class 3) – Replacement or Reconstruction. An existing, 2,089-sf, 
non-historically significant single-family residence with garage will be demolished and replaced 
by a new 2,072-sf residence. The proposed alterations to the residence do not present any 
unusual circumstances that would result in a potentially significant environmental impact. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Attachment A - Findings for Concept Acceptance 
• Attachment B – Draft Recommendations/Conditions 
• Attachment C – Project Plans 
• Attachment D – Correspondence from attorney 
• Attachment E – Correspondence from neighbor 
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FINDINGS REQUIRED FOR CONCEPT DESIGN STUDY ACCEPTANCE (CMC 17.64.8 and LUP Policy 
P1-45)  For each of the required Design Study findings listed below, staff has indicated whether 
the submitted plans support adoption of the findings.  For all findings checked "no," the staff 
report discusses the issues to facilitate the Planning Commission decision-making.  Findings 
checked "yes" may or may not be discussed in the report depending on the issues. 

MUNICIPAL CODE FINDING YES NO 

1.  The project conforms with all zoning standards applicable to the site, or has 
received appropriate use permits and/or variances consistent with the zoning 
ordinance. 

✔  

2.  The project is consistent with the City’s design objectives for protection and 
enhancement of the urbanized forest, open space resources and site design.  The 
project’s use of open space, topography, access, trees and vegetation will maintain 
or establish a continuity of design both on the site and in the public right of way that 
is characteristic of the neighborhood. 

✔  

3.  The project avoids complexity using simple/modest building forms, a simple roof 
plan with a limited number of roof planes and a restrained employment of offsets 
and appendages that are consistent with neighborhood character, yet will not be 
viewed as repetitive or monotonous within the neighborhood context. 

✔  

4.  The project is adapted to human scale in the height of its roof, plate lines, eave 
lines, building forms, and in the size of windows doors and entryways.  The 
development is similar in size, scale, and form to buildings on the immediate block 
and neighborhood.  Its height is compatible with its site and surrounding 
development and will not present excess mass or bulk to the public or to adjoining 
properties.  Mass of the building relates to the context of other homes in the 
vicinity. 

✔  

5.  The project is consistent with the City’s objectives for public and private views 
and will retain a reasonable amount of solar access for neighboring sites.  Through 
the placement, location and size of windows, doors and balconies the design 
respects the rights to reasonable privacy on adjoining sites.   

✔  

6.  The design concept is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies related to 
residential design in the general plan.   

✔  

7.  The development does not require removal of any significant trees unless 
necessary to provide a viable economic use of the property or protect public health 
and safety.  All buildings are setback a minimum of 6 feet from significant trees. 

✔  
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8.  The proposed architectural style and detailing are simple and restrained in 
character, consistent and well integrated throughout the building and 
complementary to the neighborhood without appearing monotonous or repetitive 
in context with designs on nearby sites. 

✔  

9.  The proposed exterior materials and their application rely on natural materials 
and the overall design will as to the variety and diversity along the streetscape. 

✔  

10.  Design elements such as stonework, skylights, windows, doors, chimneys and 
garages are consistent with the adopted Design Guidelines and will complement the 
character of the structure and the neighborhood.  

✔  

11.  Proposed landscaping, paving treatments, fences and walls are carefully 
designed to complement the urbanized forest, the approved site design, adjacent 
sites, and the public right of way.  The design will reinforce a sense of visual 
continuity along the street.  

TBD  

12.  Any deviations from the Design Guidelines are considered minor and reasonably 
relate to good design principles and specific site conditions.    

✔  

VARIANCE FINDINGS (CMC 17.64.210) 
 

YES NO 

1.  That due to special physical circumstances applicable to the property, the strict 
application of the Zoning Ordinance will deprive the property owner of privileges 
enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity which were developed under  
the same limitations of the Zoning Ordinance; 

✔  

2.  That the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with 
limitations on other property in the vicinity and within the same zone; ✔  

3.  That the variance will not be detrimental to adjacent property or injurious to 
public health, safety or welfare; ✔  

4.  That the condition or situation of the property for which the variance is sought is 
not so general or recurrent in nature as to make reasonable or practical the 
formulation of a general regulation to address such condition or situation; 

✔  

5.  That the situation or condition for which the variance is sought was not the result 
of actions of the existing or any prior owner of the property; and ✔  

6.  That granting the variance will not be in conflict with the General Plan, or the 
general zoning objectives of the district within which the affected property lies. 
(Ord. 2004-02 § 1, 2004; Ord. 2004-01 § 1, 2004). 

✔  
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Recommendations/Draft Conditions 
No.   
1. The applicant shall plant one lower-canopy tree and one upper canopy tree from 

the City’s recommended tree list, and shall indicate the size species and locations 
on the required landscape plan prior to Final Design Study approval. 

 

2. Prior to the Planning Commission consideration of Final Design Study, the 
applicant shall reduce the size of the south-facing second-story window in order 
to minimize the privacy impact to the southern neighbor. 

 

3. Prior to the Planning Commission consideration of Final Design Study, the 
applicant shall revise the front entry design to be consistent with the Residential 
Design Guidelines. 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director 

Submitted by: Matthew Sundt, Contract Planner 

Subject:  Consideration of a Concept Design Study (DS 16-012) and associated Coastal 
Development Permit for alterations to an existing residence located in the 
Single-Family Residential (R-1) Zoning District. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
Accept the Concept Design Study (DS 16-012) subject to the attached findings and 
recommendations/draft conditions. 
 
Application: DS 16-012 APN: 010-165-026 
Block:  143 Lot: 30 
Location: Dolores, 3 NE of Santa Lucia  
Applicant:  Scott Green Property Owner: Scott Green  
 
BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The property is 5,000 square feet in size and includes an existing two-story (split level) residence 
that is 2,006 square-feet.  The residence was built in 1963 and has a mid-century modern 
architectural style.  A Historic Determination of Ineligibility for the residence was issued by the 
Planning Department on February 15, 2015.  
 
The applicant has submitted plans for a major remodel of the existing residence and proposes a net 
increase of building square footage of 144 square feet, to the maximum allowable, i.e., 2,150 
square feet.  The property is currently developed with a 2,006-square-foot residence that includes 
a 240-square-foot (20’ x 12’) garage on the lower level.  The applicant is proposing to demolish and 
reconstruct the majority of the second story.  The size of the second story will be reduced from 735 
square feet to 499 square feet and the front-yard setback will be increased from 20 to 27 feet.     
Floor area from the second story will be reassigned to the first floor at the rear of the residence for 
a net increase in total floor area of 144 square feet.   
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The existing site coverage will be removed and new site coverage installed whereby the proposed 
site coverage will not exceed the allowable 673 square feet.  The existing site coverage is estimated 
to be 1,180 square feet.  Front yard and side yard setbacks associated with the existing residence 
will remain the same.  The proposed remodel will include a pervious patio in the front yard off the 
living room and a landscaped entry feature.  In addition to the structural modifications there will 
also be substantial reconfiguration to interior walls and the general layout of the interior of the 
residence. 
 
Staff has scheduled this application for conceptual review.  The primary purpose of this meeting is 
to review and consider the site planning, privacy and views, and mass and scale related to the 
project.  However, the Commission may provide input on other aspects of the design.   
 

PROJECT DATA FOR A 5,000 SQUARE FOOT SITE: 

Site Considerations Allowed Existing Proposed 

Floor Area  2,150 sf (43%) 2,006 sf (40%) 2,150 sf (43%) 

Site Coverage 673 sf1 1,180 sf  673 sf  
Trees 3 Upper /1 Lower 

(recommended) 
4 (2 Magnolia, 1 
Pittosporum, 1 Holly) 

same 

Ridge Height (1st/2nd) 18’/24’ Varies:  13’-6”/21’ 15’-6”/22’ 

Plate Height (1st/2nd) 12’/18’ NA 8’/17’ 

Setbacks Minimum Required Existing Proposed 
Front  15’ 19’-11” to garage 19’-11” to garage 

 

Composite Side Yard 10’ (25%) 6’ – 6” Min: 10.0 ft (25%) (new 
construction only) 

Minimum Side Yard 3’ 3’ Min. North Side: 3’ and 8’ 
Min. South Side: 3’ and 5’-6” 

Rear 15’ 48’ Min: 29’-5” and 36’ 
 
Finish materials include board and batten siding, a partial stone veneer applied to garage face and 
south elevation first floor, front entry, front yard patio, and applied to full height chimney.  A 
composition shingle roof is proposed to replace existing composite shingles.  Exterior lighting will 
be located around the exterior of the residence. 

1  673 sf accounts for site coverage bonus if at least 50% of all site coverage is of permeable or semi-permeable 
materials. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS 
Forest Character: Residential Design Guidelines 1.1 through 1.4 encourage maintaining “a forested 
image on the site” and for new construction to be at least six feet from significant trees.   
 
The City Forester reviewed the property in February 2016 as part of the City’s Site Assessment 
protocols and identified four trees on the property, of which all are considered significant.  The 
trees are in the backyard and include one mature Holly tree, one Pittosporum, and two Magnolias.  
The City Forester has indicated that the front yard is ideally suited for a new tree.  Staff has drafted 
a condition requiring that one new upper canopy tree be planted in the front yard.    
 
Staff notes that there is a Coast redwood tree is located at the south west corner of the adjacent 
property to the north and is noted on the annotated map prepared by the City Forester.  Future 
construction and landscaping associated with the subject project shall not include cut and fill within 
six feet of the Redwood tree or the two Magnolias and no cut and fill within four feet of the 
Pittosporum and Holly tree in the backyard. 
 
Privacy & Views:  Residential Design Guidelines 5.1 through 5.3 state that “designs should preserve 
reasonable solar access to neighboring parcels” and “maintain privacy of indoor and outdoor spaces 
in a neighborhood” and “maintain view opportunities.” 
 
Staff has not identified any view impacts that would be created by the new residence.  With regard 
to privacy, staff notes that the adjacent neighbor to the north has second floor windows that 
overlook the subject property.  On the south and east sides of the subject property are two-story 
residences with windows facing the subject property.   
 
Proposed window size and placement are shown in the project plans.  On the north elevation total 
window area will decrease from 32 square feet to 14 square feet.  These windows are on the first 
floor.  No windows will be located on the second floor facing north.  On the south elevation, total 
window area will increase from approximately 88 square feet to approximately 102.5 square feet.  
Under existing conditions there are two windows (38.5 square feet) that overlook the residence to 
the south.  Window area on the west (as seen from the street) and east elevations (facing back 
yard) are not accounted for because there are no privacy issues.  All existing windows are single 
pane, aluminum framed sliders.   
 
Of greatest importance relative to potential privacy concerns are the proposed second floor 
windows.  Staff inspected the relationship of these windows to the residence to the south relative 
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to privacy.  The residence to the south has one window on the north elevation that are not 
opposite the applicant’s proposed windows so there will be no window-to-window placement, 
thereby no intrusion on privacy.  Although the proposed second floor windows overlook the 
adjacent residence to the south, the proposed windows replace the existing windows that overlook 
the roof area of the residence to the south thereby there is no concern relative to privacy.  First 
floor windows are not of concern relative to privacy because fencing will block any potential view.  
Proposed new windows on the south elevation are in the same location as existing windows.  All 
proposed windows and doors are wood clad with multiple panes. 
 
Proposed patios are located at the front streetscape (west elevation) and backyard (east elevation).  
Doors are located on the streetscape and backyard.  There is a second floor deck off the proposed 
master bedroom that faces Dolores Street.    
 
The proposed project was also evaluated relative to solar access.  The proposed design does not 
change the vertical or horizontal profile of the residence such that there would be a change in solar 
access to the neighboring properties to the north or south.   
 
Through the placement, location and size of windows, patios, doors and decks, the design respects 
the rights to reasonable privacy on adjoining sites.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed residence meets 
the objectives of Residential Design Guidelines 5.1 through 5.3. 
 
Mass & Bulk:  Residential Design Guidelines 7.1 through 7.6 encourages a building’s mass to relate 
“to the context of other homes nearby” and to “minimize the mass of a building as seen from the 
public way or adjacent properties.”  Further, these guidelines state that “a building should relate to 
a human scale in its basic forms.”   
 
The applicant is proposing to remodel the existing residence by reconfiguring the front entry, 
pushing back the second floor living space by 7 feet, and reassigning floor area from the second 
story to the first story at the rear of the residence.  The existing garage will remain in its current 
location.  The proposed second floor reconfiguration will have a varied setback and will reduce the 
mass and bulk of the building as compared to existing conditions.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed 
residence meets the objectives of Residential Design Guidelines 7.1 through 7.6. 
 
Building & Roof Form:  Residential Design Guidelines 8.1 through 8.3 state that "Shallow to 
moderately pitched roofs are appropriate on one-story buildings.  More steeply pitched roofs with 
low plate lines can be used on two-story buildings."  The Guidelines emphasize using  
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“restraint” and “simplicity” in building forms, which should not be complicated, and roof lines, 
which should “avoid complex forms.”  Walls should be kept simple in the extent of variation in 
planes. 
 
The remodel includes the removal of the existing hip roof structures, which will be replaced with 
two gable roof sections with the second floor roof having a ridgeline running north and south and 
two second floor gable dormers facing west.  The living room/kitchen area will have a ridgeline 
running east and west.  The stepped roofs all have a pitch of 5:12, with six rooflines facing west 
(including the roofline between the garage and second floor).   
 
In staff’s opinion the roof design and front elevation may not be consistent with the guideline 
recommendation for “restraint” and “simplicity”.  Staff has made certain recommendations to the 
applicant to reduce the complexity of the front elevation.  One recommendation was to simplify 
the front triangular-shaped window, which includes heavy (6” x 6”) timber framing and horizontal 
wood siding at the apex.  Another recommendation was to eliminate the shed-roof element above 
the garage.  The applicant has provided two alternative renderings (Alternatives “A” and “B”) that 
are included in Attachment E.  The following is a summary of the two alternatives:  
 

Alternative “A” West Elevation - The living room has been squared and is without 
timber framing and the shed-roof has been removed from above the garage. 
 
Alternative “B” West Elevation - The applicant proposed the original window and 
the shed-roof has been removed from above the garage. 
 

Staff supports the removal of the shed-roof element and could support the triangular-
shaped window, but recommends that the glass be continued to the peak of the apex.  
The Commission should consider the proposed design and alternatives.   
 
Site Coverage/Landscaping:  Per Municipal Code Section 17.10.030.C, site coverage shall be limited 
to a maximum of 22 percent of the base floor area allowed for the site (Note: on a 5,000 square-
foot site this equals 473 square feet).  In addition, if at least 50 percent of all site coverage on the 
property is made of permeable or semi-permeable materials, an additional amount of site coverage 
of up to four percent of the site area may be allowed.   For this 5,000 square foot lot the total 
amount of coverage is allowed to be 673 square feet; the project plans are consistent with the 
allowed coverage.  The plans show 673 square feet of site coverage.  The applicant will be 
removing existing vegetation in the front yard and replace with new landscaping to be evaluated 
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during the final project review.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed site coverage is consistent with the 
Municipal Code. 
 
Exterior Lighting:  With regard to light fixtures, Municipal Code Section 15.36.070.B.1 states that all 
exterior lighting attached to the main building or any accessory building shall be no higher than 10 
feet above the ground and shall not exceed 25 watts (incandescent equivalent; i.e., approximately 
375 lumens) in power per fixture, and that landscape lighting shall not exceed 18 inches above the 
ground nor more than 15 watts (incandescent equivalent; i.e., approximately 225 lumens) per 
fixture.   
  
In addition, the City’s Residential Design Guidelines, Section 11.8, states, “Preserve the low 
nighttime lighting character of the residential neighborhoods. Use lights only where needed for 
safety and at outdoor activity areas. Appropriate locations may include building entries, gates, 
terraces, walkways, and patios,” and “[…] Point lights downward to reduce glare and avoid light 
pollution”, “Locate and shield fixtures to avoid glare and excess lighting as seen from the 
neighboring properties and from the street”. 
 
The applicant is proposing lantern-style wall-mounted light fixtures, which are depicted in 
Attachment F.  The proposed fixtures include frosted “textured linen seedy” glass.  The Commission 
should consider whether the proposed glass tinting is sufficient to reduce glare.  The location of 
these fixtures are shown in Sheet no. A-4 and A-5, and the wall lights will not exceed 25 watts.  
Staff supports the proposed wall-mounted light fixtures and notes that they comply with the City 
requirements with regard to location and wattage.  No landscape lighting is proposed.  
 
Public ROW: The portion of the City Right-of-Way (ROW) between the front property line and edge 
of paving is in a natural state and contains only one encroachment, which is a brick pathway.  The 
applicant is proposing to remove the brick pathway and also proposed to replace the 13-foot wide 
driveway with a new 9-foot wide paver driveway.     
 
Alternatives:  Staff has included draft findings that the Commission can adopt if the Commission 
accepts the overall design concept, including the architectural style of the building.  However, if the 
Commission does not support the design, then the Commission could continue the application with 
specific direction given to the applicant, or approve one of the Alternatives discussed herein. 
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Environmental Review: The proposed project is categorically exempt from CEQA requirements, 
pursuant to Section 15303 (Class 3) – New Construction or Conversion of Small Units.  The project 
includes the construction of one single-family residence in a residential zone, and therefore 
qualifies for a Class 3 exemption.  The proposed residence does not present any unusual 
circumstances that would result in a potentially significant environmental impact. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Attachment A – Site Photographs 
• Attachment B – Findings for Concept Acceptance 
• Attachment C – Draft Recommendations/Conditions 
• Attachment D – Project Plans 
• Attachment E – Alternatives “A” and “B” – west elevation 
• Attachment F – Proposed Lighting 
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Project site - West elevation - Dolores Street 
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Project site  - East elevation - backyard 
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FINDINGS REQUIRED FOR CONCEPT DESIGN STUDY ACCEPTANCE (CMC 17.64.80 and LUP Policy 
P1-45) 

For each of the required design study findings listed below, staff has indicated whether the 
submitted plans support adoption of the findings.  For all findings checked "no" the staff report 
discusses the issues to facilitate the Planning Commission decision-making.  Findings checked 
"yes" may or may not be discussed in the report depending on the issues. 

Municipal Code Finding YES NO 

1.  The project conforms with all zoning standards applicable to the site, or has 
received appropriate use permits and/or variances consistent with the zoning 
ordinance. 

✔  

2.  The project is consistent with the City’s design objectives for protection and 
enhancement of the urbanized forest, open space resources and site design.  The 
project’s use of open space, topography, access, trees and vegetation will maintain 
or establish a continuity of design both on the site and in the public right of way that 
is characteristic of the neighborhood. 

✔  

3.  The project avoids complexity using simple/modest building forms, a simple roof 
plan with a limited number of roof planes and a restrained employment of offsets 
and appendages that are consistent with neighborhood character, yet will not be 
viewed as repetitive or monotonous within the neighborhood context. 

✔  

4.  The project is adapted to human scale in the height of its roof, plate lines, eave 
lines, building forms, and in the size of windows doors and entryways.  The 
development is similar in size, scale, and form to buildings on the immediate block 
and neighborhood.  Its height is compatible with its site and surrounding 
development and will not present excess mass or bulk to the public or to adjoining 
properties.  Mass of the building relates to the context of other homes in the 
vicinity. 

✔  

5.  The project is consistent with the City’s objectives for public and private views 
and will retain a reasonable amount of solar access for neighboring sites.  Through 
the placement, location and size of windows, doors and balconies the design 
respects the rights to reasonable privacy on adjoining sites.   

✔  

6.  The design concept is consistent with the goals, objectives and policies related to 
residential design in the general plan.   

✔  

7.  The development does not require removal of any significant trees unless 
necessary to provide a viable economic use of the property or protect public health 
and safety.  All buildings are setback a minimum of 6 feet from significant trees. 

✔  

8.  The proposed architectural style and detailing are simple and restrained in 
character, consistent and well integrated throughout the building and 
complementary to the neighborhood without appearing monotonous or repetitive 
in context with designs on nearby sites. 

TBD  
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9.  The proposed exterior materials and their application rely on natural materials 
and the overall design will add to the variety and diversity along the streetscape. 

✔  

10.  Design elements such as stonework, skylights, windows, doors, chimneys and 
garages are consistent with the adopted Design Guidelines and will complement the 
character of the structure and the neighborhood. 

✔  

11.  Proposed landscaping, paving treatments, fences and walls are carefully 
designed to complement the urbanized forest, the approved site design, adjacent 
sites, and the public right of way.  The design will reinforce a sense of visual 
continuity along the street. 

✔  

12.  Any deviations from the Design Guidelines are considered minor and reasonably 
relate to good design principles and specific site conditions.    

✔  

 
 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT FINDINGS (CMC 17.64.010.B.1): 

1.  Local Coastal Program Consistency:  The project conforms with the certified Local 
Coastal Program of the City of Carmel-by-the Sea. 

✔  

2.  Public access policy consistency:  The project is not located between the first 
public road and the sea, and therefore, no review is required for potential public 
access.   

✔  
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Recommendations/Draft Conditions 
No.   
1. The applicant shall submit a landscape plan for final Planning Commission review 

that includes a proposal for one new upper-canopy trees on the site.   
 

2. A landscape plan that includes plant species compatible with the canopy trees is 
required as a condition of approval and shall be included on plans for Final 
Review.  

 

3. The Planning Commission shall consider an alternative that includes the removal 
of the shed-roof element from above the garage. 

 

4. The applicant shall remove the brick walkway encroachment from the City right-
of-way prior to final planning inspection.  The site plan submitted for final 
Planning Commission review shall include a notation that the encroachment will 
be removed. 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director 

Submitted by: Ashley Hobson, Contract Planner 

Subject:  Consideration of Concept Design Study (DS 16-024) for partial demolition 
and substantial alterations to an existing residence located in the Single-
Family Residential (R-6) Zoning District. 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Continue the Concept Design Study (DS 16-024) with recommendations/draft conditions. 
 
Application: DS 16-024 APN: 009-381-007 
Block:  8 Lot: 7 
Location: 2848 Santa Lucia Avenue  
Applicant:  BSI Holdings Property Owner: BSI Holdings 
 
Background and Project Description:  
 
The project site consists of a single-family dwelling on a 9,654-square foot lot, located at 2484 
Santa Lucia Avenue, on the southwest corner of Santa Lucia and Dolores Street.  The existing 
dwelling is 1,713 square feet in size and includes a 380-square foot garage.  A final 
determination of historic ineligibility was issued by the City for the residence on October 14, 
2015.  
 
The applicant has submitted plans to demolish a portion of the existing residence in order to 
remodel and expand the existing residence.  The applicant is proposing to expand the residence 
from 2,363 square feet to 3,253 square feet in size.  The project includes the following 
additions: a 31-square foot addition at the front entryway, a 52-square foot addition on the 
east corner of the residence, a 188-square foot addition on the south corner of the residence, 
and a 620-square foot addition on the lower level underneath the existing house.  Additional 
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project components include:  1) change in architectural style of the residence including a new 
large gable element with heavy timbers, 2) backfilling a portion of the rear-yard to construct a 
patio, which includes 5-foot high retailing walls, 3) the reduction of 763-square feet of site 
coverage throughout the site, 4) the removal and relocation of the front fence, 5) new doors 
and windows throughout, and 6) a new chimney. 
 
Staff has scheduled this application for conceptual review.  The primary purpose of this meeting 
is to review and consider the site planning, privacy and views, mass and scale related to the 
project.   However, the Commission may provide input on other aspects of the design.   
 

PROJECT DATA FOR A 9,654 SQUARE FOOT SITE: 

Site Considerations Allowed Existing Proposed 

Floor Area  3,253 sf  2,363 sf (30%) 3,253 sf (40%) 

Site Coverage 1,101 sf* 1,862 sf 1,099 sf 

Trees 3 Upper /1 Lower 
(recommended) 

7 Trees 7 Trees 

Ridge Height  1st Floor: 18 ft 

2nd floor: 24 ft 

1st Floor: 13 ft 

2nd floor: 21 ft 11 in 

1st Floor: 15 ft 3 in 

2nd floor: 23 ft 4 in 

Plate Height  1st Floor: 12 ft 

2nd Floor: 18 ft 

1st Floor: 8 ft 9 in 

2nd floor: 16 ft 10 in 

1st Floor: 8 ft 9 in 

2nd floor:  16 ft 10 in 

Setbacks Minimum Required Existing Proposed 

Front  15 ft 38 ft 38 ft 

Composite Side Yard** Varies (25%) Min: Approx. 36 ft (40%) Min: Approx. 14 ft (25%) 

Side Yards*** Min. West Side: 3 ft 

Min. East Side: 3 ft 

Fronting Santa 
Lucia: 5 ft 

Min. West Side: 5 ft 

Min. East Side: 3 ft 

Min. Fronting Santa 
Lucia: 5 ft 

Min. West Side: 5 ft 

Min. East Side: 3 ft 

Min. Fronting Santa  
Lucia: 5 ft 

Rear 15 ft Min: 45 ft Min: 45 ft 

*Includes bonus for 50% or more permeable site coverage 

**The Composite Side Yard is measured along parallel lines to the front property line (fronting on Dolores) 

***This property has three side property lines. The front property line fronts on Dolores Street.  
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Staff analysis:  
 
Forest Character: Residential Design Guidelines 1.1 through 1.4 encourage maintaining “a 
forested image on the site” and for new construction to be at least six feet from significant 
trees.   
 
The site contains seven trees, three of which are classified as significant (Coast Live Oaks).  The 
project proposal does not include the removal of any identified trees on the site.  The City 
Forester has not recommended any additional trees to be planted on the site as a condition of 
approval. 
 
The applicant is proposing to backfill a portion of the rear-yard to construct a patio.  Staff notes 
that the proposed patio and associated retaining walls are located adjacent to several trees.  
Staff has forwarded the plans to the City Forester to review potential impacts to the tree roots.  
An update on this will be provided to the Commission at the meeting.  
 
Privacy & Views:  Residential Design Guidelines 5.1 through 5.3 states that “designs should 
preserve reasonable solar access to neighboring parcel;” “maintain privacy of indoor and 
outdoor spaces in a neighborhood;” and “maintain view opportunities.” 
 
Staff has not identified any significant privacy or view impacts associated with this remodel 
project at this time.  The applicant is proposing to enlarge the deck at the rear of the house, 
however, the proposal does not appear to create any privacy impacts to surrounding 
properties.  Staff notes that the proposed deck is located more than 40 feet from the rear 
property line and more than 20 feet from the side property lines.  In addition, the rear yards of 
all surrounding neighbors are situated significantly below the residences and should not be 
impacted. 
 
Staff notes that the applicant is proposing several very large windows on the rear elevation that 
could impact neighboring privacy.  The Planning Commission and staff will have the opportunity 
to further evaluate the potential impact during the Tour of Inspection.  
 
Mass & Bulk:  Residential Design Guidelines 7.1 through 7.6 encourages a building’s mass to 
relate “to the context of other homes nearby” and to “minimize the mass of a building as seen 
from the public way or adjacent properties.”  Further, these guidelines state that “a building 
should relate to a human scale in its basic forms” and to “avoid grand entryways…that are out 
for proportion with the human form.”  
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The proposed additions would be located mostly under the existing home, with minor additions 
on the front and rear elevations, and therefore would not have a significant impact on the mass 
and bulk viewed from the street.  The applicant is proposing to raise the height of the east-west 
ridgeline from 13-feet 10-inches to 15-feet 3-inches, which adds some additional building mass 
to the street elevation, but in staff’s opinion, does not present a substantial issue. 
 
However, staff is concerned with the proposed new gabled element and associated heavy 
timbers.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed new element is incompatible and out of scale with the 
existing residence.  On the front (north) elevation the design creates the appearance of a grand 
entry and the rear (south) elevation also appear grand in scale.  Staff notes that the proposed 
gable roof extends over the rear deck, and as such the entire area below it is counted as 
additional volume.  While a volume analysis has not been conducted yet, in staff’s opinion the 
proposed project will not meet the City’s volumetric requirements.  
 
In addition to the mass associated with the gable element, staff is also concerned with the 
amount of glazing on the rear elevation.  Design Guideline 9.12 states an objective to “limit and 
size windows and doors to achieve a human scale while avoiding mass and privacy impacts.”  
The proposed project has multiple large windows on both the front and rear elevations.  In 
staff’s opinion, these large windows add mass and bulk to the design.  Staff has drafted a 
condition requiring that the applicant revise the design to be more consistent with the 
Residential Design Guidelines with regard to mass and window size.   
 
Also contributing the mass of the building is the proposed new chimney, which has a horizontal 
dimension of 6.5 feet, which exceeds the allowed standards in Municipal Code Section 
17.10.030 of 3-feet 6-inches for double flue chimneys.  Staff has included a condition that the 
horizontal dimension of the chimney is reduced.  
 
Building & Roof Form:  Residential Design Guidelines 8.1 through 8.3 state that "Shallow to 
moderately pitched roofs are appropriate on one-story buildings.  More steeply pitched roof 
with low plate lines can be used on two-story buildings."  The Guidelines emphasize using  
“restraint” and “simplicity” in building forms, which should not be complicated, and roof lines, 
which should “avoid complex forms.”  
 
The applicant is proposing to maintain the ridge style on the front elevation and add a new 
open gable over the entryway.  The rear of the property is proposed to have four open gables, 
with a visible ridge behind.  The existing residence consists of all 3:12 roofs, and the applicant is 
proposing a combination of both 3:12 and 4:12 pitched roofs.  In staff’s opinion, the proposed 
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rooflines and building forms do not appear overly complex and are consistent with the above 
guidelines.  However, in staff’s opinion the proposed massing is an issue that will require 
project redesign. 
 
Site Coverage:  Municipal Code Section 17.10.030.C.2 states that: “Excess site coverage will be 
reduced at a rate equal to two times the amount of floor area added to the site, or to an 
amount that complies with the site coverage limits, whichever is less.”   
 
The project site contains 1,862 square feet of site coverage and exceeds the allowed site 
coverage of 1,101 square feet by 761 square feet.  The applicant is proposing to bring the site 
coverage into compliance by reducing the coverage to 1,099 square feet.  The site coverage will 
consist of patios, walkways, a shared driveway, and site walls.  Staff notes that the existing 
driveway is shared with the adjacent neighbor to the east, and exceeds the allowable width 
within the City Right-of-Way; however the applicant is not proposing to change the driveway.  
 
Fences/Walls: With the exception of the front fence within the Right-of-Way, all existing fences 
are proposed to remain.  The fence within the Right-of-Way will be removed and relocated 
onto the property.  Fence heights and details are not identified, but will be included as part of 
the next round of review for this application.  
 
The applicant is proposing to backfill a portion of the rear-yard in order to construct a patio, 
which will require approximately 5-foot high retaining walls.  A significant amount of cut and fill 
will be required, and staff has included a condition that the applicant submit a grading plan that 
shows the proposed cubic square footage proposed for the site.  Specific wall details are not 
identified, but will be included as part of the next round of review for this application.  
 
Finish Details: Finish details are not typically reviewed at the Concept stage; however, the 
Planning Commission can provide input to the applicant.  The finish details include horizontal 
wood siding with exposed wood rafters and railings.  All windows and doors are proposed to be 
wood.  
 
Archaeological Zone: A Preliminary Cultural Resources Reconnaissance Report was prepared 
for the subject parcel on January 27, 2016.  The study found that over a dozen previous 
archaeological studies have been completed with negative results in the immediate vicinity of 
the project parcel.  The project archaeologist recommends that there is no reason to delay the 
project due to archaeological reasons, however it is recommended that in the event that an 
unexpected trace of historic or prehistoric materials are encountered, a qualified archaeologist 
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should be retained for appropriate mitigation.  Staff has included a condition of approval based 
on the project archaeologist’s recommendation.   
 
Public ROW: The unimproved portion of the City Right-of-Way (ROW) between the front 
property line and edge of pavement is approximately 34 feet in width along Santa Lucia and 16 
feet in width along Dolores Street.  The existing fence encroaches into the Right of Way along 
both street frontages, and the applicant is proposing to remove the fence and rebuild it 
completely on the property. Staff has not identified any other encroachments.  
 
Environmental Review: The proposed project is categorically exempt from CEQA requirements, 
pursuant to Section 15301 (Class 1) – Existing Facilities.  The project includes an 890-square foot 
addition to an existing 2,363-square foot residence, and therefore qualifies for a Class 1 
exemption.  The proposed alterations to the residence do not present any unusual 
circumstances that would result in a potentially significant environmental impact. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

• Attachment A – Site Photographs 
• Attachment B – Draft Recommendations/Conditions 
• Attachment C – Project Renderings 
• Attachment D – Project Plans   
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Story Poles visible from Santa Lucia and Dolores Street 
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Recommendations/Draft Conditions 
No.   
1. The applicant shall work with City staff to determine if the proposed rear patio 

impacts adjacent trees. 
 

2. The applicant shall reduce the mass and scale and of the design (gable element) 
to be more compatible with the existing residence and consistent with the 
objectives of the Residential Design Guidelines. 

 

3. The applicant shall reduce the size of the windows and amount of glazing on the 
rear elevation. 

 

4. The applicant shall reduce the horizontal dimensions of the chimney to conform 
with Municipal Code Section 17.10.030 

 

5. The applicant shall submit a grading plan indicating the cubic yards of fill 
proposed for the rear patio.  

 

6. The applicant shall provide fence and wall height details on the revised set of 
plans. 

 

7. If archaeological resources or human remains are accidentally discovered during 
construction, work shall be halted within 50 meters (approx. 160 feet) of the find 
until it can be evaluated by a qualified professional archaeologist.  If the find is 
determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation measures shall be 
formulated, with the concurrence of the Lead Agency, and implemented.  
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 

To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Marc Wiener, Community Planning and Building Director 

Submitted by: Ashley Hobson, Contract Planner 

Subject:  Consideration of Appeal (APP 16-011) of the administrative denial of the 

amendment to a Business License (BL 15-416) to allow for the ancillary 

sale of alcohol in a hair salon.   

 

 

Recommendation: 

 

Deny the Appeal and uphold the staff’s decision.  

 
Application: APP 16-011 APN: 010-145-009 

Block:  91 Lot: 16 

Location: Dolores St., 2 NE of 8th  

Applicant:  Chioma Carmel Inc. Property Owner: Masahiro Hasegawa 

 

Background and Project Description:  

 
On November 10, 2015, Planning Staff approved a Business License (BL 15-416) for a hair salon 

named Carmel Blō, which is located on Dolores Street, 2 NE of 8th Avenue in the Residential and 

Limited Commercial zone.  The Business License authorized the business to offer shampoo and 

blow dry services with an ancillary use allowing the retail sale of hair products and hair 

accessories, which was determined to be a compatible use with the proposed hair salon.  

 

On December 28, 2015, the Planning Department received a letter requesting an amendment 

to the Business License to allow for the sale of wine as an ancillary use to the hair salon.  The 

service of Alcohol is not included as an allowed use in the charts appearing in Section 17.14.040 

of the Municipal Code, and the staff determined that the proposed sale of alcohol was not 

compatible with the characteristics of the approved hair salon.  The Business License 

amendment was denied on December 30, 2015.  An appeal of the Administrative decision was 

received during the 10-working day appeal period.  In accordance with Section 17.54.040 of the 
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Municipal Code, the Planning Commission is the appeal body for all administrative decisions.  

The appellant’s concerns, as well as a staff analysis, are summarized in the following section. 

 

Staff Analysis:  

 

Zoning Interpretations: With regard to ancillary uses, City Municipal Code Section 17.14.040B 

states the following: 

 

One ancillary use may be established in conjunction with a primary use when the ancillary use is 

identified as an allowed ancillary use for the primary use in the notes to the use charts 

appearing in this section (CMC 17.14.040). Determinations of compatibility for other ancillary 

uses shall be made by the Director based on the North American Industrial Classification System 

(NAICS) Manual and the characteristics of the proposed use. Decisions on ancillary uses may be 

referred to the Planning Commission when, in the opinion of the Director, the classification or 

compatibility of a proposed ancillary use is unclear. 

 

The North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) provides a classification of a beauty 

salon and alcohol sales is not included in the NAICS description.  In addition, the City’s Wine 

Tasting Policy Guideline #11 discourages wine tasting in association with incompatible uses 

such as art galleries, clothing stores, etc.  For these reasons, the Planning Director determined 

that alcohol sales is incompatible with the primary use of a hair salon and hence denied the 

business license amendment.  

 

Basis for Appeal: The applicant has included the grounds for the appeal in the Appeal 

Application included as Attachment E. Specifically, the applicant expressed three reasons why 

the application should not be denied: 

 

1. The proposed use is compatible with the primary use of Beauty Salon services. 

2. The proposed land use, considered as a whole, appears to have the primary and 

ancillary uses united by a consisted theme and that use will not exhibit a character of 

multiple, unrelated actives combined into one business.  

3. The use will contribute to the character of the commercial district as a residential 

village with a mix of unique retail and service shops.  

 

The applicant has noted in the application that the alcohol sales will constitute less than 1% of 

gross sales for the business.  The applicant has also expressed to staff that the alcohol sales will 

be served to only patrons obtaining services from the salon.  
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Alternatives: This hearing is a de novo hearing. The Commission is responsible for reviewing the 

entire project and is not bound by the decision of staff. Staff recommends that this appeal be 

denied by the Planning Commission. The Commission could also grant the appeal, in which case 

staff would proceed with issuing the business license amendment. 

 

Environmental Review: The proposed project is a statutory exemption from CEQA review. Staff 

is recommending disapproval of the project and therefore CEQA Section 15270 applies, which 

states that “CEQA does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.”  

This exemption may change depending on the Planning Commission’s determination.  In the 

case that the use is approved, the proposed project would qualify for a categorical exemption 

from CEQA requirements pursuant to Section 15301 (Class 3) – New Construction or Conversion 

of Small Units. 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 

 Attachment A – Site Photographs 

 Attachment B – Findings for Denial 

 Attachment C – Municipal Code Section 17.14.040.B. 

 Attachment D – Business License Application 

 Attachment E – Business License Amendment 

 Attachment F – Appeal Documents 
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 Attachment A – Site Photographs 

  

 

Carmel Blō, Dolores Street, 2 NE of 8th Avenue 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY PLANNING AND BUILDING 

 
FINDINGS FOR DENIAL 

 
APP 16-011 / BL 15-416 
Carmel Blō  

Dolores Street, 2 NE of 8th Ave. 

Block 91, Lots 16 

APN:  010-145-009  
 
CONSIDERATION: 
Consideration of Appeal (APP 16-011) of an administrative denial of a Business License 
Amendment (BL 15-416) allowing the service of alcohol in an existing hair salon.  
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: 
 
1. The applicant submitted a Business License Application on 11/09/2015 for a new business 

to be located on Dolores Street, 2 NE of 8th Avenue in the Residential and Limited 
Commercial zone. The business was proposed to be called “Carmel Blō” and operate as a 
Hair Salon.  

 
2. The Business License Application for “Carmel Blō” (BL 15-416) was approved on 

11/10/2015.  
 

3. The applicant submitted a Business License Amendment to the existing Business License 
(BL 15-416) on December 28, 2015 requesting the sale of alcohol as an ancillary use to the 
hair salon. 
 

4. Staff denied the Business License Amendment to the existing Business License (BL 15-416) 
on December 30, 2015.  

 
5. The Appeal of the Administrative Decision was filed on January 12, 2016, with the grounds 

of the appeal being the applicant’s objection to the staff’s interpretation of Municipal Code 
Section 17.64.060. 

 
 
FINDINGS FOR DECISION 
 
1. Finding: The proposed service of wine does not comply as a compatible use with a hair 

salon business.  
 

Evidence: Section 17.14.040.B of the City Municipal code includes the following restrictions 
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for Ancillary Uses allowed for business: “One ancillary use may be established in conjunction 
with a primary use when the ancillary use is identified as an allowed ancillary use for the 
primary use in the notes to the use charts appearing in this section (CMC 17.14.040). 
Determinations of compatibility for other ancillary uses shall be made by the Director based 
on the North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) Manual and the 
characteristics of the proposed use.”  The service of Alcohol is not compatible with the 
characteristics of the approved hair salon.   
 

2. Finding: The proposed service of wine is not included as part of the North American 
Industrial Classification System (NAICS) definition for a beauty salon.  

 
Evidence: The North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) provides the 
following definition for a beauty salon: This U.S. industry comprises establishments (except 
those known as barber shops or men's hair stylist shops) primarily engaged in one or more 
of the following: (1) cutting, trimming, shampooing, coloring, waving, or styling hair; (2) 
providing facials; and (3) applying makeup (except permanent makeup).  Alcohol sales is not 
included in this description. 

 
3. Finding: The proposed service of alcohol in a hair salon is not consistent with the City of 

Carmel’s Wine Tasting Policy 
 

Evidence: The City’s Wine Tasting Policy Guideline #11 discourages wine tasting in 
association with incompatible uses such as art galleries, clothing stores, etc. 
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Attachment C 

17.14.040 Additional Use Regulations. 

B. Ancillary Uses. The following limitations shall apply to ancillary uses: 

1. Ancillary uses shall be limited to no more than 10 percent of the floor area of the established primary 

use, and 10 percent of the window display area(s) unless otherwise specified in the notes to the use 

charts. 

2. One ancillary use may be established in conjunction with a primary use when the ancillary use is 

identified as an allowed ancillary use for the primary use in the notes to the use charts appearing in this 

section (CMC 17.14.040). Determinations of compatibility for other ancillary uses shall be made by the 

Director based on the North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS) Manual and the 

characteristics of the proposed use. Decisions on ancillary uses may be referred to the Planning 

Commission when, in the opinion of the Director, the classification or compatibility of a proposed 

ancillary use is unclear. 
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CITY OF CARMEL-BY-THE-SEA 

Planning Commission Report 

March 9, 2016 

 
To: Chair Goodhue and Planning Commissioners 

From: Roofing Subcommittee of the Planning Commission 

Submitted by: Marc Wiener, Interim Community Planning and Building Director 
  
Subject:  Consideration of the Roofing Subcommittee draft policy to expand the list 

of acceptable roofing materials in the Single-Family Residential (R-1) 
Zoning District 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Accept the draft policy to expand the list of acceptable roofing materials   
 
Background and Purpose:  
 
Over the past several years the Planning Commission has reviewed numerous re-roofing 
applications for materials that are an alternative to wood, such as composition shingle roofing.  
Requiring these re-roofing applications go before the Commission at a public hearing takes a 
significant amount of staff time and may delay re-roofing projects several months.  In order to 
address this issue, the Commission appointed a Roofing Subcommittee to consider expanding 
the list of allowable roofing materials in the R-1 District that could be approved 
administratively.  
 
At the February 10, 2016 meeting, the Planning Commission accepted certain 
recommendations made by the Roofing Subcommittee and directed staff to draft a policy that 
would address the allowance for synthetic roofing materials.   
 
The following synthetic products are recommended: 
  
            CeDUR shakes 
            DaVinci shake or slates 
            EcoStar shake or slate 
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Generic products, in addition to natural wood products, to be approved are: 
  
            Clay tiles 
            Ceramic tiles 
            Light-weight concrete tiles 
 
Note:  All materials to be pre-approved would be limited to earth tones 
 
Staff has drafted a hand-out sheet/policy (Attachment A) that outlines the process for 
reviewing re-roofing applications and identifies the allowed synthetic materials and types of tile 
roofs.  As recommended by the City Attorney, the policy identifies that “similar” products may 
also be approved.  The policy also states that “projects are site specific and compliance with the 
above noted list does not constitute guarantee of approval.  The City will consider additional 
synthetic products upon request.”  This policy will be reviewed in one year, at which time the 
Commission will determine whether it will continue to allow synthetic products.  The 
Commission could direct staff to make certain revisions to this policy or if the revisions are 
substantial, could continue this item to a future hearing to review those revisions.  
 
Environmental Review:  This project is exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 15061.b (3) of 
the CEQA Guidelines. The proposed action is a potential expansion of the list of allowable 
roofing materials in the R-1 District per the City’s existing Residential Design Guidelines and will 
not result in any potentially significant environmental impacts. 
 
Attachment:  
Attachment A – Draft Policy 
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Draft 

Permit Process for Residential 
Reroof - Information Sheet 

 
Do I need a Planning Permit, Building 
Permit, or both for a reroofing project? 
 
Often a Planning Permit is needed before the Building Permit can be issued.  
Carmel-by-the-Sea has strict Design Guidelines and regulations for review of 
reroofing projects.  Below is a summary of the permitting requirements for most 
types of reroofing projects.  
 

Reroofing Permit Process: Single-Family Resid. Buildings 
 
Like for like reroofs  
  Wood to wood Just Building Permit, no planner review 
  Slate to slate 
  Tile to tile  
  Tar & Gravel to Tar & Gravel 
  And other natural materials 

Usually just Building Permit, however needs planning review 
and sign-off. Applicant includes with Building Permit applicatio  
photos of existing house (from street) and roof, as well as colo  
and material samples for proposed roof. 

  Comp to comp Usually just Building Permit, however needs planning review. 
Applicant includes with BP application photos of existing house 
(from street) and roof, as well as color and material samples f  
proposed roof.  Senior Planner or Director to determine if com  
is acceptable and if prior comp roof received proper Planning 
Review.  If not, a Track 1 DS (with or without PC referral) may 
be required. 

Reroofs with change in material  

  New Materials: Slate, Tile (clay,   
  ceramic, and concrete), Tar &    
  Gravel and other natural    
  materials 

Design Study Track 1 (staff level approval). 

  Metal Roof requests Design Study Track 1 with Planning Commission referral 
required 

  Tar and gravel to TPO or 
  similar 

Typically not allowed.  Track 1 Design Study required; may 
require PC referral. 

  Wood to comp Design Study Track 1 with - Planning Commission referral 
required. 

  Synthetic Products Design Study Track 1 (staff level in most cases) - *See list of 
acceptable synthetic materials below  
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*Acceptable Synthetic Alternatives 
 
The Planning Commission has determined that certain synthetic products can be 
approved administratively.  The following synthetic products (or similar products) 
are recommended in earth-toned colors: 
  
            CeDUR shakes 
            DaVinci shake or slates 
            EcoStar shake or slates 
 
Note:  Projects are site specific and compliance with the above noted list does not 
constitute guarantee of approval.  The City will consider additional synthetic 
products upon request. 
            
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Handout Accepted by P lanning Commission on: 3/ 9/ 16.  The P lanning Commission w ill 
review  the list of accepted synthetic products on 3/ 8/ 17 to determine if the allowance of 
these products w il l be continued. 
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