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T
he

variance
request

m
eets

the
intent

of
the

300-ft.
setback.

T
he

intent
of

both
the

600-ft.
and

300-ft.
setbacks

is
to

avoid
the

appearance
of

a
“w

all
of

structures”
as

view
ed

from
m

ajor
public

roads.
Since

m
ost

developm
ent

patterns
along

Inglew
ood

A
venue

are
clustered

nearer
to

the
road,

w
ith

expanses
of

vineyard
in

a
north/south

configuration,
siting

w
ineries

on
sm

aller
parcels

(such
as

these)
at

the
300-ft.

setback
results

in
m

ore
structural

“interruptions”
along

view
corridors

from
H

ighw
ay

29.

V
ariance

is
consistent

w
ith

m
easures

in
the

G
reenhouse

E
m

issions
C

hecklist.
M

any
of

the
conservation

m
easures

contained
in

the
checklist

are
m

et
via

clustering
of

the
developm

ent
area

closer
to

Inglew
ood

A
venue.

T
his

includes
the

creation
of

a
m

ore
pedestrian-friendly

setting,
containm

ent
of

structures
in

one
area

for
m

ore
energy

efficient
developm

ent,and
m

inim
izing

im
pervious

surfaces
on

the
site.

R
ights

enjoyed
by

other
w

ineries
on

Inglew
ood

A
venue.

T
here

are
several

w
ineries

located
on

Inglew
ood

A
venue,

w
hich

is
also

characterized
as

a
residential

area.
T

he
A

rger-M
artucci

W
inery,

located
further

to
the

east
and

also
on

the
south

side
of

Inglew
ood,

is
only

105
ft.

from
Inglew

ood
R

oad.
T

his
is

a
w

inery
that

is
currently

pursuing
an

even
m

ore
intense

w
inery

footprint
that

its
originally

approved
one.

C
u
rren

t
siting

represents
the

environm
entally

su
p

erio
r

alternative.
A

lthough
environm

ental
considerations

are
not

part
of

the
State

requirem
ents

for
variance

findings,
the

C
ounty

has
historically

considered
such

conditions
in

m
aking

decisions
about

variances,
especially

those
to

the
300-ft.

setback,
w

hich
is

strict
in

the
extrem

e
for

sm
all

parcels.
P

roposed
plan

w
ill

result
in

the
ability

to
use

m
ature

trees
for

screening,
w

ill
protect

approxim
ately

1.5
acres

of
vineyard

that
w

ould
otherw

ise
be

sacrificed
to

a
w

inery
developm

ent
envelope,and

m
inim

izes
the

am
ount

of
paving

required
for

roads.

C
lustering

of
stru

ctu
res

achieves
the

intent
of

the
ordinance.

T
he

applicant’s
prim

ary
residence

and
guest

house
are

part
of

the
enclave

of
structures

sited
w

ithin
the

setback
and

represent
clustered

developm
ent

area.
S

ince
the

residential
structures

are
under

construction,
there

w
ill

not
be

another
structure

siting
in

the
vineyard

in
the

future,
so

this
view

of
vineyard

area
w

ill
be

protected.
A

lso,
this

developm
ent

pattern
places

the
ow

ner’s
residence

closer
to

the
w

inery
than

any
other

residence,
w

hich
should

provide
a

m
easure

of
reassurance

to
neighbors

as
far

as
any

potential
nuisance

factors.

E
nd

of
ro

ad
w

inery
siting

w
ould

incur
only

a
28-ft.

setback.
T

he
subject

property
is

alm
ost

the
last

at
the

far
w

estern
end

of
Inglew

ood
A

venue.
If

the
property

w
as

actually
the

last
one

on
Inglew

ood,
the

C
ounty

has
historically

interpreted
the

300-ft.
setback

is
not

required
and

only
the

standard
28-ft.

setback
is

required.
T

his
w

ould
translate

into
a

neighboring
property

enjoying
a

property
right

that
is

not
shared

by
this

applicant.



P
recedent

for
variance

findings
has

occurred
dozens

of
tim

es
in

N
apa

C
ounty.

A
s

has
been

represented
on

m
any

occasions,
the

300-ft.
setback

for
any

public
or

private
road

serving
m

ore
than

one
parcel

is
extrem

ely
arduous

in
application.

T
he

ordinance
is

arbitrary
by

virtue
of

its
not

even
having

a
stated

intent
that

differentiates
itfrom

the
600-

ft.
setback

applied
to

m
ajor

arterials
in

the
C

ounty.
Ittakes

no
notice

of
view

corridors
for

north/south
roads

and
the

pattern
of

developm
ent

along
such

roads.
T

he
C

ounty
is

cognizant
of

this,
and

also
of

the
need

to
revise

the
300-ft.

setback
so

that
environm

entally
superior

design
alternatives

can
be

approved
w

ithout
necessarily

dem
onstrating

a
hardship

condition.
T

he
C

ounty’s
approval

of
literally

dozens
of

variances
to

the
300-ft.

setback
is

representative
of

this
need

to
provide

a
m

ethod
of

exception
rather

than
variance.

W
e

believe
that

the
characteristics

of
this

project
have

adequately
m

et
the

findings
required

by
the

State
of

C
alifornia

for
variances,

on
the

basis
of

precedent,
special

site
considerations,

rights
afforded

other
sim

ilar
properties

on
Inglew

ood
A

venue,
and

design
standards

and
environm

ental
considerations.

N
eighbors

in
favor

of
variance

to
300-ft.

setback.
T

he
neighbors

closest
to

the
proposed

w
inery

have
expressed

a
very

strong
desire

to
see

the
w

inery
developed

closer
to

Inglew
ood

R
oad,

in
order

that
their

view
s

are
preserved,

the
w

inery
is

screened
effectively

by
m

ature
trees,

and
noise

is
contained

closer
to

the
road.

N
eighbors

w
ill

provide
letters

of
support

or
attend

to
testify

for
purposes

of
the

hearing.

Please
see

P
roject

S
tatem

ent
in

support
of

the
variance

contained
elsew

here
in

the
use

perm
it

application,for
further

details.

A
lso

see
several

exhibits
prepared

for
purposes

of
the

evaluation
of

this
variance

request.
T

hese
include

exhibits
illustrating

the
landscape

concept
as

view
ed

from
Inglew

ood
A

venue
and

a
color

and
m

aterials
exhibit

prepared
by

the
architect,T

aylor
L

om
bardo.

In
addition,

w
e

have
prepared

an
aerial

m
apping

reflecting
developm

ent
patterns

along
Inglew

ood
A

venue
and

the
view

corridors
from

the
vantage

point
of

H
ighw

ay
29,

a
m

ajor
arterial

in
N

apa
C

ounty.
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