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JAFF _REPORT: APPEA
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Approved with Conditions
A-1-SON-96-18

BODEGA HARBOUR HOMEOWNERS
ASSOCIATION

20506 Highway One, Bodega Bay, Sonoma County,
APNs 100-150-26, 100-300-2 and -3, 100-360-25,
and 103-040-027, -28, -29, and -30.

(1) Construct a 4,000-square-foot golf course
equipment storage buiiding; (2) construct one
golf course/public restroom and one golf
course-only restroom; (3) recognize an existing
maintenance facility and construct a maintenance
bay at the facility; (4) construct a gravelled
road to connect the storage building with the
maintenance facility, for use by equipment
transport vehicles; and (5) a dune restoration
project adjacent to fairways #16 and #17.

League of Women Voters of Sonoma County, and
Californians Organized to Acquire Access to State
Tidelands (C.0.A.A.S.T.)

Sonoma County LCP and Sonoma County CPU 95-333.

After certification of Local

STAFF _NOTE:
Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides

for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government
actions on coastal development permits (Coastal Act Section 30603).
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Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal
development permit application may be appealed to the Commission for certain
kinds of developments, including developments located within certain
geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the sea and the first
public road paralieling the sea, or within three hundred feet of the mean high
tide 1ine or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a
coastal bluff, or within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream.
Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not
designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally,
developments which constitute major public works or major energy facilities
may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county. Pursuant
to Section 30603 (b)(1), the grounds for an appeal are limited to an
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in
the certified local coastal program or the public access policies set forth in
the Coastal Act.

The subject project is appealable to the Commission because the project is
located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. In
addition, none of the proposed developments are designated as the "principal
permitted use" under the certified LCP.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the
appeal. If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the
substantial issue question, proponents and opponents will have three minutes
per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It takes a
majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is

raised. If substantial issue is found, the Commission will proceed to a full
public hearing on the merits of the project, which may occur at a subsequent
meeting. If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit
application, because the development is between the first public road and the
sea, the applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program and with
the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial
issue question are the applicant, persons who made their views known before
the local government (or their representatives), and the local government.
Te?t:mony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted in
writing.

MMARY OF STAFF MMENDATION:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that
no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal
has been filed for the following reason: The appellants have not raised any
substantial issues with the local government's action and its consistency with
either the certified LCP or the access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal
Act.



A-1-SON-96-18
BODEGA HARBOUR HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
Page 3

I. TAFF_RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. Staff
recommends a YES vote on the following motion:

MOTION:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-SON-96-18
raises NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal has been filed.

To pass the motion, a majority of the Commissioners present is required.
Approval of the motion means that the County permit is valid.

II.  FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS.

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

A. Local Government Action

On October 12, 1995, the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA)
approved a Use Permit and Coastal Permit for the proposed development, with
provisions requiring development of a coastal access trail (Shorttail Gulch
Trail) from the project site to Bodega Bay, as an alternative trail to an
inland trail (Heron Drive Trail) that had been proposed by the applicant. The
BZA's approval decision was subsequently appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

On January 30, 1996, the Board of Supervisors heard the appeal, made its straw
vote to deny the appeal and to approve the Use Permit and Coastal Permit, and
modified the BZA's decision by deleting the Shorttail Gulch trail from the
proposed project and accepting, instead of development of that trail or the
originally proposed Heron Drive Trail, the offered dedication of $20,000 to
the Regional Parks Department for development or maintenance of coastal access
trails generally. At the January 30, 1996 hearing, the Board of Supervisors
directed that County Counsel return to the Board with a resolution refiecting
its considerations and actions. The adopted Resolution, which includes
eighteen conditions, is dated March 5, 1996, and is attached as Exhibit 8
(note that "Exhibit B" to Exhibit 8 is the project description as originally
proposed to the BZA).

B. Site Background: 1977 Settlement Aqreement

In 1972, when the Coastal Zone Conservation Act was approved by the voters,
several large residential subdivisions were in the process of being developed
on the Sonoma and Marin County coastlines. One of these was Bodega Harbour
Subdivision, located just south of the town of Bodega Bay, and developed by
Transcentury Properties, Inc. In 1973, when the new North Central Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission came into being and asserted coastal permit
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jurisdiction over the subdivision, a legal dispute with the developer ensued.
Resolution of this dispute was achieved on June 1, 1977 via a Settlement
Agreement between Transcentury Properties, Inc. and the California Coastal
Zone Conservation Commission.

The 1977 Settlement Agreement reduced the originally proposed scale of
residential development at Bodega Harbour Subdivision approximately in half,
to a total of 725 single-family home-sites. The Settlement also accomplished
a number of other objectives, including setting aside as permanent open space
some of what would have been subdivided as residential lots, along with a
neighboring unsubdivided property known as the Bruhn Ranch. To ensure that
the open space lands would indeed remain essentially undeveloped, the
developer granted certain lands to several public agencies, and restricted
future uses by easement on other lands. Thus, an open space and conservation
easement over Tract D, the subject site, was granted to the County of Sonoma
and to the State of California.

The Grant Deed of Real Property and Open Space Easement (see Exhibit 1)
required by the 1977 Settlement Agreement states, on page 4, that the use of
the Tract D shall be confined:

to low intensity agricultural uses such as livestock grazing, low
density recreational uses such as equestrian or hiking trails, and such
other open space uses as the County and the Commission, or their
respective successors or assigns, shall agree do not conflict with the
aesthetic and environmental values which Grantor and Grantees seek to
preserve through the grant of this easement. In particular, all
development rights for subdivision or construction of structures, except
those reasonably necessary to carry on the agricultural, recreation, and
open space uses described herein, are quit-claimed to the County and the
State. Additionally, Grantor, by this easement, forever relinquishes
any right of Grantor, his successors or assigns, to use for, or allow on
Tract D (the Bruhn Ranch) any form of motorized recreation such as trail
bikes, dune buggies, recreational trailers, automobiles, and any other
vehicles; though grantor reserves the right to make reasonable use of
motorized equipment in pursuing agricultural uses of Tract D.

Consequently, as part of the Settlement and as reflected in the Grant Deed and
Open Space Easement, all development rights, except those consistent with the
terms of the easement, were quitclaimed to the County and the State. 1In
particular, only structures considered reasonably necessary to carry on the
allowable agricultural, recreational or open space uses are not precluded by
the terms of the easement.

Ownership of the open space and conservation easement is vested jointly in the
County of Sonoma and the State of California, with the Department of General
Services as the administrator of the State's interest. As such, the County
and the State of California have the right to enforce the easement. In
approving the proposed development, the County exercised its enforcement and
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ownership responsibilities to determine that the applicant had the legal
ability to construct the proposed development consistent with the terms of the

easement.

The Commission, on the other hand, does not share in the ownership role (nor
could it do so under the law). Therefore, formal review of potential land
uses within the open space easement area by the Commission is available
through the coastal development permit process; since the County of Sonoma has
coastal permit review authority over the open space easement area, the Coastal
Commission's review is limited to appeals to the Commission of a coastal
permit approval by Sonoma County.

C. Appellants' Contentions

The Commission received appeals of Sonoma County's decision to approve this
project from the League of Women Voters of Sonoma County, and from
Californians Organized to Acquire Access to State Tidelands (C.0.A.A.S.T.).
See Exhibits 6 and 7 for the full texts of the appellants' contentions. The
appellants' contentions are summarized below.

1. League of Women Voters

1.a. The proposed storage building is inconsistent with the LCP Land Use Plan
(LUP) designation of the building site as "dedicated open space."

1.b. The project is inconsistent with terms of the 1977 Settlement Agreement
that 1imit land uses and motorized vehicles.

1.¢. The County's Resolution for the storage building's approval misrepresents
the storage building's 1/4-mile distance from the existing maintenance
facility, thereby implying the storage building would be an addition to the
maintenance facility.

1.d. There is no documentation in the County's project file that a detailed
analysis was made of other possible locations for the storage building.

2. C.0.A.A.S.T.

2.a. "This project is located in an Open Space Easement own(ed) jointly by the
State of California and the County of Sonoma (Settlement Agreement Book 3242
pg. 138 or page 2, 2nd para., Grant Deed of Real property and Open Space
Easement). It is assumed by C.0.A.A.S.T. that the Coastal Commission would
conduct a hearing on the project because a coastal permit is required for it
and it appears that the Commission may represent the Real Property interest of
State of California as held by the State Department of General Services."

2.b. Certain cited sections of the above-referenced Settlement agreement are
violated by the approval of the project.
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2.c. Two cited references, in the County's Resolution of project approval, to
two existing golf holes "#4 & #5 being in the Open Space Easement are
misrepresented or absolutely incorrect."

2.d. "...other open space uses..." are clearly defined as those which do not
significantly detract from the aesthetic, scientific, and ecological values of
the Easement. In other words are as passive as the defined "low density"
recreational uses. The mitigation for the construction of the storage
facility is, in itself, a violation of the condition "other open space uses"
as they are defined in the Agreement. The cure is more damaging than the
disease. (Grant Deed, page 1, 6th WHEREAS)"

2.e. The equipment storage facility is not a "low density" recreational use as
required for recreational uses permitted in the Open Space Easement.

2.f. "An EIR is the appropriate environmental document for this project. The
CEQA makes clear that the burden of proof should not be monumental upon the
appellant by equating 'substantial evidence' with overwhelming or overpowering
evidence. (Group 2 material, Audubon V Stanislaus County, Fifth Appellate
District Court, March 1, 1995, page 8, Citation, 2nd. para.)"

2.g. While golf courses are listed in the LCP's definition of "private
recreational facilities," they are not listed in its definition of "visitor
serving facilities.”

2.h. The project is not in conformance with four sections of the Coastal Act.

2.1. There is no evidence in the County's Resolution of project approval to
support the approval of golf course supporting facilities as "low density
recreational use."

2.3. The County's application and hearing process was conducted without
recognizing the authority of the Settlement Agreement and without establishing
how the Agreement enters into the process.

D. r D ipti

The subject property is located west of Highway One just south of the town of
Bodega Bay. See Exhibits 1-3. The proposed developments are located just
east of existing residential and golf course development in the Bodega Harbour
Subdivision, mostly on the largest (approximately 116 acres) parcel of the
eight parcels on which developments are proposed.

As noted above, the County of Sonoma approved the following development:

(1) construction of a 4,000-square-foot golf course equipment storage building
(on APN 103-040-27); (2) construction of one golf course/public restroom and
one golf course-only restroom (on APNs 100-300-02 and -3, and on 100-360-25);
(3) recognition of an existing maintenance facility (the Bruhn Ranch facility)
that has been developed without a coastal permit, and construction of a new
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maintenance bay at the facility (on APN 100-040-27); (4) construction of a
gravelled road to connect the storage building with the maintenance facility,
for use by equipment transport vehicles (on APNs 103-040-27, -28, -29,
and -30); and a dune restoration project adjacent to fairways #16 and #17 (on
APN 100-150-25). The locations of the proposed developments are shown on

xhi nd 4.

The table below describes the LCP land use and zoning designations that apply
to the proposed developments.

Proposed Land Use Zoning

Development Designation Designation
(1) storage building Dedicated Open Space AP, Primary Agricultural
(2) restrooms:

a. at Tee #13 Recreation PC, Planned Community

b. at Pinnacle Guich Dedicated Open Space PC, Planned Community
(3) maintenance facility Dedicated Open Space AP, Primary Agricultural
(4) connecting road Dedicated Open Space AP, Primary Agricultural
(5) dune restoration Recreation AP, Primary Agricultural

The proposed storage building would be located near Holes 4 and 5 of the
subdivision's eighteen-hole course, at the crest of a hill overlooking the
subdivision and Bodega Bay (Exhibits 4 and 5). The portion of the property
where the storage building is proposed is not used for grazing or any other
active use. The Association proposes to use the new facility only for washing
and storing lawn mowers and other equipment used in maintaining the golf
course. Repair of the equipment will continue to be carried out at the
existing Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility, about 1,000 feet northeast of the
proposed storage building. No environmentally sensitive habitat areas have
been identified in any of the locations proposed for development.

The maintenance facility and new storage building would be connected by a
gravelled road, approximately one-half mile in length (a direct, "as the crow
flies" 1,000-foot road route is not feasible because of the site's hilly
terrain). The proposed development would eliminate the current need to use
Highway One for transporting slow-moving equipment from the Bruhn Ranch
facility to the golf course. Exhibit 11 contains materials submitted by the
applicant, since the appeal was filed, discussing safety concerns with
continued use of Highway One for transporting equipment.

E. ntial Issue Analysi
Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:
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The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be Timited
to an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards
set forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access
policies set forth in this division.

Appell ' Contenti Rel P_or Public A Policies:

Several of the contentions raised in this appeal are not valid grounds for
appeal because they are not supported by any allegation of inconsistency with
the County's certified LCP or with the public access policies of the Coastal
Act. These are listed and discussed below.

1.c. The County's Resolution for the storage building's approval misrepresents
the storage building's 1/4-mile distance from the existing maintenance
facility, thereby implying the storage building would be an addition to the
maintenance facility.

Discussion: This contention has no relevance to project conformity with the
certified LCP. In any event, County staff reports prepared prior to adoption
of the Resolution include maps which clearly indicate the project components'
locations in relation to one another.

1.d. There is no documentation in the County's project file that a detailed
analysis was made of other possible locations for the storage building.

Discussion: This contention does not describe how a detailed analysis of
alternative sites is or is not in conflict with certified LCP provisions. In
any event, the County staff report to the Board of Zoning Adjustments, dated
September 28, 1995, included, as its Exhibit "J", a list of alternative sites
that "were selected by BHHA (Bodega Harbour Homeowners Association) for the
initial purpose of investigative research." Ten sites are listed on that
exhibit, which is attached to this staff report as Exhibit 9. The "specific
site pros & cons" are described, in the 1ist, for each of the ten sites, which
are shown on a map attached to Exhibit 9. The site that is the subject of
this appeal is designated on the list and on the map as Site E., 5th Hole
Hil1l. Furthermore, the consideration of alternative locations is discussed at
some length in the Board of Supervisors Resolution of project approval (see

pages 16 and 17 of Exhibit 8).

2.f. "An EIR is the appropriate environmental document for this project. The
CEQA makes clear that the burden of proof should not be monumental upon the
appellant by equating 'substantial evidence' with overwhelming or overpowering
evidence. (Group 2 material, Audubon V Stanislaus County, Fifth Appellate
District Court, March 1, 1995, page 8, Citation, 2nd. para.)"

Discussion: On March 5, 1996, the Board of Supervisors adopted a Negative
Declaration for the project. This appellant contention appears to take issue
with the Board's determination that preparation of a project EIR was not
necessary. A contention that the Board's CEQA determination was not the
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appropriate determination does not qualify as a valid ground for an appeal
because it is not an allegation that the local government approval does not
conform to the standards set forth in the certified LCP.

2.h. The project is not in conformance with four sections of the Coastal Act
(Sections 30222, 30241, 30241.5, and 30251).

Discussion: This contention does not qualify as a valid ground for an appeal
because it is not an allegation that the local government approval does not
conform to the public access policies of the Coastal Act, since the four cited
policies are not related to coastal public access but rather to visitor
serving facilities, land resources and development.

- A1l of the following eight contentions are related not to provisions of the
certified LCP or Coastal Act public access provisions but to alleged
inconsistencies with the 1977 Settlement Agreement:

1.b. The project is inconsistent with terms of the 1977 Settlement Agreement
that 1imit land uses and motorized vehicles. (See Exhibit 6, p. 3 "Attached
Comments #1," for the appellant's specific concerns.)

2.a. "This project is located in an Open Space Easement own(ed) jointly by the
State of California and the County of Sonoma (Settlement Agreement Book 3242
pg. 138 or page 2, 2nd para., Grant Deed of Real property and Open Space
Easement). It is assumed by C.0.A.A.S.T. that the Coastal Commission would
conduct a hearing on the project because a coastal permit is required for it
and it appears that the Commission may represent the Real Property interest of
State of California as held by the State Department of General Services."

2.b. Certain cited sections of the above-referenced Settlement agreement are
violated by the approval of the project. (This contention does not in any way
describe how the cited sections, in item (2) of Exhibit 7's Attachment #2, are
violated.)

2.c. Two cited references, in the County's Resolution of project approval, to
two existing golf holes "#4 & #5 being in the Open Space Easement are
misrepresented or absolutely incorrect." (This contention does not in any way
describe how the cited references are misrepresented or incorrect.)

2.d. "'...other open space uses...' are cleariy defined as those which do not
significantly detract from the aesthetic, scientific, and ecological values of
the Easement. In other words are as passive as the defined 'low density'
recreational uses. The mitigation for the construction of the storage
facility is, in itself, a violation of the condition 'other open space uses'
as they are defined in the Agreement. The cure is more damaging than the
disease. (Grant Deed, page 1, 6th WHEREAS)"

2.e. The equipment storage facility is not a "low density" recreational use as
required for recreational uses permitted in the Open Space Easement.
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2.1. There is no evidence in the County's Resolution of project approval to
support the approval of golf course supporting facilities as "low density
recreational use."

2.j. The County's application and hearing process was conducted without
recognizing the authority of the Settlement Agreement and without establishing
how the Agreement enters into the process.

Discussion: These eight contentions above specifically relate to alleged
inconsistencies with the 1977 Settlement Agreement's Grant Deed of Real
Property and Open Space Easement (Exhibit 1Q). The agreement pre-dates the
County's 1982-certified LCP, was not expressly made a part of the certified
LCP, and is not a substitute for the certified LCP for purposes of considering
an appeal of a coastal development permit. None of the eight contentions,
therefore, are valid allegations for filing an appeal to the Commission,
pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603(b)(1), which 1imits the grounds for an
appeal to "an allegation that the development does not conform to the
standards set forth in the certified local coastal program or the public
access policies set forth in this division."

Appellants' Contentions that are Related to LCP or Public Access Policies:

Several of the contentions raised in the appeal do relate to policies of the
certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. However, the
Commission finds that these contentions do not raise a substantial issye
because the project as conditioned by the County conforms to the certified LCP
and public access policies of the Coastal Act.

1.a. The proposed storage building is inconsistent with the LCP Land Use Plan
(LUP) designation of the building site as "dedicated open space."

Discussion: The County's Resolution of approval for this project found that

The proposed project is also consistent with the Coastal Plan (LUP).

The Coastal Plan has not changed since the July 3, 1985, approval of the
second nine holes of the golf course, two holes of which were located
within the agricultural zoning district and open space areas. (See

Exhibit 8, pp. 15-16.)

The two holes that were approved in 1985 that are referenced in the above
finding are in fact located adjacent to the proposed storage building site.
The proposed building site and the two golf holes (holes 4 and 5) are
classified as "Designated Open Space” on the certified LUP Land Use Map and as
"AP" (Primary Agricultural District) on the certified LCP Zoning Map.

The LUP (Coastal Plan) defines the "Dedicated Open Space" land use category as
“Common areas in planned developments that are committed to perpetual open
space." The LUP provides no other guidance for interpreting this category,
e.g., what types of development, if any, might be allowed in "Dedicated Open
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Space" lands. The County's 1985 action to approve two golf holes in the
Dedicated Open Space area, an action that was not appealed to the Commission,
was based on the County's interpretation that a golf course is a commitment to
perpetual open space, within a planned development, for commercial recreation
purposes, and therefore a use consistent with the LCP's land use and zoning
designations for the site.

The County's approval earlier this year of the proposed storage building
adjacent to the two golf holes, but designed to serve all eighteen holes, is
consistent with this interpretation of open space uses permitted by the
certified LCP for the portion of the Bodega Harbour planned development that
is not committed to residential development. It is not unreasonable or
unusual for open space recreational areas or facilities to include on-site
equipment storage buildings, for example, at overnight campgrounds or even at
day~-use parks. A golf course requires intensive maintenance in order to keep
the fairways, greens and tee areas mowed and playable; storage of maintenance
equipment in close proximity to the golf course allows efficient maintenance
of the course. The Commission notes that the storage building site is zoned
as Primary Agricultural. According to Sec. 26C-82(d)(3), the allowable
“incidental uses" in an AP District, with a use permit, are "Commercial
recreation facilities such as campgrounds, fishing resorts, and the like."
Golf facilities are a form of commercial recreation facility similar to
campgrounds and fishing resorts in that all of these facilities provide for
open space, recreational use, and involve such minor structures as restrooms,
kiosks, and maintenance equipment storage structures. Thus, the equipment
storage building is consistent with the zoning and is the kind of open space
use the County and the Commission envisioned for site at the time the LCP was
proposed and certified.

The Commission finds that the County's approval of the storage building is a
reasonable land use decision that raises no substantial issue as to conformity
with the certified LCP's provisions to protect open space values.

2.9. While golf courses are listed in the LCP's definition of "private
recreational facilities," they are not listed in its definition of “visitor
serving facilities."

Discussion: The cited LCP definitions are in the County's Coastal Plan (LUP)
and read as follows:

Private Recreation Facilities. Private facilities serve a recreation
function and are operated by private business for profit, including
campgrounds, trailer parks, stables, golf courses, and boat launching.

Visitor-Serving Facilities. Visitor-serving facilities include
developments that provide basic visitor support services such as motels,
restaurants, grocery stores, auto service stations, public restrooms.
Most services on the Sonoma coast are both visitor and local serving.
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The contention does not describe how the appealed golf equipment storage
building might be inconsistent with the LCP in terms of its provisions
regarding either private recreation facilities or visitor-serving facilities.
The LUP does include two land use categories, among its total of fifteen land
use categories, that essentially reflect the two cited definitions. These two
categories are:

Recreation: Public and private recreational lands and facilities (i.e.,
golf courses, campgrounds, beaches, overnight trailer parks, stables,
day use accessways).

Visitor Serving Commercial: Land to accommodate visitor-serving
facilities, (i.e., restaurants, lodging).

The proposed equipment storage building is not sited on land designated for
either of these two categories, however, but is sited on land designated for
"dedicated open space," as noted above. Therefore, the Commission finds that
the County's approval does not raise a substantial issue with the LCP's
recreation and visitor-serving categories since those categories are not
applicable to the building site.

Conclusion

In summary, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that the

project as approved and conditioned by the County of Sonoma raises no

:g?stantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been
ed.

F. 11 Vi n

Certain development that is included in the application that has been appealed
to the Commission, namely operation of the Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility,
has taken place without benefit of a coastal development permit. Although
development has taken place prior to submission of this permit appeal, the
Commission's consideration of whether a substantial issue exists with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed has been based solely upon
the consistency of the project, as approved by the County, with the Sonoma
County LCP policies and the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
Consideration of this appeal does not constitute a waiver of any legal action
with regard to the alleged violation nor does it constitute an admission as to
the legality of any development undertaken on the subject site without a
coastal permit.
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Exhibits.

Regional Location Map
Vicinity Map

Bodega Harbour Project Sites
Development Sites

Storage Building Site Plan and Elevation
League of Women Voters Appeal
C.0.A.A.S.T. Appeal

County Resolution

Site Selection Criteria

. 1977 Grant Deed

Public Safety Correspondence.
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STATE OF CALFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCYS s ( PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

{NORTH COAST AREA & &i-"f-
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 {"0‘: /
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941052219 APPEAI FROM COASTAL PERMIT e
415 504-5280 DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing
This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):
Mursha Vas Dupre., rPresident, League of Women Voters Sonoma Countv
4515 R idgeview Dbrive
Santa Rosa, CA Y5404 (home) (707 }Y528-7146
Zip Area Code Phone No..

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port
government: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

2. Brief description of development being
appealed: Construction of a 4,000 sg. ft. building on an Open Space

Basement in a coastal zone. Bu;ldlng will house lawn maowers trimmers

¢dgers. etc,, abou®t 80 pieces of equipment, more than half gas or delsel
powered. Equipment will enter and exit site daily.

3. Development’s location (street address, assessor’ s parcel
no., cross street etce. ) 20506 nghway 1, Bodega Bay. CA APN 103-040-27

4. Descrlptlon of dec131on being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: X

c. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: :

DATE FILED: : ~ IEXHIBIT NO. o
‘ ‘ APPLICATION NO.
DISTRICT: : B A-1-SON-96-18

‘ . : League of Women
H5: 4/88 , R ; 7 Voters Appeal




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2}

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. __Planning Director/Zoning ¢. __Planning Commission
Administrator
b. ¥_City Council/Board of d. __Other
Supervisors
6. Date of local government’s decision: Mar. 5, 1996 (Regoclution)
7. Local government’s file number (if any): CPU_95-333

SECTION ITI. Identification of Other Interested Per

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
Bodega Harvur Homeuwners Association
21301 Heron.Drive
Bodega Bay, CA 94913

b. Names and malllng addresses as available of those who testzfled
(either- verbally or -in-writing) at the city/county/port hearlng(s)
Include other parties which you know to be 1nterested and should
rece1ve nctlce of this appeal ‘ ST : =

(1)

-

(2)

(3)

(4)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Apveal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.



4
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Padge 3}

State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and regquirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

1. The project permits a 4,000 sg. ft. building on an open space

easement. It will garage 80 pieces of equipment, more than half of

which are motorized and wil exit and enter the site daily. This use is

inconsistent with the Sonoma County Coastal Plan which calls for dedicated

open space to be "committed to pébetual open space."

2. The Resolution seems to imply that the new construction will be part

of facilities alrgady located on the easement when, in fact, the new

construction site is at least 1/4 mile away (as estimated from site map.)

Additional comments and reference documents attached.

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request. ‘ S

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of
my/our knowledge.

‘ N
\r\/\«&o\vi :‘»—Q, \-" Qs QJ\L,&_—Y\)/\QV
Signature of Appellant({ls) or
Authorized Agent

Date Mace b 20 v b

I

NOTE: 1If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)
Date




Attached Comments to the Appeal of Resolution No. 96-0259

1. The project allows construction of a 4,000 sq. ft. garage on land on which an open space
and conservation easement was granted to the State of California and the County of Sonoma
in 1977. This facility would house maintenance equipment for an 18 hole golf course. This
equipment, lawn mowers, trimmers, edgers etc. powered by diesel or gasoline, would leave
and return to the facility on designated open space daily between 6 or 7 AM and 4:30 PM.
Washing and light maintenance of the equipment would also occur on the designated open
space easement. We believe that the construction and use of the facility is inconsistent with
the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan definition of Dedicated Open Space as "Common
areas in planned developments that are committed to perpetual open space." (Local Coastal
Plan, Dec. 1980, VII-48)! The project is also inconsistent with the Settlement Agreement of
1977 between the developer of Bodega Harbor and the State and County in which an open
space and conservation easement over Tract D was granted the County and State with use
confined "solely to low intensity agricultural uses such as livestock grazing, low density
recreational uses such as equestrian or hiking trails, and such other open space uses...(which)
do not conflict with the environmental and ascetic values..." "Additionally, Grantor, by this
easement, relinquishes any right of Grantor, his successors or assigns, to use for, or allow on
tract D any form of motorized recreation such as trail bikes, dune buggies, recreational
trailers, automobiles and any other vehicles; though Grantor reserves the right to make a
reasonable use of motorized equipment in pursuing agricultural uses of Tract D." (Grant
Deed of Real Property and Open Space Easement Book 3242 pg.140)%

2. The Resolution seems to imply that the new project would just be an addition to the
Bruhn Ranch facility when, in fact, the new storage facility is completely separate and at
least 1/4 mile away (see attached map)> There has always been disagreement in the County
as to whether the Bruhn Ranch facility situated within the open space easement was legal
since there is no documentation stating that the Bruhn Ranch facility legally is allowed. To
add an additional facility on the open space easement, completely separated from the Bruhn
Ranch facility, on the basis of past use which is possibly illegal, seems disingenuous, at
least.

3. There is mention, but no documentation in this project file (CPU 95-333) which
demonstrates that a detailed analysis was made by the County on other possible locations for
the storage facility. The only review on file is that made by the applicant. The applicant’s
project analysis of 10 possible sites makes no mention of open space easements on the
analyzed sites which would preclude development of that site:] The resolution states that "the
entire common area of the Homeowners Association is encumbered by one open space
easement or another" and "the location of a golf course maintenance or storage structure on
any of the lots within the Bodega Harbor subdivision is also expressly prohibited by the
terms of the open space agreement.’ (Pg. 5 no.1) In light of the documentation by the
applicant on other sites, the above statement in the Resolution makes availability of other
possible sites ambiguous.

Superscripts refer to attached documents as cited.
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‘,,ASTATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

L PETE WILSON, Governor
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

MNORTH COAST AREA
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 941052219 APPEAL FROM COASTAIL PERMIT
(4135) 904-5260 DECISTON OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing
This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

Name, malllng address and telephone number of appellant(s)

J = : A
Xanrd‘n.[?,ér{bd, CA_ 956 (IO7 ) 539-0(8 3
le Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name
government: g

of local/port

2. Brief description of development being

tJ
appealed: ﬁthLl 140, @dn 2 Conalniast o HOC ) Qs amam
oL V2 O H - l“&‘m AL VN '.; Y A’- i A D Al ) ' :A{.If nl&’ ot A b
A >
rnaa O eI 'mmm MO NE ] ..‘mu- NAL eGMmL —

tlms-em YW Ponedt Mo - ' iarey NOROSA gt a4z AR, d
3. Development’s 1ocation (street address, assessor’s parce

no., cross street, etc.): zmﬂ%&%m,_&mﬁaﬁ,ﬂ_k

g4g23. APN 103-'-040*0;‘7

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: L//

c. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO: A-/~SDA/-°7(/*D/£/ EXHIBIT NO. - I

pate rrrep:_ 2/ Al[ 96 APTLIGATIONNG: I
S

DISTRICT: C/]M(’/u (ead C.0.A.A.S.T. Appeal]

H5: 4/88




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PFRMIT DECISTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. __Planning Director/Zoning c. __Planning Commission
Administrator
b. v{élty Council/Board of d. _ _Other

Supervisors

Sty awo Vota '/30/"16
6. Date of local government’s decision: QgmAg&i_fhhgymgiggL;¥&;$jL____

7. Local government’s file number (if any): C€UGs-T3 3

SECTICON III. dentification of Other Interested Pe ns

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
BHEA

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

_CA 95000

(4) ImlLA;l!sauthﬁll)uuulA; .
98404

(009 HA&LQMA e S Q
i 4 Xstxibthwu*i**l
SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISTION OF ILOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above ére correct to the best of
my/our knowledge.

«

P,
6{6 DA AST Signature of Appellant(s) or
T Authorized Agent

Date /"‘“ 10 - Cf(ﬂ

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)
Date




o e Past Olfice Box 4072
22 Santa Rosa (alifornia 95402
071 539-0153

COAST!

Attachment #2

(2) Certain sections of this Settlement Agreement are violated by the approval
of this project. (Settlement Agreement page 18, #19; Grant Deed, page 1, para 7 & 8;
page 2, para 1; page 3, #4, para .1; page 4, first complete para, sentence 3.)

(3) Several references to holes #4 & #5 being in the Open Space Easement are
misrepresented or absolutely incorrect. ( Resolution 96-0259, page 3, 2.8, par 2 & 3.)

(4) " ..other open space uses..." are clearly defined as those which do not
significantly detract from the aesthetic, scientific and ecological values of the
Easement. In other words are as passive as the defined "low density" recreational uses.
The mitigation for the construction of the storage facility is, in itself, a violation of
the condition "other open space uses" as they are defined in the Agreement. The cure
is more damaging than the disease. (Grant Deed, page 1, 6th WHEREAS)

(5) Recreational uses permitted in the Open Space Easement are required to be
"low density" uses. This equipment storage facility is not a low density recreational
use. Holes #4 & #5 presently existing in the Open Space Easement have not been
determined to be low density recreational uses and in our opinion they should not
have been allowed to have been placed in the Easement. (Group One material, footnote
#6.) :

(6) An EIR is the appropriate environmental document for this project. The
CEQA makes clear that the burden of proof should not be monumental upon the
appellant by equating 'substantial evidence' with overwhelming or overpowering
evidence. ( Group 2 material, Audubon V Stanislaus County, Fifth Appellate District
Court, March 1, 1995, page 8, Citation, 2nd para.)

(7) The LCP does not include a golf course among its listing of visitor serving
facilities. (LCP, DEFINITIONS, V-43) Only for the purpose of defining the term
"Private recreational facilities, are golf courses listed among other private for profit
facilities.

LCP, DEFINITIONS, V-29)

(8) The project is not in conformance with certain Sections of the Coastal Act
of 1976. (Chap. 3, Article 3, Section 30222; Chap. 3, Article 3, Section 30241 & 30241,5;
Chap. 3, Article 6, Section 30251)

(9) The decision to deny C.0.A.AS.T.'s Appeal was made without answering the
all important question, " Is a golf course and its supporting facilities a "low density "
recreational use?" Resolution 96-0259 states in an indeterminate way that that
question has been answered. There is no evidence which supports that decision, as far
as the official record indicate. It is a simple unsupported presumption at this point.



(10) The entire application and hearing process was conducted without
recognizing the authority of the Settlement Agreement and all its addenda.
C.0.A.AS.T. finds it unconscionable that the Agreement has no recognized status in the
application and hearing procedures. In our opinion the Settlement Agreement
supersedes the General Plan, the County Zoning Ordinance, the LCP, and the Coastal
Zoning Ordinance. In any case, approval of this project is flawed by the absence of
any status accorded the Settlement Agreement. Because the Coastal Commission may be
representing the State of California Attorney General's Office in this matter, since so
far it represents a modification in a significant way without the concurrence of the
Attorney General's Office, we believe that no decision can be made by the
Commissioners until there is an established process wherein everyone is advised as to
how the Settlement Agreement enters into the process.




(5) Ms Patti Vergara, Chair
Land Use Committee, Sierra Club Sonoma Group
641 McConnell
Santa Rosa, CA, 95404

(6) Mr Nick Marlow, Ve Pa
Surfrider Foundation
POBox 138
Bodega, CA 94921

(7) Ms. Evélyn Matteucci
1017 Hacicnda Ave.
Davis, CA 95616

(8) Paul and Marilyn Davis
P. O. Box 405
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

(9) Mr & Mrs Richard Shubb
P.O.Box 818
Bodega Bay, CA 94923

(o) s. Evnestine Swmci
1583 Fauv Daks Cour ™
SawvTls Rosa, A 95 04

U Ms Mattine Bewtley

IFx] FaarO aKSCoo‘r'('
Javta QOS&, CA.q5doy

Attachment #1



EXHIBITNO. s
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N APPLICATION NO.
A-1-SON-96~18

42 AR141325
J IMETRUMENT IS A MAR -
ﬁsﬂ?‘lg%}! e }jii niGINAL CALIFORMIA . County Resolution
Gt wiLe M i LrFlle. FOBSTAL GO AArAISSITON 47
aresT - MAR 05 1246 RESOLUTION NO._96-0259
EEVE T. LEWIS, DATED: March 5, 1996

Souny Cter & ox-oIIC0 Cie o 8 for

e /A
RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF
SONOMA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DENYING AN APPEAL FROM A
DECISION OF THE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS AND GRANTING A
USE PERMIT AND COASTAL PERMIT TO BODEGA HARBOUR
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION FOR CERTAIN GOLF COURSE
MAINTENANCE AND STORAGE USES ON COMMON AREA PROPERTY
OWNED BY THE ASSOCIATION AND LOCATED AT 20506 HIGHWAY 1,
BODEGA BAY

RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sonoma (hereinafter
"the Board") hereby finds and determines as follows:

I. Application and Proposed Project.

The Bodega Harbour Homeowners Association (hereinafter "the applicant") filed
application CPU 95-333 (hereinafter "the proposed project™) with the County of Sonoma
(hereinafter "the County") and its Permit and Resource Management Department
(hereinafter "PRMD") requesting a use permit and coastal permit for certain uses
generally consisting of a 4,000 sq. fi. golf maintenance equipment storage building,
recognition of the existing maintenance operation located at Bruhn Ranch, the addition of
a 375+ sq. ft. equipment repair bay at Bruhn Ranch, two restrooms, improvement of an
existing public trail, construction of an additional public trail and sand dune restoration.
The proposed project is located primarily on a 116+ acre parcel located at 20506
Highway 1, Bodega Bay; APN 103-040-27; the restrooms are located on common area
owned by the applicant adjacent to APN 103-040-27 (hereinafter collectively "the subject
property"). The subject property has a General Plan designation of land extensive
agriculture and a Zoning classification of primary agriculture, together with a coastal
combining designation.

2. Procedural History.

2.1  Inthe late 1960s and early 1970s, a number of tentative maps were
approved by the County in connection with the development of Bodega Harbour. These
tentative maps were approved prior to the effective date of the California Coastal
Initiative (hereinafter "the Coastal Initiative"). The Coastal Initiative was adopted by way

CDH 11991.1 1 CDH:vt/03-04-96 |




of Proposition 20 late in 1972. Prior to the effective date of the Coastal Initiative, the
developer of Bodega Harbour secured a use permit for the construction and operation of a
nine-hole golf course and vested at least one of the five units covered by the previously
approved tentative maps.

2.2. Inthe early 1970s, the developers of Bodega Harbour began utilizing
the then existing and historically used Bruhn Ranch facilities in connection with the
development, use, and operation of the nine-hole golf course.

2.3. The California Coastal Zone Conservation Act (hereinafter "the
Coastal Act") was subsequently enacted by the State Legislature in 1976, becoming
effective on January 1, 1977. The Coastal Act superseded the Coastal Initiative. After
adoption of the Coastal Act, there ensued a dispute between the developer of Bodega
Harbour and the California Coastal Commission (hereinafter "the Commission")
regarding the extent to which the developer had a vested right to build out the Bodega
- Harbour subdivision in accordance with previously approved tentative maps and the use
permit for the golf course.

2.4. The dispute between the developer of Bodega Harbour and the
Commission was resolved by way of a stipulated judgment and settlement agreement
(hereinafter "the settlement agreement"), which was executed in May of 1977 and filed
with the Sonoma County Superior Court on June 1, 1977. The settlement agreement
provided, in pertinent part, as follows:

2.4.1. Two of the subdivision units within Bodega Harbour were
either found to be exempt from or were not required to fulfill the permit requirements of
the Coastal Act. The nine-hole golf course was situated within these units. The
settlement agreement provided that the remaining three subdivision units of Bodega
Harbour would be largely reverted to acreage.

2.4.2. With respect to the development, use, and operation of the
golf course, the settlement agreement provided that the developer would not be required
to fulfill the permit requirements of the Coastal Act. At the time of the execution of the
settlement agreement, the Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility was being used by the
developer in connection with the golf course.

2.4.3. The settlement agreement also provided that the golf course at
Bodega Harbour had to be opened for public use subject to reasonable fees and
conditions.

2.4.4. The settlement agreement also provided that the Commission

and its staff would, to the extent possible and appropriate, lend assistance and support to
the developer in seeking whatever approvals were necessary from the County or any other

CDH 11991.1 2 CDH:vt/03-04-96



public agency to effectuate the settlement agreement and permit the development of the
revised project contemplated in the settlement agreement.

2.4.5. The settlement agreement also included a grant of an open
space easement to the Commission and the County for Tract "D" (Bruhn Ranch) owned
by the Bodega Harbour developer (hereinafter "Bruhn Ranch easement"). No express
reference was made in the Bruhn Ranch easement to the existing Bruhn Ranch
maintenance facility. The remaining common area owned by the Bodega Harbour
developer was encumbered by other grants of open space easements in favor of the
County.

2.5. Thereafter, in accordance with the settlement agreement, the nine-
hole golf course was opened for public use.

2.6. In 1979, the County adopted its Coastal Plan (hereinafter "the
--Coastai Plan™), which was certified by the Commission in December of 1980. The
Coastal Plan, still effective today, expressly noted, on page I-5, that Coastal Act policies
give priority to recreation and visitor-serving uses over all other uses except coastal-
dependent industry and agriculture and also promote the enhancement of public and
recreation opportunities. On page V-29, the Coastal Plan expressly noted that golf
courses are a recreation facility for purposes of the Coastal Plan.

2.7. In 1985, the applicant, successor in interest to the original Bodega
Harbour developer, made application to the County to add a second nine holes to the then
existing nine-hole Bodega Harbour golf course. Two of the nine holes were located
within the Bruhn Ranch easement.

2.8.  OnJuly 3, 1985, the County approved the second nine holes to the
golf course by way of use permit and coastal permit. The County found that the second
nine holes were consistent with the Coastal Plan. The staff report prepared in connection
with the approval also provided as follows:

"The Coastal Commission staff has reviewed the proposed project, in terms
of the Trans-Century settlement agreement, and has no objection to the
addition of the second nine holes."

The plans for the second nine holes referenced the use of golf cart
paths in connection with the second nine holes.

2.9. Thereafter, .in accordance with the provisions of law, the County

duly gave notice to the Commission of its approval of the second nine holes of the golf
course, which included the holes located within the Bruhn Ranch easement area. No

CDH 11991.1 3 CDH:vt/03-04-96



appeal was taken by the Commission or any other person in connection with the County's
approval of the second nine holes.

2.10. Thereafter, the applicant commenced construction and completed the
second nine holes of the golf course, which area was also opened for public play. The
maintenance of equipment used in connection with the operation and use of the golf
course continued to be conducted at the Bruhn Ranch facility. Of necessity, the applicant
had to trailer the equipment from Bruhn Ranch onto Highway 1 and proceed northward to
the main entrance to the Bodega Harbour subdivision and then to the golf course. This
maintenance operation, which involves the trailering of equipment at approximately 15
mph in a heavily trafficked area, has been described by the United States Golf
Association as the most dangerous golf course maintenance operation in its western
district. With the approval of the second nine holes, it became apparent to the applicant
that a more efficient and safe maintenance operation was necessary in connection with the
operation and use of the public golf course. There then ensued an 11-year effort on the
part of the applicant to establish an alternative maintenance arrangement. That effort has
culminated in the decision reached by the Board today.

2.11. During the 11-year period, the applicant explored 12 different sites
in connection with its efforts to site a more efficient and safe maintenance operation. The

applicant worked with PRMD staff in connection with the siting efforts. Potential sites
were analyzed for:

Public views from ocean "open space"”;

Public views from Highway 1;

Public views from "open space" recreational trails;
Public views from adjacent (to Bodega Harbour) pastoral
views;

Impacts (noise, nuisance, visual) to adjoining BHHA
residences;

Public views from public streets in Bodega Harbour;
Facility convenience to golf course;

Vehicular accessibility to facility;

Site accessibility to utilities; and

Site utilization of natural resources (non-rencwable, fuel).

o aoge

o pte ot

Finally, in the latter part of 1994, the applicant settled on a
compromise solution to its maintenance needs. That solution, now the proposed project,
involved continuing its historical maintenance of the golf course equipment at the Bruhn
Ranch facility, with the storage of the equipment in a proposed 4,000 sq. ft. storage shed
located proximate to the golf course and connected to Bruhn Ranch by an existing ranch
road. The applicant had secured an easement from the adjoining agricultural landowner
for use of the existing ranch road. The construction of the 4,000 sq. fi. storage shed is to

CDH 11991.1 4 CDH:vt/03-04-96



be within the Bruhn Ranch easement area. After consultation with PRMD and
Commission staff, it was decided that, in light of the additional construction proposed
within the Bruhn Ranch easement area, a determination be sought from the County and
Commission regarding the consistency of the proposed project with the Bruhn Ranch
open space easement.

2.12. Thereafter, the applicant requested from the County an
administrative determination regarding the consistency of its proposed use with the Bruhn
Ranch easement. On September 13, 1994, the Board adopted Resolution No. 94-1304, a
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A" and incorporated herein by this reference
(hereinafter "Resolution No. 94-1304"), finding that the construction of a 4,000 sq. ft.
golf course equipment storage facility was consistent with the Bruhn Ranch easement. In
making this consistency determination, the Board took into consideration certain offers of
dedication, improvement, and restoration made by the applicant and specified in
Resolution No. 94-1304. As part of Resolution No. 94-1304, the Board also
recommended that the applicant describe the entirety of its goif course maintenance
operation, including the historically used Bruhn Ranch facility, as part of its use permit
and coastal permit application.

2.13. Thereafter, Resolution No. 94-1304 was considered by the
Commission on December 13, 1994. After hearing testimony from several interested
parties in connection with the matter, the applicant was given direction to file a formal
coastal permit application.

2.14. Pursuant to direction given by the Board and the Commission, the
applicant filed its application for a use permit and coastal permit. That application
generally included the following:

2.14.1. A 4,000 sq. ft. equipment storage building to be located
within the Bruhn Ranch easement area.

2.14.2. Two restroom buildings.

2.14.3. A 15'x 25' equipment repair building on an existing pad at
the Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility.

2.14.4. A description and site plan for the historically used Bruhn
Ranch maintenance operation as requested by the Board.

2.14.5. An offer to construct an additional public trail from Heron
Drive to a point above the golf course, about 1,500 feet long.
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2.14.6. A donation of $15,000 to reconstruct the existing Pinnacle
Gulch public trail providing access to the beach.

2.14.7. A sand dune restoration project.

2.14.8. A youth golf development program to serve disadvantaged
youths.

2.14.9. The execution of an additional open space easement over the
Bruhn Ranch easement area to make it clear that absolutely no further development would
take place within the Bruhn Ranch easement area over and above that approved by the
use permit and coastal permit. A full project description is set forth in Exhibit "B,"
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

2.15. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and
State and County CEQA guidelines, PRMD staff prepared an initial study for the
propesed project in accordance with CEQA and State and County CEQA guidelines.
Based upon the information contained in the initial study, the Environmental Review
Committee for the County determined that there would be no significant effect from the
proposed project, provided that specified mitigation measures were incorporated into the
proposed project. A negative declaration was then prepared that included the identified
mitigation measures. Notice and public review of the negative declaration and initial
study were provided in accordance with CEQA and State and County CEQA guidelines.

2.16. On October 12, 1995, the County's Board of Zoning Adjustments
(hereinafter "the BZA") heard the application for the use permit and coastal permit. The
BZA approved the application with a 4-1-0 vote. As part of its approval, the BZA
requested the development of an alternative trail along Shorttail Gulch.

2.17. Thereafter, the BZA's approval of the proposed project was appealed
to the Board. On January 30, 1996, the Board heard the appeal from the BZA's approval
of the use permit and coastal permit. At the time and place of the duly noticed public
hearing, the Board heard and received all oral and written testimony and evidence which
were made, presented, or filed, and all persons present at the hearing were given an
opportunity to hear and be heard with respect to any matter relating to the proposed
project. At the conclusion of public testimony, the Board made its straw vote to deny the
appeal of the BZA's approval and to approve the use permit and coastal permit. As will
be discussed elsewhere herein, the Board made a modification to the decision rendered by
the BZA as it related to the BZA's requirement to develop the Shorttail Gulch trail. The
Board directed that County Counsel return to the Board with a resolution reflecting its
consideration and actions. The Board has had an opportunity to review this resolution
and the findings, determinations, and orders contained herein and hereby determines that
they accurately set forth the intentions of the Board regarding the proposed project.
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3. Environmental Findings.

3.1.  On August 21, 1995, PRMD staff prepared a negative declaration in
connection with the proposed project. That negative declaration included an initial study
dated August 11, 1995, and specifically referred to a number of source documents in
connection with its determination that the proposed project would not resultin a
significant effect on the environment, as that term is defined by CEQA. Included among
the source documents incorporated by express reference in the initial study were the
project application and description, the initial data sheet, the County Planning Department
sources and criteria manual, the Sonoma County General Plan and associated EIR, the
Coastal Plan, the Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance, the Sonoma County Rare Plant Site
Identification Study, project referrals and mitigations from responsible agencies, State
and local environmental quality acts, the full record of previous hearings on the proposed
project in Files Nos. UP 85-11525 and CPU 94-173, correspondence received on the
proposed project and the Bruhn Ranch open space easement.

3.2. Referrals received on the proposed project included those from the
Sonoma County Department of Fire Services, the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District, the
Bodega Bay Public Utility District, the Sonoma County Sheriff's Department, the Sonoma
County Department of Transportation and Public Works, the Sonoma State Historical
Resource Information System, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, the
Department of Fish and Game, the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management
Department and the Sonoma County Department of Health Services. None of these
agencies or departments felt that the preparation of an environmental impact report was
warranted in connection with the proposed project. Some of the departments and
agencies suggested mitigation measures which were agreed to by the applicant and
incorporated into the proposed project. Letters were also received from the two
agricultural operators adjoining the proposed project, both of which stated they had no
objection to the request by the applicant for the use permit and coastal permit.
Additionally, a rare plant study had been prepared by a biologist and reviewed by the
State Department of Fish and Game and Native Plant Society in connection with the
proposed project.

3.3. The only additional site disturbance connected with the proposed
project was the location of the 4,000 sq. ft. storage building on an existing disturbed site
and the construction of the 1,500-foot Heron Drive trail proposed in the original
application. The construction of an additional 15' x 25' service bay at Bruhn Ranch is to
take place on an existing pad without further site disturbance. The construction of the
restroom facilities are to take place within already developed areas of the applicant's
common area located outside of the Bruhn Ranch easement area. Accordingly, very little
environmental intrusion is associated with the proposed project.
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3.4. Opponents of the proposed project took issue with the propriety of
the negative declaration and argued that an EIR should have been prepared for the
proposed project. The Board finds that these positions are not well taken. Specifically,
the Board makes the following findings in connection with these points:

3.4.1. January 30, 1996. COAAST Comment Regarding "Earth."
The comment states that the site is barely out of the Alquist Priola special study zone and

that an EIR is required to contain a geotechnical investigation and subsurface exploration
and laboratory testing to provide detailed recommendations regarding the design of the
4,000 sq. ft. metal storage building. First, the site is outside the Alquist Priola special
study zone. Second, the proposed construction is a metal building to store equipment and
does not involve a significant exposure of people to earthquake hazards. Third, as
indicated in the initial study and the applicant's September 20, 1995, report, there are no
obvious signs of slope stability or obvious soil expansion problems at the location.
Fourth, Condition No. 1 requires the preparation of a soils report at the time of building
--permit. “T{the soils report indicates slope and stability or soil expansion probiems, design
standards set forth in the Uniform Building Code are sufficient to address this concern.

3.4.2. January 30, 1996, C T Comment Regarding "Water".
The comment requests an EIR on the issue of changes in the drainage pattern that could
result in a discharge of waste into surface water. No background is given in connection
with this comment. Condition No. 5 provides that the applicant must provide a
wastewater disposal system for the equipment wash rack that meets current standards of a
septic disposal system under permit from Environmental Health or install a closed system
water recycling unit or a filtration/separation unit. The systems must be approved by
Environmental Health and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Building
Department approval may also be necessary. Additionally, if applicable, the applicant
will also have to apply for wastewater discharge requirements from the North Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board. If a septic system is utilized, it must be designed
by a registered civil engineer or registered Environmental Health specialist meeting
current County requirements. Condition No. 7 requires that drainage improvements must
be designed by a civil engineer in accordance with the Sonoma County Water Agency's
flood control design criteria for approval by PRMD and be shown on the improvement
plans. These requirements, in conformance with identified performance standards, will
address the concerns expressed in the comment.

3.4.3. January 30, 1996, COAAST Comment Regarding "Plant
Life." This comment relates to potential plant life impacts associated with the proposed
Heron Drive trail. As indicated elsewhere herein, the Board has deleted this proposed
trail from its approval and therefore no impact will take place.

3.4.4. January 30, 1996, COAAST Comment Regarding "Animal
Life." The comment relates largely to the 1985 approval of two holes of the golf course
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within the Bruhn Ranch easement area. With respect to the concern expressed regarding
potential wildlife impacts associated with the Heron Drive trail, that trail has now been
deleted from the Board's approval. The location of the 4,000 sq. ft. shed is on an already
disturbed site immediately proximate to the golf course. The shed will be within 200 feet
of an existing golf course cart path. The biotic survey concluded that there were no rare
or endangered species or sensitive habitat in the area of the building site for the storage
shed. There are no facts in the record to support the conclusion that the storage shed will
result in a significant effect on the animal life in the area. The Department of Fish and
Game did not raise this issue as a concern.

3.4.5. January 30, 1996. COAAST Comment Regarding "Noise."
The comment requests an EIR based on potential noise impacts. Condition No. 6 requires

that the proposed project conform to the standards set forth in table NE-2 of the Noise
Element of the Sonoma County General Plan. Opponents of the proposed project did no
acoustical analysis to suggest that the proposed project would have the far-reaching noise
impacts suggested in this comment. The record also reflects that the storage building will
be more than 1,400-feet from any existing residence and that the low activity, storage use
of the building will not be noise intensive. The project description indicates use from
6:00 a.m. to approximately 4:30 p.m. The facility will not be operated in the evening.

3.4.6. January 30, 1996, COAAST Comment Regarding "Light."
This comment relates to light and glare impacts to the community in general and to

nocturnal birds and other creatures in the area of the proposed storage building. Again,
there are no facts to suggest that this would constitute a significant effect on the
environment. However, as will be discussed later herein, the Board is modifying the
condition relating to lighting of the facility to further reduce any potential impact.

3.4.7. January 30, 1996. COAAST Comment Relating to "Natural
Resources." This comment relates to an assertion that the proposed project will result in a

major depletion of a non-renewable resource, specifically the aesthetic and environmental
values of the Bruhn Ranch open space area. Since the only new construction proposed in
connection with the proposed project is the 4,000 sq. ft. storage shed, the Board finds this
comment to be groundless. As indicated previously, the County has made detailed
findings in Exhibit "A" relating to the consistency of the proposed project with the open
space easement. The minimal additional intrusion into the easement area does not
constitute a significant environmental effect. Condition No. 11 will ensure that further
development of the Bruhn Ranch open space area will be permanently restricted.

3.4.8. January 30, 1996. COAAST Comment Regarding "Risk of
Upset." This comment relates primarily to the risk of fire associated with the use of

equipment and associated fuels, lubricants, solvents and cleaning materials. Condition
No. 1 states that fire-safe standards must be met in accordance with the letter from the
Bodega Bay Fire Protection District dated June 14, 1995. No facts are advanced by the
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commentor supporting the conclusion that a significant fire problem will occur as a result
of the proposed project. Moreover, the January 29, 1996, correspondence received from
the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District states, in pertinent part, as follows:

"Our fire chief has informed this Board of Directors of how the BHHA has
complied with all of the required uniform fire codes, and the Sonoma
County Fire Safe Act.

"The facility is located far and away from all wood structures and poses no
fire safety threat to anyone or anything. The new location allows the
maintenance personnel access to Bruhn Ranch without traveling down on
Highway 1 on a daily basis. In addition, their new building permit will also
require the BHHA to upgrade some parts of the fire protection systems at
the Bruhn Ranch.

"Speaking from a fire, safety and common sense point of view, we, the
Board of Directors of the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District by consensus,
-supportthe construction of the Bodega Harbour Homeowners Association
maintenance facility."

3.4.9. Janu 0,1996,.C S ent Regarding "Human
Health." The comment simply states that noise and light may be detrimental to human
health. No facts are asserted to support this statement. As previously indicated, noise
impacts must conform to performance standards set forth in the General Plan and light
impacts are dealt with elsewhere herein.

3.4.10. January 30, 1996, COAAST Comment Regarding
"Aesthetics." This comment relates to an assertion that the aesthetics of the open space

easement will be offended. As indicated in the visual analysis submitted in connection
with the proposed project, the storage structure will be partially buried, then bermed and
vegetated in order to prevent a visual impact. Accordingly, the Board finds that there is
no adverse aesthetic impact.

34.11. January 30, 1996, COAAST Comment Regarding

"Recreation." The comment suggests that the proposed project will have a recreation
impact because viewing the open space is a recreational activity. As stated previously,
the combination of burying, berming and landscaping will screen the area from outside
view. Although the proposed project is located within an open space area, there is no
right of public access to the Bruhn Ranch and therefore on-site public viewing will not be
impacted. Recreational opportunities associated with the safe and efficient maintenance
of the golf course will enhance, rather than detract, from the existing recreation
environment.
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3.4.12. September 27, 1995, Vorpe/Matteucci Letter.

a. The letter first states that there is an inadequate basis
for deciding to prepare the negative declaration. As stated previously, the initial study
and negative declaration incorporated a wide variety of source documents which support
the conclusions set forth in the negative declaration that no significant environmental
impact will occur.

b. Comments relating to the potential exposure of people
or property to geologic hazards, such as earthquakes, have been dealt with above.
Additionally, on page 3 of the initial study, PRMD states that the proposed project is
located outside of the fault hazard zone and that initial geologic review shows no
landslide hazard and that the site appears feasible for the proposed project. The fact that
people will not be working and residing in the building minimizes any threat to the health
of individuals. After preparation of the soils report, any UBC-required performance
standards will be enforced by the Building Department and are routinely used to mitigate
potential geologic impacts.

c. In relation to the comments on potential water impacts,
conditions incorporated into the negative declaration require hookup to public sewer and
water for the restroom and a waste disposal system for the equipment wash rack that
either meets current standards of a septic disposal system or involves a closed system
water recycling unit or a filtration separation unit acceptable to the Departments of
Environmental Health and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. These required
conditions support the conclusions of the negative declaration relating to potential water
contamination impacts. '

d. The negative declaration is also based on the
conditions of approval. Condition No. 6 requires that noise will be controlled in
accordance with the standards set forth in table NE-2 of the Noise Element of the Sonoma
County General Plan. The mitigation suggested by the Department of Health Services
was cross-referenced in the initial study and has been incorporated into the proposed
project and agreed to by the applicant. No noise analysis was presented by project
opponents suggesting that noise impacts from the proposed project would be significant.

€. With respect to comments regarding light and glare
impacts, the initial study checklist states that no outside lighting should be allowed,
unless it is low and will not create any visible glow, subject to design review. Condition
No. 6 requires that the applicant submit the plans to the Design Review Committee for the
storage building and that building plans will not be approved for construction until design
review has approved the plans. The Board finds that this condition was intended to
include and does in fact include the Design Review Committee's control over any outside
lighting associated with the proposed project. Approval of any outside lighting by the
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Design Review Committee shall not be allowed if such lighting will create any visible
glow. Additionally, although the Board does not believe that it is necessary in order to
address a significant environmental impact, the Board further modifies Condition No. 9 to
prohibit any outside lighting of the storage building unless requested by the Bodega Bay
Fire Protection District. If so requested, any such lighting will be of a security type that
only lights for a few minutes upon being triggered by significant movement immediately
proximate to the shed. Additionally, any such lighting will be reviewed by the Design
Review Committee to ensure that any such lighting will not create any visible glow
outside the immediate area of the building. The Board finds that this modification will
further mitigate any potential light and glare impact to the environment.

f. Comments are made regarding potential impacts to rare
and endangered species and impacts from possible fencing of the Heron Drive trail.
Neither of these impacts will occur since the trail has been deleted from the project
approval.

g Comment is made regarding potential impacts to
animal life. No background information or facts are given supporting the conclusion. As
indicated previously, the Department of Fish and Game was notified and involved and did
not indicate that there would be any potential impact to animal life.

h. To conclude, no showing has been made that requires
the preparation of an EIR. No substantial evidence has been advanced to suggest that the
proposed project will have a significant effect on the environment. Section 21082.2 of
the Public Resources Code requires that a lead agency determine whether a project may
have a significant effect on the environment based on substantial evidence in light of the
whole record and that:

"Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence
which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic
impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts
on the environment, is not substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall
include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert
opinion supported by facts.”

3.4.13. Undated Davis Letter. The Davis letter relates to potential
animal life impacts, particularly with reference to the proposed Heron Drive trail. As
iindicated previously, the Heron Drive trail has not been approved by the Board.
Additionally, referrals made to the Department of Fish and Game do not indicate that
significant impacts to animal life would occur.

3.4.14. August 2, 19935, Letter from Fish and Game. This letter

recommended the preparation of an additional botanical survey in connection with the
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Heron Drive trail. That survey is no longer necessary. As indicated in the letter, the
Department of Fish and Game concluded, "We are not opposed to the development of the
maintenance building."

3.5. The Board will note here that the existing environment in which the
proposed project is proposed includes the transportation of equipment, people, fuels and
chemicals from the Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility over Highway 1 to the main
entrance to Bodega Harbour. In recent years, traffic on Highway 1 in this area has
increased dramatically. The traffic in this area, composed in significant part by tourists
and non-residents, travels quickly. In addition to the slow-moving Bodega Harbour
maintenance equipment, the traffic mix also includes truck traffic from the quarry in the
area and recreational trailers, boats and mobile homes. This traffic mix is dangerous.
There is an existing significant safety concern which has been recognized not only by the
public agencies commenting on the proposed project, but by over 120 letters received
from individuals working or residing in the area. School bus traffic is also a part of this

-mix. ‘Reference was made by at ieast one business owner that he will not allow his trucks
to drive this portion of Highway 1. The continuance of this existing safety hazard will
ultimately lead to disasters of major or minor proportion. The proposed project will
integrate the existing Bruhn Ranch maintenance operation with the golf course by way of
an internal road and thus significantly alleviate the present danger in this area. The
proposed project will contribute significantly to the enhancement of the existing
environment in this regard.

3.6. Based on the foregoing and its review of the entire record, the Board
determines that the proposed project, as mitigated by the mitigation measures included in
the conditions of approval, would not have a significant effect on the environment and
that adoption of the negative declaration is appropriate. The Board certifies that the
negative declaration has been completed, reviewed, and considered, together with
comments received during the public review process, in compliance with CEQA and State
and County CEQA guidelines, and finds that the negative declaration reflects the
independent judgment of the Board.

3.7. The Board determines that adoption of the mitigation monitoring
program set forth in the conditions of approval is appropriate. In addition, the Board adds
the following mitigation monitoring to several of the conditions.

3.7.1. Mitigation monitoring for Condition No. 1 shall be as follows:
The Director of PRMD, in conjunction with the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District, shall
confirm that all fire-safe standards have been met prior to occupancy of any new
structures. The Director of PRMD shall review the soils report and grading plans and, if
warranted due to slope stability or other geologic problems, require conformance with
applicable UBC standards designed to ensure that the new structures can be safely
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- constructed and used. The Director of PRMD shall verify construction prior to
occupancy.

3.7.2. Prior to occupancy of any new structures, the Director of
PRMD, in tandem with the Regional Water Quality Control Board, shall verify that
Condition Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5 have been met. The Director of PRMD shall also verify that
noise will be controlled in accordance with the standards set forth in Table NE-2 of the
Noise Element of the Sonoma County General Plan in connection with the operation and
use of the storage building.

3.7.3. Withrespect to Condition No. 7, the Director of PRMD, in
consultation with the Sonoma County Water Agency, shall confirm that drainage
improvements meet established design criteria prior to issuance of a building permit. The
Director of PRMD shall also review and approve the site grading plan required by
Condition No. 8 prior to the issuance of a permit.

3.7.4. Building permits for new construction shall not be issued until
the Director of PRMD has received the review and approval called for by Condition No.
13. '

4. Land Use Findings.
4.1. Existing B ch Facility.

The existing Bruhn Ranch maintenance and storage facility has been
utilized by the applicant, and its predecessors in interest, since at least 1970 and perhaps
before that date. The Board finds that as part of the County's January 1972 approval of a
use permit for the development, construction and use of the golf course, the historical use
of the Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility was implicitly approved and its use has been
allowed by the County for the past 24 years. The Board also finds that, in 1977 when the
settlement agreement was approved, the use of the Bruhn Ranch maintenance facility had
long been continuing. The settlement agreement's sanctioning of the development, use
and operation of the golf course without requiring the fulfillment of permit requirements
of the Coastal Act must have, notwithstanding any express reference, included the
historical Bruhn Ranch facility because no provision was made elsewhere in the
documents for a maintenance and storage facility. Notwithstanding the Board's finding
that the historical maintenance and storage uses at Bruhn Ranch have been at least
implicitly authorized, the Board notes that there is substantial confusion regarding this
matter and that it is desirable from the County's and community's standpoint to resolve,
once and for all, the uses which can be made of the Bruhn Ranch facility through the
description and express authorization of such uses through this resolution. In so doing,
the Board notes, that if the applicant desires to take the benefit of the use permit and
coastal permit granted herein, it will thereafter conduct such uses in accordance with the
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terms and conditions of the permits as set forth in this resolution. Those terms and
conditions shall include, among other things, an express survey of the Bruhn Ranch
maintenance and storage operation area and the dedication of an open space easement
outside of that area which will prohibit, in perpetuity, all further development of the
Bruhn Ranch easement area other than the Bruhn Ranch facility, the road connecting the
facility with the 4,000 sq. ft. storage building and the 4,000 sq. ft. storage building itself.

4.2. General Plan Consistency.

The permitted uses specified in the land-extensive agricultural land
use category allow "community facilities" such as public and private schools, churches
and granges. Although golf course uses are not specifically referenced in the delineated
examples, the Board finds that golf courses and related maintenance operations qualify as
a community facility due to its use by the public as a whole. The Board previously found
that approximately 80 percent of the play at Bodega Harbour golf course is public. This
-Board's-General Plan consistency finding 1s also supported by zoning regulations adopted
by the County to implement its General Plan, which regulations specifically allow golf
course maintenance facilities with a use permit in the land-extensive agricultural zoning
district.

The scenic landscape unit overlay on the General Plan open space
map does not result in General Plan inconsistency. First, the Board does not consider the
proposed project to be commercial in nature. Even if it were considered commercial,
General Plan policy OS-2B allows commercial uses in scenic landscape units when they
are permitted by the agricultural or resource land use categories. Since the proposed use
is permitted in the underlying land use category, there is no General Plan consistency
problem.

43. Coastal Plan Consistency.

The proposed project is also consistent with the Coastal Plan. The
Coastal Plan has not changed since the July 3, 1985, approval of the second nine holes of
the golf course, two holes of which were located within the agricultural zoning district
and open space areas. The same rationale articulated by planning staff at the time for
Coastal Plan consistency is applicable to the proposed maintenance facility associated
with the golf course. Moreover, the following Coastal Plan references are also supportive
of the proposed project, even though they were not referenced in the 1985 staff report.

a. Encourage the provision of private recreation facilities. (page
5-39)

b. Bodega Bay is the area most suitable for visitor-serving
facilities. (page 5-45)
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c. Coastal Act policies encourage visitor-serving commercial
recreational facilities (page 5-43; Public Resources Code §§ 30213, 30222 and 30250(c)).

d. In the chart of land use priorities on page 1-3, public
recreation is the highest on the list.

€. Low-intensity visitor-serving uses may be compatible with
resource lands if they are compatible with the resource use of the land (paragraph 6-12).
As indicated previously, adjoining agricultural landowners do not object to the proposed
project.

4.4. Zoning Ordinance Consistency.

Although the County has not yet rezoned the coastal area to conform
to the new land use categories set forth in the 1989 Sonoma County General Plan, as
previously noted, the land-extensive agricultural zoning district enacted in response to the
1989 General Plan allows the requested use. Additionally, the current zoning of AP
(primary agricultural) allows commercial recreational facilities (section 27(c)-82(d)(3)).

45. si i e Ope ement.

As previously indicated, the Board determined in Resolution No. 94-
1304 that the proposed project is consistent with the open space easement. Findings in
support of that conclusion are set forth in great detail in Resolution 94-1304 (See Exhibit
" A").

4.6. t tive Locations.

The Board is satisfied that during the 11-year search for an
appropriate location for the proposed project, the applicant has demonstrated that the
proposed location for the storage building is appropriate and most safely and efficiently
achieves the necessary goal of maintaining the public golf course. The Board has
previously found and again concludes that no other reasonable locations exist for the
proposed use. Opponents of the proposed project suggested that it would be appropriate
to expand the historical Bruhn Ranch facilities and to store the equipment at that location,
rather than the location proximate to the golf course. The Board disagrees. Not only
would this be inefficient and unworkable in terms of golf course maintenance, but such
suggestion would have more severe impacts. If the existing Bruhn Ranch facility were
used for storage as well as maintenance, then it would be necessary to convey all of the
equipment each day to the golf course. This would result in significantly more daily
traffic through the area and necessitate longer hours of operation due to the distance from
the Bruhn Ranch facility to the golf course. As indicted previously, transporting the
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equipment on Highway 1 is no longer an acceptable alternative. Moreover, the applicant
has stated, and the Board finds, that the transportation of highly precise and mechanically
sensitive mowing equipment on a daily basis over the ranch road would result in
unacceptable damage to such equipment. The proposed storage location, proximate to the
golf course, provides the least intrusive workable solution to a comprehensive
maintenance and storage plan for the Bodega Harbour golf course.

4.7. Biotic Survey.

The biotic survey determined that there were no rare or endangered
species or sensitive habitat in the area of the building site for the proposed storage
building. As indicated in the environmental findings, the need for a further biotic survey
or fencing on the proposed trail is obviated due to the Board's deletion of the Heron Drive
trail from the proposed project.

4.3, ~Tire Janger.

With respect to access and fire requirements, the Board finds that by
encompassing the historical maintenance and storage operation of the Bruhn ranch under
these permits, the existing fire environment will be improved. Compliance with the June
14, 1995, letter from the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District will address any potential
fire concerns associated with the proposed project and make the existing situation better.

4.9. Discussion of Public Trails.

4.9.1. The Heron Drive trail, which was included as part of the
application, is not supported by opponents of the proposed project, proponents of the
proposed project, or the County Parks Department.

4.9.2. The Shorttail Gulch trail, which was included as part of the
BZA's approval, is opposed by the applicant. At the time of the hearing before the Board,
the applicant objected to the Shorttail Gulch trail for a variety of reasons. The applicant's
arguments against the Shorttail Gulch trail included the following:

4.9.2.1. While there exists a dedicated public trail easement
at Shorttail Gulch, the development of the entire trail may create environmental impacts,
such as grading, vegetation removal, and loss of stream-side wildlife habitat, that have not
been evaluated.

4.9.2.2. Imposing a condition on the proposed project
requiring development of the Shorttail Gulch easement would expand the project
description and give rise to new environmental impacts necessitating further
environmental review.
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4.9.2.3. The dedication of additional land in order to develop
an abbreviated Shorttail Gulch access lacks an adequate constitutional nexus to the
proposed project either in terms of relationship to the proposed project or to the degree of
impact which would result from the proposed project.

4.9.2.4. The settlement agreement does not authorize the
development of an abbreviated Shorttail Gulch access. Specifically, the settlement
agreement provides as follows:

"No use shall be made of this easement (Shorttail) by the public until such
time as the County of Sonoma undertakes to develop the pedestrian access
easement through Shorttail Gulch and further assumes responsibility for the
maintenance and operation of the entire access easement.”

4.9.2.5. Homeowners residing in the area of the Shorttail
‘Gulch trail indicared that they would litigate any approval of a shortened version of the
trail that was contrary to the settlement agreement.

4.9.2.6. In order to proceed forward with its application, the
applicant conducted numerous internal community meetings and achieved general
consensus on the components of the proposed project, which components were brought
forward to the Board and the Commission in 1994. After receiving the Board's
consistency determination, the applicant moved forward with the proposed project
containing exactly the components required by the Board in its Resolution No. 94-1304.
The BZA's inclusion of either a long or short version of Shorttail Guich trail as part of the
proposed project injected a new issue into the proposed project that was controversial and
divisive within the Bodega Harbour community and would delay and obscure the priority
of constructing the storage building and diverting traffic off of Highway 1. Due to the
requirements of the applicant's CC&Rs, public dedication of a new trail segment would
require a vote of the entire Bodega Harbour Homeowners Association, which successful

vote does not appear feasible. This would perpetuate the existing and intolerable situation
on Highway 1. :

4.9.2.7. The Shorttail Gulch trail was considered by the
Board as part of the proceedings related to its 1994 consistency determination and
ultimately was rejected by the Board.

4.9.2.8. In lieu of the development of the Shorttail Gulch trail
and in recognition of its position as a coastal landowner, the applicant has offered, as an
alternative, a contribution of $20,000 to be used for development or maintenance of
coastal access trails.
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4.9.2.9. The short version of the Shorttail Gulch trail would
create public access and related parking problems on narrow streets near several
residences.

4.9.3. After considering the matter of the Heron Drive trail and the
Shorttail Gulch trail, but without deciding upon the ultimate merits of the applicant’s
various arguments against the Shorttail Gulch trail, the Board concludes that the
appropriate action in the context of the proposed project is to delete both trail proposals
from the proposed project and to accept, in their stead, the offered dedication of an
additional $20,000 for development or maintenance of coastal access trails.

4.10. The proposed storage building is consistent with the open space
easement. The storage and maintenance of equipment used to operate the golf course is
reasonably necessary to carry on the golf course use. The storage building would not
conflict with environmental and aesthetic values because it will be hidden from public
view with grading, berming and iandscaping. The appiicwi has aemonstrated that the use
may not be reasonably located elsewhere. The equipment storage facility is an integral,
needed component of the golf course operation, and the proposed location is necessary for
the efficient and safe operation of the golf course, by avoiding the use of Highway 1 to
transport equipment. The use of the equipment storage building will not adversely affect
the intent of the open space easement and will not significantly detract from the aesthetic
and ecological values of the subject property. Golf course uses have been previously
found to be consistent with the open space easement, and the equipment storage building
is a reasonably necessary accessory use.

4.11. The findings for recommended action set forth in PRMD staff's
September 28, 1995, staff report are incorporated herein as if set out at length herein.

4.12. The establishment, maintenance, and operation of the proposed
project will not under the circumstances of the particular case be detrimental to the health,
safety, peace, comfort or general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the area.

4.13. The proposed project, as described in the application and
accompanying materials, and as conditioned herein in accordance with section 26(C)-
485.3 of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, conforms with the plans, policies, requirements,
and standards of the Sonoma County Coastal Program.

4.14. The proposed project offers significant public benefit in addition to
remediating an existing and serious safety concern on Highway 1. A permanent public
restroom for Pinnacle Gulch public hikers is included. Additional public benefits are set
forth in sections 2.14.6 through 2.14.9 of this resolution.
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4.15. The Board notes that there was significant public controversy
surrounding the proposed project. That controversy stemmed, in large part, over whether
the proposed storage building was an appropriate use within the open space area. That
determination was made by the Board in Resolution No. 94-1304 and is affirmed herein.

4.16. The Board notes that the Bodega Harbour golf course is the only
public seaside links golf course north of San Francisco. It is nationally known and
provides significant public recreation opportunities for enjoyment of the Sonoma coast. It
is a major contributor to the tourism economy of the Bodega Bay area and, as indicated in
a number of letters sent to the Board, is widely supported by the community. The
development of the golf course has been sanctioned by both the Commission and the
County. Its use in the open space area has been previously authorized and recognized as
a permitted recreational use under the Bruhn Ranch easement. Aside from the identified
safety benefits of the proposed project, it is reasonable and necessary that a public golf
course of this quality have a safe and efficient maintenance operation to maintain it in an
acceptable condition. It is reasonable and necessary that after 11 years, the search for an
acceptable and workable maintenance facility be concluded. As mentioned previously,
the entirety of the common area owned by the applicant is encumbered by one open space
easement or another. Accordingly, the applicant did not have the luxury of siting this
facility in an area other than one encumbered by an existing easement. The Bruhn Ranch
easement allows considerably more latitude than the open space easements currently
employed by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District.
Condition No. 11 will ensure that a much more restrictive easement will be executed and
recorded and that the nature and extent of the development of the Bruhn Ranch easement
area will be forever laid to rest. The Board is hopeful that opponents of the proposed
project will recognize the public benefits associated with the proposed project and the
public safety enhancement resulting from it, and the desirability of exactly defining and
forever precluding any further development of the Bruhn Ranch easement area.

5. ditio val.

. 5.1. The proposed project shall be subject to the conditions of approval
set forth in Exhibit "C," attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.

5.2. Condition No. 12 is modified from the form approved by the BZA to
read as follows:

"Prior to issuance of building permits for either the storage building or
maintenance building, the applicants must accomplish the following:

"a.  Deposit a sum of $20,000 with Regional Parks to be utilized for the
development or maintenance of coastal access trails.
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"b.  Deposit a sum of $15,000 with Regional Parks for repair of Pinnacle
Gulch public trail.

c.  Deposit a sum of $1,500 with Regional Parks for dunes restoration
adjacent to the golf course.

"d.  Provide evidence of a program to sponsor youth golf development
for a minimum of 4 times per year.

"Mitigation Monitoring: The applicant shall submit a letter from
Regional Parks demonstrating compliance with the above requirements
prior to issuance of the building permit for the maintenance building."

5.3. Condition No. 9 is clarified from the form approved by the BZA to
read as follows:

"The applicant shall submit plans to the Design Review Committee for the
storage building, including site plan, parking and driveway access,
landscaping and berming and, if required by the Bodega Bay Fire Protection
District, any exterior lighting. In the event that any exterior lighting is
requested by the Fire District, such lighting will be of a security type
illuminated only for moments upon significant movement in immediate
proximity to the building. The Design Review Committee, in its review of
the project, will ensure that any such lighting is of extremely low intensity
and will not create any visible glow outside of the immediate area of the
building. Additionally, the restrooms proposed in connection with the
project will also be reviewed by the Design Review Committee.”

5.4. In connection with the preparation of an open space easement to be
dedicated to the Sonoma County Agricultural and Open Space Preservation District, a
survey of the outer boundaries of the Bruhn Ranch maintenance area shall be done in
order to ensure, in the future, that no further development takes place in the Bruhn Ranch
easement area other than the area depicted in Exhibit C to the Board's September 1994
Resolution No. 94-1304 and the area upon which the storage building is to be located,
together with the connecting road between the two.

NOW, THEREFORE, based on the foregoing findings and determinations,
the Board hereby orders as follows:

1. The appeal from the decision of the BZA approving the proposed project is
denied.

2. The negative declaration and mitigation monitoring program are adopted.
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3. The proposed project and conditions of approval as described herein are
approved and adopted. All mitigation measures incorporated into the project approved
herein are hereby expressly made conditions of approval.

4. The precise components of the project approved herein are as follows:

(a)  Recognition of the historical maintenance and storage facilities
located at the Bruhn Ranch as part of this use permit and coastal permit.

(b) A 4,000 sq. ft. golf course equipment storage building to be
connected with the existing maintenance and storage facility private ranch road.

(c¢)  Establishment of a public/golf course restroom at the Pinnacle Gulch
public trail parking lot.

{d) Establishment of a golf course restroom at tee 13,

(e)  Construction of a 15" x 25' or 16' x 24' maintenance bay at the Bruhn
Ranch maintenance station on an existing pad.

() Payment of a $15,000 contribution to the Regional Parks Department
to be used for renovation of the Pinnacle Gulch public trail and related support facilities.

(g) Payment of a $20,000 contribution to the Regional Parks Department
to be used for development or maintenance of coastal access trails.

(h) A $1,500 contribution to the Regional Parks Department to be used
for sand dune restoration near hole 16.

(i) A golf development program for disadvantaged youth.

(j)  The execution of a new open space easement in favor of the Sonoma
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District as specified herein.

(k)  Operation of the new 4,000 sq. ft. building in tandem with the
existing maintenance and storage operation at Bruhn ranch.

(1)  The granting of the use permit and coastal permit authorizing all of
the foregoing.
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5. The Clerk of the Board is designated as the custodian of the documents and
other material which constitute the record of proceedings upon which the Board's decision
herein is based. These documents may be found at the office of the Clerk of the Board,
575 Administration Drive, Room 100A, Santa Rosa, California 95403.

SUPERVISORS:

abstain

CALEno HARBERSON_ / KELLEY_ave CARPENTER2Ye SMITH_ave

AYES3 NOES_L ABSTAIN_1 ABSENT__

SO ORDERED.
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RESOLUTION NO._94-1304

Dated:_ September 13, 1994

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SONOMA,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, FINDING THAT THE ESTABLISHMENT, OPERATION,
AND USE OF A GOLF COURSE EQUIPMENT STORAGE FACILITY PROPOSED BY
THE BODECA HARBOR HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION IS CONSISTENT WITH THE
OFEN GPACE EASEMENT CONTAINED IN THE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT
BETWEEN TRANSCENTURY AND THE COASTAL COMMISSION

WHEREAS, the applicant, Bodega Harbor Homeowners
Association ("Homeowners Association®), filed a request with
the Sonemz2 Ceounty Planning Department for an administrative
determination as to whether a 4,000 square foot golf course
equipment storage facility is an allowable use at the proposed
location under the terms and restrictions of the open space
easement in the Settlement Agreement between Transcentury and
the Coastal Commission for property located at 205306 Highway 1,
Bodega Bay, APN 103-040-27, zoned AP(Primary Agriculture), B6
160 acre density/640 acre minimum, CC(Coastal Combining),
Supervisorial District No. 5; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with the provisions of law, the
Board of Supervisors held a public hearing on July 19, 1994, at
which time all interested persons were given the opportunity to
be heard; and

WHEREAS, the hearing was continued to August 9, 1994,
to allow EFor a public meeting on August 4, 1994 to discuss
alternative resolutions to the issues; and

WHEREAS, the results of the public meeting were placed
into the record before the Board of Supervisors, together with
addition testimony relating thereto, on August 9, 1994;

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Sonoma County
Boatd of Superviscrs finds and determines as follows:

1. The project is the proposed construction of a
4,000 square foot eguipment storage facility in which golf
course maintenance equipment will be washed and stored
("Project"). The maintenance of the equipment will continue to
bs done at Bruhn Ranch. The equipment will be shuttled between
Bruhn Ranch and the equipment storage facility and between the
facility and the golf ccurse.

2. The open space easement has previously been
construed by the county and state to allow accessory structures
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relating to a primary permitted use within the open space
easement area.

3. The open space easement allows low-density
recreational uses. In 1985, the county determined that golf
course uses were an acceptable low-density recreational use
within the open space area. At that time, coastal and use
permits were approved by the county which allowed the expansion
of the golf course and the placement of two golf holes within
the open space easement area.

4. Since the county has previously determined that
golf course uses are a primary permitted low-density
recreational use for purposes of the easement, accessory
structures incidental thereto may be allowed provided that
certain findings can be made as delineated in the December 2,
1980 correspondence sent from the California Attorney General's
Office to William E. Chamberlain.

5. The Board concludes that there is substantial
evidence in the record to support the consistency findings
previously delineated by the Attorney General in the December
2, 1980 letter. Specifically, the Board concludes as follows:

a. That the Project is consistent with the open
space easement provisions which allow low-intensity
agricultural uses and low-density recreational uses because the
storage and maintenance of equipment used to operate and
maintain the Bodega Harbor Golf Course is reasonably necessary
to carry on the principal permitted golf course use.

B. The proposed equipment storage facility
would not conflict with environmental and aesthetic values
which are to be preserved by the open space easement because it
will be hidden from public view with grading, berming, and
landscaping. Moreover, the facility will be placed on a site
which is already degraded and which contains no significant
biotic or wildlife resources.

C. The applicant submitted a map and
accompanying information on which the Board finds that it has
been adequately demonstrated that the use could not reasonably
be located elsewhere so as to avoid development in an area
which should not be changed from its natural state.

D. The visual impact of the equipment storage
facility would be lessened by grading, berming, and landscaping
and would not be a significant impact to the natural character
cf the land.

E. An equipment storage facility is an
integral, needed component of the geolf course operation. The
location of the facility at the proposed site is necessary for
the efficient and safe cperation of the golf course use. The
maintenance and storage of equipment at Bruhn Ranch involves
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the utilization of Highway 1 for the purpose of transporting
chemicals and slow moving tractors, mowers, and other
maintenance equipment. This is unreasonably dangerous. The
location of the facility at the proposed site efficiently ties
into the existing golf course operation because it can be
accessed from Bruhn Ranch, where equipment maintenance is
currently performed, without a need to utilize Highway 1.
Moreover, the location of the facility in the proximity to an
existing fairway provides an efficient means of accessing the
golf course through a system of existing roadways, thus
avoiding unreasonable intrusion to the environment or to the
Bodega Harbor Community.

F. The use of the equipment storage facility
will not adversely affect the intent of the open space easement
and will not significantly detract from the aesthetic and
ecological values of the property covered by the easement. As
indicated previously, golf course uses have been found
-consistent with the open sSpace essement and, moreover, are a
high priority coastal use. The evidence adduced at the time of
the hearing indicated that approximately 80% of the play on the
golf course is from members of the public as opposed to Bodega
Harbor homeowners. The utilization of the already degraded
site, which can be screened from public view, and which lies
between the existing maintenance operation and the golf course,
is an effective and efficient solution to the golf course's
need for an equipment storage facility.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in addition to the
foregoing findings, the Board, in making this consistency
determination, also took into consideration the Homeowners
Association's offer to do the following:

1, Dedicate to Sonoma County and develop a public
trail connecting to a view point in the vicinity of the knoll
near the proposed equipment storage facility. The location
shall be as generally shown on Exhibit "A," being 10 feet wide
and approximately 1,500 feet long. No additional parking area
is required, as public parking is allowed on Heron, on Mocking
Bird and Pinacle Gulch public access. The dedication and
development of this public trail will provide additional public
access and an opportunity to enjoy sweeping vistas of the ocean
and bay. .

2. Provide for the improvement of Pinacle Gulch
access trail, including erosion control, stabilization, and
safe winter access in an amount not to exceed $15,000.00. The
plan shall be approved by the Sonoma County Regional Parks
Department. Within forty-five (45) days after the County's
approval of a coastal and use permit for the Project, the
applicant shall deposit $15,000.00 with the Sonoma County
Regional Parks Department which shall be earmarked for this
project.
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3. The Homeowners Association shall conduct a dunes
restoration project adjacent to the golf course (hole 16 and
17) as indicated in Exhibit "B." The cost of the work shall
not be less than $1,500.00. The plan for the dunes restoration
project shall be approved by the Sonoma County Regional Parks
Department and the project shall be completed by August, 1996.

4, The Homeowners Association shall offer a
conservaticon easement or other form of deed restriction to the
County of Sonoma or the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation
and Open Space District that will preclude ancillary or
supporting structures within the open space easement, except
fcr those uses, pads, and structures which are depicted on the
site plan of the Bruhn Ranch in Exhibit "C." Additionally, the
Homeowners Association may apply to the county to locate a
restroom facility in the wvicinity of the public trails. Since
the equipment storage facility is to be utilized in connection
with the existing equipment maintenance operation at Bruhn
_:‘:‘:wn—;’ o ooy n?-" racommends Riat ke *ﬂ-1~f"'=n‘- when makil ng its

R -

application for the use and ccastal permlt for the new
facility, describe the entirety of its golf course maintenance
operation.

5. The Homeowners Association will develop a program
to sponsor youth golf development a minimum of four (4) times
per year. This program shall be organized in partnership with
a recognized youth group serving disadvantaged youths such as a
boys' or girls' club and shall be held on site without fee to
the participants.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that for a future coastal/use
permit to be accepted, it shall meet the following criteria:

L. The new equipment storage facility shall not
exceed 4,000 square feet. No other structures or activities
shall be allowed on the site for the facility, except for the
parking area adjacent to the building. The applicant may
expand the scope of the use and coastal permit application to
describe the Bruhn Ranch maintenance operation. Any such
application shall not involve the construction of additional
structures beyond the pads and structures depicted in Exhibit
"C. ”"

2. . The equipment storage facility shall be located
on the already disturbed area as shown on Exhibit "A"” and shall
.not be located within the 60 foot easement.

3. Access to the site shall be limited to use of the
existing ranch road as shown on Exhibit "A " and shall not be
visible from Highway 1.

4. The equipment storage facility shall be made to
be invisible from Highway 1 by grading down into the hill,
berming, and landscaping as shown on Exhibit "D." The adjacent
land shall remain in its natural state with the exception that
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the use of trees in the landscaping plan may tie inkto an
existing tree stand currently surrounding the tank owned by the
Bodega Bay Public Utility District.

5. The new equipment storage facility shall be
subject to design review to insure appropriate color of the
building, to evaluate visibility, and to approve plant and
landscaping materials.

6. The coastal/use permit application shall include
the five (5) above-mentioned conditions.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board makes the
following miscellaneous findings: ,

1. The Board's finding that the proposed equipment
storage facility is consistent with the open space easement
shall not precedential as it relates to other open space
gzzemants currenktlsy held hy the County of Sonoma ¢r the Sonoma
County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District. The
particular easement in question was uniquely structured as part
cf the settlement surrounding the development of Bodega Harbor
and was arrived at through negotiations among the county,
state, and the prior developer. Not only did that easement
provide for certain low-density recreational uses and
low-intensity agricultural uses, but it also provided a
specific mechanism whereby changing circumstances could justify
the amendment of the easement to allow uses not contemplated as
the time of execution. Through oversight, the original
‘deveioper of the Bodega Harbor subdivision made no allowance
for the location for a safe and properly designed maintenance
and storage structure for the golf course, although public
access to the golf course was specifically required through the
Settlement Agreement. Currently, the entire common area of the
Hcmeowners Association is encumbered by one open space easement
or another. The unquestioned need for this type of facility to
provide for public coastal access, in the form of coastal golf
course recreation, combined with the unique provisions of the
Settlement Agreement and easement justify a finding of
consistency in this situation. However, this finding by the
Board should in no way be construed to allow or suggest that
the location of other uses and open space easements throughout
the county will be allowed or countenanced.

Finally, for the record, the Board notes that the
location of a golf course maintenance or storage structure on
any of the lots within the Bodega Harbor subdivision is also
expressly prohibited by the terms of the open space easement.

2. Open space values will be enhanced by the
totality of the Project which includes enhancement of dune
ecology, additional public trail access, which is specifically
called out in the easement, and the utilization of an existing
ranch road and an alrezdy degraded site.

HURST 1150
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3. In order to give direction to the applicant with
respect to the processing of a future use/coastal permit
application, the Board requests that the Coastal Commission
review the determination made herein.

SUPERVISORS:
HARBERSON absentSMITH_aye ESPOSTI__aye CARPENTER aye CALE no __

AYES_3 NCES ___1._ ABSTAIN ABSENT__1

SO ORDERED.
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Common Ground
Land Planning Sérvices
41t Russell s\venue
Sanca Rosa. CA 95403

Tet: (TOT) 526-9444
Fax: {TOT) ST1-S541

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
8cdega Harbour Golf Courses

Golf Course Equipment Storage Facility

and Other Mincr Land Use Improvements

I. General: This Use Permit is submitted on behalf of the
Bodega Harbour Homeownears' Association (BHHA) and as a
follow up pernmit from the Board of Supervisors' September
1994 resolution £inding a 4.000 sguare fcot equipment
storage building consistent with the area's open spacse
gasament. Saction 4 ¢f the resclution encouraged the
applicant tc include the entirety of the golf course
maintenance operations as a part of the project. As a
further part of the Board's resolution, the Board stated
that the applicant may expand the scope of the use and
coastal permit application to describe the "Bruhn Ranch"
maintenance operation. For that reason this application
includes the existing "Bruhn Ranch” maintenance operaticn,
together with a request for a minor expansion in placs of an
existing concretes pad.

The open space easement in question was placed over the
genaral area as a result of the Bodega Harbour davelopment
in the 19870's.

The usas proposed in this application are:

1. 4,000 square foot storage building for the mowers,
trimmers, and other equipment used for daily golf
course maintenance and equipment washing.

2. Two small restroom buildings in other locations but
within the general golf course area and accessible to
public trails and the golf course. These restrooms
will be available for public use.

3. Reconstruction of an existing concrete pad and
construction of a 15’ % 25' new equipment repair space

at the existing "Bruhn Ranch” main maintenance
facility. ~

Sice and General Planning ~ Permic Processing — Project (Danagement
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Bodega Harbour Golf Courss Maintenanss Facility -- Page 2

[

-

ticn ¢f existing maintenanca cperaticns at

"Bruhn ®anch" as part of this Use Permit applicaticn
Several "puklic bensfit" uses such as:
A. Construction of and dedication to the public »f =

rall segment
B. Improvement to sxisting trails
c. Sand dune restcration
D. Expansicn of the scope of the open space easement
E. Youzh grcup golf program

The public¢ benefit uses were offered by the BHEA at tl
time of the consistency hearings and are included in
this application so that they may be "officially"”
approved by the County and implemented. Map #1
illustrates the overall area with the location ¢f =ach
proposed use. Additicnal individual maps illustrat
the immediate location of szach proposed use.

IT. Specific:

1.

Storage Building:

A. Description and Site Location: In September 1924,
the Board of Supervisors found the proposed
storage building consistent with the open space
easement. Exhibit 1 is the 9/94 Board resocluticn.
This local decision was reviewed by the State

- Coastal Commission in December 1994 and the
applicant was directed to proceed to file the Use
Permit applications with the County.

The storage facility will be approximately 4,000 square
feet (40' x 100') in size and be used for the storage
of mowers, trimmers, small tractors, and other
equipment used on the golf course. This facility is -
required at this location near the golf course since
its equipment is used daily and because the carefully
calibrated egquipment cannot travel long distances off-

W
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site and over rough rocads. Nc repair or nmajor
maintenance of equipment will occur at this facility--
only storage and washing of equipment.

Tre storage building height will a maximum of

building will be of metal .construction and g
=arth tone ¢olor. The building will ke plac
depressed excavated area for maximum screeni
Existing topcgraphy, berming, and extensive
landscaping will shield the building from an;
view. Map #2 illustrates the stcrage buildin
and related details. Access to/from the stcrage
building to the main maintenance facility will be by
internal gravel road as shown on Map 1. Use of this
rcad will elininate ths need £o us2 Highwar 1 to
transport tne eguipment winich has been the historical
method cf moving equipment te and from the golf course
and maintenance facility--a method with major traffic
and road safety concerns.
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A visual analysis was prepared during the use's
consistency hearings which concluded the structure will
not be visible from Highway 1 or streets internal to
the Bodega Harbour develcopment. In addition t=z
excavation, building height, surrounding topcgraphy,.
and landscape screening shielding the building frcn
Highway 1 view, the public's view from Highway 1 of
this specific area is minimal and measured in s=ccnds

- as illustrated by Exhibit 2. The Board c¢f Supervisocrs,
in its consistency determination, concluded that the
storage building would not have a significant impact to
the natural character ¢f the land and its wvisual impact
would be lessened by the kind of grading, berming, and
landscaping proposed.

The location of the storage building resulted from an
analysis of alternate sites throughout the golf course
area. Based on the information on alternate sites--
which justified the proposed site--the Board of
Supervisors made a finding in its consistency decision
that the BHHA adequately demonstrated that the storage
building could not reasonably be located elsewhere.
(See Exhibit 1, pg. 2, c)
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Bodega Harbour Golf Course Maintenance Facility -- Page 4

Operating Hours: Maintenance of the golf course begins
at 6 AM or later; activity in and around the storage
building will begin usually no earlier than 6:00 a.m.
and will usually end by 4:30 p.m. Since the golf course
is open seven days/week, maintenance also occurs seven
days/week.

An eguipment washing pad/area will be located ocutside
of the storage building and be properly drained.

Utility Service: Reclaimed water, from the Public
Utilities District, will charge the building's fire
sprinklers, be used for equipment washing, and will be
stored on~site in the amount determined by the fire
digtrict lzppromimately 6,000 galloms!., Since the
building is for equipment storage no domestic water or
sewage disposal systems are proposed.

A water tank will be constructed ocutside of the storage
building for holding water to operate the building's
fire sprinklers. This tank will not exceed 10' in
height and 8' - 10' in diameter with a capacity to be
determined by the fire district.

Noise will be minimal due to the distance of the
building from any residence (1,400') and the low
activity, storage use of the building.

" Lighting of exterior areas around the building--for

early morning starting and security--will have shielded
sources, be of low intensity, and located for minimal
off~-site exposure.

No parking by employees will occur at this site.
Employees will be driven by c¢rew truck from the main
maintenance facility at "Bruhn Ranch”.

There will be no increase in the number of emplovees
due to the storage building.

With the greater,effiéiency of having the storage
building closer to the golf course and with less Hwy 1

equipment travel, there will be an improvement in
efficiency of operations and increase in public safety
by removing slow moving traffic from Highway 1.

EXHISITB
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The storags building and cther items are subject

raview and approval by ths SHHA LCesign Review Committzz and
the County Design Review Committea.

Land Ises Surrcundiang Storage Building: The stcrage
building is isolatasd and remote from any uses which =ight te

affected by activity in and arcund the building. Th=
nearest residence--to the west and downhill--is 1,40C" plus
distant; the storage bu‘ldlng will not be se=zn by anv

residences. To ths north is undeveloped grass and shr:
along with the Bodega Bay PUD water tank. To the east
undeveloped grass and shrubland. To the south is sligh
higher terrain, undevelcped, and grassland. To the we
slightly higher terrain, grassland. and the golf course.
Rerpszir Zav 2ddicicrn, "Sruin Ranpch” Miinrsnance Facilitw
All golf course eqguipment, including tuat proposed tO I
stored in the new building described above, is maintained
and repaired at the "Bruhn Ranch" facility which is ¢
maintenance and rapair arza f¢r the golf course.

As part of its 9/94 resolution, the Board of Supervis:
required the applicant to submit an additional cpen s
easement precluding ancillary or supporting structur=s
within the open space easement, but excepted the uses, pads,
and structures depicted in a site plan attached to the ’
resolution and included here as Map #5. The applicant
requests reconstruction of an existing concrete pad depictad
on Map #5 and the placement of a 15' x 285' garage bay over
this rsconstructed pad.

The minor addition is needed since the existing covered
equipment repair/maintenance space is inadequate for all
the equipment needing servicing. To be able to maintain
repair the equipment in space sheltered from weather
conditions requires this constructien. This structurs will
be constructed adjacent to the existing maintenance/rapair
building. Since the "Bruhn Ranch"” facility is located too
far away from the golf course itself, this facility cannct
be used for equipment storage. No new employee will be ‘
added due to this additional space and c¢peraticns will not
materially change at the "Bruhn Ranch” facility over
historical levels except to provide additional sheltered
equipment repair space. The additional covered repair spacs
is not visible from Highway 1. :

O
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It is proposed that the Use Permit cugh“ by the application
include the "Bruhn Ranch” facility and its minor axpansicn
as described above and as shown on Map #5. 1In acco*d Wit
the Beard of Supervisors' 9/%4 ceonsistency decisicn the BEHE)
will provide an addlflonal open space easement to pracliunde
additional structures in that area outside the limited
maintenance area illustrated on Map #5.

Two Public Restroom Buildings: The Becard of Supervisaors, in
thelr 9/94 consistency determination, authorized txnes BHEA -o
apply for a rastroom facility in the vicinity of the pukliz
trails. This application proposss two rastrooms, one n=ar
the Pinnacle Gulch public trailhead and one near the new
Heron Drive public trailhead. To replace existing chemical

tellets with permanent facilitiss, this Use Pernit

application proposaes two such buildings for both public and
gclf zoursz Uuss as shown cn Map 21 (owvsrzll maz) aznd Maps 2
& 4.

Restroom building #1,
Pinnacle Gulch

located near fairway #5 and the

public parking and trailhead, will te open to
the public as well as for golfers. The building w~ill
measure approximately 14’ x 21' and will be designed to be
unobtrusive yet conveniently locatzsd for maximum use.

Restreoom building #2, near fairway #13 and the Hercn Crivs
public trailhead, will also be open tec the public. The
building will measure approximately 15' x 26' and will ze

sited within an area of extensive landscaping.

Both restroom buildings will be architect-designed to be
compatible with their immediate location and any views by
neighboring residences. Both buildings will require
approval by the Bodega Harbour Design Review Committee
two buildings will replace the existing chemical toilets
which have limitations on their appearances and functions.
Exhibits 3 and 4 illustrate the general design of the
restroom buildings. Both restroom buildings ars well
screened from public or residential view but will be
noticeable to hikers and golfers through building location
and signing.

The

Public Benefits: In addition to making restroom facilities
available to the public, several other more significant
public benefits have been offered by the BHHA and are
described below:
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"Hercn Drive Trail”: In an effort te provide
additional public access to the coast area, the BHEL
proposes %o 2oxpand the public frail system in Bodegsa
Harbour by adding a trail segment as shcwn on ths
overall map (Map #1}. This "Haron Drive Trall", whizh
will be dedicated to the County, will pravide an
easterly segment to the cverall trail system, and will
tarminate at a high point affording panoramic views of
Bodega Bay and the south coastal area. The =rail
traverses =2asy to mcderate terrain outside the gcolf
course area and near fairways #4 and #5. The trail
2asement will be 13500' long., 10' wides, unimprovad. and
learad of brush type vegetation for a width of 4=+
feet. Parking for trail ussrs will be availabla on

E2ren Crive--a puklic strest with sufficient width--a:

the trail hsad.

B. Improvement of the Pinnacle Gulch public acc=ass
trail: Improvements will include ercsicn connrol.
trall stabilization, and safe winter access with
costs not to excezed $15,00C.0C.

c. A sand dune restoration proisct adjacent to golf

course fairways #16 and #17 with cecsts not 22
excead $1,500.00.

Both the trail improvements and dune restoration shall
be approved by, and funds placed on deposit with, the
County Regional Parks Department.

D. A vyouth golf development program will be spcnsoresd
a minimum of four (4) times per year in
partnership with a recognized youth group serving
disadvantaged youths.

E. Expansion of the scope of the County/Coastal
Commission open space easement to preclude
ancillary or support structures other than in the
area shown of Map #5.

The above descriptions encompass those uses regquested
by this Use Permit application. All of the uses are
either accessory to the main golf course use or--in the
case of the trails and restrooms--provide additional
coastal area access and convenience to the public. Ths

FYH!IBITH
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IIT.

storage facility is a majcr necessity, £ills a long
standing nesd, and will eliminate the nesd for the
existing unsightly storage/shipping ¢ccntainers now used
in an axposad locaticn for the storage of the golf
ccurse squipment.

Public Plan & Policies:

z Ganeral Plan Consistency, Land Use: and Extansiva
Agriculture (LEA); “community fa»;;lule"" are allowsd
such as public/private scheools., churches, and garages;:
a golf course and related maintenance facility can b=
considered a community facility. The LEA zoning
district specifically allows golf course maintenancsa
facilities with a Lse Permit. 1If the LEA zeoning allows
for tne use specificalliy it cannch be incosnsistent with
the General Plan's LEA land use category.

Cpen Space: " Scenic Landscape Unit {(SLU} overla"' the
criteria of O0S~-2e can be met by the stcrage struchture's
location below a ridgeline, use of natural land forms
for screening, limiting visible grading, and
undergrounding of utilities.

Coastal Plan Consistency: The 1985 expansicn of th

gclf course's second nine holes was deemed by the
Ccunty to be consistent with the then and still curren:
agricultural and open space designarions* That sane
determination should apply to the maintenance and
storage facilities for that same golf course as a
necessary accessory use. In addition, the Ccastal Plan
sets forth the following rsferences in support of
raecreation in general and uses necessary to support it:

Al Encourage the provision of private recreation
facilities (P. V-33)

B. Bodega Bay is the area most sultable for wvisitor
serving facilities (P. V-45). 80% of the golf
course's use is public.

C. - Coastal Act policies encourage visitor serving
commercial recreational facilities (P. V-43)

i
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D. In the chart of land use prioritiss on P. 1-2,
public racr=ation is highest on the list:.

E. Low intensity visitor sarving us=s may ke
compatible with resource lands if they are
cecmpatible with the resources use of the land (7.
Iv-12).

3. Zoning Ordinance Consistency: Current coastal plan
zoning--Primary Agricultural--allows commercial
recreational facilities (See 27¢~-82[d] [3]); accasszry
uses required for the proper functioning of allowsd -

uses, are in turn, alsoc allowed.

When the Ccunty brings ccastal plan zoning into
conformity with the 1929 General Plan Land Use
categories, the implementing LEA zcning specifically
allows golf course maintenance facilities by Use
Permit.

END OF PROJECT DESCRIPTION

,  EXHIBITE



EXHIBIT "C"
Conditions of Approvali
CPU 95-333
March 5, 1996

Building;

1.

The applicant shall obtain all applicable permits from Building. These appear to include but may not be
limited to site review, building permits, soils report, and grading permits. Fire safe standards must be met,
as referenced in the letter from Bodega Bay Fire District, June 14, 1995.

Health:

2. Connection shall be made to public sewer and water.

3. If applicable for the wash rack, all wastewater shall be discharged to a sewage disposal system that is
designed by a Registered Civil Engineer or Registered Environmental Health Specialist. The design may
require both soils analysis and percolation testing.

4. |If applicable for the wash rack, application for wastewater discharge requirements shall be filed with the
North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board.

5. Applicant shall provide a waste water disposal system for the equipment wash rack that (1) meets current
standards of a septic disposal system under permit from Environmentai Health or (2) install a closed
system water recycling unit, or a filtration/separation unit. Either must meet approval of Environmentai
Health, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Building Department, if applicable.

6. Noise shall be controlled in accordance with the standards set in Table NE-2 of the Noise Element of the

Sonoma County General Plan.

Mitigation Monitoring: The building permit shall not be issued until conditions have been cleared by Permit
and Resource Management Department.

Flood and Dréinage:

7. Drainage improvements shall be designed by a civil engineer in accordance with the Water Agency’s Flocd
Control Design Criteria for approval by the Permit and Resource Management Director and shall be shown
on the improvement plans.

8. The developer's engineer shall include a site grading plan as part of the required improvement drawings.
Mitigation Monitoring: The building permit shall not be issued until the plans have been approved by
Permit and Resource Management Department.

Planning:

9. The applicant shall submit plans to the Design Review Committee for the storage building, including site

plan, parking and driveway access, landscaping and berming and, if required by the Bodega Bay Fire
Protection District, any exterior lighting. In the event that any exterior lighting is requested by the Fire
District, such lighting will be of a security type illuminated only for moments upon significant movement in
immediate proximity to the building. The Design Review Committee, in its review of the project, will ensure
that any such lighting is of extremely low intensity and will not create any visible glow outside of the
immediate area of the building. Additionally, the restrooms proposed in connection with the project will
also be reviewed by the Design Review Committee.

Mitigation Monitoring: The building plans shall not be approved for construction until Design Review has
approved the plans.

EXHIBITC




10.

11

12.

13.

14,

15.

An archaeological survey of the site was conducted and the field investigation found no archaeological
resources on the site. if archaeological indicators or human remains are uncovered during development,
work is to be temporarily halted and a qualified archaeologist is to be consuited.

Prior to issuance of permits for either the storage building on the golf course or maintenance building at
the Bruhn Ranch, the applicants shall grant an open space easement over Tract "D" (Bruhn Ranch) to the
Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District to define the limits of the approved development and
preclude further development qutside the existing maintenance and storage areas, and those areas
approved as part of this use and coastal permit. The easement shall include a metes and bounds
description of such development area and will prohibit any other maintenance or accessory buildings or
uses outside this area.

Mitigation Monitoring: The applicant shall submit evidence to the Director of the Permit and Resource
Management Department that an open space easement is being reviewed by the Open Space District prior
to issuance of the building permit. The easement shall be accepted prior to final occupancy.

Prior to issuance of building permits for either the storage building or maintenance building, the applicants
must accomplish the following:

a Deposit a sum of $20,000 with Regional Parks to be utilized for the development or maintenance
of coastal access trails.

b. Deposit a sum of $15,000 with Regional Parks for repair of Pinnacle Guich public trail.

c. Deposit a sum of $1,500 with Regional Parks for dunes restoration adjacent to the golf course.

d. Provide evidence of a program to sponsor youth goif development for a minimum of 4 times per
year.

Mitigation Monitoring: The applicant shail submit a letter from Regional Parks demonstrating compliance
with the above requirements prior to issuance of the building permit for the maintenance building.

Plans shall be submitted for review and approval to the Bodega Bay Public Utilities District as part of the
building permit process.

The applicant shall pay within ten days after approval of this project to the Permit and Resource
Management Department - Planning Division a mandatory Notice of Determination filing fee of $35 for
County Clerk processing. This fee must be paid or the approval of this project is not valid.

This permit shall be subject to revocation or modification by the Board of Zoning Adjustments if: (a) the
Board finds that there has been noncompliance with any of the conditions or (b) the Board finds that the
use for which this permit is hereby granted constitutes a nuisance. Any such revocation shall be preceded
by a public hearing noticed and heard pursuant to Section 26-465.1 and 26-465.2 of the Sonoma County
Code.

In any case where a zoning permit, use permit or variance permit has not been used within two (2) year
after the date of the granting thereof, or for such additional period as may be specified in the permit, such
permit shall become automatically void and of no further effect, provided however, that upon written ‘
request by the applicant prior to the expiration of the two year period the permit approval may be extended
for not more than one (1) year by the authority which granted the original permit pursuant to Section 26-
485.1 of the Sonoma County Code.



" lEXHIBIT NO. o

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-SON-96-18

BODEGA HARBOUR HOMEOWNERS' ASSOCIATION l , _
-~  GOLF COURSE MAINTENANCE FACILITY Site Selection

Criteria
Project Analysis & Feasibility
July 5, 1994

The facility, as recommended by the Bodega Harbour Homeowners' Association (BHHA) internal staft
(Golf Course Supenntendent, Greens Committee) and concurred with recommendations by representatives
of the United States Golif Association Turfgrass Management Dept. (USGA) Includes the following items:

R irement N

a. An all weather building of 5,500 to 8,500 square feet In size. Note: Total square footage could
consist of more than 1 building configuration.

b. Building(s) to include -
- Large interior storage area for maintenance equipment: requires wide roll up garage doors and

at least 1 man door for access.
- Storage Area to house.

Parts inventory

irrigation’ components

Sealed storage for chemicals/fertilizers with exterior access

Superintendents office

Employee lunch room/meeting area

Restroom for employees

Shower for employees w/locker area

Building to have skyiights for natural interior lighting

* R % % % % @

A
©. Bxterior Equipment Wash Area

d.* On site fuel storage facility (convauit tank) for both gasoiine and diesel fuels.

e.* On site parking for employees.

f. Direct access to goif course b9 equipment.

g Accessibiiity lor bulk material delivers (sand, grave).

h.* Site/building should be readily accessible to utilities such as sewers, water and electricity;
i. On site availability for exterior storage of bulk materials such as (sand, rock, etc.).

Note: * indicates features of requirements needed that currently exist at Bruhn Ranch (Site |) which is
in usa as the main operating center at this time.

Characteristics considered for site selection, inc!ude'

Accessibility to golf course by vehicles and equipment.
Safety for employees and public. '
Site visibility to public/community.
- Intrusion/impact of noise from operations at site on communny/netghborhood
Site access to utilities.
Site development restrictions/land conditions.
Abnormal exposures, wind/weather, etc. of site.
Site acceptability for use by local government agencies (Sonoma County Planning Dept, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife, Sonoma County Open Space Committee, State Water Quality, State Coastal
Commissions),

Ta~eaogme




Golf Course Maintenance Facility
Project Analysis & Feasibility
July 5, 1994

Page two

The following potential sites were selected by BHHA for the initial purpose of investigative research.
Some sites met very few of the basic requirements and/or were discouraged from further efforts by
recommendations of county planning staff.

East side of Swan Drive behind and below the #6 green.

Heron Drive Site (North side} adjacent to BBPUD Pump House.

Heron Drive Site (South sidejeast of BBPUD Pump House.

East of 5th green behind Mockingbird Way Public Parking Lot.

Top of hill east of 5th Hola.

North side of Heron Drive opposite Duck Court.

North side of 8th green off Grebe Court.

South side of 8th green near BBPUD Lift Station.

Bruhn Ranch with possible alternative connecting access to Site € above 5th Hole.
North east side of Heron Drive behind 15th green.

CTIOGMMOO®R

A list of typical pro vs. con considerations Is denocted in an order of most likely to receive positive
concurrence from government agencies, produce fewest objections from surrounding
neighborhood/community and provide acceptable levels of efficiency for facility operations. These are
based on professional consultants observations. .

1. Public views from Highway | scenic corridor.

2. Public views from ocean.

3. Public views from “open space” recreational trails.

4. Public/private views from neighboring pastoral open space.

5. Public views from public roads within Bodega Harbour.

6. !mpacts {noise, nuisance, visual) 10 BHHA residences.

7. Site access to goif course.

8. Vehicle access to site.

9. Utility access at site.

10. Utilization of natural resources for site deve!opment and operations.

ific Si r n
A. Swan - Substantial grading required to create building site. High visual impact on Pinnacle Guich Trail
and neighboring homes. Questionable soil stability, limited ingress/egress.

B. Heron Pumphouse - Site of previously existing parking shed prior to fire. Adequate area for site
design. Good central location. Strong obiectzon from netghborhood owners. based on nosse and
danger as a resuit of ﬁra :

C. Heron East Side - Very steep site wzth difficult !ngress/egrass " Site also exists in an unstable
geologxca! zone. High visual impact on Highway 1 view corridor.

D. 5th Green - Conflict with space for public Pinnacle Gu!ch parkmg High visual impact on
neighborhood. Easy golf course access.

E. Sth Hole Hill - Adequate area for site design. Possible visual impact on Hwy. 1. Open space use
issue. No neighborhood impacts. Existing access. Acceptance golf course access. Possible
use with Bruhn Ranch facilities. .

-n

. Duck Court - Possible visual impact on Hwy. 1 and neighborhood. Poor location and access to goit

EXHIBIT "J"



Golf Course Maintenance |Facllity
Project Analysis & FeasiBility
July 5, 1994

Page three

course. Strong possibility of neighbor objection to this location.

G & H. Grebe Court - Sites are too small to consider.

I. Bruhn Ranch - Existing operating facility. No connection to golf course except Hwy 1.
current use pattern. No equipment storage area. Possibility of modifications with site E.

J. 15th Green - Qbvious visual intrusion on public and neighborhood views.

Dangerous
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grants of real propazty to the Stata, and

Eve )iz /3

GRANT DLED OF REAL PROPLRLY AND
OPEU SPACE EASEMLIT

3

* This Grant Decd of Real Property and Open Space
Easemant is by aund between Transcentury Properties, a California
corporation, (hereinaftor rcforred to as "Grantor”), the State
of California, and the County of Sonoma,

WITNASSLTU tiaat:

WUKREAS Grantor is tae owner of certain real property
in Sonoma County known as the “"Bodoga ilarbour” development
togather with adjacent property known as the "urunn Ranch®,
which properties arw doscribed in the doeds recorded with the
Sonoma County Recorder at BDook 2461 pages 701, 733, and 737;

and,

-

WHLRLAS, tho Dapartment of General Services is an
agency of the State of California empowered to accept

oy
]

WUCRLAS, the California Coastal Commission is
ad agency of the State of California whose duties include
pz.-nxvaciou, protection and restoration of the coastal zone
environment for tha benefit of present and futura residents
and who has entersd into a contract witn grantor which
requires that this grant be made in furtherance of the
public interust in the preservation and protecticn of
asanitiss in the Coastal Zone and,

WHLREAG, the County of Sonoma is a subdivision of the
Stats of California which owns and cparatcs Doran County Park
adjacent to the Dodsga larbour Oevelopmant;

and, !

WHEREAS, Grantor desires to insure ceasonable public
accass o and full public use of all beach areas in the Bodega

Eazbour Development; and, o

WUEREAS, certain other portions of the Bodega Harbour
Developmant and adjacent property owned by grantor ara currently
in their natural state, having natural beauty and containing
significant ecological communities of asusghetic and scientific
valus, which lands are suitable for low ‘intensity agricultural
uses and some limited rocroational uses such as equestrian or
hiking trails, and other opaen space uses which would not
sigunificantly dotract from the aforsmentioned aesthetic,
sciantific and ocological value of said property; and,

‘*"""“mw'-w”‘”ww“'r' e 'mm‘ vy o e ,

WHEREAS, Crantor desires that said real property shall
forever rexmain as open spacc either in its natural state or as
agricultural land, devoted only to those uses set forth above;

EXHIBIT NO.

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-S0N-96-18

1677 Grant Deed 1

1.
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WHLREAS, Grantor, the County, and the Comaiscion all
recognize that tho natural onvirommant of tiie Bodega day cormunity
and surrounding lands, of which the grantor's real propersy is
a part, may ba endangarod by excessive development of residential
units in tho vicinity of Lodcega Bay and tihat thercforc it is
dusirale tnat dovaloumont rights on natural lands such as those
desscribeod above ba surrundared in perpetuity to discourage tie
dovelopoent of surrounding lands or to create buffer zones between
developmsats; and,

WHEREAS, the County and the Department of Ceneral
Services on behalf of the State of California have agreed to
receive interssts in various portions of the real property
comprising the bodoga Harbour subdivision and grantor’s adjacent
property as sat forth below upon the understanding that the

foregoing expressed intsntions of Grantor shall forever be
.honored

and defanded;

NOt, THERLFPORC, in consideration of the mutual covenants
herein and of the foregoiny agraemcnt and promise of the County
and tie Stats, its succeasors and assigns, to uphold the
incentions of Grantdr, Grantor therefora grants and conveys
all of his rights, title and intarest in and to the following

property, to wit:

1. A Zee simpls absolute interest to the County of
sonoma in all those lands contained within the Bodega Harbour
Development as dcscribed above from the mean high tide line of
the Pacific Ocsan to the top of the coastal bluff, or where there
are no hluffs, the lino of first significanc vegetation in the
coastal dunas. Such beacit and bluff property (hereinafter referred
to as "Tract A") is more particularly described in the Appendix
hezeto.

Tract A is dodicatocd to the County as an addition %o

‘the existing Doran County Park, and tiue County covenants that said

Tract A snall be adainistercd as part of the Doran Park, that no
motar vehiclas shall be allowed on said Beach excspt for
maintanance and cmergancy service, and that the County shall
praoserve and enhance said arsa and maintain said Deach as an
assthetically pleasing area for swiming, walking, picnicking,
fishing, sunbathing and rolated recrsational pursuits,

: 2. Grantor hercby grants to the County of Sonoma
a pazcal of land within the Dodega Harbour development as
described above, adjacent to Mockingbizd Road, mors particularly
daweribed in the Appendix horeto as Tract “2°.
The above descriled parcel shall be referred to hersinafter as
spract 3°. Said dedication of Traect B to the County shall be
upon condition, and subject to a right of reentry for condition
broken such tilat Grantor or his successors or assigns may reacquire
fee simple titlo to said parcel by ‘appropriate judicial proccedings

]
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should tha County intentionally permit said parcel to be used in
any way other than a) retention in its natural state or b) as a
public parking arca for use by members of the public to park
their vehicles during daylight hours as and while thev use the
podestrian access sasemsnt hereinafter described and the beach.

. Provision by the County of sanitary facilities and
a drinking fountain for public use shall be considerad
consistant with tho use of "Tract B® as a public parking area,
but prior to coastrucetion the County shall obtain (1) archi-
tactural approval (which shall not be unreasonably witiaheld)
from the Environmantal Committeo establisned under the
Declaration of Rastrictions, Covenants and Conditions -~ Bodega
UDarbour and (2) a coastal devalopment peruit pursuant to the
Coastal Act of 1976.

The County furtiher covenants with raspect to Tractc B
that it will maintain said Pzact and any improvements placed
therson in good repair and shall make reasonable efforts to keap
Tract 8 free of litter and provent its use from dotracting from
the assthetic value of surrounding lands,

3. Grantor addizionally grants to tha County of

Scncma a pedustrian accass cascement running between Tract A and
Tract B through Pinnacle Gulch, Said easenmcnt is granted in

tuity and shall be appurtonant to Tracts A and B and for
the Lenefit of Tracts A and 0, and shall run with the land and
. be binding uvponm Grantor and all of its succe3ssors and assigns.
Gaid sasonent 3hall be refaorrad to horoinafter as "lZascnment C°
aml is more particularly described in the Appendix hereto,
o use shall Le madae of this cazemont by the pudlic until such
tioe as YRMISCLITURY has developad a parking lot and trail and a
public agency nas assune:d responsibility for the maiutanance and
opuzation of ths accass easencont.

« 4. Grantor ldentifies a series of parcels witain the
Doddega Harbour dovelopment and the Bruhn Ranch as “"Uract D” as
- fully dascrioed in the Appendix hereto,

' Grantor grants to the County of Sonocma and %0 %he
State of California, thair succassors and assigns, in consideration
of the mutual covenants axul promises contained herein, an open
space and conservation casement, hereinafter defined, over and
acToss Tract D to proservo and protect in perpetuity the natural
and aesthetic value thereof, Said opun space and conservation
casensnt snall be appurtonant to and for the benefit of Tract A
and 8 described alove, and appurtenant to the scenic higaway
corridor, Stata Uighiway Ona which is contigquous to and adjacent
to Tract D, and Grantor intends that said open space easement
shall run with tho land in parpetuity and shall bind Graator,
his successors and assigns.

Grantor further intends and horeby specifically
provides that cither the County or the Statec of California,
or their rcspective successors or assigns, as owner of real
property to which the opan space eascment ierein granted is
appurtsnant, shall have the rigat to enforce said easement, and

.
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further, that either the County or thc State and their respective
successors and assigns, may onter upon the land which is subject
to said sasumant for the purpose of inspection to insure
protection of tneir rights under this grant after giving notice
to Grantor, his successors or assigns, Lut that neituer the
County nor the Stats shall have any right to administer or
control said lands in any way except to prevent uses which are
inconsistent with tiie consarvation sasement granted hercin.
Grantor specifically intends by its offar, and the County and
State specifically intond by their acceptance thearzof, that
naither the County nor the State of California shall have any .
right of control over or dutius and responsibilities with respect
to Tract D which would subject the County or the State of
Califoznia to any liability for iajury occurring upon the lands
encoupassed in Tract D inasmuch as the County and the State of
California shall have no right to go upon said land for the
purpose of correcting any dangarous condition as defined by
Soveramant Codu section 8130, .

Grantor intands that the open space and conservation
sasement grantud harein shall confine the use of Tract D solaly
to low intensity agricultural uses such as livestock grazing, low
density recreational usos such as equostrian or hiking trails,

. ai sueh other opon spacu uses as the County and tie Commission,
or thair respective succcssors or assigns, shall agree do not
conflict witi tho assthetic and environmental values which Grantor
and Grantees seex to preosarve througi tie grant of this easerment.
In particular, all devealopmant rights for subdivision or
construction of structurcs, except those reasonably necessary
to carry on the agricultural, recreation, and open space uses
dascribed herein, are quit-claimed to the County and the State,
Additionally, Grantor, by tilis sasement, forsver relinquishes
any right of Grantor, his successors or assigns, to use for,
or allow on Tract D any form of motorized rucroation such as
vrail bikes, dune buygies, rocreational trailers, autsnobiles,
and any otier wvehicles; thouyh Grantor resaerves the rigat to
make reasonable use of motorized eqguipment in pursuing
agricultural uses of Tract D.

In recognition of the fact that future tachnology
zay suggest uses of tiis land for eneryy production through
solar ensrgy collection or wind generation or for aquaculture
or othar eaviromsentally desireable innovations, the parties
agroe that grantor, his succuasors and assigns, may apply to tue
County and the Commission, or their respcective succaessors and
assigns, and to the California Attorney Gensral for approval of
any uses whichn are not specifically permitted in this instrument
or which arc iwplicdly or expressly proiribited and if all of the
above partios agree in writing that sueh proposed use is appropriate
in ligyht of comiitions as they stand at the time of such
application, this instrument shall be deemed automatically
modf{fiwi to pormit tic use subjeoct to whatover conditions are
inposaed or agracd to by the various parties. Such m_:difz.caca.ons
to’ this instrument shall be rocorded by grantor or nis successors

and assigns.

4.
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Grantor rotains no rigut to cxtract any aincrals,
hydrocarbons, 30ili. Or otiwer matrrials except water on or Lulow
the surface of Yract 9, or to othorwise disturL the natural fauna,
the existiig natural floral communities, the soil structure or
the’ naturdl austhotic apgpoaranca of the land except as is

awcessary for such: agricultural uses parmittod by
this graat unless Grantor, its SuCCuUSSOrs or assigns, obtain the
express writtan consent of tha County and the Commiision or
their respective succesIors or assigas.

This open space and coaservation ecasexent shall not be
Mbythccuntyozmsuucxmnedm any

3. Graator hereby nakes an irrevocable seven year
offer to the Sharelin: Unified School District to dedicata a
in the northeast corner of the Bruhn Ranch
Said ten (10} acre parcel shall.
tinn of acceptances of this offer, shall have
3 Lanc, aad shall be located entirely witain
descridel a3 “Tract E° in tho Appandix hereto.
the Schoal District saall hawve saven
parcel as a schwool site, Failure to
use within that period, aor any atteopt %o use the
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pazrcesl for amy other purpose 3hall operate to revest fee sirple
title o ton (10) acre parcal in TRAISCIT ¢ iZs successors
or assiyas, subjwct to the open space saseocnt provided in
Paragraph 4 above. Said eascumnt shall forwver csatinue to ouerate
on said tom (10) acrv parcel unless and until tha School District
siall accwpt the abowa offar amdd actually cosmence use of the
pazcel a3 a school sits, During such use as a schonl sita, the

an
marsh more particalarly described as "tract P* in the Appenadix
bareto. \

7. Grantor furtder grants to the Couaty of
Sonoaa a poUeStrian acCe33 easecent to CORnect A preseatly
easuoent through Shirt Tail Gulceh to tie beach

and the dedicated road rigut of wvays appurtonant to suca
saseumat and shall be for the benefit of Tracts A and 3

such road rigut of ways, and shall run with the land
binding won grantor axd all of its successors axd
assigns. Said eazoment 3hall be reforred to hereinafter
a3 "Easemaat G* and is more particularly describad in the

EE
¥

i
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o use shall be made of this eansement by the public until
such time 33 the County of Sonoma undertakes to develop
the padestrign access eacement through Shirt Tail Culch
and further assumes recponsibility for the maintenance and
operation of the encire access easemant.

. To have and to hold unto the County and the State,
their successors and assigns forever. ‘

IN WITRESS WHEREOY, ssid corporation has caused
its corporate name to be aflixed hereto and this instrument

to be executed by its Pregilent and its Secretary thereunto
duly suthorized, tnis day of s 1977.

TRANSGCERTURY PROPERTIES, INC.

M J

By : ’
resident
7
oy_Ceprt 3¢ et ime
y Secretary
STATE OF CALIVORKIA )
CITY & ) ss.
© COUNTY OF SAN FRANGISCO)

On this 23rd day of __May 1977, before me, the
undersigned, a Rotary Public in and or’saié é:a:a. peraénally

sppeared William X, Chamberiain » known to me to be the
President W, W s Known O me o bDe the

- Becretary of the Corporatinn that executed the within Instru~

nent, known £o me to De the persons who executed the within
Instrument on bensll of the Coryorstion therein named, and
scknoviedged o me that such Corporation executed the within
Instrument pursuant to its Dy-laws Or s resolution of its

| poard of directors.

IN WITHESS WHEREOP, I have hereunto set my hand and
8ffixed my official sesl in the county and stiate aforegaid
the day and year in this certificate first adove written

ﬁ .
J___(mf/l 7
11 ntt

State of California

&

Acceptance of this Deed is hereby acknowledged on bdehalf of
the County of Sonoma, this day of s 1977,

“Chalrman, County Eoard ol supervigor:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ;
48,
COUNTY CP

On this _____ doy of , 1977, before mr, 1

60
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. EXHIBITNO. 1:
. AW OFFIGES OF Agp_pl‘:'lgégl_%%}j‘%
CLEMENT, FITZPATRICK & KENWORTHY Public Safety
INCORPORATED Correspondence
3333 MENDOQCIND AavENUE
POST OFFICE BOX (494
SANTA ROSA. CALIFORNIA 93402 h————————

FAK: 707 -BAB- 1300

TELEPHONE! (707) 823-11@

April 17, 1996

VIA FACSIMILE
415~-904-5400

Bill Van Beckum

Coastal Commission

45 Fremont, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Re: Bodega Harbour Homeowners Association/Golf Storage
Facility

Dear Mr. Van Beckum:

Please find enclosed a copy of the January 29, 1996, letter
from the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District relating to the
Assoclation's coastal permit application. The letter reflects
the unanimous project support of the Board of Directors of the
Bodega Bay Fire Protection District based on a "fire, safety and
common sense point of view."

Previously, I faxed to you coples of correspondence from the
Sonoma County Sheriff's Department and the United States Golf
Association. As we previously represented to the Coastal
Commission, the United States Golf Association characterized the
current maintenance operation as the most dangerous that they
have obgerved over an eight year period. Thelr letter states, on
page 2, as follows:

"As mentioned during the past eight years, there is not a
single maintenance facility visited by the USGA that is more
dangerous than the one located at Bodega Harbour....

...the cost of a maintenance facility will be high, however,
it pales in comparison to potential lawsuits if an accident
occurs on Highway 1 between the maintenance facility and
golf course. Placing the employees in this type of life
threatening position should be unacceptable.”

The USGA's letter also notes the potential problems which
could arise from the transportation of gasoline and pesticides
between the Bruhn Ranch and Bodega Harbour on Highway 1. The
letter from the resident Sheriff's Deputy in Bodega Bay states
that it would be in the interest of public safety, and all
concerned, to resolve the maintenance building issue as soon as

possible.
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Bill van Backum
April 17, 1996
Page 2

We are very hopeful that this matter may be taken up by the
Commission at its next regularly écheduled meeting in May.
While, at the April meeting, one of the Commissioners noted the
regional convenience of considering this matter at the
Commigsion's June meeting in San Rafasl, from our perspective,
guigher delay gives rise to a number of problems and concerns as

ollows:

1. First, it is our understanding that the purpose of the
next meeting will be to determine whether a substantial issue has
been raised by the appeal. From my reading of the notice issued
in connection with the May meeting, comment upon this issue is
limited to three minutes. Anything that can be said in three
minutes can easily be put in letter form. Accordingly, we do not
believe that consideration of this issue at the May meeting will
be prejudicial to the appellant.

2. The summer tourist season is rapidly approaching. It
is during this season that Bodega Harbour experiences the
greatest traffic loads of the year. Further delay will likely
perpetuate the existing safety problem on Highway 1 through
another tourist season.

3. If regional convenience is the Ariving consideration,
this could mean that, should the Commission deem that a
substantial issue exists, the substantive merits of the
application might not be heaard until tha Northern California
neeting in August. If the Commission were to approve the coastal
permit in August, it is likely that the Association could not
commence and complete actual construction of the improvements
during the dry season. Accordingly, thae existing problem could
be perpetuated through the spring of next year.

Based on the foregoing and the fact that the Homeowners
Association has been pursuing a golf course maintenance solution
for tha past 11 years, we would respectfully request any
assistance that you may give to us regarding the expeditious
scheduling of this matter. We recognize the workload of both
Commission staff and the Commission and appreciate your
consideration of this request.

Very t 8,

STEPHEN K. BUTLER

SKB:cg
Enclosure
¢: Dennis Kalkowski/Bodega Harbour
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BODEGA BAY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
January 29, 1996

Ernie Carpenter, 5th District Supervisor
Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

575 Administration Drive, Room 100-A
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Dear Sir,

Please accept this letter as our official support of the new construction of the Bodega
- Harbour Homeowners Association’s Maintenance Facility.

In April 1994, the former maintenance facility was located in a precarious location and
ultimately burned to the ground. This building did not conform to any fire code and did
not have a permit on file with Sonoma County. It also was attached to another building
at the time of the fire, which in itself is considered a target hazard due to the high voltage
located inside.

The BELHA has requested to construct a safe and fire sprinkled facility to store over
$800,000 worth of maintenance equipment b0 maintain 4 very popular golf course. Qur
Fire Chief has informed this Board of Directors of how the BHEA has complied with all
the required Uniform Fire Codes, and the Sonoma County Fire Safe Act.

The facility is located far and away from all wood structures and poses no fire safety
threat to anyone or anything. The new location allows the maintenance personnel access
to Bruhn Ranch without traveling down Highway One on a daily basis, In addition,
their new building permit will also require the BHHA to upgrade some of the fire
protection systems at the Bruhn Ranch, .

Speaking from a fire, safety and commonsense point of view, We the Board of Directors
of the Bodega Bay Fire Protection District by consensus, support the construction of
the Bodega Harbour Homeowners Association’s Maintenance Facility.

Sincerely,
};wéu. %J%«y’ L&,
Barbara McElhiney Eric C. Lund
President Vice Presiden
Bodega Bay Fire Protection District

e Tim Smitk, Chalyman, 3rd District
Michad ). Cale, 15t District
Jom Harbersox, 2nd District
Paul Kdly, 4th Disirict

P,0. BOX 6 « 1405 HIGHWAY ONE » BODEGA BAY, CALIFORNIA 94923
BUSINESS: (707) 875-3700 « FAX: (707) 875-2660
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April 11, 1996

To whom it may concern,

This letter is :egardinq public safety concexns, I have about
Bodega Harbor Golf Course equipment on Highway 1, Bodega Bay.

1 believe it would be in the interest of public safety, and all

concerned, to resolve the maintendnce building issue as soon as

possible. My only interest and concern is the operation of golf

g?ugse equipment and the transportation of hazardous materials. on
ghway 1. N

The situation is a hazard for the public driving on Highway 1 and

the equipment operators. I would hope the situation can be
resolved soon in the interest of public safety.

Sincerely,

Pat Murphy :

Sonoma County Sheriff Resident Deputy, Bodega Bay
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cvwosv-m dm 4579364 (FAX).

August 27, 1991

GREEN SECTION TURF ADVISORY SERVICE VISIT
BODEGA HARBOUR GOL¥ LINKS, BODEGA BAY, CALIFORNIA

Present: Mr. Dennis Kalkowski, Director of Golf
Mr. Chester Manni. Superintendent
Mr. Bob Redarauch. Grecn Chairman

It wes & plodgure to vigit the dodega Herbour Coll Links on
August 27, 1991 on behalf of thy USGA Green Section. The main
purpose ©f this visit was to discuss both operational procedures
and long-range plans for overall golf course (mprovement within
budgetary considerations. Should you have any questions
c??c.rnlng this report, please do not Resitate to contact our
effice.

Since the time of the last visit. seversl significant
inprovements wers noted. The program of reducing maintained
acreage and doveloping natural crocs has had a noticeable impact
in soveral aress. In addition to improving the visusl sspects
of the golf course, thewe creas provide natursl hadbitat fer a
variety of animal species, raduce labor and, most smportaa:ly,
reduce fertilization, herbicides and water usage. By reducing
these key aress, the potential for problems in nearby wetlands
13 minimjzed.

In addition te adding many natural «reas. it was al30 good teo
view improved drainage, a new fairway/rouygh mower, :ncressed teoe
and fairway mowing frequency., updated irrigation contrellers and
& methed of mowing severe contours on the front nline to replage
hand mowers., By maintaining less acreage and updating mowing
equipment, increased hours have becorne available for improviag
tees, fairvays and bunkers.

THME MAINTENANCE FACILITY

“hile many (mprovements have been made on the course. the
overriding major 13sue that sill must be addresmsed is the
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locat:on of the maintenance facility. As ment.oned during the
Past ¢i1ght years. there is not & single maintenance fccigxty
visited by the USGA that i3 more dangerous than the one iccated
at Bodega Nerbour! The coat {oF & new ftacility will be high
however. it is & win-win situstion for the membership and
enployess due to the folloewing reasons:

1. Improved efficiency. Many hours are wasted every day
transport.ng to and from the maintenance facility.
whenever & piece of gquipmont breaks, the mechanic
requires more time to address the lssue. These hours caa
be transferred 1nto wpgirading maintenance frequencies.

2. Employee salety. The c¢ost ¢f a maintenance facility will
be high honever, it pales in comparison to the potential
lawguits if en sccident occurs oan Highway 1 between the
myintsnance facility and goll course. Placing the
employees in thiw type of life threateoning position sghould
be unacceptadblo.

3. Potential environmontal problems. Currently, all gasecline
and pesticides are transferred (n contalners from the
meintenance facility te the ¢olf course oa Kighway 1. ¢

- an accident should oecur while themse containers are in the
vehicle, the safety of the employee and nearby eavironment
would de in jeopardy.

4. Poor commynications. ¥With the locaticon of the maintenance
facility in a deep hole. it i3 extremely difficult to
communicats to the staff in an effective manner. When tlhe
meintonence facility i3 conotructed, a complete FM - bagod
communication system |3 necessary to improve oversll
efficiency.

S. Existing working conditicns. Tha working area for the
mechanie, junchroom and locker facilities should ba
improved. Als¢., pesticide starage and containment
requires updating.

6. Insdequaie storage capabilities, As now and qupenm,ve
equipment is pyrchased., it must de protected with adequate
storage. For example, the recently purchased falrway
mower was chosen ovor lightuwe|ght mowers due to the
inadequacy of storage. Those lightweight fairway mowers
would produce substantially better fairways. yet the lack
of storage was & determining factor.

"
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When the new maintesance :a:iltty is constructed, the
current f{airway mower can be moved tO rough mowing, with
lightweight fa:rnays mowerg purchesed f{or improving the
fairweays.

The addition of & maintenansd facility on the gelf course site
has been recommended for the last eight years snd beysnd. It
is hoped that the membership will understand the (mmediate need
and provide funding for this facility in addition to other
capital improvements.

DRAINAGE

During the last ssmar, Superinteadent Manni and his staf{f have
improved dreinage on the front nine, However, this remsins
the major issue fcr Improving course playablility and should be
addressed as the highegt priocity {tem on the long-range plan.
Those areas Of particuler note that should be improved within
the next year iaclude:

1. The bunkers. <he use of liners around the drains on the
new nine and drainage problems on the old nine should be
sddressed as the highost priority for course improvemant.

In those bunkers with liners, the removal of all liners is
suggested and additional dreinage added if needed. On the
clder rine, a prioritized list of bunker problems s necded.
Orainage installation should occur on those bunkers with
habitual standing watcr problems near greens, with fairway
bunkers receiving a lower priority, unless they display
ssvere problems.

2. Green surrounds. As the bunkers are improved for drainage
purposes, all of the areas around the greens should alse
be included. For example, the left dank of No. 9 displayed
excess water accumulation due to dralnage from the green.
On this snd other aress. drainage should be ingtalled
below grecund and taken away from the greens. Water Can
then be connected to standard drainage lines, daylighted
to the surface or connected with 4 dry well.

NATURAL AREAS

Congratulations are in order for the declgien te establish
natusrsl areas throughGut the golf course. The visual contrast
betwe=zn maintalned turf and natural areas {9 stunning. Alsec,
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the hours ¢f labor ttlﬂsflrrvd sn:a cther poertions of the
Qperation was ncticeable.

USGA  Alzer reviewing all of €he natural areas. it was noted that
several sreas vwere naturel, yet returned ta regular mowing
practices due to iaconsisiency or neighbor compiaints. In
thooe areds. .the use oliiikprévcd turf type tall fescuas and
perennial ryegrasses was suggesied f{or the establishment of
consistient swedstalks that provide the most neticeable contrast.

" For sxample. the area around Ne. 9 tee wag suggested for
overseeding in sarly September with a mixture of thege grasses.
Thin conbination may elininate the need for backfilling and
will provide congistency in one of the areas that was deemed
unacceptable from a visual standpoint,

In regard to existing natural aroas. some arsas were noted
where undesirable grasscs or weeds have become estab!lished.
These areas should be mowed this fall, sprayed with appropriate
horbicidos end overseoded with e combination of tall fescue

and perennial ryegrass.

Hew ¥ Audubot Societv/USGA Cooperatiye Sangiuary
Eggg:lg_- The USGA has joined forces with the Nsw York Auduboa
Society in assisting golfl courses (n providing methods of
improving habitat. In short, ¢olf coursea can proévide s green
casis of animal activity {n the ever expanding developad sreas
where they are not customarily found. Enclosed with this
report you will find & reprint outlining this program. Fer
further informat.on, contsct Ms. Naacy Sadlon at the USGA
(908} 234-2300.

Control of detrimental animals - Greater emphasis s required
for the control of gophers and moles. Whether this i3 done
in-house or by an cutside contractor. immnediate and constant
attention {8 needed for improvement. ' :

GREENS

Putting surfaces were .n healthy condition snd recevering from
a recent aerificatjion. Thatch level!s were increased over
Previous years dye to cool rmpring tamperatures and a reducticn
in eontrol measures.

In addition to programs discussed in past reports (intensive
vertical mowing and the use of hydrated lime;, the following
was sugoested to further .improve the tThateh sityation!

©®
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modern fairwsy aerifier. The fairways sheuld be serified two
times per year with the thatch removed. When this is done (n
combination with overseeding., the results can be very sflective
1 the asrifler achieves good penesration. The current
aerifier does not penetrate well and severely disrupts the
surfacs, thus a new piccd of equipment wil| produce noticeadble
returns.

CART PATHS

It was good tO see improvements (A the ares of vehjicular cart
traflic control around greens and tees. wWhile Rhis should be
included in improvement projacts for the future, it should fall
at @ lower priority level than drainage, new equipment and the
meintenance facility.

As control measures are used. it way 4.350 suggested to

consider the use of pressure treated timbers, rather than
zrecsote scaked railroad tics. These timbers are available at
spproximately the sime comt., are more visually pleasing and
eliminate the problemg associsted with crecsote. Also, on
aress where gentle slopes and treffic occur, the use of timbers
plased at grade i3 sugyested. Encliosed with this report is a
reprint discussing thls concept.

Thank you for this opperzunity to disouss your sur? rmanagement
cperations. In addition to your support ©f the USGAR Green
Seetion through this Turf Adviszory Service visit, you are
gupperting major turfgrass rcocodreh at many universities
acrossthe country. Within iho nox:t few years, new turfgress
varieties will become avii.able that will require less water,
1ibor, and chemical usage. We thank you for your support and
look forward to being of service in 992 on behalf of the USCA
Green SeTtion. ‘

Respectfully submitted,

Larry W. Gilhuly,
Western Director

LWG: pgp{
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V. [ncrease aerification, Although increased aserification (s
nes needed on the new greens, ¢ is necessary on the oider
greens, This zan be achieved by either increasing the

'“R(EQK size ¢f the tines to J/4" or double aerifying with 5/8"
t.nes. Based on the amount o! thatch on the greehs, on
increase to 4 minimum of four aerifications (two doudle
8/8" aerificationg.) iz nveded.

3. Carefully control nitrogen levels. While potasgium levels
should remain high, condidoration could be given to a
slight reduction in nitrogen rates. Try to apply oaly
enough nitrogen to allow for normal recovery from traffic.
If color |s desired, the use of iron at l{ght rates will
produce degirable regults.

3. Continue overseeding with newer beatgrass varieties. The
use of SR-1028 provides an improved bentgrass that is
suscoptible to less thatch develogment. Try $o overseesd
the greens at least two times per year atv a rate of t lb.
SR-1029 creeping bentgrass/1,000 vg. f¢.

Weuld relling the groonz ? The subjeet of rolling greens
iz one that should be approaeched carefully. Due to the amount
of cthateh found on the ©lder greens and the high send centant
of the newer greens. rolling would be beneficial ia several
sreas. First, rolling greens will provide s greater degree ol
speed while firming the surfaces. To ninimige the effect of
spevd on the heaviiy contourcd greens at Bodege Harbour, the
mowing heights could be raised 20 3/16". This will preducs &
healthier plant with (mproved ;oot systams that will assist in
res.sting the stress of disoesa, high amounts of salt and low
apounts of water.

To impreove turf growth Dy raising the mowers. yet mairataining
adequate speed is a program that should be given consideration.
For this veason. (t was suggested to view this operation at
Pasatierpo Golf Club in Banta Cruz. At Pasatiempo, the
comdbination of rolling and menthly serificetion with 8 watar
asrifier has hed a dramatic (mpact on putting green improvement.

1

FAIRWAYS

It was ¢good 2o view the improvements on the falrways [rcom the
rew mower J0d [ncrease mceving frequency. To provide the mest
positive impact for further falrWay and rough improvenments,
the next plece of equipment that sheuld be purchased iy 3
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Reprints/enclosures:

« Audubon
- Neturelizing Your golf Course
« Railroad Ties For Traftfic Control
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