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f'% E C E I V ﬁ ﬁ RE: Application Number is A-3-SCO-15-0022

MAY -7 2015 Item # Th23b
CALIFORMIA Applicant: Teresa Sabankaya _
PNARTAL G oA N From: DEBORAH HENCKE- Opposed to permit
' 160 Pine Flat Rd, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
May 7, 2015

Members of the Comission

I am watching the degradation of my neighborhood which is unique among Redwood forests along the
coast because it has been largely unchanged in development over the 40 years I've lived here due to the
constraints of the general plan limits to division of property. What this means is that this area has co-
existed with mountain lions, bobcats, rabbits, deer, wild boar, coyotes, quail, raccoons, squirrels,
possums, and skunks as well as gophers, frogs, lizards, snakes including gopher snakes and rattlers, and
a multitude of birds including owls and wood peckers, butterflies, bees (at least 3 varieties), moths,

 insects, and other endangered wildlife including wild donkeys at one time, for the 40 years I've been. =~

here.

The above applicant lives in a watershed with a creek running along the edge of the property and septic
that has not been addressed on a parcel with 2 homes, not just one. I am writing to inform you that this
is a substantive issue because the county is slowly eroding the general plan that protects our rural
lands. What is being proposed by the county board of supervisors (Attachment #1) is legitimizing what
the county has brazenly ignored so far in upending the home occupation ordinance and residential
protections as well as rural limitations by granting commercial weddings and workshops on this rural
residential property that has deforested 1-3 acres of land, built numerous buildings that are or were
un-permitted and already holds political fand raisers as well as school art classes and weddings
(attachment #2 septic report), now to increase in activity by holding floral workshops and commercial
weddings supposedly limited to 50 people not counting at least a minimum of 12 staff (Attachment #3
sound report. - 15 staff for 60 people) as well as her floral design business. Apparently has also held
weddings unpermitted since 2011 (Attachment #4). In addition, after 3 years, the applicant can apply
for larger and more frequent weddings per the Zoning administrator summation at the first hearing.

As a person who lives next door to the only “commercial establishment” in this area, Beauregard
Winery, I can attest that the county does not enforce it's own permit conditions and has turned a blind
eye to environmental review. There is no one who is going to count the number of people, cars,
shuttles, etc. on a weekend or even during the week for that matter. The granted permit only
allows for self monitoring! This is just the beginning of destroying the co-existence of people, forest
and wildlife. There have been numerous studies that show that noise affects the reproduction of
animals as well as light. We are asking for substantive findings to explore the expansion of use for this
residential property. It seems the whole county is to become commercialized with more traffic than
ever — certainly more this year than prior years, (See attachment #1) taxing our limited public resources
as well as water.

An example. I moved here in 1975. My husband and I put an open space easement on our property. In
1985, a winery took over on 1 % acres of land zoned Rural Residential and turned the land into a
commercial/industrial development. While there was a permit, there was no environmental review
before approval. Soon the winery was trying to become like the Mountain Winery (on 600 acres) with
food, live music, dinners and partying. After complaints, the county planning department did their best
to try and make the winery fit the rural residential neighborhood, denying live music, limiting the




number of people to 50 at a time, shielding lighting, denying dinners, and so on. There has been NO
ongoing enforcement except ironically to have the winery stop having weddings (too many people,
cars, noise) and tear down their wedding gazebo. Live music continues, cars parked along the side of
the road and not contained on the parcel, sandwich boards on Highway 1, glaring lights and noise, and
even making wine for other vintners! (Think increase in industrial noise.) This is the only legitimate
commercial establishment in Bonny Doon and the county has turned a blind eye by allowing on-going
violations INCLUDING a residence built in the winery building illegally for over 3 years now. This
property is also bordering a creek.

Another example of slowly changing the zoning: There are now ordinances allowing bed and
breakfast estabishments in residential areas as well as vacation homes. Being next to
commercial/industrial noise from the winery gave me pause when a neighbor on the other side of me
requested his newly built (over height) home be a vacation rental. I went to the county planning to
protest and was told that it was an allowed use of his property and there was nothing I could do. So
once an ordinance is in place, the county allows it's residents to commercialize. The home occupational
ordinance was appropriate. In granting this permit, the ordinance is now being ignored by the county.
Even the site plan for this project is incomplete — the county requires a professional site plan/survey
for building a horse or chicken barn — but no legible site plan was required here Attachment #5 was the
only site plan and doesn't show gardens where “brides pick their flowers,” or other buildings on the
property that exist that are identifiable. The septic improvement is not required on the permit that was
required by Environmental Health (Attachment #6).

Here's what I garnered from your site: “The Coastal Commission, in partnership with coastal cities
and counties, plans and regulates the use of land and water in the coastal zone. Development activities,
which are broadly defined by the Coastal Act to include (among others) construction of buildings,
divisions of land, and activities that change the intensity of use of land...” Please use your relgulator
power and hear our appeal.

Here's what I gathered from the purpese of your function from Congress and the State Lands
Commission:

16 U.S.C. § 1452. Congressional declaration of policy (Section 303)

The Congress finds and declares that it is the national policy--

(1) te preserve, protect, develop, and where possible, to restore or enhance, the resources of the
Nation's coastal zone for this and succeeding generations;

(2) to encourage and assist the states to exercise effectively their responsibilities in the coastal zone
through the development and implementation of management programs to achieve wise use of the land
and water resources of the coastal zone, giving full consideration to ecological, cultural, historic,
and esthetic values as well as the needs for compatible economic development, which programs
should at least provide for--

(A) the protection of natural resources, including wetlands, floodplains, estuaries, beaches, dunes,
barrier islands, coral reefs, and fish and wildlife and their habitat, within the coastal zone..

I realize this application sounds like “small potatoes™ and not substantive, but it is. Not taking this
under review will negate all the work that neighbors have done to preserve our unique co-esixtance
with the environment (and keep it rural) and negate your commission's fundamental purpose in
protecting the coastal environment and oceans. It sets a precedence for the county to degrade our rural
areas (attachment #1) by allowing inappropriate commercialization. Please reconsider and not listen
ttoo closely to planning staff that have no idea how this truly impacts this area and the intensity of land
use, the noise, the use of water, the traffic. Let people who want commercial activities find appropriate




use, the noise, the use of water, the traffic. Let people who want commercial activities find appropriate
zoning, not residential zoning. We, the people, do understand it's impact, we live here. There are
numerous letters attached to the county's October 14, 2014 Planning Department report for the Zoning
Commission hearing (example - Exhibit #7). This is a small county, small roads, self contained water
and limited public resources for us and the wildlife we share our rural lands with. Please hear this.

Thank yomn for your consideration,
D) et At

Deborah Hencke

Attachment 1 Proposal by Ryan Coonerty to expand commercial activities in rural areas
Attachment 2 Septic report identifying existing land use

— -Attachment 3 Sound report identifying number of people required to staff a wedding
Attachment 4 Letter by neighbor discussing the weddings since 2011
Attachment 5 Site plan submitted with permit
Attachment 6 Results of need for additional leach line for wedding with 50 guests and .Environmental
health requirement of septic leach line addition needed for “home occupation” and also possibiity of
“public drinking water”
Attachment 7 Example of letters from those in the community, attached to the October 14,2014 Staff
Report — names taken off the letters as I did not have time to contact them.
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: REGULATION OF COMMERCIAL WEDDING AND EVENT
BUSINESSES AND PROCEDURES FOR SPECIAL EVENTS
ON PRIVATE PROPERTY WITHIN RURAL ZONES

Dear Members of the Board:

The County’'s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance provide strong protection for the
County’s rural lands. Residents of our rural areas are protective of maintaining rural
character and value its peace and tranquility.

Recently there have been several inquiries and some applications submitted to the
Planning Department requesting use permits to conduct significant commercial wedding
and event activities on RR and RA zoned parcels. The applications and inquires have
demonstrated that there is increased interest on the part of some rural homeowners to
utilize their property for ongoing commercial activities, such as weddings, conferences,
and large events.

One application, to conduct a limited flower and wedding business, is currently making
its way through our process. This application for commercial activity on an RA parcel
has been analyzed under the County's Home Occupation Ordinance (section
13.10.613). The existing Home Occupation regulations identify the nature of activities
that are allowed without & home occupation permit, and allow for case-by-case
consideration of proposed home occupations that exceed the identified activities or
performance criteria. Therefore, section 13.10.613 is currently the appropriate section
under which this application should be considered. With the limited scope of the
activities for this one property, the Zoning Administrator believed that the collective
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impacts of this application could be mitigated and approved the application. The Board
will soon be asked to decide whether to consider hearing this matter under the appeal
provisions of the Code. It seems to me, however, that moving forward, as we consider
future applications for commercial activities such as weddings and large events, we
should consider adding specific provisions into our code that deal with these uses,
rather than considering them case by case as home occupations.

In order to consider these types of applications in rural zone districts, | think specific
~ “regulations are needed. Planning staff is currently working on a significant update of

our zoning code, which is anticipated to come to the Board in March. | have met with -

the Planning Director and discussed the idea of initiating a zoning change to create a
category and process for ongoing commercial activities, like weddings and large events,
in rural residential areas. She agrees that there is a need to better address these types
of uses independently in our zoning code. | think it would be helpful for the Board to
support this effort. In addition, in order to prevent a rush of applications during the
process for developing these regulations, 1 think the Board should direct staff to put a
hold on scheduling any decisions for new applications for ongoing weddings and special
events in rural zone districts until these provisions are created.

Related to this issue, | think there is also a need for a process to deal with one-time
large events in rural areas which take place on private property. Examples of these
events are large fundraisers for local schools and community and non-profit events.
Currently, the code is essentially silent on temporary uses on private properties and
therefore does not allow for an easy process to permit events that occur only once a
year, or less often, on private property. The Planning Director has suggested dealing
with one-time events on private property similarly to the processing of applications for
one-time events on public property. One-time events on private property should meet
similar performance and site standards and should include measures to appropriately
address parking, noise, and other potential impacts.

Accordingly, | recommend that the Board take the following actions:

1. Direct the Planning Director to initiate zoning changes to create a category and
process to regulate ongoing commercial weddings and events on private
property in rural zone districts;

2. Direct the Planning Department to place a hold on scheduling any decisions for
new use permit applications for ongeing commercial weddings and events on
private property in rural areas untll the specific provisions are adopted by the
Board; and
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3. Direct the Planning Department to create proposed provisions and a process in
the zoning code to address one-time large events in rural areas on private
property and mode! that process after the County’s process for one-time events

on public property.
Sincérely, >

RYAN COONERTY, Supervisor
Third District
RC:ted
cc:  Planning Director
County Counsel
1165F3




Alicia Murillo
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From: cbdbosmail@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Sent: Sunday, January 25, 2015 6:50 PM
To: CBD BOSMAIL

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meetmg Date

1/27/2015

Mecting Type : County .

Board of S isors Itema Number : 17.00
Name : John Herr Email : jjher@clinicalpsychologist.com
Address : 27200 Loma ~ Phone : 408-353-5440
Prieta Way

Los Gatos, CA 95033

Comments :

Let me pay my respects to Mr. Coonerty and the rest of the Board for
their work.

I am one of those rural residents that is supposed to be protective of
maintaining rural character and valiing peace and tranquility that rural
living brings. The term rura 1 has so many meanings to so many people 1
don't know how anyone can claim to knowing what rural character is or
how to protect it. As to valuing peace and tranquility, if I wanted that I
would move into a condominium where nothing ever changes and the
association guards against the slightest slight to the very strict rules.

I find little peace and tranquility living out near the end of the pavement
at the edge of the county. I do find satisfaction though in a "rural” life to
be filled with self-reliance, hard work and constant vigilance on my
elaborate residential infrastructure designed to replace County services.
Also, there is always a piece of heavy equipment's diesel engine roaring
or a chain saw with a wood chipper making plenty of noise during
daylight hours. I am willing to put up with the noise to watch what
happens when those diesel engines start. At night, we are wamed by the
Puma people to only walk in pairs, not let children under 10 out
unsupervised, and the same with our pets. If trying not to get eaten by a
Mountain Lion sounds like a peaceful and tranquil life to you then you
are 2 calmer man than [ am.

As to your letter, let me ask my favorite question when considering any
new regulation: "Is this regulation going to make our County more
fiscally sustainable?" If it will draw people to our County for events and
they will stick around long enough to eat in our restaurants and maybe

1




stay in our hotels then on their ways home stop at a few wineries to buy
wine then I am for any zoning changes you want to make. On the other
hand, if the zoning changes result in fewer weddings and less restaurant
use and less public lodging so there are fewer people around who might
want to buy some wine on their home then I am opposed to what the
Planning Department will be proposing. The last thing I would wish to
see are zoning ordinances that will force people who live in Santa Cruz
County to take their wedding budget and all t heir friends and family to
Santa Clara or Monterey County to get married.

I wish I were more suspenseful about the outcome of what the Planning

Department will produce for you but when the new zoning will come out

of the Planning Department that has made the County fiscally

unsustainable because of our land use patterns, I don't have much hope

that that they have any concemn for leaving the next generation a

sustainable economy than they do to provide them a facility where they

can have a beautiful outdoor wedding. In my opinion, zoning has nothing o
to do with events. It is parcel size that should dictate events that can take

place outdoors or indoors.
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1315 King Street

WASTEWATER DESIGN FLOW, SEPTIC ANALYSIS AND
RECCOMENDATIONS FOR THE SABANKAYA PROPERTY

S ~ BONNY DOON, CALIFORNIA

Prepared for:
NEZIH AND TERESA SABANKAYA

4286 Bonny Doon Rd.
Bonpn A 95060

2013

Addendum Created Nov 20, 2 013

BioSphere Consuiting, inc.
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Wastewater Design Flow Analysis
Sabankaya Property

Aug 8, 2013

Page 2

BACKGROUND

The Sabankaya family is the current owner of a unique property in Bonny Doon that is known to the

locals as the Castie House. The house was buiit in 1938 and was originally a goat and cattie ranch. In
more recent history the current owners have hosted private events on the 13 acre property. The
property features a very unique house with a beautiful garden area that includes a redwood grove and

has been featured in various television programs. This garden area has been host to private events su

2s political fundraisers, schoal art d_assés, garden classes and weddings. BioSphere Consulting has been

. retained 10 assess the septic requirements for these events and provide recommendations for upgrading -
the current septic system to handie the wastewater generated. The wedding events have the largest
attendance and the wastewater flow generated by this particular event is the focus of this report.

WEDDING EVENT INFORMATION

The weddings that are hosted on the property will accommodate a maximum of 100 people Including
the staff. The events begin at 4:00pm 50 guests begin to arrive around 3:30pm. At 9:30pm, everything
shuts down and the ali of the guests leave the property by 10:00pm. The event guests will be on site for
6 to 6 % hours. The owners host 8 to 12 of these events per year. ’

The weddings include a dinner that is provided by one of 3 licensed catering companies. The food is
prepared off site and all of the dishes, glassware etc. are provided by the catering company and are
removed from the property to be cleaned off site. There is no washing of glassware for the drink service
and drinking water Is provided by the caterers. The attendees will only come in contact with the private
well water when using one of the 4 restrooms that are made available 10 the guests.

WASTEWATER DESIGN FLOW
We have used/reviewed two sources of information to calculate the peak wastewater design flow:

1} Santa Cruz County’s ordinance 7.38.160 Standards for systems to serve commercial and industrial
establishments, institutions and recreationat areas

2) Environmental Protection Agency 625 Chapter 3.3: Estimating Wastewater Flow

Calculations Based On Santa Cruz County Ordinance:

The weddings that take place on the property are unique in the fact that they are 3 combination of
several designations fisted in the Santa Cruz County Ordinance. This makes it very difficult to determine
in which category to place them in order to determine the per person wastewater flow generated.
Essentially, due to the fact that all of the dishes are cleaned off site and all of the kitchen waste is
removed by the caterers the wastewater is generated solely by the use of the restrooms. In the Santa

BioSphere Consulting, Inc.
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Wastewater Design Flow Analysis
Sabankava Property

Aug 8,2013

Page 3

Cruz County 2007 septic ordinance, the category that most represents this is a church where there are

visitors on site for 2 large portion of the day. Table 7.38.160 indicates that a church generates 5 galions .
of wastewater per seat. I kitchen waste were to be included in the calculation, the table reflects a

wastewater flow rate of 7 gallons per day but, once again all of the food & prepared off site so there is

no kitchen waste component in the wastewater design flow calculation. We feel that based on the

Santa Cruz County Ordinance that a flow rate of 5 GPD s reasonable.

icu on the ental Protecti ency Publication:

As a second source we consulted the EPA published typical wastewater flow rate chart: This chart

© 7~ breaks down the wastewater generated by recreational facilities into a few more categories which we
can use to better help us determine the design flow. According 1o Table 3-4 and Table 3-6 {both
included in the appendix) a cafeteria generates 2 gallons per day of wastewater per customer and a bar
generates 3 gallons per day per customer. The EPA also states that a conventional restaurant with a
restroom will generate 3 gallons of wastewater per meal served. While the wedding events are made up
of all three of the components mentioned, the average visitor to these facilities will not remain on site
for 6 % hours like they will in the case of our wedding events. For this reason, we fee that these .
estimates are relevant but, a somewhat low estimate of the wastewater that will be generated by the
weddings. As a result of this information coupled with the fact that the food service will not create any
wastewater and all of the wastewater will be generated by the use of the restrooms, it is our opinion
that the wastewater flow rate of 5 gallons per day previously calculated is a more accurate figure.

5 GPD X 100 Guests = 500 GPD
Septic ign an

The existing septic system that serves the wedding events also serves the 5 bedroom “Castle House”

_that Is on the property. The existing septic system consists of two 1500 gallon tanks for a total of 3000
gatlons of storage capacity. There are also three 70 foot long leaching trenches for a total of 210 fineal
feet of trench. Each trench is 1 % feet wide with a flow depth of 2 ¥ feet which results in 6 % sq ft per
lineal foot. The total leaching area is as follows:

3 Trenches X 70 ft X 6.5 sq ft/lineal ft = 1365sq ft

According the Santa Cruz County Code a 5 bedroom house with a leach field located in soils that have 2
percolation rate of 6-30 MPI requires 1200 sq ft of leaching area. The current leaching trenches are
somewhat oversized to serve the existing dweliing but, are not adequate to serve the wedding events
that generate 500 gallons of wastewater per day.

in order to disperse the 500 gallons of wastewater generated by the weddings we require additionaj
leaching area. Using the percolation rate of 6-30 MPI we have an application rate of .36 gallons/sq
ft/day which results in an additional 1390 sq ft of leaching area that will be required. By installing new

BioSphere Consulting, Inc.
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Wastewater Design Flow Analysis
Sabankaya Property
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Page 2

trenches with 2 % ft flow and a width of 1 ¥ feet we again create 6 ¥ sq ft of leaching area per lineal
foot. In order to disperse 500 gallons of wastewater we require 214 lineal feet of trench.

21aftof trench X6 ¥ sq ft=1390sq ft

The amount of wastewater generated by the existing 5 bedroom house is 430GPD and our flow
calculation shows that the weddings generate 500 GPD.

430 GPD (S Bedroom House) + 500 GPD (Wedding) = 930 GPD Total Wastewater Flow
. RS titaidor
The existing septic tank volume is 3000 gallons. This is sufficient to provide a 3 day retention time for a

Conclusions anﬂ Recommendations

From our calculations described above we believe that an estimated wastewater flow rate of § galions
per person will be generated for the wedding events. The existing septic tanks are adequately sized to
provide 3 3 day retention time for the peak wastewater flow from both the wedding events (S00 Gallons
Per Day) and the 5 bedroom house {430 Gallons Per Day). However the leaching trenches only offer
enough leaching area to serve the 5 bedroom house. We recommend that an additional 1390 sq ft of
leaching trenches are installed to serve the wedding events. The trenches should be designed and
instailed as shown in Appendix 1. The southeastern portion of the property has an adequate area to
Instali these additional trenches. This location meets the creek and property line setback requirements
for a septic leach field. We also recommend that a flow splitter basin be installed to evenly distribute
effluent to all of the leaching trenches. A design that reflects the requirement for an additional 1390 sq
ft of leaching area will need to be submitted to Santa Cruz County Environmental Health.

BioSphere Consulting, Inc.
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EDWARD L. PACK ASSOCIATES. INC.

1975 HAMILTON AVENUE Acousticel Consultents TEL: 408-377-1195
SUITE 26 FAX: 408-371-1196
SAN JOSE, CA 95125 www.packassaciates.com

WEDDING NOISE MONITORING STUDY
FOR

CASTLE HOUSE & GARDEN

4286 BONNY DOON ROAD
SANTA CRUZ COUNTY

Prepared fgh r
Castle House & Garden

Prepared by
- Jeffrey K. Pack

October 8, 2013

Project No. 45-035
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IV. Site Event and Noise Measurement Descriptions

The Castel House & Garden is located at 4286 Bonny Doon Road in the Bonny

Doon community of Santa Cruz County. The site is & mostly heavily wooded parcel that
is bounded by Mill Creek along the easterly border, Bonny Doon Road is adjacent to the
west and south and rural residential uses are farther to the north. Single-family residences
_ are across Bonny Doon Road to the west and south. One smglc-fa:m:ly home is located
ofi the site. The parking area is at the southwest comer of the site. T

Wedding events occur on Saturdays with the monitored event commencing at 3:40
PM and ending at 9:00 PM. The wedding ceremonices take place in the garden area at the
front of the house. The receptions take place in the rear patio of the home.. The
receptions use DJ’s for music enterfainment rather than Jive bands. The DI is set up
along the rear wall of the home and faces north. The DJ speakers are located in closets
behind the DJ to help contain noise emission. The monitored wedding had 60 guests and .—}6—

To determine the levels of noise from the wedding event for an evaluation against
the standards of the Santa Cruz County Noise Element, continuous recordings of the
sound levels were made at four locations. Location 1 was along the westerly property
line between the reception area and the neighbor immediately adjacent to the west.
Location 2 was along the west property line of the site to the northwest of the reception
area, between the reception area and the neighbor immediately adjacent to the northwest.
A section of Bonny Doon Road is interposed between the Castle House property and the
neighbors to the west. Location 3 was along the property linc to the northeast
approximately 30 ft. from the neighbor’s home to the northeast. Location 4 was along the
property line of the neighbor directly across Bonny Doon Road to the south. These four
measurcment locations represent the locations of highest wedding and reception noise
levels in the vicinity of the surrounding residential uses.

ATTACHMENT 6
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Htachmots # 4

Samantha Haschert - / &;_&
From: tom zingale [tzingale@hotmail.com)

Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2013 8:17 AM

To: Samantha Haschert

Ce: : Wanda Williams; Marjory Cameron

Subject: Re: Bonny Doon Castle House Revised Project Proposal

Hi Samantha and Wanda,

Thanks for sending me the information about the change in proposal for Castle House and the new Planning
Commission public hearing. What are the differences in procedures when using the new Planning Commission
public hearing approach? Why are you moving 1o this new level of hearing ? Is this because a large number of neighbors
have concerns ?

We do have issues with the new proposal:

-i wanted to Iet you know about the weddmg yesterday on October 5 2013 There is an announcement on
the web (see web site and attachment). There were approximately 20 cars at the wedding and | do not know
the number of participants. In any case the wedding was a large disturbance for the us as neighbors with
noise and commotuon :

-For workshops/luncheons or wedding there was no mention of noise level controls in the proposal. The
impact of these events has been significant and any steps taken by Castle House have not alleviated the
disruption to our weekends.

-The number of events so far this summer has been 10 and we have endured three weddings in the last 4
weeks. Historically the Castle House has operated from June to October on Saturdays. Thus, the 16 annual
events in the proposal would produce 3 commercial events of some type each month in our residential area
(assuming June to Oct operation). This number of events in the proposal is certainly excessive from our
perspective. ' ,

Castie House has operated without any controls/permit, including the number of participants and number of
events, since 2011. | think the number of large unpermitted wedding events has been approximately 26 or
more since 2011, Can the county please increase the level of enforcement on this property because the
events have been and continue to be a disturbance.

Please consider the level of :mpact to a residential neighborhood when looking at this proposal and making a
recommendation. '

Thanks you for your consideration
Tom Zingale

From:

Sent: Friday, October 4, 2013 9:07 AM

To: Tom Zingale ; mailto:Karen.Geisler@coastal.ca.gov ; ‘Debbie Downing' ; 'Meggin Harmon'
Cc: Teresa Sabankaya’

Subject: Bonny Doon Castle House Revised Project Proposal

120 /5
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Wastewater Design Flow Analysis
Sabankaya Property
Aug 8, 2013
Page 9
Addendum
Nov 20, 2013

This purpose of this addendum is to address the change in number of attendees for the wedding events
and clarify the role of the structures on the property in terms of wastewater generation, The assessor’s
records indicate that there are two dwellings on the property dating back to 1939. As a result, there are
limited Environmental Health records available. There are records for the main house showing the
septic system but there are not any records showing the septic system for the second dwelling.
According to the Sabankaya family, the second residence is served by its own septic system and is

- therefore not-included in any wastewater ealculations shown here. In addition; the Sabankaya family —

X

has informed us that the other structures on the property are ail non-habitable and as a result, also do
not affect any wastewater calculations. Our focus is to show the requirements needed in order for the
septic system to serve the main 5 bedroom house as well as the wedding events. The wedding events
have been scaled down from a maximum of 100 people to 2 maximum of 50 people. This reduces the
calculated wastewater flow to 250 gallons per day for each event. In this case, an additional 694 sq ft of
{eaching area would be required over the existing 1365 sq ft already installed. This resuits in 106 lineal
feet of trench that will need to be instalied to the specifications shown in the previous report to
accommodate weddings with 50 people.

. g

- : BioSphere Consulting, Inc.
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Discretionary Application Comments 131 127
APN 063-082-13

Accessibllity Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 08/09/2013
LAURA BRINSON (LBRINSON) : Complete

Plans are complete for this development permit.

1T no new construction is proposed, a building permit is not be required. However all commercial
facilities and functions are subject to the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA). Your revised
plans show that ADA compliance will be part of your use permit. The enforcement agency for
ADA is the Federa) Department of Justice. Any fuure work that requires a building permit is under
the jurisdiction of Santa Cruz County and will require plau review and wmplmnce with accessibility
per California Building Code 11B.

For ADA requiremmts. go

provisions mchﬂe detailed requutments to assist you in obta.mmg comp!ete compliance. For
example, the vehicular space at the accessible parking stalls need only be 9* minimum to comply.
For exem;md work in Sama Cruz County go to "ﬁeqnemly asked questions” at

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 11/082013
SAMANTHA HASCHERT (SHASCHERT) : Not Required

Environmental Health Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 0514/2013
JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Incomplete

Based on the prposed change in use, a registered sewage disposal consultant must determine if the

existing septic system will meet standards, or if it needs to be upgraded under EH permit. &tgj
The project may require reclassification to a Public Water System due 10 the proposed change in 7 W ‘
use; the applicant should contact Troy Boone of EH for that determination, 454-3069.
Aspmmﬂ’nofoodprepmmwmm,tbmnoEHfoodplanmeworpermnswou}dbe

required.

The EH review fee for a Coastal Permit is $620, not $312. The remainder is due.

An EH Clearance is required at time of BP.

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 08/09/2013

JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranck) : Complete - M/

The applicant's septic consultant confirmed the existing septic system will need ww
under EH sewage disposal permit (prior to issuance of building permit).

20
Print Date: 02/25/2014
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County of Santa Cruz, PLANNING DEPARTMENT

i3 Discretionary Application Comments 131127
¥/ APN 063-082-13

Environmental Health Review

Routing No: 2 | Review Date: 08/092013
JIM SAFRANEX (JSafranek) : Complete

Temporary portable toilets and handwash stations may be used for up to 10 special events when
the number of guests and staff will exceed the sewage disposal design criteria and maximum
wastewater flow rates for the existing septic system. Contact C, Wong of EHS (454-2022) for all
reqs pertaining to temporary portable toilet use. No permanent portable toilets will be permitted,
The project may require reclassification ta a Public Water System due to the proposed change in
use; applicant's consultant should contact Troy Boone of EHS for that determination, 454.3069.
Note that the septic permit application cannot be approved until there is an approved water supply.
e oo As proposed; no-onsite food preparation-for guests will-oceur; therefore no EH food planor - - — - —
permits will be required. Caterers must prepare food brought onsite for events at an EH approved
food facility. No onsite dishwashing is approved for tableware used by guests.
Pool is not approved for public use.
An EH Clearance is required at time of BP.
Routing No: 3 | Review Date: 02/03/2014
JIM SAFRANEK (JSafranek) : Complete

See previous comments/condition. Add to those the following Eh req, due at time of BP: v
Remodeling/additions on the residential structure built in 1982 will require an assessment of the %W
septic system serving this building. Besides a passing septic pumper’s report for this sewage

disposal system, an onsite septic system (upgrade) permit application may be required as part of an

EH Building Clearance if the existing system does not meet standards, or, if there is no EH permit

record of 8 County inspection of the septic system installation.

Fire Review

Routing No: 1 | Review Date: 08/01/2013
COLLEEN BAXTER (CBAXTER): Complete

OFFICE OF THE FIRE
MARSHAL

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT / CALFIRE

CAL FIRE
SAN MATEO-SANTA CRUZ UNIT

5059 HIGHWAY S SCOTT JALBERT
P.C. DRAWER F-2 FIRE CHIEF

Print Date; 0212572014
" ATTACHMENT 4
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Samantha Haschert

From:

Sent: Friday, September 20, 2013 5:21 PM

To: Samantha Haschert

Ce: Neal Coonerty; Rachel Dann; kathy.previshish@co.santa-cruz.ca.us
Subject: permit request in Rural Bonny Doon

Dear Superviso;s and Planning Department,

We want to convey deep concerns about the Beauregard Vineyards Parcel 063-091-15
and Sabankaya Properties 063-082-13,

We feel the requests for increased commercial activity at these Bonny Doon
locations are unsound.

Commercial is the antithesis of rural. Mr Ryan Beauregard bought the 1.4 acre
parcel knowing the previous applications for dinner -and live music had been
denied by the county. Approval of a permit for commercial weddings at 4286 Bonny
Doon Road is frankly unthinkable. The property is not zoned commercial and
neighbors do not want the traffic, trash or noise.

Pods of bikers trek this road, especially on weekends, and Hose trailers lug up
to B D Equestrian Park. Increased traffic and inebriated drivers from wedding and
wine parties is a recipe for disaster.

Every weekend we have racing, noisy motorcycle groups speeding through the hills.
Cur neighbors don't want more noise or danger on the winding roads,

Qur area is served by volunteer emergency response teams that are undeérstaffed.
We are a good long way from medical sexvices.

Fire danger is always on the mind of our residents. Would these event guest be
responsible with their smoking materials when celebrating?

There are concerns about septic systems and water quality.Both locations border a
riparian corridor.

Now it seems some want to create a circus on the corner of Boony Doon Road and
Pine Flat. I notice increasing sandwich style signs on Highway 1 and Boony Doon
"Road directing cars to commercial sales and events in the area. The serenity we
bought our homes for is being degraded.

Our family belongs to The Rural Boony Doon Association and support their stance:
"we are opposed to any permits for any site that is not already specifically
licensed to host commercial events, and marketed to people who aren't residents

cf Boony Doon.*

Treasuring a way of life close to the natural environment, we are holding strong
against the constant pressure of development. We have our unique setting and wild
life, please help us protect it. Development up here marches on as lots are split
up but we diligently try to keep our community xural, quiet and safe for
generations to come,

I appreciate your attention,

@® Thayer Road
Santa Cruz, CaA




Application Number #131127; APN 063-082-13

Please note that the property owner has submitted a revised project proposal that is attached for your information. The
large sign that is posted on the property and the project description on the planning department website will be revised
to reflect the new proposal and a copy will also be kept in the project file for the public record. Please aiso note that in
the attached project proposal, the property owner has indicated that she removed the Castle House website and is no
longer booking future events. .

(The attached document was written by the project applicant and may not accurately reflect the position of the planning
department or the recommendation that will be presented by staff to the hearing body.)

Given the amount of neighborhood participation, the Planning Director has bumped up the project review level from a
Zoning Administrator public hearing to a Planning Commission public hearing. The proposed use requires a permit to
conduct a Home Occupation on the property, as well as a Coastal Permit, and the application is currently incomplete.

Please let me know if you have any questions!

Samantha o T
Samantha Haschert

Development Review Planner

County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831) 454-3214




Re: Sabankaya - 4286 Bonny Doon Road APN 063-082-13
September 18, 2014

Dear Supervisor Neal Coonerty and Planner Randall Adams:

Last fall we sent you a letter about the impact that the wedding events at the Sabankaya property,
the Castle House, have had on our lives and well-being in this once peaceful, idyllic, rural
community that has been our home for over forty years. We are sending that letter again, along
with this one.

The situation has improved since last year. The scaled-back events at the Castle House have
made some difference. We appreciate the Sabankayas’ efforts to reduce the noise level of these
events, and four weddings a season is a notable improvement over twelve.

That said, significant problems remain:

[1] The weddings, though fewer in number and smaller, are impossible to ignore. We avoid
having lunches or dinners at our place when the weddings are happening. In response to our
request, the Sabankayas gave us schedule of events this summer-fall, so we could know what
dates to avoid. We will have to request that information every year, and adjust our plans
according to the wedding schedule.

{2] The permit: There will apparently be a review of the permit in 12 months. How will it be
determined whether its terms are being followed? If, after 3 years, permits can be sought for
additional events — meaning more than the 4 events currently permitted — will we be facing the
prospect of the numbers of events and guests rising again? Will we be facing again the necessity
of appeals, petitions, and hearings? Will this become recurrent process?

[3] Like many others in Bonny Doon, we worry about losing what we cherish here - its rural
character, its peaceful environment, its wonderful quiet. We had guests for lunch on a recent
Sunday, when we knew there would not be a wedding. As we sat on our deck, one marveled,
“How quiet it is here! Is it always like this?” We had to say, no, not always, not anymore.

{4} Furthermore, we too fear, like many of our neighbors, that once a commercial permit is
granted to one applicant, others will it find easier to procure one as well. We sympathize with
those living near the Beauregard winery who endured the impact of loud music, bright lights and
countless cars for a period of time a year ago, and now fear that new efforts for a permit to create

an event site there will be approved.

We ask the Zoning Board to maintain the zoning ordinances now in place for Bonny Doon, where
most people have chosen to live here precisely because of the rural, residential haven that it is.

Sincerely yours,

JETEEEE




September 18, 2013
Dear Supervisor Neal Coonerty:

We write with reference to the application of the Sabankaya family for a permit to rent out their property at
4286 Bonny Doon Road, Parcel Number: 063-082-13, for “outdoor weddings of up to 100 guests, 12 times
a year between May and Qctober, and unlimited smaller functions...” We are dismayed by this news. The
Sabankayas’ application for a permit to hold these events cannot be approved without impinging upon the
quality of life of all of us who live within earshot of the Sabankayas’ place.

We live at 40] Pine Flat Rd, behind the Sabankayas’ property. This has been our home for 40 years. In the
past few years the sounds of celebrations at the Sabankaya property have been impossible to ignore, but we
assumed, at first, that these events were family gatherings.

This summer, on four consecutive weekends from June to July, the noise from events at the Sabankayas’
was such-that we could no longer enjoy dinner outdoors with our family. -On one occasion, the amplified
music, the thump of beating drums, the shouts and whoops and hollers ringing through the woods finally
drove us indoors. This past Saturday (Sept 14™) there was another, somewhat quieter, but nonetheless
audible and intrusive wedding

The prospect of 12 weddings spanning the months from May to October, every year from now on, is
intolerable. What it means is that on any weekend in that period we cannot plan on having meals,
entertaining friends or simply reading or conversing in the serenity of the woods around us, without the
prospect of being subjected to the noise from the Sabankayas’ business venture.

Bonny Doon is a Rural Residential community. It is not the place for commercial enterprises such as those
proposed by both the Sabankayas and the Beauregards. Friends of both insist that they are wonderful
peopie. We do not doubt that they are good friends to their good friends. But what they do not seem to
recognize is that their efforts to profit financially from their own properties significantly degrade the quality
of their neighbors’ lives. What they do not seem to realize is how their activities pollute the peace and calm
of the rural life that all of us sought out when we decided to make our home in Bonny Doon. Please, help

keep Bonny Doen rural.

Sincerely yours,




Randall Adams

L ]
‘rom; ]
ient: Wednesday, September 17, 2014 9:15 AM
o Randall Adams; Neal Coonerty
iubject: opposition to 4286 Bonny Doon Road apn 063-082-13

September 17, 2014

Toning Administrator,

am strongly opposed to the recent approval of an events center at 4286 Bonny Doon Road, APN
)63-082-13.

'he owpers of this property have been operating this business without permits for some time. They
1pplied for the proper use permit only after neighbors informed code compliance of their many
ngoing violations.

-vent venues, with the noise and traffic they bring, are not compatible with Rural Residental
eighborhoods. We have all made large investments of money and time in our homes. The sound
rom these events is heard throughout my neighborhood. When these events are heid, | cannot go
yutdoors and enjoy myself.

fully expect the Planning Department and the County Code to protect me from this unwanted noise,
raffic, and light pollution.

lease reconsider the approval of this use permit.

incerely,




B Martin Road

3onny Doon




September 17, 2014

To whom it May Concern,

I am writing to express my extreme opposition of the approval of commercial
weddings and luncheons at the “Castle House” 4286 Bonny Doon Road, Bonny Doon,
APN: 063-082-13.

I have made the largest investment of my life, my home, in Bonny Doon. [ have the
expectation that the zoning of my neighborhood remain Rural Residential. I look to
the county for protection from commercialization.

My neighborhood is one of 5 and 10-acre parcels. Occasionally, we all have private
get-togethers. I believe there is a great difference between a private party and
commercial events, profiting the property owner at the expense of neighbors. Hive - -
on 10 acres with a spectacular ocean view. I could easily open up for business and
hold weddings, however, | respect and care for my neighbors. | would not violate
their tranquility for my own monetary gain.

Approval of the Sabankaya’s commercial venture, with its restrictions, puts the
burden of monitoring the size, number of events and alcohol consumption on the
neighbors. We all understand how understaffed the County Planning Department is.
I am skeptical of the County’s ability to monitor these events. In the past, the
Sabankaya’s have not respected the zoning laws and county requests.

I hold dear the peace of my residential neighborhood. I am convinced that the
approval of this commercial venture opens the door for more of the same. | ask you
to please, help us keep the tranquility I cherish.

Sincerely,
A
L)
Bonny Doon, Ca
95060




@PBonny Doon Rd
Santa Cruz, CA. 95060

8/28/2014

Zoning Administrator
County Government Center
Room 400
701 Ocean St.

_ Santa Cruz, CA. 95060

Dear Zoning Administrator:

[ am strongly opposed to Item #1. 131137*%, 4286 Bonny Doon Rd. APN: 063-082-13 ,
Owner: Teresa and Nezih Sabankaya, to be discussed at the public hearing on Friday,
September 5, 2014. This application secks permission 1o run an event center in a
residential district.

I approved this would be the first commercial event center approved in Bonny Doon and
would represend a significant change in zoning. In the last couple of ycars there have been
applications for 2 other event centers with in 1000 fi of 4286 Bonny Doon Rd. These
applications where withdrawn because of overwhelming community opposition.

Here are some quotes from the most recent issue of the Highlander our community news
paper. 1 have also included the articles in their entirety for your convenience.

“ The RBDA Board continues to oppose permitting commercial weddings and other
commercial events at the site. Whatever the size and number, we are against allowing
ongoing commercial events in residential areas of Bonny Doon.”

“Permitting this event center would set a precedent and make it much harder to jusiify
denying other similar projects il thcy are proposed. In addition, limits on the number,
size, hours and conditions of events rcalistically will not—and probably cannot—be
monitorcd by the Planning Dept. That forces the neighbors to play spy, counting guests or
vehicles or numbers of events to cnsure adherence 1o the conditions of the permit. This is
an unfair, unrcasonable and uncomfortable burden to force on neighborhood residents.”

LATE MAIL for Appt. # 131127
ZA 9/5/2014 - tem #1




Randall Adams

— .
From: N
Sent: ednesday, September 03, 2014 10:57 PM

To: Randait Adams
Subject: Public Hearing Item #1, 131127 4286 Bonny Doon Road APN 063-082-13 Sabankaya: NOI
Attachments: Sabankaya ietter 8-2014.docx

Dear Mr. Adams, or to whom it may concem:

1 have lived in Bonny Doon since January of 1970, when, in fact. | lived at 4286 Borny Doon Road, my very
first address in Santa Cruz county. .

It is incomprehensible to me that anyone living in that house now, given the residential zoning status of that
property. was even offered a chance to imagine that they could rent the place out for weddings and events. The
fact that they had already done it despite the zoning—and thereby incurred the resentment of neighbors for the
noise and traffic—and were then advised to apply for a variance to the zoning to continue that activity in any
form, is dumfounding. They broke the law. What they want to do is unacceptable, any way one looksatif.

Precedents are everything. Give them an inch, and they. and others 1o follow, will take a mile. It's a residential
neighborhood. There is no excuse for commercial events activities of any sort there, scaled back or not.

If their intended activities were absolutely cerain to have no impact whatsoever on anvone else. including the
entire planning district, bul particularly the immediate neighbors. | might feel different. But that's clearly not the
case.

I strongly urgc a total denial of the application.

Thank you.

@I Smith Grade
Bonny Doon California 95060
AT

"

LATE MAIL for Appl. # 131127
ZA 9/5/2014 - item #1
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RE: Application Number is A- 3—SCO 15-0022

q - 4'1“\5 item # Th23b
2 A Applicant: Teresa Sabankaya
GP\‘»\F% \f\t\«‘.} f»(:‘\‘m\\ From: Catherine Bayer — Opposed
Geps( P«k Gg;xa\ P 4727 Bonny Doon Rd, Santa Cruz, CA 95060

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing to each member of the California Coastal Commission in regard to an extremely substantial
issue in my neighborhood. 1live North of Santa Cruz along the coast in an area, near Davenport, called
Bonny Doon. It is an unincorporated part of Santa Cruz County and is zoned Rural Residential. | can see
the Pacific Ocean from my home, only a few miles up the hill from Hwy. 1.

One of my neighbors, Teresa Sabankaya, has applied to the County to hold weddings on her property
and use it as a commercial event center. A concerned group of neighbors has been opposing this
application for over a year and have exhausted all administrative remedies with our Opposition." The
Board of Supervisors voted, in March this year, to approve Ms. Sabankaya’s application.

Over 150 Bonny Doon residents have protested to the County regarding the allowance of commercial
event centers in our rural residential neighborhoods. We belleve that the approval by the County of
_commercial use of private, residentially zoned property sets a terrible precedent and will open the door
for further commercial development. :

The proposéd event center is located in ah area of sensitive resources. This is a redwood forest and a
water shed. The Riparian corridor of Mill Creek runs through the Sabankaya’s property then a few miles
down to the coast.

"1 am greatly concerned about the impacts of commercial use and development in this area. | have lived
in my home here since 1978. Our community is rural, residential. There is no ambient noise or _
commercial lighting, there is very limited traffic on the very windy, narrow, rural roads. Cur sky is black,
we can see each star. We breathe clean air and drink clean water. Members of the community live in
Bonny Doon because we choose a rural existence.’

The permit granted by the Board of Supervisorsv of Santa Cruz County allows event activity to be
outdoors in a pristine ecosystem that supports many species of native plant and wildlife. It invites
multiple guests from out of the area to drive, after partying, on our fragile roads.

Even though the Sabankaya’s have greatly reduced the original numbers of events requested in their

current permit the granting of the penmt itself presents a substantial issue for the future of this rural
and coastal area.

It will allow others (and there are many whose mortgages inspire dreams of event centers on their
property) to procure the same. And, being granted by the Board of Supervisors, this permit will apply
to all rural residential areas of Santa Cruz County.

| urge you to take action to prevent permitted, for profit, commercial activity in this and alt rurally zoned
areas of our beautiful county. Because of my work and the distance involved, | am unable to attend the




upcoming meeting of the California Commission in Santa Barbara.on May 14™, 2015. | am writing to
bring your attention to this crucial matter. It is crucial to the future of the rural and coastal areas of all
of Santa Cruz County. Please, oppose the door opening to commercialism, please do not let commercial
profit change the historic zoning of my home. :

Sincerely and Respectfully,

Catherine Bayer
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THE RURAL BONNY DOON ASSOCIATION
PING BONNY DOON RURAL AND NATURAL ¢ SINCE 1957
AECEIV 0. BOX 551 FELTON, CA 95018

MAY - 8 2015
Agenda [tem Number: Th23b
00 As%f'gg&'\“ﬁf\s SioN Application Number:  A-3-SCO-15-0022
“TTRAL ANAQT AR Applicant: Teresa Sabankaya
Substantial issue exists, take jusridiction
May 8, 2015
via hand delivery

Dear Coastal Commissioners,

The Board of the Rural Bonny Doon Association urges the Commission to take
jurisdiction over this permit. The importance of this appeal lies in the need to defend the Coastal
Development Permit process. While the permit application that is the subject of this appeal does
not directly affect coastal resources, the granting of this permit substantially abused the
discretionary permit requirements of the Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program, and creates
a precedent that is detrimental to the protection of coastal resources.

This permit application was made in response to violations of County Code brought to
the attention of the County by neighboring residents who were repeatedly annoyed by the
impacts of large and ongoing wedding events being staged in their rural residential
neighborhood. During the permit process, County staff recognized that operation of an event
venue in a residential area can have an adverse effect on the neighboring residents and scaled
back the size and number of events from what was requested, in an attempt to mitigate impacts.
But unlike mitigations that might be applied, for example, to a construction project that can,
upon completion, be inspected for conformance, compliance with the event mitigation conditions
could only be assured by having an ongoing program whereby County staff would have to be
notified and be present at the applicant's wedding/luncheon homesite to determine that the permit
conditions are adhered to, but there is no such monitoring requirement included in the permit.
Thus, with each event, it will become the burden of surrounding property owners to attempt to
guess how many cars and people are on the site and exceeding permit conditions, and call a
permit required “disturbance coordinator” who needs only to invcstigate and take remedial
action within 24 hours, in other words, long after the offending event is over.

The discretion allowed to staff has led, here, to a complete distortion of the County's
Home Occupation ordinance by saying that caterers, entertainment and substantial crowds of
guests are somehow subordinate to a flower arranging home occupation.

County staff then goes on to mock the required Coastal Development Permit findings (Santa
Cruz County staff report to the Zoning Adminstrator, Exhibit B, #5) by asserting “that the
proposed project will complement and harmonize with the existing and proposed land uses in the
vicinity”.

Since its founding, the Rural Bonny Doon Association’s goal has been to advocate for
sound planning, appropriate land use and environmental protection in our area of the County. We
depend on proper implementation of the County Code permit process to advance those goals.
That process will be seriously undermined if the determinations made by County staff are
allowed to stand, and establish a county-wide precedent.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerzl;zrfs,
ety R e e

Marty Demare
Corresponding Secretary




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

PHONE: (831) 427-4863

FAX: (831) 427-4877

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

Th23b

Appeal Filed: 4/6/2015
49th Day: 5/25/2015
Staff: Kevin Kahn - SC
Staff Report: 4/23/2015
Hearing Date: 5/14/2015

APPEAL STAFF REPORT: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE
DETERMINATION ONLY

Appeal Number:
Applicant:

Appellants:

Local Government:

Local Decision:

Location:

Project Description:

Staff Recommendation:

A-3-SCO-15-0022
Teresa Sabankaya

Unincorporated Association of Multiple Bonny Doon Residents and
Neighbors

County of Santa Cruz

Approved by the Santa Cruz County Zoning Administrator on
September 4, 2014; upheld by the Planning Commission on
December 10, 2014; and upheld by the Santa Cruz County Board of
Supervisors on March 17, 2015 (County application number
131127).

11.24 acre residential lot located at 4286 Bonny Doon Road within
the unincorporated Bonny Doon area of Santa Cruz County (APN
063-082-13).

Coastal development permit (CDP) to allow for 1) a floral design
studio to operate out of Applicant’s existing attached garage; 2) up to
ten floral design workshops per calendar year; 3) up to four wedding
ceremonies/receptions per calendar year.

No Substantial Issue




A-3-SCO-15-0022 (Sabankaya)

Important Hearing Procedure Note: This is a substantial issue only hearing. Testimony will be
taken only on the question of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. Generally and at the
discretion of the Chair, testimony is limited to three minutes total per side. Please plan your
testimony accordingly. Only the Applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local
government (or their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify.
Others may submit comments in writing. If the Commission determines that the appeal does
raise a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission
meeting, during which it will take public testimony.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Santa Cruz County approved a coastal development permit (CDP) to allow for a home
occupation business to operate out of an existing single-family residence on an 11.24 acre lot
located at 4286 Bonny Doon Road in the unincorporated Bonny Doon area of Santa Cruz
County, roughly four miles from the coast.

The Appellants contend that the approved project is inconsistent with the Santa Cruz County
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP)’s standards related to home occupations. After reviewing
the local record, Commission staff has concluded that the approved project does not raise a
substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformance with the certified Santa Cruz County
LCP.

The Appellants contend that the County-approved CDP is inconsistent with the IP’s home
occupations ordinance primarily because its allowance for weddings is inconsistent with the
ordinance’s primary intention of only allowing home occupations of a “limited” extent. In this
case, the County found that allowing for weddings and luncheons was an appropriate extension
of the Applicant’s floral design business. In addition, in order to both address neighborhood
concerns pertaining to traffic and noise, as well as to make the requisite findings that the
wedding and luncheon events are subordinate to the Applicant’s business and therefore are of a
limited nature and extent, the County conditioned the CDP to strictly limit the number and
impact of such events. The CDP’s conditions include limiting the number of luncheons to ten per
calendar year during the hours of 2 to 4pm only. For weddings, the CDP allows no more than
four per calendar year, requires each wedding event to end by 7pm, limits the number of vehicles
allowed on site during a wedding to ten (thereby requiring shuttles for any additional guests), and
limits the number of allowed guests to 50. Furthermore, the CDP requires noise abatement
measures, including requiring a designated disturbance coordinator and a 24-hour contact
number for residents to report any complaints and allow for abatement of any potential noise
impacts or other disturbances. Finally, the CDP was conditioned to require the Applicant to
report back to the Planning Commission one year after permit issuance with information on how
the use is operating and identification of any problems.

Thus, the County adequately ensured that the allowed on-site events are of a limited nature and
extent and will not have any significant adverse effects on the neighborhood. Furthermore,
because of the parcel’s large size (11.24 acres), the project area’s dearth of sensitive coastal
resources (e.g., no agriculture, ESHA, scenic coastal views, or public coastal accessways are
located within the area of the home occupation), and its distance from the shoreline (roughly four



A-3-SCO-15-0022 (Sabankaya)

miles away), the approved project will not result in significant impacts to other Coastal Act and
LCP-protected resources. In short, the County-approved project adequately addresses LCP
coastal resource protection issues in this case. If the facts were different, for example, if the
wedding were proposed on rural agricultural lands or in areas near significant public recreation
and/or significant view areas, then there might be different conclusions. However, in this case
and for this approved project at this location, staff recommends a finding of no substantial issue.

As a result, staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal contentions do not
raise a substantial LCP conformance issue, and that the Commission decline to take jurisdiction

over the CDP for this project. The single motion necessary to implement this recommendation is
found on page 4 below.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
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Exhibit 4 — Appeal of Santa Cruz County’s CDP Decision
Exhibit 5 — Applicable LCP Standards




A-3-SCO-15-0022 (Sabankaya)

I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect
to the grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of no substantial issue would mean that
the Commission will not hear the application de novo and that the local action will become final
and effective. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a YES vote on the
following motion. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the
local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.

Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-SCO-15-0022
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603. | recommend a yes vote.

Resolution to Find No Substantial Issue. The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-
3-SCO-15-0022 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which
the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency
with the Certified Local Coastal Program and/or the public access and recreation
policies of the Coastal Act.

1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION

The County-approved project is located at 4286 Bonny Doon Road in Santa Cruz County. The
project site is located on an 11.24 acre residential lot with an existing residence within
unincorporated Bonny Doon, a rural area located in the forested, mountainous northwest corner
of Santa Cruz County’s coastal zone and roughly four miles from the coast. The parcel is zoned
Rural Residential (RR), which is intended to allow for very low-density residential uses.
Adjacent parcels are zoned Residential Agricultural (RA), Agriculture (A), and Timber
Production (TP), reflecting the area’s rural character of low-density residential, agricultural, and
resource-related land uses.

The County-approved project allows for: 1) a floral design studio to operate out of the
Applicant’s existing attached garage; 2) up to ten floral design workshops per calendar year, and;
3) up to four wedding ceremonies/receptions per calendar year. The County conditioned the CDP
to allow for the design workshops to operate solely between the hours of 2-4pm and consist of no
more than ten guests, and to require the weddings to consist of no more than 50 guests and end
by 7pm. Finally, the CDP approval allows for septic system upgrades, including 106 lineal feet
of additional trench, to accommodate the home occupation use.

See Exhibit 1 for location and site maps and see Exhibit 2 for the approved CDP’s terms and
conditions.

B. COuNTY OF SANTA CRUZ CDP APPROVAL

On September 4, 2014 the Santa Cruz County Zoning Administrator approved a CDP for the
proposed project. The Zoning Administrator’s decision was appealed by the current Appellant to
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the Planning Commission, which, after deliberation, upheld the approval and denied the appeal
on December 10, 2014. The same Appellant appealed the Planning Commission’s decision to the
Board of Supervisors, which also denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Commission’s
decision on March 17, 2015. See Exhibit 3 for the County’s Final Local Action Notice.

The County’s Final Local Action Notice was received in the Coastal Commission’s Central
Coast District Office on March 20, 2015. The Coastal Commission’s ten-working day appeal
period for this action began on March 20, 2015 and concluded at 5pm on April 6, 2015. One
valid appeal (see below) was received during the appeal period.

C. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain CDP
decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP decisions
are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1) between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the
mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on
tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream,
or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive
coastal resource area; or (b) for counties, approval of CDPs for development that is not
designated as the principal permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any local action (approval
or denial) on a CDP for a major public works project (including a publicly financed recreational
facility and/or a special district development) or an energy facility is appealable to the
Commission. This project is appealable because it is not designated as the principal permitted
use for the LCP’s Rural Residential zoning district.

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does
not conform to the certified LCP or to the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to consider a CDP for an appealed project
de novo unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised by such
allegations.* Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts the de novo portion of an
appeals hearing and ultimately approves a CDP for a project, the Commission must find that the
proposed development is in conformity with the certified LCP. If a CDP is approved for a project
that is located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water
located within the coastal zone, Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that
the development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of
the Coastal Act. This project is not located between the nearest public road and the sea and thus
this additional finding would not need to be made if the Commission were to approve the project
following the de novo portion of the hearing.

' The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or in its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial
issue determinations: the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources
affected by the decision; the precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide significance.
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial review of a
local government’s CDP decision by filing a petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil
Procedure, Section 1094.5.
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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. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial
issue must be submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo CDP
determination stage of an appeal.

D. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS

The Appellants contend that the County-approved project raises consistency questions relating to
the LCP’s home occupation ordinance because it allows weddings, luncheons, and workshops
that the ordinance neither envisions nor allows. Specifically, the Appellants contend that the
approved project would violate applicable LCP standards because its allowance for large
gatherings of people for wedding events is not consistent with the ordinance’s primary stated
intention of allowing only home occupations of a “limited” extent. The CDP’s consideration of
workers conducting wedding events (e.g. caterers, bartenders, musicians) as “contractors” and
not the Applicant’s full-time employees (thereby circumventing the ordinance’s requirement that
a home occupation business have no more than five employees), its failure to confine all noise
generated from the permitted events on site (inconsistent with IP requirements to do so), and its
allowance for septic system upgrades, are examples of the approved project’s non-limited extent.
Please see Exhibit 4 for the appeal contentions.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

Section 13.10.700 of the Santa Cruz County certified Implementation Plan defines “home
occupation” as “an accessory use of a dwelling unit for gainful employment involving the
manufacture, provision or sale of goods or services performed by a full-time inhabitant of the
unit.” IP Section 13.10.613 describes the provisions for home occupations, with the ordinance’s
overall purposes to both “allow persons to carry on limited, income-producing activities on their
residential property” and do so in a manner that “protect(s) nearby residential properties from
potential adverse effects of the allowed activity by not allowing home occupations that would
create excessive noise, traffic, public expense or any nuisance” (see Exhibit 5 for applicable LCP
standards). To implement these two home occupation policy goals, the IP lists ten restrictions,
including that the home occupation shall be carried out primarily by a full-time inhabitant of the
dwelling, that not more than five additional employees may be used for the business unless a
Level V2 use approval is obtained, and that no outdoor activity shall be allowed without Level V
approval. In its approval, the County found that Level V approval was necessary, including
because the occupation would be located partially outside the Applicant’s dwelling and that the
occupation would have more than one employee (two in total).

As previously discussed, the Appellant contends that the County-approved CDP is inconsistent
with the home occupations ordinance primarily because its allowance for weddings is
inconsistent with the ordinance’s primary intention of only allowing home occupations of a

% The Santa Cruz County LCP includes seven permit processing and review levels, each with progressively stricter
noticing and hearing requirements. Approval Level V requires a public hearing by the Zoning Administrator, and is
appealable to the Coastal Commission.



A-3-SCO-15-0022 (Sabankaya)

“limited” extent. The IP does not define the term “limited,” and instead allows for a case-by-case
analysis of the proposals at-hand in order to make the determination that, based upon the
proposed occupation’s particular activities, the site’s location, and other factors, the occupation
is indeed limited. In this case, the County found that allowing for weddings and luncheons was
an appropriate extension of the Applicant’s floral design business. However, in order to both
address neighborhood concerns pertaining to traffic and noise, as well as to make the requisite
findings that the wedding and luncheon events are subordinate to the Applicant’s business and
therefore are of a limited nature and extent, the County conditioned the CDP to strictly limit the
number and impact of such events.

The CDP’s conditions include limiting the number of luncheons to ten per calendar year during
the hours of 2 to 4pm only. For weddings, the CDP allows no more than four per calendar year,
requires each wedding event to end by 7pm, limits the number of vehicles allowed on the site
during a wedding to ten (thereby requiring shuttles for any additional guests), and limits the
number of allowed guests to 50. Furthermore, the CDP requires noise abatement measures,
including requiring a designated disturbance coordinator and a 24-hour contact number for
residents to report any complaints and allow for abatement of any potential noise impacts or
other disturbances. Finally, the CDP was conditioned to require the Applicant to report back to
the Planning Commission one year after permit issuance with information on how the use is
operating and identification of any problems.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the County adequately ensured that the allowed on-site
events are of a limited nature and extent, consistent with IP requirements to do so. The events
will allow the Applicant to carry on income-producing activities on her property, and the
County’s CDP conditions ensure that these events will not have any significant adverse effects
on the neighborhood. Furthermore, because of the parcel’s large size (11.24 acres), the project
area’s dearth of sensitive coastal resources (e.g., no agriculture, ESHA, scenic coastal views, or
public coastal accessways are located within the area of the home occupation), and its distance
from the shoreline (roughly four miles away), the approved project will not result in significant
impacts to other Coastal Act and LCP-protected resources. For all of the above reasons, the
approved project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance.

F. CONCLUSION

When considering a project that has been appealed to it, the Commission must first determine
whether the project raises a substantial issue of LCP conformity, such that the Commission
should assert jurisdiction over a de novo CDP for such development. At this stage, the
Commission has the discretion to find that the project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP
conformance. As explained above, the Commission is guided in its decision of whether the issues
raised in a given case are “substantial” by the following five factors: the degree of factual and
legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as
approved or denied by the County; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the
decision; the precedential value of the County’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP;
and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide
significance.

In this case, these five factors, considered together, support a conclusion that this project does
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not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance. First, the home occupation is an allowable use
in the RR zoning district. The County conditioned the CDP to ensure that the allowed events on
the Applicant’s property are of a limited nature and extent, including by limiting the number of
events and attendees/guests. Thus, the County has provided adequate factual and legal support
for its decision to allow this home occupation in this case. The proposed project is located on a
residentially-zoned property, and it will not adversely impact coastal resources such as
agriculture, ESHA, scenic coastal views, or public coastal access. Because the project doesn’t
raise such coastal resource protection concerns, a finding of no substantial issue will not create
an adverse precedent for future interpretation of the LCP. Finally, the project does not raise
issues of regional or statewide significance because this parcel is located well inland from the
coast and does not lead to coastal resource issues. In short, the County-approved project
adequately addresses LCP coastal resource protection issues in this case. If the facts were
different, for example, if the wedding were proposed on rural agricultural lands or in areas near
significant public recreation and/or significant view areas, then there might be different
conclusions. However, in this case and for this approved project at this location, the five factors
support a finding of no substantial issue.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-SCO-15-0022 does
not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and can be found consistent with the certified LCP.
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13.10.613 Home occupations.
(A) Purposes. The purposes of regulations for home occupations are:

(1) To allow persons to carry on limited, income-producing activities on their
residential property.

(2) To protect nearby residential properties from potential adverse effects of the
allowed activity by not allowing home occupations that would create excessive noise,
traffic, public expense or any nuisance.

(B) Restrictions on Home Occupations.

(1) The home occupation shall be carried on entirely within the dwelling, or in an
accessory structure normally allowed in the zone district in which the site is located.

(2) There shall be no visible or external evidence of the home occupation other than one
unlighted sign not exceeding one square foot in area, which shall be affixed to the
dwelling or building in which the home occupation is conducted. If both the dwelling and
the building are set back more than 40 feet from the front property line, the sign may be
affixed to the mailbox. No outdoor storage, operations or activity is allowed unless a
Level V use approval is obtained, in which case the allowed outdoor use shall be
completely screened from the street and adjoining properties.

(3) The home occupation shall be carried out primarily by a full-time inhabitant of the
dwelling. Not more than five additional employees may also be used for a home
occupation if a Level V use approval is obtained.

(4) The home occupation shall not involve the use of more than one room, or floor area
equal to 20 percent of the total floor area of the dwelling, whichever is less, unless a
Level V use approval is obtained.

(5) Home occupations involving personal services (beauty shop, barber shop, massage
studio, etc.) or training (swimming lessons, musical instrument lessons, band practice,
yoga, or philosophy, etc.) may involve no more than one person at a time, unless a Level
V use approval is obtained.

(6) Sales of goods are allowed only if the goods to be sold are produced or assembled
entirely on the premises, or if sales are by mail order, unless a Level V use approval is
obtained.

(7) Only one vehicle, no larger than a three-quarter-ton pickup, may be used for the
home occupation unless a Level V use approval is obtained. All deliveries and shipments
of equipment, supplies, and products shall be made only with this one vehicle. An off-
street parking space shall be provided for this vehicle. Additional off-street parking shall
be provided for employees or customers.
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(8) No equipment with a motor of more than one-half horsepower may be used unless a
Level V use approval is obtained.

(9) All noise shall be contained within the boundaries of the site.

(10) Home occupations involving the handling of hazardous materials, as defined by
SCCC 7.100.020, or of any amount of an acutely hazardous substance, as defined by
State or Federal law, shall require a Level V use approval. “Hazardous materials” refer to
materials defined in Chapter 7.100 SCCC. [Ord. 4836 § 102, 2006; Ord. 4100 § 1, 1990;
Ord. 3432 § 1, 1983].
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http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/santacruzcounty/html/SantaCruzCounty07/SantaCruzCounty07100.html#7.100.020
http://www.codepublishing.com/ca/santacruzcounty/html/SantaCruzCounty07/SantaCruzCounty07100.html#7.100
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