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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.
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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

Sonoma County Board of Supervisors approved a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to add a
663 square foot second story, two new roof decks, a new covered patio and remodeled porch to
an existing single family dwelling located at 5005 Viking Strand in the small residential
development of Carmet, a U.S. Census-designated area north of Bodega Bay, in Sonoma County.

The Appellant contends that the County-approved project raises Local Coastal Program (LCP)
consistency issues relating to protection of visual resources and neighborhood character, and that
the Board of Zoning Adjustments failed to provide appropriate noticing of the local hearings.
Specifically, the Appellant contends that the County-approved project would violate applicable
LCP policies because it is inconsistent with the size, scale, and community character of the
surrounding neighborhood.

In terms of neighborhood character, the approved project is consistent with the LCP development
standards for the Rural Residential (RR) zoning district. Though the proposed remodeled house
will be proportionately larger compared to some of the existing homes in the Carmet
neighborhood, many surrounding homes have vaulted ceilings and second stories and are of
similar size and height as proposed by the Applicant. Additionally, the project employs materials
and colors that are appropriate for the coastal setting and will have an architectural design that is
visually appealing and in keeping with the diverse character of nearby homes.

The proposed remodeled residence will be in conformance with the LCP’s visual resources
policies because it does not impact protected public views towards the west available from
Highway 1 or from other public locations. The existing public view from Highway 1 towards the
east is of modest residences set upon a gentle slope leading toward rolling hills in the near
distance. The approved project will not significantly alter that view and therefore, eastward
public views available will remain consistent with the existing views of the surrounding area.

Finally, all noticing of local hearings was conducted in accordance with the requirements laid out
in the certified Sonoma County Land Use Plan (LUP) and Implementation Plan (IP) and was
therefore sufficient.

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal contentions do not raise a
substantial LCP conformance issue and decline to take jurisdiction over the CDP for this project.
The single motion necessary to implement this recommendation is found on page 4 below.
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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-2-SON-16-0093
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603. | recommend a yes vote.

Resolution. The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-2-SON-16-0093 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.

I1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The County-approved project is located at 5005 Viking Strand in the Carmet subdivision,
approximately 5 miles north of Bodega Bay in Sonoma County. Viking Strand extends to the
east off of Highway 1, tucked between Schoolhouse Beach to the north and Arched Rock Beach
to the south. The project site is located at the first street paralleling Highway 1, with one home
situated between this residence and Highway 1. See Exhibit 1 for a location map. The 0.25 acre
parcel contains an existing 1,750 square foot single family dwelling with an attached 420 square
foot garage, and is zoned Rural Residential. See Exhibit 2 for the County Assessor’s Parcel
Map. The surrounding properties on Viking Strand and on adjacent streets in the Carmet
neighborhood are developed with one and two-story, single-family residences.

The proposed project would add a second level to the existing home, increasing the total
elevation of the home from 16 feet in height to 21 feet and 10 inches above grade, for a total
height increase of 5 feet and 10 inches, across a width of 36 feet. In addition to the 633 square
foot second story add-on, the applicant proposes two new roof decks, a lower level covered
patio, and remodel of the front porch. The total size of the existing plus proposed enclosed space
is 2,983 square feet, including the existing house and a 420 square foot garage, as well as the
proposed 180 square foot covered patio. Please see Exhibit 3 for the project site plan and design;
Exhibit 4 for photographs of the site and surrounding area, as well as photo-simulations of the
proposed residence with viewpoints from Viking Strand and from the Coastal Trail; and Exhibit
5 for the Coastal Development Permit application.
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B. SONOMA COUNTY CDP APPROVAL

Sonoma County Planning received a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) application for the
proposed development on April 27, 2015. On May 5, 2015, the County sent an early public
notification to property owners in the Carmet neighborhood advising them of the proposed
development, and on July 7, 2015, the County mailed a Notice of Pending Action to neighbors,
published the Notice in the Press Democrat newspaper, and the Notice was posted in the Carmet
neighborhood. In response to concerns raised by residents of Carmet, the Applicant submitted to
the County revised project plans on March 31, 2016, with the roofline adjusted to minimize
impacts to neighbors’ viewsheds. The roof was redesigned from a gabled to a hip roof design,
resulting in a more streamlined roof with less mass. After the County’s review of the amended
project materials, the County mailed a new Notice of Public Hearing to the Carmet neighbors in
the project area, the Notice was physically posted in three locations around the site, and was
published in the Press Democrat on May 9, 2016, ten days prior to the May 19, 2016 Sonoma
County Board of Zoning Adjustment (BZA) public hearing. The County BZA approved the
proposed project. Seven days after the BZA’s approval, on May 26, 2016, the Appellant filed an
appeal of the BZA’s approval of the project to the Board of Supervisors. The Appellant
expressed concerns regarding compliance with the visual resources and neighborhood character
policies of the Sonoma County LCP. On July 7, 2016, a Notice of Pending Action on a CDP and
Waiver of Public Hearing was made public. Between July 11 and October 5, 2016, Carmet
residents responded to the County both with letters of support and objection to the project. A
request for public hearing was received by Sonoma County Planning within the Notice of
Pending Action 15 day comment period. The Board of Supervisors met on October 18, 2016 to
hear the appeal of the BZA’s approval. The Board denied the appeal and upheld the BZA’s
approval of the CDP for the project.

The County’s Final Local Action Notice (FLAN) was received in the Coastal Commission’s
North Central Coast District Office on Tuesday, October 25, 2016. See Exhibit 6 for the County
FLAN. The Coastal Commission’s ten-working day appeal period for this action began on
Wednesday, October 26, 2016 and concluded on Tuesday, November 11, 2016. One valid appeal
was received during the appeal period. See Exhibit 7 for the local action appeal.

C. APPEAL PROCEDURES

The project is located within the Sonoma County’s certified LCP jurisdiction and therefore the
policies within that LCP are applicable to this project. 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: 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 (4) 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
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project (including a publicly financed recreational facility and/or a special district development)
or an energy facility is appealable to the Commission. The County’s CDP decision is appealable
to the Commission because the project is within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of a
coastal bluff. Specifically, the property boundary is approximately 150 feet from the bluff top.

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 public recreation policies of Chapter
3 of the Coastal Act. This project is not located between the nearest public road and the sea, and
thus the additional public access and recreation finding is not needed if the Commission were to
approve a project following a de novo hearing.

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 Appellant contends that the County-approved project raises LCP consistency issues relating
primarily to protection of visual resources and neighborhood character. Specifically, the
Appellant contends that the County-approved project would violate applicable LCP policies
regarding the size, scale, and community character of the surrounding neighborhood and visual
impacts to their views to the coast. A second contention of the appeal is the Appellant’s assertion
that the County’s public noticing procedures for the local hearings on the project were
inadequate. In addition to these main issues, the Appellant makes some contentions regarding
the adequacy of the County’s CEQA process and determination to categorically exempt the
project. However, issues of local CEQA compliance do not constitute grounds for an appeal
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and are therefore not considered in this report.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

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
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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.

In this case, and for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion
and determines that the development approved by the County does not raise a substantial issue
with regard to the Appellant’s contentions.

Neighborhood Character
Applicable Policies

The LCP includes policies that require new development maintain appropriate size in
comparison to the surrounding neighborhood character and requires that scenic and visual
resources be protected as follows:

LUP Policy VI1-51.10:
Design structures to be compatible with existing community characteristics.

LUP Policy VII-51.11:
Relate structures in size and scale to adjacent buildings.

LUP Policy VI1-54.25:

Keep buildings in scale with their natural and man-made setting. . . Encourage pitched roofs
and relate roof slopes to existing nearby buildings. Relate the architectural shape and style
of new buildings to existing nearby structures and natural features.

IP Section 26C-92(e):

Maximum Lot Coverage: Thirty-five percent (35%). Lot coverage may be waived by the
director of the permit and resource management department for greenhouses and
swimming pools.

IP Section 26C-92(j)(1):

All new development shall conform with coastal plan visual resource recommendations,
applicable scenic view protection policies and policies related to landform and vegetation
categories included in the coastal administrative manual, or subsequently approved area
design guidelines.

The Appellant contends that the project does not comply with LCP Implementation Plan (IP)
Section 26C-92(j)(1), which requires that all new development shall conform with VII-51.10 and
VII-51.11 of the Land Use Plan’s (LUP) Visual Resource Recommendations. These policies
relate to compatibility of size and design of new development with the surrounding
neighborhood. Sonoma County LUP Visual Resources Policies incorporate Coastal Act Section
30251, protecting scenic and visual qualities of an area and ensuring compatibility of new
development with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. See Exhibit 8 for the County’s
complete LUP policies regarding visual resources.
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As described above, the approved project consists of adding a 633 square foot second-story
addition and a 180 square foot covered patio on the first floor to an existing house, to create a
two-story, 2,983 square-foot residence (including the existing garage). The approved project
complies with the LCP’s site standards that apply to Rural Residential zoning for lot coverage,
height, floor area ratio and setbacks as referenced in LUP VII-54, Recommendation 25. See
Exhibit 8. The maximum allowable height in this zone is 24 feet, and proposed development
will have a maximum height of 21 feet, 10 inches.

As described in IP Ordinance 26C-92(e), maximum lot coverage for Rural Residential zoned
parcels is 35 percent. Section 26C-12 of Sonoma’s IP defines “Lot coverage” as “the percentage
of lot encumbered by structures and areas devoted to vehicular traffic or parking.” The proposed
project is on a 0.25-acre, 10,890 square foot parcel, and the County-approved residential building
footprint, including the covered patio and garage, will result in an enclosed space coverage of
2,983 square feet, or 27 percent lot coverage. If the lot coverage of the proposed project is
calculated not including the garage and patio areas, the total footprint is 2,383 square feet, or 22
percent lot coverage. Approved front, rear, and side setbacks for the County-approved project are
greater than the required amount.

Section VII-43 of Sonoma County’s LUP (found in Exhibit 8) details Visual Resource policies,
describing structural and community features for each distinct subdivision or community located
on the Sonoma Coast. The Appellant asserts that the LUP describes Carmet as a “a special coast
community worthy of protection” and goes on to explain reasoning behind preserving character,
however, the language quoted in the Appellant’s objection is drawn from the town of Bodega
Bay element, not the policy specific to the Carmet area. The section pertaining to Carmet
describes more specifically that “any new development should be compatible with the existing
homes, since there is a distinct design unity to the subdivision.” See LUP Section VII-47 and 48,
found in Exhibit 8.

Beyond the size of the approved house, which is compatible with, and appropriate to the Rural
Residential zoning designation, the architectural design, materials, and colors are appropriate for
the coastal setting. The 64 homes comprising the hamlet of Carmet have, over the years, become
fairly visually diverse, with a mix of architectural styles, features, and color palettes such that the
approved house will not be out of character with the neighborhood. The Appellant claims that
99.5% of homes in Carmet are equal to or less than 16 feet in height. Numerous homes in the
neighborhood have two stories and are of the size and scale of the proposed, County-approved
development. See Exhibit 4 for images of nearby houses.

The Appellant states that the proposed development “is an example of the domino effect,” and
that the “proposed project continues the precedent” for larger sized development in the
neighborhood. See Exhibit 7 for the local action appeal. Again, the project design is in
conformance with LUP policies and zoning requirements that dictate appropriate size and scale
for this area, and therefore does not set precedent for non-conforming structures in the vicinity.
Further, any future redevelopment proposals in the Carmet subdivision will be required to obtain
a CDP, which will require a similar analysis based on the specific proposal. Therefore, future
projects will also be analyzed under this appropriate size and scale rubric.
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Another area of contention raised by the Appellant pertains to barriers created to preserve
affordable housing. Affordable housing protection is described in LUP Policy VII-1. Four
strategies are proposed to encourage new affordable housing, including incentives, permit and
inclusionary requirements, development fee deferrals, and employer housing assistance. These
strategies pertain to density in terms of adding actual units of housing, not projects proposing to
add to the size or scale of existing developed housing. The Carmet subdivision is mostly built-
out with only four undeveloped lots remaining. LUP Policy VII-12 states that areas of existing
affordable housing to be preserved specifically include sections of Bodega Bay, Goat Rock,
Jenner, and the Fort Ross Store area. While the LCP states that Carmet provides rental housing,
it does not explicitly state that Carmet provides affordable housing. Furthermore, this proposed
project is not adding additional housing units, it is proposing an addition to an existing residence
that will remain a single-family residence. The existing affordable housing stock in the region
will not be impacted by this project. Therefore, the affordable housing requirements in the
Sonoma County LUP do not apply to this particular proposed project.

The proposed addition meets the height, size, and lot coverage requirements of the zoning code
and has been designed to blend appropriately into the established community character of the
Carmet in accordance with LUP policies that require such. Thus, the County-approved project
does not raise substantial issue of LCP conformance with respect to neighborhood character.

Visual Resources
Applicable Policies

The Sonoma County LCP includes policies that require scenic and visual resources be protected
and dictates maximum allowable heights for each zoning designation as follows:

LUP Policy VII1-49.1:

Prevent development (including buildings, structures, fences, paved areas, signs, and
landscaping) from obstructing views of the shoreline from coastal roads, vista points,
recreation areas, and beaches.

LUP Policy VII-54.25:

Limit building height to 24 feet east of Highway 1. However, an increase in height to a
maximum of 35 feet is permissible if (1) the structure is no higher than 24 feet above the
corridor route grade directly across from the building site, and (2) the structure will not
affect water views, or be out of character with surrounding structures.

IP Section 26C-92(c)(4):

Height limits: Height for all structures is measured as the vertical distance from the
average level of the highest and lowest point of that portion of the lot covered by the
building to the topmost point of the roof. East of Highway 1 and visible from designated
scenic roads: Residential and commercial height limits are twenty-four feet (24").

The Appellant contends that the project fails to comply with the County LUP’s Visual Resources
Policies VII-49.1 and VII-54.25. The Appellant states that the height of the proposed addition
violates provisions of the LCP because the proposed project “lies within 300 feet of the beach,
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[and therefore] it falls under the 16 foot roofline rule, not the 24 foot limit.” Sonoma County’s IP
Section 26C-92(c)(4) states that residential and commercial height limits for parcels zoned Rural
Residential are 24 feet, when located east of Highway 1 and visible from designated scenic
roads. This parcel is east of Highway 1 and is visible from a designated scenic road, thus the
proposed height is consistent with the applicable ordinance. Furthermore, no LUP policy or IP
ordinance correlates a certain distance from the beach with residential height requirements.

The Appellant asserts that the project should not be exempt from CEQA because the proposed
development will “build a 633 square foot house on top of an existing house.” As mentioned
above, allegations regarding the County’s CEQA compliance do not form grounds for an appeal
to the Commission.

Protection of visual resources in this region is assured in LUP Policy VII-49.1 by preventing
development from obstructing views of the shoreline from coastal roads. Though the proposed
project has the potential to partially obstruct the existing blue water view enjoyed by private
homeowners in Carmet, the LCP does not protect private views. This project’s impacts to public
enjoyment of coastal views from any of the roads in the Carmet neighborhood, if any, would be
negligible. The proposed development has been designed so that much of the additional new
square footage would not be visible from Viking Strand. As described above, the Applicant
revised the original project proposal by changing the roof design from a gabled to hip design
with less mass. The alterations minimize impacts on the surrounding coastal views and
viewshed. The County approved additions to the existing residence mostly extend towards the
back of the property rather than across the width of the street facing segment of the property,
thus largely preserving the existing public blue water views. See Exhibit 3 for project design
plans.

Sonoma County LCP Coastal Visual Resource maps require that the CDP review process vary
with respect to visual resources, depending on the specific viewshed designation where the
proposed development is located. See Exhibit 9 for the LCP Visual Resources Map. The Carmet
neighborhood is designated Visual Resource II. Visual Resource II designation represents above
average views; Visual Resources I represents outstanding views and Visual Resources 111
represents average views. Visual Resource II is split into “a” and “b” classifications. Ila Visual
Resources extend east of Coastal Ave, while the IIb designation applies from Coastal Ave to the
west. IIa Visual Resources apply to areas located outside of the appeal zone where a CDP is
required and the development is subject to design committee review, but no public hearing. IIb
Visual Resources apply to areas located inside the appeal zone where a CDP is required and the
proposal is subject to a public hearing before the BZA. The proposed project is located within
the area designated IIb Visual Resources, and as demonstrated by the Visual Resource Maps, the
project was reviewed and approved at a public hearing before the Board of Zoning Adjustments.
The County found at the BZA hearing that the project did not impact visual resources because
the proposed development would not further block the existing ocean views because the addition
would fit in behind existing mature trees located on the project site. Since the existing public
views are preserved, the proposed County-approved project does not impact the existing visual
resources.

10
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The project will not impact views to and along the coast from Highway 1 or from public areas on
and adjacent to the project site. Impacts to views looking eastward from Highway 1 remain
consistent with the existing residential nature of the surrounding area and the existing residential
use of the project site. For these reasons, the approved project does not raise a substantial issue
of LCP conformance with respect to visual resources.

Public Participation
Applicable Policies

The LCP includes policies that require CDP determinations be publicly noticed within a specific
time frame in relation to the hearing date and be noticed to property owners within certain
proximity to the proposed development, as follows:

IP Section 26C-344(a)(4):

At least ten (10) calendar days prior to any public hearing notice of the hearing shall be
provided by the following method: Mailed notice to all property owners within three hundred
feet (300") of the perimeter of the property on which the project is proposed.

IP Section 26C-344(a)(5:)

At least ten (10) calendar days prior to any public hearing notice of the hearing shall be
provided by the following method: Mailed notice to residents within one hundred feet (100")
of the perimeter of the property on which the project is proposed.

IP Section 26C-344 (a)(7):

At least ten (10) calendar days prior to any public hearing notice of the hearing shall be
provided by the following method: If the matter is heard by the planning commission, one (1)
publication of notice in a newspaper of general circulation. Such notice shall include items 1
thru 7 and 9 thru 13 in Section 26C-344(c).

The Appellant contends that the project does not comply with IP Section 26C-344(a), which
requires notice of any public hearing for residents impacted by the proposed development.
Specifically, Sections 26C-344(a)(4) and (a)(5) require that notices are mailed to property
owners within 300 feet and residents within 100 feet of the proposed project at least ten days
prior to the hearing. Per the requirements of IP Section 26C-344 (a)(7), notice was published in
the Press Democrat on May 9, 2016 and notice was sent to those requiring notice per the LCP
Sections listed above. Although part-time residents may have not received the mailed notice with
sufficient time to respond, notice was nevertheless provided as prescribed by the LCP; the notice
for the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s hearing on May 19, 2016 was also mailed to the required
parties on May 9, 2016, within the required 10 day notice period. Finally, the Appellant asserts
that notices were ineffectively affixed to telephone poles adjacent to the proposed project site.
Sonoma County’s LCP does not include requirements pertaining to physical noticing. Regarding
physical notice, the County’s standard practice is to post the site prior to hearing. Notice for a
public hearing for a coastal permit was posted near the site on May 9, 2016, and another was
posted on May 28, 2016 for the appeal to be considered by the Board of Supervisors. See
Exhibit 10 for affidavits of the hearing noticing.

11
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Because the proposed project was sufficiently noticed in conformance with Sonoma County LCP
policy, the Commission finds that the Appellant’s contention does not raise substantial issue.

F. CONCLUSION

When considering an appealed project, 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. 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 “substantial” issue determination 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 acted upon 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. In this case, these five factors, considered together, support a
conclusion that this project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance.

The record of the County Board of Supervisors hearing on the proposed project demonstrates
that the County had factual and legal support for its decision to approve the proposed project. In
relation to the neighborhood character contentions, the development meets the size, layout, and
design standards of the LCP. The architectural design, materials, and color of the house are
visually pleasing and compatible with the diversity of nearby houses. Regarding the Appellant’s
visual resources contention, the proposed project does not obstruct public views from designated
scenic roads or from any visual resource areas. Photographic simulations of the proposed new
residence further support the County’s assessment of protection of visual resources and
preservation of community character as outlined above. Finally, the proposed project was
appropriately noticed to the public and appropriate parties as outlined by LCP requirements.
Thus, the County provided adequate factual and legal support for its decision that the approved
development would be consistent with the certified LCP.

The extent and scope of the development is limited to the remodeling of an existing single family
residence, with no resulting impact to significant coastal resources. With no visual obstruction to
public views, the proposed project is consistent with the IP zoning guidelines and LUP policy
requirements. Likewise, the County’s decision sets no particular precedent as the project does
not differ in any significant way from the surrounding developments. Because the project is
consistent with the LCP, a finding of no substantial issue will not create an adverse precedent for
future interpretation of the LCP. Lastly, the appeal solely raises local issues regarding
neighborhood character and visual compatibility issues of a distinct location within a specific
neighborhood in Sonoma County, with no bearing on regional or statewide resource issues.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-2-SON-16-0093 does
not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal was filed under
Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, and that the project as proposed is consistent with the certified
LCP. Thus the Commission here declines to take jurisdiction over the CDP application for this
project.

12
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APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS

Minutes and Staff Report and Analysis — Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments, May
19, 2016 Hearing

Summary Report and Resolution — Sonoma County Board of Supervisors, October 18, 2016
Hearing
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5005 VIKING STRAND

INITIAL DESIGN:

Care was taken in the design
process to mass the 2nd
level addition in such a way
that it would not obstruct
any neighboring views of the
ocean.

The design team indentified
several locations on public
roads that could potentially
impact surrounding views,
we then designed the
addition such that the ‘mass’
of the addition wasin the
‘middle’ of the existing house
-which essentially left the
neighboring views of the
ocean unchanged.

S%I-:?E-ﬁ -16-0093
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CURRENT CONDITIONS

INITIAL PROPOSAL (CONTINUATION OF ROOF SHOWN IN RED)

5005 VIKING STRAND

ADDITIONAL DESIGN REVISION:

After receiving a picture from the neighbor’s yard
that illustrated how their view may be affected by
the intitial design of the project, we've revised the
roofline in an effort to minimize the impact on any
slice of ocean view.

The south gable asinitially designed does not impact
the view asit currently is, so there was no need to
modify that roofline.

The north end roof of the upper level however, (when
a straight gable) does clip the lower portion of the
ocean view between the two trees as seen in the
images to the left. (The RED triangle indicates the
area of roof that would impact the view.)

We revised that roofline to a ‘hip’ condition at the
north end, so that the roof slopes down (similarly

to the way the existing tree currently slopes)in an
effort to keep that view as consistent with the current
conditions as possible.

REVISED PROPOSAL (SLOPE ROOF TO PRESERVE SLICE OF OCEAN VIEW)

S%E?Eﬁl?l%'l 6-0093
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COUNTY OF SONOMA
PERMIT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403
(707) 565-1900 FAX (707) 565-1103

AQAICULTURE
INDUSTRY
ALCREATION

P >
UiFor

May 19, 2015

To: Interested Agencies

The following application has been filed with the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department.

File Number: CPH15-0009

Applicant Name: Danny Strening

Owner Name: James and Anne Heneghan
Site Address: 5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay
APN: 101-060-008

Project Description: Request for a Coastal Permit with hearing for a 640 square foot second floor addition, two new
roof decks, new covered patio and remodeled porch to an existing single family dwelling on a 0.25 acre parcel.

We are submitting the above application for your review and recommendation. Additional information is on file in this
office.

_ Responses to referrals should include: (1) statement of any environmental concerns or uncertainties.your agency may

have with the project; (2) any comments you wish to make regarding the merits of the project; and (3) your proposed
conditions and mitigations for this project. Responsible agencies under CEQA are requested to indicate whether
permits will be required for this prOJect

Your comments will be appreciated by June 9, 2015, and should be sent to the attention of:
CPH15-0009, Jennifer Faso (Jennifer.Faso@sonoma-county.org). The Project Planner can also be reached at

707-565-1683.

Please send a copy of your comments to the applicant(s) or their representatives as indicated on the attached
Planning Application.
[ 1PRMD County Surveyor

[ 1 Health Specialist [X] BOS Dist 5 Director and Commissioners

[X] Sanitation [ ISVCAC
[ 1 Grading and-Storm. Water [ 1 Valley of the Moon Alliance and Kenwood Press -
[X] SUSMP [ 1 NW Information Center, S.S.U.

[ 1Building Inspection

[ ] Code Enforcement

[ ] Road Naming

[ 1So. Co. Environmental Health

[ 1DTPW, Land Development

[ ] DTPW, Drainage

[ 1Ag Commissioner

[X] Regional Parks Dept

[X] Fire and Emergency Services

[X] Local Fire District — Bodega Bay FPD
[ 1 Treasurer/Special Assessment

[ ] Assessor

[X] Economic Development Board
[X] Transit/BPAC

[X] SCTA/RCPA

[ ] Communications

[ 1 Landmarks Commission

[ 1Sheriff Community Service Officer
[ JLAFCO

[ JALUC/CLUP

[ 1Milo Baker Chapter Conservation Committee
[ 1PG&E

[ ]School District -

[ ] Water District -

[X] North Bay Corporation (Disposal)

[X] State Coastal Commission - Appealable

[X] Western Sonoma County Rural Alliance

[X] State Dept of Water Resources Control Board

. [X] State Parks and Recreation-Duncans Mills Office

[X] Regional Water QCB: North Coast

" [X] Bodega Bay Concerned Cltlzens

[X] Bodega Bay Alliance

[X] Sonoma MOAG

[X] Apple Roots Group

[X] Cloverdale Rancheria Band of Pomo Indians
[X] Mishewal Wappo Tribe

[X] Lytton Band of Pomo Indians

[X] Federated Indians of Graton Rancheria

A-2-SON-16-0093
Exhibit 5
1 of 21



Planning Application
PJR-001

T o O PRI pocr)

Type of Application:

‘ Q Admin Cert. Compliance Q Design Review Comm./Ind. Q Minor Subdivision Q Variance
! Q Ag./Timber Preserve/Contract Q Design Review Residential O Mobile Home Zoning Permit O Zone Change
1 Q Cert. of Compliance Q Design Review Signs Q Ordinance Interpretation Q Other:
Q Cert. of Modification Q General Plan Amendment Q Second Unit Permit
o Coastal Permit O Lot Line Adjustment Q Specific/Area Plan Amendment
Q Design Review Admin. Q Major Subdivision 0 Use Permit
Applicant (Contact Person): Owner, if other than Applicant:
Daniel J Strening Anne and Jim Heneghan
Name Name
2027 Nordyke Ave. 5005 Viking Strand
Mailing Address ] Mailing Address
Santa Rosa CA 95401 Bodega Bay CA 94923
City/Town State Zip City/Town State Zip
707-953-2370 703 4/ <5C ]
Phone Fax Phone

J L /\W:’ﬁ &mjax&cf,d 9’%&0  Cnm
S235 /5

v _ Date

Signature 3 Date Si97(ure) A
Other Persons to be Notified: (Specify: Other Owner(s), Agent\l:ﬁgder, Arch @ ngineer, Surveyor)

daniel@streningarchitect.com

e — 42515 ™o Ao

s

Name Name . Name

Mailing Address ‘ Mailing Address . Mailing Address

City/Town State Zip City/Town State Zip City/Town . State Zip
Title Title Title

Phone Fax Phone Fax Phone Fax
email ) email email

Project Information:

5005 Viking Strand Bodega Bay |

Address(es) 101-060-008 o City/Town 0.254
Assessor's Parce! Number(s) Acreage
Project consists of a 640 SF additlon of a second floor on an existing 1750 SF resi Project aiso two roof deck areas and d pi . {See for more info.)
Project Description:
(Please attach additional sheel(s) if needed)
Site Served by Public Water? @ Yes O No Site Served by Public Sewer? O Yes @ No Number of new lots proposed
© DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS LINE - To Be Completed by PRMD, taffE é 2
: L [ 7 S , Current Zoning: - Ge iam Land Use:_<\2i_:~
-6 - X" S.P. Land Use: Needs CEQA Review? O yes }2&10
Commercial/lndustrial Uses: (Enter numbers where applicable)
Bldg. sq. ft. Existing: Proposed;___ Existing Employees: .. New Employees: '
New Manufactured Homes:_____ New Units ForSale: New Units ForRent: Density Bonus Units:
Violation? QO yes Mo; pplication resolve plgnning violation? O yes g no; Penalty appligable? O yesﬂ?ﬂo; Civil Penalty Factor _— >
< 0
Previous Files: ‘ Dy
L4

EAC.L%‘IWA(Q_L#\ Date A —;?r" Qﬂ
\ N >

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
| 2550 Wentura Avenue ¢ Santa Rosa, CA < /95403-2628 + {707)565-1900 % Fay (707) 5685-1103
Carrie Muller S:\Handouts\PJR\PJR-001 Planning Application. WPD 11/43/08 A_2_SON_1 6_0093
Exhibit 5
2 of 21
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Supplemental Application Information

>, e
L < hsd

Existing use of property: Single Family Residence (1750 SF)

Acreage: 0.254

Existing structures on property: Qne single Family Dwelling (1750 SF)

Proximity to creeks, waterways and impoundment areas:
Vegetation on site; TWO trees and grass.

General topography: Flat site

Surrounding uses to North: residence South: residence
(Note: An adjoining . .

road is not a use.) East; esidence West: residence

New structures proposed

(size, height, type): Second floor addition to an existing single story house. Existing roof

lineis at 16-10" above grade. Proposed roof line will be at 21"10"
above grade.

Number of employees: Fulltime: . Part time: - Seasonal
Operating days: | Hours of operation:

Number of vehicles per day: Passenger: Trucks:

Water source: Sewage disposal:

Provider, if appiicable: ProVider, if applicable:

New noise sources
(compressors, power tools, music, etc.):

Grading proposed:  Amount of cut (cu. yds.):&—  Amount of fill (cu. yds.): o Will more
than one acre be disturbed by construction of access roads, site preparation and clearing, fill or
excavation, building removal, building construction, equipment staging and maintenance, or other
activities? Yes—  No X__ If Yes, indicate area of disturbance(acres): :
[dentify method of site drainage (sheet flow, storm drain, outflow to creek or ditch, detention area, etc.):

Vegetation to be removed: None

Will proposal require annexation to a district in order to obtain public services: Yes No X

Are there currently any hazardous materials (chemicals, oils, gasoline, etc.) stored, used or
processed on this site? Yes No X

Will the use, storage, or processing of hazardous materials occur on this site in the future if this
project is authorized? Yes No X

Fire safety information (existing/proposed water tanks, hydrants, emergency access and turnaround,
building materials, etc): pre-existing development on site and surrounding lots.

Carrie Muller (rev dpw) S:\Handouts\PJR\PJR-001 Planning Application. WPD A'2 'S o N _1 6 _ﬂlﬁg /01/08)
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Coastal Permit Application
Supplemental Information

&

<

PURPOSE:

This form is to be completed by applicants in order to provide additional information regarding a Coastal
Permit application. The more details that are provided, the easier it will be to promptly process the Coastal
Permit application. Please answer all questions. Indicate "Not Applicable” or "N/A" for those questions
which do not pertain to the proposed project. lt is important that applicants provide complete answers to

all questions.

1. Are there existing structures or improvements on the property? / Yes Q No
If yes, describe below and identify the use and size of each structure or improvement.

Property has an existing 1,740 SF residence on the parcel with an attached 420 SF garage.

There is an existing Class il septic system that serves the property on the western edge of the site.

2. Describe the project and include structure sizes(s) (in square feet), improvements such as wells,
septic systems, grading, vegetation removal, roads, driveways, propane tanks, oil tanks, water
storage tanks, solar panels, etc.

Project consists of a 640 SF addition which includes new stairs to a new second level with two sitting

room areas. Project also includes two new roof decks, a covered patio, and a remodeled front porch.

Downspouts and new improvements will use existing drainage patterns of site - there are minimal changes to footprint of existing residence.

3. Is any grading or road/driveway construction planned? Q Yes \/ No

Estimate the amount of grading in cubic yards:

If greater than 50 cubic yards or if greater than 2 feet of cut or 1 foot of fill will result, a grading plan
and permit will be required.

Estimate the length of the proposed road/driveway: feet.
4, Will vegetatiop be removed on areas other than the building sites and roads?
Q Yes v | No

If yes, explain:

A-2-SON-16-0093

CMuller S:AHandouts\PJRYPJR-035 Coastal Permit wpd . 05122110 P Egé“b@‘f 5

4o0f21.




Are there any water courses, anadromous fish streams, sand dunes, rookeries, marine mammal
haul-out areas, wetlands, riparian areas, rare or endangered plants, animals or habitat which
support rare and endangered species located on the project site or within 100 feet of the prOJect

site? If yes explain:

How many trees will be removed to implement the project: . Indicate on the site plan all
trees to be removed which are greater than 9 inches in diameter (measured four feet from the
ground). If applicable, please indicate on the site plan the size, location and species of all on-site
trees that provide screening from public view areas.

Will the proposed development be visible from:

O A. State Highway.1? || Yes 0 No

O B. Other Scenic Corridor? (see list below) Q Yes U No
Q C. Park, beach, or recreation area? O Yes O No

If you answered yes, explain
Project is on Viking Strand, and is one lot east of HWY 1. Consequently it can be seen by drivers on HWY 1.

Scenic Corridors: Stewarts Point-Skaggs Springs Road, Fort Ross Road, Myers Grade/Seaview
Road, Highway 116, Willow Creek (paved portion), Coleman Valley Road, Bay Hill Road Bodega
Hnghway and Petaluma-Valley Ford Road. _

Height of structure(s) in feet (measured from average grade to the highest point of the structure).
Identify height of building(s) on architectural elevations:

Existing Residence: 16-10" grade to existing roof ridge. Proposed improvements: 21'-10" grade to new roof ridge.

Describe all exterior materials and colors of all proposed structures

Siding material Fiber Cement Slat Siding Color Grey

Trim material  Fiber Cement Trim Color White

color Natural

Chimney material Brick

Roofing material Asphalt Shingle ' Color Grey
Window frame material Aluminum Clad Color White
Door material Aluminum Clad Color White

A-2-SON-16-0093
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Fencing material NONe Color

SR B L ORI

Retaining wall material 1ON€ Color
Other exterior materials COpper Gutters color Weathered Copper
10.  Will there be any new exterior lighting? \/ Yes Q No

If yes, provide lighting details and specifications for all exterior lighting fixtures. Alllighting fixtures
must be downcast and shielded to prevent light and glare beyond the parcel boundaries. |dentify
the location of all exterior lighting on the site plan or building plan.

All exterior lights are recessed lights under cover: front porch and back patio cover.

11.  If the project is commercial, industrial, or institutional, complete the following:

~Total square footage of all structures:

Estimated employees per shift:

Estimated shifts per day:

Type of loading facilities proposed:

Will the proposed project be phased? QO Yes 'a No

If Yes, explain your plans for phasing:

' Parking will be provided as follows:

Number of Spaces:

Existing: Proposed: ~ Total:
Number of standard spaces: Size:
Number of handicapped spaces: Size:

12. What will be the method of sewage disposal?
O Community sewage system, specify

/ Septic Tank (indicate primary and replacement leachfields on plot plan)

O Other, specify

A-2-SON-16-0093
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13.

14.

What will be the domestic water-source?

Community water system, specify supplier:

Q Well U On-site a Off-site
Q Spring Q On-site Q Off-site
Q Other, specify

Utilities will be supplied to the site as follows:

Electricity: -

v

U
Q
(]

G

AV

Utility Company (service exists to the parcel)

miles

Utility Company requires extension of services to site: feet
On Site generation, Specify: :

None

S.

A
g

Utility Company/Tank
None

A-2-SON-16-0093
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STRENINGARCHITECTS

MEMO

TO: County of Sonoma Planning Dept.
FROM: Daniel J. Strening, AlA

DATE: 04.22.15
RE: Project Narrative for residential improvements to:
5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay CA

This memorandum (together with the drawing submittal) describes the proposed addition and remodel
project for 5005 Viking Strand for a basis of determination for Coastal Permit approval.

The proposed project is an addition to an existing residence at 5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay. The
existing residence is 1,750 SF with an attached 420 SF garage.

The proposed project consists of:
- a 640 SF addition (which includes interior stairs) to two second story sitting rooms.

- two new roof decks on the back (west) side of the residence
- a covered patio on the back (west) side of the residence
- aremodeled porch on the front (east) side of the residence.

The existing roof ridgeline is +/- 16'-10" above grade, and the new addition proposes to raise the roof.
ridgeline of an area above the back (west) side of the residence to +/- 21-10",

Great care was taken in the design of the addition to keep the addition within the middle and rear portion of
the house, such as not to disturb any neighboring views - as well as blend the addition into the existing fabric
of the house. The design also accomplishes the second story, while still remaining significantly lower than
the allowed 24'-0" to roof ridgeline.

There is no grading proposed for the new addition, consequently the new downspouts and other drainage '
will make use of existing drainage patterns of the developed site. -

The exterior lighting that will be added as part of the project will be recessed lighting in the soffits of the
proposed patio canopy and front porch remodel. (As a result they will all be downcast and shielded.)

The exterior materials of the project (see submittal sheet Ag) will be fiber cement slat siding (painted grey)
with fiber cement trim (painted white). The roof will be a grey asphalt shingle, and the gutters and flashing
will be weathered copper. These materials will blend and become part of the landscape as they patina.

Thank you for considering this application for a coastal permit.

Please let me know if anyone has any questions.

aniel J. Strening, AlA

| 2027 Nordyke Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 95401 | 707.953.2370 | www.streningalAcTwzi{g:tongégn(srl- b?tgg

8 of 21




HENEGHAN RESIDENCE

5005 VIKING STRAND
BODEGA BAY, CA 94923
APN: 101-060-008
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Exhibit 6

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION ON A COASTAL PERMITEIVED

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department GCT 2 3 zms
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403 CALIFORNIA

(707) 565-1900 FAX (707’)‘55’5‘):1 e GOASTAL COMMISSION
ﬁ\lA! LOCAL
October 20, 2016 ACTION NOT (..E

Daniel J Strening

2027 Nordyke Avenue REFERENCE ;s,&*_Z;SQ_N "‘; ()_i(‘ 3 b
Santa Rosa, CA 95401 APPEAL PERIOD :0 {:25 m% //%/7/

This notice is being distributed to the Coastal Commission and those wha Tequested-netice. The
following project is located within the Coastal Zone. A project decision has been completed.

File No.. CPH15-0009

Project Location: 5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay

Assessor's Parcel Number:  101-060-008

Project Description:  Request for a Coastal Permit with hearing to allow a 633 square foot
second story addition, two new roof decks, new covered patio and remodeled porch to an existing
single family dwelling on a 0.25 acre parcel.

Proposed Prolect Approved hearing body Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on October 18,
2016.

Conditions of Approval dated October 18, 2016 are enclosed.

Findings: The project, as described in the application and as conditioned, conforms with the plans,
policies, requirements and standards of the Sonoma County Coastal Program. Specifically:

1. The project, as described in the application and as conditioned, conforms with the plans,
policies, requirements, and standards of the Sonoma County Coastal Program and the
zoning designation of RR (Rural Residential) CC (Coastal Combining) and will be
compatible with the character of the surrounding neighborhood because it is similar in size,
scale and design to the existing neighborhood. The addition of 633 square feet to an
existing 1,750 square foot residence results in a structure that is approximately 2,383
square feet, within the neighborhood size range of 1,000 to 3,000 square feet.

2. The proposed addition to the existing single family dwelling, as conditioned, is consistent
with the Local Coastal Plan Design review polices and the Coastal Zoning Ordinance
Design Review requirements in that the height, location, scale, size and character of the
proposed addition will be in character with surrounding development and will blend into the
natural environment because it is designed to continue a beach bungalow style, with
painted wood exterior and earth toned (grey) lap siding. The project will use a combination
of hip and gable roof elements which reduce roof mass and view impacts. The second
story addition is placed in the middle and rear of the existing dwelling and does not crowd
adjacent developed lots.

3. The project site is located on the east side of Hwy 1 which allows for a maximum height of
24 feet for residential development. The proposed 21 foot 10 inch second story addition is
below the maximum height and adds five feet to the existing structure. It will not further

A-2-SON-16-0093
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block the existing ocean views because the addition will fit in behind the existing mature
trees located on the project site.

4. The proposed project is located east of Highway 1 and does not obstruct existing views
from Highway 1.

5. The establishment, maintenance or operation of the use for which this application is made
will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety,
peace, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or working in the area of such use,
nor be detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the area or the general
welfare of the area. This is based on the fact that the proposed project will not change or
increase the current residential use of the property and the proposed addition will be similar
in size, mass and architecture of existing residential uses in the area.

6. The project is similar in size, scale and design to existing residential development in
Carmet, and therefore, pursuant to policies outlined in the Local Coastal Plan, will not
create barriers to preserving affordable housing at the coast.

7. The project is Categorically Exempt from CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15301, because it is an addition to an existing single family dwelling.

Project is Appealable. The decision of the Board of Supervisors is appealable to the State Coastal
Commission within ten (10) working days.

Address:

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at (707) 565-1683 or at Jennifer.Faso@sonoma-
county.org. Please refer to your file number (CPH15-0009) and site address when making
inquiries.

Sincerely

Jennifer Faso
Project Planner

Enclosure: Conditions of Approval dated October 18, 2016

c: File No. CPH15-0009
State Coastal Commission (via Certified maif)
Ann and Jim Heneghan
Godie Gale
Erin Arnoldy
Carol Barr
Cheryi Connell
Curt Longway
Carlo Mascolo
Michael Reed
David Zumwalt
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SONOMA COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
Conditions of Approval

Date: October 18, 2016 File No.: CPH15-0009
Applicant:  Danny Strening APN: 101-060-008
Address: 5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay

Project Description: Request for a Coastal Permit with hearing to construct a 633 square foot
second floor addition, two new roof decks, new covered patio and remodeled front porch for an
existing single family dwelling on a 0.25 acre parcel.

Prior to issuance of building permit, the following condition must be met:
BUILDING:

1. The applicant shall apply for and obtain building related permits from the Permit and
Resource Management Department (PRMD). The.necessary applications appear to be,
but may not be limited to, site review, building permit, septic permit, and grading permit.
A geologic report may be required as a part of the building permit review process.

PLANNING:
"The conditions below have been satisfied." BY DATE
2, This Coastal Permit allows for the construction of 633 square foot second floor addition,

two new roof decks, new covered patio and remodel! front porch to an existing single
family dwelling. The project must be developed in substantial compliance with the site
plan and architectural drawings prepared by Strening Architects dated March 31, 2016,
located in File No. CPH15-0009, unless otherwise modified by these conditions.

3. Exterior lighting shall be downward facing, fully shielded, and located at the lowest
possible point to the ground. Flood lights are not permitted. Total luminous flux of
lamps used in individual exterior luminaires, including security lights, shall not exceed
1750 lumens. Total flluminance beyond the property line created by simultaneous
operation of all exterior lighting shall not exceed 1.0 lux. Radiation of light into the night
sky is prohibited.

4, Site development shall be consistent with submitted project plans, and all materials and
colors shall- conform to plans; colors and materials and architectural specifications
submitted as part of this application.

5. The owner/operator and all successors in interest, shall comply with all applicable
provisions of the Sonoma County Code and all other applicable local, state and federai
regulations. Any proposed modification, alteration, and/or expansion of the residential
development authorized by this Coastal Permit shall require the prior review and
approval of PRMD or the Planning Commission, as appropriate pursuant to Section 26C-
349 of the Sonoma County Code. Such changes may require a new or modified Coastal
Permit and additional environmental review.

6. The Director of PRMD is hereby authorized to modify these conditions for minor
adjustments to respond to unforeseen field constraints provided that the goals of these
conditions can be safely achieved in some other manner. The applicant must submit a
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Conditions of Approval - CPH15-0009
October 18, 2016
Page 2

written request to PRMD demonstrating that the condition(s) is infeasible due to specific
constraints (e.g. lack of property rights} and shall include a proposed alternative
measure or option to meet the goal or purpose of the condition. PRMD shall consult with
affected departments and agencies and may require an application for modification of
the approved permit. Changes to conditions that may be authorized by PRMD are
limited to those items that are not adopted standards or were not adopted as mitigation
measures or that were not at issue during the public hearing process. Any modification
of the permit conditions shal! be documented with an approval letter from PRMD, and
shall not affect the original permit approval date or the term for expiration of the permit.

The applicant has two years from the date of approval, or for such additional time as
may be allowed, to meet the Conditions of Approval and vest the Coastal Permit or the
permit shall become automaticaily void and of no further effect.

A-2-SON-16-0093
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STATE OF CALIFORNTA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2600

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94165-2219

{415) 904-5260 OR. (415) 904-5200 FAX (415) 904-5400

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL
November 03, 2016
To: J enm'fer_ Faso

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Department
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa 95403

A R

From: Sara Pfeifer V’:%/%fﬁdy Ay JQ

Re: Commission Appeal No. A-2-SON-16-0093

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been appealed to the
California Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections 30603 and 30625,
Therefore, the decision has been stayed pending Commission action on the appeal pursuant to the Public
Resources Code Section 30623,

LOCAL PERMIT #: CPH15-0009
APPLICANT(S): Daniel J Strening
DESCRIPTION: to allow a 633 square foot second story addition, two new roof deck, new -

covered patio and remodeled porch to an existing single family dwelling on
a 0.25 acre parcel

LOCATION: 5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay, Ca 94923 (APN(s): 101-060-008)

LOCAL DECISION: ~ Approved
APPELLANT(S): Godie Gale (a.k.a. Godie La Flamme)

DATE APPEAL FILED:  10/31/2016

The Commission appeal number assigned to this appeal is A-2-SON-16-0093. The Commission hearing
date has not been scheduled at this time. Within 5 working days of receipt of this Commission
Notification of Appeal, copies of all relevant documents and materials used in the Sonoma County's
consideration of this coastal development permit must be delivered to the North Central Coast District
Office of the Coastal Commission (California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include
copies of plans, relevant photographs, staff reports and related documents, findings fifgoaleedg0o3
forwarded), all correspondence, and a list, with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimenpibit 7
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COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

Page 2

A Commission staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the hearing. 1f you
have any questions, please contact Sara Pfeifer at the North Central Coast District Office.

cc: Aitn; Daniel J Strening
Attn: Godie Gale (ak.a. Godie La Flamme)

A-2-SON-16-0093
Exhibit 7
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RECEIVEL

BTATE OF CALIFORNIA— THE RESBDURCES AGENGY EDRUND 6. BROWN JR., Governor
S ey

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION OCT 8 1 2016

NORTH-GENTRAL COAST DISTRICT QFFIGE
48 FREMONT 8TREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, DA B4TO5-2215 CALIFORNIA
Voice (416 oot 280 COASTAL COMMISSION
TOD (¢18) Ee7-5685 NORTH CENTRAL COAST

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

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

SECTIONIL  Appellant(s)

Ners: (modie Gole (a. ka. Godie Laflanmme)

Mailing addross: &£9 Q1 Cpmeh Hue. Badega. Bay, CA 59723
cw:BuJega.ij, c.A Zpole uyq 2 3 Mo (707) B4~ b

SECTION B, Decision Being Appealed
1.  Name of local/port government: .
Board of Supervisors, Coun'y of Sonoma.
2. Briefdescription of development being appealed: 4, ¥ ST secon d Floor addi '1;,-,;,] Tva
et FM“F deﬁ_i::gl AJE LD c_au&rac( gDa:h‘c: a.nc{ ramnéd&tfpard

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross streef, etc.):

5005 \/E» nqg Sﬁ"clncl Bod‘eﬁa. Bﬁ.:j,, Ci f?-'fqg_,g
CAPN 201-660-008
4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.):
[T Approval; no special conditions
(X Approval with special conditions: B
[1 Denial
Note:  For jirisdictions 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 porf governments are not appealable. '

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISS ‘
’APPlEALNO; A - SON () ‘O\OQE
DATE FILED: : dolal
DISTRICT. N oMy (g U\fxr&\ (;9 QS\‘
© ~ A-2-SON-16-0093
Exhibit 7
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5, Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

* Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors

]
]
[J  Planning Commission
@  Other

6.  Date of local government's decision: chf‘a Lar 24 201k

7. Local government’s file number (ifany): CPHIS-0060 9

SECTION IIL. ]ldentification of Other Interested Persons

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

Name and mailing address of permit applicant: _
Dﬁ’h"é, J. 97-"&”’”3 [~ar? Jimand Qua "\Lé’;ﬂﬁat\&ﬂ
SO LT7 Norcéj e Avenues so05 Vi Kiing Strand
S@-—VT"{'&. QGS&. ¢ﬂ-§759t>; Ma.flmq Mdr-&ss ! Ll,m/(nawn

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 yon know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

1. Erin Amoldy, 4746 Carmet Dr., Bodega Bay, CA 94923, Mailing Address: 8716
Saints Way, Sacramento, CA 95826, Email: tootyta@stt. net. Phone: (916) 383-7570,

2. Carol Barr, 4870 Coastal Ave., Bodega Bay, CA 94923. Mailing Address: 4210
Devon Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864-1603. Email: cabbybarr@yahoo.com. Phone: (707)
875-2346.

3. Cheryl Connell, 4830 Coastal Ave., Bodega Bay, CA 94923. Mailing Address: Same
Email: douglassgrad2@yvahoo.com. Phone (707) 875-2484.
4. Godie J. Gale, 4981 Conch Ave., Bodega Bay, CA 94923, Mailing Address: Same

Email: godiepale@yahoo.com. Phone: (707) 377-4166.

5. Curt Longway, 1094 Coastal Ave., Bodega Bay, CA 94923, Mailing Address; 1024
Melrose Ave., Roseville, CA 95678. Email; cocofish8@email.com. Phone: (916) 705-
5441. '

6. Carlo Mascolo, 4984 Conch Ave., Bodega Bay, CA 94923, Mailing Address: Same
Email: carlo@seasidelandscapes.net. Phone: (707) 875-2470,

7. Michael Reed, 5002 Conch Ave., Bodega Bay, CA 94912, Mailing Address: 115
Dubois, San Rafzel, CA 94901, Email: mrged@recdtm.com or amies@reedtm.com.
Phone ((415) 290-4775. _

8.. David Zumwalt, 5003 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay, CA 94923, Mailing Address:
1152 Mee Lane, St. Helena 94574, Email: dezumwalt@gmail com. Phone (707) §15-
3691.

9. Karen Wilson, 4938 Coastal Ave and 4955 Conch Ave. Bodega Bay, CA 94923,
Mniling Address: P.O, Box 367, Gilroy, CA 95021 | A-2-SON-16-0093

Exhibit 7
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SECTIONIV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions 4rs limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please raviow the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section,

State hriefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a suttmary 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 warratits a new hearing. {Use additional paper as necessary.)

This need not be & completa or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is aliowed by law. The appellant, subsequent io filing the appeal, may
submit additional information fo tha staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

RE: NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION ON A COASTAL PERMIT, FILE NO.
CPH-0009, PARCEL NUMBER 101-0060-008, SONOMA COUNTY

1. Carmet is a culturally and historically significant site. It is a 70 year old
hamlet. As described in the LCP, “Homes are one-story, with flat gravel
roofs...” and “... any new development should be compatible with the
existing homes” pg 171 of the LCP.) 99.5% of the homes are single story,
under 16 feet high. 33% of the homes are under 1000 sq feet. 51.6% of the
homes are 10001500 sq feet. 84.4% of the 64 homes in Carmet are under
1500 sg. feet. Only three homes are over 2000 sq feet. Two of those were
“Spec” homes--built by developers with no interest or concern for the
character and history of the neighborhood. The proposed project would result
in a 2383 sq fi dwelling. Therefore the Staff Report stating that the
proposal “will be similar in size, mass and architecture of existing
residential uses in the area” is not supported by the facts and cannot be
considered as truthful, The resulting 2,383 square foot home is “too
massive for the lot size,” will “block light and air for smaller neighboring
homes, and destray the harmony and character of the community” (pg 169
of the LCP)

2. Because this proposal is to build a 633 square foot house on top of an
existing house, it must appropriately be considered a “new development”~not
a “retrofit” and/or an “improvement.” As such, the project should not be
“categorically exempt from CEQA.” The size and scale of the proposed, new
structure do not relate to adjacent buildings.

3. Its unpermitted, gabled roofline already exceeds height requirerents and
violates a number of provisions of the LCP. Because the proposed project

lies within 300 feet of the beach, it falls under the 16 foot roofline rule--not

the 24 foot limit, A-2-SON-16-0093
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4 The proposed project lies 300 feet from the pristine corridor of the Sonoma
coastline between North Salmon Creek Beach on the south and the Kortum
Trail on the north. The new portion of the 1200 mile California Coastal Trail
is only a mile to the south. Carmet is in a highly scenic area of Bodega Bay,
“a special coast community worthy of protection,” according to the 1.CP.
“To maintain and protect the fishing village character of Bodega Bay and
provide needed affordable housing, new residential development adjacent
to the original town is proposed to be similar in scale and design to that in
the existing town* (pg 172 of the LCP.)

5. According to the CCPR Plan, the proposed project’s plans should be
“subordinate to the character of its setting.” 1t is not “visually compatible
with the character of surrounding areas,” and it is not “compatible with
existing community characteristics.”

6. Of the three homes in the neighborhood that are over 2000 sq feet, one
was built up against the hills in the last row of houses and does not impact
views-~although it is not “visually compatible with existing community
characteristics.” No one in the neighborhood understands how those three
anomalies were allowed,

7. The project proposal is an example of the “domino effect” that the above
mentioned anomalies set in place. This proposed project continues the
precedent and places an undue burden on the other homeowners who may or
may not have the means to add additional height to their homes as their views
become impacted and impeded.

Re:_The Zoning/Planning Hearing and the Board of Supervisors Hearing

8. Only two zoning/planning commissioners (out of four) bothered to actually
visit the Carmet neighborhood: Willie Lamberson voted against the proposed
development because it would not be in character with the neighborhood,
The other, Pamela Davis, while voting to allow the project to go forward,
cautioned the applicant to not remove the trees on their praperty (which are
between their house and the beach.) Commissjoner Davis was concerned
with protecting the public views. However, her word of caution to the
applicant was made rather informally and was not made as a condition of her
vote. The trees will impede the project applicants’ views of the ocean from

. ' A-2-SON-16-0093
Exhibit 7
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their new house’s windows and/or decks. Those of us east of the proposed
two story house will no longer be able to see the beautiful trees (even if they
are not removed) since our view of the trees will be blocked by the large,
house upon a house. Of the five Supervisors, no one visited the perspective
from the homes of those most directly impacted--although Rep. Gore voted
against the proposed project.

9. Noticing for this project was inferior and inadequate and sometimes not
timely--preventing many of us from submiitting our comments and issues
with the proposal. Many concerned neighbors, directly, and indirectly
impacted, were not notified af all since they do not live here full time. They
were also not here to see the pale pink notices affixed to a few of the
telephone poles which were dissolved by rain in a couple of days.

10. There is glaring oversight in the Supervisors’ “Resolution #6”
because this project is not similar in size, scale and design to existing
residential properties, and will create barriers to preserving affordable
housing at the coast. .

11. Finally, Section 30251 of the Public Resources Code Division 20
California Coastal Act (2016) Chapter 3/Article 6 states, “ The scenic and
visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal area..
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas...

vy
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)
SECTION V. Certification

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

- 0 v A

- #

Si ture Ap) or .uthorize'd Agent
Date: (Cotadtn. 31 2016

Note: Ifsigned by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

e

Section VL. 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 Appellani(s)

Date:

* A-2-SON-16-0093
' - - Exhibit 7
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Exhibit 9
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ING BEFORE BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENTS;
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REFLECT THE FOLLOWING COMBINATIONS OF SCENIC
CHARACTER AND VIEW ENCLOSURE:
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5/9/16 Noticing z
/ ,O_O% pa =%

Apphcﬁt
=20 S Urlews S

6\1’,@ sl £
\ Site Addreg§”  (— /[

AFFIDAVIT OF NOTICING

)

iy

‘B&’\t’] l(é( F%ﬁ , posted three copies of the attached poster at the following -

(Name of responsible person)

| onso e:neagr‘]eesubjw :E%?-SDC“%()DDM Iocation)lu/w ‘%N\/\&
(=2 (/L()?‘ﬁﬂ/) Pol€ Qoinierof Viedy ka\ck‘*—&rvuﬂ\
=) LAl G Polc on Cashe, M 5 g,

(Date)

| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true

and correct.

</ 1o W/%b

(Date) (gfgnature)

ER R R R N R E R EEEE R IR I I

[, William T. Passaretti, mailed the attached notice to:

the County Clerk's Office on _—
the newspaper on | /

to each owner of record within 300 fe@t of the subject property and to applicant/owner and

otification on

2

others that have requestg

| declare under penalt of | perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true
and correct.

(Date) ' (Signature)
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WHO:

WHAT:

WHERE &
WHEN:

ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION:

HOW TO
GET INVOLVED:

NOTICE ~—= PUBLIC HEARING FOR A CQi’iTAL PERMIT

James and Anne Heneghan have applied for a Coastal Permit for a proposed addition and
remodel to an existing single family residence. PRMD File No. CPH15-0009.

The proposed project is a request for a Coastal Permit to allow a 633 square foot second story
addition to an existing single family dwelling along with two new roof decks, new covered patio
and remodeled front porch on a 0.25 acre parcel located at 5005 Viking Strand, Bodega Bay;
APN 101-060-008. Supervisorial District 5.

Zoning on the parcel is: RR (Rural Residential), CC (Coastal Combining), B7 (Frozen Lot Size)
and combining zones for G ( Geologic Hazard), SR (Scenic Resources).

The Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments will hold a public hearing to consider an
action on the Coastal Permit in which all interested persons are invited to attend and provide
comments.

The department has determined that the project is categorically exempt from the California
Environmental Quality Act under Section 15301, of the CEQA Guidelines, because it involves
an addition to an existing single family dwelling with no significant impact to the environment.

The public hearing will be held on Thursday, May 19, 2016, at 1:05 p.m. at the Sonoma
County Permit and Resource Management Department Hearing Room, 2550 Ventura Avenue,
Santa Rosa, CA 95403

Details of the project and the environmental documents are available at the Permit and
Resource Management Department at the address noted above.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the proposed project please contact Jennifer
Faso at (707) 565-1683 or via email at Jennifer.Faso@sonoma-county.org. In addition, you
may contact the project applicant (Danny Strening / daniel@streningarchitects.com / (707) 953-
2370).

Written comments may also be submitted prior to, or at the hearing. Please submit written
materials 10 days prior to the hearing date so that it can be distributed and considered by the
decision-makers. Any written material submitted after this date will be distributed to the
decision-makers prior to or at the hearing.

If you challenge the decision on the project in court you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the Permit and Resource Management Department at or prior to

- the public hearing.

PUBLISH ONCE:

DATE:

Press Democrat

May 9, 2016
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7/28/16 Noticing QDanwu Strening / i

Agplicant

5005 \/{mm N
Podeoyi f’)ﬂ/@

Address D

D

AFFIDAVIT OF NOTICING

3@’\”! @ F& 50 . posted three copies of the attached poster at the following

(Name of responsible person)

an&gp)cil&ea%subjec;\p%rtyEsc%%nn of locatio |2A/\( Sd\cfv\r\,@
9 LbJﬂﬂ/\ PO Corner %Wom e & Coned~

@ FES o1t on Lo AE SOT2 T 2o)ls

U (Date) ~

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

%ph 28 20le. | o ZFAe

Y(Date) / (Signature) [

*********************************.***************‘k**************

I, JULIA SMITH, maj e attached notice to:
(Name of resporfsible pekson)

e County Clerk's Office on

the newspaper ¢n / %

others that havejrequested/notification on

[ declare Linder penalty of perjury under the laws of the State oMa that the foregoing is trug and correct.

| (Date) (Signature)
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P 1 O [ S

WHO:

WHAT:

WHERE &
WHEN:

ADDITIONAL

INFORMATION:

HOW TO
GET INVOLVED:

PUBLISH ONCE:

DATE:

NC—CE OF PUBLIC HEARIN—FOR A
COASTAL PERMIT

The Board of Supervisors will consider the appeal by Godie Gale, et al of a Board of Zoning
Adjustments decision to approve the request by Danny Strening on behalf of James and Anne
Heneghan for a Coastal Permit. PRMD File No. CPH15-0009.

The proposed project is an appeal of the Board of Zoning Adjustments decision to approve a
633 square foot second story addition to an existing single family dwelling, with two new decks,
a new covered patio, and a remodeled front porch, on a 0.25 acre parcel located at 5005 Viking
Strand, Bodega Bay, APN 101-060-008. Supervisorial District 5.

Zoning on the parcel is: RR (Rural Residential), CC (Coastal Combining), B7 (Frozen Lot Size),
and combining zones for G (Geologic Hazard) and SR (Scenic Resources).

The Sonoma County Board of Supervisors will hold a public hearing to consider the appeal in
which all interested persons are invited to attend and provide comments.

It is the determination of the department that the project is categorically exempt from the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to the Provisions of Title 14 of
the California Administrative Code, Section 15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), because the project involves an addition to an existing single family dwelling with no
significant impact to the environment.

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that in accordance with provisions of law, a public hearing to
consider the above appeal will be held at the hour of 2:10 p.m. on Tuesday, October 18, 2016,
in the Board of Supervisors meeting room 102-A, Sonoma County Administration Building, 575
Administration Drive, Santa Rosa, California.

Details of the project are available at the Permit and Resource Management Department at
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 95403.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding the proposed project, please contact Jennifer
Faso at (707) 565-1683 or via email at Jennifer.Faso@sonoma-county.org.

Written comments may also be submitted prior to, or at the hearing. Please submit written
materials 10 days prior to the hearing date so that it can be distributed and considered by the
decision-makers. Any written material submitted after this date will be distributed to the
decision-makers prior to, or at the hearing.

If you challenge the decision on the project in court, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written
correspondence delivered to the Permit and Resource Management Department at, or prior fo
the public hearing.

The Press Democrat

September 28, 2016
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G, BROWN IR, GOYERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 )
PHONE: (415) 904-5260

FAX: (415) 904-5400

WEB: WWW .COASTAL,CA.GOY

F7a

Prepared Deeember 5, 2016 for December 9, 2016 Hearing

To: Commissioners and Interested Persons
From: Nancy Cave, North Central Coast District Manager

Subjeet: Additional hearing materials for F7a
Appeal Number A-2-SON-16-0093 (Strening SFD addition)

Where checked in the boxes below, this package includes additional materials related to the
above-referenced hearing item as follows:

[:I Staff report addendum

Additional correspondence received in the time since the staff report was distributed

|:| Additional ex parte disclosures received in the time since the staff report was distributed
|__—_f Other:



California Coastal Commission November 25, 2016 | i l

North Coast District Office

45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 RE CEl VED

San Francisco, California94105-3219 Noy 30 2018
-2-SON-16- CALIFORN;,

Appeal number A-2-SON-16-0093 COASTAL COMMisgy oN

Legal Gov't Permit Number CPH15-0009

Appellant: Carol Ann Barr

Project Location 5005 Viking Strand, Carmet, Sonoma County California

Hearing date and Location: 12-9-16, Ventura City Council Chambers 501 Poll Street, Ventura, Calif
Sara Pfeifer, Coastal Program Analyst, at the North Central Coast District Office

Dear Sirs and Sara,

This letter is to again inform you that the entire Board never even visited our community to make their
decision. The one Board member that did visit knew the original planners and saw their vision of the
property so that everyone could get a view of the ocean to the West. He voted against the second story
or loft as it is now called. The rules of the Coastal Commission do NOT apply to our area because we
have no buildings West of Highway 1 because of the narrowness of the passage at that point. Therefore
the height of the homes closest to the highway, in fact DO obstruct the view of those that are 2 blocks
East of them. It was unfortunate that permission for Jeff Serota to build his 2 homes just off the
highway was given thus setting a precedent for others to follow. The house in question in this case has
the Serota house in its backyard thus obstructing the view from the time they bought it. We are all
questioning whether members of the Board were paid so that the plans could go thru without notifying
us beforehand.

What is the purpose of the Coastal Commission? To try to preserve the natural beauty of the area for
everyone or to see how many skyscrapers can be built so that industrious builders can become wealthy
as well as Board Members probably.

Respectfully Submitted by Carol Ann Barr, 4870 Coastal Avenue, Bodega Bay, Calif 94923

Mailing Address 4210 Devon Lane Sacramento, California 95864-1603
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NOY 29 291
CALIFOF Application/Appeal # A-2-SON-16-0093
GCOASTAL cgmln’gsnow P /AP
Cheryl Connell
Opposition to project

To the Commissioners:

I moved from San Diego after living there for 26 years. | bought my house in Carmet 17 years ago
because it was different from anything San Diego has. There is no comparison with the McMansions in
La Jolla that surround my friend’s one story house there, where she has lived since 1955. For the
program analyst to use this comparison shows how little this unique neighborhood is understood. If we
want Northern California to look just like the horrors of the Southern California coastline—this project
would be a start in that direction.

Carmet is not sophisticated. it is a small community where people know each other, spend time with
gach other and help each other.

Prior to the Heneghan’s/Strening’s controversy there was a harmony to the neighborhood. This attempt
to allow building a second story, despite blocking other people’s views, has torn the neighborhood
apart,

Erecently had surgery. When the Visiting Nurse came into my home she commented: what a charming
neighborhood. it's so wonderful that people keep their homes low 50 everyone has their viewl” |
chuckled to myself but didn’t say anything, Whan she made the same observation two more times
during that visit, | finally couid no longer bite my tongue. | told her that people who Just came into the
neighborhood no longer respect their neighbor’s view or protests. Her response was: That's tragic!”

Yes she got it! So why don’t you, the analyst get it? This place is unique. To compare this charming little
neighborhood to San Diego is like comparing the Outer Banks to Atlantal Does not computel

I hope that you, the Commissioners, will give consideration to the neighbor’s pleas—-many of them-~to
not open the door to second stories throughout our neighborhood. Do Not ruin our neighborhood

| did testify at the Sonoma County’s Board of Supervisor’s appeal.

o€ ol

Thank you.



Hearing Date: December 9, 2016 Friday Sam
Place: Ventura City Council Chambers
Project Location: 5005 Viking Strand, Carmet/Bodega Bay Sonoma County
Applicant: Daniel Strening
Letter from: Cheryl Connell
4830 Coastal Ave.
Bodega Bay, CA 94923
707-875-2484



RECEIVED
Godie Gale a DEC 01 2016
4981 Conch Ave. CALIFORNIA

Bodega Bay, CA 94923 COASTAL COMMISSION
November 27, 2016

RE: APPEAL NUMBER 1-2-SON-16-0093

DEAR COMMISSIONERS,

In the unlikely event that I do not show up at the Public Hearing on Dec. 9, I
authorize one of you to use my allotted three minutes to read out loud my
statement as follows:

THE CONCLUSION OF “NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE” MADE BY YOUR
STAFF MEMBER IS WRONG FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS.

1. The issue of PRECEDENT has never been HONESTLY addressed by
Sonoma County staff or by Coastal Commission staff. Somebody needs
to get to the bottom of how and why these L.UP policies and protections
are being circumvented. I ask you, the CA Coastal Commission, to
investigate.

* There are three massive, two story mansions in Carmet (Heneghans
propose a fourth.) So much for LUP policies that deal with “non-
conforming structures in the vicinity.” Your Staff Report assures us
that we can rely on “a similar analysis” that uses the same
“appropriate size and scale rubric” for the next Heneghan-type
proposal that comes along. That is not reassuring,

* The Heneghan proposal is a direct result of one of the above
mentioned “spec” mansions in Carmet. One of them is immediately
west of Heneghans and was built in 2003.

* The Heneghan proposal is 5 %; feet higher than the roofline of the
2003 precedent setting mansion. So much for your staff’s contention
that the “project design...does not set precedent for non-conforming
structures in the vicinity.” Of course it does.

1.



* The resulting proposed square footage of the Heneghan “non-
conforming structure” is greater than 95% of the homes in Carmet.
(33% of the 64 homes in Carmet are bungalows under 1000 sq.ft.
84.4% of the 64 homes in Carmet are under 1500 sq.ft.)

2, Staff’s conclusion that “eastward public views will remain consistent
with the existing views of the surrounding area.” is patently false.

*» The proposed Heneghan house will now be the fourth “non-modest
residence” to impact Carmet’s fishing village “look,” the fourth to clutter
the eastward travelers’ public views which will not remain consistent with
the existing views of the surrounding area. As described by Coastal
Commission staft, “the existing public view from Hwy 1 towards the east
is of modest residences set upon a gentle slope leading toward rolling hills
in the near distance.” The ocean view on the west as well as our hamlet
on the east together make up the scenic landscape of our coastline.

3. I disagree with staff’s conclusion that changing the landscape of our
neighborhood has “no bearing on regional or statewide resource issues.”

* Carmet is in a section of Coastline where the ocean, beach and sea wall
butt up against State Highway 1. Our neighborhood starts across the
narrow, two lane highway from the sea wall. This makes our
neighborhood an extremely important part of the visual experience of the
coastline,

* Highway 1 is a STATE highway. Our Highway 1 coastline in front of
Carmet is extremely unique to the public experience. Marshal Gulch,
Carmet Beach and Schoolhouse Beach “overlooks” are extremely
popular vista points for the public who obviously enjoy all directions;
(north, east, south and west.)

* As the domino effect continues, there will be tall houses on top of houses-
-obliterating the “gentle slopes” of our “rolling hills”--to impact the
travelers’ visual experience.

2.



4.

Staffs contends that the “addition would fit in behind existing mature trees
located on the project site” and, therefore the “county-approved project
does not impact the existing visual resources™ for the public.
Unfortunately, the County, while “suggesting” the Heneghans leave the
trees in place to protect the public’s view, there was no condition to that
effect in the final determination. Also, there are “rumors” that the trees
are diseased so must be removed. If that is the case, the Heneghans will
benefit because their view of the ocean will not be impeded by trees. But
the public will get the shaft.

Our coastline, unlike the coastline in southern California, is wild and
pristine and not littered with tall, modern commercial buildings and/or
multi-storied homes.

I disagree that the proposed project was appropriately noticed. 1

wouldn’t have said so if it was. Someone is not telling the truth, and it
isn’t L.

3.

No pink notices were tacked up in our neighborhood after the first ones,
dated July 7, 2015, which notified us of the “Coastal Permit Notice of
Waiver of Public Hearing,” dated July 7, 2015.

Notifying only the people within 300 feet of the proposal is
INADEQUATE. People whose views are most impacted (who live barely
over 300 feet away) were not notified.

Mailed notices were not mailed ten days in advance, and I have the
postmarks to prove it.

The updating of the Local Coastal Plan is a work in progress. It is

paramount that the CA Coastal Commission delay it’s decision in this
matter until the new LCP is intact.

On July 22, 2015, 1 participated in the public workshop in Bodega Bay
regarding the updating of the 2001 Local Coastal Plan and submitted a
written request indicating the urgency for keeping the rooflines low.

6. 1 am requesting one or more California Coastal Commission members
visit Carmet before making your final decision.

3.



* Idisapprove that out of four Sonoma County Board of Zoning
Commissioners and five Sonoma County Supervisors, only two members
of the zoning board and one staff member visited the proposed site One
zoning board commissioner voted against the project. One voted in favor
but had reservations about the trees--to protect the public.

* Thave been led to believe that no representative of the California Coastal
Commission will actually visit Carmet--due to “budget constraints.”

* “Virtuals” and “Photo-shopping” do not cut it.

* Contrary to your staff’s feelings that this is a “neighborhood issue,” your
decision is paramount to the scenic experience of all of us—public and
residents--FOREVER.

Very truly yours, Godie J. Gale

4.



	Exhibits_all A-2-SON-16-0093
	Exhibit 10 A-2-SON-16-0093.pdf
	Exhibit 10a A-2-SON-16-0093
	Exhibit 10b A-2-SON-16-0093





