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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. I 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. 

 

II. 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 VII-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 VII-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 VII-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 III 
represents average views. Visual Resource II is split into “a” and “b” classifications. IIa 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.   
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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.   
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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. 
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GENERAL SHEET NOTES 

A.   DEMOLITION OR CHANGE OF GREATER THAN 50% OF LINEAR 
DISTANCE OF EXTERIOR WALL NOT PERMITTED DUE TO SEPTIC 
CONSTRAINTS. 

           B.   EXISTING EXTERIOR WALL PERIMETER  = 224 LF 
C.    MODIFIED EXTERIOR WALL PERIMETER  =   80 LF 
D.   MAXIMUM ADDITION ALLOWED  = 640 SF 
E.   PROPOSED ADDITION  = 640 SF 
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process to mass the 2nd 
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that it would not obstruct 
any neighboring views of the 
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The design team indentified 
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impact surrounding views, 
we then designed the 
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of the addition was in the 
‘middle’ of the existing house 
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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 as initially designed does not impact 
the view as it 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. 
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Exhibit 9 

Sonoma County LCP Coastal Visual Resources Map 

 

Carmet 
Dotted line represents 
division between IIa and 
IIb, on Coastal Ave 
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