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NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION ON A COASTAL PERMIT

Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management Oepartment
2550 Ventura Avenue, Santa Rosa, CA 954

(707) 565-1900 FAX -1 103
FINAL I.OCAL

ti
July 17 , 2020

Alan and J ulie Chapman
4440 Francis Court
Sacramento, CA 95822

JUL I 3 2020

*r+'.it[[?wtets'
REFERENC: # ? gx1'20-0 f

a e0APPEAL i'ERIOD.

This notice is being distributed to the Coastal Commission and those who requested notice. The
following project is located within the Coastal Zone. A project decision has been completed.

File No.: CPH16-0009

Proiect Location: 1020 Highway 1, Bodega Bay

Assessor's Parcel Number:'100-100-005

Proiect Description: Request for a Coastal Permit to allow a new 1 ,616 square foot single family
residence wilh associated site improvements

Proposed Project Approved the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors on July 14, 2020

Conditions of Approval dated July 14,2020 are enclosed

Findinos: 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 ofthe Sonoma County Local Coastal Program and
the zoning designation of Rl (Low Density Residential) CC (Coastal Combining).

2. The proposed single family residence, as conditioned, is consistent with the Local Coastal
Plan Design review policies and the Coastal Zoning Ordinance Design Review requirements
because the height, location, scale, size and character ofthe proposed single family
residence will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood because it is similar in size,
scale and design to the existing neighborhood.

3. The project is located on the east side of Highway 1 which allows for a maximum height of
24 feel'for residential development. The proposed 22 foot6 inches single family residence
is in conformance with the height restriction and will not block views from Highway 1.

4. The project is Categorically Exempt from CEQA pursuant to Section 1 5303, Class 3(a)
because the project involves the construction of a new single family residence.

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 resrding or working in the area of such use,
nor be detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the area or the general
welfare ofthe area. This is based on the fact that the proposed project is a residential use
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on a property zoned for residential and the proposed single family residence will be similar
in size, mass and architecture to existing residential uses in the area.

Project is Appealable. The decision may be appealed in writing to the Sonoma County Board of
Supervisors within ten (10) calendar days. The decision of the Board of Supervisors ls appealable to
the State Coastal Commission within ten (10) working days.

Add ress:
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 54105-2219

lf 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 (CPH 16-0009) and site address when making inquiries

Sincerely,

Project Planner

:jf

Enclosure: Conditions of Approval dated July 14,2020

File No. CPH16-0009
State Coastal Commission (via Certified mail)

C

Cfu*-4r- far.
/ Jenlle, Faso
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July 14,2020
Alan and Julie Chapma n

1020 Highway 1, Bodega Bay

1

Proiect Description: Requestfora Coastal Permit to construct a 1,616 square foot two story single
family residence with attached garage and associated landscaping on a 4,138 square foot parcel.

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

BUILDING:

The applicant shall apply for and obtain building related permits from Sonoma County Permit
Sonoma. The necessary applications appear to be, but may not be limited to, site review,
building permit, septic permit, and grading permit.

PLANNING:

This Coastal Permit allows for the construction of a 1,616 square foot single family residence
with attached garage and associated landscaping. The project must be developed in substantial
compliance with the site plan and architectural drawings dated Januaty L2,2077,located in File

No. CPH16-0009, unless otherwise modified by these conditions.

Exterior lighting shall be downward facing, fully shielded, and located at the lowest possible

point to the ground. Flood lights are not permitted. Totalluminousflux of lampsusedin
individual exterior luminaires, including security lights, shall not exceed 1750 lumens. Total
illuminance 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.

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 a pplication.

All utilities shall be placed underground.

All exterior finishes shall be of non-reflective materials and colors.

This "At Cost" entitlement is not vested until all permit processing costs are paid in full.
Additionally, no grading or building permits shall be issued until all permit processing costs are

paid in full.

Low-flow showerheads and faucet aerators shall be installed in all project dwelling units (Low

water use toilets are currently required by State Law).

Allgrading and building permits plans involving ground disturbing activities shall include the
following notes:

2

3

4

5

6

7

Conditions of Approval
Exhibit A

Date:
Applicant:
Address:

File No.: CPH16-0009
APN: 100-100-005

"The conditions below have been satisfied." BY DATE

9.
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10

tl,

1,2.

"lf paleontological resources or prehistoric, historic or tribal cultural resources are encountered
during ground-disturbing work, all work in the immediate vicinity shall be halted and the
operator must immediately notify the Permit and Resource Management Department (PRMD) -
Project Review staff of the find. The operator sha ll be responsible for the cost to have a qualified
paleontologist, archaeologist or tribal cultural resource specialist under contract to evaluate the
find and make recommendations to protect the resource in a report to PRMD. Paleontological
resources include fossils of animals, plants or other organisms. Prehistoric resources include
humanly modified stone, shell, or bones, hearths, firepits, obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools
(e.g., projectile points, knives, choppers), midden (culturally darken€d soil containing heat-
affected rock, artifacts, animal bone, or shellfish remains), stone milling equipment, such as

mortars and pestles, and certain sites features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places and
objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe. Historic resources include all by-
products of huma n use greater tha n fifty (50) years of age including, backfilled privies, wells, a nd

refuse pits; concrete, stone, or wood structural elements or foundations; and concentrations of
metal, glass, and ceramic refuse.

lf human remains are encountered, work in the immediate vicinity shall be halted and the
operator shall notify PRMD and the Sonoma County Coroner immediately. At the same time, the
operator shall be responsible for the cost to have a qualified archaeologist under contract to
evaluate the discovery. lf the huma n remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the
Coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this
identification so that a Most Likely Descendant can be designated and the appropriate measures
implemented in compliance with the California Government Code and Public Resources Code."

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 federal regulations. Any
proposed modification, alteration, and/or expansion of the residential development authorized by
this Coastal Permit sha ll 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.

The Director of PRMD is hereby authorized to modify these conditions for minor adjustments to
respond to u nforeseen field constraints provided that the goals of these conditions can be safely
achieved in some other manner. The applicant must submit a written request to PRMD
demonstrating that the condition(s) is infeasible due to specific constraints (e.g. lack of property
rights) and sha ll 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 shall be documented with a n approva I letter from pRM D,

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 automatically void and of no further effect.
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APPEAL FORM

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY) 

APPELLANTS 

IMPORTANT.

Note regarding emailed appeals.
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1. Appellant information1

not

 

Katherine Wong
1046 Powell St., San Francisco, CA 94108
415-264-4345
klwong@gmail.com

I submitted written comments to the County upon receiving notice of the CDP. I also submitted written comments to the Planning Commission/

Board of Zoning Adjustments and testified at the December 2018 hearing before the Planning Commission/Board of Zoning Adjustments.

I was one of the appellants of the Planning Commission/Board of Zoning Adjustment's decision to the Board of Supervisors. I

submitted written comments to the Board of Supervisors and testified at the July 2020 hearing before the Board of Supervisors.

We appealed the approval of the CDP to the Planning Commission/Board of Zoning Adjustments.

We then appealed the decision on the CDP of the Planning Commission/Board of

Zoning Adjustments to the Board of Supervisors. The County informed us that there were no

further LCP appeal processes, other than an appeal to the Coastal Commission.

✔ ✔
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2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Sonoma County
Board of Supervisors
CPH16-0009

June 14, 2020

Construction of a new, 1,616 square foot two-story single family
home and attached garage on a 3,600 square foot unimproved
vacant lot in Bodega Bay.

Please see attached for further details.

✔
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3. Identification of interested persons

4. Grounds for this appeal4

Please see attached.

✔
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Section 3 - Identification of Interested Parties

Alan and Julie Chapman
4440 Francis Ct, Sacramento, CA 95822
916-591-8348

Richard Popek
PO Box 1328, Bodega Bay, CA 94923
popekdesign@gmail.com
707-332-6160

Perry Marker & Martha Ruddell
1030 Highway 1, Bodega Bay, CA 94923
perrymarker@comcast.net
skookie@comcast.net
707-481-9446

Anthony Ridgeway
Unit 9800, Box 475, DPO, AP 96303-0475
sridgewy@gmail.com
202-677-1148

Daniel L. Wong
1352 Marina Circle, Davis, CA 95616
wong.dl@gmail.com
530-400-0794

Patricia Wong
321 Anza Ave., Davis, CA 95616
patwinsci@gmail.com
530-902-2224

Margaret Briare
PO Box 998, Bodega Bay, CA, 94923-998
briarepach@aol.com
707-875-2297
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5. Appellant certification5

5. Representative authorization6

Katherine L. Wong

8/3/2020

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 10 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 11 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 12 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 13 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 14 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 15 of 145



 Ȁ%$#(*'$ȀĀ (Ȁ+,Ȁ%Ā (&&$++$('Ā

!$+ %(+-*"Ā(#Ā*")*"+"',Ȁ,$."+Ā

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 16 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 17 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 18 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 19 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 20 of 145



�

�

�

�

� �

� �

�

�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 21 of 145



�

�

�

�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 22 of 145



�

�

�

� �

�

�

�

�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 23 of 145



�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 24 of 145



�

�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 25 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 26 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 27 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 28 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 29 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 30 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 31 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 32 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 33 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 34 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 35 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 36 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 37 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 38 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 39 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 40 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 41 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 42 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 43 of 145



�

�

�

�

�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 44 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 45 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 46 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 47 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 48 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 49 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 50 of 145



�

�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 51 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 52 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 53 of 145



�

�

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 54 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 55 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 56 of 145



1

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 57 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 58 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 59 of 145



Order Number:   4903-5082527 
Page Number:   6 

First American Title
Page 6 of 13
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Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments 
STAFF REPORT 

FILE: CPH16-0009
DATE: December 20, 2018 
TIME:  1:15 pm 
STAFF:  Jennifer Faso, Project Planner  
 
 
Appeal Period:  10 calendar days  
 

SUMMARY 

Applicant: Alan and Julie Chapman     

Owner:                      Alan and Julie Chapman  

Location:           1020 Highway 1, Bodega Bay   

APNs:                            100-100-005   

Supervisorial District No.: 5 

Subject:                Coastal Permit    

PROPOSAL:    Request for a Coastal Permit, for a new two story 1,616 square foot single family 
residence with attached 200 square foot garage and associated landscaping on a 
4,138 square foot lot.  

Environmental 
Determination:      Categorical Exemption, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15303 Class 3 (a), the project 

involves the construction of a new single family residence.        
 

Land Use:   Urban Residential  

Specific/Area Plan:      Local Coastal Plan   
 

Ord. Reference:            Section 26C-102 

Zoning:             R1 (Low Density Residential District), CC (Coastal Combining), G (Geologic hazard 
Combining), SR (Scenic Resources)   

Land Conservation 
Contract:                       Not Applicable 

4,138 square foot lot.

17
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Application Complete     August 13, 2018  
for Processing:               
 
RECOMMENDATION:   Recommend that the Board of Zoning Adjustments find the project Categorially 
Exempt from CEQA and approve the Coastal Permit to allow construction of a two story 1,616 square foot 
single family residence with attached 200 square foot garage and associated landscaping.       
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  The request is for a Coastal Permit to allow the construction of a 1,616 square foot 
two story single family residence. The subject parcel is a vacant lot located on the east side of Highway 1, 
within the Coastal Zone and within the Bodega Bay Urban Service Area.  
 
The proposed traditional architectural style of the new single family residence along with the proposed 
exterior materials will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the natural environment.  The 
project meets the development standards in terms of setbacks, maximum lot coverage and height 
restrictions of the R1 (Low Density Residential) CC (Coastal Combining) zoning district in which the project is 
located.      
 
The project is exempt from CEQA given that the project involves the construction of a single family 
residence.   
 

ANALYSIS 
 
Project Description:  The proposed two story 1,616 square foot single family residence is comprised of 856 
square foot first floor and 760 square foot second floor.  The attached garage is 200 square feet which will 
allow for one covered parking space. Additional uncovered parking area is available on the project site 
adjacent to the garage. The height of the structure is 22 feet 6 inches. 
 
Access to the site is provided from Highway 1 via a shared easement. The existing easement provides access 
to the two adjacent parcels.  
  
The parcel is within the Bodega Bay Urban Service Area, whereas public sewer and water is provided by the 
Bodega Bay Public Utility District.  
 
The following exterior materials and colors are proposed: 
 

Siding  
Material:   Hardie Board Lap Siding with white trim  
Color:         Monterey Taupe 
 
Roof    
Material:   Three Tab Asphalt Shingle 
Color:         Dark Grey/ Black 
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Site Characteristics: The project site is a 4,138 square foot parcel located on the east side of Highway 1, at 
1020 Highway 1, Bodega Bay (see Exhibit B, vicinity map).  The parcel is vacant and gently slopes towards 
Highway 1 which borders the parcel at the westerly property line.      
 
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 
 
North:       Single Family residence zoned R1 (Low Density Residential), CC (Coastal Combining)  
South:       Single Family residence zoned R1 (Low Density Residential), CC (Coastal Combining)  
East: Single Family residence zoned PC (Planned Community), CC (Coastal Combining)     
West:  Highway 1, Vacant Parcel zoned PF (Public Facility)   
 

DISCUSSION OF ISSUES 

Issue #1: Consistency with the Local Coastal Plan (LCP) 
 
The proposed single family residence is located within the Coastal Zone, and therefore the project is subject 
to the provisions of the Sonoma County Local Coastal Plan (1987, amended 2001).  The purpose of the Local 
Coastal Plan is to protect, maintain and where feasible enhance the overall quality of the coastal 
environment. The Local Coastal Plan identifies intended land uses and includes policies to preserve the 
Coastal Zone’s visual and biological resources.  
 
Land Use   
The Land Use Section of the Coastal Plan formulates development policies that together with the Land Use 
Maps indicate the type, location and intensity of land permitted in the Coastal Zone. The Local Coastal Plan 
identifies the project site and the surrounding parcels as Urban Residential.  The Urban Residential 
designation allows for a full range of residential development within Urban Service Areas. The project site is 
currently vacant and the proposed use is residential, therefore the project is consistent with Local Coastal 
Plan land use section.   
 
Visual Resources 
The Visual Resources Section of the Local Coastal Plan provides policies to prevent blockage or degradation 
of scenic views from public spaces and to assure that development is compatible with the existing natural 
and developed landscape. The project site is located within a Scenic Resource area and therefore the project 
is subject to design review. The Local Coastal Plan Design Guidelines along with Section 26C-292 of the 
Coastal Zoning Code, provide design review standards. These standards were analyzed as part of this 
application.  See analysis below under Issue #2.  
 
In addition to the Local Coastal Design Guidelines the project was analyzed for consistency with Permit 
Sonoma’s Visual Assessment Guidelines.  Based on the criteria included in the guidelines it appears that the 
project is significant in regards to visual impacts. However given that the project is located on an existing 
legal lot east of Highway 1, within an Urban Service Area and the fact that the project will be similar in size, 
scale and materials to the existing surrounding neighborhood, the project as conditioned, will not have 
significant negative visual impacts. Below is a summary of the Visual Assessment Guidelines for this project.  
 
 

 4,138 square foot parcel
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Permit Sonoma Visual Assessment Guidelines 
Threshold of Significant Sensitivity  Staff Analysis of Visual Characteristics  
Site Sensitivity  Moderate  The project site is located on the east side 

of Highway 1 within the Bodega Bay Urban 
Service Area and has an urban land use 
designation of Urban Residential. The 
project site is not located on a hilltop and 
does not contain significant natural 
vegetation. The project site is surrounded 
by three lots that are developed with 
single family residences. Based on the 
site’s characteristics the project meets the 
threshold for an area of moderate visual 
sensitivity.  The proposed single family 
residence is similar in size and scale with 
the surrounding developed parcels and 
will not block views form Highway 1.      

Visual Dominance  Subordinate The proposed single family residence has 
moderate design elements in terms of 
visual dominance. The structure will be a 
new visible element within the 
neighborhood, given that the lot has never 
been developed.  However it will attract 
attention equally with other features in 
the area. The proposed form, scale, 
exterior colors, and exterior lighting are 
compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood.       

Overall Project Significance  Less than Significant  The overall visual dominance of the 
proposed single family residence will be 
less than significant.  This is based on the 
analysis above which demonstrates the 
moderate sensitivity of the project site 
and the subordinate characteristics of the 
proposed structure.   
 

 
Biotic  
The Local Coastal Plan identifies areas along the Sonoma County coast that contain sensitive environmental 
resources.  The project site is not located within one of the Local Coastal Plan’s identified sensitive areas. A 
biological assessment prepared by Charles A Patterson, dated February 10, 2016, was submitted as part of 
the Coastal Permit application (see Exhibit E).  The assessment concluded that the project site does not 
contain wetlands and that no natural biotic habitats or significant native species will be lost as a result of this 
project.      
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Issue #2:  Consistency with the Coastal Zoning Ordinance  
 
The project site has a base zoning of R1 (Low Density Residential), CC (Coastal Combining). This zoning 
designation allows for single family residences. The proposed project, a single family residence, is consistent 
with the zoning designation.   
 
Residential Development Criteria 
The applicable (R1) Low Density Residential development criteria was analyzed as part of the application. 
The proposed project is consistent with the development criteria as shown below. 
 

Zoning Ordinance Section 26C-102(f) 

 
Yard Requirements 

 
Required Setback 

 
Proposed Setback 

Front  Not less than twenty feet (20’) 
provided, however, that no 
structure shall be located closer 
than forty-five  (45’) to the 
centerline of any public road, 
street or highway   

22 feet ( 22’ ) to property line  
 
45 feet ( 45” )  to centerline of 
Highway 1  

Side  Minimum of five feet (5’)  5 feet (5 ’)  north property line  
9 feet (9’)   south property line  
 

Rear Minimum of (twenty) 20’ 20 feet (20’) 

The Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 26C-102 (b) (3) states that the maximum height of residential 
structures east of Highway 1 and visible from designated scenic roads is twenty-four feet (24’).   The height 
of the proposed single family dwelling is 22 feet 6 inches therefore the project is consistent with the height 
requirements of the Coastal Zoning Code.     
 
Maximum lot coverage allowed per Section 26-102(e) is forty percent (40 %) of the lot. The proposed 
development associated with this application which includes the single family residence, garage and 
driveway footprint is 1,629 square feet. The subject parcel is 4,138 square feet, therefore the project’s lot 
coverage is 39.3 %. The proposed lot coverage for this project is less then maximum allowed.  Therefore the 
project is consistent with the maximum lot coverage requirement.    
    
Design Review General Development Standards 
As required by the Local Coastal Plan’s design review standards and pursuant to Section 26C-292 of the 
Coastal Zoning Code, design review standards were analyzed as part of this application. The following design 
review standards apply to this project.  
 

(a) Proposed structures are designed and situated as to retain and blend with natural vegetation and 
land forms of the site and to ensure adequate space for light and air to itself and adjacent 
properties;  

 

Minimum of five feet (5’) 

The Coastal Zoning Ordinance Section 26C-102 (b) (3) states that the maximum height of residential
structures east of Highway 1 and visible from designated scenic roads is twenty-four feet (24’).  
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Staff analysis:   The proposed single family residence is setback from property lines are required by the 
Coastal Zoning Code, this ensures adequate space for light and air on the project site and for the adjacent 
properties.  Minimal grading is required for the project, therefore the natural land form of the lot will 
remain the same. The proposed colors and materials for the project are natural tones, which will enable the 
project to blend with the surrounding natural environment.   
 

(g)  Views are protected by the height and location of structures and through the selective pruning or 
removal of trees and vegetative matter at the end of the view corridors;   

 
Staff analysis:  The project site is located on the east side of Highway 1 therefore coastal views will not be 
obstructed from Highway 1. The proposed single family residence is 22’ 6” at its highest point which is 
consistent with the maximum height allowed by the Coastal Zoning Code.  
 

(I) Varying architectural styles are made compatible through the use of similar materials and colors 
which blend with the natural setting and surrounding neighborhood; 

 
Staff analysis:    The surrounding area is developed with single family residences that are various 
architectural styles and sizes.  The proposed exterior materials (Monterey Taupe Hardie Lap Board and Dark 
Grey roof shingles) are earth tones similar to materials used by adjacent structures.  Based on the proposed 
traditional architectural style and the proposed exterior materials the project is compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood and the natural environment.      
 

(j) The design of the structure is appropriate to the use of the property and is in harmony with the 
shape, size and scale of adjacent buildings in the community; 

 
Staff analysis:   The proposed single family residence is designed in a manner that is consistent with a typical 
single family residence and residential use.  Project design features include the use of natural colors and 
materials for the exterior components of the project making the project compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood.  The project site is surrounded by three existing residences. Based on Sonoma County 
Assessor’s records the residences range in size from 1,200 square feet to 2,264 square feet.  The two 
residences located to the north and south of the project site are two stories and the residence to the east is 
a single story residence. Given that the proposed single family dwelling and attached garage is 1,616 square 
feet it is compatible in size and scale with the adjacent existing structures.     
 
Based on the analysis above the project is consistent with the Design Review Development standards of the 
Coastal Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Issue #3   California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
 
The proposed project is exempt from the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
pursuant to Section 15301 Class 3 (a) because the project involves the construction of a single family 
residence.    
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Board of Zoning Adjustments find the project Categorially Exempt from CEQA 
and approve the Coastal Permit to allow construction of a two story 1,616 square foot single family 
residence with attached 200 square foot garage and associated landscaping.       
 
 
LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
 
EXHIBIT A: Draft Conditions of Approval 
EXHIBIT B: Vicinity Map and Aerial Project Site   
EXHIBIT C: General Plan Land Use 
EXHIBIT D : Zoning Map 
EXHIBIT E: Project Description, Application and Supplemental Information    
EXHIBIT F: Biological Assessment dated February 10, 2016 
EXHIBIT G: Project Plan dated 1/12/2017  
EXHIBIT H: Draft Resolution 
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COUNTY OF SONOMA

SUMMARY REPORT

575 ADMINISTRATION
DRIVE, ROOM 102A

SANTA ROSA, CA 95403

Agenda Date: 7/14/2020

To: Board of Supervisors
Department or Agency Name(s): Permit Sonoma
Staff Name and Phone Number: Jennifer Faso, (707) 565-1683
Vote Requirement: Majority
Supervisorial District(s): Fifth

Title:
1:30 PM - Coastal Permit Appeal, 1020 HWY 1 Bodega Bay

Recommended Action:
Conduct a public hearing and approve a Resolution denying the appeal, exempting the project from the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and upholding the Board of Zoning Adjustment’s approval of a
Coastal Permit for a new 1,616 square foot single family residence and attached 200 square foot garage at
1020 HWY 1 Bodega Bay, APN 100-100-005; CPH16-0009.

Executive Summary:
The proposed project is the construction of a new two story 1,616 square foot single family residence with
attached 200 square foot garage and associated landscaping. The subject parcel is a 4,138 square foot parcel
located on the east side of Highway 1 within the Coastal Zone and within the Bodega Bay Urban Service Area.

The proposed traditional architectural style of the new single family residence along with the proposed
exterior materials will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the natural environment.  The
project meets development standards in terms of setbacks, maximum lot coverage and height restrictions of
the R1 (Low Density Residential) CC (Coastal Combining) zoning district in which the project is located.

The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) given that the project involves the
construction of a single family residence.

On December 20, 2018, the Board of Zoning Adjustments conducted a public hearing and found the project
exempt from the requirements of CEQA and unanimously approved the Coastal Permit.

On December 28, 2018 the adjacent neighbors (Appellants) filed a timely appeal to the Board of Supervisors,
shown in Attachment 3.

Staff recommends denying the appeal because the project is consistent with the goals and policies of the Local
Coastal Plan and meets the development standards of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 26C of the
County Code. Furthermore the project will be compatible with the existing community character and the
natural environment.

Discussion:
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Agenda Date: 7/14/2020

Project Description:
The proposed 1,616 square foot single family residence is two stories comprised of a 856 square foot first floor
and a 760 square foot second floor. The height of the structure is 22 feet 6 inches. The attached garage is 200
square feet which will provide one covered parking space. Additional uncovered parking is available on the
project site adjacent to the garage.

The following exterior materials and colors are proposed:

Siding
Material:  Hardie Board Lap Siding with white trim
Color:      Monterey Taupe

Roof
Material:  Three Tab Asphalt Shingle
Color:        Dark Grey/Black

Site Characteristics
The project site is a 4,138 square foot parcel located on the east side of Highway 1, at 1020 Highway 1 Bodega
Bay (Attachment 4 Vicinity Map). The parcel is vacant and gently slopes towards Highway 1 which borders the
parcel at the westerly property line.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning
North:    Single family residence zoned R1 (Low Density Residential), CC (Coastal Combining)
South:     Single family residence zoned R1 (Low Density Residential), CC (Coastal Combining)
East:        Single family residence zoned PC (Planned Community), CC (Coastal Combining)
West:      Highway 1, Vacant parcel zoned PF (Public Facility)

Issues Raised in the Appeal Letter:

1. Public Hearing Comment Procedures

The appeal states a concern that the rules and procedures of the Board of Zoning Adjustments’ public
hearing process were not followed. Specifically the appeal states that the property owners’
contractor/designer was allowed to assume the role of applicant and was given more time than the
general public to address the Board of Zoning Adjustments.

Staff discussion: Public Hearing Comment Procedures

The Coastal Permit application submitted to Permit Sonoma lists Alan and Julie Martin Chapman as the
applicants and owners. The application lists Mason Tobey and contractor Richard Popek as Others Persons
to be Notified. This section of the application allows property owners to designate additional individuals
that they want included on all correspondence and contact with Permit Sonoma.  In many cases the
project manager or other professionals are listed in this section.

Page 2 of 5
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The Bylaws of the Sonoma County Board of Zoning Adjustments and the procedural rules for conduct of
public meeting state: The applicant or his/her representatives will be given an opportunity to make a
presentation or make comments relative to his/her application. During the Board of Zoning Adjustments
hearing the applicant Julie Martin Chapman gave a brief introduction of the project and then asked her
contractor/designer Richard Popek to use the rest of her allotted time to speak and answer questions from
the members of the Board of Zoning Adjustments (Attachment 6 BZA Minutes).  Richard Popek was not
given additional time as a member of the public as he was delegated by the property owner as a member
of the project applicant team. The Board of Zoning Adjustments held a public hearing, reviewed the staff
report and materials and listened to public comment consistent with their procedural rules for conduct of
public meetings.

2. Maximum Lot Coverage

The appeal states that the driveway easement that serves the subject parcel and the adjacent parcels
should not be included in the total footage of the parcel. For this reason the appellants believe that the
proposed project exceeds the maximum lot coverage for development.

Staff discussion:  Maximum Lot Coverage

The access for this parcel along with access for the adjacent parcel is provided by a 10 foot driveway
easement. The easement consists of 5 feet from the subject parcel and 5 feet from the adjacent parcel
(1010 Highway 1).  The Grant Deed for the subject parcel shows one legal lot totaling 4,138 square feet
that includes the common right of way. The Coastal Zoning Code section 26C-12 defines: Lot means a
legally defined parcel or contiguous group of parcels in single ownership or under single control, usually
considered a unit for purposes of development. Therefore the total lot area for this project is calculated
including the easement area.

Maximum lot coverage allowed per Section 26-102(e) of the Coastal Zoning Code is forty percent (40%).
The proposed development which includes the total footprint of the single family residence, garage and
driveway is 1,629 square feet. The subject parcel is 4,138 square feet, therefore the project’s lot coverage
is 39.3 percent. The proposed lot coverage for this project is less than then maximum allowed making the
project consistent with the maximum lot coverage requirements.

3. Easement /Driveway

The appeal states that the site plan submitted with the application misrepresents the condition of the
existing driveway easement in terms of paving and the amount of turn around area available for larger
vehicles.

Staff discussion:  Easement /Driveway

The site plan (Attachment 6 Plans) shows the first part of the driveway as paved and the rear portion of the
driveway as gravel. The existing driveway has been in use for many years and was originally paved at the
portion of the driveway that connects with Highway 1, this has worn over time. The rear portion of the
driveway is currently gravel and is not proposed to change.  The unpaved driveway does not preclude large
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vehicles from accessing the site as they have done so in the past. In many cases, for example trash pick-up
or UPS deliveries, will perform their business from the main road or nearby turnouts, consistent with the
current practice in the area.

4. Consistency with Local Coastal Plan

The appeal states that the proposed project is not consistent with the Local Coastal Plan because the
project site is smaller than the minimum lot size recommended in the Coastal Plan for new development
and that the appellants believe that there is no authority to “grandfather in” the existing lot.

Staff discussion:  Consistency with Local Coastal Plan

The project site is a legal lot created in 1902. At the time the lot was created the current minimum lot sizes
were not in effect. Because the lot was created legally, development of the lot is allowed however all
current development standards must be met. The project is consistent with the current development
standards of the Local Coastal Plan and Coastal Zoning Ordinance.  Minimum lot size requirements set
standards for the creation of new lots but do not impact the ability to develop a legally established lot
provided all current development standards are met.

5. Height

The appeal states that the proposed height of the new single family residence exceeds the height
restriction of the Coastal Zoning Ordinance and that the residence will not be compatible with the existing
neighborhood.

Staff discussion: Height

Section 26C-102 (4) of the Coastal Zoning Code notes that residential projects east of Highway 1 and visible
from designated scenic roads are limited in height to 24 feet and 15 feet for accessory buildings.

The proposed single family residence is 22 feet 6 inches at its highest point and therefore is consistent with
the maximum height allowed by the Coastal Zoning Code.

The surrounding area is developed with single family residences that consists of various architectural styles
and sizes. The proposed traditional architectural style along and earth tone exterior materials are similar to
adjacent structures making the project compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

6. Lot Access and Egress for Larger Vehicles

The appeal states concerns regarding the size of the lot and the ability for larger vehicles to access and exit
the lot safely.

Staff discussion:  Lot Access and Egress for Larger Vehicles

The existing lot is accessed by a common right of way easement that includes an existing driveway
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encroachment into Highway 1 permitted by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

As part of the standard practice for processing Coastal Permits the project was sent to   interested parties,
other county departments and state agencies.  Each department and agency was given the opportunity to
raise any concerns or request additional information that would assist in the analysis of the project.  As
part of that process the project was sent to The California Department of Transportation, the County of
Sonoma Fire and Emergency Services and Bodega Bay Fire Protection Agency. No comments were received
from these agencies during this referral period.

Staff Recommendations:

Deny the appeal and uphold the Board of Zoning Adjustments approval of the proposed single family
residence subject to the attached conditions of approval.

Prior Board Actions:
None.

FISCAL SUMMARY

Narrative Explanation of Fiscal Impacts:
N/A

Narrative Explanation of Staffing Impacts (If Required):
N/A

Attachments:
Att 1 - Draft Board of Supervisor’s Resolution
Att 2 - Draft Conditions of Approval
Att 3 - Appeal Form dated December 28, 2018
Att 4 - Project Site Map
Att 5 - Board of Zoning Adjustment Staff Report Packet dated December 20, 2018
Att 6 - Board of Zoning Adjustment minutes excerpt December 20, 2018
Att 7 - Project Plans

Related Items “On File” with the Clerk of the Board:
N/A
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To:   Sonoma   County   Board   of   Supervisors  
Re:   Appeal   of   Coastal   Permit   CPH16-0009  

July   13,   2020  
 
Dear   Board   of   Supervisors:  
 
This   letter   is   on   behalf   of   Katherine   Wong,   Anthony   Ridgeway,   and   Daniel   Wong,   the   owners   of  
1010   Highway   1,   Bodega   Bay,   CA   94923.    Our   home   is   next   to   the   proposed   development   on  
1020   Highway   1.  
 
As   set   forth   in   more   detail   below,   we   believe   that   the   Board   of   Supervisors   should   affirm   the  
appeal,   and   thus   reverse   and   remand   the   project   to   the   Board   of   Zoning   adjustments   with  
instructions   that   the   project   not   be   approved   in   its   current   form   because   of   material   factual  
errors   in   the   administrative   record,   failure   to   the   proposal   to   comply   with   the   applicable  
provisions   of   the   Sonoma   County   Civil   Code,   violations   of   the   Local   Coastal   Plan,   and   failure   to  
obtain   the   additional   reviews   by   the   relevant   State   and   County   agencies,   including   CalTrans   and  
local   fire   departments,   of   an   accurate   site   plan   and   project   description.  
 
First,   this   letter   is   going   to   highlight   and   address   several   still   uncorrected   errors   in   the  
administrative   record.    Because   of   these   errors,   the   project   should   not   be   approved,   because  
the   information   that   was   presented   to   the   Board   of   Zoning   and   that   they   relied   upon   in   making  
their   decision   was   not   accurate   and   was   highly   material   to   whether   the   project   meets   the   Zoning  
requirements.  
 
Factual   Errors   in   Record  
 
The   materials   prepared   for   use   by   this   Board   during   for   the   July   14,   2020   hearing   contain  
inaccurate   and   incorrect   information,   which   affects   the   issues   raised   on   appeal.   Several   of   these  
errors   have   been   raised   before   the   Board   of   Zoning   adjustments,   as   well   as   in   public   comments  
submitted   before   the   December   2018   hearing   before   the   Board   of   Zoning   adjustments.  
Concerningly,   they   have   not   been   corrected.    They   include   the   following   errors:  

A. The   “Summary   Report”   and   PowerPoint   both   state   that   the   parcel   located   at   1020  
Highway   1   is   4,138   sq.   ft.    This   calculation   is   incorrect.    The   Sonoma   County   Assessor  
has   calculated   the   parcel   size   to   be   3,600   sq.   ft.     Exhibit   1   (Sonoma   County   Zoning  
&   Parcel   Report).    Alternatively,   using   the   Grant   Deed   and   the   County   Assessor’s   Parcel  
Map,   we   calculated   the   lot   size   to   be   approximately   3,644.86   sq.   ft.     Exhibit   2   (Grant  
Deed),   Exhibit   3   (Parcel   Map),   Exhibit   4   (calculations).    This   mathematical   error   is  
significant   because   of   the   Zoning   requirements   regarding   maximum   lot   coverage,   lot  
size,   and   setbacks.   

B. Page   5   of   the   Powerpoint   and   Attachment   4,   the   “Project   Site,”   both   purport   to   show   the  
legal   boundaries   of   the   parcel   for   1020   Highway   1   in   red.    Both   diagrams   incorrectly  
show   the   paved   driveway   as   being   part   of   the   land   belonging   to   1020   Highway   1.    It   is  
not.    The   driveway   is   a   “Common   Right   of   Way”   easement,   which   actually   covers   part   of  

1  
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the   parcel   which   is   1020   Highway   1,   and   part   of   the   parcel   that   is   1010   Highway   1.    This  
is   significant   because   1020   Highway   1’s   easement   over   land   belonging   to   1010   Highway  
1   was   erroneously   used   to   calculate   the   lot   size,   and   thus   the   amount   of   the   lot   that  
could   be   built   upon.  

C. Attachment   7   of   the   materials   for   the   upcoming   hearing,   “Project   Plans,”   has   not   been  
updated   and   contain   significant   errors.   First,   page   2   incorrectly   shows   a   “paved  
driveway”   as   being   opposite   the   proposed   gravel   parking   area   on   1020   Highway   1.    This  
supposed   “paved   driveway”   has   been   incorrectly   represented   as   being   for   common   use  
and   allowing   for   the   critical   turnaround   of   emergency   vehicles.    As   we   have   repeatedly  
indicated,   there   is   no   paved   driveway   behind   1010   Highway   1;   it   is   a   steep   hill   with  
vegetation   that   cannot   be   driven   on,   let   alone   used   as   a   turnaround   for   emergency  
vehicles.    Further,   the   area   depicting   the   “paved   driveway”   belongs   to   1010   Highway   1,  
and   is   not   for   common   use   by   the   owners   of   1020   Highway   1   or   anyone   else.    We   have  
no   intention   to   grant   an   easement   of   that   area   to   the   Applicants.    We   are   concerned  
about   this   continued   error   in   the   materials   and   site   plans,   because   these   erroneous  
plans   were   submitted   to   CalTrans   and   the   local   and   County   Fire   Departments   in   order   to  
obtain   their   health   &   safety   sign   off.    Any   such   approvals   were   thus   based   on   critically  
inaccurate   site   plans.    The   Board   should   require   correct   site   plans   to   be   created   and  
re-submitted   for   review   by   CalFire   and   the   local   Fire   Department,   especially   given   how  
close   the   proposed   home   on   1020   Highway   1   will   be   to   the   existing   structures.    While  
less   important,   Pages   2-3   also   continue   to   show   a   hot   tub   and   large   patio   area   in   the  
front   yard,   which   the   applicant   stated   at   the   December   2018   hearing   had   been   removed  
from   the   plan.    Despite   this   verbal   representation,   the   plans   that   the   Board   of  
Supervisors   are   now   being   asked   to   approve   allow   for   the   construction   of   this   patio   area.   

D. The   Summary   Report   incorrectly   states   that   the   common   driveway   for   1020   Highway   1,  
1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1   has   part   of   the   driveway   that   is   “paved   and   the  
rear   portion   of   the   driveway   is   gravel.”       Summary   Report,   p.3   (#3  
Easement/Driveway).    This   description   is   incorrect.    The   entire   driveway,   which   is   the  
right-of-way   easement   belonging   to   all   3   properties,   is   paved.   
 

In   the   2018   hearing   before   the   Board   of   Zoning   adjustments,   the   following   unsupported   and  
incorrect   assertions   were   made.    Importantly,   many   of   these   assertions   were   raised   for   the   first  
time   in   the   applicant’s   rebuttal   arguments,   and   thus   could   not   be   corrected   before   the   Board   of  
Zoning   voted.    As   indicated,   the   Board   of   Zoning   adjustments   relied   on   these   public   comments,  
among   others,   in   approving   the   project.    Some   of   the   incorrect   assertions   included:  

1. 1020   Highway   1   has   the   same   overall   lot   square   footage   as   1010   Highway   1.    This   is   not  
correct.    The   lot   square   footage   for   1020   Highway   1   is   substantially   less   than   both   1010  
Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1,   as   evidenced   by   the   County   Assessor’s   Parcel   Map.  

Exhibit   3.   The   Sonoma   County   assessor   lists   the   lot   size   of   1010   Highway   1   as  
3,600   sq.   ft.,    not    the   4,138   sq.   ft.   claimed   by   the   applicants   or   listed   in   the   Summary   or  
Powerpoint   prepared   for   this   hearing.   Exhibit   1.   This   mathematical   error   is  
confirmed   by   looking   at   the   grant   deed   for   1020   Highway   1   (Exhibit   2)   and   County  
Assessor’s   Parcel   Map   (Exhibit   3).    Using   the   dimensions   from   the   grant   deed   (which  
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also   appear   on   the   County   Assessor’s   Parcel   Map)   and   treating   the   lot   as   a   trapezoid,   I  
calculated   the   lot   square   footage   to   be   approximately   3,644.86   sq.   ft.     Exhibit   4  
(calculations).   According   to   the   Sonoma   County   assessor,   1010   Highway   1   is   4,400   sq.  
ft.   and   1030   Highway   1   is   8,160   sq.   ft.       Exhibits   5   &   6   (Sonoma   County   Assessor  
records   for   1010   Hwy   1   and   1030   Hwy   1).  

2. The   house   located   on   1010   Highway   1   is   as   large,   if   not   larger,   than   the   proposed   house  
for   1020   Highway   1,   and   the   home   on   1030   Highway   1   is   larger   than   the   proposed   home  
on   1020   Highway   1.    This   comparison   is   both   misleading   and   also   incorrect   with   regards  
to   1010   Highway   1.    The   home   on   1010   Highway   1   is   a   2-story   home   with   a   total   of  
1,200   square   feet;   the   footprint   of   the   first   floor   is   approximately   650   square   feet.    This   is  
substantially   smaller   than   the   proposed   home   for   1020   Highway   1,   which   is   currently  
designed   to   be   1,616   sq.   ft.,   in   addition   to   a   200   sq.   ft.   garage,   which   is   also   a   covered  
structure.    The   footprint   of   the   first   floor   of   1020   Highway   1   is   much   larger,   at   856   sq.   ft.,  
than   the   home   on   1010   Highway   1.    If   the   garage   is   included   in   the   calculations,   the  
footprint   of   1020   Highway   1   is   actually   1,056   sq.   ft.    While   the   home   on   1030   Highway   1  
is   approximately   1700   sq.   ft.,   it   is   also   on   a   lot   nearly   twice   as   large   as   1020   Highway   1.  
Thus,   suggesting   that   the   proposed   project   on   1020   Highway   1   is   no   different   from   the  
home   on   1030   Highway   1   overlooks   the   substantial   difference   in   lot   size.  

 
Maximum   Lot   Coverage   &   Treatment   of   Easement  
 
The   Summary   Report   prepared   for   this   Board’s   use   during   the   upcoming   meeting   incorrectly  
states   that   the   “Grant   Deed   for   the   subject   parcel   shows   one   legal   lot   totaling   4,138   square   feet  
that   includes   the   common   right   of   way.”    This   statement   is   factually   erroneous.  
 
The   applicant’s   Grant   Deed   is   attached   as   Exhibit   2.    Nowhere   on   the   Grant   Deed   is   there   a  
calculation   of   the   lot   square   footage.   All   the   Grant   Deed   does   is   describe   a   parcel   of   land,   which  
is   shaped   like   a   trapezoid.    The   shape   of   the   lot   and   its   dimensions   are   shown   on   the   County  
Assessor’s   Parcel   Map,   Exhibit   3.   The   parallel   sides   of   the   trapezoidal   lot   are   85.05   and   99.5  
feet   long.    The   perpendicular   side   is   39.5   feet,   and   the   opposite,   diagonal   side   (which   runs   along  
Highway   1)   is   42   feet.  
 
Using   the   dimensions   off   of   Grant   Deed   and   the   Assessor’s   Parcel   Map,   we   calculated   the   area  
of   1020   Highway   1.   Our   calculations   are   shown   on   the   attached   schematic,   Exhibit   4,   which  
finds   the   total   area   to   be   3,644   sq   ft.    This   calculation   is   very   close   to   the   value   listed   on   the  
sales   and   Sonoma   County   assessor’s,   which   list   that   parcel   (100-100-005)   as   being   3,600   sq.   ft.  

Exhibit   1.   1

 

1   We   believe   that   the   slight   difference   between   our   calculations   and   those   of   the   assessor   are  
due   to   the   property   likely   not   being   a   perfect   trapezoid.  
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In   the   Summary   Report’s   discussion   of   Maximum   Lot   coverage,   the   staff   cites   the   definition   of  
“Lot”   in   the   Sonoma   County   Code   in   support   of   its   position   that   the   “easement   area”   should   be  
included   in   the   lot   size   calculation.       Summary   Report   at   3.    There   are   two   problems   with   this  
argument.  
 
First,   there   is   only   1   piece   of   land   that   actually   makes   up   1020   Highway.    It   is   identified   by  
Sonoma   County   as   parcel   100-100-005.    That   is   the   land   that   has   the   trapezoidal   shape,   which  
has   a   square   footage   of   3,600   sq.   ft.   according   to   the   Sonoma   County   assessor   and   zoning  
records.    Exhibit   2.    The   only   other   property   right   that   is   mentioned   on   the   grant   deeds   for   1020  
Highway   1   is   a   “Common   Right   of   Way,”   which   is   a   type   of   easement.    Exhibit   2.    An   easement  
is   a   property   right,   but   it   is   a   property   right   in    another   person’s   land .    In   other   words,   by  
definition,   the   easement   described   in   the   Grant   Deed   for   1020   Highway   1   does   not   describe  
land   that   actually   belongs   to   the   applicants   or   to   1020   Highway   1,   but   rather   defines    their   right   to  
use    part   of   the   land   that   actually   makes   up   1010   Highway   1,   parcel   no.   100-100-006.    The  
applicants   do   not   own   1010   Highway   1,   and   as   the   owners   of   1010   Highway   1,   we   do   not   give  
them   permission   to   use   any   part   of   our   property   in   their   lot   size   calculations   or   construction.  
 
The   staff   discussion   of   Maximum   Lot   Coverage   cites   Sonoma   Code   §   26C-12   (emphasis  
added),   which   defines   “lot”   as   “a   legally   defined    parcel    or   contiguous   group   of    parcels    in   single  
ownership   or   under   single   control,   usually   considered   a   unit   for   purposes   of   development.”    An  
easement,   which   is   what   is   described   under   the   section   listed   as   “Parcel   2”   in   the   Grant   Deed  
(and   “Parcel   5”   in   the   prior   Grant   Deed   for   this   same   property),   is   not   a   parcel,   by   definition.  2

  Exhibit   2   (grant   deeds).       California   Civil   Code   §   801(4)   (“The   following    land   burdens ,  
or   servitudes   upon   land,   may   be    attached   to   other   land   as   incidents   or   appurtenances ,   and   are  
then   called   easements:   …   (4)   the   right-of-way.”)   
 
Simply   put,   a   right-of-way   easement   is   a   right   to    use    another’s   land:   in   this   case   it   gives   the  
owners   of   1020   Highway   1   the   right   to   travel   across   part   of   1010   Highway   1   in   order   to   enter  
and   exit   their   property.     Cal.   Civil   Code   §   803   (“The   land   to   which   an   easement   is   attached  
is   called   the   dominant   tenement;   the   land   upon   which   a   burden   or   servitude   is   laid   is   called   the  
servient   tenement.”)    The   easement   holder   can   enforce   his/her   easement   rights   --   in   this   case,  
namely   the   right   to   cross   1010   Highway   1   to   enter   and   exit   1020   Highway   1   --   but   the   applicants  
do   not   own   the   underlying   land   that   they   are   crossing   and   the   creation   of   a   right-of-way  
easement    never    changes   the   ownership   of   the   underlying   land.     Cal.   Civil   Code   §   809.  
Indeed,   the   very   fact   that   an   easement   is   included   in   the   Grant   Deed   for   1020   Highway   1   is  
evidence   that   the   underlying   property   belongs   to   someone    else ,   which   here   is   the   owners   of  
1010   Highway   1   (parcel   no.   100-100-006);   if   the   Applicants   actually   owned   the   land   over   which  
the   easement   runs,   there   would   be   no   need   or   reason   to   give   an   easement.  
 

2  The   Grant   Deed’s   use   of   the   term   “parcel”   is   unfortunate   and   confusing,   but   what   is   described   on   the  
deeds   is   a   classic   right-of-way   easement,   as   the   applicants   appear   to   admit   as   much.    Thus,   the   law  
governing   easements   should   apply.  
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Because   the   easement   described   under   the   misleadingly   labeled   “Parcel   2”   section   of   the   Grant  
Deed   for   1020   Highway   1   does   not   give   the   applicants   an   ownership   interest   in   the   underlying  
land,   there   is   no   additional   “lot”   or   “land”   to   include   in   the   lot   size   calculation.      Exhibit   2.  
Thus,   the   entirety   of   what   the   applicants   own   at   1020   Highway   1   is   described   in   Parcel   One   on  
the   Grant   Deed,   which   is   only   3,600   sq.   ft.    The   maximum   lot   coverage   for   any   structure   is   40%  
of   3,600   sq.   ft,   which   is   1,440   sq.   ft.   Sonoma   Code   §   26C-102(e)   (“Maximum   Lot   Coverage:  
Forty   percent   (40%)”).   The   staff   report   has   calculated   the   total   footprint   of   the   “single   family  
residence,   garage,   and   driveway”in   the   applicant’s   plans   as   1,629   sq.   ft,   which   is   larger   than   the  
40%   lot   coverage   permitted   by   the   Coastal   Zoning   Code.       Summary   Report,   p.   3   (#2   “total  
footprint   of   the   single   family   residence,   garage    and   driveway    is   1,629   square   feet”).    For   this  
reason,   the   appeal   should   be   affirmed   and   the   project   should   not   be   approved   in   its   current   form  
because   the   project   is   too   big   under   the   applicable   Codes   and   Zoning   restrictions.  
 
Moreover,   the   staff’s   advice   to   the   Board   of   Zoning   at   the   December   2018   hearing   and   in   its  
staff   report   also   incorrectly   omitted   reference   and   consideration   of   an    identical    5’   wide   easement  
that   runs   along   the   eastern   side   of   1020   Highway   1   (the   side   that   is   99.5’   long),   covering  
approximately   5’   by   99.5’   =   497.5   sq.   ft.   of   the   Applicant’s   property.       Exhibit   7   (calculations  
of   easement   on   1020   Highway   1   that   belongs   to   1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1).    This  
right-of-way   easement   belongs   to   1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1,   as   evidenced   in   the  
grant   deeds   for   those   properties.       Exhibit   8   (1010   Highway   1   Grant   Deed)   and   Exhibit   9  
(1030   Highway   1   Grant   Deed).   This   easement   is   necessary   and   in   use:   it   is   where   the   paved  
road   is   built   that   the   owners   of   1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1   use   to   enter   and   exit   their  
properties.    As   such,   what   the   staff   should   have   told   the   Board   of   Zoning   is   that   497.5   sq.   ft.   of  
the   3,600   sq.   ft.   lot   making   up   1020   Highway   1   has   already   been   built   upon   (“covered”),  
because   it   is   subject   to   a   right-of-way   easement   and   is   in   fact   has   a   paved   road   on   it,   as   seen   in  
the   aerial   pictures.    A   copy   of   the   Grant   Deed   for   1010   Highway   1   was   presented   to   the   Board   of  
Zoning   at   the   December   2018   hearing,   but   they   were   incorrectly   advised   by   the   staff   that   the  
easement   referenced   on   the   Grant   Deed   for   1010   Highway   1   had   no   bearing   on   the   lot   size  
calculation.  
 
This   advice   was   incorrect.    As   shown   on   the   County   Assessor’s   Parcel   Map   (Exhibit   3),   the  
easements   referenced   on   the   Grant   Deeds   for   1010   Highway   1,   1020   Highway   1,   and   1030  
Highway   1   are    not    on   separate   parcels.    There   is   only   one   parcel,   100-100-005,   that   makes   up  
1020   Highway   1;   one   parcel   that   makes   up   1010   Highway   1,   100-100-006;   and   one   parcel   that  
makes   up   1030   Highway   1,   100-100-024.    The   easements   run   over   these   parcels,   as   shown   on  
a   survey   that   was   done   by   the   prior   owners   of   1010   and   1020   Highway   1   in   2002.       Exhibit  
10.   
 
This   matters   because   the   owners   of   1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1   have   not   and   do   not  
intend   to   ever   give   permission   for   the   Applicants   to   use   the   portion   of   1020   Highway   1   that   is  
subject   to   the   easement   for   any   purpose   besides   the   right-of-way   easement    Moreover,   because  
the   right-of-way   easement   on   1020   Highway   1   has   already   been   built   on   (“covered”),   the   actual  
amount   of   the   lot   of   1020   Highway   1   that   can   be   used   for   a   house,   garage   or   new   driveway  
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should   be   reduced   by   what   is   already   covered   by   the   paved   road   associated   with   the  
right-of-way   easement.    In   other   words,   the   maximum   footprint   for   the   Applicant’s   home,   garage  
and   driveway   should   be   40%   x   (lot   size)   -   (less   easement   held   by   1010   Highway   1   &   1030  
Highway   1)   =   40%   x   (3,600   sq.   ft.)   -   497.5   sq.   ft.   =   1,440   -   497.5   =   942.5   sq.   ft.    The   current  
footprint   of   1,629   sq.   ft.   for   the   house,   garage   and   proposed   driveway   greatly   exceeds   this  
amount.   
 
Reducing   the   footprint   by   the   size   of   the   right-of-way   easement   is   consistent   with   the   intent   of  
Sonoma   Code   §   26C-102(e)   (“Maximum   Lot   Coverage:   Forty   percent   (40%)”).    This   provision   is  
concerned   with   how   much   of   the   land   is   developed,   whether   it   be   by   a   road,   garage,   driveway,  
or   parking   pad.    Indeed,   the   staff’s   own   calculations   took   into   account   the   Applicant’s   new  
proposed   driveway   when   calculating   the   coverage   of   the   proposed   project.      Summary  
Report,   p.   3   (#2   “total   footprint   of   the   single   family   residence,   garage    and   driveway    is   1,629  
square   feet”).   This   calculation,   however,   incorrectly   omitted   the   portion   of   1020   Highway   1   that  
is   already   covered   by   the   paved   road   corresponding   to   the   right-of-way   easement.   
 
Consistency   with   the   Coastal   Zoning   Ordinances  
 

A. Minimum   Lot   Size   -   Sonoma   Code   §   26C-102(c)   &   (d)  
 

The   Summary   Report   prepared   for   the   Board   of   Supervisors   incorrectly   suggests   that  
the   Sonoma   County   Code   merely   suggests   or   “recommend[s]”   a   minimum   lot   size   for   new  
development.     Summary   Report,   p.4   (#4).   
 

The   plain   text   of   the   Code   states,   unequivocally,   that   there   is   a   “minimum   lot   size.”    This  
requirement   is    not    prefaced,   as   the   Summary   Report   could   be   read   to   suggest,   as  
“recommendations”   or    suggestions.    Sonoma   County   Code   §   26C-102(c),   (d).     Specifically,  
Section   26C-102(c)   states:   “Minimum   Lot   Size:   Six   thousand   (6,000)   square   feet.”    The  
Applicant’s   property   does   not   meet   the   minimum   lot   size   requirement.    Nothing   in   this  
requirement,   despite   the   staff’s   suggestion   to   the   contrary,   limits   this   lot   size   requirement   to   the  
“creation   of   new   lots.”    Rather,   the   beginning   of   this   Code   section,   in   which   the   minimum   lot   size  
requirement   is   found,   unequivocally   states   that   “The   use   of   land   and   structures   within   this  
district   is   subject   to   this   article,   the   applicable   regulations   of   this   ordinance,   and   the   provisions   of  
any   district   which   is   combined   herewith.   .   .   .   Development   shall   comply   with   coastal   plan  
policies.”    Sonoma   County   Code   §   26C-102.   
 

At   the   hearing   before   the   Board   of   Zoning,   the   staff   advised   the   board   that   “substandard  
existing   lots”   could   still   be   built   upon,   but   did   not   cite   any   provisions   of   the   Code   or   case   law.  
The   Summary   Report   prepared   for   the   Board   of   Supervisors   similarly   states,   without   citing   any  
provision   of   the   Coastal   Plan   or   case   law,   that   “[m]inimum   lot   size   requirements   set   standards  
for   the   creation   of   new   lots   but   do   not   impact   the   ability   to   develop   a   legally   established   lot  
provided   all   current   development   standards   are   met.”      Summary   Report,   p.   4   (#4).  
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The   staff’s   recommendations   to   the   Zoning   Board   and   in   the   Summary   Report   are   not  
correct   under   the   plain   language   of   Section   26C-102   of   the   Coastal   Plan   and   are   completely  
unsupported   by   any   County   codes   or   case   law.    The   section   in   which   this   requirement   is   located  
sets   forth   a   variety   of   “development   standards”   when   a   property   that   has   a   zoning   designation   of  
R1,   as   is   the   case   for   1020   Highway   1,   must   meet.   They   include   “(b)   Height   Limits,   (c)   Minimum  
Lot   Size   …   (e)   Maximum   Lot   Coverage,   (f)   Yard   Requirements   [setbacks],   and   (g)   Parking  
Requirements.”    Sonoma   Civil   Code   §   26C-102(b),   (e),   (f),   (g).   

 
There   is   no   dispute   by   the   Applicant   or   the   staff   that   the   proposed   project   on   1020  

Highway   1   must   comply   with   all   of   the   other   requirements   that   appear   directly   before   and   after  
Section   26C-102(c)   “Minimum   Lot   Size.”    Indeed,   the   staff   report   prepared   for   the   Board   of  
Zoning   devoted   significant   time   to   discussing   whether   the   project   complied   with   the   setbacks,  
height   limit,   and   maximum   lot   coverage   requirements.    Staff   Report,   at   5-6.    Yet,   arbitrarily  
and   without   a   citation   to   any   case   law   or   Code   Section,   the   staff   instructed   the   Zoning   Board   to  
ignore   subsection   (c)   with   the   “Minimum   Lot   Size”   requirement.    This   requirement,   however,  
seems   very   important   to   achieving   the   other   stated   goals   of   the   County’s   Coastal   Plan.  

 
The   Summary   Report   prepared   for   this   Board   similarly   suggests   --   without   citation   to  

anything   in   the   Code   or   any   other   controlling   legal   authority   --   that   the   Local   Coastal   Plan   and  
Coastal   Zoning   Ordinance   make   exceptions    regarding   lot   size    for   lots   that   were   created   before  
enactment   of   the   Local   Coastal   Plan   and   Zoning   requirements   set   forth   in   Section   26C-102.  
However,   we   found   no   such   express   or   implied   exceptions   in   the   Local   Coastal   Plan   or   Section  
26C-102.   By   it’s   terms,   the   “Minimum   Lot   Size”   set   forth   in   Section   26C-102(c)   appears   to   apply  
to   any   development   with   an   R1   zoning.    Unlike   the   neighboring   lots,   no   home   was   built   on   1020  
Highway   1    before    enactment   of   Coastal   Zone   Code,   Sonoma   County   Code   §   26C-102.    It   is  
thus   different   from   1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1,   which   both   had   homes   constructed   on  
them   in   1950   and   1947,   respectively,   before   adoption   of   Sonoma   County’s   Local   Coastal  
Program   or   the   zoning   requirements   set   forth   in   the   Code.    We   believe   it   is   arbitrary   and  
capricious   for   the   staff   and   Zoning   Board   to   ignore   this   express   requirement   when   it   is   requiring  
the   project   to   meet   the   other   requirements   in   this   section.  

 
The   staff’s   recommendation   to   the   Board   of   Zoning   and   in   its   recent   Summary   Report   to  

ignore   this   provision   of   Section   26C-102   is   also   problematic   because   it    does   apply    the  
requirements   that   appear   directly   above   and   below   it,   including   the   height   limits,   maximum   lot  
coverage,   and   setback   requirements.    By   its   very   terms,   one   of   the   “current   development  
standards”   in   the   Local   Coastal   Plan   is   a   minimum   lot   size.    By   including   this   requirement,   it  
would   appear   that   the   Local   Coastal   Plan   did   contemplate   that   some   lots   may   not   meet   this  
requirement,   and   thus,   may   not   be   buildable.    There   is   no   “substandard”   lot   exception,   despite  
the   staff’s   suggestion,   in   the   Code.  
 

B. Height   Limits   -   Sonoma   Code   §   26C-102(b)  
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The   Summary   Report   provided   to   the   Board   of   Zoning   erroneously   suggests   that   there   is  
only   one   height   requirement   that   applies   to   properties   East   of   Highway   1.    Summary   Report,  
at   4   (#5   Height).    In   fact,   there   are   several   different   sections   which   could   apply,   depending   on  
where   a   property   is   located   on   the   East   side   of   Highway   1.    Specifically,   Section   26C-102(b)  
provides:  
 

(b)   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.  

(1) West   of   Highway   1:   Residential   height   limits   are   sixteen   feet   (16′).  
Commercial   height   limits   are   twenty-four   feet   (24′).  

(2) Bodega   Bay   Core   Area   residential:   Sixteen   foot   (16′)   height   limit  
except   that   in   major   developments   up   to   fifteen   percent   (15%)   of   the  
units   may   exceed   the   height   limit.  

(3) East   of   Highway   1   in   the   Sereno   Del   Mar   Subdivision:   Residential   height  
limits   are   sixteen   feet   (16′).   The   Sereno   Del   Mar   Architectural   Review  
Committee   may   grant   a   higher   structure   to   a   maximum   of   twenty-four   feet  
(24′)   in   accordance   with   subsection   (7)   below.  

(4) East   of   Highway   1   and   visible   from   designated   scenic   roads:   Residential  
and   commercial   height   limits   are   twenty-four   feet   (24′)   and   fifteen   feet  
(15′)   for   accessory   buildings.  

 
The   staff   recommended   applying   the   least   restrictive   height   limitation,   found   in   Section  
26C-102(4),   which   limits   the   building   height   to   24   feet.    Based   on   public   records   and   a   review   of  
the   Coastal   Plan,   we   believe,   however,   that   the   height   limit   for   the   “Bodega   Bay   Core   Area  
residential”   (in   bold)   should   apply.    Section   26C-102(b)   limits   the   height   to   16   feet.  
 
According   to   tax   and   public   records,   1020   Highway   1   is   in   the   Taylor   Tract.    The   Local   Coastal  
Program   defines   the   “Bodega   Bay   Core   Area”   as   “   includ[ing   the]   Taylor   Tract   and   the  
residential   area   between   Taylor   Tract,   Highway   1   and   the   proposed   bypass.”     Exhibit   8  
(County   of   Sonoma   Local   Coastal   Program   -   Part   1   Chapter   7   -   Development,   page   56,   #26).  
Even   if   1020   Highway   1   is   not   in   the   Taylor   Tract,   as   suggested   by   public   records,   it   is   located   in  
the   “residential   area   between   Taylor   Tract,   Highway   1,   and   the   proposed   bypass.”  
 
Limiting   any   proposed   development   on   1020   Highway   1   to   16   feet   is   also   consistent   with   the  
subdivision   being   built   behind   1010   Highway   1   and   1030   Highway   1.    All   of   the   homes   that   are  
being   developed   in   that   subdivision   are   limited   to   16   feet.    It   would   be   rather   perverse   to   permit  
a   property   that   is   closer   to   the   scenic   byway   and   will   have   the   effect   of   limiting   the   views   of  
existing   structures   behind   it,   to   be   built   taller   than   the   new   structures    behind    it.     A   16’   height  
limitation   is   also   more   consistent   with   the   Coastal   Plan,   which   provides   that   any   new   structures  
should   be   “in   harmony   with   the   shape,   size   and   scale   of   adjacent   buildings   in   the   community.”  
1020   Highway   1   is   in   the   heart   of   Bodega   Bay;   it   is   not   an   isolated   lot   with   no   residences   behind  
it.    The   home   on   1030   Highway   1   is   a   single-story   home.    The   home   on   1010   Highway   1   does  
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not   block   the   views   for   1030   Highway   1   because   it   is   not   as   tall,   even   though   it   lies   on   a   similar  
slope   to   1020   Highway   1.    The   applicants   for   1020   Highway   1,   however,   have   chosen   a   design  
that   will   be   so   tall   that   it      obstruct   nearly   all   views   from   1030   Highway   1,   which   itself   is  
evidence   that   the   design   is   not   in   harmony   with   the   adjacent   buildings.    There   is   no   reason   why  
the   Applicants   could   not   modify   their   design   to   comply   with   the   lower   height   requirement.    The  
Board   of   Zoning   was   improperly   instructed   that   they   could   not   use   their   authority   to   enforce   that  
aspect   of   the   Coastal   Plan.  
 

C. Lot   Access   &   Egress   (Required   Setback   -   Sonoma   Code   §   26C-102(f))  
 
The   Summary   Report   suggests   that   there   is   no   issue   with   lot   access   and   egress   for   emergency  
vehicles   because   no   comments   were   received   from   Caltrans,   Sonoma   County   Fire   &  
Emergency   Services,   or   the   Bodega   Bay   Fire   Protection   Agency.       Summary   Report   at   4-5.  
What   the   Summary   Report   fails   to   mention,   however,   is   that   the   materials   sent   to   those   parties  
had   serious   inaccuracies,   including   about   the   location   and   access   to   an   nonexistent   paved  
driveway   on   1010   Highway   1   that   could   be   used   for   egress   and   emergency   purposes.    As   noted  
above,   the   drawings   are   still   inaccurate   and   we   do   not   believe   than   updated   plans   have   been  
provided   to   these   agencies.    Given   the   serious   flaws   in   the   drawings   and   description,   we   believe  
that   the   Applicants   should   have   been   required   to   submit   revised   drawings   for   review   and  
comment   by   these   agencies   before   the   Board   of   Zoning   was   permitted   to   vote   on   or   approve   it.  
It   is   pure   speculation   that   these   agencies   would   have   no   comment   if   they   were   provided   with  
accurate   drawings,   particularly   given   the   heightened   concerns   about   fire   danger   and   access  
after   the   recent   devastation   caused   by   fires   in   this   very   County.    As   currently   designed,   the  
house   on   1020   Highway   1   will   be   less   than   10   feet   (the   width   of   the   paved   road   on   right-of-way  
easement)   from   1010   Highway   1.   We   believe   that   such   close   spacing   of   the   properties   creates   a  
substantial   fire   hazard.   Moreover,   if   review   is   not   ordered   now,   interested   parties   such   as   us   will  
have   no   mechanism   to   seek   review   or   appeal,   or   assure   that   such   a   review   by   these   agencies  
takes   place.  
 
Adoption   and   Incorporation   of   Other   Arguments  
 
We   also   join   in,   adopt   and   hereby   incorporate   the   arguments   made   by   the   other   appellants,  
including   but   not   limited   to   Perry   Marker   and   Martha   Ruddell   in   their   comments   and   all  
arguments   in   the   appeal   form   and   arguments   made   below   to   the   Board   of   Zoning.  
 
Respectfully,  
 
Daniel   Wong,   Katherine   Wong   &   Anthony   Ridgeway  

9  
Exhibit 6 

A-2-SON-20-0042 
Page 136 of 145



22

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 137 of 145



23

Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 138 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 139 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 140 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 141 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 142 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 143 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042 

Page 144 of 145



Exhibit 6 
A-2-SON-20-0042

Page 145 of 145



26C-12. Definitions. 

26C-12: Lot. A legally defined parcel or contiguous group of parcels in single ownership 
or under single control, usually considered a unit for purposes of development.  

26C-12: Lot coverage. The percentage of a lot encumbered by structures and areas 
devoted to vehicular traffic or parking. Driveways surfaced with permeable materials, 
uncovered decks less than 30 inches in height, and roof overhangs less than one foot 
wide may be excluded. 

Article X. R1 - Low Density Residential District. (26C-100 - 26C-102) 
Purpose: To stabilize and protect the residential characteristics of the district and to 
promote and encourage a suitable environment for family life. The “R1” district is 
intended for single family homes in low density residential areas, as provided in Section 
2.2.1 of the General Plan, which are compatible with existing neighborhood character. 

26C-102(b)(4): East of Highway 1 and visible from designated scenic roads: 
Residential and commercial height limits are twenty-four (24) feet and 15 for accessory 
buildings. 

26C-102 (e): Maximum lot coverage. Forty percent (40%). Lot coverage may be 
waived by the Director of the Permit and Resource Management Department for 
swimming pools.  

26C-102(f)(2): Side yard: Not less than five (5) feet except where the side yard abuts a 
street in which case such yard shall be the same as the front yard. On lots where 
access is gained to an interior court by way of a side yard or where an entrance to a 
building faces the side line, said side yard shall be not less than ten (10) feet.  

26C-343. Public Hearing and Comment. 

26C-344. Notice. 

Section 26C-380. Application. 
The regulations contained in the article shall be the minimum requirements and shall 
apply within a sensitive area, riparian corridor, scenic corridor, critical habitat area or 
unique feature designated in the General Plan or Coastal Plan, and as defined in this 
chapter. 
Where the policies of the Coastal Plan apply to a development they shall take 
precedence over these standards. Where the policies and standards of the General 
Plan are more restrictive than those of the Coastal Plan or any of the standards below, 
the General Plan standards and policies shall apply. 

26C-382. Site Development Standards. 

Exhibit 7 
A-2-SON-20-0042

Page 1 of 2

Relevant Sonoma County Certified LCP 
Policies



26C-382(2): All required roads and driveways shall have a minimum cleared width of 
twelve feet (12’) with an all-weather surface. 

LCP VII-51 
Visual Resources 
Recommendations 
Community Compatibility: 

10. Design structures to be compatible with existing community characteristics.

11. Relate structures in size and scale to adjacent buildings.

12. Locate and design all development to minimize the impacts of noise, light, glare,
and odors, on adjacent properties and the community at large.

Design Guidelines 

26. Bodega Core Area (includes Taylor Tract and the residential area between Taylor
Tract, Highway 1, and the proposed bypass). In addition to the Coastal Zone Design
Guidelines, the following guidelines will be applied to Bodega Bay development. (Where
conflicts occur, thee guidelines supersede the general guidelines).

General. Site and design structures to take advantage of bay views without blocking 
views of neighboring structures. 

Height. Limit building height to 16 feet except that in major developments up to 15% of 
the units may exceed the height limit. Height for residential structures is measures 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. (See Figure 
VII-11.) Where these requirements conflict with the height, site, and bulk criteria of
Appendix B (Bane Bill), for those properties listed, the requirements of Appendix B shall
be followed.
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