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DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE: June 16, 2021 
ITEM: No. 1 - 1:35pm 
FROM: Joshua Miranda, Project Planner 
    
SUBJECT: File No.: ADR20-0069; Razmara SFD 
 Applicant: Neal Schwartz 
 Address: 4042 Pepperwood Court Sonoma, CA  
 APN(s): 064-010-013  
 
 
Request 
Appeal of Administrative Design Review application approval for a new 3,455 square foot single family 
dwelling with an attached 888 square foot garage on a 2.51 acre vacant parcel located in the Diamond A 
Ranch Estates Subdivision.  
 
Background  
On May 19, 2021 the Design Review Committee (DRC) held a public meeting to consider a request for an 
appeal of the Administrative Design Review application approval for a new single family dwelling (File 
No. ADR20-0069). The DRC raised concerns pertaining to defensible space, siting of the home, and 
landscaping. The DRC continued the public meeting to a date uncertain and requested the applicant 
explore options for adjusting the footprint of the home and to revise the landscaping plan to reflect a 
more natural looking pattern (Attachment 1).  
 
After the DRC meeting, the applicant revised their plans to address concerns raised by the DRC by 
moving the home 17’ south, and 3’ 8” to the east, which allows for a 30’ defensible space area to be 
maintained on the subject lot. Additionally, the landscaping has been revised to reflect a more natural 
looking tree pattern on the rear and side property line while also increasing the density of areas where 
privacy was of concern. Additional analysis of the project included rotating the home clockwise and 
counter clockwise. Both would not be viable to the project as the rotation clockwise would result in a 
closer proximity to the western property line, which encroaches on defensible space. A rotation counter 
clockwise would not be viable as the design does not place the home within the grade of the natural 
slope.  A counter clockwise rotation losses the low slung appearance, and places the bedroom wing up 
above the natural grade.  
 
Details on the appeal, application background, project site, and zoning analysis are provided in the 
Design Review Committee Staff Report dated May 19, 2021 (Attachment 12).  
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Recommendation 
Permit Sonoma recommends the Design Review Committee uphold staff’s approval of the 
Administrative Design Review application for a single family dwelling with minor design changes 
pertaining to: 
• Siting of the Single Family Residence  
• Landscaping  
• Defensible Space 

 
Environmental Review 
The project is categorically exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
in compliance with section 15303 (a) New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures, which 
includes construction of a single family residence in a residential zone.  
 
Attachments 
1. ADR20-0069 DRC Action May 

19, 2021 
2. Applicant Response Letter to 

May 19, 2021 DRC 
3. Original Site Plan 
4. Revised Site Plan with 

Landscaping 
5. Colors and Materials 
6. Construction Plans 
7. Location and Vicinity Map 
8. Appeal Letter 
9. Applicant Response Letter to 

Appeal 
10. Approval Letter with COAS 
11. Site Photos 
12. ADR20-0069 Staff Report 

 



 

DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE RECORD OF ACTION 
May 19, 2021 

ITEM NO: 
Time: 
File No.: 

1       
1:35 pm 
ADR20-0069 

Subject: 
 Applicant:  
Staff:  

Appeal of Administrative Design  
Neal Schwartz 
Joshua Miranda 

Location:  4042 Pepperwood Court, Sonoma 
APN: 064-010-013   Supervisorial District:  No. 1 

Proposal: Request for an Appeal of Administrative Design Review application approval 
for a new 3,455 square foot single family dwelling with an attached 888 
square foot garage on a 2.51 acre vacant parcel. 

Zoning: RR B7, LG/MTN SR X 

CEQA Review: Exempt  Final Authority: DRC 

Related Actions: No prior meeting    

ATTENDANCE  
Committee:  
Staff: 
Applicant: 
Others: 

Don McNair, Jim Henderson, Derik Michaelson  
Joshua Miranda 
Neal Schwartz 
Joe and Elaine Leiber 

REVIEW LEVEL: ☒ Preliminary ☐ Final Review ☐ Conceptual  ☒ Appeal  

ACTION:  RETURN WITH REVISIONS 
 
COMMENTS *  Approve Further Review  Final Details Staff Clearance 

Project Design        
Site Plan:        
Architecture:         
Parking Design:         
Landscaping:        
Color/Materials:         
Signage:         
Lighting:         
Other:         

 
 

 

VOTE: ☒ Don McNair ☒ Jim Henderson ☒ Derik Michaelson 

 Ayes:   3     Noes:   0     Absent:   0     Abstain:   0     

* Attachment 



 
COUNTY OF SONOMA 

DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE RECORD OF ACTION 
COMMENTS / CONDITIONS 

 
 Applicant: Neal Schwartz 

  Address: 4042 Pepperwood Court, Sonoma 
 APN: 064-010-013   

 Date: May 19, 2021  
 File: ADR20-0069 
Action:  RETURN WITH REVISIONS 

 
NOTE: Applicants shall submit project revisions as specified below. A written response addressing 
each comment is required. Responses to Final Review comments shall be confirmed by planning 
staff as part of the permitting and plan check process. 
 
 
GENERAL 
1. No comments 

2. Adjust the footprint location of the home to provide further separation from the rear and side lot 
lines for additional screening opportunities and to maintain within the property lines a sufficient 
boundary of defensible space around the home. 

3. No comments 

 
SITE PLAN  

 
ARCHITECTURE 

 
PARKING / CIRCULATION  

 
LAND

4. No comments 

5. Modify the row-design of screen trees shown along the rear and side property lines to reflect a 
more natural looking planting pattern 

6. No comments 

7. As per ADR conditions of approval 

8. n/a 

9. n/a 

1. n/a 

SCAPING 

 
COLORS / MATERIALS  

 
LIGHTING   

 
SIGNAGE  

 
OTHER 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 

☐ None  ☐ Attached  ☒ Noted:  as specified in the 3/20/21 appeal letter 
 

ATTACHMENTS 



 

ATTENTION  > Derik Michaelson, Derik.Michaelson@sonoma‐county.org 
> Hannah Spencer, hannah.spencer@sonoma‐county.org 
> Joshua Miranda, joshua.miranda@sonoma‐county.org 

REGARDING  > DRC RECORD OF PROPONENT ACTION RESPONSE 
PROJECT  > 4042 Pepperwood Court | APN: 064‐010‐013 
DATE    > 2021 05 28 
 
To the Design Review Committee / Sonoma County Planning Department: 
 
The project sponsors propose adjustments to the proposed site plan for the above‐referenced project that fully respond to 
all comments and concerns articulated in the Design Review Committee Record of Action provided to S^A on 2021 05 19 
(see attached site plan diagram).   
 
We intend to revise our permit application Site Plan to correspond with the attached diagram and file with the County for 
concurrent formal permit review ASAP.  We understand the risks in pursuing permit review while this Planning process is 
continuing, but we are not able to accommodate further delays without incurring significant financial costs. 
 
Below is an in‐line response to the Record of Action topics and how our revised proposal meets or exceeds all 
requirements: 
 

1. GENERAL: No comments 
 

2. SITE PLAN: Adjust the footprint location of the home to provide further separation from the rear and side lot 
lines for additional screening opportunities and to maintain within the property lines a sufficient boundary of 
defensible space around the home. 

 
Response: Project Design Review History 
The approved ADR proposal already allows for full compliance with all County requirements for defensible space as well as 
more than sufficient potential for privacy screening with a well‐maintained defensible landscape.  Adjusting the footprint 
of the house is not objectively required to achieve either of these stated goals. 
 
The neighbors’ ADR appeal mentions neither fire‐safety defensible space nor privacy screening.  The neighbor has been 
unresponsive to discussions of landscape screening because it would impact the views into and across our property that 
they claim a right to.  The neighbors’ appeal does discuss proximity of our home to our common property line despite their 
home being substantially closer to this line.   
 
Claiming “good neighbor” concern about rural homes being too close to our shared property line, their appeal demands 
that our home shifts 25’ to the west.  Our home currently lies 35’ off the western property line (a property line they do not 
share and perhaps thus are not overly concerned by). Within this is a 10’ equestrian easement that must be open for public 
access.  Their demand would place our home directly up against the equestrian easement and 10’ more than the code‐
required rear setback.   The neighbors’ impossible demands entirely undercut their supposed concern for respecting rural 
neighborhood patterns and reveals their appeal for what it is—a desire to protect their personal view.   
 
In addition, the original location of our home has been unanimously supported and approved by the Diamond A 
Architectural Review Committee (ARC), the Planning Department via their approval of our Administrative Design Review 
(ADR) permit and staff report to the Design Review Committee (DRC), as well as every department reviewing our Building 
Permit application, which includes the Fire Marshall. One of the three members of the DRC also expressed an intention to 
deny the appeal, citing no grounds to approve it.  
 
The project was exempt from DRC review and the ADR was approved at the staff level.  The appeal triggered the input of 
the DRC Committee, which appeared to be unprepared to discuss the objective merits of the appeal claims but rather 
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entertained a new set of subjective design criteria to shift and spin our home in an effort to seek some compromise to the 
appeal’s uncompromising, unjustified, and impossible demand to shift our home 25’ to the west.    
 
We are now required to move the location of our home at great financial and time expense to gain the support of one 
additional member of the DRC’s 3‐members.  
 

 In the public hearing, the DRC mused about a shift 10’ south of our home and the potential impact based on their 
“feeling” that the home sat too close to the property line, despite its position 6‐times the required setback by 
zoning.  

 

 When the project proponent requested a criterion for this specific distance, the directive was increased to 10’–20’.   
 

 Similarly, the DRC requested that we study shifting the home to the East away from the property boundary line in 
the opposite direction than the appellant demanded. 
 

 Further discussion of the potential “benefits” of spinning our home either clockwise or counterclockwise were 
then brought into play.  
 

 Rather than provide a clear basis for the logic or positive need for these adjustments, the project sponsor was 
asked to defensively “prove” why each these adjustments were not possible.  We fundamentally do not believe 
that it is the intent, or authority of, governmental design review committees to require project sponsors to prove 
the infeasibility of all design roads not taken.   
 

 We believe these bodies are entrusted to articulate in what ways a project design does not meet clearly articulated 
and codified design standards for communities.  Without this, project sponsors are subjected to whims and 
aesthetic preferences of both disgruntled neighbors and committee members with no assurance that following all 
rules and guidelines will yield approval.  

 

 After the hearing, the appellant conveyed to us and the DRC chair their revised and emboldened proposal for the 

shifting of our home.  While prior to the hearing they demanded a shift 25’ to the west towards our rear property 

line, they now demanded a shift approximately 35’ west. This would place the footprint of the house right up 

against the required setback in the direct opposition to the DRC directive to us, and once again makes fully 

apparent their sole concern for their view. 

 

Revised Proposal (see site plan diagram): 
In an effort to gain the DRC’s support and move forward, we propose using the concept of a recommended 30’ defensible 
space setback as the starting point: 
 

 This is a tangible criterion whose value we can all understand and which we believe creates a solid 
professional, objective, and logical foundation for the Committee’s approval.  It is shown by the thick dashed 
line. 

 

 We have set this defensible space boundary so that its North and West edges touch the property line. 
 

 The resultant shifts the building 17’ to the South, 7’ beyond the original DRC directive and clearly within the 
revised directive to study moving south between 10’–20’. 

 

 The building moves to the East 3’ 8” as the result of the shift south, also directly responding to the 
Committee’s request to move the building further from the property line. 
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 Note that this does now place the South end of the Defensible Space within the existing Oak canopy to the 
south; we are open to a less dramatic shift south if the DRC wants to avoid this conflict. 

 

 We have studied the rotation of the building clockwise.  It is not viable.  If the building rotates clockwise, then 
it becomes closer to the west property line against the Committee’s wishes. 

 

 We have studied the rotation of the building counterclockwise.  It is not viable. Even a small rotation 
counterclockwise has an exponential impact on the relation of the bedroom wing to natural grade, placing it 
awkwardly high in the air just at the point that the topography is rapidly falling away. 

 
3. ARCHITECTURE: No comments 

 
4. PARKING / CIRCULATION: No comments 

 
5. LANDSCAPING: Modify the row‐design of screen trees shown along the rear and side property lines to reflect a 

more natural looking planting pattern. 
 

 The trees on our ADR site plan were intended as a graphic to communicate the potential for landscape 
screening where desired.  We have modified this landscape screening along the rear and side property lines to 
reflect a more natural planting pattern.  In addition, we increase planting density where privacy is of most 
concern, outside the perimeter of the proposed voluntary 30’ defensible space setback. 

 
6. COLORS / MATERIALS: No comments 

 
7. LIGHTING: As per ADR conditions of approval 

 
8. SIGNAGE: n/a 

 
9. OTHER: n/a 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Neal Schwartz FAIA 
Founder + Principal, S^A | Schwartz and Architecture 
21883 Hyde Road 
Sonoma, California 95476 
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ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEW-RESIDENTIAL

4042 PEPPERWOOD COURT
SONOMA, CA 95476
APN #: 064-010-013

NOVEMBER 09, 2020

KEY PLAN
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PROPOSED DRIVEWAY
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PROPOSED  PRIMARY 
RESIDENCE

EQUESTRIAN EASEMENT

PROPOSED SEPTIC: 
5-BEDROOM DRIP 
SYSTEM (SEP 20-0347)

EXISITING SCREENING
WOODED AREA BLW TO 
REMAIN

.O. BUILDING ENVELOPE,
SEE SITE PLAN FOR 

DESCRIPTION

PROPERTY LINE

ADJACENT NEIGHBOR

STORAGE SHED @ 
ADJACENT  PROPERTY

STABLE @ 
ADJACENT  PROPERTY
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SEPTIC SETBACK
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4042 PEPPERWOOD COURT: REVISED SITE PLAN PROPOSAL PER DRC REVIEW AND COMMENTS 



ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEW-RESIDENTIAL

4042 PEPPERWOOD COURT
SONOMA, CA 95476
APN #: 064-010-013

NOVEMBER 09, 2020

MATERIALS AND COLOR SAMPLES: PRIMARY RESIDENCE

WALL 01: CONCRETE FOUNDATION
> Board-formed

WALL 02: WOOD SIDING
> Vertical orientation, natural weathered 
finish

WALL 03: METAL SIDING, FASCIA, TRIM
> Painted color Benjamin Moore “anchor 
gray” LRV 11.85 

FLOOR 01: WOOD DECKING
>Natural weathered finish

FRAME 01: WINDOW/ DOOR FRAMES
> Aluminum, earth-tone finish to match 
adjacent wood siding.

ROOF 01: METAL ROOFING
>Standing seam metal roofing color “slate 
grey” LRV 12. See spec sheet. 



















SHEET

1 OF 1

SURVEY NOTES:REFERENCE DOCUMENTS:

BASIS OF BEARINGS:

lands of
RAZMARA ET UX

4042 Pepperwood Court
Sonoma, CA

APN: 064-010-013

TOPOGRAPHIC MAP

15 WEST MacARTHUR STREET
SONOMA, CA  95476
TEL:  707-996-8449

LEGEND:
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ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEW-RESIDENTIAL

4042 PEPPERWOOD COURT
SONOMA, CA 95476
APN #: 064-010-013

NOVEMBER 09, 2020

LOCATION/ VICINITY MAP

PROJECT LOCATION

LATITUDE= 38.301318N, LONGITUDE= -122.545277W



 

 

Appeal to Sonoma County Design Review Committee  
4042 Pepperwood CT., Sonoma 

(Revised 3-20-2021) 

This is our appeal to the Sonoma County Design Review Committee regarding a tentative 
approval of a proposed house to be built at 4042 Pepperwood Ct., Sonoma (ADR20-0069 
APN). 

Background 
First, we have tried to convey to the Diamond A Architectural Review Committee (ARC) in 
August 4, 2020 (see attached letter to Tom Jones) in detail what seemed to be proposed at 
that time and what our concerns were and what we were prepared to accept as a 
compromise. A day or two later, some of the stakes were removed (which were near our 
deck) so we had assumed the there would be a redesign. I informed Tom Jones 
(coordinator of the ARC) of this and left it at that. We are very willing to accept this change 
and neighbors, but it needs to be done with some sensitivity. We are aware that the 
expectation is that we will be seeing a house on the lot below us. We are not naïve. 

It was not until late February 11, 2021 that a neighbor shared with me some information 
on the Permit Sonoma website about the septic system on 4042 Pepperwood CT., that 
seemed like things were progressing with the design and that it appeared not to take our 
concerns into account. After contacting the planner, Joshua Miranda, which took some time 
to determine that he is the planner, that I came to realize that the ARC had approved the 
plans in early November 2020 (the site plan follows on the third page) which we found 
astounding. We were never contacted by the ARC regarding their approval. The ARC never 
used Story Polls to determine impacts upon nearby properties and ours, so we had no idea 
that a review had even occurred. (As an aside, we are contesting the ARC’s approval 
separately and asking for justification of their approval and what factors they had 
considered and so on. We believe that the ARC’s review is a failure of due diligence.) There 
is language in our CC&Rs (called Declaration of Restrictions) that alludes to development 
being done in “harmony” with surrounding development (which is a real stretch to come to 
a conclusion that this is in harmony). 

How County Code 26-82-050 Applies to Our Issue 
A portion of this codes states the following: 
The committee, or other applicable decision-making body as the case may be, shall 
endeavor to provide that the architectural and general appearance of buildings or 
structures and grounds are in keeping with the character of the neighborhood and are not 
detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the county and do not impair 
the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood. Highlighted in yellow is 
what seems most pertinent to the case. I am sure that all of you being either architectural, 
landscape architectural designers or planners understand the intent of this and can 
understand why I, also a landscape architect, feel that this proposal is grossly not 
consistent with these guidelines.  

Consistency with the Norms in Diamond A 



 

 

If one looks around the Diamond A subdivision it is obvious that almost in every case, an 
effort was made to adequately separate the homes from each other. This is the prevailing 
norm here. Most of the lots are in the 2-acre range which almost always permits enough 
“wiggle room” to avoid such excessive intrusions as are proposed. It is our understanding 
that the owners are giving obtaining views as one of their greatest priorities, given the 
topography of their approximately 2.5-acre site, is driving them close to our house.  

It is important to note that the owners also bought a lot down-slope from theirs which 
should enable them to top some of the trees on that lot and their building lot to open up 
views. So, there are other ways to gain views in this case.  

We would have appreciated having been involved with the ARC review as we could have 
suggested some alternatives to this intrusive design. We have shown this to several of our 
neighbors who have been aghast at what is proposed.  

This might be an appropriate solution in a higher density development, but not in ours. 
After all, the zoning is Rural Residential. The expectation of most people who live here is 
that there will not be crowding. That is one of the reasons we live on approximately 2 acre 
lots. We all want seclusion, serenity and a feeling of being somewhat one with nature. The 
proposed design is what one would expect in much higher density developments (perhaps 
6,000 square foot lots, not 80,000 square foot lots).  

What We Want 
As we proposed to Tom Jones in an email sent to him on August 4, 2020, although we still 
feel that better alternative could be developed, we would be accepting of moving the 
building approximately a minimum of 25 feet to the south so that it would be beginning 
more or less in line with the edge of our fence that connects to the deck. The building would 
still be quite visible to us, but not “in our face” visible as it presently is proposed. It also 
would be better if the building could be further from our property line than proposed 
although it meets all the minimum setbacks. We propose a minimum of 30 feet in this 
dimension. It is our position that this would make a significant improvement to us with a 
minimal hardship to the owners.  

Sincerely, 

Joe & Elaine Lieber 
4080 Pepperwood CT. 
Sonoma, CA 95476 
Ph: 707 938 2707 
Email: burro49@sbcglobal.net 

Last revised: March 20, 2021 
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ATTENTION > Joshua Miranda | Design Review Committee 
     County of Sonoma Planning Division | 2550 Ventura Avenue | Santa Rosa, CA 
REGARDING > ADR20-0069 Appeal Response 
PROJECT > 4042 Pepperwood Court | Sonoma, CA 95476 | APN: 064 010 013 
DATE  > 2021 04 14 
 
 
To the Design Review Committee: 
 
As the architects for the above referenced project, we appreciate this opportunity to offer additional context for 
the review of the neighbor appeal of our client’s proposed new home.   

Referring to the items articulated in the formal appeal letter filed by Joe and Elaine Lieber of 4080 Pepperwood 
Court (the adjacent uphill property to the northwest), we offer the following information for consideration. 

 

APPEAL COMPLAINTS & RESPONSES 

1. Complaint about the review process of the Diamond A Architectural Review Committee: 

The appellants have clearly articulated their opinion that they wish the policies, processes, and criteria of 
design review for the Diamond A Architectural Review Committee and Sonoma County were different.   

Regardless of the merits of this opinion, those considering purchasing property within the neighborhood 
association’s jurisdiction rely on the existing written policies and procedures regarding design to guide their 
decision about whether to join the community.  In this case, my clients purchased this parcel after thorough 
review of all applicable design guidelines and procedures, and with confidence that their desired 
development and use of their property would meet all standards of community and County review, which 
it has.   

As extensively documented by Tom Jones, Coordinator of the Diamond A Architectural Review Committee 
(ARC), both the design process and design has met or exceeded every standard of review by the 
neighborhood association and has the unanimous support of the ARC. The Chair notes: 

“November 6, 2020: Schwartz and Company [sic] sent the ARC the packet of documents that was the basis 
for the application summarized in ADR20-0069. The three members of the ARC reviewed the documents and 
an ARC supporting letter was constructed. Our support was based on the following: 
a. The architects had effectively interacted with the ARC. 
b. There were no violations of the CCRs for unit 3 of the Diamond A Ranch Estates 
c. The architects had carefully documented and protected the Diamond A Equestrian Easements that 
bordered two sides of 4042 Pepperwood Ct. 
d. The architects had clearly understood and complied with the “site planning standards” of 26-90-120 and 
had included appropriate plans for “mitigating landscape” to be established in order to shield the dwelling 
from view from public access roads. 
e. The architects had clearly understood and complied with the “architectural standards” documented in 
26-90-120 and had documented the use of appropriate exterior materials. 
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f. The new owners had demonstrated a willingness to cordially engage with the owners of 4080 
Pepperwood Ct. 
g. The owners of 4456 [sic] Pepperwood Ct had abandoned their intent to build a “two story house with 
high ceiling”. 
h. The owners, in consultation with their architects, had moved the location of the proposed dwelling to 
reduce the visual impact on the home at 4480 [sic] Pepperwood Ct. 
i. The owners of 4080 Pepperwood Ct had met with the architects and had aired their concerns. 
j. The communications from the owners of 4080 Pepperwood Ct. to the ARC had concluded with professed 
resolution of all issues”. 
 
2. Complaint that our home is not “in harmony with” surrounding development per Diamond A 

guidelines and is inconsistent with County Code 26-82-050: 

The appellants contend that the proposed project is both ‘not in harmony with’ the surrounding 
development per the neighborhood association’s CC&R and is inconsistent with County Code 26-82-050.  
They quote:   

The committee, or other applicable decision-making body as the case may be, shall endeavor to provide 
that the architectural and general appearance of buildings or structures and grounds are in keeping with 
the character of the neighborhood and are not detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development 
of the county and do not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood.  

The neighborhood association’s unanimous support as well as the Planning Department’s approval of the 
ADR has already confirmed that the project is “in keeping with the character of the neighborhood and is not 
detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the county”. 
 
But the additional code requirement that the project “not impair the desirability of investment or occupation 
in the neighborhood” is also particularly relevant here.  In fact, the approval of this appeal and its demands 
would be detrimental to the desirability of investment in the neighborhood —NOT the approval of our 
home design.   
 
New demands on the design and location of our extensively reviewed and code-compliant home would send 
a strong message to others considering investing in this neighborhood and Sonoma County as a whole.  If 
the Design Review Committee were to now force alterations based solely on the appellant’s personal 
preferences, it would set a precedent that would make investment in this neighborhood less desirable and 
would fly in the face of the very code section the neighbors use to justify their appeal.   
 
This would represent a failure of both the Diamond A and Sonoma County design review procedures and 
be a cautionary precedent for all seeking to invest resources in this community. 
 
3. Complaint that adjacent neighbors should dictate the siting of new homes. 

> The neighbor’s appeal claims that it is the “prevailing norm” in Diamond A that efforts are made 
to “adequately” separate homes from one another to provide “wiggle room” — an especially 
specious argument given the neighbor’s own home is built closer to their property line than 
our proposed project (Exhibit A).  
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> That we had many other options available to us for the siting of our home, 
> That our home is too close to theirs, and 
> That our home insensitively blocks their view into and across our property. 

The following discussion dismantles each of these fallacious complaints and reveals the appellant’s true 
motivation is only their personal view into and across our property, a right they claim but in fact do not possess.  

1. Site Constraints (See Exhibit A) 
While the Appeal continually argues that our site offers multiple opportunities for more sensitive 
development, this is false.  
 
The property is 2.51 acres.  Of this, the existing Oak groves, areas for septic, access, equestrian 
easements, zoning setbacks, and existing seasonal drainage courses, account for 1.65 acres, leaving a 
total of +/-0.86 acres for sensitive and ecologically sound development.  Removing the area that the 
appellant claims a view right across would leave us with 0.41-acre (16.3% of our property) development 
area and de facto, force us to place our home exactly where it is.  
 
LOT AREA: 2.51 acres 
AREA OF VIABLE CONSTRUCTION: 0.86 acres. 
ADDITIONAL AREA APPEAL DEMANDS TO BE KEPT CLEAR FOR THEIR VIEWS: 0.45 acres. 
REMAINING AREA FOR HOME DEVELOPMENT: 0.41 acres = 16.3% of our site. 
 
As demonstrated in Exhibits A & B there are in fact only two viable locations for our home; where we 
have located it, and in the middle of our open meadow.  Yet the meadow siting would surely have also 
provoked its own specious appeal from our uphill neighbor as it lies even more so in the direct area of 
view into and across our property that the neighbor seeks to control.  
 
Given all the competing demands on a complex site, we are confident that our home prioritizes and 
negotiates them with great sensitivity to the environment, the neighbors, neighborhood, and greater 
community. 

 

 

2. Proximity to Property Line (See Exhibit B) 
The appellants claim that our home is place insensitively close to theirs.  They feel that a ‘harmonious’ 
design would call for a 30’ setback in a place where we propose 28’ and the code calls for only 5’.    

Yet, the appellant’s own deck structure, which is their area of evident concern, lies only 17’-9 to the joint 
property line at this point.  In addition, the neighbor’s deck level is located approximately 9’-0” above 
the finished floor level of our home.  The height of our home relative to their deck  is just +/- 8’-4” above 
this.  
 
The top of our one-story, entirely code-compliant and sensitively designed home lies only +/- 8’-4” 
above the floor level of our uphill neighbor’s home, yet the appellants suddenly claim their right for 
appeal. 
 
But given the appellant’s stated concerns about proximity, why have the neighbors waited so long and 
rebuffed any productive discussions or suggestions for collaboration about fencing and landscape 
buffers to separate the two homes further visually?  There is one and only one reason. It is because any 
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collaboration on a visual buffer between our homes would only exacerbate the applicant’s true goal 
here —to protect their current view.   
 
Here lies the central crux of the neighbor’s last-minute appeal:  Our uphill neighbor’s concern is neither 
the view of the back of our home or the proximity to it; it is solely driven by their claim to a right to 
view into and across our property, a right they do not possess.   
 
This brings us the appellant’s desire for a relocation of our home to align with the far edge of their 
current deck (See Exhibit C). 
 

3. Home Relocation 
(Note: we assume the appellant’s request that we move our home 25’ further ‘south’ they mean 
southwest toward the upper Kenleigh Drive). 
 
Our home is located 36’ -3” from the western uphill property line.  Along our western uphill property 
line there is a code required 20’-0” setback.   Within this setback is also a 10’-0” equestrian easement, 
which must allow free access for equestrians to pass at will.  Our home leaves an additional 16’– 3” 
between the closest edge e and the required setback —a small landscape buffer for security and privacy 
from passersby looking directly into our home.  The appellant’s call to shift our home 25’ further in this 
direction is not only impossible to achieve and exhibits no design or environmental benefits to the 
community or County, but also is nothing but presumptuous and bullying.  Unless we are to understand 
that the appellants wish now to dictate not just the location of our home but rather seek to force an 
alteration to its inherent design, configuration, and functioning?   
 
There is simply no legal, design, or environmental justification for this.  
 
 

PROPOSED VOLUNTARY MITIGATION 
 

> We propose to relocate our required firetruck turnaround away from the uphill property (See 
Exhibit A).  In working with our landscape architect, we realize that this places this fire safety 
element further away from our uphill neighbor, further protects the existing mature Oak tree at the 
property line and requires less grading in the area. 

> We propose to relocate our planned vegetable beds (and thus the activity around them) to the area 
west of our home along the property line with dense landscape screening, to the extent viable given 
fire safety standards. 

> Associated with the vegetable bed removal and because of this appeal process, we have decided to 
remove the one door from that side of our home facing the neighbors, so there will now be no 
access along that façade.  

> Thus far the neighbors have not been interested in collaborating with us on the design of the 
fencing and landscape between the two properties; pending a successful resolution of this appeal, 
we would continue to reach out to them in a neighborly spirit. 
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CONCLUSION 

The appellants seek to disguise their sole real concern —their view from their small uphill deck into and across 
our property— with spurious complaints about process, design sensitivity, harmony, and proximity. 
 
The sole basis of this appeal is the determination of a single neighbor that a new home on an adjacent property 
would impede their view in one direction from one small spot on their property (See Exhibit C).  The appellants 
have many options here; they could collaborate with us on screening, they could extend their deck a few feet or 
choose to simply turn their heads slightly towards the large wide-open view in and across our property still 
available to them.  Yet they have chosen this route and so we must respond. 
 
This appeal has one motivation and one alone: the preservation of personal views.  The supposed simple 
‘shifts’ they are requesting in fact would necessitate a wholesale redesign of our home, its building site, 
orientation, form and shape, relationship to the landscape and internal functions –in fact, all the elements 
that make this OUR home and not theirs.  
 
We urge the Design Review Committee to see this Appeal for what it is.  It is the result of a long-time resident of 
Diamond A, who has enjoyed all the benefits of the community, frustrated that new members of the community 
are attempting to enjoy the very same.  We understand and have empathy for this frustration, yet a neighbor’s 
frustration that our home is not designed per their specifications does not make the proposed project poorly 
considered, insensitively designed or unworthy of approval. 
 
As evidenced by the Diamond A Neighborhood Association and Planning Department ADR approval, we have 
worked diligently with all design review bodies and within all codes and criteria to design a site sensitive new 
one-story home harmonious with its environment.  We have met or exceeded all standards of design and code 
review and have followed all processes to a tee.   
 
We look forward to working with you to answer any additional questions you might have. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Neal J.Z. Schwartz, FAIA 
Founder + Principal 
S^A | Schwartz and Architecture  
info@schwartzandarchitecture.com 
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March 11, 2021 

Neal Schwartz 
860 Rhode Island Street 
San Francisco, CA 94107 
 
RE: File No.: ADR20-0069 
     Address: 4042 Pepperwood Court Sonoma, CA 95476 
      APN: 064-010-013 
 

The Project Review Section of the Sonoma County Permit and Resource Management 
Department (Permit Sonoma) has reviewed and hereby approves your Administrative Design 
Review permit for a new single-story 3,455 square foot 4 bedroom residence, with an attached 
888 square foot garage, including a new paved driveway on a 2.51 acre vacant parcel within a 
Scenic Landscape Unit. 

The subject parcel is zoned RR (Rural Residential) B7, LG/MTN (Local Guidelines - 
Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountains) SR (Scenic Resources- Scenic Landscape Unit) X 
(Vacation Rental Exclusion Combining District)). 

The SR designation has been placed on the property because the property is designated as a 
Scenic Landscape Unit. The Scenic Landscape Unit requirements indicate that: 

(1) Structures shall be sited below exposed ridgelines; 
 
(2) Structures shall use natural landforms and existing vegetation to screen them from view from 

public roads. On exposed sites, screening with native, fire resistant plants may be required; 
 
(3) Cuts and fills are discouraged, and where practical, driveways are screened from public 

view; 
 
(4) Utilities are placed underground where economically practical; 
 

 
The purpose of the Taylor /Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountain Development Guidelines are 
to....”reduce the visual impact of residential and related development within the area subject to 
the Taylor Mountain/ Sonoma Mountain Development Guidelines as seen from the designated 
Scenic Corridor roadways.  These guidelines shall apply to single family dwelling units, 
appurtenant structures and related roadways, grading sites and utilities, except as otherwise 
exempt, that are or would be visible from any of the designated Scenic Corridor roadways.”  
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Note that these guidelines require that the Conditions of Approval be recorded on the deed as a 
declaration of restriction. 

 

Based on our review, it has been determined that the project complies with zoning regulations 
and design guidelines, and is compatible with the scenic character of the area based on the 
following findings: 

 

1. The project is consistent with the Scenic Resource Zoning requirements in that: 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

a. The proposed access and building location minimize tree removal, cut and fill, and 
respond to site constraints and important natural features. The project site contain 73 
existing mature trees that will be retained with only four being removed for septic 
installation. 

b. Structures are not sited on an exposed ridgeline and the proposed building massing 
and scale blend in with natural features and character of the site. 

c. The structure will be substantially screened from view from public roads by existing 
mature trees and topography and by new native clustered tree plantings required as 
a condition of approval. 

d. The building materials and colors of the structure will be earth tone and non-
reflective, with a Slate Grey Standing Seam Metal Roof, Concrete Foundation in 
Natural Grey Color, Natural Weathered Wood Siding for the Body of the House, 
Siding Fascia and Trim Metal in an Anchor Grey color, Decking in Wood with a 
Natural Wood Finish, Window and Door Frames Aluminum painted in a Earth Tone 
Color to match the adjacent wood siding. 

e. Utilities will be placed underground. 

2. The project is consistent with the LG/MTN (Local Guidelines – Taylor/ Sonoma/ 
Mayacamas Mountains) in that the proposed design is compatible with the purpose of 
the Taylor /Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountain Development Guidelines as the new single 
family dwelling proposes to use the natural topography of the site and to install trees to 
shield the site from public views.   

3. The project is categorically exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental 
Quality Act pursuant to Section 15303 (New Construction or Conversion of Small 
Structures).    
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Please be advised that your application is approved based on the application materials 
and project description dated (November 9, 2020) and as modified by following 
Conditions of Approval.  There shall be no further modification of the approved design 
without prior written authorization by the Director of Permit Sonoma and/or other 
authorized staff. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

BUILDING: 

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

 

PLANNING: 

2. The applicant shall pay all applicable development fees prior to issuance of building 
permits. 

 

 

3. This project shall be constructed and maintained in conformance with the project 
description and plans as modified by these Conditions of Approval.  A violation of any 
applicable statute, ordinance, rule or regulation shall be a violation of the Permit, 
subject to penalty. 

4. The approved materials and colors, for the body, trim and roof(s) and exterior lighting 
and landscaping are as follows: 

 

  Roof Material & Color: Standing Seam Metal Roof, Slate Grey Color. 

  Foundation: Concrete, in natural grey concrete color. 

  Body Material & Color: Wood Siding, in a natural weathered finish.   

  Siding, Fascia, Trim: Metal, painted in an Anchor Grey color 

  Decking: Wood, in a natural finish.  

  Window & Door Frames: Aluminum, in an earth tone finish to match the 
adjacent wood siding.   
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  Exterior Lighting: Downward facing, full cutoff, and fully shielded fixtures not 
exceeding more than 1000 lumens each or 3000k color temperature. 

 

 

 

 

 

5. The building plans shall include material and color specifications consistent with this 
design review approval. 

6. Building plans shall include the landscape and irrigation plans as approved with this 
design review approval. Please note that landscaping is subject to compliance with the 
Sonoma County Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance (WELO).  
http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/handouts/pjr-091.pdf 

http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/handouts/pjr-092.pdf 

7. Landscaping shall be designed to fit in with the character of the area by clustering and 
planting native trees and other vegetation in order to substantially screen structures 
from view of public roads, specifically Kenleigh Drive. The applicant is required to 
obtain PRMD approval of final landscaping and irrigation plans prior to building permit 
issuance. 

8. Landscaping and irrigation shall be maintained at all times.  Any dead and or dying 
plants shall be replaced immediately. The existing Oak Trees (Coast Live oak, Valley 
Oak, and California Black Oak) on site as shown on the Site Plan shall be retained to 
screen the buildings from view of public roads. 

9. All grading and development on site shall be done in compliance with the County Tree 
Protection Ordinance, including protection of trees during construction with a 
construction fence at the dripline, and replacement of damaged or removed trees.  The 
project’s grading and landscape plans shall detail all tree removal, replacement, and 
protection measures consistent with County Ordinance. 

10. All grading and building permits plans involving ground disturbing activities shall 
include the following notes:  
 

“If 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 (Permit Sonoma – Project Review staff of the find. The 
operator shall 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 Permit Sonoma. 
Paleontological resources include fossils of animals, plants or other organisms. 
Prehistoric resources include humanly modified stone, shell, or bones, hearths, 
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firepits, obsidian and chert flaked-stone tools (e.g., projectile points, knives, 
choppers), midden (culturally darkened 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 human use greater than fifty (50) years of age including, 
backfilled privies, wells, and refuse pits; concrete, stone, or wood structural elements 
or foundations; and concentrations of metal, glass, and ceramic refuse. 

If human remains are encountered, work in the immediate vicinity shall be halted and 
the operator shall notify Permit Sonoma 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. If the human 
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.” 

 
11. Low-flow showerheads and faucet aerators shall be installed in all project dwelling 

units (Low water use toilets are currently required by State Law). 
 

 

 

12. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall provide proof via photographs to 
Planning staff that all trees designated for retention have been protected with a 
substantial barrier (steel posts and barbed wire or chain link fencing at the protected 
perimeter).  The delineation markers shall remain in place for the duration of all work. 

13. All permanent fencing shall be wildlife friendly, used sparingly and applied in a manner 
that is absolutely necessary for the protection of vegetation and property.  Fencing 
shall be installed so that wildlife linkages in the area are maintained. 

14. All exterior lighting shall be “Dark Sky Compliant” and fully shielded in order to avoid 
nighttime light pollution.  Reference can be made to the International Dark Sky 
Association website for guidance on exterior lighting: www.darksky.org.  All exterior 
lighting shall be downward facing, and located at the lowest possible point to the 
ground to prevent spill over onto adjacent properties, glare, nighttime light pollution 
and unnecessary glow in the rural night sky.  Security lighting shall be put on motion 
sensors.  Flood lights and uplights are not permitted.  Luminaires shall have an 
maximum output of 1000 lumens per fixture. Total illuminance beyond the property line 
created by simultaneous operation of all exterior lighting shall not exceed 1.0 lux. 

 

15. Development on this parcel is subject to the Sonoma County Fire Safe Standards and 
shall be reviewed and approved by the County Fire Marshal/Local Fire Protection 
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District.  Said plan shall include, but not be limited to:  emergency vehicle access and 
turn-around at the building sites), addressing, water storage for fire fighting and fire 
break maintenance around all structures.  Prior to occupancy, written approval that the 
required improvements have been installed shall be provided to Permit Sonoma from 
the County Fire Marshal/Local Fire Protection District. 

16. Prior to building permit final a planning site inspection is required. Accordingly,
applicant shall notify the Project Planner when construction is complete and
landscaping and irrigation have been installed. The purpose of the planning site
inspection is to ensure that site development has been accomplished in accordance
with approved plans and conditions of approval. Alternately, the applicant may provide
exterior photos to demonstrate compliance at the discretion of the Project Planner.

17. You have 24 (twenty four) months from the date of approval of this letter to
substantially initiate your project.  If you do not substantially initiate your project within
this time frame, you can apply for a one time, 1-year extension of time.  Fees apply for
the 1-year extension of time.

This decision may be appealed in writing, along with an appeal fee, within 10 (ten) calendar 
days of the date of this letter. 

Please bring this letter and a Recorder’s Office conformed copy of the enclosed Notice of 
Design Review Restrictions containing the project Conditions of Approval when applying for 
building, grading, and septic permits.  If you have any questions regarding this approval, please 
contact me at Joshua Miranda@sonoma-county.org or at (707) 565-1948.  

Sincerely, 

Joshua Miranda 

Project Planner 

Enclosure:  Notice of Design Review Restrictions (for Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountains) 

c: File No. ADR20-0069 

Cecily Condon, Planning Manager 

Hannah Spencer, Planning Supervisor 
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(FOR SONOMA TAYLOR MAYACAMAS) 

 

COUNTY OF SONOMA 
PERMIT & RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT 
2550 VENTURA AVENUE 
SANTA ROSA, CA  95403 
 
 

 NOTICE OF DESIGN REVIEW RESTRICTIONS 

 (Sonoma County Code Section 2-320(a)(3)) 

 

APN: 064-010-013    

Property Address: 4042 Pepperwood Court, Sonoma CA 95476  

Name of Owner: Amir H. Razmara and Kristina C. Razmara, Trustees of the Razmara 
Family Trust  

 

 

The Project Review Division of the Permit and Resource Management Department of 
the County of Sonoma hereby declares that permit ADR20-0069, on file with the Permit 
and Resource Management Department, has been granted for the development of a 
single family residence on the above referenced property. The property owner 
understands and agrees to the following conditions: 

 

 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

BUILDING: 

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

2. The applicant shall pay all applicable development fees prior to issuance of building 
permits. 

 

 

 

 

3. This project shall be constructed and maintained in conformance with the project 
description and plans as modified by these Conditions of Approval.  A violation of any 
applicable statute, ordinance, rule or regulation shall be a violation of the Permit, 
subject to penalty. 

4. The approved materials and colors, for the body, trim and roof(s) and exterior lighting 
and landscaping are as follows: 

  Roof Material & Color: Standing Seam Metal Roof, Slate Grey Color. 

  Foundation: Concrete, in natural grey concrete color. 

  Body Material & Color: Wood Siding, in a natural weathered finish.   

  Siding, Fascia, Trim: Metal, painted in an Anchor Grey color 

  Decking: Wood, in a natural finish.  

  Window & Door Frames: Aluminum, in an earth tone finish to match the 
adjacent wood siding.   

  Exterior Lighting: Downward facing, full cutoff, and fully shielded fixtures not 
exceeding more than 1000 lumens each or 3000k color temperature. 

 

5. The building plans shall include material and color specifications consistent with this 
design review approval. 

6. Building plans shall include the landscape and irrigation plans as approved with this 
design review approval. Please note that landscaping is subject to compliance with the 
Sonoma County Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance (WELO).  
http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/handouts/pjr-091.pdf 

http://www.sonoma-county.org/prmd/docs/handouts/pjr-092.pdf 

7. Landscaping shall be designed to fit in with the character of the area by clustering and 
planting native trees and other vegetation in order to substantially screen structures 
from view of public roads, specifically Kenleigh Drive. The applicant is required to 
obtain PRMD approval of final landscaping and irrigation plans prior to building permit 
issuance. 

8. Landscaping and irrigation shall be maintained at all times.  Any dead and or dying 
plants shall be replaced immediately. The existing Oak Trees (Coast Live oak, Valley 
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Oak, and California Black Oak) on site as shown on the Site Plan shall be retained to 
screen the buildings from view of public roads. 

 

 

 

9. All grading and development on site shall be done in compliance with the County Tree 
Protection Ordinance, including protection of trees during construction with a 
construction fence at the dripline, and replacement of damaged or removed trees.  The 
project’s grading and landscape plans shall detail all tree removal, replacement, and 
protection measures consistent with County Ordinance. 

10. All grading and building permits plans involving ground disturbing activities shall 
include the following notes:  
 

“If 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 (Permit Sonoma – Project Review staff of the find. The 
operator shall 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 Permit Sonoma. 
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 darkened 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 human use greater than fifty (50) years of age including, 
backfilled privies, wells, and refuse pits; concrete, stone, or wood structural elements 
or foundations; and concentrations of metal, glass, and ceramic refuse. 

If human remains are encountered, work in the immediate vicinity shall be halted and 
the operator shall notify Permit Sonoma 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. If the human 
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.” 

 
11. Low-flow showerheads and faucet aerators shall be installed in all project dwelling 

units (Low water use toilets are currently required by State Law). 

12. Prior to building permit issuance, the applicant shall provide proof via photographs to 
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Planning staff that all trees designated for retention have been protected with a 
substantial barrier (steel posts and barbed wire or chain link fencing at the protected 
perimeter).  The delineation markers shall remain in place for the duration of all work. 

13. All permanent fencing shall be wildlife friendly, used sparingly and applied in a manner 
that is absolutely necessary for the protection of vegetation and property.  Fencing 
shall be installed so that wildlife linkages in the area are maintained. 

14. All exterior lighting shall be “Dark Sky Compliant” and fully shielded in order to avoid 
nighttime light pollution.  Reference can be made to the International Dark Sky 
Association website for guidance on exterior lighting: www.darksky.org

 

 

 

 

 

.  All exterior 
lighting shall be downward facing, and located at the lowest possible point to the 
ground to prevent spill over onto adjacent properties, glare, nighttime light pollution 
and unnecessary glow in the rural night sky.  Security lighting shall be put on motion 
sensors.  Flood lights and uplights are not permitted.  Luminaires shall have an 
maximum output of 1000 lumens per fixture. Total illuminance beyond the property line 
created by simultaneous operation of all exterior lighting shall not exceed 1.0 lux. 

 

15. Development on this parcel is subject to the Sonoma County Fire Safe Standards and 
shall be reviewed and approved by the County Fire Marshal/Local Fire Protection 
District.  Said plan shall include, but not be limited to:  emergency vehicle access and 
turn-around at the building sites), addressing, water storage for fire fighting and fire 
break maintenance around all structures.  Prior to occupancy, written approval that the 
required improvements have been installed shall be provided to Permit Sonoma from 
the County Fire Marshal/Local Fire Protection District. 

16. Prior to building permit final a planning site inspection is required. Accordingly, 
applicant shall notify the Project Planner when construction is complete and 
landscaping and irrigation have been installed. The purpose of the planning site 
inspection is to ensure that site development has been accomplished in accordance 
with approved plans and conditions of approval. Alternately, the applicant may provide 
exterior photos to demonstrate compliance at the discretion of the Project Planner. 

17. You have 24 (twenty four) months from the date of approval of this letter to 
substantially initiate your project.  If you do not substantially initiate your project within 
this time frame, you can apply for a one time, 1-year extension of time.  Fees apply for 
the 1-year extension of time. 

 

These restrictions apply to the owners and all successors-in-interest. Violation of the 
restrictions or conditions is a violation of Sonoma County Code Section 1-7(d). The 
failure of the property owner, tenant, and/or successors-in-interest, to develop and 
maintain the project in conformance with the conditions is a violation of the Sonoma 
County Zoning Ordinance, Section 26-92-150 and may also result in penalties under 
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Section 26-92-260. All costs incurred to enforce these restrictions shall be paid by the 
owner/successor/or assigns. 

 

 

Recordation of this document is expressly authorized by Section 2-320(a)(3) of the 
Sonoma County  

Code. 

 

Condition(s) Accepted by:  Date: 

Owner 
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     ) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )ss 

COUNTY OF SONOMA   ) 

     ) 

 

On _________________________ before me, ______________________________________, 
Notary Public, personally appeared,________________________________________ who 
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the 
same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the 
instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the 
instrument. 

 

 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

 

 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

 

 

 

Signature ____________________________________  (SEAL) 

A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the 
individual who signed the document to which this certificate is attached, and not the 
truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document. 



36
" 
OA
K

PEPPERWOOD COURT

1.

9.

7.

8.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.

ADMINISTRATIVE DESIGN REVIEW-RESIDENTIAL

4042 PEPPERWOOD COURT
SONOMA, CA 95476
APN #: 064-010-013

NOVEMBER 09, 2020

EXISTING SITE IMAGES



1. VIEW FROM PROPOSED DRIVEWAY LOOKING SOUTH WEST

2. VIEW FROM LOW POINT OF SITE LOOKING WEST
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Sonoma County Design Review Committee 
STAFF REPORT 

FILE:      ADR20-0069  
DATE: May 19, 2021 
TIME: At or after 1:30 
STAFF: Joshua Miranda, Project Planner 

  

SUMMARY 

Property Owner:  Amir Razmara 
Applicant:  Neal Schwartz 

Appellant  Joe Lieber 
Address:  4042 Pepperwood Court Sonoma, CA 95476 
Supervisorial District(s):  One 
APN:  064-010-013 

Description:  Appeal of Administrative Design Review application approval for a new 3,455 
square foot single family dwelling with an attached 888 square foot garage on 
a 2.51 acre vacant parcel. 

CEQA Review:  Categorical Exemption 15303 (a) New Construction of one single family 
residence 

General Plan Land Use:  RR 5 (Rural Residential 5 acre density) 
Specific/Area Plan Land Use:  None 
Ordinance Reference:  Sec. 26-8-030. – Allowed Land Uses in Residential Zones 
 Sec. 26-64-020. – Scenic Resources 

Sec. 26-90-120. - Local Area Development Guidelines for 
Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountains 
Sec. 26-82-050. – Design Review 
Sec. 26-88-010. – Tree Protection Ordinance 

Zoning:  RR (Rural Residential) B7 (Frozen Lot Size), LG/MTN (Local Guidelines - 
Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountains), SR (Scenic Resources- Scenic  
Landscape Unit), and X (Vacation Rental Exclusion). 

Application Approved: March 11, 2021 
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RECOMMENDATION 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

PROJECT SITE AND CONTEXT 

Background 

The Permit Resource and Management Department (Permit Sonoma) recommends the Design review 
Committee uphold staff’s approval of the Administrative Design Review application for a new single family 
dwelling at 4042 Pepperwood Court Sonoma, CA 95476. 

On March 22, 2021 Permit Sonoma received an appeal of an Administrative Design Review application approval 
for a new 3,455 square foot single family dwelling with an attached 888 square foot garage on a 2.51-acre 
vacant lot in Diamond A Ranch Estates subdivision. The reasons for appeal include consistency issues with 
Sonoma County Code Section 26-82-050. – Design Review Requirements and concerns regarding proximity 
between the new dwelling and the appellant’s existing home. The Diamond A Ranch Estates subdivision is 
located on Sonoma Mountain, several miles west of the City of Sonoma. The area consists of hillside residential 
development set amongst oak woodland and grassland habitat types with scenic vistas. Many of the subdivision 
lots are built out with single family dwellings. The Sonoma County General Plan designates the Sonoma 
Mountains a major Scenic Landscape Unit. Scenic Landscape Units provide scenic backdrops to communities and 
provide important visual relief from urban development. The Scenic Resource Zoning District and Local 
Guidelines Combining Zone require all new construction to be designed in a way that preserves rural character 
and reduces impacts to views from public roads. Staff finds the proposed single family dwelling meets County 
Zoning standards in that the design is low profile, earth tone, substantially screened from view from public 
roadways, and minimizes tree removal. Staff recommends the Design Review Committee deny the appeal and 
uphold staff’s approval of the Administrative Design Review application.  

The project site is located on a vacant lot within the Diamond A Ranch Estates Subdivision, recorded February 
17, 1965 in Book 102, Pages 34-37. The subdivision does not require a building envelope or additional 
development restrictions beyond what the base zoning and scenic resource combining districts allow. The lot 
has a moderate slope from the rear northwest corner of the property, where the single family dwelling is 
proposed, down southeast to Pepperwood Court. The front portion of the parcel is heavily wooded, but opens 
into a natural clearing where the single family dwelling is proposed. The parcel contains 73 existing trees; three 
of which would be removed to accommodate the new driveway.  

On November 9, 2020, the applicant submitted an Administrative Design Review (ADR) application for the new 
single family dwelling (Attachments 1 and 2). Staff conditionally approved the ADR application on March 11, 
2021 and required the applicant reduce visual impacts by: (1) using non-reflective and earth-toned exterior 
building materials and colors; (2) installing landscaping designed to fit in with the character of the area, by 
clustering and planting native trees and other vegetation in order to substantially screen the dwelling from 
public road view-sheds; and, (3) using downward casting and fully shielded exterior lights.  

Prior to submitting the Administrative Design Review application, the applicant obtained approval from the 
Diamond A Neighborhood Association Architectural Review Committee (ARC). The ARC reviews the project plans 
for compliance with community and county guidelines and restrictions, including visual impact. The ARC also 
states their review considers the intent of the by-laws of the Diamond A Neighborhood Association, their 
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Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions (CC&R’s), and Local Guidelines for Sonoma Mountain. The ARC approval 
letter was included in the Administrative Design Review application filed with Permit Sonoma, however staff’s 
findings are independent from the findings identified in the ARC approval and are not related to enforcing 
private CC&R’s. 

Appeal: 

On March 22, 2021, Joe Lieber, a neighbor, filed an appeal of the Administrative Design Review application 
approval within the appeal period (Attachment 7). The reasons for the appeal include consistency issues with 
staff’s findings for ADR application approval and County Code Section 26-82-050 - Design Review (b), which 
states:  

(b) The design review committee, composed of three (3) members appointed by the planning director, 
shall be responsible for and shall have the authority to approve drawings and plans within the 
meaning of this section. The committee, or other applicable decision-making body as the case 
may be, shall endeavor to provide that the architectural and general appearance of buildings or 
structures and grounds are in keeping with the character of the neighborhood and are not 
detrimental to the orderly and harmonious development of the county and do not impair the 
desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood. 

Other reasons for the appeal include consistency with the Diamond A Ranch Estates Subdivision CC&R’s, the 
Diamond A Architectural Review Committee approval of the project, and concerns of proximity to the 
appellant’s single family dwelling. The appeal stresses the proposed proximity to the existing single family 
dwelling is an intrusive design to the existing structure and that the proposed design correlates with higher 
density development rather than low density rural development.  

Permit Sonoma does not enforce private CC&R agreements therefore this report does not address the reasons 
for appeal concerning the Diamond A Ranch Estate Subdivision CC&R’s and Diamond A Architectural Review 
Committee approval.  

Area Context and Surrounding Land Uses 

The 2.51 acre vacant lot is located within the Diamond A Ranch Estates Subdivision, approximately 4.5 miles 
west from Highway 12 and the City of Sonoma. The area is located within a Scenic Landscape Unit. The 
surrounding properties share the same zoning: RR (Rural Residential) B7 (Frozen Lot Size), and combining zones 
for LG/MTN (Local Guidelines - Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountains), SR (Scenic Resource), and X (Vacation 
Rental Exclusion).  Many of the properties in this area have a gentle slope with some flat portions of land and 
are developed with single family dwellings and residential accessory structures. Of the eight parcels accessed by 
Pepperwood Court, six are developed with single family dwellings.   

Table 1. Surrounding Land Uses 

Direction Land Uses 

North Residential 

South Residential  

East Vacant Parcel 

West Residential 
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Significant Applications Nearby 

Access 

Wildfire Risk 

Water/Wastewater/Utilities 

Agricultural Conditions/Land Encumbrances/Contracts 

Other Environmental Conditions 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

None. 

Access to the parcel is provided by Pepperwood Court, a public road maintained by the County. A new driveway 
at the northeast corner of the parcel would be developed onsite and connect to Pepperwood Court.  

The project site is located in a State Responsibility Area, within a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone. New 
construction on the site must conform to County Fire Safe Standards and Wildland Urban Interface building 
requirements. Fire Safe Standards include requirements for emergency access, water supply and emergency 
vehicle access. Structures in Wildland Urban Interface zones are required to be built with exterior construction 
that will minimize the impact on life and property and help structures to resist the intrusion of flames and 
burning embers projected by a wildland fire and contributes to a reduction of losses.  

The parcel is currently undeveloped and located within a Groundwater Class 3 Area - Marginal Groundwater 
Basin and is served by The Diamond A Mutual Water Company. Permit Sonoma is currently reviewing an 
application for a new onsite waste water treatment (septic) system, under File No. SEP20-0347, which will serve 
the proposed four bedroom single family dwelling and a future one bedroom Accessory Dwelling Unit. Note, the 
future Accessory Dwelling Unit is not a part of the ADR application. 

The residential lot is encumbered by a 20-foot equestrian easement bordering the west and south property 
lines, as well as a 10-foot slope easement bordering eastern property line. The proposed single family dwelling 
would be constructed outside of the two easements encumbering the site. The lot is not under a Land 
Conservation Contract. 

The project site supports grassland habitat and a mixed evergreen forest of 73-recorded trees consisting of 
Coast Live Oak, Valley Oaks, California Bays, and California Black Oak as documented in the October 2020 
Arborist Report prepared by Arborscience, LLC (Attachment 5). Three protected trees would be removed from 
the site to accommodate the new driveway. Installation of the septic leach field would result in minor impacts to 
the root system of four protected trees. Overall, the project retains 70 protected trees; all of which are expected 
to remain healthy despite minor root loss and foliar damage from dust collection from construction. No 
wetlands or streams are located onsite.  

The applicant proposes to construct a new 3,455 square foot single family dwelling with an attached 888 square 
foot garage on a 2.51-acre undeveloped lot in Diamond A Ranch Estates Subdivision. The site is served by a 
County maintained road, Pepperwood Court, with plans to construct a new driveway, approximately 316 feet 
long. The building design incorporates a low slung, single story structure with 3,455 square feet of living space 
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on top of a 888 square foot garage, built into the gentle slope of the northwest portion of the property. The 
design is of modern architecture with building height ranging from 17 feet 6 inches to 29 feet 6 inches at its 
tallest due to the proposal of building into the natural slope of the parcel.  

Building materials and colors of the proposed structures are Slate Grey Standing Seam Metal Roof, Foundation 
will be concrete in the natural grey color, Natural Weathered Wood Siding for the body of the house, Siding 
Fascia Trim to be Metal in an Anchor Grey color, Decking to be wood with a natural wood finish, and Window 
and Door frames will be aluminum painted in green shades and earth tone colors (Attachment 3).  

The site offers natural screening from the existing mature oak and bay trees at the entrance to the parcel. The 
development will take advantage of the existing site conditions by utilizing the natural clearing located on the 
western side of the property. Project Conditions of Approval (Attachment 4) require additional landscaping of 
new native clustered trees to screen public views of the new dwelling from Kenleigh Drive, a public road. The 
development will minimize tree removal with only three of the 73 arborist-documented trees onsite being 
removed for the installation of the new driveway. Of the 70 trees retained onsite, four will experience minor 
impacts resulting from installation of the septic leach field. Project Conditions of Approval require construction 
activities implement tree protection methods consistent with the Tree Protection Ordinance. Utilities will be 
placed underground, as required by conditions of approval. Exterior lighting is required to be Dark Sky Compliant 
and fully shielded to avoid nighttime light pollution. All exterior lighting must be downward facing, located at 
the lowest possible point towards the ground to prevent spillover onto adjacent properties, glare, nighttime 
pollution, and unnecessary glow in the night sky. 

General Plan and Area Plans 

There are no Area or Specific Plans affecting the site. 

The Sonoma County General Plan designates the site as Rural Residential with a 5-acre density (one primary 
dwelling unit/5 acres of land). Permitted uses within this land use designation include single family residential 
development consistent with the assigned density. The Open Space and Resource Conservation Element of the 
General Plan (OSRC) designates the Sonoma Mountains as a major Scenic Landscape Unit. The site is located on 
the southern portion of Sonoma Mountain, an area the OSRC describes as highly valuable scenic lands that 
provide an important backdrop to the urban plains and Sonoma Valley.  

The following General Plan Policy OSRC-2d applies to new development within Scenic Landscape Units:   

Policy OSRC-2d: Unless there are existing design guidelines that have been adopted for the 
affected area, require that new structures within Scenic Landscape Units meet the following 
criteria: 

(1) Site and design structures to take maximum advantage of existing topography and 
 vegetation in order to substantially screen them from view from public roads. 

(2) Minimize cuts and fills on hills and ridges. 
(3) Minimize the removal of trees and other mature vegetation. Avoid removal of specimen 

trees, tree groupings, and windbreaks. 
(4) Where existing topography and vegetation would not screen structures from view from 

public roads, install landscaping consisting of native vegetation in natural groupings that 
fits with the character of the area in order to substantially screen structures from view. 
Screening with native, fire retardant plants may be required. 

(5) Design structures to use building materials and color schemes that blend with the 
natural landscape and vegetation. 
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(6) On hills and ridges, avoid structures that project above the silhouette of the hill or ridge 
against the sky as viewed from public roads and substantially screen driveways from 
view where practical. 

(7) To the extent feasible, cluster structures on each parcel within existing built areas and 
near existing natural features such as tree groupings. 

Zoning 

 

Other Development Regulations or Guidelines 

The project site has a Zoning Classification of RR (Rural Residential) B7 (Frozen Lot Size), with combining zones 
for LG/MTN (Local Guidelines - Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas Mountains), SR (Scenic Resources- Scenic Landscape 
Unit), and X (Vacation Rental Exclusion). The table below summarizes the development standards that apply to 
the site as outlined in the Sonoma County Zoning Ordinance, the existing conditions and proposed development, 
and whether the project is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Table 2. Rural Residential Zoning Density and Development Criteria 

Standard Ordinance Existing Condition Proposed Project 

Lot Area  1.5 acres 2.51 acres No Change 

Land Use Rural Residential 5 Vacant Parcel  One Single Family Dwelling  

Residential Density 1 unit /5 acres Vacant Parcel 1 unit 

Front Setback 20’ or 45’ from road 
centerline 

Vacant Parcel Over 276’ 

Side Setback 5’ Vacant Parcel 17’ 

Rear Setback 20’ Vacant Parcel Over 36’ 

Max Building Height 35’ Vacant Parcel 29’ 6“   

Lot Coverage % 35% 0% 11%  

Parking Spaces 1 Covered Space  Vacant Parcel 2 Covered Spaces  

Scenic Resources (SR) Combining District: 
The property is located in a designated Scenic Landscape Unit as outlined in the Open Space and Resource 
Conservation Element (OSRC) of the General Plan. Policy OSRC-2d of the Open Space Element requires 
adherence and consistency with established design guidelines for developing within Scenic Landscape Units. 
Article 64 of the Zoning Code implements these policies by stating:  
 

Sec 26-64-020 Community Separators and Scenic Landscape Units 
  (a) All structures, except certain telecommunications facilities as provided for in Section 26-64-040, located 

within community separators and scenic landscape units illustrated on Figures OS-5a through OS-5i, inclusive, 
of the general plan open space element and included within the SR district shall be subject to the following 
criteria: 

 
(1) Structures shall be sited below exposed ridgelines; 
(2) Structures shall use natural landforms and existing vegetation to screen them from view from public 
roads. On exposed sites, screening with native, fire resistant plants may be required; 
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(3) Cuts and fills are discouraged, and where practical, driveways are screened from public view; 
(4) Utilities are placed underground where economically practical; 
The above criteria shall not apply to agricultural accessory structures which do not require a use permit 
in the district with which this district is combined. 

 
In the event that compliance with these standards would make a parcel unbuildable, structures shall be sited 
where minimum visual impacts would result. 

 
Local Guidelines (LG) Combining District: 
The property is subject to the Local Area Development Guidelines for the Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas 
Mountains. The Local Guidelines implement General Plan Land Use Element policies and programs to protect 
and enhance the unique character of specific communities and areas, as designated by the Board, while allowing 
for land uses authorized in the General Plan Land Use Element. The following Taylor/Sonoma/Mayacamas 
Mountains development standards are intended to reduce the visual impacts of residential related development 
within the Scenic Landscape Unit of Sonoma Mountain as visible from public roads: 
 

Sec 26-90-120 Taylor/ Sonoma/ Mayacamas Mountains (MTN) 
(c) Standards. The following standards apply: 
(1) Site Planning Standards. 

a. Applicability. The provisions of this subsection apply to all proposed site development which, for the 
purposes of this Subsection includes each proposed dwelling, appurtenant structure, and any related utility 
line, access road, and driveway except on a site where a building envelope was previously established by 
way of a recorded subdivision map or recorded open space or conservation easement, in which case the 
structure shall be located within the established building envelope. 
b. Siting Criteria. All features of site development that are subject to these standards shall, to the extent 
feasible, be located to be substantially screened when viewed from public roads. The term "viewed" shall 
mean what is visible to a person of normal eyesight from public roads. 
c. Alternative Siting. The location of site development in compliance with this Section shall be feasible based 
on the factors of fire, safety, on-site sewage disposal, drainage, geologic, and other constraints. Where 
these constraints make it infeasible to substantially screen the structures and related site development, they 
shall be located in the least visible location on the parcel and shall be subject to the architectural and 
landscaping standards in specified in subsections e. and f., below. 
d. Use of existing vegetation and site features. 
1. Existing vegetation or existing topographic features shall be used, where feasible, to substantially screen 

site development as seen from public roads. 
2. Grading and removal of trees and other mature vegetation should be minimized. Avoid removal of 

specimen trees, tree groupings, and windbreaks. 
3. The applicant shall provide the Department with a site plan indicating if any vegetation is proposed, or 

topographic features proposed to be removed as well as vegetation to be retained and used to 
substantially screen the site development. 

4. Where existing topography and vegetation would not screen structures from view from public roads, 
landscaping shall be installed consisting of native vegetation in natural groupings that fit with the 
character of the area in order to substantially screen structures from view. 

e. Ridge-line Development. On hills and ridges, no portion of a single-family dwelling, appurtenant 
structure(s), or any portion of a structure shall appear against the sky when viewed from public roads. 
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f. Roads and Driveways. The grade and alignment of each new access road, including any driveway, related 
to the construction of any single-family dwelling and/or appurtenant structure(s) shall be located and 
designed to minimize the visibility of each road and road cut, as viewed from public roads. 
g. Grading. 
1. All exposed slopes and disturbed soil resulting from site development shall be graded so as to be gently 

sloping and blend with the natural topography. 
2. Regraded slopes and disturbed soils shall be revegetated with indigenous plants, or other plants with 

similar massing and coverage characteristics suitable to minimize soil erosion. 
(2) Architectural Standards. Each single-family dwelling and appurtenant structures, including fences, shall 
comply with the following standards, except as may be exempted in compliance with subsection (b)(5) 
(Exempt Structures), above. 

a. Rural Character. 
1. All new structures shall be designed to respect the rural character of the surrounding environment. 
2. The architectural form of the structure(s) and site development shall utilize appropriate form and 

massing to reduce the visual impact and blend with the environmental setting. 
b. Building Materials and Exterior Colors. 
1. The exterior colors of the structure shall be local earth tones blending with the natural environment of 

the site and have a low reflectivity value. 
2. An exterior color may be changed to another new color, provided that the new color is consistent with 

these standards. 
3. Building materials (e.g., bricks, natural wood, or stone) may be considered, provided the material used is 

an appropriate color and has a low reflectivity value. 
c. Windows. Window glazing shall be nonreflective. 
d. Lighting, Exterior. 
1. Exterior lighting shall be downward facing, fully shielded, and located at the lowest possible point to the 
ground to prevent glare and light pollution. 
2. Light fixtures shall not be located at the periphery of the property and shall not spill over onto adjacent 
properties or into the night sky. 
3. Luminaires shall have a maximum output of 1000 lumens per fixture. 
4. Total illuminance beyond the property line created by simultaneous operation of all exterior lighting 
shall not exceed 1.0 lux. 
5. All roadway, parking, and driveway lights shall be low profile utilizing full cut-off fixtures. 
6. Flood lights are not allowed. 
7. If security lighting is necessary, it shall be motion-sensor activated only. 

(3) Landscaping. Site development in compliance with this section shall require landscaping as follows, 
consistent with Section 7D-3 (Water Efficient Landscape Regulations), County Code Chapter 13 (Fire Safety 
Ordinance), and Emergency Services Department Vegetation Management Guidelines, except as provided by 
Subsection (c)(3)c., below. 

a. Size and Density of Plant Materials. Landscaping necessary to accomplish substantial screening shall be of 
sufficient size and density to screen the structure within ten (10) years following installation. 
b. Plant Species. Plant species used for any screening and revegetation required by these standards shall be 
indigenous, or of a similar character as determined by the review authority. Planting shall also comply with 
the fire safe standards. 
c. Waiver or Modification of Landscaping Requirements. Where the Director determines that because of soil, 
climatic conditions, or topographic conditions, the landscaping otherwise required by this Subsection would 
not be feasible, the Director may waive the landscaping requirements, provided that the dwelling and/or 
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appurtenant structure(s) is constructed in the least visible location on the building site. The Director shall 
not waive the landscaping requirements unless the Director has first determined that the applicant has: 
1. Explored all reasonable alternative measures to screen or otherwise reduce the visibility of the 

structures, and associated site development, to the same degree as the landscaping requirements that 
would be waived; and 

2. Proposed an alternative or demonstrated that landscaping is not necessary and/or feasible for the 
particular structure and/or site development at issue. 

 
Article 82. – Design Review: 
The Design Review requirements listed under Sec. 26-82-050 of the Zoning Code sets forth minimum 
development standards and approval requirements applicable to commercial projects, industrial projects, and 
planned developments and condominiums featuring four or more dwelling units (housing development 
projects).  
 
Tree Protection Ordinance: 
The Tree Protection Ordinance listed under Sec. 26-88-010(m) of the Zoning Code requires development 
permits to minimize the destruction of protected tree species that have a d.b.h. greater than nine inches. 
“Protected Tree” in the Zoning Code means Big Leaf Maple, Black Oak, Blue Oak, Coast Live Oak, Interior Live 
Oak, Madrone, Oracle Oak, Oregon Oak, Redwood, Valley Oak, California Bay and their hybrids. Construction 
activities are required to implement tree protection methods by adhering to the construction and project 
design standards provided in the ordinance. The ordinance does not prohibit tree removal. If trees are 
proposed for removal, they must be replaced at a ratio specified in the ordinance (“mitigation”) in the form of 
either preserving existing trees onsite, installing replacement trees, or paying in-lieu fees that are used to 
acquire and protect native trees on public lands. Applicants are required to use the Arboreal Value Charts 
provided in the Tree Protection Ordinance to determine arboreal values and applicable mitigation 
requirements.  

ANALYSIS 

General Plan Consistency 

The proposed design of the single family dwelling unit is consistent with the General Plan in that the project 
complies with the required 5-acre density for the site and retains the rural scenic character of the Scenic 
Landscape Unit. Specifically, the project meets the criteria laid out in General Plan Policy OSRC-2d because the 
site and design takes advantage of existing topography and vegetation to substantially screen the project from 
public views by building the single family dwelling into the existing topography and using the existing mature 
trees on the east side of the property to screen from public views. The project minimizes cuts and fills on hills 
and is not located on a ridgeline. The project minimizes removal of trees and other mature vegetation. Project 
Conditions of Approval require installation of new landscaping consisting of native clustered trees to 
substantially screen the structure from public views from Kenleigh Drive. The project has been designed to 
utilize building materials and color schemes that blend with the neighborhood and natural landscape.  

Zoning Code Consistency  

The design of the proposed single family dwelling is consistent with the RR (Rural Residential) Zoning District’s 
development criteria for maximum lot coverage, maximum building height, building setbacks, and covered 
parking spaces, as outlined in Table 2 above.  
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The project is also consistent with the SR (Scenic Resources) Combining District’s criteria for Scenic Landscape 
Units in that the proposed access and building location minimize tree removal, cut and fill, and respond to site 
constraints and important natural features. Structures are not sited on an exposed ridgeline and the proposed 
building massing and scale blend in with natural features and character of the site. The structure will be 
substantially screened from view from public roads by existing vegetation/topography and installation of new 
native clustered tree plantings. Utilities will be placed underground, unless otherwise screened by vegetation or 
topography. Additionally, the design of the single family dwelling is in keeping with the rural residential 
character of the neighborhood which consists of a mix single and two story homes of similar size and height as 
the proposed single family dwelling. The architecture of the proposed single family dwelling would mix into the 
existing character of the neighborhood which consists of modern and rural architectural styles.   
 
The project is consistent with the LG (Local Guidelines) Combining District for the Taylor/ Sonoma/ Mayacamas 
Mountains in that the development site is located in an area that is substantially screened from public road 
views by utilizing the existing mature trees on the eastern property side and the natural topography of the 
parcel. The project does not result in development of a ridgeline that would appear against the sky when viewed 
from public roads. The new driveway as a part of this project will be minimally visible from Pepperwood Court 
due to existing topography and mature oak trees. The grading for the single family dwelling and driveway blends 
in with the natural topography of the site. The architectural design and size of the new structure is designed to 
respect the rural character of the surrounding environment and uses appropriate massing to reduce visual 
impact and blend with the existing environment. The exterior colors of the structure are of local earth tones that 
blend with the existing environment have a low reflectivity value. Windows are of low reflectivity value 
(Attachment 13). Project Conditions of Approval require Dark Sky Compliant lighting that does not exceed 1000 
lumens per fixture or a total of 1.0 lux.  

The ADR application proposes one (1) single family dwelling unit, therefore the project is not subject to Design 
Review requirements provided under Article 82 of the Zoning Code.  
 
According to the October 2020 Arborist Report prepared by Dr. Kent Julin of Arborscience, LLC, the project site 
contains 73 protected trees ranging in size from 6 – 38 d.b.h. Three of the existing trees, one Valley Oak 13 
d.b.h, and two Coast Live Oak 9 and 17 d.b.h, located at the parcel entrance would be removed to accommodate 
installation of the driveway. The project is consistent with the Tree Protection Ordinance in that removal of the 
three trees results in a loss of 2.28% of total site arboreal value. Chart No. 2 (Complete Site Analysis) of the 
ordinance allows removal of up to 50% of total arboreal value of the site with no tree mitigation. Additionally, 
project Conditions of Approval require construction and grading activities implement tree protection methods 
consistent with the Tree Protection Ordinance construction standards. 

Environmental Analysis 

CEQA Exemption: The project is categorically exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) in compliance with section 15303 (a) New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures, which 
includes construction of a single family residence in a residential zone. No exceptions listed under Section 
15300.2 apply.  

The basis for this determination is that the project is not located within an area of hazardous or critical concern, 
thus shall not impact environmental resources of hazardous or critical concern. Cumulative impacts shall not 
occur on site as the parcel has a density of 5 acres per dwelling unit, the parcel will reach max density after the 
construction of the new single family dwelling unit. No other single family dwellings will be permitted onsite. 
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The project has been analyzed to conclude that no significant environmental effects will result because of 
unusual circumstances. The project is not located near a State Designated Scenic Highway thus, no damages to 
Scenic Resources will incur from the project. The parcel is not located in an area with known historical resources, 
thus will not have a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. 

NEIGHBORHOOD/PUBLIC COMMENTS 

RECOMMENDATION 

ATTACHMENTS 

Public comment received 3/30/2021 from neighbor, Leslie Santogrossi, submitted a letter of support for the 
appeal. The letter stated support to relocate the proposed single family dwelling at 4042 pepperwood court in 
keeping with the Diamond A ethos and neighborly respect because the proposed location of the single family 
dwelling seemed to be development one might find in an area of higher density development.  

The Permit Resource and Management Department (Permit Sonoma) recommends that the Design review 
Committee deny the appeal and uphold staff’s approval of the Administrative Design Review application for a 
single family dwelling with an attached garage, filed under ADR20-0069. 

1. Site Plan 
2. Construction Plans 
3. Colors and Materials 
4. Lighting Fixtures 
5. Arborist Report 
6. Location and Vicinity Map 
7. Appeal Letter, March 20, 2021 
8. Applicant Response to Appeal April 14, 2021 
9. Applicant Exhibit A, Mitigation Measures to reduce neighbor impacts 
10. Approval Letter with Conditions of Approval dated March 11, 2021 
11. Site Photos 
12. Public Comment  
13. Window Specs  
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