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City of Sebastopol  
Design Review Board Staff Report 

 
Meeting Date:   April 6, 2022 
Agenda Item:   6A 
To:  Design Review Board    
From:  John Jay, Associate Planner    
Subject:  Design Review    
Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions   
 
Applicant/Owner:  Peggy Leander   
File Number:  2021-032   
Address:  911 Litchfield Avenue    
CEQA Status: Exempt   
General Plan: Medium Density Residential   
Zoning:  R4 Single-Family-Residential    
  
Introduction: 
The applicant is proposing a new single family dwelling of 1800 square feet with a 2-car garage 
on an undeveloped lot at 911 Litchfield Ave.  
 
Project Description: 
The project for this new single family dwelling of 1800 square feet will include a two 2-car 
garage, grading work of 335 cubic yards of cut, 85 cy of fill, and 250 cy of off-haul. Revisions to 
the existing retaining wall onsite as well as a new walkway.  
 
The lot is somewhat steeply sloped and shares a driveway and public utility easement with the 
upslope parcel, 921 Litchfield Ave.  The project includes a drainage easement agreement with 
the neighbors at 931 Litchfield Avenue. The lot is unique in that the slope and location of 
drainage easements limits the amount of developable area. The site does also include the need 
for a tree protection plan as there are multiple trees slated for removal to develop the property.   
 
Environmental Review: 
This project qualifies for a Class 3 CEQA exemption as noted in section 15303.a “One single-
family residence, or a second dwelling unit in a residential zone. In urbanize areas, up to three 
single-family residences may be constructed or converted under this exemption.” 
 
General Plan Consistency: 
The project is consistent with the General Plan in that it creates a new permanent single-family 
residence on an undeveloped residential lot. As this is consistent with Genera Plan Land Use 
policy LU 1-7 “Encourage new development to be contiguous to existing development, 
whenever possible.” 
 
Zoning Ordinance Consistency: 
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The project is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance in that it proposes a single-family residence 
within a R4 single family residential zoning district. The project is also consistent with the 
development standards set forth in Table 17.20-2 by meeting the height requirements, setbacks, 
lot coverage, and is also permitted by right within this zoning district. 
 
Public Comment: 
As of writing this staff report the Planning Department has not received any public comment. 
 
City Departmental Comment: 
The Planning Department routed this application to the other city departments for comments. 
The Engineering Department was the only department to raise major concerns about the 
building located on top of the existing private drainage easement as well as additional work 
within the public utility easement. With that, Engineering will require an easement agreement, 
executed by the applicant, and reviewed by the City for the property owner of 911 Litchfield and 
the owner of the easement at 931 Litchfield. 
  
Required Findings: 
Chapter 17.450.030(b) sets forth the required findings of Design Review permits. 
 
In considering an application for design review, the Design Review Board, or the Planning 
Director, as the case may be, shall determine whether: 
 

1. The design of the proposal would be compatible with the neighborhood and with the 
general visual character of Sebastopol; 
 
2. The design provides appropriate transitions and relationships to adjacent properties 
and the public right-of-way; 
 
3. It would not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood; 
 
4. The design is internally consistent and harmonious; 
 
5. The design is in conformity with any guidelines and standards adopted pursuant to 
this chapter. 

 
The project will also be subject to the findings set forth in Chapter 8.12.060(D) for tree removal: 
 

Tree Removal Criteria. An application for a tree removal permit may be approved only when at 
least one of the following conditions is satisfied, and that condition has been verified by the City 
Arborist. In the case of single-family and duplex properties, upon noticing the tree removal 
request, the City Arborist shall consider the application and its merits under the requirements of 
this chapter. For all other applications, the Tree Board shall conduct a public hearing, consider 
the concerns of the applicant, as well as the value of the tree to the greater community during its 
review of a tree removal permit, and issue a determination. 
 

1. The tree is diseased or structurally unsound and, as a result, is likely to become a 
significant hazard to life or property within the next two years. 

 
2. The tree poses a likely foreseeable threat to life or property which cannot be 
reasonably mitigated through pruning, root barriers, or other management methods. 
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3. The property owner can demonstrate that there are unreasonably onerous recurring 
maintenance issues, which are deemed necessary for safety or protection of property. 
The property owner is responsible for providing documentation to support such a claim. 
 
4. A situation exists or is proposed in which structures or improvements, including, but 
not limited to, building additions, second units, swimming pools, and solar energy 
systems, such as solar panels, cannot be reasonably designed or altered to avoid the 
need for tree removal. 
 
5. The tree has matured to such an extent that it is determined to be out of scale with 
adjacent structures and utilities, or with other landscape features. 

 
 
Analysis: 
 
Technical Issues: 
When this project originally came in, staff had concerns with the location of permanent 
structures being placed within both the private drainage easement that is in favor of lot 3 (931 
Litchfield) as well as within the public utility/driveway easement area. After working with the 
Engineering Department and expressing concerns about the structures within the easement, 
Engineering noted that with an easement agreement that allows for the construction of the 
improvement but maintains the drainage structure between the two property owners would 
suffice for them and Planning. Staff does recommend that the maintenance responsibilities 
related to this easement be clarified in the easement agreement (i.e. who pays for what if the 
drainage easement needs to be replaced in the future, and the proposed construction needs to 
be removed).  While this is regulated by civil codes, it is often best for all parties if these 
responsibilities are laid out in the easement agreement. 
 
The work within the driveway/public utility easement originally included a relocated retaining wall 
(just north of the new retaining wall), and flatwork and steps leading off of the easement at the 
project building entry within the southern portion of the public utility / driveway easement. Staff 
worked with the applicant and designers to revise the amount of work originally proposed within 
the public utility easement to flatwork that could be easily removed (the stair landing is now 
outside of the easement, and the landscape steps in the easement are stone slabs that could be 
removed and reinstalled instead of poured concrete).  The new retaining wall as originally 
proposed is closer to the south edge of the easement than the current easement, and is 
acceptable as originally proposed. This allows the site to have a pedestrian path differentiated 
from the driveway along the south side of the easement and enhance pedestrian access this 
and the uphill lot, while still limiting construction in the easement. Additionally, the applicant will 
need to record a deed restriction noting that, should the work need to be removed by the City or 
another public utility with easement rights, it shall be removed and replaced at the cost of the 
property owner. 
 
Design Review 
All Design Review projects are subject to the Design Review Guidelines and staff feels that this 
project meets those guidelines as described in the analysis below: 
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SITE PLANNING: 
 Neighborhood context: this project meets this requirement in that the design of the home 
is similar in nature to the surrounding residential buildings along with the overall scale of the 
proposed home. 
 
 Circulation and Parking: This project meets this requirement in that it proposes an 
attached two car garage located outside of the front setbacks. (Front setback is taken from the 
northern property line, not from the easement limit). Additionally, the revisions to the retaining 
wall along the driveway easement will allow for pedestrian access up the hill to both this home 
and 921 Litchfield Avenue. 
 
 Open space: This project meets this requirement in that it proposes ample back yard 
room with landscaping features that blend into the site and design of the structure. The space is 
accessible from the first floor of the building and wraps around both sides of the home with 
plenty of outdoor gardening space. 
 
 Grading and Storm Water: This project meets this requirement even though it will require 
a fair amount of grading work on site. The project still meets the requirement of minimized work 
to existing topography in that the building is designed in a way that flows with the natural slope 
of the site. However, work will be done to accommodate the two-car garage, and this is a 
common practice when developing hillside lots. While the cut amounts as shown in the grading 
plan are large overall most of the work will be done for the cut out of the garage, the rest of the 
home will be terraced on the site which promotes minimal work for the rest of the building. The 
back patio area also includes permeable pavers which will help for water absorption as well as 
promoting other landscape features to catch surface water as it runs down the site. 
 
ARCHITECTURE: 
 Relationship to surrounding architecture: This project meets this requirement in that this 
design style is the same as 921 Litchfield. It is being done by the same design group who 
received approval from the Design Review Board in 2016, and is a similar aesthetic 
 
 Massing: This project meets this requirement in that the proposed building the exterior 
façade of the building is broken up on multiple planes to not give the appearance of one large 
box like mega structure. A variety of planes are proposed as the building steps up the hillside, 
which gives the home a two-story look from a street view. The design has been done in 
compliance with the building height requirements of the Municipal code. 
 
 Elements: The project meets this requirement in that it promotes larger windows to 
incorporate more natural light as well as solar panels on the larger rooftop area. The proposed 
building colors are cooler in tone and should produce less reflectivity on the neighboring 
properties.  
 
LANDSCAPING: 
 General: This project meets the general landscaping requirements in that it promotes a 
robust landscape plan that is designed for low to moderate water use along with using as many 
native plants as possible to Sonoma County and the climate region. The planting plan, as 
attached plans, maximizes the space on the lot to not have any large unplanted areas. 
 
Tree Removal Permits 
This project will be subject to a Tree Protection Plan and tree removal permit which will be 
reviewed by the city arborist and staff.   
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The project requires removal of three Heritage (3) Coast Live Oaks, seven (7) Douglas Firs, and 
one (1) California Black Oak within the footprint of the house structure. In total it will result in the 
removal of 11 total Heritage trees. The larger trees along Litchfield Avenue will be protected.  
 
The removal 11 trees will require 22 (11x2) replacement trees.  The applicant is proposing to re-
plant three either Ginkgo or Black Gum trees on the site, which will provide additional screening 
for the site along Litchfield Avenue.  
 
Becky Duckles, City Arborist, has reviewed both the proposed removals and the Tree Protection 
Plan, and determined that the removal of the 11 trees is reasonable to allow development on 
this site. She also mentions that the replacement of three Gingko biloba or Nyssa sylvatica are 
both well sited and attractive for the site. Also mentioning the other proposed landscape plans 
are low water and California natives. 
 
Recommendation: 
If it is the consensus of the Board that the proposed single-family residence is compatible with 
the site, staff recommends that the application be approved based on the facts, findings, and 
analysis set forth in this staff report, and subject to the conditions of approval outlined.   
 
Alternatively, the Board may find that revisions are necessary, and a continuance is appropriate.  
Staff recommends that the Board provide direction for redesign to the applicant in the event of a 
continuance or rationale in the event of a denial. 
 
 
Attachments: 
Project application materials 
City Arborist Tree Removal Assessment 
Exhibit A Findings for Approval 
Exhibit B Conditions of Approval 
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EXHIBIT A 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF APPROVAL 

Design Review 
911 Litchfield Ave 

004-134-016, File 2021-032 
 

 
1. The project/use/proposal is categorically exempt from the requirements of CEQA under 

Section 15303(a), which exempts “One single-family residence, or a second dwelling 
unit in a residential zone. In urbanize areas, up to three single-family residences may be 
constructed or converted under this exemption.” 

 
2. The project/use/proposal is consistent with the provisions of the General Plan, in that it is 

a single-family residence in a Medium Density Residential Land Use zone that allows 
single-family residential use, and provides additional housing opportunities within the 
community. 

 
3. The project/use/proposal is consistent with the Zoning Ordinance, in that it is a single-

family dwelling in the R4-Residential zoning district and meets the development 
standards of that zoning district. 
 

The project/use/proposal is consistent with the Design Review Guidelines in that: 
 

4. The design of the proposal would be compatible with the neighborhood and with the 
general visual character of Sebastopol, in that the proposal incorporates architectural 
features seen within the neighborhood; 
 

5. The design provides appropriate transitions and relationships to adjacent properties and 
the public right-of-way, in that the driveway is accessed through an access easement 
located on the north end of the parcel; 
 

6. It would not impair the desirability of investment or occupation in the neighborhood in 
that it proposes to construct a one-story single-family dwelling within a residentially 
zoned neighborhood; 
 

7. The design is internally consistent and harmonious in that the design is a single-story 
residence and the design of the home flows internally along with the slope of the site; 
 

 
The proposed Tree Removal permits are consistent with SMC Section 8.12.060(D), Tree 
Removal Section the Design Review Guidelines in that removal criteria are met as follows: 

 
8. A situation exists or is proposed in which structures or improvements, including, but not 

limited to, building additions, second units, swimming pools, and solar energy systems, 
such as solar panels, cannot be reasonably designed or altered to avoid the need for 
tree removal in that Trees #3 Douglas Fir, #4 Coast Live Oak, #5 California Black Oak 
are located within the building footprint and would need to be removed for construction. 
Trees #1 Coast Live Oak, #2 Douglas Fir, #6 Douglas Fir, #7 Douglas Fir, #8 Douglas 
Fir, #9 Coast Live Oak are located within 7-14’ of the building envelope and will not likely 
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tolerate construction. Tree #11 Douglas fir as this tree is located outside of building 
activities it is necessary to remove it based on solar panel collection. 
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EXHIBIT B 
RECONMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Design Review 
911 Litchfield Ave 

004-134-016, 2021-032 
 

 
1. Plans and elevations shall be in substantial conformance with plans prepared by Amy 

Alper, and stamped received on January 18th, 2022, and on file at the City of Sebastopol 
Planning Department, except as modified herein: 

 
2. All construction shall conform to the plans date stamped January 18th, 2022, unless the 

design is modified. The applicant shall obtain a Building Permit prior to the 
commencement of construction activities. 

3. All work to be done within any street right of way or City utility easement shall require an 
Encroachment permit. 
 

4. Prior to Building Permit issuance, a Grading Permit shall be required. 
 

5. A fee of $75.00 per required replacement tree shall be paid per required tree removed at 
the time of submittal of the tree removal application or a minimum of two 15-gallon trees 
shall be planted, and the fee refunded. The final number of replacement trees, and the 
tree species, shall be 22 trees, or as otherwise determined by the Tree Board or the City 
Arborist, as applicable. In any case, the mitigation (number and size of replacement 
trees) must be related to the significance (size, age, etc.) of the trees that are proposed 
for removal. On-site replacement trees shall be planted prior to final inspection unless 
otherwise approved by Planning Staff. 
 

6. Prior to Building Permit issuance, the applicant shall record an easement and 
maintenance agreement between the subject lot (lot 2) and the neighboring Lot 3.  Said 
easement agreement shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineering and 
Planning Departments before being recorded.  
 

7. Prior to Building Permit issuance, the applicant shall record a deed restriction stating 
that, should the City or another public utility with easement rights need to remove the 
private improvements within the public utility easement, any such improvements shall be 
removed and replaced at the sole cost of the property owner. Said easement agreement 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineering and Planning Departments 
before being recorded. 
 

8. The City of Sebastopol and its agents, officers and employees shall be defended, 
indemnified, and held harmless from any claim, action or proceedings against the City, 
or its agents, officers and employees to attach, set aside, void, or annul the approval of 
this application or the environmental determination which accompanies it, or which 
otherwise arises out of or in connection with the City’s action on this application, 
including but not limited to, damages, costs, expenses, attorney’s fees, or expert witness 
fees.  

 
9. The Planning Director shall interpret applicable requirements in the event of any 

redundancy or conflict in conditions of approval.  
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10. Approval is valid for three (3) years, except that the applicant may request a one (1) year 
extension of this approval from the Planning Director, pursuant to Section 17.400.100 of 
the Zoning Ordinance. 

 


