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March 12, 1999

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz CA 95060

Subject: Report Back on Design Review Issues

Members of the Board:

Background

On December 15, 1998, your Board considered a report from the Planning Department which
proposed several changes to our application requirements and land use procedures to improve the
qualiry of design  review. These proposed changes were brought to you in response to several recent
land use approvals where  the “built” project did not meet the expectations of the original approvals.
It has become apparent that “in-fill” development projects deserve special attention to ensure that
the issues of privacy, scale, compatibility with surrounding development, buffering, and setbacks are
give11 the appropriate attention in the decision-making process and in subsequent permit review
processes.  The goal is to improve the quality of the application review, decision-making ahd permit
processes to ensure that the “built” project is fully consistent with the original approval. Accordingly,
your Board approved our recommendations to:

. Direct the Planning Department to augment submittal requirements for development projects
which are subject to the Design Review ordinance;

. Record the final Conditions of Approval;
b Require any changes to approved projects to return to the decision-making body for

consideration in the form of a public hearing setting letter;
b Require that final Conditions of Approval be included on all construction plans; and,
b Direct the Planning Director and the Director of Public Works to work together to improve

coordination and condition compliance relative to tentative map and final land division
review  and approval.
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As an additional action, your Board directed staff to meet with interested members of the public to
discuss these changes.

In a related item, your Board considered a report from Supervisors Symons and Beautz and further
directed staff to:

. Require all de 1ve opment project applications to include 3-dimensional drawings or computer
models that reflect the proposed  development and its relationship to existing neighborhoods;
and

b Require all land division and residential development applications to include complete
building elevations and site designs, including the placement of windows.

The minute order summarizing your Board’s actions on these two reports are attached (Attachment
1).

The purpose of this report is to update your Board on the department’s progress in implementing your
directives, to advise your Board on the issues and concerns that were raised at our meeting with the
development community, and to propose some additional recomnlendatiotis for your consideration
to clarify both the scope and administration of these new design review changes.

Implementation of the Expanded Design Review Requirements

Since your Board’s action, Planning staff began  to require the additional materials listed on
“Supplemental Requirements: Design Review” (Attachment 2). The additional requirements include
a more detailed site analysis consisting of drawings depicting the elevations of structures visible from
street frontages, a 3-dimensional  view of proposed improvements with emphasis on the interface with
adjacent developments, and exterior elevations of all structures including the size and locations of
all windows. These requirements have been imposed on all new applications subject to the Design
Review  ordinance, as well as those pending land division applications subject to the Design Review
ordinance.

One question that arose after your Board’s direction involved the scope of this action. In Supervisors
Beautz and Symons letter of November 24, 1998 (Attachment 3), which was approved in
conjunction with staffs recommendations, your Board directed “that a new development plans be
submitted with either 3-Dimensional drawings or computer models.” Clearly, taken literally, this is
a broader direction than staff had recommended because not all development proposals are subject
to the Design Review ordinance. Examples of applic.ations  not subject to Design Review include lot
line adjustments,  fences greater than 3.feet in height in a required front yard, Coastal Development
Permits not within a designated Special Community or sensitive site, Varianc.es,  and Minor Land
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Divisions outside the Urban Services Line.

Staff have assumed, in the initial implementation of your December 15 directives, that your Board’s
intent was to apply these  new requirements to larger projects, such as new commercial developments,
urban land divisions, large residential projects, and other projects subject to the County’s Design
Review  ordinance. The context for these new requirements in the  November 24, 1998 letter from
Supervisor Beautz  and Symons were recent urban subdivision approvals, as well  as the commercial
project in Davenport, not smaller projects such as single-family dwellings.

Similarly, the second direction contained in that same letter requires “that 4 land divisions and
residential developments provide complete elevations and site designs of all buildings . . .” However,
omitted from this list of projects are other development projects subject to Design Review, including
new commercial and industrial construction.

For case of administration and consistency, in our judgement,  it is appropriate to apply the new
submittal requirements to those land division, residential, commercial and industrial projects which
are subject to the County’s Design Review ordinance. These are projects which your Board has
previously determined are sensitive either in terms of their size  or location so as to trigger design
scrutiny. The compatibility of “incfill” development with surrounding development, whether it is
residential, commercial, or industrial is equally important. The same level of information may not
be necessary in every instance, but the threshold should be clear. Using the County’s Design Review
ordinance provides this clarity. If your Board disagrees with this interpretation of your intent, it will
be necessary to redefine the class of projects to which these expanded requirements apply. If your
Board concurs with our approach, no further action is necessary as to the basic applicability of the
new  design review requirements, as this has been our practice since your December 15 actions.

Occasionally, a developer will propose revisions to project plans following final approval. Your Board
directed staff to place these projects on the consent agenda of the decision-making body, in the form
of a hearing setting letter, for consideration. In the event the decision-maker finds that such changes
are significantly different and merit further review, a public hearing would be scheduled to review
and take action on the proposed changes. This procedure is currently in place for projects subject
to Design Review.

Meeting with the Development Community

Planning staff sponsored a meeting with representatives of the development community on February
8, 1999. The meeting was attended by engineers, architects, land use consultants, property owners,
developers, realtors, and a few Board aides, A total of 18 individuals were in attendance, Many had
sent letters articulating their concerns in advance of the meeting, copies of which are attached for
your Boards review (Attachment 5).
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Most of the individuals expressed general  support for improving design review. However, they raised
concerns regarding the timing, specificity, inflexibility, and content of the materials stipulated. They
gave a specific example in the case of a land division in which the lots would be sold individually with
the purchasers designing and building custom homes. They explained that requiring complete
elevations for all proposed lots, including the  placement of windows, eliminates a great deal of
flexibility for customizing new residences for individual buyers. Many felt that such a requirement
could have the effect of encouraging “cookie cutter” plans or “tract” style development, due to the
additional, possibly significant, cost of preparing original, custom plans at the tentative map stage.

In addition, some developers presented arguments suggesting that the current application of the new
design review requirements is overly broad and inflexible. They pointed out that in some
circumstances, there is existing vegetation such as a riparian corridor, or topographic features that
provides a natural buffer to existing development. Some questioned whether this level  of information
is necessary where larger parcels (e.g., 10,000 square feet), are proposed. They requested a waiver
or exception process. Section 13.11.040(j)  of the County Code currently authorizes a waiver process,
however, it’s exercise requires that the Planning Director certify that the nature of the project is
minor or incidental to the purpose of the design review. (It also authorizes the Planning Director to
impose design requirements if the same certification c.riteria are met.)

A waiver could be justified through graphic representations that illustrate no impact to surrounding
development, for either the entire project, or specific parcels, thus precluding the need for detailed
design  plans. Presently, we have not developed a formal process for waivers  to the new requirements
for land divisions or other large projects, but have granted administrative waivers  for three minor
projects: 1) a restroom in a public park, 2) the replacement of pumps and a canopy at an existing
service station, and 3) a three-lot minor land division that will create just one  additional building site
which abuts a large rural parcel which is subject to an open-space easement contract.

A couple of the attendees suggested a two-step design review process for land divisions. This
approach could include approval of the tentative map with conceptual level plans, and a second
public hearing after tentative map approval to consider more detailed architectural guidelines or
plans for either the entire project, or for those parcels  which have been identified as requiring special
review.

Potential Design Review Refinements

The objective of improving the development review  process for in-fill development is an important
one. The changes to the application submittal requirements which were implemented in mid-
December  have improved the information available to the decision-making body. For instance, the
new requirement for the submittal of 3-ditnensional  or perspective drawings for in-fill development
was well  received by the Planning Commission. At their February 24 hearing, the Planning
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Commission considered two different land division applications in the urban area, both of which
included perspective drawings. The Commission commented that the additional plans were helpful
to their review of these projects. Copies of the drawings are attached for your information
(Attachment 6 ). The 3-dimensional plans help to visualize how the new development will “fit in”
with the existing residential development.

In addition to the new submittal requirements, the other major changes to the development review
process are procedural in nature. These changes include a new requirement for any deviations from
the approved plans, including the placctnent of windows, to return to the decision-making body in
the form of a public hearing setting letter. There are also new conditions requiring the recordation
of conditions and the inclusion of the final conditions of approval on the actual construction plans.
These new requirements have been included in the recent approvals, but wc do not have any
experience per se with the new procedures since the approvals are so recent.

In consideration of the comments provided by the development community, the implementation of
the new design review requirements may need some refinement. The combination of the new
requirements for detailed plans, including complete elevations for each lot that show window
plac&ment,  coupled with the new procedural requirements for evaluating changes to either the
elevations or other plans which were considered by the decision-making body (which includes
grading plans, drainage, street  detail, and so forth), results in a dramatic change in the way in which
new development, especially land divisions, have been considered. Developers are required to
essentially work out, prior to tentative map approval, not only the lot configuration, preliminary
drainage, environmental constraints, circulation, and site improvements, but also the final elevations
of the buildings on each lot.

The requirement for precise plans at the initial approval stage, whether for land divisions,
c.ommercial  projects, or industrial buildings, is important in those instances where the “fit” is critical.
The detailed plans assist the public in understanding the project, and help the decision-makers to
properly evaluate and condition the project to ensure that the final “built” project is consistent  with
the original approval. The insurat1c.e  for such an outcome is a process of zero administrative
tolerance for proposed modifications in the subsequent plan review process by staff. If the plans
whit h are submitted for staff review  vary from those approved by the decision-making body, then
requiring an opportunity for review by the same body is a logical requirement. At a minimum, the
decisiorl-making  body will receive a report on their consent agenda. If the decision-making body
concludes that the changes are material in nature, then a full public. hearing will be required.

On the other hand, the requirement for precise plans at the initial approval stage, and the associated
requirement for taking all subsequent proposed changes to the preliminary plans back to the
decision-making body, at least on the consent agenda, may not be appropriate for all projects subject
to Design Review. For example, large lot subdivisions, projects which are buffered from surrounding
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areas by topography or other natural feature, and certain commercial developments may have
proposed minor changes that are inconsequential and, would result in virtually no impact on or
interest to anyone except the project sponsor. In these instances, the previous design review
requirement for conceptual level plans and written architectural guidelines may be more useful.
Final plans would still need to conform to the preliminary plans, but minor revisions and refinements
would not necessitate further review beyond the staff level. In this class of projects, the elevations
or guidelines would not be specific with regard to window placement, or any finish details, but would
illustrate overall mass and height of structures. In other words, they would define a three
dimensional building envelope, by defining setbacks, height, etc., and would describe a style of
development (e.g. ranch style, Spanish style, contemporary), but the final detailed building or
residential design would occur after “conceptual” project approval. This would allow for
continuation of flexibility in the design of Custom  single-family dwellings and “build-to-suit”
commercial development in appropriate cases. The key to this approach, is clearly defining what
those appropriate cases are, i.e., which projects require precise plans up-front, and which do not.

To this end, staff are recommending that the new submittal and processing requirements be retained
for the following projects:

b All Land Divisions (Minor Land Divisions and Subdivisions) inside  the Urban Services Line;
. Subdivisions outside the Urban Services Line;
. Single-family dwellings in the Coastal Zone in a designated Special Community;
. Single-family dwellings greater than 7,000 square feet;
. Residential developments of 3 or more units(e.g.,  apartment projects);and
b New Commercial, Industrial, or Institutional develop%ments.

The remaining projects which are still subject to Design Review would require conceptual level plans
and written architectural guidelines.

We are also recommending the development of a waiver procedure for those situations where
detailed plans are simply inappropriate due to site specific conditions, such as topography or the
presetlce  of natural vegetation, or due to the minor nature of the project. It would be incumbent on
the applicant to detnonstrate why the requirements should not apply. The Planning Commission
would remain the final arbiter and could ultimately still require detailed plans if it deemed a waiver
to be inappropriate. Under this scenario, if that body is persuaded that the detailed submittal
requirements are unnecessary, then the developer may proceed through the review process at his or
her own risk, with the understanding that the “waiver” is not final until the project is ultimately
approved by the decision-making body. (In other words, if a project requiring Zoning Administrator
approval has been granted a waiver of detailed plan submittal requirements by the Planning
Commission, the waiver would not be deemed final until the project receives it’s Zoning
Administrator approval. The Planning Commission, until that decision, could reconsider it’s waiver
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decision) Waiver requests associated with Zoning Administrator cases would be referred to the
Planning Commission who would retain jurisdiction on issues related to any waiver it granted.
Waiver findings could be required by the Planning Commission to ensure consistency in the granting
or denial of waivers. In effect, such findings would support the dual propositions that situations do
exist where impacts arc inconsequential and good design often benefits from creativity --the latter
of which requires some level of flexibility. If this approach is unacceptable to the developer, then
they have the option of submitting detailed plans at the time of original submittal.

These refinements, differentiating those projec.ts  which should be subject to the new requirements
and those which should be subject to the former design review requirements, as well as establishing
a waiver process, are appropriate changes that we are recommending at this time.  We are also
recommending that we revisit this issue after a full year of experience, and return to your Board with
any further recommendations for your consideration. Of course, we will return sooner if something
unanticipated arises that requires your attention.

Planning and Public Works Coordination on Subdivision Review

Staff from Planning and Public Works have conducted numerous meetings to improve coordination
between our two departments. Public Works began forwarding to the Planning Department a
complete set of final engineered improvement plans for our review and comparison to the approved
Tentative Maps. Also, we are preparing revised forms for Planning staffs’ use in reviewing Final and
Parcel maps to insure c.onformancc  with approved Tentative Maps.

Recordation of Conditions

As your Board directed, for all subdivisions and land divisions we have included in the final
conditions of approval a requirement to record the conditions in the Office of the County Recorder.
Recordation is intended to afford the opportunity for this information to be discovered by any
purchaser of property. The Department of Public Works handles the recorda tion as part of the Final
Map approval. Staff is in the process of developing the administrative procedures to expand the
recordation requirement to the other Use Approvals that are subject to the Design Review
ordinance, with implementation scheduled to occur in April,

Conclusion and Recommendation

As evidenced by this discussion, there are some basic refinements to the new Design Review
requirements that we believe will improve and clarify the administration of the Design Review
process. In addition, some flexibility in reducing the scope of the submittal requirements is
appropriate in some circumstances,
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It is therefore, RECOMMENDED, that your Board:

1. Direct the Planning Department to require the additional Design Review submittal
requirements for the following projects: a) All Land Divisions within the Urban Servic.es
Line; b) Subdivisions outside the Urban Services Line; c) Single-family dwellings in the
Coastal Zone in a designated Special Community; d) Single-family dwellings greater
than 7,000 square feet; e) Residential developments of 3 or more units; and t) All new
Commercial or Industrial construction projects.

2. Refer the proposal to have the Planning Commission decide request for waiver of design
submittal requirements to the Planning Commission for consideration and recommen-
dation back to the Board on or before May 25, 1999. The Planning Commission
recommendation could include proposed waiver findings to be used in considering
waiver requests; and,

3. Direct the Planning Director to prepare a report back to your Board in January 2000,
which would discuss the results of the direction approved in connection with this Board
letter and would include recommendations as appropriate.

Sincerely,

Planning Director

County Administrative Officer

Attachments:
1. Minute Order for Item No. 66.1 on the December 15, 1999 agenda
2. Supplemental Requirements: Design Review
3. Letter of Supervisors Beautz and Symons  dated November 24, 199s
4. Letter of the Planning Director dated December 4, 1998

S
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5. Cot-respondence
6. ’ Sample 3-Dimensional Drawings

cc: Department  of Public Works
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING
On the Date of December 15, 1998

REGULAR AGENDA Item No. 066.1

(CONSIDERED report on changes to submittal requirements
(and processing procedures for development projects
(subject to Design Review;
((1) motion made to approve recommendations in letter of
(Planning Director dated December 4, 1998;
((2) motion made to amend the main motion to direct
(Planning staff to immediately begin requesting from
(applicants, the materials specified by the "Submittal
(Requirements: Design Review," form. These items shall
(be deemed the minimum submittal requirements for a
(project to be deemed complete for processing; require
(the recordation of permit conditions in the Office of
(the County Recorder, following project approval;
(require that any changes to approved projects be
(returned to the decision-making body in the form of a
(hearing setting letter and placed on such body's
(Consent Agenda for appropriate consideration and
(action; require that the final Conditions of Approval
(be included on all construction plans. A complete set
(of plans including the final Conditions of Approval
(shall be provided by the project sponsor prior to
(issuance of building permits; direct the Planning
(Director and the Director of Public Works to continue
(working together to improve coordination and condition
(compliance relative to tentative and final land
(division review and approvals; with an additional
(directive to direct the Planning Director to meet with
(local businesses to determine the effectiveness of the
(actions and return to the Board with any
(recommendations for Board consideration; passed main
(motion, as amended...

Considered report on changes to submittal requirements
and processing procedures for development projects subject to Design
Review;

Motion made by Supervisor Wormhoudt, duly seconded by Supervi-
sor Beautz, with Supervisors Symons and Belgard voting "no", to
approve recommendations in letter of planning Director dated Decem-
ber 4, 1998;

State of California, County of Santa Cruz-ss.

I, Susan A. Mauriello, Ex-officio Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz, State of
California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the order made and entered in the
Minutes of said Board of Supervisors. In witness thereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the
seal of said Board of Supervisors.

Page 1 of 2
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING
On the Date of December 15, 1998

REGULAR AGENDA Item No. 066.1

Motion made by Supevisor Symons, duly seconded by Supervisor
Alqmuist, to amend the main motion to direct Planning staff to imme-
diately begin requesting from applicants, the materials specified by
the "Submittal Requirements: Design Review," form. These items shall
be deemed the minimum submittal requirements for a project to be
deemed complete for processing; require the recordation of permit
conditions in the Office of the County Recorder, following project
approval; require that any changes to approved projects be returned
to the decision-making body in the form of a hearing setting letter.
and placed on such body's Consent Agenda for appropriate considera-
tion and action; require that the final Conditions of Approval be
included on all construction plans. A complete set of plans includ-
ing the final Conditions of Approval shall be provided by the
project sponsor prior to issuance of building permits; direct the
Planning Director and the Director of Public Works to continue
working together to improve coordination and condition compliance
relative to tentative and final land division review and approvals;
with an additional directive to direct the Planning Director to meet
with local businesses to determine the effectiveness of the actions
and return to the Board with any recommendations for Board consider-
ation; passed main motion, as amended

cc:

CA0
Planning

State of California, County of Santa Cruz-ss.

I ,  Susan A. Mauriello, .Ex-officio  Clerk of  the Board of  Supervisors of  the County of  Santa Cruz,  Stare of
California, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the order made and entered in the
Minutes of said Board of Supervisors. In wi tness thereof I  have hereunto set my hand and af f ixed the
seal of said Board o$(%pervisors.

Page 2 of 2

by I Deputy Clerk, on December 28, 1998.



SUPPLEMENTAL REQUIREMENTS:
DESIGN REVIEW

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ - PLANNING DEPARTMENT

GOVERNMENTAL CENTER

701 OCEAN STREET - qTH FLOOR

SANTA CRUZ CA 95060
(831) 454-2130

Chapter 13.11 and Section 18.10.210(e) of the County Code set forth the procedures and
requirements for development projects located in Santa Cruz County that are subject to Design
Review. In order to expedite our review of your application, please provide each of the items
c h e c k e d  o n  t h i s  s h e e t . copies of plans are required. Without these materials, your
application will not be accepted. Certain types of applications are accepted by appointment only.
For information call (831) 454-2130; for an appointment to submit an application call 454-3252.

cl 1.

2.

3.

D 4.

5.

A Vicinity Map, drawn to an appropriate scale, showing the location of the project
in relation to major roads, streams, or other physical features
Site Plan, drawn to an appropriate scale, showing:
0 Layout of all streets immediately abutting and/or providing access to the

project; include street widths
cl All existing and proposed property lines
Site Analysis Diagram, drawn to an appropriate scale, showing:
L-l All building footprint outlines and dimensions including percentage of site

coverage, square footage of floor area, and floor-area-ratio
cl Setbacks from all property lines
cl Contiguous land uses and uses across the street from the project site
cl Location of improvements on contiguous parcels including the size and

location of mature landscaping
0 A perspective drawing depicting the elevations visible from all street

frontages and contain sufficient information to gauge the projects impact on
the surrounding neighborhood. This material shall, at a minimum, include
a 3-D perspective or an axonometric view of the proposed improvements
with emphasis placed on the interface with adjacent lots as well as section
illustrations depicting topography and building outlines. Where land
divisions are proposed, this emphasis shall be placed on the adjacent
neighborhoods

Design Guidelines for the project consisting of a written statement establishing the
parameters of site planning, landscaping, and architectural design
Preliminary Architectural Plans, drawn to an appropriate scale, including:
cl All exterior elevations showing building height, exterior materials, and the

location and size of glazing (Note: The location of windows on the
preliminary architectural plans will constitute final approval unless
changed by the decision-maker(s).)

-l-
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ATTACHMENT 2

SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

DESIGN REVIEW

cl All floor plans (calculate and note on the plan the floor area of each plan)

6.

Ll 7.

A Landscaping Plan, including:
cl Location, size, and species of existing plants
cl Location, size, and species of proposed plantings
cl Irrigation plan and specifications
cl Location, height, material, color, and elevation of any proposed retaining

walls
Material and Color Sample Board showing a complete inventory of proposed
materials and colors displayed on an 8-l/2” x 11” board. Include manufacturers
specifications.

C:\Corel\WP\Forms\DesignReviewSupplementalRequirements.wpd January 15,1999

-2-
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JANET K. BEAUTZ WALTER  J. SYMONS MARDI WORMHOUDT RAY BELGARD JEFF ALMQUIST
F I R S T  D I S T R I C T S E C O N D  D I S T R I C T T H I R D  D I S T R I C T F O U R T H  D I S T R I C T F I F T H  D I S T R I C T

AGENDA : 12/a/98

November 24, 1998

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

. 1 .i. Dear Members of the Board:

, '; -Z-' On October 20, 1998, the Board discussed a number of Planning
Department issues with regard to the Bailey/Steltenpohl  project
in Davenport.

At the time it was our impression that a few other requirements
were included in the motion; they were not. Therefore, we are
asking that the Board approve the following items and direct
Planning Department staff to include these requirements for all
new development applications immediately.

1. Due to the recent controversy with the Rio Highlands
development in Aptos, Supervisor Symons requests that
all new development plans be submitted with either
3-Dimensional drawings or computer models. These
drawings should not only reflect the development itself
but the look of it relative to existing neighborhoods.

2. In light of changes that-were made to the Rio Highlands
development after the Board approved it--changes that
appear to have been approved at a staff level--Super-
visor Beautz requests that all land divisions and
residential developments provide complete elevations
and site designs of all buildings to be built on the

I4 74
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ATTACHMENT 3

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
November 23, 1998
Page 2

property, including the placement of all windows. Any
changes between the approved Tentative Map, including
all preliminary improvement plans and design plans, and
the parcel or final map and final plans, must be
reviewed and approved by the decision-making body at a
public hearing. Further, any changes that are on the
final plans that in any way do not conform to the
project conditions of approval shall be specifically
illustrated on a separate sheet and highlighted in
yellow on any set of plans submitted to the County for
review.

We, therefore, recommend that the Board approve the above
recommendations and direct the Planning Director to implement
them immediately.

~~~~~so~~rel~~~~N~isor
Second District

JKB/WJS:ted

cc: Planning Director

1295c2
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ATTACHM’HW 4
County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4’” FLOOR,  SANTA CRUZ,  CA 95060
. _.

(831) 464-2580 FAX: (831) 464-2131 TDD: (831) 464-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

Aaenda Date: December 15, 1998

December 4, 1998

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Santa Cruz
70 1 Ocean Street
Santa Crux CA 95060

Subject: Requirements and Procedures for Projects Subject to Design Review

Members of the Board:

.As your Board is aware, recent development projects approved by the County may not have met
with the expectations of the original approvals. Concerns expressed include the loss of privacy of
adjacent residents and the visual impact of the development from surrounding neighborhoods.

To insure that these issues are addressed and fully understood in the future, and to improve the
quality of information pertinent to land use decision-making, we are recommending revisions to
submittal requirements for projects subject to Design Review. We are also recommending
revisions to the process of approving  changes to approved plans, as well as mechanisms to
heighten awareness of the terms of project approval on the part of developers. Finally, we are
recommending increased coordination between the Planning Department and the Deparrment of
Public Works to insure conformiry  between tentative and final land division approvals.

The regulatory mechanism for project design is found in the County’s “Site, Architectural and
Landscape Design Review” ordinance. Section 13.11.040 of the County Code specifies which
projects are subject to Design Review. Included are projects within coastal special communities,
all commercial projects, County-sponsored projects, all subdivisions, and minor land divisions
within the Urban Services Line. Sections 13.11.05 1 and 18.10.2  10 of the County Code, lists the
submittal requirements for projects subject to Design Review. Specifically, Section
18.10.2  la(a)9.,  requires the submittal of a “(f)ull  set of construction drawings (building plans) if
appropriate: Scaled architectural dTawings  showing all structural details and all elevations of the
proposed structures. ” Further, Section 13.11.05 1, specifies that the Planning Director may
request “other information deemed . . . necessary for a complete design analysis.” ’
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In the past, the Planning Department, has required the submittal of preliminary architectural
plans in addition to a tentative map for all proposed divisions of land. It was believed that this
approach to the approval of the preliminary ~plans ~would  allow a project sponsor some degree of
flexibility to provide for cusiom home deG$s  in’response  to market demands or design chanies-
to fit sites specific conditions. This concept had worked reasonably well in the past when new
development was proposed ofi vacant parcels surrounded by little or no existing devilopment.
Many new developments, however, may currently be characterized as “in-fill projects” and are
proposed for vacant sites typically surrounded by existing development. When such projects are
proposed, they are often accompanied by such issues as loss of privacy, adverse visual impact,
inadequate buffering etc., as efforts are made to fit the new development in and make it
compatible with existing development. Evidence of such has occurred in connection with
recently approved projects presently under construction such as the Rio Highlands and Pacific
Pointe developments.

In response to the concerns noted above, Planning staff has recently developed a more compre-
hensive list of submittal requirements for projects subject to Design Review. Staff believes that
enhanced submittal requirements will lend to increased comprehension of issues that a;e often
nor readily apparent. They will also provide greater opportunity to ensure that conditions of
approval are properly depicted for subsequent inspections and evaluations. If your Board agrees,
we will begin to implement this requirement for more detailed plans including perspective q
drawings to better gauge the impact of new development on surrounding neighborhoods
(Attachment 1). As in the past, the plans will become exhibits to project approvals. An,
proposed changes as described in the Conditions of Approval (Attachment 2, page 4), would be
placed on the Consent Agenda of the decision making body at its next available meeting in the
form of a.public  hearing setting letter. The letter would describe the change and staffs’ esalua-
tion and recommended response to it. If necessary, the decision making body could pull the
item, discuss it and if deemed appropriate, vote to set the matter for hearing; otherwise, it would
via action on the Consent Agenda, vote not to set it for hearing the effect of which wou’ld be to
treat the matter as an information item.

,

Land divisions are occasionally submitted and guided through the planning process by the ouner
or their representative and subsequently sold to a developer or contractor after project approval.
The new owner then proceeds with preparation of rh’e  final building plans and commences actual
project construction. To insure full notification to potential buyers of approved projects, we are
recommending that conditions of approval be required to be recorded by the property owner in
the Office of the County Recorder (Attachment 2, page 1). Recorded conditions would serve as
constructive notice during any future title search of the property. Planning staff will work with
representatives of the Recorder’s Office to decide recordation format.

.-

We are also recommending that the conditions of project approval be revised to require that the
set of conditions be included on all construction plans (Attachment 2, page 7). This should alert
contractors and develop&s to be more conscious of their responsibility for compliance.-with
project conditions specified by the decision-making body. It will also facilitate the efforts of
inspectors to ensure full compliance with all approved conditions.
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Board of Supervisors
;4eenda  Dare:  December  ljs 1998

ATTACHMhT 4

Finally, Planning and Public Works management staffs, in conjunction with the CAO’s office,
have held a meeting to review County procedures during that period of time when a Tentative
Map for a land division is approved to the point when construction of subdivision imprdvements
begin. A subsequent meerin,0 has been scheduled with relevant review staff from both Public
Works and Planning to work out the specific coordination details required to ensure-‘conformiry
between final and tentative land division approvals.

It is therefore, RECOMMENDED, that your Board take the following actions:

1. Direct Planning staff to immediately begin requesting from applicants, the materials
specified by rhe “Submittal Requirements: Design Review,” form (Attachment 1).
These items shall be deemed the minimum submitral reauirements for a project to be
deemed complete  for processing,

7u. Following project approval, require the recordation of permit conditions in the Office
of the Counq Recorder,

3. Require that any changes to approved projects be returned to the decision-making
body in the form of a hearing setting letter and placed on such body’s Consent
Agenda for appropriate consideration and action,

4. Require rhar the final Conditions of Approval be included on all construcrion  plans.
A complete set of plans including the final Conditions of Approval shall be provided
by rhe project sponsor prior co issuance of building permits, and

5. Direct the Planning Director and the Director of Public Works to continue working
rogerher ro improve coordination and condition compliance relarive  to tentative and
final land division review and approvals.

Sincerely,

.4lvin  D. JamesY
Planning Director

3
COUI&  Administrative Officer

Attachments:
1. Submittal Requirements: Design Review
2. Condidons of Approval (Boilerplate)

SAh4/ADJ.‘MJJ  C:\Corel\W’P\Ebard  Lerrers\BoardkccerDesignkview.wpd
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RICHARD BEALE

100 Doyle Street l Suite E
Santa Cruz,  CA 95062

FAX (83 1) 425-1565

Land Use Planning
Incorporated

Masters of Architecture
Univ. of CA, Berkeley

January 20, 1999

Mr. Alvin James
Planhing  Director
Santa Cruz  County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz,  CA 95060

FlE: NEW DESIGN REVIEW REQUIREMENTS

Dear Mr. James:

Forwarded to you by attachment are comments from several planning
consultants regarding the new County Design Review requirements. We hope
that you will review these and be able to make some suggestions to the County
Board of Supervisors regarding changes that could possibly be made to these
yequirements.

Sincerely,

Attachments: comments

cc: planning consultants



ATTACHMENT 5

RICHARD  BEALE
Land Use Planning

Incorporated

100 Doyle Street l Suite E
- Santa Cruz,  CA 95062

FAX (831) 425-1565
Masters of Architecture
Univ. of CA, Berkeley

/
January 20, 1999

Alvin James
Planning Director
Santa Cruz County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz,  CA 95060

RE: NEW DESIGN REVIEW REQUIREMENTS

Dear Mr. James:

Our firm currently has several projects which are subject to the new Design
Review requirements. We are concerned with the level of detail required prior
to a project being declared complete, architectural plans being requ+-ed for lot
subdivisions, and the amount of time it could take to get a minor variation to
plans after approval.

One of our projects is a CoastaI Zone Permit for a large house. This project is
being required to submit final plans regarding architectural elevations and floor
plans prior to the project being deemed complete. We are also told that these

plans will not be able to have any minor variations later even to the extent of
moving a window location without going back to the hearing body. As the
house is not able to be seen from any public road or viewpoint, and has only
one neighbor, whose house will not be affected by anything done with our
client’s house, this kind of detail and restriction on minor variations could be
very onerous, and is in fact already very costly and very time consuming. The
elevation and floor.plans  are having to be completed at a stage where no
environmental review and no development permit recommendations have yet
been done. The level of detail required at this stage is very costly, especially if
the plans must be revised several times during the permit process. Preliminary
plans, which are then finalized at building permit stage and co’mpetently  review
by staff, were much the more reasonable way to go.

Another project involves a lot subdivision inside the Urban Services Line. We
had submitted examples of the type of house that could be built within the
design guidelines we had suggested, but now we are having to have our client
prepare actual plans for each house in the subdivision. Since each lot is

20



I ATTACHMENT 5

1 different in terms of size and topography, this is very costly and time
consuming, and future buyers of the lots may not be interested at all in the
plans which are being required now.

i ..- -- .~ -_.
1 -We guggetit tlia3 perhaps the Board of Supervisors could require in house/staff

design review prior to obtaining a building permit on the exterior lots of a
< subdivision if these lots would affect any existing neighboring houses. These
? lots could be designated on the subdivision map.

i We also suggest that staff be trusted to review final plans and to administer
adequate minor variation review after a project has been approved. If a change
goes beyond a minor variation, then it could be set on the consent agenda of

I the hearing body which approved it.

1 Sincerely,

i RICHARD BEALE  LAND USE PLANNING, INC.

cc: Planning consultants
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ATTACHMEN  5

From: Steve Craves (Stcphcn Gr-avm  & Amociates)

Ke: ~hnlmcnts  on New Application J3equirement.s  for Design Rcvicw

/
Betty: I  have the followiflg  cornmcnts  rclatcd to the new design I-eview
application submittal n3qk-ements.

1, The submittal requirements should not be a blanket requ3rement
for all projects subject to design review and should not be a requirement  for
initial submittal. ~Clearly  this Ievel of ctW3w is not necessary ox’ appt$Xiat.e
for all ptsojects subject t.0 design rcvicw. ‘I’hc design rcvicw rcquircmnts should
be rcvicwcd on a msc-bycasclprojcct  specifc basis (zs it is currmtl3;  done).
The requin3~ients  now list.ed as ‘manclat.oq”  nquiRrnr3nts  for sulxnit  Lril,  should
mert:ly he listed as ~xrssible  items which could be required by the project planer
pending initial project review. This would allow the project planner - at mytim
during the process - to respond to project specBk issues - and ELV~ for additional
information al that Lime  which is appropriate in order to mpond to specilic
dc.s;i@ issues. CIcarIy.  larger pca.rcels [zoned R- I- IO. R- 3 - 151 and ~cmw !mmllcr
paxels  are situated such that neighboring properties m not impacted as acutely
b;v desfgn  issues. The blanket requirement results in an enormous cxpcnsc:
nxpinvl  upfror!t  . bcforc  the project is even reviewed.

l  A n  i n i t i a l  project. r c v i c w  prtxcvs s h o u l d  idcntifv  w h a t .  dc‘:sig,l  oc
neighborhood compatibility issues exist. Staff should then work wil.h  ihc

applicant Lo det.emrine  whal level of appropriate  additional inforniation  is
nccckci to adckcrsl;  the specific issues.

2. The new requirements virtually eliminate the ability to subdivide
lots curd to build custom homes, and will dramatically impact  the smaller
land owner. The new rcquirctncnQ f o r  f u l l  arcbitcctural  plans as +3
requirement for <aIl  subclidsions  and h&D’s in the urban .scrviccs lint greatly
imlxacts the smaller *non-develqxr”  land owners who are sim& uying to callow
development 01 their property consistent with Gmeral Plm and zoning
stanrl~rtis. What these requirements will do iu eliminate !.he ability of smaller
land owners to subdivide, creai.ing  a sit.uation where:  only larger rle~&qx~s  ~a.11
i3.md  t.0 subdivide Iand, This will result in a proliferation of’ monotonous
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developmenls and a lack of diversity of housing stock and greatly increase the
cost of housing.

l Full architcetural  pIa.ns should not be required for the wit nniQoril>’  of
minor land divisions. The requirement for full architectural  plans for rlrisWr’
land divisions should be limited to lots  that are 5,000 square feet or less in
size, ,and should only be required if there arc a suffticient.  number of desi@
issues that  cannot  be addressed by more issue-.upc:c.!ific  mitigation (i.e.
I3uildiilg  scale. window placcmcnt..  siting. views, etc.]. Prototypical house
designs for subdivisions should suficc.  unless their am speclflc 1ot.s (most
likciy t.hc,sc lots whirh are adjacent exist@  residcnccs). which wa~lant a
grcatcr  lcvcl of design review.

/

l For subdivisions and minor land divisions which have si&-iiflcant.  design
issues that are ndt fully acldrcsscd  during the tentative map Process, futun:
clcsign rwietw  can be required at the bullding pcmltt stage [assuming that Ihe
I~~ITCI~~  sysI.fxr~ of desi@ guidelines or pmtotypical  I~ousc dcsi@s ContinUeS
to bc an acccpt.able pGiCtiCC).

%s
3. The new requirements will result b a lack of diversity in housing
types and result in poor designs, ‘lhc ability of individuals to purchxc a nwv
lot and design and build their own home is a vatuahlc a~(31 to both the
indh-idual and the community. This situation allows for a great deal of
diversity, interesting architectural variattions, and in mos: cases a superior  Icvel
of arc:hiI.ect.ural  integrity and construction. Under the new requirements,  t.he
sm;4lcr  subdividers will be forced to submit architccturaI plans 101 homes ffley
don’t intend to build. Thcrcfvrc.  they will likely resort to generic desi#r, catz%log
plans. or other nlecans  to minim!zc the potcntlally enar-rnnus  expense of custom
archil rct.urA designs. This will result in ii proliferation of pool*  rIesi@,  reduce
flexibility and an unnecessarq’  review process for minor, non-significant chnnges.

4, The new requirements  create an excessive  bureaucratic  burden to
both the applicant and staff. Staff is  required t.o evaluate detai led
arc:hit.ect.ural  design at the time of application submittal, prior to public review
of the project, which will not allow for sufficient time to gauge public opinion or’
to a~ess tht: lcvcl of controversy or specific neighborhood concerns. Even
minor changes  to plans dur@ the building pcrnlit  sage would have to be re-
revicwc(! and approved by  the  Planning  Commiss ion  Mrl/or  Roarrl oi
Supervisors. This will create an excesgive  and unreasonable level of review rind
processing, allowing for subdivision issues to he rcvicwcri and potentially
rwpmed after a Parcel Map of’ Final Map has been recordtXl,  increasing the
ch’mcw liir liligation between buycm and sellers of lots, and clrag@ng  out the
appml prcxxss potentially fox*  years.

2
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-

l Additional de&@ review requirements should be deferred at lea31 until the
prvjcct has been rcvicwod  by the pubk and adjacent neighborhoods. This
will hallow  the applicant and stalT to generate additional ini‘ormalion as
~l~~SSi~X)l  10 i3~klI~S!j afly Valid COIlCWIlS.

l FinHI tirr:hitcctural  plans should not bc rcquirctl.  unkss their a~‘e ve⌧y

sI.xcific CU~CC~IIS,  on each lot which cannot bc: addressed by r*efining  the
dcsi@ guidclincs or prototypical house dc~i@s. For cxamplc  if privacy is an
issue. the s;peciQc  lot can be conditioned for design review as part of the
builriing  pmrnit, or a ~&ricri design witetia can Ix: developed (spxific window
locatiorl,  size, ew.). I1 this manner, the site specific &sign  conccms can be
met. White stdl &cJWing  a cUstorn  site design  ald kxibihty.
l An administrative: review of tiny changes to cIesi@~  should stdk~,, unless
they arc of a significant nature to require re-review by the decision-making
bocl),  .

5. The requirements are unclear. and wiU not be equally  applied by
one staff person  to the next. The rcquiremcnt.  for an yaxo~~omefLfic  view” x~l

3-1) peH3r>;I?&?tive  is ext.remeIy  nebulous and could bc interprt.%ed 1.0 mean a range
of things.  many of which may not even address the reIevca.nt  issues at hand.
This could result in a particuk  $taff person envisioning the creation of a ‘work
of art” which is neither appropriate or neceoszuy. The ability to get an
application drfcmed complete will be signifkantiy complicatec.t, surely resulting in
an incrcasc nunWr of conflicting opinions frequent& rcyuiring  Planning
DiIYccl01  or even Planning Commission inteI~Xet.alion, lIiese  requircmcnts  iire
significant and vzg~ enough. that they will bc subject  to tikrpretaliorl  cand
strongly dcbatcd by prc$ct  applicants who feel  they are being subjected to
wm83mahle  requirements.

l Develop EUI appliccant’s dcsf@ rcvkw hancioul!booklet  which dcs&tlrs
apgroachcs  that. can be utilized to address  specific design issues. These
could ran& from simply showin,= t h e  outline  uf each slmctul’e  t o  more
cktailcd design e1ement.s _ The particul,~  me’thcd for dcmonstrc-lting rle~ign
IKS;:OS rnusl be tailored to spxifically  address each particulCx  siturQiox1  and

cicvih!,~:~:‘:~  a3ft.w suffkiexlt  rev iew of  the piC,jWt (aii.rr  publ ic  input ,
environmcn taI rcvicw. etc.). Develop a matrix which defines what can
reasoncab&  be required for each type of project  based ugcjrl  nunl~~er of lots.
si7x of lots, ant1 lncration.

Ln summary, I fscl t.hat. the exisling D&fgn Review process is adcquatc without
thc.c;e  new requirements are which exccssivc and nol. necessary in the vast
mi?jority  of projecls. Perhaps a ma-c fo:malized  design review criteria could lx:
devr:loped that would further dcfinc design issues and inforln applicants that. if
ccrtafn  lssucs a r i se  a  lme of  addi t iona l  inforrn;lllion  cauld be  required
rkpcntling  upon the extent of the issues and tic appropriak level of infoxlnation
Ileerlecl  fix adequate  mctiysis.
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I would iiiic to attend the meeting with Planning Director Alvin James to further
discuss our concerns with thcsc Ixquimnenb  and assist in rkvel~plng axi
acccp~able mri  more reasonable approach  to &riling with the probkt~u  that hat-c
tri.&~ml  the xloptfon -cd this new dixeetivc.

Sinccrcly,
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. Land Use t Development Consultants v

D e c e m b e r  14,1998
-

,

Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors - - ---r-----  -- = T-~  -- : .-
701 oceq St .
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

’k Design Review;81tem  46, Decembef 15 Agenda

This letterI  cqncerns the proposed change in the Planni& Department policy *
. regarding the requirement to submit designs of hou#s for ev$ry lot within a .-

proposed mbdivision prior to application comp@tion.
.

As I understan& this change is being initiated due to several recent j
subdivisions  fort which the subsequent design of the ho&es did not
adequately fulfill the objective of the design review guidelines o? protdtypical .
house designs that we=, approved with thg subdivision.

This seems to be a valid concern for %nall  lot”, infill subdivisions where the
density and proximity of dwellings to adjacent properties require greater
scrutiny. Howe& there are some projects which are either proposing lots
large enough skh’that  conflicts are minimized by the existing zoning setback,
lbt coverage  and FAR standards, or are sufficiently isolated by’ topogyaphy,
streek or ot’her  ch’aracteristics to adeqtiately  eliminate these conflicts with
surrounding properties. It would seem that staff should be able to evaluate
the need for full architectural plans during the DRG process bas& on criteriP
established .by the Board of Supervisors. E the proposed lots of tsubdivision
are shown to have minimal’ to no impact to surrounding properties, full
plans should not be necessary. It may be that prbposed  parcels at the
periphery of the subdivision may need closer scru$ny while parcels ,in thq .,
interior of the project do not warrant the s&me level of design review. .

The unfortunate result of the proposed policy wili be to substatitkly  k-crease . s
ihe up front’ costs of. a stibdilision  and to de&ease  the uniqueness and
individuality of resicential  design on lots that have previously been
considered custom lots. There ‘are currently several subdivisions in the

initial pla&ing stag&s that I am familiar with, which ~61 have lots ranging
In size from 10,000 - 20,000 sf, The owners of these  subdivisions are pIanr$ng
to sell these lots to individual builders/owners who would design unique
homes for each lot. There are numerotis  exarkples of rural subdivisions

‘tit$ lots from 1 acre to IO acres+ which would heve little if any effect on (
surrounding pro+xties. . , . ..

i

,

,

, 1509 SeabrIght  Ave.. Sultd’Al -Santa  Cruz.  tA 95062
I i’er:  409-459-6992 - Fax:.ti-459-9998

i’
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ATTACH.MENY  5_. i
I ’ .

I

Santa Crux County Board of Supervisors
Re Design Review; Bern  46, December 35 Agenda
De. IS,1998
Page 2 .C

.
.

If it is decided that the Planning Commission must have design review
authority, for each and every parcel within a custom .Jot subdivision, it
‘would lx preferable to allow the option of a separate Desigrc/Revim  Process
for each slot  after the subdivision is approved. This would allow each lot
‘owner to cteativefy -design his/her unique residence as opposed to a
subdivider speculating op. a marketable design that may not be built for
several year6 in the future.

I suggest that the-County consider distinguishing between infill, small l6t’
subdivisioris and larger custom or semi-custom lot subdivisions. Even on
these custom subdi&ions’  where conflicts tith adjoining properties may
arise due to topography or location, full plans could be required at the
discretion of Planning Staff during the DRG or 30 day completeness review.

The proposed change pr-sed by staff is a significant change tb the Design
Review Process that has had little if any input from the d=lgn ana real estate
community. I hope that rhls process can be discussed more thoroughly prior-
to a decision being made. It appears that in the attempt to deal with a
legitimate concern, a process ,may be established that 1s costly to both the
County and consumer and will ultimately result in less attractive large lot,
custom subdivisions. -

.

. Sincerely,

cc: Alvin James \ ._

. I

\

_ E/db

i
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. B O O N E / L O W  ARCWITECTSrPLANNERS
‘.

. .

January !5, 1999
.

.’ 1
Betty cost

Richard Beale, Land Use Phnning
I

-

. 100 Doyle Street, SuittrE
,Santa  CMZ, C A  95062 ,

.

Dear Betty:
.

I have review& the n$w design review requirements and am already .
working with them on two projects. I-have the following comments:’

The intent of the iequirements  is good but there are two items which are
problems as presently written. .

1. .

.

2.

I

S,ite Analysis Diagram.
The requirements for location of improvements including landscaping on

adjacent parceIs  and for perspective drawings  which include this information is
u’nrealistic  at the development plan review phase: To comply with the
requirements will require applicants to survey and/or n&sure adjacent
properties, prepare detailed designs and spend large sums on presentation
drawings all before the applicant knows whether his project will be approved.

The requ&ement  for loiration  of windows to be fixed at the initial application
phase wil! require that building designs be cqmpleted  sui$antially beyond the
normal  coqceptual  design wdrk p&formed at this time apin resulting in
additional costs to the applicati before approval.

i uige that a way be found to defer ihese  requirements until after
! development plan approval a?d before tiuildirig peimit approval. In rriy opinicn .

. . .we will achieve bet& design solutions if applicants know they have project

- . . . approval before investing large’surns  on detaiIed d-&&n issues, I would be
. concerned  that if these issues are not a!dressed  applicAnts  will find a way to

: circumvent them and the objectives’of the new requirements will not be achieved.
.

.

. . : ,a. . . _-

.:- ’ ‘1 ’

.

* , . . ’ .
. * .- 4

. . .a
” -

‘I.
w

r David C. Boane  PA& Jacquelyn L?w MA
. . 157 Van Ness AWE-.  Santa  Crur CA 95060 408/423-  t3 16 Fax 408&23..1386  ’ *:. 9 ‘a ,:

‘.
.m .

, . . I
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Dear Betty  :

29



JiAN-15-9%  88:22 AM CFtSEY  CONSULTIbiti 831 688 7104

ATTACHMENT 5
January 13, 1999 __ _._.
Design  Review Requircmcnts
Page  2

I spoke  to Aaron fram Walt Symon’s o!‘ficc today. She stntcd  tlm at Tuesday’s
Board meeting, the l3uitnl  discuseecl  c)ur  proposal tu meet with Alvin James  and
t0 bkng WI comments  hiKk t0 tllC Board. ‘Tflc Board and Alvin Jarncs agreed
to do this, hut tf~cy  hnvc  not  XI tfx dare. The  dx:: will bc set afler the meeting
with  Alvin Jan1c.s.

I hope my suggestions help with your preparation af the lcttur  to Alvin James.
Please call nle it’ you ?UVC any questions.

Since&y,

w 7+
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ATTACHMENT 5

D&X Jamaly .13, 1999

To; Rich Beale

From: Tom Thacher
a.‘

RE: Atherton  Place

The new CIxuzty  deign review requirements are excessive and unreasonable for some of

the obvious reasons we’ve already discussed. It is unreasonable for the County to require

an applicant to spend tens of thousands of dol!ars (or more) on the design of strurrure~

before having any assurance  that their projects will be approved or even heard.

The Atherton Place  project  we have been working on with you is a tax in point. This

site has slopes and adjacent riparian areas which will make the project diffkult and

expensive. It does not lend itself to a more conventional  subdivision with only a few unit

types and variations and a lot of duplication. We will be designing at least 10 different

unit types for this project and almost every u&t will have some variation in foundation

design: The up-front  costs for the applicant for designing every unit on every lot without

any County assfurances  of approval are unreasonable.
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ATTACHMENT 5

Atherton  Plaoe Memo
Page Two

As the project goes through the review process it is likely that changes wilt  be made. If,

for instance, the County wants to see even a slight increase  in density we might be

starting over with unit designs tc fit new lot dimensions. The same might be hue ifthe

neighbors prevail  in lowering the density  by even a few lots. I am a&aid the County stafF

may not be aware of the costs  for re-designing 63 units complete with perspective

drawings, sections, landscaping and color boards.

We’re also concerned  that the County staff, the Board of Supervisors and the neighbors

may be ovetwhelmed  with the repetitive and overly technical submittal materids  they are

requiring The voluminous application materials will likely bewiider rather than reassure

the r&e~~~rs, We suspect these costly  new requirements will not produce beaw building

but will  only increase the cost  of housing.

,
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ATTACHMEJNT 5

Pacific Rim Planning Group
Land USC and Development Consultants

_ ___ i.. _ T. 206 Morrissey  Blvd, - -  ~~=
Sanii&z, CA, 95662
ph: (831) 423-3235
Fax: (831) 471-2137
pager: (831) 6854466

MEMO

Date: January 1 I, 1998

To: Richard  Beale and Betty Cost

From: Jim Weaver

RE: Response To New Design Review Requirements

Rich and Betty; IIAPPY NEW YEAR

In response to your request for comments, I offer the foilowing:

For B which include mit may be appropriate to
require plans containing building footprints, floor area ratios, ietbacks,  square  footage of
floor area, elevation drawings, landscaping. exterior building materials and colors, bulk
plain analysis and prelimJnary  window locations. In fact it Is my understanding that this
infomlhtioa  is currently on the list of required information {Desigu  tiuidelines;  Chapter 13.11
& Section  18.10.210  cc).  The rquirement  for floor plans is overly burdensome  and is no1
mcessaty  at the sub&v&ion  map stage of the process. The time and cost of producing
theue  plans is eonsidwable,  eBp;pecially  given  no clear irxlication  if the proposed project
will be approved. In a large subdivision it is co?ceivable  that there may be three to five
diffet-ent  models. To produce plans  for each model prior to any potential redesign  by
staff, CornmMon and/or Board is a waste of the applicant’s time and money and a waste
of lhe planning staffs time.

If (&@asis on “if’ > this infonuation is neccss~y,  it should be required after tnvirmmcntal
review and prior to the public hearing. At *this  stage,  hopefully most  of the redcsigu  work
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has occurred,  thcrc is some indication that the project is approvalHe  and the applicant and
staff havo a &id understanding  of the site and sm-ounding  neighborhood.

The ncccssity of the proposcd.&sign  Gu&k~ a&%hn&ts  is s&&t.
--_-:.

If implemented
ccnrcctly,  the existing Design Guideline  ordinrtnce hag sufficient requirements  to
establish  an understanding  of the pmpoaed pmject and to determine if the pmject will be
compatible IV& the surrounding  neighborhood. This may bc a situation whcrc  cithcr  tbc
existing Design  Guideline Ordinance  is not being used to its fullest extent or the staff
does not have  the cxpcrtise  to administer the Ordinance.

The pmposcd uncndmcnt to the Design Guideline Ordinance does not IYXO~~ZC  the
arnc#nt of rodesign that a project  in the Santa Cruz County planning process undergoes.
The: prupuvcd  anxx&nc;nLs  will likely rcsulL  in a variety  of staff and dtision makers
playixlg Ihe role of dcsigmr  with drxisious  b&g made basal oil  personal taste. Further,
the proposed amendment requires retkning to the decision maker for the slightest change
to the project. This will add even more lime lo the permit process.

In the -&se of minorsubdivisions  whert development is net proposed, the proposed
Design Guidcllnc amendments arc clearly unreasonable. Many of these projects are
undertaken by non-developer applicants. They are interested in subdividing the property
aml have uo inkntion  of building. Any hwings woulrl bc conjecture on their p&l and
most certainty  would be clia~ged  with  the new property owner. If die Cc~mlty  is
searching for a method to fkther complicate the planning process, the proposed
amendments  lo Ihe Design Guidelines will be successful, Again, a well written Design
Guideline Statcmcnt (currently required),  made a part of the approval record, would
accomplish the County’s goal of insuring that new development is compatible with the
existing neighborhood.

Thank you for orchcstrakg  these commncnts.  1 am interested in assisting you however I
may and would be happy to accompany you when you meet  with Alvin James.
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December 14, 2998
ROSE MARIE McNAIR * BROKER

Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors I
701 Ocean Street
Santa CA-U, CA !35060

via far to 454-3262’c

RE: New Design Review Guidelines, Agenda 12/I 5/98

Dear Members of the Board of Supehrisors: ..

Jn reviewing tomorrotis  agenda, I noticed proposed regulations regarding the Design Review
process. A new subdivision application (by this proposal) wouId require full sets of pIans

-. including aIl design specifications when applying for a tentative map. This will  add cofision,
)>.T L: -:.*::3L*.rh:i: unnecessary delays,  and ex&aordinary costs to our alrmdy  less than affordable residential market.

When a developer submits a plan, he has no idea whetber the pIan  will  be approved. To add costs
varying  several thousand dollars per re.si&lrce--without even knowing how many units will be
approved does not foilow linear thinking. How many designs will a developer have to submit
before a project gets final approval? Pretty expensive and time consuming!

It would seem that desim criteria will lose any quality of being refreshingly different-due to the
cost invoIved  in this requirement. Santa Cruz  County is a very unique area due to its varying
topography and geography. To set one standard is really not warranted; rather the design review
process can stipulate its requirements prior to obtaining a final map.

Please do not accept this proposal; we really must look at ways to provide new housing that is
cost-efE”vc and therefore affordable.

.
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December 14, 1998

SHERMAN & SOONE
ASSOCIATES
A Real Estate CorDoratIon

Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cng CA 95060

TRANSMITTED  VIA FACSIMILE #454-3262

RE: Design Review; Item 46, December 15 Agenda

Dear Board Members:

I just received the proposed changes to the subdivisioa’applicatioa policy which is scheduled to
come before the Board of Supervisors at tomorrow’s meeting. The new policy would essentially
require Mly designed plans for each home as part of the application for tentative map. I believe
there are some significant problems with this policy and I would like to request that the Board
continue this item for fi1rthe.r  public input. If the Board elects not to continue this item, 1. would
request that you consider the foliowing issues and exceptions:

1. This policy should not apply to subdivisions such as Tan Heights in Soquel which had large
lots that were not in proximity to neighbors or esisting roads. It was more suited to custom
homes rather than  cookie cutter designs that wouId result from this policy.

2. The policy would restrict an individual’s ability to purchase a lot and design their own home.
The County would lose creativity and variety in our home designs.

3. Housing costs would be increased dramatically and unnecessarily. A developer of a large
rural subdivision such as Seascape Uplands which had a large variety of lots would be
required to produce many different custom plans even on lots which can r@ be seen by the
public. The plans described in this policy would run between $2,000 - $5,000 per lot. This is
even considering a fewer num&r of plans but having to customize them to each lot. When
original applications are submitted it could be for 200 lots and during the process, this number
may be cut to 100 lots which may have to be redesigned. Therefore, it is quite feasible under
the proposed policy that someone submit 200 plans and then during the process have to toss
half of them and modify or redesign the balance. Therefore, what starts as a $2,000 - $5,000
per lot cost, more than doubt& and in this exam$e would be an additional up front cost of
over $500,000.

I believe that in 90% of the cases it would be sufficient in the initial planning process for
developers to submit three-dimensional building envelopes. This would show the maximum
potential area involved with each lot and the envelope could then be adjusted to address concerns.
This way developers would be controlled with.in  a vertical envelope just as they currently are by a
building pad envelope.

36 . a*
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Board of Supetisors --
December  14,1998
Page 2

If the Board decides to require detailed plans, please consider making it as a condition of the
tentative map to have a design review  prior to recording the final map just as you currently do
with improvement plans. This design review could then be limited to those lots the approving
body held in question leaving the remainder: of the lots available for buyer designed homes.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

$,@&a*

Martin Hoone
-u Direct Phone: 831-364-502~

‘““7 Direct Fax: 831-462-1618 ..

jw

* I
.
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&may 2, 1999

Mr. Alvin  James
Planning  Director
Santa Cruz County Planning
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz,  CA 95060

Sunset Realty,ATTACMtiT 5
SALES AND DEVELOPMENT

4630 SOQUEL  DRIVE l SOQUEL, CA 95073
(408) 476-1204 (408) 684-1103

Department

Dear Mr. James:

I am writing  this  letter in response to the recently passed County Design Review
requirements. I presently have  an application  being  processed for a 10 lot subdivision  in
Soquel  which  was submitted  in September of 1998.  I was surprised  to find  that this
application  would not be deemed  complete  until  the submission  of this  very detailed  and
expensive  new design  requirement.

My firm prides  itself on the flexibility  of working with potential  buyers  and custom
designing  homes  that meet the  genera1  design  guidelines  created during  the  planning
process. This new requirement has forced me to come  up with  individual  plans  for each
lot. My vision  for this  subdivision  is not  to create a monotonous look with  the  same
design  on each lot, but to vary the  designs  and let the creative process develop  as each
ho’me  is built. This new requirement makes it difficult  for a buyer to come  in before the
houses are started and work with  me on a custom design.

I am not  opposed to a conceptual design  review however, I don’t  believe  the type of
detail  required in the new ordinance  is necessary in all land divisions. It can be used as a
toolin certain  developments where the  design  of the new homes  would  greatly impact
surrounding neighbors. Also  this  requirement  is being  required  before the  final  map is
approved. This could  mean there might  be changes in the  layout  of the lots  and require
amendments to the  design  at additional  cost and time  delays.

I understand there has been a public  meeting  scheduled  with the  Planning  Department on
February  8 which  I will be looking  forward to attending.  Maybe some  reasonable
adjustment  can be made to this  Design Review Ordinance that will maintain  the
opportunity for small  builders  like  myself to continue  creating attractive and well  designed
homes for our local  community  and maintain  affordability  and architetural flexibility.

Sincerely,

g&L

+--+=p---.
Rossana Grau
Grau Development, Inc.
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