ATTACHMENT 9

SANTA CRrRUZ (;_ngﬂyNTv

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

To: Housing Advisory Commission

From: Erik Schapiro, CAO's Office and .iaison to RDA
Subject: Proposition 46

Date: February 20,2004

I understand that the Housing Advisory Commission requested an update on State Proposition
46, the Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2002.

On November 5, 2002, the voters of California passed Proposition 46, a $2.1 billion housing
bond measure. The Proposition received 58% of the vote Statewide and 65 % in Santa Cruz
County.

Proposition 46 authorizedthe following programs:

u $910 millionfor rental housing for low-income seniors, disabled persons, and
families with children

L $495 million for home ownership programs, including sweat equity housing anc
down payment assistance for low and moderate income families

n $390 million for emergency shelters and permanent housing with support
services for homeless seniors, batteredwomen, mentally ill people and veterans

u $200 millionfor farm worker housing

n $100 million for incentives for local governments to approve housing
developments

u $5 million for local code enforcement to revitalize neighborhoods.

The attached chart provides a status of Proposition 46-funded programs. The chart includes
the following information:

J The type of entities eligible to apply for funding
v The future applicationschedule

Jd Whether access to particular programs requires a State certified Housing

Element
v The total funds made available through the Proposition
v Identifies existing or potential Proposition 46 funded projects in the

unincorporatedCounty.
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Housing Advisory Commission Agenda: March 3,2004
Proposition 46 Update Page: 2

Itis worth noting that some funds previously included in the State budget for specific housing
programs(e.g. Joe Serna Farm Worker Housing funds) were supplantedwith Proposition46
funds. As a result, the total amount of funds authorized by Proposition 46 did not represent a
concomitant increase in State funding allocations to specific programs. Infact, in some cases
(e.g. the Emergency Housing Assistance Program - EHAP), the total funds available under
Proposition 46 represented less funding than the amount of EHAP funds previously budgeted
by the State.
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Michael A. Guth ATTACHMENT

Attorney at Law
2-2805 East Cliff Or.
Santa {ruz, CA 95062

TO: Housing Advisory Commission
FROM: Michael Guth
SUBJECT: Agenda Plan regarding Cabrillo Commons

February 23,2004

Fellow Commissioners,

We shall be hearing a report from staff at the March meeting concerning the
density determinations and issues for the Cabrillo Commons project which Supervisor
Campos has brought to our attention. As we have yet to discuss the issue of HAC
participation on individual projects, the report from staff on the Cabrillo Commons
project should be considered as an informative presentation of how policies which
we have been involved with creating are actually implemented at the administrative
level. | feel that this will be helpful to those of us who are not actively involved with
County administrative proceedings regardless of whether or not we pursue this issue
further.

County Supervisor Tony Campos has requested the Housing Advisory
Commissionto make an advisory determination with regard to the Cabrillo Commons
Project. Whether it is appropriate to comment on individual projects in general and this
project in particular is a topic for discussion by this Commission (please see my letter on
this topic elsewhere in the agenda package).

I am aware of two other County Supervisors who want to give input to this
Commission regarding both the concept of the HAC reviewing individual projects and
also regarding this project in particular. As they cannot attend the March meeting and
would like to provide input at the April meeting, | feel it is appropriate to wait until that
time to make any recommendation on this project, if we indeed to feel that any comment
at all is appropriate.

Yours Sincerely,
Michael A. Guth
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ATTACHMENT 1(1
County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET - 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831) 454-2580  FAX: (831)454-2131 TODD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

.September 19,2003
Agenda Date: September 23,2003

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

Application Number: 03-0065 Owner: AthertonPlace Development LLC
APN: 037-251-23 Applicant: Atherton Place Development LLC

SUBJECT: A public hearing to consider a preliminary General Plan consistency determination
for the Cabrillo Commons project —a proposal to construct43 attached townhouses
on 14.6 acres with a net density of 5,193 square feet per unit. The density proposed
is below the Residential Urban High (R-UH) General Plan densityrange of 1unit per
2,500 to 4,000 square feet.

Members of the Board

On February 21, 2003, a proposal to construct a project at a density level lower than the allowed
General Plan density ranee was submitted to the Planning Department. Per section 18.10.140 of
the County Code, proposals to develop at less than the lowest end of the General Plan density
range shall be evaluated by the Board of Supervisors for a preliminary General Plan consistency
determination at a public hearing,

Specifically, County Code Section 18.10.140 was amended, June 18, 2002, to include language
that requires “aj/ proposals for residential development of property within the USZ . . . at less
than the lowest end of the designated density range of the County General Plan. . .shall be
subject to review by the Development Review Group. Following completion ofthe DRG process,
theproposal and the information developed as a result of the DRG process shall be referred to
the Board of Supervisorsfor apreliminary General Plan consistency determination at apublic
hearing.” Section 18.10.140also includes language which specifies that “anyproposedpermit
or approval which is not consistent with the existing adopted General Plan may be issued or
approved only concurrently with the adoption of appropriate amendments to the General Plan.”
(Entirety of Section 18.10.140 included as Attachment 4).

HISTORY

Your Board may recall that the Atherton Place Subdivision (98-0148) created a 26 unit project
on one of two parcels that originally was one parcel that totaled approximately 17.85acres in

area before being subdivided. Inthe review of this subdivision, your Board directed, via deed
restriction, that the portion of the subject property that was not developed would be required to 53
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develop at no less than the minimum density range of the Residential Urban High (R-UH)
General Plan designation. This requirement to develop within the General Plan densiry range
was made a part of the Conditions of Approval for Subdivision 98-0148 (see Attachment 8 -
Condition IILN).

At the time that the Atherton Place Subdivision was approved on March 12,2002, the Board
determined that the construction of 85 units would fall within the required density range for the
entire subject property. The calculations performed at that time deducted portions of the project
site due to topographic constraints and the presence of ariparian corridor (Porter/Tannery Gulch)
on the subject property. These calculations were estimates of the amount of developable land on
the subject property, which included a density credit for slopes under 30 percent located within
the riparian buffer areas. Based on these earlier calculations, and deducting the 26 units that
were approved in the Atherton Place Subdivision, it has been determined that this parcel can
accommodate a total of 59 units which would fall within the required density range for the
remaining portion of this overall site’. This is consistent with the findings by the Board in the
approval of the Atherton Place Subdivision. The future development of this site was specifically
addressed in Condition III N, which states: *. .. Al fiture developmentproposals for thisparcel
shall be at a density that is no less than zhe lowest end of that densizy range set by the Urban
High Residential designation of the 1994 General Plan. . . unless the land use designation for
the parcel is revised by amendment of the General Plan, ..” (See Conditions of Approval, No.
[TIN. - Attachment 8)

Following project approval by your Board and litigation initiated by surrounding neighbors, on
September 18,2002, the Applicant entered into a Stipulated Agreement that specifies that the
Applicant will proceed with an application for a 43-unit project on this site. The goals of this
agreement appear inconsistent with your Board’s stated objective to create 85 units on the entire
parcel —and thus 59 units on the subject property, as enumerated in the Subdivision Findings
approved by your Board. In finding that the proposed project (Atherton Place) was consistent
with the General Plan, the Findings specify that “ , .. up to 85 units could be constructed on the
entire project site given the net developable land available and using the minimum threshold
density specified by the General Plan , . .” (Approved Subdivision Findings, No. 2 -
Attachment 20).

URBAN HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION

The Urban High Density Residential (R-UH) General Plan designation allows residential
development at densities between 2,500 and 4,000 square feet of net developable parcel area per
dwelling unit (General Plan Policy 2.10.1 - Minimum Parcel Sizes). The appropriate housing
types (as listed in the General Plan) for this designation include: small lot detached houses,
attached housing on separately owned parcels (“zero lot line” houses), duplexes, townhouses,
garden apartments, mobile home parks, and congregate senior housing (see Attachment 5).

1 The definition of “net developable” land and “density credit” canbe found in the General Plan glossary and
Riparian Corridors section (see Attachment 6 —Developable Land defmition & Attachment 7 — General Plan Policy
5.2.6)].

52
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Density is calculated by determining the amount of net developable land on a parcel and dividing
the net developableland total by the number of proposed units. Vehicular rights-of-way, slopes
in excess of 30 percent, riparian areas (with credit for slopesunder 30 percent in the riparian
buffer areas), and areas containing other resources or development constraints are deducted from
the gross parcel area to determine the amount of net developable land. Shared driveways are
considered as private rights of way within private ownership developmentsand are deducted
from the net developable land total, but are not deducted from the net developable land total for
rental apartment complexes. A large portion of the subject property is designated as Urban Open
Space (0-U) in the General Plan. This designation indicates the presence of ariparian corridor
which reduces the amount of developable land on the subject property (see Attachment 3).

DEVELOPER'S PROPOSED 43-UNIT PROJECT

The development proposal submitted on February 21% consists of 43 units (see Attachment 10)
on a property that contains approximately 14.6 gross acres of land (637,406 square feet) (see
Attachment 9). Using information provided by the project applicant, the net developable land
totals approximately 5.8 acres (252,212 square feet). Approximately 2 acres of the net
developable land total is within the riparian comdor buffer that is under 30 percent slope.

The total area of the shared driveways within the proposed development is 28,880 square feet.
Since this proposal consists of individual ownership townhouses, all of the shared driveways are
considered as private rights-of-way and this area is deducted from the net developable land total.
The resulting net developable land total, after deducting the proposed shared driveways, is
approxiinately 5.1 acres (223,331 square feet). When divided by the 43 proposed units, the
proposed density for this developmentis approximately 5,193 square feet per residential unit.

While the developer has suggested that the density level would fall within the General Plan
density range if the riparian buffer area (89,700 square feet) were further excluded from the
density calculation, such an approach would be an attempt to circumvent established policies.
This suggestion would be inconsistent with the findings made by the Board in approving the
Atherton Place Subdivision (as discussed above), contrary to established practice, unprecedented
and inconsistent with the Board's policy to approve projects within the density range of the
General Plan.

On June 11,2003, the Planning Department sent a letter to the Applicant summarizing the DRG
findings. (Attachment 18). The Department's letter indicated a number of key concerns about the
project:

*  General Plan Density Ranee: The proposed project is below the minimum density range
as specifiedin the Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation.

» Parking The proposed project does not comply with the requirements for on-site guest
parking; the proposal to accommodate guest parking on Atherton Drive would increase
the overall parking impact in the neighborhood.

* Useable Onen Snace The proposed project does not appear to provide the minimum

52
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amount of required usable cormumon area open space

» Residential Site Standards: The proposed project does not comply with the reqired site
standards for the RM-3 Multi-Family Residential - 3,000 square foot minimum zone
district;

» Access and Circulation: Theroad and circulation design does not allow for proper
vehicular movement, creating numerous circulation probleins which could result in
injuries or property damage due to the need for drivers to make difficult turning and
back-up maneuvers. Project design also places structures in locations that obscure a
drivers’ ability to see oncoming traffic as they pull out of garages. Project access should
be off Atherton Drive; the proposed access off Soquel Drive is inconsistent with the
County Code and presents numerous problems resulting in traffic hazards and and
neighborhood impacts.

»= Desien for Accessibility: The current proposed road, circulation and parking design does
not appear to accommaodate persons with disability’s in an adequate manner.

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE GENERAL PLAN DENSITY RANGE

Using the net developable land total above (252,212 square feet), the total number of units that
would fall within the Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation density range
(one unit per each 2,500 to 4,000 square feet of developable land) would be between 63 and 100
residential units. In developments with individual ownership units, proposed private road rights-
of-way are deducted from the net developable land total (28,880 square feet in the current
proposal) resulting in between 55 and 89 residential units falling within the General Plan density
range.

ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT PROPOSAL

To facilitate staff consideration of this proposal, the applicant has submitted five different
alternatives to the 43 unit townhouse proposal. These alternatives assume a range of
development densities for the project site. These alternative designs are discussed below.

1. 59-Unit Proposal - 61 to 65 Unit Scheme Submitted by Develooer (Attachment 12)

At the request of the County, the Developer submitted a proposed alternative within the General
Plan density range. The Developer’s proposed alternative is a 61-65 unit project, which included
a centrally located four-plex that exceeded the maximum height limit and should be removed
from the project design. A reduction of an additional two units within the project (not shown on
the plans) would result in a 59 unit project.

A preliminary review of this proposal indicates that a 59-unit project appears to be compatible
with the neighborhood and surrounding pattern of development. A 59-unit proposal would be
constructed at an approximate density of one residential unit per each 3,904 square feet (falling
within the Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation density range (one unit per
each 2,500 to 4,000 square feet of developable land. Based on a preliminary review of the 59-

AJ'RA S:Drat: Board Letters 4 5 9




unit alternatlve proposal, staff has made the followingkey findings:

The proposed project would comply with the requwed site standards for the RM-3

Multi-Family Residential - 3,000 square foot minimum zone district;

The interior circulation and usable outdoor open space appears to be adequate, and

provides even more usable open than the 43-unit proposal;

The circulation design and parking layout is also well thought out in this design, with

access off of a local street (Atherton Drive) as opposed to an arterial street with limited

site distance (Soquel Drive)

= There is a a mixture of on street parking, parking lots, and driveways to break up the
proposed parking areas

*  Adequate usable private and common area open space appears to be provided in this
design, while the structures and paved areas are kept away from the limits of the riparian
corridor and riparian buffer areas

Based on this preliminary analysis, a proposal for developmentthat is environmentally sensitive
and within the required Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation density range
~is feasible on the project site

II. 88 Unit Alternative (Attachment 3}

This alternative was also within the General Plan density range, even with the deduction of the
interior rights of way. However it is at the highest end of the density range for the category of
project that includes privately owned units with rights ot way deducted. It appears as though
most of the project site would be taken up by buildings and parking areas. Only two mini park
areas would be provided for usable outdoor open space. This alternative does appear to comply
with maximum height requirements and, provides a mixture of both individual ownership units
and rental apartments, (although the percent mixture of these two housing types is not specified).

111, Other Alternatives:

The Developer has also submitted a number of alternative proposals. Attachment 11 is a 50-unit
alternative, which is similar to the 43 unit townhouse proposal, but it appears to provide for more
usable interior open space. The density of this proposed alternative does not fall within the
General Plan density range, therefore, further evaluation of this proposal is not appropriate. The
Developer has also submitted two higher density proposals. Attachment 14and Attachment 15
represent 100and 114 unit projects respectively. While both of these alternatives are within the
General Plan density range, it appears as though the level of density included in either of these
two proposals has the potential to create higher volumes of urban runoff into the riparian comdor
as additional structural mass and parking areas are components of these higher density designs.
In addition, the proposed intensity of use is likely to be less visually compatible with the
surrounding parterns of developmentand incompatible with the neighborhood character.

AJRA S:\Draft Board Lettery . 35
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DISCUSSION

The development proposal preferred by the applicant locates 43 units on approximately 3 acres of
land. The Developer’s architect maintains that approximately 3 acres of land that can be
developed without infringing on the adjacent riparian comdor (see Attachment 16). The

applicant argues that the 43 unit proposal is necessary to reduce potential impacts and ensure
neighborhood compatibility, even though this proposal does not fall within the required General
Plan density range. (Attachment 17).

The General Plan (Policy 2.10.3 - Specific Density Determination) (see Attachment 4) specifies
that a number of factorsbe considered in determining the appropriate density for a project site,
including topography, presence of significant environmental resources, and the pattern of
existing land use in the neighborhood. As discussed in this report, the construction of a higher
density development alternativeis at the upper level of the General Plan density range may result
in undesirable impacts to the adjacent riparian comdor and may result in an intensity of use that
IS not compatible with the surrounding pattern of residential development. However, a project at
the lower end of the density range can be accommodated on the project site that is consistent
with the General Plan. A 59-unit proposal could be developed which provides for the optimal
protection of the riparian corridor, addressestraffic and circulation issues, provides for
neighborhood Compatibility and appropriate design, as well as addresses the County’shousing
objectives.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

The proposed 43 unit development falls well below the lowest end ofthe Residential Urban High (R-
UH) General Plan density range of one unit per 2,500 to 4,000 square feet. While sensitive to site
characteristics, it isnot consistentwith the General Plan since it does not meet the minimum required
density for the project site. A 59 unit alternative is feasible, contextually sensitive in terms of
surroundingdevelopment, and can be built within the Urban High Density Residential General Plan
designation densityrange (at adensity of approximately 3,500 to 4,000 square feet per unit). Tothis
end, staffrecommends that your Board authorize the Planning Director to advise the project sponsor
that it does not appear as though a General Plan amendment would be recommended in order to
accommodate a 43 unit project because a 59 unit project appears to be feasible on the project site.

It is worth noting that, in accordance with County Code Section 18.10.144 and inconsistentwith the
permit conditionsapproved by your Board for the Atherton Plan Subdivision (SeeCondition IIL.N.),
in the event that the applicantchooses to proceed with an application for aproject at a density level
lower than the minimum density level specified in the General Plan, then the applicant would be
advised to submit a proposed General Plan amendment along with their proposed development
application. Your Board would than have an opportunityto consider the General Plan amendment
concurrent with the proposed application. This would also be the appropriate process to follow if
your Board determines that the application for 43 units should be advanced through the review
process.
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It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board determine:

1) That Application Number 03-0065 is NOT consistent with the Residentiai Urban High
(R-UH) General Plan density range of one unit per 2,500 to 4,000 square feet;

AND
2) That the appropriate density for a development on the project site should be one unit per

3,500 to 4,000 square feet in order to respond to the limitations of the project site and to
ensure compatibility of the proposed developmentwith the surrounding neighborhood.

Alvin B, James ’ %’L

Planning Director

RECOMMENDED:

SUSAN A. MAURIELLO
County Administrative Officer

Ce: Atherton Place Development LLC, 2516 Samaritan Drive, Suite K, San Jose, Ca 95124,
Richard Beale Land Use Planning, 100 Doyle Street, Suite E, SantaCruz, Ca 95062.

Attachments:

1. Location Map

2. Zoning Map

3. General Plan Map

4. County Code Section 18.10.140 - Conformity with the General Plan

5. General Plan - Urban High Density Residential Designation (R-UH)

6. General Plan — Definition of Developable Land

7. General Plan Policy 5.2.6 —Riparian Comdors and Development Density

8. Conditions of Approval - IILN. - Atherton Place Subdivision (98-0148)

9. Slope Map & Calculations of Net Developable Land, prepared by Ifland Engineers, dated

4/18/03
10. 43 unit development proposal
11. 50 unit development proposal
12. 61 to 65 unit development proposal
13. 88 unit development proposal
14, 100unit development proposal

ATRA S:\Draft Board Letters 7
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15:

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

115 unit development proposal

Letter regarding amount of developable land on project site, prepared by Kent Bourland -
William Hezmalhalch Architects, dated 8/19/03.

Applicant’s letter in support of 43 unit development, prepared by Richard Beale, dated
8/28/03.

Development Review Group (DRG) Letter, dated 6111/03.

Applicant’s letter regarding reducing 65 unit development to 61 units, prepared by
Richard Beale, dated 9/3/03.

Approved Subdivision Findings for Atherton Place
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Legend
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ORDINANCENO, 4671

ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 18.10.140 OF THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY
CODE REGARDING DEVELOPMENT AT LESS THAN THE LOWEST END OF
THE GENERAL PLAN DENSITY RANGE

The Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz ordains as follows: -

SECTIONI

'The Board of Supervisors finds that the public convenience, necessity, and general
welfare require the amendment of the County Zoning Ordinance Permit and Approval'
Procedures to implement the policies of the County General Plan and Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan regarding the density of residential development listed below in
Section III; finds that the.proposed amendment herein is consistent with all elements of -
the Santa Cruz County General Plan and the Local Coastal Program; and finds and

certifies that the 'proposed action is categorically exempt from the' California
Environmental Quality Act .

T SECTIONI

The Board of Supérvisors hereby 'rejedts the recommendation of "the Pléming
Commission that the Board not approve the amendment to the Zoning Ordinance Permit

‘and. Approval Procedures Section as described in Section 111, and adopts the following
finding in support thereof as set forth below:

The proposed amendment will ensure a density of residential development that is
consistent with the objectives and land use designations of the adopted General Plan.

SECTION III

The County Zoning Ordinance Permit and Approval Procedures Section 18.10.140 is

hereby amended by adding a new subsection (&) as shown below, with the new language
shown underlined:

18.10.140 Conformity with the general plan and other legal requirements.

(a) All permits and approvals issued under this Chapter shall be
consistent with the provisions of the adopted County General
Plan. Any proposed permit or approval which is not consistent
with the existing adopted General Plan may be issued or
approved only concurrently with the adoption of appropriate
amendments to the Genera! Plan necessary to maintain
consistency. ""Consistent with" as used in this section means that
the permits and approvals must be in harmony with and
compatible with the policies, objectives, and land use pregrams
of the General Plan.

59
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{b) All proposals for residential development of property within
the urban services line, except for second units and residential
remodels, at less then the lowest end of the designated density
range of the County General Plan — LCP land use designation
where there is the potential that three or more new units could be
accommodated on-site at the lowest end of the'density range shall
be subject to review by the Development Review Group (see
18.10.210(c)1). . Following completion of the . Development
Review Group (DRG) process, the proposal and the information
developed as a result of the DRG process shali be referred to the
Board of Supervisors for a preliminary General,Plan consistency
determination at a public hearing. Proposals of 4 or fewer lots (or
units) shall have their DRG meeting within 45 days from the date
of application, and shall be considered by the Board of Supervisors

at a public hearing within.60 days from the date of the DRG
meeting. .

- SECTIONIV

The requirements of subdivision (b) of Section 18.10.140 of Section I of this ordinance

shall not apply to any application deemed complete as of the effective date of this
ordinance.. . -

SECTIONV

This ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day from the date of adoption cutside the

Coastal Zone .and upon' certification by the .California Coastal Commission inside the
Coastal Zone.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by 'the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santa Cruz this

—18th— gy of —lune ,2002, by the following vote:
AYES:. SUPERVISORS Wormhoudt, Almquist & Campos
NOES: SUPERVISORS Pirie & Beautz

ABSENT: SUPERVISORS ¥one
ABSTAIN: SUPERVISORS HNone
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Santa Cruz County General Plan

(LcPy  To provide higher density residential development (10.9to 17.4unitsper net developable acre) in areas within
the Urban Services Line (USL). These areas shall be located where increased density can be accommodated
by a full range of urban services and in locations near collector and arterial streets, transit service, and
neighborhood, aonmunirty,or regional shopping facilities. Housing types appropriate to the Urban High
Density designation may include: small lot detached houses, “zero lot line” houses, duplexes, townhomes,
garden apartments, mobile home parks, and congregate senior housing.

Policies

2.10.1 Minimum Parcel Sizes
Allow residential development at densities equivalentto 2,500 to 4,000 square feet of net developable parcel

area per unit. Include increased density incentives for projects with a large percentage of very low or lower
income housing and for senior housing projects in accordance with State law. (See section 2.11)

2.10.2 Minimum Lot Size
(LCP) Establish a minimum lot size of 3,500 square feet of net developable parcel area per residential parcel for the
creation of new lots in detached unit residential subdivisions.

2.10.3 Specific Density Determination

wcey  Considerterrain, adequacy of access, presence of significantenvironmentalresources, the pattern of existing
land use in the neighborhood, and unique circumstances of public value, for instance, the provision of very low
orlowerincome housingin accordance with State law, in determining the specificdensity to be permitted within
the Urban High Density Residential designation, (Seechapter 8: Community Design..)

2.10.4 Deveiopment Density Less than Lower Limit of Range
Where an applicanthas filed an applicationfor residential developmentwithinthe designated density range, do
not approve the application at a density less thenthe lowest end of the designated density range, except in the
following circumstances:
(@) Where the proposed residential development fails to comply with the General Plan and LCP, zoning or
development policies in effectat the time that the application for suchresidential development is determined

to be complete; or
(b) Where the Written findingsrequired by Government Code Section 65589.5 have beers made.

When planning or environmental review demonstrates trat development in the designated density range will
cause significant health, safety, nuisance or other significant policy or environmental Inpacts that cannot be
feasibly mitigated, the proposed developmentshall be denied and the County shall initiate a General Plan and
LCP amendmentand rezoning (asappropriate)toredesignate the parcel with density range consistent with those
unrnitigable impacts.

Nothing in this policy shall preciude a property owner from voluntarily. filing an initia} application for
developmentat less than the lowest end of the designated density range.

2.10.5 Live Qak: Pacific Family Mobile Home Park

Recognize the Pacific Family Mobile Home Park (025-161-13) asexisting residential area and ailow a density
bonus to increase the park from 34 to 37 spaces, subject to obtainingall appropriatedevelopment permits.

ATTACHMENT 5
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Glossary

Density Credit . Design Earthquake

qa.cp) The number of dwelling units allowed to be built on a
particular property determined by applying the
designated General Plan and L CPLand Use designation
density and implementing zonedistrictto t®developable
portions of the property and to those non-developable
portions of the property for which credit may be granted
(seedefinition of Developable Land). Where credit is
allowed for a non-developable portion of the property,
the dwelling units must be located in the developable
portion of the property.

The following areas which are not developable land
shall be granted density credit fordevelopmentdensity.

The values of seismically induced shaking thatare used
to mitigate the effects of a potential earthquake. These
values are determined based upon forensicengineering
geology, probability studiesand educated speculation.
Normally, these valuesrepresent the maximum probable
earthquake for minornon-critical projects such as single-
family dwellings. These values also represent the
maximum credible earthquakes for critical structures
such as hospitals, schools, hazardous materials
containmentstructures, certain utilities, police stations,
fire stations, and other emergency facilities.

Designated
Outside e USL and RSL Shown on the General Plan/Local Coastal Program
a) land with slopes between 30 and 50 percent Maps.
Inside the USL and RSL Detention
a) landwithslopes less than 30 percent in the required a.cp) Drainage facilities which collectand detain water from

buffer setback from the top of the arrayo or riparian
corridor, up to amaximum of 50 percent of the total
area of the property which is outside the riparian
cormidor,

b) The Board of Supervisors may allow a credit of up

a project site during storm periods. The use of such
facilities lessens the peak amounts of water in stream
channels during storm periods by temporarily holding
storm runoff water on-site,

to 50 percent of the property within the 100-year Deteriorated Housing

floodplain if the proposal is: served by sewers;
bordered by existing similarly developed iots; not at
adensity higher than the surrounding area; consistent
with the character of the surrounding area; and will
not increase the likelihood of downstream or
vpstream  flooding. The property designated as
floodway does not qualify for density credit

o

Countywide Credits

The following areas are subject t0 special site and/or

development criteria and shall be granted full density

credit:

a) Rare and endangered plant and animal habitats.

b) Archaeological siies,

c) Critical fire hazard areas.

d) Buffer areas established between non-agricuitural
land uses and commercial agricultural land.

e) Landsiideareasdetermined by a geological study to
be stable and suitable for development.

f) Historic Sites

12/6/94

Housing which, thmugh time or neglect, has become
substandard.

Developable Land
cp) Land which is suitable as a location for stuctures ad

which can be improved through normal and conventional
means free of development hazards and without
disruption or significant impact on natural resource
areas.

Thefollowingareasshallrotbe considereddevelopable

land

(1) Land with slope greater #ren 30 percent and aestal
bluffs.

(2) Riparian corridors, wooded arroyos, canyorts, stream
banks, areas of riparian vegetation and areas within
a 50 foot riparian buffer setback from the riparian
corridor,

(3) Lakes, marshes, sloughs. wetlands, water areas,
beaches and areas within the 100-year floodplain,
and any associated buffer setback established by
federal,state or County regulations.

(4) Areas of recent or active landslides.

(5) Land within 50 feet of an active or potentially active
fault tram.

(6) Commercial agricultural land and mined resource
areas.

(7) Areas subject to coastal inundation as defined by
geological hazards assessment or full geologic

TepOrt.
(Seedefmition of Density Credir) 59
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Santa Cruz County General Plan

2.5
(LCP)

52.6
a.ce)

52.7
LCP)

53.8
(LCP)

52.9
(LCP)

52.10
(LCF)

52.11
(LCP)

Setbacks Fram Wetlands

Prohibit development within the 100 foot riparian corridor of all wetlands. Allow exceptions o this setback only
where consistent with the Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection ordinance, and in all cases, maximize
distance between proposed structuresand wetlands, Require measuresto prevernt water guality degradationfrom
adjacent land uses, as autlined in the Water Resources section.

Riparian Corridors and Development Density _
Exclude land within riparian corridors in the calculation of development density or net parcel size. Grant

full density credit for the portion of the property outside the riparian comdor which is within the required
buffer setback, excluding areas over 30% slope, up to amaximum of 50% of the total area of the property
which is outsidethe riparian corridor. (See policy 5.11.2.)

Compatible Uses With Riparian Corridors
Allow compatible uses in and adjacent to riparian corridors that do notimpair or degrade the riparian plant and

animal systems, or water supply values, such as non-motorized recreation and pedestrian trails, parks,
interpretive facilitiesand fishing facilities. Allow developmentin these areas only in conjunction with approval
of a riparian exception.

Environmental Review for Riparian Corridor and Wetland Protection

Require environmental review of all proposed development projects affecting riparian corridors orwetlandsand
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report or Biotic Report for projects whichmay have asignificanteffect
on the corridors or wetlands.

Management Plans for Wetland Protection

Require development in or adjacentto wetlands to incorporate the recommendations of a management plan
which evaluates: migratory waterfowl use December 1to April 30; cornpatibility of agriculturaluse and biotic
and water quality protection; maintenanceof biologic productivity and diversity; and the permanentprotection
of adjoining uplands.

Development in Wetland Drainage Basins

Require development projects in wetland drainage besirs to include drainage facilitiesor Best Management
Practices (BMPs) whichwill maintainsurface runoff pattems and water quality, unless awetland management
plan specifies otherwise, and minimize erosion, sedimentation, and introduction of pollutants.

Breaching of Lagoon, River, Stream or Creek Sandbars
Do not permit breaching of lagoon sandbars unless the breaching is consistent with an approved management

S
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

oF
gm
STATE OF CALIFORNIA SE2S

AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING
On the Date of September 23, 2003

REGULAR AGENDA Item No. 59

Closed public hearing;

Upon the motion of Supervisor Wormhoudt, duly seconded by Supervisor Campos, with
Supervisors Beautz, Aimquist and Pirie voting "n0", motion to amend main motion to
declare the project is not consistent with the density range that is established for the site
pursuant to the General plan failed;

Upon the motion of Supervisor Pirie, duly seconded by Supervisor Beautz, with
Supervisors Wormhoudt and Campos voting "no", the Board, approved a finding that 43
units is the appropriate General Plan density and directed Planning to return on October
21,2003 with a recommendation to make that density consistent with the General Plan

cc:
CAO
County Counsel
Planning
L~ Randall Adams, Planning
Cathy Graves, Planning
Atherton Place Development LLC
Rich Beale, Land Use Planning

State of Californ'ia, 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 / have hereunto set my hand and affixed
tthe seal-of said Board of Supervisors. .

T 0
b _,/{ LLM{-‘*’W , Deputy Clerk ON September 25, 2003




County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET-4"" FLOOR. SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831)454-2580  FAX: (831)454-2131 TDD (831)454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

October 3,2003
Agenda Date: October 7.2003

Board of Supervisors

County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

Application Number: 03-0065 Owner: Atherton Place Development LLC
APN: 037-251-23 Applicant: Atherton Place Development LLC

SUBJECT: Recommendation regarding the method to achieve appropriate density for the
Cabrillo Commons development, APN 037-25 1-23,which was the subject of DRG
application 03-0065.

Members of the Board:

As you recall, your Board reviewed application number 03-0065 for apreliminary General Plan
consistency determination at apublic hearing on September 23,2003. One ofthe actions of your
Board was a request that Planning Department staff perform additional analysis of the methods in
which the proposed 43-unit development could be considered as consistent with the General
Plan.

Although Planning Department staff has performed additional analysis to recommend different
possible methods that would result in a 43-unit proposal being consistent with the Urban High
Density Residential (R-UH) General Plan density range, it is typically the project applicant that
makes a proposal that the Planning Department reviews in response. Planning Department
management has discussed this matter with County Counsel and has determined that it would be
most appropriate to require that the applicant propose the necessary General Plan or zoning
ordinance amendments to achieve consistency. The Planning Department will, of course, be
available to provide information and support to the applicant in developing a revised proposal for
this development.

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board:

1) Make a minor modification of the Board's order o f September 23,2003, concerning this
project, to allow action on today's agenda. As aresult of this action, the Planning
Department will no longerbe required to return to the Board for additional direction on
October 2 1,2003;and

ADRA S:Draft Board Letters ] jZ " 3




2) Direct the Planning Department to require that the applicant, as part of any new—and
sepasate development application, request any amendment of the General Plan and/or
zoning ordinance which they believe necessary to allow the Planning Department to
prepare findings that the 43 unit Cabrillo Commons project is consistent with the Santa
Cruz County General Plan, and which will also be protective of resources previously
identified in the letter of September 19,2003.

Planning Director

RECOMMENDED:

& Hrt

SUSAN A, MAURIELLO (@—
County Administrative Officer

Ce: Atherton Place Development LLC, 2516 Samaritan Drive. Suite K, San Jose, Ca 95124
Richard Beale Land Use Planning, 100 Doyle Street, Suite E, Santa Cruz,Ca 95062.
Attachments:

Al.  Minute Order — 9/23/03 Board of Supervisors hearing judgments
A2.  Letter of the Planning Director - 9/23/03 Board of Supervisors hearing
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County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET-4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060
(831)454-2580  FAX: (831)454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

October 7,2003

Richard Beale Land Use Planning
100 Doyle Street, Suite E
Santa Cruz, Ca 95062

Subject: Application# 03-0065; Assessor's Parcel #: 037-251-21
Owner: Atherton Place Development LLC

Dear Richard Beale Land Use Planning:

This letter is to inform you of the status of your application. On 10/7/03, the above referenced
application was heard at a public hearing before the Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors for
a density determination and a final action was taken regarding the proposed development. As
stated in the 3/21/03 incomplete letter, you have 60 days from the final action date by the Board
of Supervisors regarding the density determinationto submit all of the information required in
the 3/21/03 incomplete letter.

As final action was taken on 1017103by the Board of Supervisorsregarding the density
determination, you now have until 5:00 PM on 12/7/03,to submit all of the information listed in
the 3/21/03 incomplete letter. Additionally, you are advised to follow the Board's direction and
to include a rezoning and General Plan Amendment (and any other necessary actions) in the
project description (as well as the reasoning behind why such actions and amendments are
justified), that will result in a 43 unit developmentbeing consistentwith the County General
Plan. Pursuant to Section 18.10.430 of the Santa Cruz County Code, failure to submit all of the
required information may lead to abandonment of your application and forfeiture of fees.

Should you have further questions concerning this application, please contact me at:
(831) 454-3218, or e-mail: randall.adams@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Sincerely,

i%" dl_.___
Randall Adams

Project Planner
Development Review




COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING
Onthe Date of October 07, 2003

REGULAR AGENDA Item No. 61.1

Upon the motion of Supervisor Worrnhoudt, duly'seconded by Supervisor Beautz, the
Board, by unanimous vote, made a minor modification of the Board's order of September
23, 2003, concerning this project, to allow action on today's agenda. As a result of this
action, the Planning Departmentwill no longer be requiredto return to the Board for
additional direction on October 21, 2003; and (2) directed the Planning Department to
require that the applicant, as a part of any development application, request an
amendment of the General Plan and/or Zoning Ordinance to allow the Planning
Department to prepare findings that the 43 unit Cabrilla Comons project is consistent
with the Santa Cruz County General Plan, and which will 2150 be protective of resources
previously identified in the letter of September 19, 2003

cc:
CAO

County Counsel

Planning Department

Randall Adams, Planning

Cathy Graves, Planning

Atherton Place Development LLC
Richard Beale Land Use 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, 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 | have hereunto set my hand and affixed
tthe sgargf, said Board of Supervisors.

' / L/((e/ﬂw , Deputy Clerk ON October 08,2003
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'TO:  Housing Advisory Commission
FROM: Michael Guth

SUBJECT: Cabrillo Commons
Fehruary 23.2004

'ellow Commissioners,
We have been agked to comment upon the density of the Cabrillo Commons
project. This poses at leastthe threc following questions:

1. Shoeuld the Housing Advisory Commission offer recommendations on specific
projects?

2. Should the Housing Advisory Commission offer recommendations that hove
already been subject to Board of Supervisors action in their administrative
capacity?

3. Should the Housing Advisory Commission act on this projcct given the differing
opinions as to Whether the density of this project is compliant to the General Plan?

With regard to question 3, I have atlached the pertinent portion of the staff report
[or this project giving both the staff planners viewpoint and the applicant’s viewpoint |
have pointed out lo our County Board o f Supervisors, at hearings approximately three
years ago when they were initiating the Development Working Group procedures, that
there appeared to me to he a disconneet between long standing county procedure and the
General Plan.

The staff report response 10 the project applicant’s assertion that the project is
compliant (o density requirerments mentions “established policies™ and “established
practice”, but docs not answer the applicant’ assertions point hy point. | feel that if the
IIAC wore to ever get involved in projecr specific recommendation that this project is not
appropriate for comment due 10 the uncertaimies involved here. In sum, | do not feel that
the asscrtions made by Supervisor COmposin his letter €an be substantiated by the record
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al this point, and at a minimum an opinion fram County Counsel shouldbe sought prior

to any ITAC acrion with regard to this project.

For the foregoing reasons | recommend against any HAC action on the Cabrillo

Commons project.

Yours Sincerely,

Michael A. Guth

St
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develop at mo less Ihan the minimum densityrunge of the Residential Urban High (R-UH)
General Plan designation. This requirementto develop within the General Plan density range
was made a part of the Conditions o f Approval for Subdivision08-0148 (seeAttachment 8 -
Condinion [ILN).

At the time that the Atherton Place Subdivisionwas approved on March 12,2002, the Board
determined that the consiruction of 85 units would fall wilhin the required density range for the
entire suhject property. The calculationsperformed at that time deducted portions ofthe project
site due to topographic constraints and the presence of a riparian corridor {Porter/Tannery Gulch)
onthe subjeet proparty. These calculalions were estimales of the amount ofdevelopable land on
the subject preperly, which included a density credit for slopes under 30 percent located within
the riparian buffer areas. Based on these earlier calculations, and deducting the 26 units that
were approved inthe Atherton Place Subdivision, it has been determined that this parcel can
accommodatea total o f 59 units which would fall within the required density range for the
remalining poriion of this overall site’. This is consistentwith the findings by the Board in the
approval of the Atherton Place Subdivision. The future development of this site was specifically
addressed in Condition [IKN, which stales: “. .. Allfuture development proposals far thisparcel
shall he at « density that is no |ess than the lowest end a that density range set by the Urban
High Rtesidential designation of the 1994 General Plan .. .unless the land use designation for
theparcel is revised Dy amendment & the General Plan . ..” (Sce Conditions of Approval, NO.
IILLN. - Attachment 8)

Following project approval by your Board and liligation initiated by surreunding neighbors, on
September 13.2002,the Applicant cntered into a Stipulated Agreement that specifics that the
Applicant will proceed with an application for a 43-unit project on this site. The goals of this
agreement appear inconsistent with your Board™S siated objeclive (o create 85 units on the entire
parcel  and thus 5Y units on the subjectproperty, as enumerated in the SubdivisionFindings
approved by your Board. In findingthat the proposed project (Atherton Place) was consistent
with the General Plan, the Findingsspeeity that * . ..up te 85 units could be constructed on the
entire project site given the net developable land available and using the minimum threshold

density specified by the General Plan _ . .- (Approved Subdivision Findings, No. 2 -
Attachment 20).

URBAN HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION !'

The Urban High Density Residential (R-UH General Plan designationallows residential
development at densities between 2,500 and 4.000 squarc feet ofnet devclopable parcel area per
dwellingunit (General Plan Policy 2.10.1 —Minimum Paresl Sizes). The appropriate housing
types (as listed in the General Plan) for this designation include: small lot detached houses,
attached housing on separately owned parcels (*zero lot line” houses), duplexes, townhouses,
garden apartments, mobile home parks, and congregate scrniot housing (see Attachment §).

| The delinition of et devolopable” land and “density ceedit” can be found in the Genereal Plan glossary and
Riparian Corridors section {sce Attachment 6 — Developable Land dchnition & Atrachment 7 — General Plan Policy
5.2.67).

AR~ SDraft Board Lewers 2 53
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Density is caleulated by determining the amount of net developable land on a parcel and dividing
the ner developablc land tatal by the number of proposed units. Vehicular rights-of-way, slopes
in excess of 30 percent, riparian areas (with credit for slopesunder 30 percent inthe riparian
buller areas), and areas containing other resources or developmentconstraints are deducted from
the gross parcel args to determinethe ainount ofnet developable land. Shared driveways are
considerad as private right.. of way within private ownership dcvelopmentsand are deducted
from the net developable land total, but arc not deductcd fran the net dcvelopablc land total for
rental apartment complexes. A large portion ofthe subject property is designated as Urban Open
Space (0-U) inthe General Plan. This designation indicaics the presence of a riparian corridor
which reduces the amount of developable land on the suhject property (see Attachment 3).

DEVELOPER’S PROPOSED43-UNIT PROJECT

The development propusal submitted on February 21% consists 0f4 3 units (see Attachment 10)
on aproperty thar containg approximately 14.6 gross acres of land (637,406 square feet) (See
Attachment 9). Using informatitm provided by the project applicant. the net developable land
totals approximately 5.8 acres{252,2 12 square fect). Approximately2 acres ol the net
dcvclopablc land wtal is within the nparian corridor buffer that is under 30 percent slope,

The total area of the shared drivewayswithin the proposed development is 28,880 squarc fcct.
Sincethis proposal consists ofindividual ownership townhouses, all ol the shared driveways are
considered ax private rights-ul-way and this area IS deducted from the net devclopable land iotal.
The resulting net developable land total, after deductingthe proposed sharcd driveways. is
approximately 5.1 acres{223,33 1 square feet). When divided by the 43 proposed units, the
proposed density for this development is appeaximately 5,193 square feet per residential unit.

while the developer has suggested that the density level would fall within the General Plan
density range if the riparian buftcr arca (89,700 square feet) were further excluded fram the

% density calculation, such an approach would bc an aliempt o circumvent establishcd pelicics. {
This suggestion would be inconsistentwith the findingsmade by the Board in approving the ATN
Atherton Place Subdivision (as discussed above), contrary to established practice, unprecedented
and (nconsistenl with the Board’s policy to approve projects within the density rangc of the
Greneral Plan.

OnJune 11,2003, the Planning Depariment sem a letter o the Applicant summarizing the DRG
findings. (Attachment 18). The Departmen(’s letter indicated a number of key concerns about the
projecr:
o Gecaeral Plan Depgily Range: The proposed project is below the minimum density range
as specified in the Urban High Dcnsity Residential General Plan designation.
» Parking: The proposed project docs not comply with the requirements for on-sire guest
parking; the proposal to accommodate guest parking on Atherton Drive would increase
the overall parking immpact in the ncighborhood.

» Liseable Open Space The proposed project dries not appear to provide the minimum

AJIRA S:Draft Hoard 1emees 3 5 9
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amount ol required usable comman area open space

» Residential Site Standards: The proposed project does not comply with the regired site
standards for Ihr RM-3 Multi-Family Residential = 3,000 square foot minimum zone
district:

= Access and Circulation: Theroad and circulation design does not allow for proper
vehicular movement, crearing nurmcrous circulation problems which could result in
injuries or property damage due to the need for drivers to make ditticult tuming and
back-up mancuvers, Project design also places structures in locations that obscure a
drivers' ability w see oncoming traffic as they pull out of garages. Project access should
bc off Atherton Drive; the proposed access o ff Soquel [Drive is inconsistent with the
County Code and presents numeraus problems resulting in traffic hazards and and
neighborhood impacts.

= Dexien for Accessibility: ‘The current proposed road, circulationand parking desigz does
not appear to accommodate persons with disability's in an adequate manner.

DEVELOPMENTWITHINTHE GENERAL PLAN DENSITY RANGE

LJsing the net developable land total above (252,2 12 square feet), the total number of units that
would fall within the Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation density range
(cine unit per each 2,500 to 4,000 square feet o f developable land) would bc between 63 and 100
residential units. In devclopments with individual ownership units, proposed private road rights-
of-way arc deducied fram the net developable land total (28,880 square feet in the current
proposal) resulting in berweon 55 and BY residential units [alling within the General Plan density

range.
ALTERNATIVESTO CURRENT PROPOSAL

To facilitate staff consideration Of this proposal, the applicant has submitted five different
alrernarives w the 43 unittownhouse proposal. These alternatives zssume a range of
development densities for the projest site. These alternativedesigns are discussed below.

L 39-Unit Propusal - 61 t0 65 Unit Scheme Submitted by Developer (Attachment [ 2)

At the request ofthe County, the Developer submitted a proposed alternative within the General
Plan dcnsity range. The Developer's proposcd alternative is a 61-65 unit preject, which included
a centrally located four-plex that cxceedcdrhe maximum height limit and should be rcmovced
from the project design. A reduction of an additional two units within the project (not shown on
the plans) would result in a 59 unit project.

A preliminary review of this proposal indicates that a 59-unit project appears ta he compatible
with the neighbeorhood and surrounding patiern of development. A 59-unit proposal would be
constructedat an approximale density of one residential unit per each 3,904 square feet (falling
within the Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation density range (one unit per
each 2,500 ta 4,000 square feet of developable land. Based 0n a preliminary review of the 59«
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100 Doyle Sweet = Suile B

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

(831) 425-5999 Maszers of Architecrure
FAX (831)425-1565 Univ. of CA. Berkeley

RICHARD BEALE

Land Use Planning
Inceenacaied

August 28,2003

Alvin James. Planning Director
County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4 Floor
Santa Crux, CA 95060

RE; Cabrillo Commons Application
APN: 037-251-21 (part)

Dear Alvin:

- This letter is to respond to your request for additional information prior
{ to scheduling this project for review by the Board of Supervisors.

Project Backgreund - Historic Method of Calculating Density

When the original Atherton Place Development project was proposed for
the entire site, the project included 85 units. Tﬁe Planning Department
historically subtracted all of the riparian corridor lands, all lands steeper
than 30% slopesand all internal rights-of-way (Exhibit 5). Using this
method, the 85-unit project was proposed at 1unit per 4,033square feet
of nct developable land (about10.8 units/acre).

The 26-unit project that was approved would theoretically leave 59 units
1o be developed on the remaining portion ofthe site. The following
represents the density calculations that would havc bcen histarically
applied tothe remaining portion of the site for a 59-unit project:

N Developable Land outside df the 26-unit project area 252,212 sq. ft

Minus internal rights-of-way (cstimatcd) - 28,880 _sq. ft.

Remaining ML Developable Land = 223,332 sq- ft.
(o 223,332 sq. ft. divided hy 59 units = lunit per 3,785sq. ft. (11.5units/acre}
*,

This density is consistent with the Residential Urban Iligh General Plan
dcsignation. 5 9
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Justification for the current 43 unit propasal,

Developable Portion of the Sie
The attached Ifland Engineer’s Exhibit 1 dated April 18,2003 indicates a

line adjacent to the 26-unit project that realistically forms the boundary
between the develapment area of the previous 26-gnit project and the
proposed 43-unit project area. When the nei developable land of the 43-
unit project area is calculated, the net area is 160,683 sq. ft..

Subtracting the rights-of-way and common parking, the density is 1 unit
per 2,957 sq. ft.{about 14.7 units/acre), consistent with the RM-3 2oning
and the R-UH Geners! Plan dosignation. If the common parking area is
not deducted from the net dcvelopable land, the density will stil} be about
1 unit per 3,100 sq. fi. (about 14.1 units/acre}, also consistent with the
RM-3 zoning, the R-UH General Plan and the neighborhood.

However, il the Plaoning Department and Board of Supervisors do not
view the development area as the appropriate method for calculating
density, then the following analysis is for your considetation. The next
sections include the full density credit for all the remaining non-
developable open space land for the entire site.

Current General Plan and Zoning

Policy 2.1 0.3, specific Density Determination, specifically requires
consideration of terrain, adequacy of access, presence of environmental
resources and the pattern of exisiing land use in the neighborhood.
When all these factors arc considered, the proposed 43 ur;;ttgrgiw is
appropriate for the site. Pohcyhz. &?hdé z%g%vggtienv;lﬂ {gg%cpem pllan
considered at 2 densty loweféca_lssucs “Nothing in this Pghlc Zpi’l;?:ation
' eCl - - initia _
based on the above sie-sp lentarily fLAB22 00 4 density

r from vo )
prClUdC the property gw::he 1owest end of the design

for development legs tha

Tangs. g ord'mimc':. mtha \s lower than

ovals
mits and appr
, that the POEES S the 5§ |
ifically statcs compatible > The
spect ith a:gf bo General Plan.” THS o

1 n a1 . dcsigna‘.e
for apmjeg?ﬂ:ﬁ;'cﬁ and land ub(;;f\‘mf mpatible with the A
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policies, objectives and land use programs. The purpose of the R-Ul]
designation is to provide appropriate housing types including townhome
developmcent. The individual parcel sizes arc ¢onsistent with the 2,500 to
4,000 square foot range per policy 2.10.1 and the ACTUAL dcnsity of the
developmcent area is about 3,100 sq. ft. per unit (about 14.1units/acre),
nearly identical to the ncighboring Willowbrook Townhorne development.

As proposcd, the 43 unit development is consistent with General Plan
policy 8.3, 1, Clustering for Environmental Protection. The development
is clustered away fram the riparian corridor. Rascd on the design, no
portion of the developrnent is within the riparian corridor, the buffer
setback or the construction setback. The County staff i indicating that
a.portion of the riparian corridor has developable land chat can he
counted toward dcnsity credif. It isonly when the lettover density credit
opcn space areas are added to the developable land that the proposed
dcvclopment density is rcduccd to below ihe R-UH rangc. This additional
crcdit of developable land Ebasically dcnsity that cannot be used and
still have the project remain compatible with the neighborhood or
consistent with the RM-3 zoning standards. The applicant requests that
this dcnsity credit noi be granted for this development projcct. The
project should not be considered alow-density development or penalized
( for maintaining open spacc that cannot be developed.

The proposed development is also consistent with Gencrat Plan policy
8.4.1, Neighborhood Characier. The actual development area of the
proposed plan will hc constructed at a density to match (he neighboring
units west of Atherton Drive {about3,500 0. ft. per unit with rights-of-
way included). The policy states that “Project density in established
residential neighborhoods shall be compatible with cxisting
neighborhood density, consistent with the land use designations ...but
not to exceed densities designated in the General Plan and LCP Land Use
Plan.” The proposal is consistent with this policy.

It is not the intent of the General Plan mapped land use designationsto
be changed on aprojcet by project basis, merely beeause site constraints
do not allow the full density development. Changing the land use
designation and zoning maps for each project could create aland use
mosaic that isoverly site-specific and not appropriate for a General Plan
document, The physical townhomc dcsign for this property is
appropriate at the same relative density as the ncighboring properties.
The General Plan language and the zoning ordinancc, specifically section
18.10as cited, allow the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors

to approve projects that do not complctcly fit into the mapped categorics. &'
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‘I'te proposcd unit rypcs, dcsign and density arc consistent with the
neighborhood types, design and density of the R-UH land use
dcsignation.

Analysis of Changing the General Plan and Zoning Maps

If the Planning staff and Board of Supervisors do not believe they can
approve the projecl without a map change to the General Plan and
Zoning, then the following inlormation is offered for consideration.

General Plan Amendment firan RU-H to R-UL and Rezonine from RM-3 to
R-1-6

Using the County staffs recent method fer calculating density, the
project would be developed between 1unit per 8,900and 8,200 square
fcer or4.9 to 5.3 unirs/acre. The corresponding zoning would be R-1-6
wilh a General Plan designation of R-UL, Urban Low Residential with a
corresponding density range of 4.4 to 7.2 units/acre. This may appearto
be the correct zoning and General Plan for the Sitc to mateh the overall
density that includes all the density credits. but it does not take into
account the site restrictions or standard development restrictions of the
zone district.

The R-UL designation does not allow for townhome development and the
proposed actual lot sizes are not consistentwith the R-1-6 zoning. The
actual lot sizes arc too small (2,500t 4.000 square feet cach) for the R-
1-6 district. Therelore, the R-UL and R-1-6 map changesare not
appropriate for the site.

While it may appear to be helpful to gain density crcdit for some of the
open space areas, neither the R-1-6 or RM-3 development standards
allow for the additional density for market rate projects with the typical
15% rcquircd inclusionary affordable housing. The 28-fool height limit
would need to be exceeded and at least 3 story units would be required
to achieve the increase in density as calculated by planning siaff, The
County currently does not have the necessary land usc standards to
allow acondominium/apartment complex and no Planned Unit
Development ordinance exists to vary from the current standards. Use
permits can he granted for affordable projects that could allow up te 3
stories (parkingunder 2 stories), but this raises the issue of
neighborhood compatibility. Based on the character of the
neighborhood, the most appropriate designation and zoning for the
project area is R-UH and RM-3.

FEE-24-2004 11:19R FROM: TO: 4542131 P:7-13
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General Man Amendment from RU-IT io O-U (Urban Open Spacel and
Rezoning from RM-3 to PR

Per Section 13.01 of the Zoning Ordinance, a General Plan amendment
process requires the Planning Commission to adapt aresolution with the
following items:

(aJThe reason {or recommendation.

(b)A statementeof the consisrcncy of the proposal with other parts of the
adopted General Plan.

{c)statement of required findings regarding compliance with the
(’alilornia Environmental Quality Act.

The site characteristics arc such that the more appropriate map change
would hc to change the designation ol  the riparian corridor and buffer to
Urban-Open Space with a corresponding zoning of PR, Parks and
Recreation or SU, Special Use. Throughout the urban area, the General
Plan maps were modified in 199410 recognize these urban corridors as
urban opcn spacc for cnvirnnmental protection. Not all of the riparian
corridorswere mapped. Changing both the General Plan and zoning
would he consistent with past practices in the urban areas, to specifically

( nole the urban open spaces of riparian corridors. Redesignating the
ripatian corridor and open spacc on this parcel would recognize that the
undeveloped areas are not appropriatc for high density residential, whilc
the developed portions of the site will remain consistent with the high
density neighborhood.

No General Plan Amendment and Rezoning of Riparian_Corridor froin
RM-3 to PR

Another option to avoid any General Plan amendment is to rezone the
riparian comdor and vpen spaceto PR, with no General Plan change.
The PR zoning is an implementing zone district for all General Plan
Residential land use designations. The PR district is consistent with of
the opcn spacc protection of the recent Atherton Place subdivision, as
well as the proposed open spacc protection included with the proposcd
development.

Bascd on the PR zone district being consistent with the R-UH
designalion, N0 General Plan amendment is required.

Rezoning Findings: Section 13.10.215

* (=
{. Theproposed zene district wilf allow a density of development and U9
types of Uses which are consistent with.objectives and land-use
designations cf the adopted General Plan; and ATTACHMENT 1 7
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Changing the riparian corridor portion of the site firan RM-3 to PR, Parks
and Recreation recognizes the corridor as open space and inappropriate
for residential devclopment. The types of uses that would be allowed in
the PR district are more consistent with the objectives of the Riparian
Corridor protection policies of the General Plan and the zoning
ordinancc.

2. Theproposed zone district is appropriate tu the level of utifities and
communily services available to the land: nnd

The rezoning is appropriate since no dcvclopment is to occur within
thcsc areas. This rezoning will have no impact on utilities or community

services In rhe area.

3. One or more 0fthe following findings can be made.

()The chnracter of the development in the arga Where the land s located
has changed or IS changing tu such a degree that thepublic interest will e
better served by a different zone district;

The character of the neighborhood has changed with the approval of the
Atherton Place projact to the south and west of this parcel. This rezoning
rccognizces the development pattern both in past practice and from the
recent County approvalsto preserve lhe riparian corridor area asopen
space.

(ii)the proposed rezoning Bnecessary toprovide far a community-related
use which.was not anticipated with the Zoning Plan was adopted; or

I'ne PR rezoning IS appropriate for rhe riparian corridor and associated
open space on the site. The current zoning plan did not address the
open space areas OF this site when the zoning was adopted. Now that a
residential development & proposed, the rezoning will bc a community
SCrvicc to rccognizc the opcn space arcas as inappropriate for residential
use.

fiti) the prexent oning IS the resull oF an error; or

While not a direct error, the rezoning of the riparian corridor could easily
be viewed asa “clean-up” W specifically recognize the development
pattern of the area, aswell as |0 more formally designate the riparian
corridor as open space, not suitable for residential development.

{
iu) The present zoning B inconsistent with the designation on tke General 57

Plan.
ATTACHMENT 17
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The present zoning und Genera! Plan are consisient and the proposed PR
zoning will be consistent with the R-UH designation.

Summary

Attached as Exhibit 6 is a letter from Kent Bourland, projcct architect
with William Ilezmalhalch AIA describing the relative densities of the 43
unit projcct, as well as the staff requested 88 unit project and a third

1 14 unit density bonus alternative. Graphic examples of higher density
projects (24to 56 units/acre) arc included in the Appendix,

| hope this adequately responds to the questionsraised by the Planning
Department. Please let me know if you have any further questions.

Sinccrecly,

RIEHARD /g’EALE

Exhibits: 1. Ifland Engineers - Density Total Parcel and Density
Developable Portion of Parcel, 4/ 18/03
2. William Hezmalhalch AlA - Density Study -43 Unit
Townhomes, 8/28/03
3. William Heczmelhalch AIA - Density Study = 88
Condominium/Apartments, 8/28/03
4. William Hezmalhalch AIA - Density Study = 114
Condominium Units, 8/28/03
5. Cabrillo Commons: Density Calculations History,
8/28/03
. William Hezmalhalch AJA, letter dated 8/ 19/03

Appendix:  Density Examplcs
ce:  Board of Supervisors
Brad Bowman

Charlcne Atack
Randall Adams
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