
R E D E V E L O P M E N T  A G E N C Y  

ATTAG H M ENT 

To: Housing Advisory Commission 
From: 
Subject: Proposition 46 
Date: February 20,2004 

Erik Schapiro, CAOs Office and .iaison to RDA 

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 authorized the following programs: 

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

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

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

$200 million for farm worker housing 

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

$5 million for local code enforcement to revitalize neighborhoods. 

H 

H 

H 

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

J 

J The future application schedule 

J 

The type of entities eligible to apply for funding 

Whether access to particular programs requires a State certified Housing 
Element 

The total funds made available through the Proposition 

Identifies existing or potential Proposition 46 funded projects in the 
unincorporated County. 

J 

J 
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Housing Advisoly Commission 
Proposition 46 Update 

Agenda: March 3,2004 
Page: 2 

It is worth noting that some funds previously included in the State budget for specific housing 
programs (e.g. Joe Serna Farm Worker Housing funds) were supplanted with Proposition 46 
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. In fact, 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 
Attorney a t  Law 
2-2905 East Cliff Or. 

Santa CNZ, CA 95062 

ATTACHMENT 

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. I 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 

Commission to 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, I 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 



County of Santa Cruz 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET - 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (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 
APN: 037-251-23 

Owner: Atherton Place Development LLC 
Applicant: Atherton Place Development LLC 

SUBJECT: A public hearing to consider a preliminary General Plan consistency determination 
for the Cabrillo Commons project - aproposai to construct 43 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 1 unit per 
2,500 to 4,000 square feet. 

-3 
f 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 “all proposals for residential development ofpropeig within the USL . , . 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, 
the proposal and the injormation developed as a result of the DRGprocess shall be referred to 
the Board of Supervisors for  a preliminary General Plan consistency determination at apublic 
hearing.” Section 18.10.140 also 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 17.85 acres in 
area before being subdivided. In the 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 

) 

G 3  
I I A J : M  S:iOraft Board Letters 

I 



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 onMarch 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 a riparian corridor (Porterflannery 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 whch would fall within the required density range for the 
re.inaining 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 I11 N, which states: “. . . Allficture developmentproposals for thisparcel 
shall be at a density that is no less than the lowest end of that dens& range set by the Urban 
High Residential designation of the I994 General Plan. . . unless the land use designation for 
tlzeparcel is revised by amendment of the General Plan, . . “ (See Conditions of Approval, No. 
1II.N. - 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 spec$ed 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” can be found in the General Plan glossary and 
Riparian Corridors section (see Attachment 6 -Developable Land defmition & Attachment 7 - General Plan Policy 
5.2.6) ] .  
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Density is calculated by determining the amount of net developable land on a parcel and dividing 
the net developable land total by the number of proposed units. Vehicular rights-of-way, slopes 
in excess of 30 percent, riparian areas (with credit for slopes under 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 
c.onsidered as private rights of way within private ownership developments and 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 a riparian corridor 
which reduces the arnount of developable land on the subject property (see Attachment 3). 

DEVELOPER'S PROPOSED 43-UNIT PROJECT 

The development proposal submitted on February 2 1'' 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 development is 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 Densitv Ranee: The proposed project is below the mininiuin density range 
as specified in 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 Open Space The proposed project does not appear to provide the minimum ..i I 
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amount of required usable common 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 ininiinuin zone 
district; 
Access and Circulation: The road 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. 
D e s i a  for Accessibility: The current proposed road, circulation and parking design does 
not appear to accommodate 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 r ights-  
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 
1-ange. 

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. 

I. 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- 
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unit alternative proposal, staff has made thc following key findings: 
' - 
= 

The proposed project would comply with the required 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) 

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

1 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 development that is environmentally sensitive 
and within the required Urban High Density Residential General Plan designation density range 
is feasible on the project site 

XI. 88 Unit Alternative (Attachment 13) 

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 ofwzy 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 apaitments, (although the percent mixture of these two housing types is not specified). 

III. 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 14 and Attachment 15 
represent 100 and 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 inass 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 partems of development and incompatible with rhe neighborhood character. 



DISCUSSION 

The development proposal preferred by the applicant locates 43 units on approxiniatdy 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 Deterkination) (see Attachment 4) specifies 
that a number of factors be 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 alternative is 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, addresses traffic and circulation issues, provides for 
neighborhood Compatibility and appropriate design, as well as addresses the County’s housing 
objectives. 

COSCLUSION 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 is not consistent with the General Plan sinceit does not meet the minimum required 
density for the project site. A 59 unit alternative is feasible, contextually sensitive in terms of 
surrounding development, and can be built within the Urban High Density Residential General Plan 
designation densityrange (at adensity ofapproximately3,500 to 4,000 square feet per unit). To this 
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 
accoininodate 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 18.10.140 and inconsistent with the 
permit conditions approved by your Board for the Atherton Plan Subdivision (See Condition III.N.), 
in the event that the applicant chooses 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 opportunity to consider the General Plan amendment 
c.oncurrent with the proposed application. 7 h s  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. 

AJ.R4 5 ‘Drat? Board Letten 6 55 



It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board determine: 

1) That Application Number 03-0065 is NOT consistent with the Residential 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 development with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Alvin PLJh D. James 
Planning Director 

RECOMMENDED: 

SUSAN A. MAURIELLO 
County Administrative Officer 

CC: Atherton Place Development LLC, 2516 Samaritan Drive, SuiteK, San Jose, Ca 95124. 
Richard Bale Land Use Planning, 100 Doyle Street, Suite E, Santa Cruz, Ca 95062. 

Attachments: 

1. 
2. 
3 .  
4. 
5. 
6. 
7 .  
8. 
9. 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 

Location Map 
Zoning Map 
General Plan Map 
County Code Section 18.10.140 -Conformity with the General Plan 
General Plan - Urban High Density Residential Designation (R-UH) 
General Plan - Definition of Developable Land 
General Plan Policy 5.2.6 - Ripanan Comdors and Development Density 
Conditions of Approval - 1II.N. - Atherton Place Subdivision (98-0148) 
Slope Map & Calculations of Net Developable Land, prepared by Ifland Engineers, dated 
411 8/03 
43 unit development proposal 
50 unit development proposal 
61 to 65 unit development proposal 
88 unit development proposal 
100 unit development proposal 
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15: 115 unit development proposal 
16. 

17. 

18. 
19. 

20. 

Letter regarding amount of developable land on project site, prepared by Kent Bourland - 
Williain 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 611 1/03. 
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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4671 ORDINANCE NO. 

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

THE GENEF9.L PLAN DENSITY RANGE 
. .  

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

SECTION I 

'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 , 

. .  
SECTION n . .  . .  

', . .  

.. 

The Board of Sup&isors hereby ,rejects the recommendation of "the P l k n g  
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 underiined: 

18.10.140 Conformity with the general plan and other legal requirements. 
(a) AI1 perinits 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 got consistent 
with the existing adopted General Plan may be issued or 
agproved only concurrently with the adoption of appropriate 
aaendments to the Genera! P l ~ i  necessary to maintain 
consistency. "Consistent with" as used in this section means that 
the permits and zpprovals must be in harmony with and 
compatible with the policies, objectives, and land use program 
of the General Plan. 



. .  . ,  

(b) All proposals for residential development of property within 
the urban services line, except for second urds and residential 
remodels, at less than 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)l). . Following completion of the . Development 
Review Group (DRG) process, the proposal and the information 
developed as a result of the DRG process shall 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'fiom 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'@) of Section 18.10.140 of Section III of this ordinance 
shall not apply to any application deemed complete as of the effective date of this 
ordinance.. . . .  

' : 

SECTION V 

T h i s  ordinance shall take effect on the 31st day kom the date of adoption outside,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 dayof June , 2002, by the following vote: 

AYES:. SUPERVISORS Wormhoudt, Almquist & Campos 
NOES: SUPERXSORS P i r i e  & Beautz 
ABSENT: SUPERVISORS I one 
ABSTAIN: SUPERVISORS None 

ATTES 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Copies to: Plamiing 
County Counsei 5s 



Santa Cruz County General Plan 

Objective 2.10 Urban High Density Residential Designation (Ft-LH) 

To provide higher density residential development (10.9 to 17.4 units per net developable acre) in areas within 
the Urban Services Line (USL). These areas shall be located where increased density can be accommcdarcd 
by a full range of urban services and in locations near collector and arterial streets, Vansit service, and 
neighborhood, community, or regional shopping facilities. Housing types appropriate to the.Urban High 
Density designation may include: small lot detached houses, “zero lot line” houses, duplexes, t o w o m e s ,  
garden apamnents, mobile home parks, and congregate senior housing. 

2.10.1 Minimum Parcel Sizes 
M o w  residential development at densities equivalent to 2500 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 2.1 1) 

2.10.’2 Minimum Lot Siut 
(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. 

2.103 Specific Density Determination 
(LCP) Consider terrain, adequacy of access, presence of significant environmental resources, the padern of exisung 

land use in the neighboxhood, and unique circumsances of public value,for insrance, the provision of very low 
orlowerincome housingin accordancewithStatelw, indetexminingthe specific densitytobepermiaed within 
the Urban High Density Residential designaiion. (See chapter 8: Community Design..) 

2.10.4 Deveiopment Density Les  than Lower Limit of Range 
Where an applicant has filed an application for residential development within the designated density range, do 
not approve the application at a density less than the lowest end of the designated density range, except in the 
following circumstances: 
(a) Where the proposed residential development fails to comply with the General Plan and L O ,  zoning or 

developmentpolicies in effect atthe timetharthe applicationfor suchresidential development is determined 
to be complete; or 

@) Where the Written findings required by Government Code Section 65589.5 have been made. 

When planning or environmentaI review demonstrates that development in the designated density A g e  will 
cause significant health, safety, nuisance or other significant policy or environmental impacts that cannot be 
feasibly mitigated, the proposed development shall be denied and the County shall initiate a General Plan and 
LCP amendment and rezoning (as appropriate) to redesignnate the parcel with density range consistent with those 
unmitigable impacts. 

Nothing in this policy shall preclude a property owner from voluntarily. Ning an initial application for 
development at less thvl the lowest end of the designated density range. 

2.105 Live’Oak: Pacific Family Mobile Home Park 
Recognize thePacificFamily Mobile HomePark(U25-161-13) as existingresidential area and &ow a density 
bonus to increase the park from 34 to 37 spaces, subject to obtaining all appropriate developent permits. 

5: 
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Glossary 

) Density Credit . .  

up) The number of dwelling units allowed to be built on a 
particular property determined by applying the 
designaIedGeneralPlan andLCPLadUsedesignation 
&n&y and implementing zone district to the developable 
portions of the property and to those non-developable 
portions of thepropexty for which creditmay begranted 
(see definition 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 
sha l lbepn teddens i tycd t  fordevelopmentdensity. 

Outside the USL and RSL 
a) land with slopes between 30 and 50 percent 

Inside the USL and RSL 
a) landwithslopeslessthan30permntintherequired 

buffer sefbackfrom the top of thearroyoorriparian 
corridor,uptoama*imumof50permntofthetotal 
area of the property which is outside the riparian 
cnmdor. 

b) The Board of Supervisors may allow a credit of up 
to 50 pemnt of the property within the 1oO-year 
floodplain if the proposal is: served by sewers; 
borderedby existingsimilarlydeveloped1ots;notat 
a&nsityhigherrhantheswoundingarea;cnnsistent 
with the character of the surrounding area; and will 
not increase the likelihwd of downstream or 
upsheam flooding. The property designated as 
floodway does not qualify for density credit 

Countywide Credits 
The following areas are subject to special site and/or 
development criteria and shall be granted full density 
Cred iC 
a) Rare and endangered plant and animal habitats. 
b) Archamlogical s iw.  
c) Critical fm hazard areas. 
d) Buffer areas established between non-agricultural 

land uses and commercial agriculmal land. 
e) Landslidearw determined by a geological study to 

be stable and suitable for development. 
0 HistoricSiies 

Design Earthquake 
The values of seismically induced shaldng that are used 
to mitigate the effects of a potential earthquake. These 
values are determined based upon forensic engineering 
geology, probability studies and educated speculation. 
Normally, thesevaluesreFntthe maximum probable 
earthquakeforminornon-ciitidprojects suchassingle- 
family dwellings..These values ‘&o r.present the 
maximum credible earthquakes for critical shuctures 
such as hospitals, schools, hazardous materials 
containment s r m c ~ , c e r t a i n  utilities,plice stations, 
fm stations, and other emergency facilities. 

Designated 
Shown on the General Plan/Local Coastal Program 
Maps. 

Detention 
WP) Drainage facilities which collect and detain water from 

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 wafer on-site, 

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

Developable Land 
W P )  Land which is suitable as a location for shuctures and 

whichcan beimprovedthroughnormalandc~tventional 
means free of development hazards and without 
disruption or significant impact on natural r e some 
areas. 

The following areas shall notbe considered developable 
land 
(1) Land with slope pester than 30 percent and coastal 

bluffs. 
(2) Ripariancomdors,wooded~yos,canyons, stream 

banks, areas of riparian vegetation and areas within 
a 50 foot rip& buffer setback from the riparian 
conidor. 

(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 50feet ofanactiveorpotentially active 

(6) Commercial agricultural land and m i n e d  resource 

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

- 

fault tram. 

areas. 

=Po- 
(See defmition of Density Credir) 



Santa Cruz County General Plan 

52.5 Setbacks From Wetlands 
(LCP) Prohibitdevelopmentwithinthe 100f~tripariancomdorofallwetlands. Allow exceptionstothissetbackonly 

where consistent with the Riparian Comdor and Wetlands Fmtection ordinance, and in a l l  Cases. maxmize 
distancebetweenproposed structures and werlands.RequiremeasurestDprevenr waterquality degradation from 
adjacent land uses, as outlined in the Water Resources section. 

Riparian Corridors and Development Density 
Exclude land within riparian comdors 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 rquired 
buffer setback, excluding areas over 30% slope, up to a maximum of 50% of the total area of the property 
which is outside the riparian corridor. (See policy 5.11.2.) 

Compatible Uses With Riparian Corridors 
Allow compatible uses in and adjacent to riparian corridors that do not impair or degrade the riparian Plant and 
animal systems, or water supply values, such as non-motorized recreation and pedestrian m s ,  parks, 
interpretive facilities and fishkg facilities. Allow development in these areas only in conjunction With apPrOVd 
of a riparian exception. 

53.8 Environmental Review for Riparian Corridor and Wetland Protection 
OLCP) Requireenvironmental reviewof allproposeddevelopmentprojects affecting riparian corridors or wetlands and 

preparation of anEnvironmental ImpactReport or BioticReportforpmjects whichmay have a Si@fiC2ntCffeCt 
on the comdors or wetlands. 

Management Plans for Wetland Protection 
Require development in or adjacent to wetlands to incoprate the recommendations of a management plan 
which evaluates: migratory waterfowl use December 1 to April 30; compatibility of agricultural use and biotic 
and water quality protection; maintenance of biologic productivity and diversity; a d  the permanent protection 
of adjoining uplands. 

52.6  
(LCP) 

52.7 
(LCP) 

52.9 
(LCP) 

5 . U O  Development in Wetland Drainage Basins 
(LCP) Require development projects in wetland drainage basins to include drainage facilities or Best Management 

Practices (BhPs) which will maintain surface nmoff patterns and water quality, unless a wetland management 
plan specifies otherwise, and minimize erosion, sedimentation, and introduction of pollutants. 

52.11 Breaching of Lagoon, River, Stream or Creek Sandbars 
(LCP) h not permit breaching of lagoon sandban unless the breaching is consistent with an approved management I 
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C O U N T Y  OF SANTA C R U Z  
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

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, Almquist and Pirie voting "no", 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 

Cathy Graves, Planning 
Atherton Place Development LLC 

Rich Beale, Land Use Planning 

tl Randall Adams, Planning 

State of Caliioinja, 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 aifixed 

' , Deputy Clerk ON September 25, 2003 
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County of Santa Cruz 

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

October 3,2003 

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR 

Agenda Date: October 7.2003 

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

Application Number: 03-0065 
APN: 037-251-23 

SUBJECT: 

Owner: Atherton Place Development LLC 
Applicant: Atherton Place Development LLC 

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

.AS:RA S:'Dr.lFt Board Letters 1 5 6 -  3 
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2) Direct the Planning Department to require that the applicant, as part of any nevFaRB 
sqamte 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. 

RECOMMENDED: 

SUSAN A. MAURIELLO c-- 
County Administrative Officer 

CC: Atherton Place Development LLC, 2516 Samaritan Drive. Suite K, SanJose, Ca 95124 
Richard Beak Land Use Planning, 100 Doyle Street, Suite E, Santa Cruz, Ca 95062. 

Attachments: 

At. 
A2. 

Minute Order'- 9/23/03 Board of Supervisors hearing judgments 
Letter of the Planning Director - 9/23/03 Board of Supervisors hearing 

2 
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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 C m ,  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 determination to submit all of the information required in 
the 3/21/03 incomplete letter. 

As final action was taken on 1017103 by the Board of Supervisors regarding the density 
determination, you now have until 5:OO 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 development being consistent with the County General 
Plan. Pursuant to Section 18.1 0.430 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: 
(83 1) 454-321 8, or e-mail: randali.adams@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Sincerely, 

*24?----4.- 
Randall Adams 
Project Planner 
Development Review 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

AT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING 
On the 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 Department will no longer be required to 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 andlor Zoning Ordinance to allow the Planning 
Department to prepare findings that the 43 unit Cabrilla 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 

"+?t ** 

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. Maurieilo, 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 

said Board of Supervisors. 

I 
, . l & . & > A / M  , Deputy Clerk ON October 08,2003 



FEE-24-2004 11:18cI FROM: T0:4542131 

Al lAC HM EN7 

‘1’0: Housing Advisory Commission 

FROM: Michacl Guth 

SUBJECT: Ctbrillo Commons 

Fchruary 23.2004 

1:ellow Commissioners, 

Wc havc bccn asked to commenl upon the density of the Cabrillo Cummom 
project. This poses at least the three following questions: 

1. Should rhc Housing Advisory Commission offer recommendations on specific 
proiccts? 

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

capacity? 

3. Should the Houving Advisory Commission act on this projcct givcn thc diffdng 

opinions as tu whether thc dcnsiry of rhis projccr is  compliant to the ciened Plan? 

With regard to question 3, I. bave attached the pertinent portion of thc staffrcport 

Ibr this project gving both the stafTpIanners viewpoint and the applicant’s viewpoint I 

have pinnied nul Lo our County Board o f  Supewisors. at hearings approximately three 

years ago when they were initiating the Development Working Group procedurcs, that 

thcrc appcarcd to me to he a disconnecl between long standing county procedure and the 

General Plan. 

Thc slaffrcport rcsponse io the project appliwnt’s assatitin that the project is  

cornpiianl lo density tequiremmts menlions “established policia” and “established 

przlcticc”, but docs not answer the applicant’ asscrtions point hy point. I fcel that if the 

IIAC wcrc to evcr gct involvcd in projecr specific mmmcndatinn that this project is not 

appropriatc for comrncni duc IO thc uncerlaindcs involved here. In sum, I do not lee1 t h ~ l  
the asscrtions madc by Supervisor Compos in his lcttcr can bc substantiarad by the record 

P:2/13 
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FEE-24-2884 l l : 18A  FROM: T0:4542131 

Michaei A. Gui% 
nlWII IC" OL Law 
?.?Orl< C d  tliv n, 
>."a 'Lr'l?, '-? Y>mL 

ill {his point, and at a minimum an opinion fmm County Chnse l  should be sought prior 

to my IIAC acrion wirh wgard in this projejea. 

For the foregoing rcasons I recommend against any HAC xlion on h e  Cabrillii 

Commons project. 

Michael A. Guth 

P:3/13 



FEE-24-2084 11:22fi FROM: T0:4542131 P: 13/13 

12 

dcvclop at no less lhan the minimum density rdnge of the Residential Urban High (R-UH) 
Gcneral Plan designation. This requirement to develop within the General Plan density range 
WAS made a part of the Conditions o f  Approval for Subdivision 08-0148 (see Attachment 8 - 
Cimdiiion II1.N). 

At the time that the Atherton Place Subdivisionwas approvedonMarch 12,2002, the Board 
dctcrmincd lhzil the conslrucliw or85 units would rall wilhin (he rcquircd density m g c  ror Lhc 
entire suhject propee. The calculations performed at that time deducted portions ofthe project 
site due to topographic constraints and the presence of a riparian corridor (Porterflhutxy Gulch) 
on thc subjccl propcrty. Thwc cdculalions wcm cstimatcs of lhc amount of developable land on 
rhc subject pruperty. which inclrided a density medit for slupes under 30percent located within 
Ihc riparian buffer areas. Based on these earlier calculations, and deductingthe 26 units that 
werc appravcd in the Arhenan Place Subdivision, it has been dewrmincd lhat lhis parcel can 
accommodate B total o f  59 units which would fall within the required density range for the 
rcmainiy portion of chis overall sile’. This is consistent with the fmdings by the Board in the 
approval of the Atherton Place Subdivision. The h u r e  development of this site was specifically 
addressed in Condition IIK N, which sttales: “. . .Allfuru~e d ~ ~ l ~ ~ m e n t p r o p o s a l s f c h  thisparcel 
shnll he a! II densi[v that is no less Ihun [he lwwesr end d /hul density mngeset by the Urhun 
High Rmidenriul designation 
fhepurc:c!l 6s rwiscd by amcndmml d rhr CienurulPlun . . .” (SIX Cdnditions ofApproval, No. 
1II.N. - Attachment 8 )  

Following project approval by your Board and liligation initiated by surraunding neighbors, on 
September 18.2002.the Applicant Entered into a Stipulalud Agrcemmt that specifics that the 
Applicant will procccd with an application Tor a 43-unit project on this site. The goals ofth.is 
agreement appear inconsisrent with your Board’s siaicd objective 10 creak 85 units on the entire 
parccI and lhus 5Y units on the subject pmperly, w enumerated in the Subdivision Findings 
approved by your Board. In finding that theproposedproject (Atherton Place) was consistent 
with the Gcncnl Plan, thc Findings spccify that ‘‘ . . . up io 85 units could be conm-ucfed on the 
miireproject site Xiwen the ner dwalopuhle lund uvuiluhb und using the minimum threshold 
u’en.Wy .p?c$cd by the GcneralPlun . . . 

the 1994 General IVun . . . Imle.ss rhe lmd use desigdiwn &tr 

(Approvcd Subdivision Findings, No. 2 - 
Attachment 20). 

CJRRAN HIGH DENSITY RESiDENTIAL GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION 

Thc Urban High Density Residential (R-UH) &nerd1 Plan designation allows residential 
development at densities between 2,5M and 4.000 squarc feet ofnet dcvclopableparcel e a  per 
dwelling unit (General Plan Policy 2.10.1 -Minimum Parcel Sizes). The appropriate housing 
types (as listed in thc General Plan) for this dcsignacion includc; small lot detached houses, 
attached housing on separately owned parcels (‘kero lot line” houses), duplcxcs, tomhouscr, 
garden apartments, mobile home parks, and congregate scnior housing (see Attachment 5). 

I The duliniiiun u1”’na rkvolllpdblu” kud and ..dmsiiy medii’’ c w  bc round in rhe General NM g l o s s a y  and 
Ripdnw C.umdors satiun ( x c  Attachment 6 -DcvclopablcLand ddinition 8c Aachmenr7 -General Plan Policy 
5.1. h)]. 

&:a S:?DmR hmrd L-IS 

~~~~~~~~~ ~~ 
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Density is calculated by decerminiuy the amount ofnet developable land on a parcel and dividing 
thc nc1 dcvclopablc land Mia1 by Ihe number orproposed units. Vehicularnghts-of-way, slopes 
in excess of 30 percent, riparian areas (with credit for slopesunder 30 perccnt in thc riparian 
b u k  areas), and areas conhining other re.wurces or development constraints are deducted from 
(he gross parcel area to determine the ainount ofnet developable land. Shared driveways are 
crmsidered as private right.. ofway within private owncrship dcvelopmcnts and arc dcductcd 
from the net developable land total, but arc not dcductcd from the nct dcvelopablc land total for 
rcnral apartmenf complexes. A large portion ofthe subjectproperty is designated as Urban Open 
Space ( 0 - U )  in the Cicncral Plan. This dcsipation indicaics lhc prcsmce or a ripanm cibmrlclr 
which reduces the amount of developable land on the suhject property (see Attachment 3). 

IIEVICLOPER’S PROPOSED 43-UNIT PROJECT 

The development proposal submittedon February 21” consists of43 units (see Attachment 10) 
nii a propemy rhat contains approximalely 14.6gross acrcs ofland (637,406 square feet) (see 
Attachmcnl 9). Using informatitm provided by the project applicanr. the net developable land 
totals approximately 5.8 acres (252,2 12 square fcct). Approximately 2 aces orthe net 
dcvclopablc land 101al is within thc rip& corridor buffer that is under 30 percent slope, 

Thc total area orthe shared driveways within the proposeddeveloprnent is 28,880 squarc fcct. 
Since this proposal consists of individual ownership townhouses, all o r h e  shareddriveways are 
considered i~s privak righlwLway and this anxi is d e d u d  from the nct dcvclopable land Lobi. 
Thc resulting net developable land total, after deducting the proposed sharcd driveways. is 
approxirnalcly 5.1 acres (223,33 1 square feet). When divided by the 43 proposed unik, h e  
proposed density for this development is approximarcly 5,193 squarc: Tcet pm residential unit. 

Arhcrton Place Subdivision (as discussed above), contraryto establishcd practice, unprecedented 

while the developer has suggestedthat the density level would fall within the General Plan 
density range if the riparian buflicr m a  (89,700 square feet) were further excluded from the 
density calculation, such an approach would bc an allempi 10 circumvent establishcd policics. 
This suggestion would be inconsistent with thc findings made by the b a r d  in approving the 

and inconsisicnl with thc Board’s policy to approve prnjects wirhin the dcnsity rangc oIlhc 
Cinerill Plan. 

On June 11,2003,rhe Planning Dcparuncnl scni a 1 c l h  io he Applicant summarizing the INKi 
f i n d i n g .  (Attachment IS). J’hc Dcparlment’s letter indicated a number ofkey concerns about thc 
projecr: 

1 
Gcncral Plan Dcnsitv Ranire: The proposed project is below the minimum density range 
a specified in the Urban High Dcnsity Rcsidmlial General Plan designation. 
!!&ins: The proposed project docs not comply with the requirements for on-sire y e s t  
parking; the proposal to accommodate guest parking on Athctton Drive would increase 
the overall parking impact in thc ncighborhood. . !,bbleOmn &iw The proposed project dries not appear to provide Ihe minimum 

A 

3 59 
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amount orrequired usable cwmmon area open space 
Rcsidcntial Site Standards: The proposedprojecl does not comply with the reqired site 
slmdards Tor lhr RM-3 Multi-Family Residenrial - 3,000 square fnorminimum zone 
district: 
Access and Circularion: The road and circulation design does not allow for proper 
vehiculw movement, crearingnumcrous circulation problcm which could result in 
injuries or property damage due to the need for drivcrs to make difticult hlminp and 
back-up mancuvcrs. Projecl design also places structures in locations that obscure a 
drivers' ability tu see oncoming traflic as they pull out of garages. Project access should 
bc o r  Nhetlon Drive; the proposed access o f f  Soquel Drive is inconsistent with tho 
County Code and presents numerous problems resulting in traffic hazards and and 
neighborhood impacts. 
Desim Tor Accessibility: 'The currzntprt~pnscd road, circulation and parking dcsign does 
not appear to accommodate persons with disability's in an adcqurle manner. 

. 

. 

DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE GENERAL PLAN DENSITY RANGE 

llsing the net developable land total abovc(252,2 12 square feet), the total number ofunits that 
would fa11 within the llrban High Density Kesidenrial General Plan dcsignauon density range 
(cine unit per each 2,500 ti1 4,000 square feet o f  developable land) would bc bctweon 63 and 100 
residcntial units. In dcvclopmcnts with individual ownership units, proposed private road rights- 
of-way arc dcductcd from Ihe net developable land total (28,880 square feet in the current 
proposal) resulting in benuccn 55 and BY rcsidcntial units ralling within Ule Crenerdl Plan density 
range. 

ALTERNATIVES TO CURRENT PROPOSAL 

To facilitate staff considcration of this proposal, the applicant has submitted five different 
alrcrnarivcs IO rhc 43 unit mwnhousc proposal. These alternatives assume a range of 
development densities for the pro,ject site. These alternative designs are discusscd below. 

1. 59-Unit Prooosal - 61 to 65 Unit Scheme Subrnittedbv Develomr (Attachment 1.7) 

At the request ofthe County, the Develvper submitted a p r o p o d  alternative within the Cineral 
Plan dcnsity rangc. The Developer's proposcd alternative is a 6 1-65unit projecl, which included 
a ccntrably located four-plex that cxceedcdrhe maximum height limit and should be rcmovcd 
from the prqjecl design. A reduction of an additional two units within the prnject (not shown on 
the plans) would result in a 59 unit pmiect. 

A preliminary review cifthis prnpnsal indicates that a 59-unitproject appears to he compatible 
with thc neighborhood and surrounding pattcrn of development. A 59-unit proposal would be 
constructed ai an approximate density ofone residential uni~ per each 3,904 square feel (fallii 
within thc Urban Hi& Density Rcsidcntial General Plan designation density range (one unit per 
each 2,500 to 4,000 square fwt of developable land. Bascd on a prcliminary rcvicw of the 59- 

57 
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- RICHARD BEALE 
Land Us6 Planning 

IncwparJled 
lOODoyle S m  Sluk I: 
Sinu Cruz. CA 95062 
(83 I ) 425-5w9 
FAX (83 I) 425-1565 

Mmers rf Archirecrure 
univ. o r c ~ .  Bcrkclcy 

August 28,2003 

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

RE; Cabrillo Commons Application 
hpN: 037-25 1-2 1 (part) 

Dcar Alvin: 

This letter is to respond to your rcquest for addi!ionaI information prior 
to scheduling this project for review by the Board of Supervisors. 

Project Background - Historic Method of Calculating Deneity 

Whcn thc original Atherton Place Developrncnt project was proposed for 
the entire site, the project included 85 units. The Planning Department 
historically subtracted a l l  of the riparian corridor lands, aU lands steeper 
than 30% slopes and all internal rights-of-way (Exhibit 5 ) .  Using this 
method, the 85-unit project was proposed at  1 unit per 4,033 square feet 
of nct developable land (about 10.8 units/acre). 

Thc 26-unit project that was approved would theoretically leave 59 units 
fo be developed on the remaining portion ofthe site. The following 
represents the clensi(y calculations that would havc bccn hisrorically 
applird t o  the remaining portion of the site for a 59-unit project: 

Net Dcvclapablc Land outside of the 26-unit project area 252,212 sq. ft. 
Minus in-ternal &h&-of-way ( c s t i m a t c d ~ ~ 2 8 , 8 8 0 - ~ . - & .  
Remaining Net Developablc h d  = 223,332 ~ q -  ft. 

223,332 sq. ft. dividcd hy 59 units = 1 unit pcr 3,785 sq.ft. (lISunits/acrc) 

59 This density is consistent with the Kesidential Urban High &netal Plan 
dcsignation. 
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Current Generalplan and Zoninp; -------- --- 
I’OlicY 2 .  I 0.39 Specific Density Determination, specifically requires 
consideration of terrain, adequacy OC access, presence of  environmental 
resources and the pattern of cxisting land use IQ the neighborhood. 
When all these factors arc considered, the proposed 43 unit projecr is 
aDDroonatc for the site. Policv 2.10.4 allows develoDmcntst0 be 

17 
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policies, objectives and land use programs. The purpose of the R-UfI 
designation is to provide appropriate housing types including townhome 
developmcnt. The individual parccl sircs arc consislenl with the 2,500 to 
4,000 square root range per policy 2.10. I and the ACTUAL dcnsity of the 
developmcnt area is  about 3,100 sq. ft. per unil (about 14.1 units/acre), 
ncarly identical to thc ncighboring Willowbruok Townhome dcvelopmeni. 

As proposcd, the 43 unit development is consistent with General Plan 
policy 8 . 3 .  I ,  Clustcring for Environmental Protection. The development 
is  clustered away from the riparian corridor. Rascd on the design, no 
portion of the developrncnt is within lhe riparian corridor, the buffer 
setback or thc construction setback. Thc County staff is indicating that 
a.poriion ol‘the riparian corridor has developable land chat can he 
counted toward dcnsity credil. It i s  only when thc leftover density credit 
opcn space areas are added to the developable land that the proposed 
dcvclopment density is rcduccd to bclow ihe R-UIi  rangc. This additional 
crcdit of developable land is basically 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. Thc 
prqject should not be considered a low-density development or penalized 
for maintaining open spacc that cannot be developed. 

The proposed development is also consistent with Cencral Plan policy 
8.1.1, Neighborhood Characier. The actual dcvclopment area of the 
proposed plan will hc constructed at o density to match lhs  neighboring 
units west of Atherton Drive (about3.500 sq. ft. pcr unil with rights-of- 
way included). Thc policy stales that “Project dcnsity in established 
rcsidcntial neighborhoods shal I 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.” Thc proposal is consistent with this policy. 

It i s  not the intent of the General Plan mapped land use designations to 
be changed on a prqjccc by project basis, mercly bccause sile constraints 
do not allow thc full density development. Changing the land use 
designation and zoning maps for each project could create a land use 
mosaic rhar is overly site-specific and not appropriate for a General Plan 
documcnt. The physical townhomc dcsign for this property is 
appropriate at  thc same relative density as the ncighboring properties. 
The General Plan language and the zoning ordinancc, specifically section 
18.10 as cited, allow thc Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
to approvc projects that do not complctcly fit into the mapped categorics. 

I 

( 
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'1'11e proposcd unit rypcs, dcsign and density arc consistent with thc 
neighborhood types, design and density orlhe R-UH land use 
dcsignati on. 

Analysis of Changing the Caeral plw and Zoning USpF 

If thc Planning s ta f f  and  Board of Supcrvisors do not believe they can 
approve the projecl without a map change to the General Plan and 
Zoning, then the following inrormadon is orrered for consideration. 

General Plan Amendment from RU-H to R-UL and Rezo-o 
-1-6 

Using thc County staffs recent method for calculating density, the 
project would be developed between 1 unit per 8,900 and 8,200 square 
fccr or 4.g to 5.3 unir.s/acrc. 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 appear to 
be rhc cnrrecl Zoning and General Plan for thc sitc to match the o v m d  
density that includen 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 consistent with the R- 1-6zoning. The 
ilctuxl lot sizes arc too small ( 2 ,5001~  4.000 square feet cach) for the R- 
1-6 district. Thererore, the R-UL and R-1-6 map changes are not 
appropriate for thc site. 

While it may appcar to be helpful to gain density crcdit for some of the 
open space areas, neither lhe R-1-6 or RM-3 develnpmmt standards 
allow Tor the additional density for market rate projects with rhc typical 
1S"'n rcquircd inclusionary arfordable housing. The 28-fool height limit 
would need to be exceeded and at least 3 story units would be required 
to achievc thc incrcase in density as calculated by planning sbff. The 
County currently does not have the necessary land usc standards to 
allow a condominium/apa.rtment complex and no Planned Unit 
Development ordinance exists to vary from the current standards. Use 
pcrrnits Can he granted for affordablc projccts that could allow up IO 3 
stories (parkingunder 2 slories),but this raises the issue of 
neighborhood compatibility. Based on the character of the 
neighborhood, thc most appropriate designation and zoning for the 
project area is R-UH and RM-3. 

eq 
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C ; c : i w d  I!bI Amcndincnt from RU-I1 1.0 0 - U  (Urban ODen Sbacel and 
I Rezoning from RM-3- 

Per Section 13.01 of thc Zoning Ordinance, a General Plan amendment 
proccss requi,res the Planning Commission to adapt a rcsolutian with thc 
following items: 
(a)Thc reason for recommendation. 
(b)A statement of thc consisrcncy of the proposal with other parts of the 
adopted General Ptan. 
(c)statemcnt of required findings regarding compliance with the 
Calilbmia Environmcntal 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 I994 to recognize these urban corridors as 
urban opcn spacc for cnvironmcnlal protection. Not dl ofthc riparian 
corridors were mappcd. Changing both the General Plan and zoning 
would he consistent with past practiccs in  the urban areas, to specifically 
nole (he urban open spaces of riparian corridors. Redesignating the 
ripanan corridor and open spacc on this parcel would recognize that thc 
undeveloped areas are not appropriatc for high density residential, whilc 
the developed portions of the sitc will remain consistent with the high 
density neighborhood. 

( 

No General Plan Amendment and Rezoning of Riparian Corridor horn 
RM-3 to PR 

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

Bascd on thc  PR zone district being consistent with thc R-UH 
designalion, no General Plan amendmcnt is required. 

Kczoning Findings: Section 13. I. 0.21 5 
t 

1. Theproposed z w e  district 4 allow n density of development and 
typcs  of uses which are consiytent with.objeclives und lund-use 
designalions d the adupled Generul Plun; nnd ATTACHMENT 

50 
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Changing thc riparian corridor portion orlhe site from RM-3 to PR, Parks 
and Recreation recognizes the corridor as open space and inappropriate 
For residcntial dcvclopmcnt. ‘The types of uses that would be allowed in 
thc PK district are more consistenr with the obiectives of the Riparian 
Corridor protection policies or Lhe General Plan and the zoning 
ordinancc. 

2. Theproposed zone district is uppropi-iate tu the level of’utiEties and 
commirrtiry sewices available to the land: nnd 

The rezoning is  appropriate since no dcvclopmcnt is  to occur within 
thcsc areas. This rezoning will have no impact on utilities or community 
scrviccs in rhc arca. 

3. One vr rnvre ofthe followingfindings can be ma&. 
(i)l’iie chnracier ofthe developmen! i n  the a r w  where !he land is located 
hris chungrd or is chanKing tu such u degree ihnt thepublic interest will he 
better .served by a di#erent zone district; 

Thc character afthr: neighborhood has changcd with the approval of the 
Alherlon Place prqjict. to the south and west ofthis parcel. This remning 
rccognizcs thc devclopment pattern both in past practice and from the 
recent County approvals to preserve lhe riparian corridor area as opcn 
space. 

(ii)thaproposcd rezoning is necessary toprovide far c1 cvmmunit.v-rcluted 
use which. ~ c l s  nvt onticiputed with the Zoning Plan w a s  adopted; or 

‘I’hc I’I(  rcroning is appropriare,for rhe riparian corridor and associated 
open space on lhe site. The current zoning plan did not address the 
open space ateas of this site when the zoning was adopted. Now that a 
residential development is proposed, the rezoning will bc a community 
scrvicc to rccognizc thc opcn space arcas as inappropriate rot residential 
use. 

1 

(iii) t h r p r r e n l  zoning is 1hr rrsull c f  an u m r ;  or 

While not a direct error, the rezoning of the riparian corridor could easily 
be viewed as a “clean-up”Lo specilkally recognize the development 
pattern or the area, as well as lo more rormally designate the riparian 
corridor as open space, not suitable for residential development. 

(iv) 77iepresent zoning is inconsistent with the designation on the General 
Piun. 
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' 1 ' 1 1 ~ -  yi'csciii zoiiiiig iiiid C:cncr;il Plan arc consisi.cn1 and ihc proposed PI;! 
zoning will be consistent with the R-UH designation. 

Summary 

Attached as Exhibit 6 is a letter from Kcnt Bourland, projcct architcct 
w i t h  William llcemnlhalch AIA describing the n?l:itivc 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 highcr density 

projects (24to 56 unils/acre) arc included in the Appendix, 

I hope this adequately responds to the questions raised by thc  Planning 
Department. Please let me know ifyou hdve any further qucstions. 

Sinccrcly, 

Exhibits: 1 .  Ifland Engineers - Density Total Parcel and Dcnsity 
Developable Portion of Parcel, 4/ 18/03 
2. William Hezmalhalch AIA - Density Study - 43 Unit 
Townhomcs, 8/28/03 
3. William Tlczrnalhalch AIA - Density Study - 88 
Condominium/Apartmenis, 8/28/03 
4. William Hezmalhalch AIA - Density Study - I14 
Condominium Units, 8/28/03 
5. Cabrillo Commons: Density Calculations History, 
8/28/03 
6. William Hezmalhalch AJA, letter dated 8 /  19/03 

Appendix: Density Exmplcs 

CCI Board of Supervisors 
Brad Bowman 
Charlcne Atack 
Randall Adams 
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