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SUBJECT: APPEAL OF CO STAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 04-0018, AN 

FAMILY DWELLING 

Members of the Commission: 

APPLICATION TO REMODEL AND CONSTRUCT AN ADDITION TO A SINGLE- 

This item is before your commission due to an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s approval of 
Coastal Development Permit application 04-0018 on February 18, 2005. The attached letter of 
appeal (Attachment 1) lays out the neighbor’s concerns regarding the proposed project. 

BACKGROUND 

On January 14, 2004 application 04-0018 was submitted to the County requesting a Coastal 
Development Permit to remodel and construct minor additions to the existing singlefamily dwelling 
at 807 the Shore Line. During the application review process, the proposal was modified obtain 
approval from the Sand Dollar Beach Homeowner’s Association and to conform to the County’s 
Geologic Hazards ordinance regarding setbacks from coastal bluffs (16.10.070(h)). 

As approved by the Zoning Administrator, the proposal includes the following changedadditions to 
the existing single-family dwelling: 

1) A decrease in the roof pitch from ?h to ?4 to allow an addition of about 100 square feet to the 
family room, resulting in an increase in height of about four feet at the southeast comer of the 
house (the tallest point on the house will remain unchanged). 

2) Construction of a new master-bathroom of about 110 square feet at the north end of the 
house. 

3) Minor additions totaling about 140 square feet along the northeast side of the house. 
4) A new hip roof along the east side of the house to cover the new additions, replacing the 

existing gabled roof. 
5) Construction of anew retaining wall at the western end of the proper@, designed to conform 

to the required 25 foot, 100 year coastal bluff setback established by the Geotechnical 
Engineer and accepted by the County Geologist. 
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The appellants claim the project as approved will be detrimental to the health and safety of the 
occupants due to encroachment into the required coastal bluff setbacks, the project will disrupt the 
scenic value of the area, and the approved design is not compatible with the neighborhood. 

Coastal Bluff Issues 
General Plan Policy 6.2.12 requires a minimum 25 foot setback from the top of a coastal bluff, or the 
minimum setback necessary to provide a stable building site for a period of 100 years, as determined 
by a geologic and/or an soils engineering report accepted by the County. For the project, the 
Geotechnical report prepared by Ham, Kasunich, and Associates dated June 2004 (Attachment 3) 
determined the minimum setback for the site to be 25 feet, a determination accepted by the County 
Geologist (Attachment 4). No new habitable area may be constructed within this setback, so the 
project design has been altered to conform to the established setback by removing proposed 
improvements within the setback from the project. 

In the appeal letter, the neighbor’s contend that the measurement of the setback is not accurate and 
that the new development will impact the portions of the site within the setback. The location of the 
setback has been determined by the project Geotechnical Engineer and approved by the County 
Geologist, and the location of the setback must be shown on plans for the building permit stage. 
Prior to issuance of the building permit, the project’s Geotechnical Engineer must review the plans 
showing the bluff setback and submit aplanreview letter indicating final approval. A survey may be 
necessary if either the project Geotechnical Engineer or the County Geologist questions the location 
of the setback as represented on the plans. The appellant has not submitted evidence that would 
dispute the findings of the project Geotechnical Engineer and the County Geologist. 

Impacts to public views in scenic resource areas 
The residence is located in a scenic resource area due to the visibility of the site from a public beach 
and proximity to Sand Dollar Drive, a County designated scenic road. As the total addition is more 
than 500 square feet within a scenic resource area, the project required evaluation under the County’s 
Site, Architectural, and Landscape Design Review Ordinance (Section 13.1 1). The County’s Urban 
Designer evaluated the impacts of the proposed additions and alterations in terms of the impact they 
would have on views kom the beach and neighborhood compatibility. 

The appellants contend the County did not adequately analyze the impact of the proposed additions 
and alterations on the public viewshed from the beach, as story poles with colored netting were not 
required during the Coastal permit review process. However, during review of the project by the 
Sand Dollar Beach Homeowner’s Association, the owners erected story poles to assess impacts to 
private views and to create a visual simulation to demonstrate the increased visual impact the 
additions will have on the street and the beach (see Attachment 5 for visual simulation). Although 
the erected story poles lacked colored netting, they did demonstrate the proposed change in roof pitch 
and the addition of the rear bathroom sufficiently to determine that the proposed alterations will not 
significantly alter the bulk, mass, and scale of the existing dwelling. Staff did not require new story 
poles during review of this application as the submitted visual simulation proved the addition will 

I 

, 
I 

6 )  Excavation under the existing house to construct a new garage into an existing crawl space 
and allow the addition of a living room, resulting in an addition of about 225 square feet. 

ISSUES 

2 
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not significantly increase the bulk of the structure when viewed from the beach, as most of the 
addition is proposed on the north and east sides of the house opposite the beach. 

The portions of the addition visible from the beach, a small portion of the new master bathroom and 
the 100 square foot living room addition with a decreased roof pitch, will not be readily noticeable to 
beachgoers as they will blend in with existing development. The additions will incorporate wood 
siding with earth tone colors to match the existing structure. The project site is surrounded on three 
sides by existing development of a greater height and bulk, including visually prominent townhouses 
to the east and three-story single-family dwellings to the rear that overshadow the Ubaldi residence 
and the proposed additions. 

The appellants also claim that Coastal Development Permit finding five (that the proposed 
development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program) has not been adequately 
addressed, as it does not conclude that visual impact from the beach was “minimized.” TO obtain 
approval from the Sand Dollar Beach Homeowner’s Association, the project architect reduced the 
proposed height of the roof along the south side of the house and replaced a gabled roof with a flat 
roof for the proposed master bathroom (Attachment 6). These alterations in the design, along with 
the proposed earth-tone colors, minimize the visual impact of the additions from the beach to the 
satisfaction of staff and the County’s Urban Designer. 

The residence is not visible from Sand Dollar Lane, a County designated scenic road, due to size, 
placement, and orientation of existing residential development on Sand Dollar Lane. Three-story 
houses on the north side of the Shore Line obscure views of the project site where gaps exist in 
development on Sand Dollar Lane. 

Neihborhood comuatibility 
The proposed additions and alterations have been reviewed by the County’s Urban Designer for 
conformance with the County’s Coastal Zone Design Criteria (County Code Section 13.20.130) and 
the County’s Design Review Ordinance (County Code Section 13.11072) to evaluate neighborhood 
compatibility (Attachment 7). The Urban Designer determined the proposed additions and 
alterations to be visually compatible with the surrounding neighborhood as the bulk, mass, and scale 
will be similar (if not smaller) than the surrounding residences. Furthermore, the proposed colors 
and materials will be compatible with the range of earth-tone colors used in the vicinity. 

huacts  to private views 
The appellants state the developers of Sand Dollar Beach intended future development to preserve 
private views of neighboring properties. Correspondence from the original Planned Unit 
Development file seems to indicate private views were a factor in the design of the development, and 
the approval of unique site standards for different portions of the development supports this claim. 
However, the proposed alterations conform to the purpose and intent of the original Planned Unit 
Development since the additions will conform to all adopted site standards, includingthemaxhm 
25-foot height limit for the subject parcel. 

The appellants also contend the County protects private views, per County Code section 
13.11.072(b)(2), which states: 

Development should minimize the impact on private views fiom adjacent parcels, wherever ‘ I  

practicable. ” 
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It is not the policy of the County Planning Department to protect private views, though the County 
may require slight modifications to a project to minimize impacts to private views. The proposed 
additions already minimize impacts to private views by limiting increases in height and changes to 
the roof line. 

The Sand Dollar Beach Architecture Review Committee and the Sand Dollar Beach Homeowner’s 
Association reviewed and approved the proposed addition on May 8,2004 after multiple alterations 
to the roofline to address neighbor’s concerns about views. These alterations included lowering the 
proposed height of the roof over the living room and addition, and replacing a proposed gabled roof 
over the new master bathroom with a flat roof (Attachment 6). 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends your commission take the following actions: 

DENY the appeal of application 04-0018. 
APPROVE application 04-0018 subject to the findings and conditions of approval in the 
staffreport to the Zoning Administrator approved on February 18,2005, and certify the 
exemption to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

1. 
2. 

Sincerely, 

Project Planner 
DevelopmentReview . / 

~ 

Reviewed By: 
Cathy Graves 
Principal Planner 
Development Review 

Attachments: 

1. Appeal letter from Jonathan Wittwer, attorney representing appellants, dated 3/4/05 
2. Staff report to the Zoning Administrator for the February 18,2005 hearing. 
3. Conclusions and Recommendations extracted h m  Geotechnical Report prepared by 

Ham, Kasunich, and Associates dated June 2004. 
4. Letter f?om the County Geologist, dated April 15,2005, with attached letter h m  project 

Geotechnical Engineer dated April 13,2005. 
5. Visual simulation submitted by applicant 
6. Letters from applicant, dated 3/8/04 and 6/30/04, with extract of minutes from the Sand 

Dollar Beach Homeowner’s Association’s meeting of 5/8/04. 
7. Urban Designer’s comments, including Section 13.11 comments. 



Planning Commission 
County of Santa CNZ 
701 Ocean Avenue, 4” Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Notice of Appeal of Approval of Application #04-0018 for Development of 
APN# 046-341-23; 807 The Shore Line, La Selva Beach 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

This office represents the interests of Friends of Sand Dollar Beach (“Appellants”). 
Appellants appeal the February 18,2005, decision of the County of Santa Cmz Zoning 
Administrator (“Zoning Administrator”) to approve Application #04-0018 for development of 
the property located at 807 The Shore Line, La Selva Beach, California. Appellants are 
neighboring property owners of 807 The Shore Line and are concerned about the development of 
the above-referenced property and the impact this development will have on: 

1. health and safety; 
2. risks associated with the dynamics of receding coastal bluffs; 
3. public expenses to address threatened undermining of a single-family dwelling; 
4. scenic values in the area (both public and private); and 
5 .  neighborhood compatibility. 

Specifically, Appellants contend the Zoning Administrator incorrectly approved Application 
W4-0018 based on the reasons: 

1. Setback Requirements From Coastal Bluff to Protect Health and Safety 

The single-family dwelling on the above-referenced property is currently situated within 
the 25-foot setback from the coastal bluff. Setbacks from coastal bluffs are required to be a 
minimurn of 25-feet. As is required by the General Plan for the County of Santa Cruz, Policy 
6.2.11: 

All development, including cantilevered portions of a structure, shall be set back a 
minimum of 25 feet from the top edge of the bluff. A setback greater than 25 feet 
may be required based on conditions on and adjoining the site. 
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See also County Code Section 16.10.070(h)(l)(ii) (new development must be set back at least 25 
feet from the top edge of the coastal bluff). 

Additions to structures are subject to the same setback requirement, as stated in General 
Plan Policy 6.2.13: 

Improvements to existing structures located within the 25-foot minimum setback 
shall not encroach closer to the top of the bluff. All building additions, including 
second story and cantilevered additions, shall comply with the 25-foot setback. 

See also County Code Section 16.10.070(h)(l)(v) (“additions, including second story and 
cantilevered additions, shall comply with the minimum 25 foot and 100 year setback”). This 
setback requirement originated in the General Plan for the County of Santa Cruz, Chapter 6: 
Public Safety and Noise. The purpose of Chapter 6 is as follows: 

To protect human life, private property and the environment, and to minimize 
public expenses by preventing inappropriate use and development or location of 
public facilities and infrastructure in those areas which, by virtue of natural 
dynamic processes or proximity to other activities, present a potential threat to the 
public health, safety and general welfare. 

General Plan, page 6-2. Therefore, any addition to the above-referenced property within the 25- 
foot setback of the coastal bluff violates the County Code and the County’s policy to prohibit 
development which is a potential threat to public safety, public coffers, and private property. 

The Zoning Administrator and Applicant stated at the February 18,2005, hearing that the 
25-foot setback had been checked and no new development was proposed within that area. 
However, Appellants contend that this measurement was not accurate and new development wll  
have an impact within this 25-foot setback area. Appellants are concerned about the impact the 
added weight from the addition to the property will have on the stability of the cliff below the 
property. 

2. Impact on Scenic Resources 

Appellants also appeal the approval of Application #04-0018 due to the increase in the 
bulk and height of the structure which will impact public views from the beach, public views in a 
scenic resource area, public views from a scenic road in a scenic resource area, the private views 
of the surrounding properties, and the overall compatibility of the neighborhood. This structure 
is visible from the beach and is located within a scenic resource area. 

Pursuant to County Code Section 13.11.072@)(2), any development, whether in a scenic 
resources area or not, shall be designed so that it protecrs the public viewshed where possible and 
“should minimize the impact on private views from adjacent parcels, wherever practicable.” 
(Emphasis added). 
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a. View from the Beach 

For projects visible from beaches, the scenic integrity of the beaches shall be maintained. 
County Code Section 13.20.130(d)(2). This means that, pursuant to the County Coastal Zone 
Regulations “[tlhe design of permitted structures shall minimize visual intrusion, and shall 
incorporate materials and finishes which harmonize with the character of the mea. Nahual 
materials are preferred.” County Code Section 13.20.130(d)(2)(ii). Because this project is 
visible from the beach, the design of the structure must not intrude on the view from the beach 
unless absolutely necessary and even then shall not be visually out-of-place in relation to the 
surroundings. 

To ascertain the impact the proposed design would have on views from the beach, 
Appellants requested the County require the Applicant to erect poles and orange netting on the 
existing structure to simulate the proposed addition. The County and other interested members 
of the public would then have been able to visualize and photograph how the redesigned project 
would appear from the beach. Poles were erected and according to testimony at the February 18, 
2005 Zoning Administrator hearing, these poles were used to establish the diminished view from 
the neighboring houses toward the beach, but did not establish the intrusion of the views from 
the beach. Indeed, Appellants contend that the poles erected could not have been seen well 
enough from the beach to determine the extent of intrusion to be caused from the addition to the 
single-family dwelling at 807 The Shoreline. 

The County Code, as referenced above, states that “the design of permitted structures 
shall‘minimize visual intrusion.” The findings for approval of Application #04-0018 state that 
the visual intrusion from the project is “minimal.” This finding does not conclude that the design 
“minimized” the visual intrusion. Therefore, Appellants contend the Applicant has not complied 
with this County Code Section. 

b. 

According to the County’s records, the subject property is located in an urban low 
residential, scenic resource area. See County Planning Information Interactive Map for APN 
046-34-123. The General Plan directs that a design analysis for projects in these visual resource 
areas evaluate “against the context of their unique environment and regulate structtm height, 
setbacks and design to protect these resources consistent with the objectives and policies of this 
[visual resources] section.” General Plan Policy 5.10.2. It is unclear from the approval of the 
project whether this analysis was performed. 

View from Scenic Resource Area 

c. View from Private Homes in Area and Neighborhood Compatibility 

When evaluating any proposed design, wherever it is located, the County Code requires 
consideration of several factors when determining whether the new development preserves the 
integrity of existing land use patterns and complements the scale of the neighborhood. See 
County Code Section 13.11.072. Such characteristics include building bulk, massing and scale, 
and the relationship of the development to existing structures. County Code Section 
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13.11.072(a)(l)(C), (I). Chapter 13.1 I, definitions, explains that “’[c]omplementary” site design, 
building design and landscape design is achieved when the proposed design responds to, or 
contributes to the existing land use patterns, character, and zoning context.” 

The subject parcel is part of a Planned Unit Development developed in 1969. According 
to the Associate Planner at that time, “[a] fundamental concept of this development was to 
recontour the site allowing views either over or through adjacent areas.” County ofSuniu Cruz 
Inter-OfFce Correspondence to Planning Commission from Will Shepherd, dated November 7, 
1969. (Attached as Exhibit A). In reference to Lots 1,2,3, and 4, the Associate Planner stated 
that “[s]taffreview of building plans prior to the issuance of a building permit is suggested only 
as they relate to rear lot access and the view from adjacent properties.” While none of these lots 
is involved here, the foregoing demonstrates the intent to protect views from adjacent properties. 

In addition, the developers of Sand Dollar Beach stated in a letter to the Planning 
Department: 

Transfer of Lot 55 from Zone B to Zone A and transfer of Lot 48 from Zone B to 
Zone D. Now that the excavation has been done, if these lots were left in their 
original zones it would be possible to block views of the owners of the lots in 
back. 

Letter from G.B. Sinnock to Santa Cruz County Planning Department, dated September 17, 
1969. (Attached as Exhibit B). This is evidence that the developers were concerned with the 
views from all of the parcels within the development. 

Not only must the County protect the public views from the beach but County Code 
Section 13.11.072(b)(2) requires it to minimize the impact the proposed development will have 
on the private views from adjacent properties. An addition to the bulk and height of this 
structure, a structure located within 25 feet of the coastal bluff, will interfere with the private 
view of several of the adjacent properties. At the February 18,2005, hearing and in the findings 
for approval, the County contended that it does not protect private views. As discussed above, 
clearly views from private property in this neighborhood, and in the County in general, based on 
County Code Section 13.11.072@)(2), are to be protected. The findings did not address this 
County Code Section, but rather concluded that the County does not protect private views. 
Appellants contend that this conclusion is not correct. 

3. Conclusion 

The above-referenced property is subject to layer upon layer of regulations designed to 
protect the scenic resources for the benefit of the public and the surrounding properties. There 
are the general requirements, applicable to all properties in the County to protect public views 
and minimize impacts on private views. There are the directives in the General Plan to protect 
visual resources when designing the bulk and height of a project in a scenic resource area. In 
addition, the County Code requires that in the Coastal Zone, development be designed to corn€-, 
with coastal bluff setback requirements and to minimize visual intrusion. 

8 ATTACHMENT 1 
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It is a violation of the County Code for the proposed development to extend toward the 
coastal bluff. In addition, any design review by the County must consider the unique scenic 
resources of the area and the impact this development will have on the public view as well as the 
impact the development will have on views from adjacent properties. 

Very truly yours, 
WrrrwER & PARKIN. LLP 

Ionathan Wittwer 

cc: Client 

ATTACHMENT 1 
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1NTER.OFFICE C O R R E S P O N D E N C E  

November 7, 1969 

Planning Comnission 

Will Shepherd, Associate Planner 

Use Permit No. 3470-U (Sand Do l l a r  Beach) 

As you may r e c a l l ,  George Sinnock has appl ied for a permi t  t o  modify c e r t a i n  
requirements o f  the Planned Un i t  Development, genera l l y  i n  regard to  b u i l d i n g  
he igh t ,  setbacks and development zones. 
October 8, the Comnission to& a c t i o n  on s i x  o f  the ten proposed amendments, defer- 
r i n g  action on the remainder t o  a l l o r l  t lme for f u r t h e r  study and f i e l d  review by 
a spec ia l  committee o f  the Comission. On November 3 ,  Conmissioners Atkinson and 
Pol iard,  w i t h  s t a f f ,  met on s i t e  to  review these items. 

A t  the Planning Comnission meeting of 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  the f o l l o w i n g  fou r  requested amendments which were reviewed, 
a request by the  app l icant  for  determining the l oca t i on  of the p r i v a t e  gate on 
Sand Do l l a r  Lane was reviewed and a l oca t i on  recomnended. 

1. Amend the Front Setback i n  Zones B through H frm 20 t O  10 Feet. 

S t a f f ' s  concerns here were how to  prov ide f o r  on- s i te  storage o f  the  automo- 
b i l e  and adequate separat ion between s t r e e t  area and l o t  for pr ivacy,  and whether 
o r  n o t  to  a l l ow  the reduct ion in  the f r o n t  setback:, 

General ly,  the quest ion o f  adequate pr ivacy  o r  "openness" i s  not  too c r i t i -  
ca l  from a spac ia l  p o i n t  o f  view. A fundamental concept of t h i s  development was 
t o  recontour t h e  s i t e  a l l ow ing  views e i t h e r  over or through adjacent areas. 
a r e s u l t  of t h i s ,  the topographic change, both between t i e r s  o f  l o t s  and the 
s t r e e t  areas, appears t o  be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  sepgrate s t r e e t  area from l o t  areas. 
Couple this w i t h  the considerat ion t h a t  pedestr ian movement w i l l  be through 
the park areas 
p a r t  o f  the  f r o n t  yard area, and the reduct ion o f  10 f e e t  i n  the f r o n t  yard 
requirement appears reasonable. 

AS 

and t h a t  a p o r t i o n  o f  the  s t r e e t  r ight- of-way (7 f e e t )  w i l l  be 

The quest ion of automobile storage on- si te,  however, i s  more d i f f i c u l t .  
Uncovered park ing  o f  the automobile should take place w i t h i n  the l o t  area, bo th  
i n  recogn i t i on  o f  the ordinance requirements and spacia l  amenity. The concensus 
o f  the  Comnittee and s t a f f  would be t o  a l l ow  a reduct ion in  the  f ron t  yard 
requirement t o  10 f e e t  with the  p rov i s ion  t h a t  the garage should be h e l d  t o  a 
20- foot  setback t o  a l l ow  f o r  o f f - s t r e e t  parking. 

2. Amend Rear Setback i n  Zone D f rom 15 t o  10 Feet. 

4%-_ I '  ' 

t 

Q 



.* - 
( .:- / I  . I*. I . 

TO: Planning ComnEs. '' --; November 7, 1969 
' .  FROM: W i l l  Shepherd, Associate Planner . .  

SUBJ: Use Permit No. 3470-U (Sand Do l l a r  Beach) -2 -  

3. Amend Rear Setback i n  Zone H ,  Lots 1,  2, 3, 4, 12, 13 6 14 from 15 to '10 Feet. 

Both Amendment Nos. 2 and 3 were s tud ied  together  i n  the context  o f  review- 
i n g  t h i s  development e s s e n t i a l l y  as a s ing le- fami ly  development of smll 
l o t s  w i th  open space areas. 
of the RH-3000 setback requirements. With t h i s  concept o f  development, standard 
setback requirements become somewhat d i f f i c u l t  to adhere t o  i n  e i t h e r  the m u l t i -  
fam i l y  o r  s ing le- fami ly  d i s t r i c t s .  
ho ld ing  t o  the R-l D i s t r i c t  setback requirements, p a r t i c u l a r l y  a t  the perimeter 
o f  the development and i n  those l o t s  which do no t  abut open space. 
these requirements w i l l  correspond t o  the requested amendments and,in add i t ion ,  
requ i re  setbacks i n  some areas along the perimeter o f  the development. 

4. 

A quest ion was ra ised regarding the appropriatness 

I n  t h i s  case, s t a f f  can see the m e r i t  i n  

Holding to 

One-Foot Non-Access S t r i p  a t  the Rear of Lots 1, 2, 3 6 4. 

S t a f f  w i l l  agree t h a t  the non-access s t r i p  should not be requi red i f  the 
f o l l w i n g  condi t ions are met: 

a. The f r o n t  yard and pr imary means o f  access s h a l l  be o r i en ted  t o  Sea 
Horse Drive. 

The 3O-foot r ights-of-way a t  the rear  of these l o t s  s h a l l  be used p r i -  
m a r i l y  f o r  access f o r  storage, e tc .  

b. 

c. S t a f f  review o f  b u i l d i n g  plans p r i o r  t o  the issuance o f  a b u i l d i n g  
permi t  i s  suggested *as they r e l a t e  to  rear  l o t  access and the view 
from adJacent p roper t ies .  

.. 

5. Locat ion  o f  Pr iva te  Gate on Sand Do l l a r  Lane. 

S t a f f  r e c o m n d s  t h a t  the  p r i v a t e  gate be located a t  the i n t e r s e c t i o n  of 
Sand D o l l a r  Lane w i t h  Linda V i s t a  Drive, approximately 50 f e e t  wester ly  o f  the 
center  l i n e  o f  the  Linda V is ta  right-of-way. 

WES: cd 
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Sept. 17 ,  1969 CUONE 47bS411 

Mr. Henry Baker 
Santa Cruz County Planning Dept. 
Santa Cruz, Calif .  

Re: Sand Dollar Beach: 

Dear Henry: 

l i k e  t o  amend the subdivision zoning development s i t e  plan 
f o r  Sand Dollar Beach Fn the following manner: Transfer 
of L o t  55 from Zone B t o  Zone A and t r ans f e r  Lot 48 from 
Zone B t o  Zone D. Now t h a t  the excavation has been done, 
i f  these l o t s  were l e f t  in t h e i r  o r ig ina l  zones i t  would be 
possible t o  block views of the owners of the l o t s  i n  back. 

you w i l l  note we have two columns. The maximum building 
heights  from the high point  of the property and a maximum 
building height from the  low point  on the property. 
of a l l  we would l ike t o  eliminate the  r e s t r i c t i o n  of h e i g h q  
from the low point on the pro e r t y  s ince this r e s t r i c t i o n  is  

high po in t  on the property and by pu t t ing  this addi t ional  
l imi ta t ion  we have found that i t  i s  very confusing t o  the 
prospective buyers t o  have the two height8 r e s t r i c t i o n s  when 
one i s  adequate t o  preserve the view of the  other  l o t s  i n  
the subdivision. 

As f a r  as the  heights  l imi ta t ion  from the high 
point  of the property i s  concerned, we would l i k e  t o  amend 
i t  t o  read as follows: 

Per our conversation of September 15th, we would 

Under the maximum building heights  allowable 

F i r s t  

au tomat ica l ly  control led by t f: e height, r e s t r i c t i o n  from the 

A - 15 E - 17 
B - 25 F .. 1 7  
C - 17 G - 17 
D - 17 H - 25 

This amendment w i l l  maintain or  subs t an t i a l l y  
improve the ocean and beach views of a l l  the l o t s  i n  the 
subdivision. 

Because Sand Dollar Beach i s  a planned u n i t  
DEVELOPERS OF S A N D  DOLLAR BEACH 

1 2  



H. B. --#2 

development with subs tan t ia l ly  40 x 60 foo t  l o t s  i n  Area B 
through H, we request  tha t  the f ron t  setback be amended t o  
10 f ee t .  Upon physical inspection of the subdivision, it 
has been the  suggestion of builders  and buyers that the  
f r o n t  setback be reduced b+U-€e&. This shor te r  setback 
would allow f o r  more imagination i n  building designs and 
have a tendency t o  eliminate the s te reo  type subdivision 
because, as you know, it has been our de s i r e  and from the 
help that the Planning Department has so ably  afforded us,  
been the a i m  t o  create a completely unique environment. 

Throughout the subdivision the RM d i s t r i c t  
requires a m i n i m u m  5 foo t  setback, The walkways which 
have been provided f o r  access t o  the Homeowner s open areas 
is  now 15 f ee t .  The recommendation has been presented and 
a request is hereby made t o  have the s ide  setback on the 
walkways s ide  of Lots 8, 9, 15, 1 9 ,  20, 32, 36, 37, 48 and 
49 be eliminated. I n  regard t o  the  r e a r  setback, it was 
requested that the r e a r  setback in Zone D be amended t o  10 
f e e t .  In Zone E allow Lot 87 t o  bui ld  on the r e a r  l o t  l i n e  
as allowed on a l l  the other l o t s  in  the subdivision border- 
ing upon a park a rea  and in  Zone H a f fo rd  a 10 foo t  rear 
setback on Lots 1 t o  4 and 1 2  t o  14 and require  no setback 
on the  park exposed l o t s  5 t o  11. 

As we discussed, these changes a r e  a r e s u l t  o f  
numerous discussions with people who are in te res ted  i n  the 
subdivision, both as owners and bui lders .  

development which we have a l l  worked so hard t o  c rea te ,  
we f e e l  that these changes a re  necessary and hope that they 
w i l l  meet with the Staff 's  approval and w i l l  have their 
recommendation before the Planning Commission on the 24th. 

In order t o  crea te  the unique and st imulat ing 

GBS/hs 
,,' 



Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 04-0018 

Applicant: Robert Goldspink 
Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 
APN: 046-341-23 Time: After 1O:OO a.m. 

Project Description: Proposal to remodel and construct additions to a single-family dwelling 
and to construct a new roof with increased pitch. Additions include an expanded kitchen and 
family room, a garage (replacing a carport), a living room, and a master bathroom. Total 
addition equals about 575 sq. ft. Also includes the demolition and construction of a new 
retaining wall along the northern property line. 

Location: Property located at the northwestern end of The Shore Line about 350 feet north west 
of the intersection with Sand Dollar Lane (807 the Shore Line). 

Supenisoral District: 2nd District (District Supervisor: Ellen Pirie) 

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit 

Staff Recommendation: 

Agenda Date: February 15,2005 
Agenda Item X :  2 

e 

Approval of Application 04-0018, based on the attached findings and conditions. 

Certification that the proposal is exempt from further Environmental Review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Exhibits 

A. Project plans 
B. Findings 
C. Conditions 
D. Categorical Exemption (CEQA 

determination) 
E. Assessor’s parcel map 

Parcel Information 

F. Zoningmap 
G. 
H. Urban Designer’s comments 
I. Comments & Correspondence 

Sand Dollar Beach site standards 

Parcel Size: 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: 
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 

3,136 square feet (EMIS Estimate) 
Single-family dwelling 
Single-family and multi-family dwellings 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 

AITACHMENT 7 ‘ 



Application #: 04-0018 
APN 046-341-23 

Page 2 

Owner: Ronald and Enher Ubaldi 

Project Access: 
Planning Area: La Selva Beach 
Land Use Designation: 
Zone District: 

Coastal Zone: J Inside - Outside 
Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. _IL Yes - No 

Environmental Information 

The Shore Line, a privately maintained road 

R-UL (Urban Law Residential) 
RM-4 (Multi-family residential, 4,000 square feet per 
unit) 

Geologc Hazards: 
Soils: 
Fire Hazard: 
Slopes: 
Env. Sen. Habitat: 
Grading: 
Tree Removal: 
Scenic: 
Drainage: 
Traffic: 
Roads: 
Parks: 
Archeology: 

Services Information 

Site adjacent to coastal bluff, 25 foot setbacks apply 
Beach sand (soils index number 109) 
Not a mapped constraint 
Up to 75% slopes on site 
Potential biotic, non on site as parcel already developed 
Grading permit required for excavation, retaining wall 
No trees proposed to be removed 
Scenic resource area due to visibility fiom public viewshed 
Proposed drainage adequate 
No increase due to no increase to number of bedrooms 
Existing roads adequate 
Existing park facilities adequate 
Not mappeano physical evidence on site 

UrbadRural Services Line: 
Water Supply: 
Sewage Disposal: 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: 

Inside - Outside 
Soquel Creek Water District 
Santa Cruz County Sanitation District 
Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District 
No Drainage District 

Project Setting 

The project site is located within the Sand Dollar Beach Planned Unit Development in La Selva 
Beach, a development with its own site standards independent of the RM-4 zone district 
standards (detailed below). The site sits at the northern end of The Shore Line, bordering 
Residential Agricultural zoned land to the north. The edge of a coastal bluff is adjacent to the 
north-westem (rear) property line, limiting development seaward of the existing house (see 
coastal bluff discussion, below). 

Project scope 

The owner seeks to remodel and construct various small additions to an existing three-bedroom 
single-family dwelling. The proposed changes include additional excavation on the lower level 
to add a living room and garage, and the addition of about 350 square feet on the 2”d floor for the 

t 5  



Application #: 04-0018 
APN. 046-341-23 
Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

Page 3 

expansion of the family room, kitchen, bathroom, and the construction of a new master 
bathroom. No additional habitable area is proposed within the 25-foOt coastal bluff setbacks 
established in the Geotechnical Report, which has been accepted by the County Geologist. An 
existing retaining wall will be demolished and reconstructed, a portion of which lies within the 
coastal bluff setback. 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 

The subject property is located within the RM-4 zone district, but adheres to specific site 
standards for the Sand Dollar Beach development approved under Planned Unit Development 
Permit 2628-U in May 1966 and revised under 3470-U in 1969 (Exhibit G). The proposed 
additions have been designed to conform to the unique site standards, includmg the maximum 
25-foot height limit. No Floor Area Ratio and lot coverage standards exist for this development. 
Parking requirements for the property only require two on-site spaces per unit (one covered and 

one uncovered), which will continue to be provided. 

The RM-4 zone district implements the R-UL (Urban Low Residential) General PlanLocal 
Coastal Program Land Use Designation. The density and intensity of the residential use on site 
will remain the same as originally approved under the Planned Unit Development, as no 
additional residential units or bedrooms are proposed. 

Local Coastal Program Consistency 

The proposed single-family residence is in conformance with the County's certified Local Coastal 
Program, in that the structure is sited and designed to be visually compatible, in scale with, and 
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood as the overall bulk, mass, and 
scale of the structure will not be significantly altered by the proposed additions. The proposed 
materials will match the existing wood siding, and colors will be required to be earth-tone. 

The proposal complies with General Plan/LCP Policy 5.10.7 (development on Open Beaches and 
Blufftops) in that the visual impact of the additions from the beach will be minimal. With the 
exception of the small living room addition and a portion of the master bathroom, the additions 
will occur at the fiont of the house opposite the sides visible fiom the beach. The visible 
additions (the family room addition and a small portion of the master bathroom addition) will be 
designed to integrate into the existing design and will not alter the bulk, mass, or scale of the 
structure in relation to neighboring residences as viewed from the beach. 

No coastal access exists through the subject property, and the project will not alter existing 
coastal access for Place del Mer residents or the general public as a public access point already 
exists fiom The Shore Line. 

Coastal bluff issues 

A Geotechnical Report (by Haro, Kasunich, & Associates, dated June 2004, on file with the 
Planning Department) determined the existence of a coastal bluff immediately adjacent to the 
subject property, requiring a minimum 25 foot setback (the report determined the minimum 100- 
year setback to be 25 feet), This setback bisects the southwest comer of the existing dwelling, 
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passing through the deck and living room. Under the County's Geologic Hazards Ordinance 
(16.10.070(h)), no new development may be constructed within the coastal bluff setbacks, and, 
with the exception of proposed the retaining wall, the project has been designed to comply with 
this ordinance by limiting new development to areas outside the bluff setback. 

The plans show a proposed retaining wall within the coastal bluff setbacks, which cannot be 
approved due to their proximity to the coastal bluff. Existmg retaining walls within the setbacks 
may be repaired in kind. A condition of approval requires any new retaining walls to be located 
outside the 25 foot coastal bluff setbacks (Condition of Approval II.B.7). 

Design Review 

The County's Urban Designer evaluated the proposed addition and remodel for conformance 
with the County's Design Review ordinance (Chapter 13.1 1) and the County's Coastal Zone 
Design Criteria, and found the proposal to meet all standards as the height, bulk, mass, scale, 
materials, and colors will be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood and the natural 
setting of the site (Exhibit H). 

Impacts to private views 

Though the County does not protect private views, the potential loss of ocean views has been a 
concern of residents up-slope &om the project site. During review by the Sand Dollar Beach 
Homeowner's Association, story poles were erected to assess impacts to private views. Due to 
the size and scale of the proposed additions, loss of private views will be minimal. 

Conclusion 

As proposed and conditioned, the project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies of 
the Zoning Ordinance and General PlanlLCP. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") for a complete 
listing of findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 

Staff Recommendation 

* APPROVAL of Application Number 04-0018, based on the attached findings and 
conditions. 

Certification that the proposal is exempt from fiuther Environmental Review under the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

Supplementary reports and information referred to in this report are on f i e  and available 
for viewing at the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, and are hereby made a part of 
the administrative record for the proposed project. 

The County Code and General Plan, as well as hearing agendas and additional information 
are available online at: www.co.santa-cruz.ca.us 



Application # 04-001 8 
APN 046-341-23 
Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

Report Prepared By: David Keyon 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (831) 454-3561 
E-mail: david.kevon@.co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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Application #: 04-0018 
APN 046-341-23 
Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

Coastal Development Permit Findings 

1. That the project is a use allowed in one of the basic zone districts, other than the Special 
Use (SU) district, listed in section 13.10.170(d) as consistent with the General Plan and 
Local Coastal Program LUP designation. 

This finding can be made, in that the property is zoned RM-4 (Multi-family residential, 4.000 
square feet per unit), a designation which allows residential uses. The project will not alter the 
use of the site, which will remain a single-family residence. This use is a principal permitted use 
within the zone district, consistent with the site’s (R-UL) Urban Low Residential General Plan 
designation. 

2. That the project does not conflict with any existing easement or development restrictions 
such as public access, utility, or open space easements. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposal does not conflict with any existing easement or 
development restriction such as public access, utility, or open space easements in that no such 
easements or restrictions are known to encumber the project site. 

3. That the project is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and 
conditions of this chapter pursuant to section 13.20.130 et seq. 

This finding can be made, in that the development is consistent with the surrounding 
neighborhood in terms of architectural style; the site is surrounded by lots developed to an urban 
density; the colors shall be natural in appearance and complementary to the site; and the 
proposed additions will not significantly alter the height, bulk, mass, or scale of the house when 
viewed from the beach. 

4. That the project conforms with the public access, recreation, and visitor-serving policies, 
standards and maps of the General Plan and Local Coastal Program land use plan, 
specifically Chapter 2: figure 2.5 and Chapter 7, and, as to any development between and 
nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within the 
coastal zone, such development is in conformity with the public access and public 
recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act commencing with section 30200. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed project will not impede public access, as no 
easements exist on site. Adequate public access already exists from The Shore Line, about 130 
feet south of the project site. 

5. That the proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. 

This finding can be made, in that additions are designed to be visually compatible, in scale with, 
and integrated with the character of the existing dwelling, and subsequently the surrounding 
neighborhood. Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area, and the design submitted is 
not inconsistent with the existing range. 

EXHIBIT B 
1-1- ...I -.I CI , 



Application #: 04-001 8 
APN 046-341-23 
Owner: Ronald and WR Wdi 

The proposal complies with General P l d C P  Policy 5.10.7 (development on Open Beaches and 
Blufftops) in that the visual impact of the additions from the beach will be minimal. With the 
exception of the small living room addition and a portion of the master bathroom, the additions 
will occur at the front of the house opposite the sides visible from the beach. 

Development Permit Findings 

1. That the proposed location of the project and the conditions under which it would be 
operated or maintained will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of persons 
residing or working in the neighborhood or the general public, and will not result in 
inefficient or wasteful use of energy, and will not be materially injurious to properties or 
improvements in the vicinity. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed additions will comply with coastal bluff setbacks 
and will be required to meet all applicable building plumbing, and electrical codes for the 
purposes of ensuring the health, safety, and welfare of residents or the general public. The 
additions will be required to meet all applicable energy codes. 

2. That the proposed location of the project and the conditions under which it would be 
operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent County ordinances and the 
purpose of the zone district in which the site is located. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed addition complies with all applicable site 
standards of the Sand Dollar Beach Planned Unit Development, and the required coastal bluff 
setbacks required under Section 16.10.070@) of the County Code and as established by the 
Geotechnical report prepared for the project. The additions will not alter the single-family 
residential use of the site, and will therefore comply with the purpose of the RM-4 zone district. 

3. That the proposed use is consistent with all elements of the County General Plan and with 
any specific plan which has been adopted for the area. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed addition meets the use and density requirements 
specified for the Urban Low Residential (R-UL) land use designation in the County General Plan. 

The proposed additions will not adversely impact the light, solar opportunities, air, and/or open 
space available to other structures or properties, as all site standards for the Sand Dollar Beach 
Planned Unit Development will be met, as specified in Policy 8.1.3 (Residential Site and 
Development Standards Ordinance). 

The proposed addition will also comply with all applicable Local Coastal Program policies for 
neighborhood compatibility and structures located on bluff tops or visible from a beach, as 
addressed in finding 5 of the Coastal Development Permit Findings, above. 

A specific plan has not been adopted for the La Selva or San Dollar Beach Area. 

20 
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APN. 046-341-23 
Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

4. That the proposed use will not overload utilities and will not generate more than the 
acceptable level of traffic on the streets in the vicinity. 

This finding can be made, in that the additions are of such a small scale that any increase in 
demand for utilities will be minor, and no additional traffic will be generated. 

5. That the proposed project will complement and harmonize with the existing and proposed 
land uses in the vicinity and will be compatible with the physical design aspects, land use 
intensities, and dwelling unit densities of the neighborhood. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed additions will be designed to complement and 
harmonize with the existing single-family dwelling, which in turn is consistent with the mix Of 

styles present in the Sand Dollar Beach development. As no new bedrooms or dwelling units are 
proposed, the additions will not increase the land use intensity or dwelling unit density of the 
site. 

6 .  The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and 
Guidelines (sections 13.11.070 through 13.11.076), and any other applicable 
requirements of this chapter. 

This finding can be made, in that the proposed single-family residence will be of an appropriate 
scale and type of design that will enhance the aesthetic qualities of the surrounding properties 
and will not reduce or visually impact available open space in the surrounding area. 

2 t  



Application #: 04-001 8 
APN: 046-341-23 
Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A: Project plans, 10 sheets, drawn by Robert Goldspink, dated 12/4/03 and revised 
1/5/05. 

I. This permit authorizes the remodel and construction of additions to an existing single- 
family residence. Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit including, without 
limitation, any construction or site disturbance, the applicmtlowner shall: 

A. Sign, date, and return to the Planning Department one copy of the approval to 
indicate acceptance and agreement with the conditions thereof. 

Obtain a Demolition Permit fiom the Santa Cruz County Building Official. 

Obtain a Building Permit fkom the Santa Cruz County Building Official. 

Obtain a Grading Permit from the Santa Cruz County Building Official. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Prior to issuance of a Building Permit the applicant/owner shall: 

A. 

11. 

Submit proof that these conditions have been recorded in the official records of 
the County of Santa Cruz (Office of the County Recorder). 

Submit Final Architectural Plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Department. The final plans shall be in substantial compliance with the plans 
marked Exhibit “A“ on file with the Planning Department. The final plans shall 
include the following additional information: 

1. 

B. 

Identify finish of exterior materials and color of roof covering for Planning 
Department approval. Any color boards must be in 8.5” x 11” format. 

Show the location of the 25 foot coastal bluff setback as established by the 
project Geotechnical Engineer on the site plan and the proposed floor 
plans. With the exception of repairs in kind, all new development must be 
located outside these setbacks (including new habitable space and 
retaining walls). 

3.  A grading plan. 

4. 

2. 

A drainage plan detailing how runoff from all proposed impervious 
surfaces and the proposed retaining walls will be directed. 

5. An erosion control plan 

6 .  Details showing compliance with fire department requirements. 



Application # 04-0018 
APN 046-341-23 

Expiration Date: 3 

Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

C. Meet all requirements and pay any applicable plan check fee of the AptosLa 
Selva Fire Protection District. 

Submit a plan review letter 5om the project Geotechnical Engineer approving the 
final design of the additions and retaining walls. 

Provide required off-street parking for two cars. Parking spaces must be 5.5 feet 
wide by 15 feet long and must be located entirely outside vehicular rights-of way. 
Parhng must be clearly designated on the plot plan. 

Complete and record a Declaration of Geologc Hazards. You may not alter the 
wording of this declaration. Follow the instructions to record and return the 
form to the Planning Department. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

In. All construction shall be performed according to the approved plans for the Building 
Permit. Prior to final building inspection, the applicmtlowner must meet the following 
conditions: 

A. All site improvements shown on the final approved Building Permit plans shall be 
installed. 

41 07 

B. All inspections required by the building permit shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the County Building Official. 

The project must comply with all recommendations of the approved soils reports. C. 

Tv. Operational Conditions 

A. In the event that future County inspections of the subject property disclose 
noncompliance with any Conditions of this approval or any violation of the 
County Code, the owner shall pay to the County the full cost of such County 
inspections, including any follow-up inspections andor necessary enforcement 
actions, up to and including permit revocation. 

Minor variations to this permit which do not affect the overall concept or density may be approved by the Planning 
Director at the request of the applicant or staff in accordance with Chapter 18.10 of the County Code. 

Please note: This permit expires two years from the effective date unless you obtain the 
required permits and commence construction. 



Application # 04-0018 
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Owner: Ronald and Esther Ubaldi 

Don Bussey 
Deputy Zoning Administrator Project Planner 

Appeals: Any property owner, or other person aggrieved, or any other person whose interests are adversely affected 
by any act or determination of the Zoning Administrator, may appeal the act or determination to the Planning 

Commission in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code 



CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

The Santa Cruz County Planning Department has reviewed the project described below and has 
determined that it is exempt from the provisions of CEQA as specified in Sections 15061 - 15332 of 
CEQA for the reason(s) which have been specified m this document. 

Application Number: 04-001 8 
Assessor Parcel Number: 046-341-23 
Project Location: 507 The Shore Line 

Project Description: Addition to an existing structure of less than 2,500 square feet or 50% Of 

the existing floor area 

Person or Agency Proposing Project: Robert Goldspink 

Contact Phone Number: (831) 688-8950 

A. - 
B. - 
C. - 

The proposed activity is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15378. 
The proposed activity is not subject to CEQA as specified under CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15060 (c). 
Ministerial Proiect involving only the use of fixed standards or objective 
measurements without personal judgment. - -  

D. - Statutow Exemption bther than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 
15260 to 15285). 

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: 15301(e) 

F. Reasons why the project is exempt: 

Construction of minor addition exempt i?om CEQA 

In addition, none of the conditions described in Section 15300.2 apply to this project. 





Zoning Map 

ZOO 0 200 400 600 Feet 

Legend 

0 APN 046-341-23 
N S t r e e t s  
n RM 

su 
RA 
PR 

a CA 

N 

A 
Map created by Santa Cruz County 

Planning Department: 
January 2004 

a7 





INTEROFFICE MEMO 
~~ ~~ ~~~ ~~~ 

APPLICATION NO: 044018 (2"d routing) 

Date: July 15, 2004 

To: David Keyon. Project ?lanner 

From: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: Design Review for an addition to a singie family residence at 807 The Shore Line, La Selva Beach 
(Ronald and Esther Ubaldi I owner, Robert Goldspink, Architect/ applicant) 

GENERAL PLAN I ZONING CODE ISSUES 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.20.130 The Coastal Zone Design Criteria are applicable to any development requiring a Coastal Zone 
Approval. 

Desiqn Review Standards 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments 

Evaluation I Meets criteria I Does not meet 1 Urban Designer's 
Criteria 

- 
[ In code ( d ) 1 criteria ( J ) 

1 Evaluation 
I I 1 

Visual Compatibility 
All new development shall be sited, I J I 7 designed and landscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrounding 
neighborhoods or areas 

Minimum Site Disturbance 
Grading, earth moving, and removal of 
major vegetation shall be minimized. 
Developers shall be encouraged to 
maintain ail mature trees over 6 inches 
in diameter except where 
circumstances require their removal, 
such as obstruction of the building 
site, dead or diseased trees, or 
nuisance species. 
Special landscape features (rock 
outcroppings, prominent natural 
landforms. tree groupings) shall be 
retained. 

d 

d 

J 

I 1 I 

Ridgeiine Development 

If 
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Structures located near ridges shall be 
sited and designed not to project 
above the ridgeline or tree canopy at 
the ridgeline 
Land divisions which would create 
parcels whose only building site would 
be exposed on a ridgetop shall not be 
permitted 

NIA 

NIA 

turnouts, rest stops or vista points 
Site Planning 
Development shall be sited and i I I MIA 

i I ~ 

J New or replacement vegetation shall 
be compatible ~ . t h  surrounding 
vegetation and shall be suitable to the 
climate, soil, and ecological 
characteristics of the area I 

Development shall b2 located, if 
possible, on parts of the site not visible 
or least visibie from the public view. 
Development shall not block views of 
the shoreline from scenic road 

visual impact of develooment in the I I I 

NIA 

NIA 

designed to fit the physical setting 
carefully so that its presence'ls 
subordinate to the natural character of 
the site, maintaining the natural 
features (streams, major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative 

._,. . 
I I 

Page 2 

Screening and landscaping suitable to 
the site shall be used to soften the 

30 

NIA 

Structures shall be designed to fit the 
tODOQraDhv of the Site with minimal 

NIA 

cutting, grading, or filling for 
Wnstruction 
Pitched, rather than flat roofs, which 
are surfaced with non-reflective' 
materials except for solar energy 
devices shall be encouraged 
Natural materials and colors which 
blend with the vegetative cover of the 
site shall be used, or if the structure is 
located in an existing cluster of 
buildings, colors and materials shall 
repeat or harmonize with those in the 
cluster 

NIA 

NIA 
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The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by 
locating the structure within or near an 
existing group of buildings 
The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
materials and colors which blend with 
the building cluster or the natural 
vegetative cove: of the site [except for 
greenhouses). 
The visual impad of large agricilitural 
stiuctures shall be minimized by using 
landscaping to screen or soften the 
appearance of the structure 

NIA 

NIA 

~ NIA ! 
i 
i 

. ... . Feasible elimination or mitigation of I 
unsightiy, visually disruptive or 
degrading elements such as junk 
heaps, unnatural obstructions, grading 
scars, or structures incompatihle with 
the area shall be included in si!e 
development 
The requirement for restoration of 

I NIA 

-- 
visualiyblighted areas shall be in 
scale with the size of the DroDosed 

Signs 
Materials, scale, location and 
orientation of signs shall harmonize 
with surrounding elements 
Directly lighted, brightly colored, 
rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or 
moving signs are prohibited 
illumination of signs shall be permitted 
of~lyfor state and county directional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visitor 
serving zone districts 
In the Highway 1 viewshed, except 
VU tn n the Davenpon commercial area, 
only CALTRANS sraioarc s gns and 
PLSIIC parks or parning lot 
identificztion signs, shal be permlrted 
tG be vis& f-om the nigt.way These 
s grs mal l  oe of natriral Lnooirus ve 

N/A 

NIA 

NIA 

materials and colors - 
Beach Viewsheds 



Application No: 03-0419 (Ynd routinp, 

Blufftop development and landscaping 
(e.g., decks, patios, structures, trees, 
shrubs, etc.) in rural areas shall be set 
back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out ti; sight from the 
shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually 
intrusive 
No new permaneni siructures on open 
beaches shall be allowed, sxcept 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.10 (Gsdoyic Hazards) or Chapter 
16.29 (Grading RegJiations) 
The design of permitted structures 
shail minimize visual intrusion, and 
shall incorporate materials and 
finisnes which harmonize with the 
character of the area. Natural 
materials are preferred 

July 15,2004 
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Project No. SC8592 
29June2004 

DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The primary geotechnical hazards at the referenced site include: an unprotected toe at the 

base of the coastal bluff subject to undercutting and erosion by wave action; potential 

landsliding of the loose near surface sands making up the coastal bluff; loose near surface 

fill soils; seismic shaking and site drainage. 

The results of our investigation indicates that proposed structures setback greater than 25 

feet may be founded on conventional spread footings or slab on grade foundation for 

structural support. For the proposed 2"d floor story addition located seaward of the 25 foot 

setback, we recommend underpinning the existing foundation with deepened reinforced 

piers. 

We recommend the 2"d story master bedroom utilize a conventional spread footing bearing 

on 24 inches of engineered fill. We understand the first floor garage and living room 

addition will utilize slab-on-grade floors. We recommend slab-on-grade floors be founded 

on 12 inches of engineered fill. We understand the second story family room addition will 

utilize the existing slab foundation for structural support. We recommend underpinning the 

perimeter of the existing foundation with vertical reinforced deepened piers. Piers should 

have a minimum depth of 15 feet below existing grade in the areas seaward of the 25 foot 

setback and a minimum depth of 10 feet below existing grade in areas outside of the 25 

foot setback. 

10 
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All surface runoff and storm water collected on impermeable surfaces must not be allowed 

to spill freely over the top of the coastal bluff. Collected runoff should be direct to an 

approved discharge point. 

Site Gradinq 

1. The soil engineer should be notified at least four (4) workina days prior to any site 

clearing or grading, so that the work in the field can be coordinated with the grading 

contractor, and arrangements for testing and observation can be made. The 

recommendations of this report are based on the assumption that the soil engineer will 

perform the required testing and observation during grading and construction. It is the 

owners responsibility to make the necessary arrangements for these required services. 

2. 

Content shall be based on ASTM Test Designation D1.557-00. 

Where referenced in this report, Percent Relative Compaction and Optimum Moisture 

3. Areas to be graded should be cleared of all obstructions including loose fill, debris, 

trees not designated to remain, or other unsuitable material. Existing depressions or voids 

created during site clearing should be backfilled with engineered fill. 

4. Cleared areas should then be stripped of organic-laden topsoil. Stripping depth is 

typically 2 to 4 inches. Actual depth of stripping may be deeper locally and should be 

determined in the field by the soil engineer. Strippings should be wasted off-site or 

stockpiled for use in landscaped areas if desired. 

11 
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5. Areas to receive engineered fill should be scarified to a depth of 6 inches, moisture 

conditioned and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction. The area may then 

be brought to design grade with engineered fill. 

6. Engineered fill should be placed in thin lifts not exceeding 8 inches in loose thickness, 

moisture conditioned, and compacted to at least 90 percent relative compaction. The top 

6 inches of pavement and slab subgrades should be compacted to at least 95% relative 

compaction. The aggregate base below pavements should likewise be compacted to at 

least 95 percent relative compaction. 

7. The on-site soils appear suitable for use as engineered fill. Materials used for 

engineered fill should be free of organic material, and contain no rock or clods greater than 

6 inches in diameter, with no more than 15 percent larger than 4 inches. 

8. We estimate shrinkage factors of about 20 percent for the on-site materials when used 

in engineered fills. The near surface native soil profile is likely to experience the greatest 

level of shrinkage when compacted to engineered fill. 

9. After the earthwork operations have been completed and the soil engineer has 

finished his observation of the work, no further earthwork operations shall be performed 

except with the approval of and under the observation of the soil engineer. 

Pier- and-Grade Beam Foundation 

I O .  The drilled piers should be at least 18 inches in diameter. In general, piers should 

be drilled to a minimum depth of 15 feet below existing grade for structures within 25 feet 
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of the coastal bluff and 10 feet below existing grade for structures landward of the 25 foot 

setback. Piers designed and constructed in accordance with the above criteria may be 

designed for an allowable skin friction bearing capacity of 350 psf. The top 8 feet of soil 

should be neglected for piers located seaward of the 25 foot setback line. The top 4 feet 

should be neglected for piers landward of the setback line. The above bearing capacities 

may be increased by 1/3 for wind and seismic loading. 

11. For passive lateral resistance, an equivalent fluid pressure of 300 pcf may be 

assumed to act on one and a half pier diameters. The upper 8 feet of soil should be 

neglected when computing passive resistance for piers seaward of the setback line. The 

upper 4 feet of soil should be neglected when computing passive resistance for piers 

landward of the setback line. An active earth pressure of 60 p d  should be designed 

against the top 7 feet of piers located seaward of the 25 foot setback line. 

12. Piers should be vertically reinforced their full length. The vertical reinforcement 

should be lapped and tied to the upper grade beam reinforcement. Actual reinforcement 

requirements should be determined by the structural designer. 

13. Prior to placing steel and concrete, all foundation excavations should be thoroughly 

cleaned. The foundation excavations must be observed by the soil engineer or his 

representative, prior to placing concrete. If unusual or unforeseen soil conditions are found 

during construction, additional recommendations may be required. 

13 
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Conventional Seread Footinas 

14. The proposed 2nd story master bedroom addition may be founded on a continuous 

exterior spread footing founded on 24 inches of redensified native soil. Floor loads may be 

founded on interior isolated pedestal footings founded on 24 inches of redensified native 

soil. The redensification should extend 3 feet horizontally beyond the perimeter footings. 

Footings should be at least 12 inches wide and be embedded 12 inches for single story 

and 18 inches for two story, into redensified native soil. The embedment depth is 

measured from lowest adjacent grade. 

15. The foundation trenches should be kept moist and be thoroughly cleaned of all slough 

of loose materials prior to pouring concrete. In addition, all footings located adjacent to 

other footings or utility trenches should have their bearing surfaces founded below an 

imaginary 1.51 plane projected upward from the bottom edge of the adjacent footings or 

utility trenches. 

16. Spread footings bearing on redensified native soil can be designed for an allowable 

soil bearing pressure of 2,000 psf. The allowable bearing pressure may be increased by 

one-third for short term seismic and wind loads. Please refer to the aforementioned 

grading section for fill placement and compaction requirements. 

17. Lateral loads on spread footings may be designed for a passive resistance developed 

as friction between the foundation bottom and the native subgrade; as passive 

resistance acting along the face of the footings. It should be made clear that only one type 

of passive resistance should be used in the design of the spread footing. 

14 
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1. 

2. 

For friction resistance a coefficient of 0.32 is considered applicable 

For passive resistance acting along the face of the footing, an equivalent fluid 

pressure of 275 pcf is considered applicable. The top 6 inches of the embedded 

footing should be neglected when calculating passive resistance. 

18. The footings should be reinforced as required by the structural designer based on 

loads transmitted to the footing but should contain at least four No. 4 reinforcing bars, two 

at the top and two at the bottom. 

19. 

representative prior to placing steel reinforcement. 

AI1 foundation excavations should be observed by the geotechnicai engineer or 

Slabs-on-Grade 

20. Due to the loose near surface soil, concrete slabs should be supported on 

compacted native soil. We recommend that slabs-on-grade be supported on 12 inches of 

redensified native soil. Top 6 inches of slab subgrade compacted to 95 percent relative 

compaction and bottom 6 inches compacted to 90 relative compaction. Prior to 

construction of the slab, the subgrade surface should be proof-rolled to provide a smooth, 

firm, uniform surface for slab support. Slab reinforcement should be provided in 

accordance with the anticipated use and loading of the slab. We recommend 

consideration of reinforcing bars in lieu of conventional wire mesh. 

21. In areas where floor wetness would be undesirable, a blanket of 4 inches of free 

draining gravel should be placed beneath the floor slab to act as a capillary break. In order 

to minimize vapor transmission, 10 ML visqueen with 3 feet of overlap should be placed 

15 
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over the gravel. The membrane should be covered with 2 inches of sand or rounded 

gravel to protect it during construction. The sand or gravel should be lightly moistened just 

prior to pouring concrete, adequately spaced expansion joints, and good workmanship 

should minimize cracking and movement. 

Retainina Wall Lateral Pressures 

Retaining walls should be designed in accordance to the criteria given below. 

22. Retaining walls should be designed to resist both lateral earth pressures and any 

additional surcharge loads. For design of retaining walls up to 8 feet high and fully drained, 

the following design criteria may be used: 

A. Active earth pressure for walls allowed to yield is that exerted by an equivalent 

fluid weighing 35 pcf for a level backslope gradient; and 50 pcf for a 2 1  

(horizontal to vertical) backslope gradient. This assumes a fully drained condition. 

B. Where walls are restrained from moving at the top (as in the case of basement 

walls), design for a uniform rectangular distribution equivalent to 24H psf per foot 

for a level backslope, and 32H psf per foot for a 2:l backslope, where H is the 

height of the wall. 

C. In addition, the walls should be designed for any adjacent live or dead loads which 

will exert a force on the wall (garage andlor auto traffic). 

D. Retaining walls that act as interior house walls should be thoroughly waterproofed. 

16 
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23. For seismic design of retaining walls that support habitable structures, a dynamic 

surcharge load of 10H psf, where H is the height of the wall, should be added to the above 

active lateral earth pressures. 

24. The above lateral pressure values assume that the walls are fully drained to prevent 

hydrostatic pressure behind the walls. Drainage materials behind the wall should consist 

of Class 1, Type A permeable material complying with Section 68 of Caltrans Standard 

Specifications, latest edition. 

25. The drainage material should be at least twelve inches (12") thick. The drains should 

extend from the base of the walls to within twelve inches (12') of the top of the backfill. A 

perforated pipe should be placed (holes down) about four inches (4") above the bottom of 

the wall and be tied to a suitable drain outlet. Wall backdrains should be capped at the 

surface with clayey material to prevent infiltration of surface runoff into the backdrains. A 

layer of filter fabric (Mirafi 140N or equivalent) should separate the subdrain material from 

the overlying soil cap. 

Flexible Pavements 

26. Asphaltic concrete, aggregate base and sub-base, and preparation of the subgrade 

should conform to and be placed in accordance with the Caltrans Standard Specifications, 

latest edition, except that the test method for compaction should be determined by ASTM 

D1557-78. 

27. 

that the following items be considered: 

To have the pavement sections perform to their greatest efficiency, it is important 
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Moisture condition the subgrade and compact to a minimum relative compaction 

of 95 percent, at about 2 percent over optimum moisture content. 

a. 

b. Provide sufficient gradient to prevent ponding of water. 

c. Use only quality materials of the type and thickness (minimum) specified. 

Baserock should meet Caltrans Standard Specifications for Class II Aggregate 

Base, and be angular in shape. 

d. Compact the baserock to a relative dry density of 95 percent. 

e. Place the asphaltic concrete during periods of fair weather when the free air 

temperature is within prescribed limits per Caltrans specifications. 

f. Provide a routine maintenance program. 

Surface Drainage 

28. As discussed previously, strict control of surface drainage is an important pari of 

this project. Under no circumstances should surface runoff be allowed to flow uncontrolled 

or concentrate onto the coastal bluff adjacent to the existing residence. Surface flow 

should be collected into closed conduits and released into an approved outlet. 

29. All exposed soil should be landscaped as soon as possible after grading to reduce 

erosion. All slopes should be permanently protected against erosion as required by a 

landscape erosion control expert. 

18 
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We recommend that full gutters be used along all roof eaves to collect storm runoff 30. 

water and channel it through closed rj$cJ conduits to a suitable discharge point. 

31. Surface runoff should not be allowed to flow onto graded or natural slopes. 

Consideration should be given to catch basins, berms, concrete v-ditches, or drainage 

swales at the top of all slopes to intercept runoff and direct it to a suitable discharge point. 

32. Water must not be allowed to pond adjacent to structural foundations or on the 

paved areas. Final grades should be provided with positive gradient away from all 

foundations in order to provide rapid removal of the surface water from the foundations to 

an adequate discharge point. Concentrations of surface water runoff should be handled 

by providing necessary structures, such as paved ditches, catch basins, etc. 

33. Irrigation activities at the site should be done in a controlled and reasonable manner. 

Planter areas should not be sited adjacent to walls; otherwise, measures should be 

implemented to contain irrigation water and prevent it from seeping into walls and under 

foundations. 

34. The migration of water or spread of extensive root systems below foundations, slabs, 

or pavements may cause undesirable differential movements and subsequent damage to 

these structures. Landscaping should be planned accordingly. 

35. 

throughout the life of proposed structure. 

Drainage patterns approved at the time of fine grading should be maintained 
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Plan Review, Construction Observation. and Testing 

36. Our firm must be provided the opportunity for a general review of the final project plans 

prior to construction so that our geotechnical recommendations may be properly interpreted 

and implemented. If our firm is not accorded the opportunity of making the recommended 

review, we can assume no responsibility for misinterpretation of our recommendations. We 

recommend that our office review the project plans prior to submittal to public agencies, to 

expedite project review. The recommendations presented in this report require our review of 

final plans and specifications prior to construction and upon our observation and, where 

necessary, testing of the earthwork and retaining wall foundation excavations. Observation of 

grading and retaining wall construction allows anticipated soil conditions to be correlated to 

those actually encountered in the field during construction. 

M 
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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 TOO: (831) 454-2123 

April 15, 2005 
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

Ron and Esther Ubaldi 
C/o Robert Goldspink and Associates, Inc. 
8042 Soquel Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Subject: Review of Geotechnical investigation by Haro, Kasunich, and Associates 
Dated: April 13,2005; Project No. SC8592 
APN: 046-341-23, Application No: 04-0018 

Dear Ron and Esther Ubaldi: 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that the Planning Department has accepted the 
subject report and the following items shall be required: 

I. 

2. 

All construction shall comply with the recommendations of the report. 

Final plans shall reference the report and include a statement that the project shall 
conform to the report‘s recommendations. 

Before building permit issuance plan review letter shall be submitted to Environmental 
Planning. The author of the report shall write this letter and shall state that the project 
plans conform to the report‘s recommendations. 

The report answers our questions detailed in our review letter of August 13,2004. The 
setbacks comply with Code and the General Plan. All new development must be 
constructed behind the setback. 

After building permit issuance, the soils engineer must remain involved with the project during 
construction. Please review the Notice to Permits Holders (attached). 

Our acceptance of the report is limited to the technical content. Other project issues such as 
zoning, fire safety, septic or sewer approval, etc. may require resolution by other agencies. 

Please call the undersigned at 454-3175 if we can be of any further assistance. 

3. 

4. 

Joe Hanna 
County Geologist 
Cc: Haro, Kasunich and Associates, 116 East Lake Avenue, Watsonville, CA 95076 
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&Ju 0 3 b -  3-11-23 
RON AND ESTHER UBALDI 
clo Robert Goldspink & Associates, Inc. 
8042 Soquel Drive 
Aptos, California 95003 

Subject: Response to Santa Cruz County Planning Departments 
Geotechnical Concerns; Letter Dated 13 August 2004 
From Joe Hanna, County Geologist 

Proposed Ubaldi Residence Addition and Remodel 
807 The Shoreline 
La Selva Beach, Santa Cruz County, California 

Reference: 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ubaldi: 

At the request of your architect, Robert Goldspink we met with Santa Cruz 
County Geologist, Joe Hanna to discuss the coastal bluff in front of your 
residence and to outline additional information the County would like related to 
our Geotechnical Investigation dated June 2004. The following is our response 
presenting the additional information requested in the County's 13 August 2004 
review letter, in the order presented. 

1. In lieu of a geologic terrain map, we have conducted three additional field 
cross sections from the base of the bluff through the reference property 
and proposed residential additions. These cross sections were field 
mapped by a staff geologist and engineer from our office and present the 
condition of the bluff in March 2005. The cross-sections attached with this 
letter include the entire coastal slope in front of the Ubaldi home from the 
beach to the top of the bluff and through the Ubaldi residence. 

2. Cross Section A-A, presented in our June 2004 geotechnical investigation, 
was the slope section portraying the shortest distance from the top of the 
bluff to the existing residence. Our projected 100 year slope regression 
analysis coincided with a 25 foot setback. We have reviewed the three 
additional cross sections recently surveyed. Cross Section D-D' projects 
the greatest setback necessary relative to our projected 100 year 
recession of the coastal bluff. Using a topographic map prepared by 
Santa Cruz County Public Works (attached) we determined the elevations 
of the backshore and top of bluff relative to NGVD Datum. The backshore 
of the beach at the base of the bluff is at an elevation of 15 to 22 feet 

4% 
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Ron and Esther Ubaldi 
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NGVD, a higher than normal elevation for backshore beaches in Central 
Monterey Bay. We then projected a future scour elevation of +2 feet 
NGVD. This low beach scour elevation has not occurred along the La 
Selva, Aptos, coastal beaches during our 25 years of coastal engineering 
practice. We then utilized regression rates at the toe of the scoured bluff 
of 20 feet based on a review of recent geologic reports along the same 
coastal bluff. We then projected a conservative stable coastal bluff slope 
gradient relative to deep beach scour and 20 feet of regression over 100 
years. A stable slope gradient of 1.51 was used. The location of our 
projected 100 year erosion line coincided with a setback of 25 feet from 
the top of the existing bluff closest to the Ubaldi residence at Cross 
Section A-A. As a comparison, a setback from the top of the bluff of 0 
feet was projected for Cross Section B-B’, 0 feet for Cross Section C-C, 
and 28 feet for Cross Section D-D’, utilizing the recent field profiles. 

3. The 25 foot setback from the top of the bluff as well as our projected 
regression lines for 100 years has been applied to the project. The project 
architect has relocated all additions behind our setback line and the 25 
foot minimum setback line required by Santa Cruz County. The minimum 
25 foot setback line has been drawn in plan across the Boring Site Plan. 

4. The three additional cross sections B-B’, C-C’, and D-D’ are included with 
this letter. 

In summary, a minimum 25 foot setback from the top of coastal bluff for the 
Ubaldi property is reasonable. The bluffs in front of the Ubaldi residence are 
flatter than most coastal bluffs, indicating they have attained or been graded to a 
stable angle of repose. Projecting beach erosion, deep sand scour and 
regression over time indicates that the bluff top adjacent to the Ubaldi residence 
may recede 0 to 28 feet in the next 100 years. The proposed additions have 
been setback behind these projections and the minimum 25 foot County setback 
line. 
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If you have any questions, please contact our office. 

Very truly yours, 

JEWdk 

Copies: 

SUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

G.E 455 

1 to Addressee 
3 to Robert Goldspink, Architect 
1 to Dave Kenyon, Project Planner 
1 to Joe Hanna, Santa Cruz County Geologist 
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ROBERT J GOLDSPINK ARCHITECTS 
March 8th 2004 

Claire Hildreth 
Sand Dollar Homeowners‘ Association 
P.O. Box 491 
AP~OS CA 95001-0491 

UBALDI RESIDENCE 
807 The Shoreline La Selva Beach 

Dear Ckire, 

l have pleasure in enclosing tyK) copies of the following drawings for Architectural Review Committee 
approval: 

A. Drawing2, Revision 1, dated 1.12.04 
B. Drawings 1, 3, 4 & 5, Revision 2, daled2.19.04 
C. East Elevation Diagram, dated 3.5.04 
0. Composde photographs: ‘View from Allen Residence showing Proposed Addition to 

Ubaldi Residence‘, dated 3.5.04 

The above documents show an atfernfive design for the proposed additiodremodel to respond to 
comments from neighbors and their concerns regading ocean views over the Ubaldiproperfy. We have 
greatly reduced the height of the proposed addition and, as you d l  see from the East Elevation 
Diagram. the profile of the addition is approx. 52% smaller than the original proposal. Ron and Esther 
UbaMi have made a number of sacrifices to make this possible; 

1 .  They will no longer raise the Family Room floor to be level wiih the Master Bedroom 
2. They will employ a steel frame to minimize the height of the roof framing 
3.  They will construct the Southeast comer of the roof as a hip to reduce roof height. All 

other roofs are single slope gable roofs; the hip, while reducing roof height, will not be 
in character with the original house 

4. They will reduce new roof slopes to less than those of the original house 

l had arranged to meet Chuck Allen last week to review the revised design proposals with him. However, 
it became apparent during our telephone conversation that he doesn’t want the ubaldis to change the 
outline of their buikfing in any way and that even a reduction as great as that nowproposed wouldnot be  
acceptable to him. We agreed that there ES M e  point in meeting; even a s d  additbn would still be 
an addition and that would be tw much for him. We had hoped to obtain neighbors’ blessing to the 
revised design prior to submiffing these documents af we thought this compromise proposal would 
result in middle ground acceptable to all parties. 

l have again compared the design proposals wiih the CC & Rs and believe they mmpw in a// aspects with 
the requirements of the CC 8 Rs. 

l understand the next ARC meeting will be heldat 2.C+m, Sunday March 21st; l will be there to present 
these alternative design proposals and respond to any questions. 

Please call if you have any questions or require further copies of the above documents, 

Sincerely, 

Robert J Goldspink 

cc: Esther & Ron Ubaldi, lever only 

8042 Soquel Drive Aptos CA 95003 tel [83 I] 688 8950 fax [83 I ]  688 4402 

RobertGoldspink@aol.com 
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ROB€RT J GOLDSP/NK ARCfW7ECT.S 

June3Oth 2004 

Davkf Kepn, Pmjmt Phner 
Phnning Dqoarrrnent 
Couny of Snta Cruz 
707 Ocean Street - 41h Ffoor 
S a n f a C ~ ~  CA 95W 

UBAL D/ RES/D€NC€ 
807 7Be Shore/ine La Se/va Beach 

APN 046 341 23 
Appication # 04-0018 

DaarDava 

/refer to our recent telephone cowemtion, your feftec &ted Febmy I 7th 2004 and now respond 
as Mbw: 

1. Parking 

me SandDolfar Beach reguhtbns requke twoparking spaces;p/ease see cqoies of 'Revised 
Ohib2 A [Devefqoment Phnr encfbsed 2pages 

Drawing 6 ihdiates 8: 6" wMh nwnewenngpath for car into garage andshows one add2bmf 
space forpaMng, meeting the requikernents for this subdiision 

2.  Landscape Pfan 

We enclose ccpies of Drawing 7 

3.  Cofor Board 

We e d m e  copies ofthe Cofor Board Ongimf &for&&& wirbe presentedat the Zoning 
Admnistratots Hearing 

4. Photo-Simulation 

We encfose an I I'x I7"photograph of the house laken fiom the beach rendered to show the 
p/aposed add2ion 

5. Environmental Planning 

We enclose two cwies of the smk rep@ pieparedby Ham, Kasunlh & Associates, &tsd 
June 29th 2W4 

b. See Drawing 1, Rensbn 2 for exient of retaining waft 

c. Drawhg 6 shows the exkting retaining wak Drawng2 shows the exisring Terrace 
eMendea'to ahw fire escqoe /?om the new Lihg R m .  Retaining wallsteps to fdfow 
slqoe of West grade. See Note on Drawhg 2 

d Note D revisedto refemnce newS2eworkandLandscqe Phn, Drawing 6 

a. 
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6 .  Drainage 

a. Please see new Drainage & Erosion Contrvt Phn, Drawing 7 

b. Please see the impervious Alea Diagram on Drawng i: showhg the ii?cmse in 
impervious area willbe 359 sf 

We undersfand there may be addtionalcomments regading drainage and these willbe 
addressedat the bui7dingpemt appllca fion phase. 

7. Sand Dollaf Beach Archltectural Review 

We are pleased to provide a copy of Sand Dolar Beach Homeowners’Association meeting 
minutes of May 8th 20a4. showing unanimous ;zoplovalof theprvjxt. 

As discussed andas you wittsee from the drawingrevision notes, the owners have made two 
revisions to the onginat design, each time reducing the sue of the aMi?iofls. Please see copies 
of my tetfers to the homeownedassociafion, daredMarch 8th andMarch 24th 2004. 

Also, as dscusseo: we enclose copies of three photographs of the house taken with storey 
poles and s fnng hnes erected to show the finat design proposals as approved by the 
homeowners association. 

We enclose 5 comptete sets of a//  documentsg except the soils repon: where hvo copies are enclosed 

Please callifyou have any questions 

Sincerely. 

6‘oberf J Goldspink 

E: Esther & Ron Ubatdi w/encl 

8042 Soquel Drive Aptos CA 95003 tel f83 If 688 8950 fax [83 I f 688 4402 
l?oberiGoldsplnk@aol. corn 
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r Beach Homeowners Association 
SW stlbject to Bollid rpprovd. 

: Time 9.30am to 12.2Opm 

allorau, Cynthia Haines. Dan Halloran attended with proxy h o r n  Karen S 
who was not pnscnt. 

Ubaldt, Robert Goldspink, Don Scbnoor, Hank h i n e r ,  Chuck and R 

(lot 54), which had been submitted following the walk around at the la 

relitz 

mow 

counseled the board to consider the govtming documat.% includhg 
ch were made available at the meeting, and provided photos of the "story 

in roofline, taken from the decks of  neighboring homes owned by the Allen, 
an also stated that the Board had sought adviceffom an 
garding board procedure in making such a decision, particularly o 

on neighbors' views. He summacized the resultant legal opinion 
was that the board could not take an arbitrary position not dictated 
process, as it has. It was noted that the CcBtR's and Architec 
in roofline, nor prevent any specific impact on nei 
n the governing documents addressing the need to M 

properties. The board needs to balance the rights of  all h 

should follow a 

compromises that the Ubaldis had made to acco 
significant reduction in the proposed increase in height 
lope of the bathroom roof. 

Comments and were then made from the owners present whose views ate still impacted, and a 

of any such appraisal process was discussed, and it was also 
amund giving an opinion of the financial impact on the valuation ofthe affect 

Ubaldi property would also have to be considered in making the decision. 

In summary, the obje 
their propcay at all, 
would continue to 

have now become clearly focused on whether or not the Ubaldi's can rake the roof line 
it was when they purchased the property. The neighbors present confirmed that the 

whilst the plans included any roof line change. 

Cynthia noted that the lam submitted by the Ubaldis would result in a beneficial gain in square footage to their pro 
"king it more consist nt with the s b  of the neighboring properties. P 
Allen's for their courtc y in allowing access to their deck for photographs. After due process and consideration of 
opinions received, the baldi plans were given unanimous approval given by the SDBHOA Board. Tkis approval 

The Board ackuowled ed the efforts ofthe Ubaldis to try to reach a compromise and accommodate their neighbors, 
acknowledging the po tion, opinions and efforts of the opposing neighbors, and thanked the Greinw's, Russo's and 

cou~se, subject to any ppeal to and decision from the County and Coastal Commission. i 
It was agreed that a co y of the minutes would be provided to everyone at the meeting. 

t o  



INTEROFFICE MEMO 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet 
Criteria Incode( J ) criteria( J ) 

APPLICATION NO: 04-0018 (zd routing) 

Date: July 15,2004 

To: David Keyon, Project Planner 

From: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: Design Review for an addition to a single family residence at 807 The Shore Line, La Selva Beach 
(Ronald and Esther Ubaldi I owner. Robert Goldspink, Architect/ applicant) 

Urban DesigneI's 
Evaluation 

GENERAL PLAN I ZONING CODE ISSUES 

Visual Compatibility 
J All new development shall be sited, 

designed and iandscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrwnding 
neighborhoods orareas 

Minimum Site Disturbance 
Grading, earth moving, and removal of 

Developers shall be encouraged to 

J 

J 
major vegetation shall be minimized. 

maintain all mature trees over 6 inches 
in diameter except &ere 
circumstances require ll-eir removal, 
such as obstmction of the building 
site, dead or diseased trees, or 
nuisance species. 

outcroppings. prominent natural 
landforms, tree groupings) shall be 
retained. 

Special landscape features (rock J 

Ridgeline Development 
Structures located near riiges shall be 
sited and designed not to project 
above the ridgeiine or tree canopy at 
the ridgeline 

Desian Review Authority 

13.20.130 The Coastal Zone Design Criteria are applicable to any development requiring a Coastal Zone 
Approval. 

NIA 

Gc CHMENT 



Application No: 03-0419 (2" routing) July 15,2004 

Land divisions which m i d  create 
parcels whose only building site would 
be exposed on a ridwtop shall not be 

NIA 

permitted 

-andscaping 
New or replacement vegetation shall 1 .A I I 

Location of development 
Development shall be located, if 
possible, on parts of the site not visible 
or least visible from the public view. 
Development shall not block views of 
the shoreline from scenic road 
turnouts, rest stops or vista points 
Sie Planning 
Development shall be sited and 
designed to fit the physical setting 
carefully so that its presence is 
subordinate to the natural character of 
the site, maintaining the natural 
features (streams, major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative 
communities) 
Screening and landscaping suitable to 
the site shall be used to soften the 
visual impact of development in the 
viewshed 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

Structures shall be designed to fit the 1 I 
topography of the site with minimal 
cutting, grading, or filling for I 

NIA 

I I 
Pitched, rather than flat mfs, which NIA 
are surfaced with non-reflective 
materials except for solar energy I 
Natural materials and colors which 
blend with the vegetative cover of the 

I I 
NIA 

The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by 
locating the structure within or near an 
existing group of buildings 

site shall be used, or if the structure is 
located in an existing duster of 
buildings, cdors and materials shall 
repeat or harmonize with those in the 

NIA 

cluster 
Large agricultural structures 



Application No: 03-0419 (Zd routing) July 15,2004 

The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
materials and colors which blend with 
the building duster or the natural 
vegetative cover of the site (except for 
greenhouses). 
The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
landscaping to screen or soften the 
appearance of the structure 

NIA 

NIA 

Feasible elimination or mitigation of I NIA 
unsightly, visually disruptive or 
degrading elements such as junk 
heaps, unnatural obstructions, grading 
scars, or structures incompatible with 
the area shall be induded in site 
development 
The requirement for restoratiin of 
visually blighted areas shall be in 
scale with the size of the proposed 

orientation of signs shall harmonize 

N/A 

with surrounaing elements 
D l r d y  lighted, brigntly colored, 

project 

rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or 

I 

moving signs are prohibited 
Illumination of signs shall be wrmitted 

- 

only for state and county diredional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visitor 
servhg zone districts 
In the Highway 1 viewshed, except 
wRhin the Davenport commercial'area, 
only CALTFWNS standard signs and 
public parks, or parking lot 
identification signs, shall be permitted 
to be visible from the highway. These 
signs shall be of natural unobtrusive 
materials and colors 

63 



Application No: 034419 (2" routing) July 15,2004 

Blufftop development and landscaping 
(e.g., decks, patios, sbuctures. trees, 
shrubs, etc.) in rural areas shall be set 
back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out of sight from the 
shoreline, or t infeasible, not visually 
intrusive 
No new permanent structures on open 
beaches shall be allowed, except 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter 
16.20 (Grading Regulations) 
The design of permitted structures 
shall minimize visual inttusion, and 
shall incorporate materials and 
finishes which harmonize with the 
character of the area. Natural 
materials are preferred 

v 

N/A 

v 

Page 4 

.*C-I-.....C.- 7 i 



Application No: 034419 (Zd rouling) July 15,2004 

Siting and orientation which takes 
advantage of naiural amenities 
Ridgeline protection 

Desim Review Authority 

13.11.040 Projects requiring design review. 

rl 

NIA 

(a) Single home construction, and associated additions involving 500 square feet or more, 
within coastal special communities and sensitive sites as defned in this Chapter. 

Protection of public viewshed 

13.1 1.030 Definitions 

3 I I 

(u) 'Sensitive Site" shall mean any property located adjacent to a scenic road or within the 
viewshed of a Scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located on a coastal 
b/M, or on a ridgeline. 

Desim Review Standards 

13.11.072 Site design. 

I 7 I I 
4 Minimize impact on private views 

I I I _ _  . _  
ctional Circulation 
I^.__ _I__L,_> .... 

,.-" I I I 

I Solar Design and Access 

I NIA I I 



AppIicationNo: 03-0419 (2d routinp) July 15,2004 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 

m p i e d  buildings using a solar 
energy system 

Reasonable protection for currently 

J 

J 

Noise 

J Reasonable protection for adjacent 
DmWrties 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet Urban Designer's 
Criteria I n c o d e ( 9 )  criteria ( # ) Evaluation 

Compatible Building Design 

Massing of building form J 

J 

d 

J 

J 

Building silhouette 

Spacing between buildings 

Street face setbacks 

Character of architecture 

~ 

Building Scale 

Proportion and composition of 
projections and recesses, doors and 
windows, and other features 
Location and b-eatrnent of enbyways 

J 

J 

rl 

J Finish material, texture and color 

Scale is addressed on appropriate I 3 I 
levels 

T of human scale and pedestrian 
interest 

Variation in wall plane, roof line, 
detailing, materials and siting 

Building design provides solar access 
that is reasonably protected for 
adjacent properties 

Building walls and major window areas 
are oriented for passive sdar and 
natural lighting 

Building Articulation 

J 

Solar Design 

J 

J 

- I 

bb 

Design elements create a sense 3 I 



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission 
Date: 4127105 
Agenda Item #: 9 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

Item 9: Appl. # 04-0018 

CORRESPONDENCE FROM THE APPELLANT 



Planning C o w .  sion 
county of santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Avenue, 4” Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Supplemental Letter in Support of Appeal of Approval of Addition 
Application #04-0018 

807 The Shore Line, La Selva Beach 
APN# 046-341-23 

Dear Planning Commissioners: 

This office represents the interests of Friends of Sand Dollar Beach (“Appellants”). 
Appellants appealed the February 18,2005, decision of the County of Santa C m  Zoning 
Adminis@ator (“Zoning Administrator”) to approve Application #04-0018 for development of 
the property located at 807 The Shore Line, La Selva Beach, California. Appellants are 
neighboring property owners of 807 The Shore Line and are concerned about the development of 
the above-referenced property and the impact this development will have on: 

1. health and safety; 
2. risks associated with the dynamics of receding coastal bluffs; 
3. public expenses to address threatened undermining of a single-family dwelling; 
4. scenic values in the area (both public and private); and 
5. neighborhood compatibility. 

Appellants’ letter dated March 4,2005 set forth with specificity the grounds for granting this 
appeal. This letter will supplement that letter, and novide some imwrtant new evidence. 

1. Setback Reauirements From Coastal Bluff to Protect Health and Safetv 

Since the time of filing their appeal, Appellants have learned that the Zoning 
Administrator was apparently not aware that the Application was still incomplete because the 
items requested in the County Geologist’s August 13,2004 review letter had not yet been 
provided and the Geotechnical Report was “not accepted.” (See letter dated August 13,2004 
from the Project Planner attached as Exhibit 1 and letter from the County Geologist of that same 
date attached as Exhibit 2.) The Applicant did not respond to the incompleteness letter and 
requests of the County Geologist until six davs ago. (See letter of Haro, Kasunich & Associates 



Planning Commission 
Supplemental Letter re Appeal of Approval of Application #04-0018 
807 The Shoreline 
April 19,2005 
Page 2 of 4 

dated April 13,2005 attached as Exhibit 3.) One of the primary issues as to which the County 
Geologist sought information was the stability of the slope and the proper setback from the 
coastal bluff. 

This appeal is de novo. Under these circumstances, it is even more important that no 
deference be given to the Zoning Administrator decision because of the absence of critical slope 
stability information. Furthermore, Appellants submit that even though the Geotechnical Report 
“dated: April 13,2005” was accepted on April 15,2005 (a scant two days after its receipt), it still 
does not address all of the items requested by the County Geologist and acknowledges that the 
coastal bluff may recede as much as 28 feet in the next 100 years. Furthermore, Appellants have 
obtained a site specific review by Dr. Gary Griggs, Consulting Engineering Geologist, which 
concludes that the coastal bluff would be expected to recede 83 feet from the location of the 
1994 blufftop. Appellants submit that the required findings cannot be made for the project as 
proposed in tight of this new information. 

In addition to the above described information which is inconsistent with the required 
findings for the project, the following information is still missing: 

1.  Discussion of “several relatively important physical features on the slope below 
the home that could influence slope Stability”: “local erosion, related in part to a 
drainage outlet on the slope and slumping of the bluff.” Two photos are attached 
showing this problem. (See Exhibits 4 and 5 . )  

2. A geologic/terrain map (three additional field cross-sections were substituted). 
3. Elaboration on the source of the assumptions used and a systematic analysis of 

how these assumptions were developed. Regression rates were based on “a 
rewiew of recent geologic reports along the same coastal bluff.” These “recent 
geologic reports” have not been identified or made available to the public and 
there has been no systematic analysis of how the regression rates were developed. 

The contradictory and missing information warrants either denial or further review of this 
project. The County and Coastal regulations involved have been demonstrated time and again to 
be founded on health and safety grounds and the sad experience of loss of life and major 
property damage from failure to learn from history regarding the failure of coastal bluffs. 

The most pertinent regulations are the following. County Code Section 
16.10.070(h)(l)(v) provides that “additions, including second story and cantilevered additions, 
shall comply with the minimum 25 foot and 100 year setback” (Emphasis added.) In fact, the 
Staff Report to the Zoning Administrator based the setback on a “not accepted” Geotechnical 
Report which “determined the minimum 100-year setback to be 25 feet” (p.3). The 100 year 
setback requirement is found in Chapter 16.10 of the County Code, a part of the County Local 
Coastal Program, as set forth below. 

County Code Section 16.10.070(h)l(i) requires that for all development and for non- 
habitable structures, there must be demonstration of stability of the site in its current, pre- 



Planning Commission 
Supplemental mer re Appeal of Approval of Application w-0018 
807 The Shoreline 
April 19,2005 
Page 3 of 4 

development application condition, for a minimum of 100 years as determined by either a 
geologic hazards assessment or a 111  geologic report; and 

County Code Section 16.10.070(h)l(ii) nquires that for all development and for non- 
habitable structures, a minimum setback shall be established at least 25 feet from the top 
edge of the coastal bluff, or alternatively, the distance necessary to provide a stable 
building site over a 100-year lifetime of the structure, whichever is greater; and 

County Code Section 16.10.070(h)l(iii) requires that the determination of minimum 
setback shall be based on the existing site conditions and shall not take into 
consideration the effect of any proposed protection measures such as shoreline 
protection structures, retaining walls or deep piers; and 

County Code Section 16.10.070(h)l(v) requires that additions, including second story 
and cantilevered additions, shall comply with the minimum 25 foot and 100 year 
setback. (Emphasis added) 

According to the General Plan (Chapter 6: Public Safety and Noise), the purpose of these 
setback requirements is as follows: 

To protect human life, private property and the environment, and to minimize 
pqblic expenses by preventing inappropriate use and development or location of 
public facilities and infrastructure in those areas which, by virtue of natural 
dynamic processes or proximity to other activities, present a potential threat to the 
public health, safety and general welfare. General Plan, page 6-2. 

Appellants have now obtained expert review of the 1OO-year setback from Dr. Gary 
Griggs, Consulting Engineering Geologist. His Report is attached hereto as Exhibit 6. Based on 
specific evidence from adjoining and nearby sites, he has concluded that the 100-year setback 
line would be approximately 83 feet further landward from the 1994 bluff edge compared to the 
28 feet of landward coastal bluff recession estimated by the HKA qualitative analysis. Dr. 
Griggs concluded as follows: 

All evidence from photographic record, pst-earthquake observations, and long-term 
bluffretreat measurements indicate a slope which has continued to fail at a rate more 
rapidly than estimated by the HKA report. The house already encroaches 10 feet into the 
County required 25-foot minimum setback and the proposed addition will not comply 
with the setback requirement based on the distance necessary to provide a stable building 
site over a 100-year lifetime of the structure. 

Therefore, Appellants submit that any addition to the above-referenced property within the 
required 100-year setback of the coastal bluffviolates the County Code and the County’s policy 
to prohibit development which is a potential threat to public safety, public coffers, and private 
property. Neither the deep piers nor the retaining walls proposed as part of this Application 
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Planning Commission 
Supplemental Lena re Appeal of Approval of Application #04-0018 
807 The Shoreline 
April 19,2005 
Page 4 of 4 

may be considered as a basis for reducing the 100-year setback. Furthermore, the retaining walls 
may not be located in the 100-year setback area as appears to be allowed in Condition 1I.D. 

2. ImDact on Scenic Resources: View from the Beach 

Appellants continue to request that orange webbing be placed on the site to show the 
actual increase in the bulk and height of the structure which will impact public views from the 
beach and that this webbing be photographed by County Planning and presented to the County 
decision makers. Friends of Sand Dollar Beach further requests prior notice of the date of 
placement of such webbing and that it remain in place for at least 10 days. 

Pursuant to County Code Section 13.1 1.072@)(2), any development, whether in a scenic 
resources area or not, &aJl be designed so that it protects the public viewshed where possible and 
“should minimrze the impact onprivute views from adjacent parcels, wherever practicable.” 
(Emphasis added). 

The finding for compliance with protection of views from the beach is that the impact 
will be “minimal.” At the Zoning Administrator Hearing, staff described the impct  as being 
minor in comparison to the overall structure. Neither of these characterizations is consistent 
with County Code Section 13.20.130(dX2)(ii) which requires that “[tlhe design of permitted 
structures shall minimize visual intrusion.” Piecemeal destruction of the view from the 
beach can occur from numerous allegedly “minimal” impacts. That is why the requirement is 
that the design “shall minimize” visual intrusion There are clearly ways that this proposed 
development (or a reduced form of it) could minimize visual intrusion from the beach. These 
have not been fully explored. 

Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. 

Very truly yours, 

Encls. Exhibits 1-6 
cc: Applicant 

Friends of Sand Dollar Beach 



I 

(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 

0 

0 

\ 

TOM BURNS, DIRECTOR 

August 13,2004 

Robert Goldspink 
8042 Soquel Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Subject: 
OWnfX: Ronald and Esther Uabaldi 

Dear Robert Goldspink: 

This letter is to M o m  you of the status of your application. On Januray 14,2004, the above 
referenced application was submitted for a Coastal Development Permit with the Santa Cruz 
County Planning Department. On February 11,2004 additional information was requested for 
review of the project, including the submittal of a soils report for review by the County 
Geologist. On July 1". 2004 you submitted the requested materials for review. 

At this stage, your application is still considered incomplete as the review of the soils report 
identified.additional issues which must be addressed before staff can recommend approval of the 
project.. For your proposal to prowed, the following items should be submitted: 

1. 

AppIication # 04-0018; Assessor's Parcel #: 046-341-23 

Items requeated in Joe Hanna's report review letter of August 13,2004. Please 
submit the additional information requested in the attached soils report review letter. 
Satisfying these issues will require a redesign of the project, so additional full sets of 
plans will also be required to be submitted. 

You should submit the reuuired materials to the Planning Deuarbn ent at one time. If the design 
of the project changes, revisions to plans should be included in complete, updated sets of plans. 
Five (5) full sets of revised plans shall be submitted (Please submit d plans folded into an 
8.5" x 11" format). You have until Tuesday, October 12,2004, to submit the infonnation 
indicated. Pursuant to Section 18.10.430 ofthe Santa Cruz County Code, failure to submit the 
required information may lead to abandonment of your application and forfeiture of fees. 

Alternatively, you may withdraw the application and any unused fees will be refunded to you. If 
you wish to withdraw the application, please notifj. me in writing. 

You have the right to appeal this determination that the application is incomplete pursuant to 
Section 18.10.320 of the County Code and Section 65943 of the Government Code. To appeal, 
submit the required fee for administrative appeals and a letter addressed to the Planning Director 
stating the determination appealed from, and the reasons you feel the determination is unjustified 
or inappropriate. The appeal letter and fee must be received by the Planning Department no later 
04-0018 2d Incomplete Mer 8/13/04 Page 1 of 2 
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than 5:OO p.m., Friday, August 27,2604. 

Should you have M e r  
(831) 454-3561,or e-mail: 

ease contact me at: 

@ sincerely, 

Project planner 
Development Review 

CC: Ronald and Eshter Ubaldi, Property Owners 

Attachment: Geotechnid Report Rcvim M a  h m  Joe H m a ,  County Geologiat, 

04001 8 Zd Incomplete Lma 8/13/04 Page 2 of 2 04001 8 Zd Incomplete Lma 8/13/04 Page 2 of 2 
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County of Santa Cruz 
V ss rn 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET, 4M FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4000 
(831)454-2580 FAX: (831)454-2131 TOO (831)454-2123 

TOM BURNS, DIRECTOR 

August 13.2004 
Robert Goldspink. Architect 
8042 Soquel Creek Drive 
Aptos. CA 95003 

SUBJECI. Review of Geotechnlcal lnvertlgdlon by Haro, Katunlch L Associates, Inc. 
Dated: June 29,2001, Project No. SC6592, APN: 046-341-23, Appncdon 

0.: OGOolB 

Dear Mr. Goldspink 

Thank you for submitting the Soil Report for the parcel referenced above. The Report 
was reviewed for conformance with County Guidelines for Soils/Geotechnicol Reports 
and also for completeness regarding site-specific hazards and accompanying 
techoical reports (e.g. geologic, hydrologic, etc.]. The purpose of this letteris to inform 
you that the Planning Department has not accepted the report, and to explain the 
reasons that the report was not acceptable. This letterwill also specify the additional 
information that is required to make the report acceptable. 

A primary issue at 807 'The Shore Line', La Selva Beach, is the home's proximity to the 
Costal Bluff and the related County requirement to setback all new development from 
the bluff. To address this bluff setback. the Engineers researched previous geologic 
work and conducted their own exploration to develop an accurate model of the slope. 
Utilidng this model, the Geotechnical Engineers performed a qualitative stability analysis 
to determine the stability of the slope over a one hundred-year period. They then drew 
Cross Section AA, and included the cross-section in their Report as an illustration of their 
conclusions. 

In summary, Cross Section AA graphically shows that the site setback for the 100-year 
slope stability is coincidental with the standard minimum setback of 25 feet. 

In our review of the Report and our field reconnaissance of the site, several portions of 
the report are unclear to us. Specifically, the Coostal Bluff setback intuitively appears 
appropriate. Even so. the interpretations used to develop these assumptions are not 
presented in the Report's dialog, making it difficult to verify the assumptions' accurocy. 
Furthermore, the Report lacks any mapping of the coastal bluff. Consequently, there is 
no way to substantiate the accuracy of the cross-section. 

- 

.. 

.. .___ 



APN: 046-241-23 

~8 

The Report also does not iscuss several r 
slope below the home that could influence slope stability. These features in 
erosion, related in part to a drainage outlet on the slope and slumping of th 

Before Report acceptance the Engineer must clarify or supply the following information: 

vely important phys' 

@ 

1. Complete, and submit, a geologic map/terrain map that represents 
home site's physical features. This map must include the entire slop 
home from the home site to the beach. 

2. Elaborate on the source of the assumptions used to develop Cross-Section AA. 
In this elaboration, provide a summary of the data, and a systematic analysis Of 

hese assumptions were developed from this data. 

3. Apply the setback to this project and revise the project io accommodate the 
setback. 

4. Complete two additional cross-sections: one section crossing mid-way through 
the home and the other at the northern end of the home. Indicate these cross- 
sections on Figure 2 of the Geotechnical Report and the geologic/tenain map 
requested in Item 1. 

Please complete the necessary revisions and addenda and submit the material for 
review. Please call us at 454-31 75 if we can be of any assistance or e-mail us at 
pln82~@co.santa~ruz.ca.us . a 
Sincerely, 

g G  e Ha na, CEG 1313 
founty Geologist 

Cc: David Keyon, Project Planner 
Bob Loveland, Resource Planner 
Ronald and Esther Ubaldi, Owners 

I. . 
e 
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HARO, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 

CONSULTLNO GLOTECHNICAL (I C w s n ~  ENOINSUS t 

Project No. SC8592 
13 April 2005 

RON AND ESTHER UBALDI 
c/o Robert Goldspink & Associates, Inc. 
8042 Soquel Drive 
Aptos, California 95003 

Subject: Response to Santa Cruz County Planning Departments 
Geotechnical Concerns; Letter Dated 13 August 2004 
From Joe Hanna, County Geologist 

Reference: Proposed Ubaldi Residence Addition and Remodel 
807 The Shoreline 
La Selva Beach, Santa Cruz County, California 

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Ubaldi: 

At the request of your architect, Robert Goldspink we met with Santa Cruz 
County Geologist, Joe Hanna to discuss the coastal bluff in front of your 
residence and to outline additional information the County would like related to 
our Geotechnical. Investigation dated June 2004. The following is our response 
presenting the additional information requested in the County's 13 August 2004 
review letter, in the order presented. 

1. In lieu of a geologic tewain map, we have conducted three additional field 
cross sections from the base of the bluff through the reference property 
and proposed residential additions. These cross sections were field 
mapped by a staff geologist and engineer from our office and present the 
condition of the bluff in March 2005. The cross-sections attached with this 
letter include the entire coastal slope in front of the Ubaldi home from the 
beach to the top of the bluff and through the Ubaldi residence. I 

2. Cross Section A-A, presented in our June 2004 geotechnical investigation, 
was the slope section portraying the shortest distance from the top of the 
bluff to the existing residence. Our projected 100 year slope regression 
analysis coincided with a 25 foot setback. We have reviewed the three 
additional cross sections recently surveyed. Cross Section D-D' projects 
the greatest setback necessary relative to our projected 100 year 
recession of the coastal bluff. Using a topographic map prepared by 
Santa Cruz County Public Works (attached) we determined the elevations 
of the backshore and top of bluff relative to NGVD Datum. The backshore 
of the beach at the base of the bluff is at an elevation of 15 to 22 feet 

116 E*sr LnKE AVENUE . WATSONVILLE. CALIFORNIA 95076 (831) 722-4175 FAX (831) 722-3202 
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Ron and Esther boaldi 
Project No. SC8592 
807 The Shoreline 
13 April 2005 
Page 2 

NGVD, a higher than normal elevation for backshore beaches in Central 
Monterey Bay, We then projected a future scour elevation of +2 feet 
NGVD. This low beach scour elevation has not occurred along the La 
Selva, Aptos, coastal beaches during our 25 years of coastal engineering 
practice. We then utilized regression rates at the toe of the scoured bluff 
of 20 feet based on a review of recent geologic reports along the same 
coastal bluff. We then projected a conservative stable coastal bluff slope 
gradient retative to deep beach scour and 20 feet of regression over 100 
years. A stable slope gradient of 1 5 1  was used. The location of our 
projected 100 year erosion line coincided with a setback of 25 feet from 
the top of the existing bluff closest to the Ubaldi residence at Cross 
Section A-A. As a comparison, a setback from the top of the bluff of 0 
feet was projected for Cross Section 8-B', 0 feet for Cross Section C-C, 
and 28 feet for Cross Section D-D', utilizing the recent field profiles. 

3. The 25 foot setback from the top of the bluff as well as our projected 
regression lines for 100 years has been applied to the project. The project 
architect has relocated all additions behind our setback line and the 25 

.. foot minimum setback line required by Santa Cruz County. The minimum 
, 25 foot setback line has been drawn in plan across the Boring Site Plan. 

4. The three additional cross sections B-B', C-C', and D-D' are included with 
this letter. 

In summary, a minimum 25 foot setback from the top of coastal bluff for the 
Ubaldi property is reasonable. The bluffs in front of the Ubaldi residence are 
flatter than most coastal bluffs, indicating they have attained or been graded to a 
stable angle of repose. Projecting beach erosion, deep sand scour and 
regression over time indicates that the bluff top adjacent to the Ubaldi residence 
may recede 0 to 28 feet in the next 100 years. The proposed additions have 
been setback behind these projections and the minimum 25 foot County setback 
line. 



Ron and Esther boaldi 
Project No. SC8592 
807 The Shoreline 
13 April 2005 
Page 3 

If you have any questions, please contact our office. 

Very truly yours, 

SUNICH AND A2S 

JEKJdk 

Copies: 1 to Addressee 
3 to Robert Goldspink, Architect 
1 to Dave Kenyon. Project Planner 
1 to Joe Hanna, Santa Cruz County Geologist 
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Gary B. Griggs 

Consulting Engineering Geologist 
326 Alta Avenue 

Santa Cruz, California 95060 
(831) 459-5006; Cell (831) 332-9318 

Jonathan Wittwer 
Wittwer and Parkin, LLP 
147 South River Street, Suite 221 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Review of Coastal Bluff Issues 
807 The Shoreline, La Selva Beach 

I have reviewed the Geotechnical investigation for the Proposed Ubaldi 
Residence Addition at 807 The Shoreline prepared by Haro, Kasunich and 
Associates (HKA) in June 2004 along with the associated borings, maps and 
cross-sections, as well as the letter from John Kasunich to the owners in 
response to concerns by Joe Hanna, County Geologist dated 13 April 2005. In 
addition, 1 visited the site on April 14, 2005 and also reviewed the oblique aerial 
photos taken of the site in 1972, 1979, 1987, 2002 and 2004. Several additional 
data sources were used in this site assessment, color images personally taken 
from.an airplane e few weeks after the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake in 1989, 
and the results of a FEMA funded coastal erosion study done on the bluffs and 
cliffs of Santa Cruz County, reported in both Moore and Griggs (2002) and 
Moore, Benurnof and Griggs (1999). 

Geotechnkal Investigation for the Proposed Ubaldi Residence Addition at 
807 The Shoreline. While this report is 21 pages in length, the specific site 
information included is quite brief. Three shallow hand auger borings and one 
shallow test pit were dug to examine the materials beneath the site. Cross- 
section A-A shows that the corner of the house is 15 feet from the bluff edge at 
its closest point, 10 feet closer than allowed under the County’s minimum coastal 
bluff 25 foot setback. The cross-section indicates that the outer 10 feet of the 
bluff consists of very loose fill and loose sandlsurface mantle. 

The HKA report states that the primary geotechnical hazards at the site include: 
an unprotected toe at the base of the coastal bluff subject to undercutting and 
erosion by wave action; potential landsliding and erosion of the coastal bluff; 
seismic shaking; loose near surface sands; and site drainage. 

Based on “previous geotechnical and geologic investigations performed in the 
vicinity of the site”, a “qualitative slope stability analysis” was performed to 
determine if the minimum setback of 25 feet was sufficient for the DroDosed 

e 

addition. One of the issues here is that one corner of the existing stru‘cture, and 

0 



part planned for an expanded 2nd story, has already encroached I O  feet into the 
%foot setback. Three assumptions are listed, presumably - though not 
expressly - having been taken from other site investigations in the vicinity: 

fourteen feet of scour below the unprotected toe of the bluff 
twenty feet of landward recession of the unprotected toe of the bluff . a landward recession rate of the top of the bluff of three inchedyear 

e 

These beachbluff conditions were then projected on to the slope profile to 
determine where the bluff edge would be with 100 years of recession and shown 
in cross-section A-A. This qualitative analysis leads to 25 feet of recession, 
which would leave the outer 10 feet of the corner of the structure undercut or 
undermined. HKA recommends a concrete pier foundation be added underneath 
this portion of the house and proposed addition to deal with the expected erosion 
or retreat of the bluff. 

It is difficult to comment on the three assumptions used as they were derived 
from other studies in the vicinity and the distances to those sites, what the 
geotechnical investigations discovered, and the relationship or similarity of those 
sites to the site in question are unknown. It is very difficult to extrapotate 100 
years into the future with an adequate degree of assurance based on these 
general data or assumptions. 

Effects of 7989 Lorna Prieta earthquake in the La Selva Beach area. 
The .I 989 Loma Prieta earthquake produced widespread bluff failure along 
several hundred miles of California coast, from Marin to Monterey County. In 
northern Monterey Bay failures were mapped and reported by Plant and Griggs 
(1990, 1992) and Sydnor, et al, (1990). One of the largest earthquake induced 
bluff failures occurred about 1000 feet upcoast at Place de Mer (Figure 1) and 
led to failure of the complete bluff top area over about 1500 feet of bluff, 
damaging the foundation of a house on the top edge of the bluff, which was 
subsequently demolished. 

Bluff failure also occurred on the hillslope immediately upcoast of the property in 
question (Figure 2) and led to collapse of the crest of the bluff and downslope 
movement of considerable material. Seismic events typically produce episodic 
failure as do major rainstorms, rather than a few inchedyear. 

FEMA funded Coastal Erosion Study. 
Using state of the art softcopy photogrammetry, the coastal processes group at 
uc Santa Cruz was contracted by FEMA to document long term erosion rates for 
the coastline of both San Diego and Santa Cruz counties as part of a study 
designed to evaluate whether it made economic sense to put coastlines into the 
federal flood insurance program. The data developed for Santa Cruz County was 
incorporated in to a number of large maps and was based on stereo aerial 
photographs taken in 1953 and 1994 or spanning 41 years of both El NiAo and 
La Nina cycles (Moore and Griggs, 2002) and Moore, Benumof and Griggs, 
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1999). Using the erosion rates for this 41-year time interval, FEMA requested a 
60-year line in order to determine how much retreat may occur over the next 60 
years for property loss and insurance determinations. Measurements and 
calculations made on the bluff edge immediately adjacent to the property in 
question, based on 41 years of historic retreat produce an edge -50 feet 
landward from the 1994 bluff edge. Projecting this 100 years into the future would 
produce a bluff edge that would be 83 feet from the 1994 bluff edge, 58 feet 
further inland than the qualitative analysis performed by HKA. 

An additional consideration to take into account is an increased rate of sea level 
rise due to continued global warming, which would increase the rate of coastal 
retreat by additional factor. 

Changes Observed from Oblique Aerial Photographs. 
Oblique aerial photos from the Californiacoastline.org web site from 1972 (Figure 
3), 1979 (Figure 4), 1987 (Figure 5), 2002 (Figure 6) and 2004 (Figure 7), have 
been included below with descriptions of continuing bluff instability and failure or 
erosion of bluff face and crest of top of bluff. 

Conclusion. All evidence from photographic record, post-earthquake 
observations, and long-term bluff retreat measurements indicate a slope which 
has continued to fail at a rate more rapidly than estimated by the HKA report. 
The house already encroaches 10 feet into the County required 25-fOOt minimum 
setbgck and the proposed addition will not comply with the setback requirement 
bas+ on the distance necessaly to provide a stable building site over a 100-year 

Very truly yours, . 
a lifetime of the structure. 

Gary %&- B. Griggs, Ph.D. 

Consulting Engineering Geologist 

* 

http://Californiacoastline.org
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m 
me Lorna Pr eta earthquake. Yellow dotted line del neates top of slope fai ure. Red arrow 
points to a house that was demolished followingtne earthqJake due to oss of support 

Figure 2. Bluff failure adjacent to the property in question from 1989 earthquake 
Dotted lines outline slope failure areas Red arrow points to 807 The Shoreline. 



Figure 3. Sand Dollar Beach development under construction in 1972 with lack of 
vegetation indicated erosion or recent failure (red arrow) along bluff crest uphill from 
eventual house site (circled). 

f a h e  along the iop of the bluff edge immediately upcoast from the house in question as 
well as downcoast from Sand Dollar Beach development (marked by red arrows). House 
in question is circled. 
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downcoasr show area with little vegetation indicarhg recent failure. House .n question is 
c.rcled 
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Fiaure 6. Obliaue aerial photo of site and adjacent area taken in 2002 showing 
1 

unvegetated scarp along crest of bluff (dashed line). House in question is circled 



. 
Figure 7. Oblique aerial photo of site taken in 2004. Slope is more vegetated than in past 
years but fresh scarp still exists along crest of bluff (dashed line). House in question is a circled. 


