COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEANSTREET - 4" FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

(831) 454-2580  FAX (831)454-2131 TOO (831)454-2123
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

September 28,2006

Agenda Date: November 8,2006

Planning Commission Item # 7

County of Santa Cruz Time: After 9 AM
701 Ocean Street APN: 032-223-09
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Application: 05-0813

Subject: A public hearing to consider an appeal of the Zoning Administrator's decision to
approve application 05-0813; a proposal to demolish an existing one-bedroom single-family
dwelling and construct a two-bedroom single-family dwelling with attached garage.

Members of the Commission:

This application is a proposal to remove the existing single story residence and garage and to
construct a replacement two story residence on the subject property. As documented in the staff
report to the Zoning Administrator, the replacement residence is designed to comply with the site
standards for the zone district, but includes design elements which are not considered as
compatible with the surrounding pattern of development. These design elements include a tall
two-story stone element and extensive vertical glass surfaces along the front elevation of the
proposed residence.

The applicant and owner were informed of the concerns regarding these design elements and
were given an opportunity to redesign the replacement residence to address these concerns. The
applicant and owner considered the design issues raised by Planning Department staff and
decided not to alter the design of the proposed residence. Without any changes to the proposed
design Planning Department staff recommended denial of the application.

This item was heard by the Zoning Administrator on 9/15/06 at a noticed public hearing. At the
hearing, the property owner presented additional written materials related to the proposed
development. The property owner presented arguments which stated that the proposed project
complies with all standards in the County Code and requested that the application be approved.

The Zoning Administrator reviewed the additional information and heard the property owner's
arguments prior to taking final action to deny this proposal without prejudice (allowing the
applicant to reapply within one year). The owner did not feel that the decision was based on the
evidence and facts in the record and an appeal of the Zoning Administrator's decision was
formally made on 9/22/06 by the property owners.
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Design Issues

Although the proposed residence is in compliance with zone district site standards, the design of
the proposed residence is not consistent with the requirements of the Design Review ordinance or
the Local Coastal Program requirements related to building design, neighborhood compatibility,
or development within visual resource areas.

The design of the proposed residence includes a dominant two story element at the front of the
residence that is not consistent with the surrounding pattern of development. The bold two story
stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical glass panes on
the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the majority of the existing homes
that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. These vertical elements will create an apparent
bulk and mass which will not match the streetscape relationship common to existing residential
development within the surrounding neighborhood.

The proposed residence is not consistent with the architectural style or character of the existing
residence or the majority of the residences in the surrounding area. Architectural styles vary
within the surrounding area, but there are consistent features which are not found in the proposed
design. The majority of existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stories
that are stepped back from the street, with pitched roofs, stucco or wood siding, and smaller
window areas to break up visual mass. The materials proposed, and the configuration of the of
the structure with a tall two story element at the front are not typical of the architectural style of
the surrounding residences. Additionally, the proposed residence will replace an existing
structure that is one story in height, that has smaller window areas, and wood siding. The
proposed replacement residence will he a significant change in visual character and architectural
style from the existing residence and will not be compatible with the existing pattern of
development in the surrounding area.

Appeal Issues

Substantial Evidence and Facts

The appellant has stated that the decision to deny the project was not based on substantial
evidence andfacts in the record.

The Zoning Administrator considered information noted during his site visit, and all evidence
and facts presented in the staff report and at the public hearing prior to taking final action on this
application. If there was any lack of clarity in the evidence or facts, the Zoning Administrator
would have continued the item and requested additional information from the applicant or
Planning Department staff.

Staff Report Findings

The appellant has stated that the Zoning Administrator did not properly identify errors in the
staffreportfindings and did not properly interpret or appfy the County Code.

The Zoning Administrator reviewed the staff prepared findings and did not find a need to make
changes to the staff prepared findings or identify any errors in interpretation of the County Code
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prior to taking final action on this application.

Proper Discretion

The appellant has stated that the Zoning Administratorfailed to exercise proper discretion in the
adoption of the staff recommendation.

The Zoning Administrator took final action on the project based on an analysis of the facts and
materials that were presented, including the staff prepared findings and recommendation. If any
changes to the staff report findings were necessary, or if the recommendation was in error, the
Zoning Administrator would have made such changes to the findings or recommendation prior to
taking final action on the application.

Summary

The issues raised by the appellant can best be summarized as a disagreement with the Zoning
Administrator's final action. All of the concerns raised in this appeal were properly addressed by
the Zoning Administrator prior the decision to deny the application on 9/15/06.

Recommendation

Planning Department staff recommends that your Commission UPHOLD the Zoning
Administrator's decision to DENY Application Number 05-0813.

Sincerely,

o S

Randall Adams
Project Planner
Development Review

Reviewed By: % o
ark’Deming =

Assistant Director
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department

Exhibits:

1A.  Appeal letter, prepared by William G. & Alane K. Swinton, dated 9/22/06.
1B. Staff report to the Zoning Administrator, 9/15/06 public hearing.
1C.  Additional correspondence & materials presented at the 9/15/06 public hearing




William G. & Alane K. Swinton
2-3515 East Cliff Drive
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

September22, 2006
V1A HAND DELIVERY

Planning Commissicn

County of Santa CruzPlanning Department
701 Ocean Street

4" Floor

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE:  Appeal of Zoning Administrator Decision, Hearing Date: Friday September 15,2006
2-3515 East Cliff Drive, Application 65-0813, AFN: 032-223-09

Dear Commissioners:

As property owners of 2-3515 East Cliff Dnve, we appeal the Zoning Administrator’s denial of Application 03-
0813. Enclosed is our check, numbered 5232, payable to the County of Santa Cruz in the amount of $2,556.0) for
the appeal fee, per Mr. Swinton’stelephone conversationwith Planner Adams on September21, 2006.

The Zoning Administrator (“ZA) erroneously consmed and ignored the evidence and the law, abused his
discretion, and made a decision that was not supported by the substantial evidence and facts in the record. The
ZA’s adoption of the proposed findings set forth in the Staff Report recommending denial as the basis for his
decisionprovides multiple bases forthis appeal, including, but not limited to:

0 Thedecisionto deny the applicationwas notbased on the substantialevidence and facts, presented in the
hearing, presented in the application, and provided by the applicant and/or owner to the Planning
Department during the processing of the application, as were incorporatedinto the record.

0 The zA's evaluation of the Planning Department Staff Report findings, and the recommendations
contained therein, was in error for multiple reasons.including, but not limited to, failure to properly
identify errors in analysis of evidence and facts, and failire to properly identify the lack of proper
interpretation and application of existing code in the Coastal Development Permit Findings and
DevelopmentPermit Findmgs.

0 Failure to exercise proper discretion, in that, by relying on and adopting Planning Department Staff
recommendations as the decision basis, the ZA, in not recognizing that the Staff Report fmdings and its
recommendationswere both not properly founded and were in error, did not discount these findings and
recommendationsas such, and approve the application.

Sincerely,

Mleetfth )

Alane K Swintth

Letter and Check #5232 received by the County of SantaCruz

by on September _, 2006. SEP 208
L Rocsiveq
- Plannin
2 Dept,
CDUH’P}! of Santa g:[?z
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Planning Commission

PLANNING DEPARTMENT Meeting Date: 11/8/06
Agenda Item: # 7

Time: After 9:00 a.m.

APPLICATION NO. 05-0813
STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

EXHIBIT 1B




Staff Report to the
Zoning Administrator  Application Number: 05-0813

Applicant: Martha Matson Agenda Date: 9/15/06
Owner: William and Alane Swinton Agenda Item#: 6.
APN: 032-223-09 Time: After 10:00 a.m.

Project Description: Proposal to demolish an existing one-bedroom single family dwelling and
construct a two-bedroom single family dwelling with an attached garage.

Location: Property located on the north side of E.Cliff Drive, about 60 feet east of 35th Ave.
(2-3515 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz)

Supervisoral District: First District (District Supervisor: Janet Beautz)
Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit

Staff Recommendation:
e Denial of Application 05-0813, based on the attached findings.

Exhibits

A. Project plans E. Site Photos & Photo-simulations
B. Findings F. Comments & Correspondence
C. Assessor's Parcel Map

D. Location, Zoning & General Plan

maps

Parcel Information

Parcel Size: 4,085 sq. ft.

Existing Land Use - Parcel: Single family residential

Existing Land Use - Surrounding: ~ Single family residential neighborhood

Project Access: East Cliff Drive

Planning Area: Live Oak

Land Use Designation: R-UM (Urban Medium Density Residential)

Zone District: R-1-4 (Single Family Residential - 4,000 sq. ft.
minimum)

Coastal Zone: X _Inside __ Outside

Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. _X Yes — No

County of Santa CruzPlanning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4t Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060
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APN: 032-223-09 and -11
Owner: William and Alane Swinton

Environmental Information

Geologic Hazards: Not mapped/no physical evidence on site

Soils: Report reviewed & accepted

Fire Hazard: Not a mapped constraint

Slopes: 2-5%

Env. Sen. Habitat: Not mapped/no physical evidence on site

Grading: No grading proposed other than building foundation
Tree Removal: No trees proposed to be removed

Scenic: Scenicbeach/bluff viewshed

Drainage: Existing drainage adequate

Archeology: Not mappedfno physical evidence on site

Services Information

Urban/Rural Services Line: X. Inside __ Outside

Water Supply: City of Santa Cruz Water District
Sewage Disposal: Santa Cruz County Sanitation District
Fire District: Central Fire Protection District
Drainage District: Zone 5 Flood Control District

Project Setting

Thisproject is located on East Cliff Drive in the Pleasure Point area of Live Oak. The subject
property is located across the roadway from the coastal bluff and the pedestrian pathway. The
pedestrian pathway is used recreationallywith many people coming to the area to exercise, surf,
or enjoy the views of the Monterey Bay. The surrounding neighborhood consists of mostly
single-familyresidences that are a mix of one and two stories in height. Residences immediately
to either side of the subject property are one story in height.

Zoning & General Plan Consistency

The subject property is a 4,085 square foot lot, located in the R-1-4 (Single Family Residential -
4,000 sg. A. min. site area) zone district. The proposed single family residence is a principal
permitted use within the zone district and the proposed density is consistent with the (R-UM)
Urban Medium Density Residential General Plan designation.

The proposed residence complies with the required site standards for the R-1-4 zone district, as
shown in the table below:

SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TABLE

R-1-4 Standards Proposed Residence

Frontyard setback 15 feet minimum 15 feet (at SE comer)

Sideyard setbacks: 5 feet & 5 feet
(with Fireplace allowed n SW setback)

5 feet minimum
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Application #: 05-0813

APN: 032-223-09 and-11
Owner: William and Alane Swinton

Page 3

Rear yard setback:

15 feet minimum to alley
(Double frontage)
20 feet minimum to garage

16 feet to residence
21 feet to garage

(for a 2 bedroom residence)

Lot Coverage: 40 % maximum 34%
Building Height: 28 feet maximum 26 feet 8 inches
Floor Area Ratio .

5 49 Yo
(FAR): 0.5:1 maximum (50 Yo)
Parking 3 (18 x 8.5") spaces required 2 in garage

2 uncovered in driveway




Application #: 05-0813 Page 4
APN: 032-223-0% and - 11
Owner: William and Alane Swinton

structures in the surrounding neighborhood. The property owners considered the
recommendations of staff and decided to proceed with the application without further
modifications to their existing design. As no modificationshave been made to address the above
listed issues, Planning Department staff are unable to support the proposal as currently designed.

The project site is not located between the shoreline and the first public road and is not identified
as a priority acquisition site in the County's Local Coastal Program. Beach access exists
immediately across East CIiff Drive via an existing stairway. Consequently, the proposed project
will not interfere with public access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water.

Conclusion

As proposed and conditioned, the project is not consistent with all applicable codes and policies
of the Zoning Ordinance and General Plan/ILCP. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") for a
complete listing of findings and evidence related to the above discussion.

Staff Recommendation

J DENIAL of Application Number 05-0813, based on the attached findings.
Supplementary reports and information referred to in this report are on file 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

Report Prepared By: Randall Adams
Santa Cruz County Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor
SantaCruz CA 95060
Phone Number: (831) 454-3218
E-mail: plnS15@kco.santa-cruz.ca.us
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Application #: 05-0813
APN: 032-223-09
Owner: William and Alane Swinton

Coastal Development Permit Findings

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 not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with
Local Coastal Program requirementsrelated to building design, neighborhood compatibility, or
development within Visual resource areas.

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.20.130
(Design Criteria for Coastal Development) related to site planning, building design, and blufftop
development, in that the proposed residence includes a dominant two story element at the front of
the residence that is not consistent with the surrounding pattern of development. The majority of
existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stories that are stepped back
from the street, with pitched roofs, stucco or wood siding, and smaller window areas to break up
visual mass. The bold two story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the
extensive vertical glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the
majority of the existing homes that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. These vertical
elements will create an apparent hulk and mass which will not match the streetscaperelationship
common to existing residential development within the surrounding neighborhood.

The current proposal is not consistentwith the requirements of County Code section 13.20.130(d)1
(Blufftop Development) & General Plan Policy 5.10.12 (Development Visible from Urban Scenic
Roads) related to landscaping and protection of visual resources, in that the current design does not
use taller landscaping (in the form of trees and shrubs) to soften the appearance of the proposed
development from view. Landscaping is necessary to break up the apparent mass and scale of the
proposed residence and reduce visual impacts to scenic resources (East Cliff Drive & Monterey
Bay viewshed).

5. That the proposed developmentis in conformity with the certified local coastal program.
This finding can not be made, in that the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or

integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development
Permit Finding #3, above.

16~ EXHIBIT B




Application # 05-0813

APN: 032-223-09
Owner: William and Alane Swinton
Development Permit Findings
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 ordinancesand the
purpose of the zone district in which the site is located.

This finding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with
the County Code requirementsrelated to compatible site design, building design, landscaping, or
development with visual resource areas.

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section
13.11.072(a)(1) (Compatible Site Design) related to site design and streetscape relationship, in that
the two story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical
glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the majority of the
existing homes that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. These vertical elements will create
an apparent bulk and mass which will not match the streetscape relationship common to existing
residential developmentwithin the surrounding neighborhood.

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.11.073
(Building Design) related to compatible building design, proportion of vertical elements, finish
materials, or human scale, in that the two story stone element on the southwest comer of the
residence and the extensive vertical glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not
consistent with the majority of the existing homes that front along this section of East Cliff Drive.
The majority of existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stones that are
stepped back from the street, with pitched roofs, stucco or wood siding, and smaller window areas
to break up visual mass. The proposed structure will not include features that create an adequate
visual transition between the structures immediately adjacent to the proposed residence and the
proposed residence. Additionally, the vertical features and extensive use of glass and dark stone
will be out of proportion with features found in surrounding developmentand will result in a
structure that does not relate well to the human scale for pedestrians on East Cliff Drive.

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.11.075(a}
(Landscape Design) related to landscaping, in that the current design does not use taller
landscaping (in the form of trees and shrubs) to soften the appearance of the proposed development
from view. Landscapingis necessary to break up the mass and scale of the proposed residence.

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.20.130
(Design Criteria for Coastal Development) or County Code section 13.20.130{(d}! (Blufftop
Development) as described in Coastal Development Finding #3, above.

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

This finding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with
County General Plan requirements related to building design, neighborhood compatibility, or
developmentwithin visual resource areas.
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Application#: 05-0813
APN: 032-223-09
Owner: William and Alane Swinton

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of General Plan Policy 8.4.1
(Neighborhood Character) or General Plan Objective 8.6 (Building Design) related to consistency
with existing residential character, architectural style, neighborhood context, and scale of adjacent
development, in that the proposed residence includes a dominant two story element at the front of
the residence that is not consistent with the surroundingpattem of development. The bold two
story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical glass panes
on the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the majority of the existing homes
that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. These vertical elementswill create an apparent
bulk and mass which will not match the streetscape relationship common to existing residential
developmentwithin the surrounding neighborhood.

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of General Plan Policy 5.10.12
(DevelopmentVisible from Urban Scenic Roads) related to landscaping, in that the current design
does not use taller landscaping (in the form of trees and shrubs) to soften the appearance of the
proposed development from view. Landscaping is necessary to break up apparent the mass and
scale of the proposed residence.

A specificplan has not been adopted for this portion of the County.

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 not be made, in that the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development
Permit Finding #3, and Development Permit Findings #2 & 3, above.

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

This finding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with
the County Code requirementsrelated to compatible site design, building design, or landscaping,
as described in Development Permit Finding #2, above.
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#1. Photo taken from 2-3575 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street.

#2: Photo taken from 2-3535 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street.
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#3: Photo taken from 2-3541 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street.

#4: Photo taken from 23615 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street.
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#5: Photo taken from 23635 East CIiff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street

#6: Photo taken from 23654 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street.
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#7: Photo taken from 23654 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23654, on the inland side of East Cliff Drive.

#8: Photo taken from 23635 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23654, on the inland side of East CIiff Drive.
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#9: Photo taken from 23615 East CIiff Drive, Facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23615, on the inland side of East Cliff Drive.

#10: Photo taken from 23541 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23541, on the inland side of East Cliff Drive.
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#1 1:Photo taken from 23535 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23535, on the inland side of East CIiff Drive.

#12: Photo taken from 23471 East CIiff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23471, on the inland side of East CIliff Drive.
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#13: Photo taken from 23451 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23451, on the inland side of East CIiff Drive.

#14: Photo taken from 23439 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was
taken directly in front of 23439, on the inland side of East CIiff Drive.
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#15: Photo taken from 23439 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street.

#16: Photo taken from 23471 East CIiff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side ofthe street.
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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 ToD (831) 454-2123

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

May 23,2006
Martha Matson
728 N. Branciforte Drive
Santa Cruz, Ca 95062

Subject: Application # 05-0813; Assessor's Parcel #: 032-223-09
Owner: Swinton

Dear Martha Matson:

This letter is to inform you that this application has been reassigned to me (Randall Adams) for
further review and processing. This follows a letter mailed on 5/11/06 which informed you that
the application was complete for further processing as all required submittal information has been
received. Although this application has been determined to be complete, there are compliance
issues regarding this proposal that must be addressed before Planning Department staff could
recommend approval at a public hearing for this application. The issues of concern (with
suggested potential solutions) are listed below:

. County Code section 13.11.072(a)(1} (Compatible Site Design): The current proposal contains a
large two story mass at the front of the residence. This two story element is not compatible with the
immediately surrounding development or with the existing one story residence that the proposed
structure will replace. The two story element could he reconfigured to reduce the bulk and mass
(and to improve the streetscape relationship) of the proposed residence.

In order to reduce the bulk and mass, and to improve the streetscape relationship, it is recommended
that the second floor family room be pulled back to line up with the dining room wall (shown as an 8'
4" projection on the project plans). A deck could be constructed over bedroom #1 in this location
instead. Additionally, the roof pitch could also be modified, or the plate height of the roof could be
lowered, to reduce the mass of windows facing the street. Other design options may exist which
would achieve the objectives specified in the County Code and General Plan, however alterations to
the proposed project which do not significantly reduce the apparent bulk and mass, as well as
improve the streetscape relationship, can not be supported by Planning Department staff.

n Countv Code section 13.11.073 (Building Design) & Countv Code section 13.20.130 (Design
Criteria for Coastal Development): In addition the bulk and mass issues above, the finish materials
used on the front of the residence include large continuous expanses of glass and a bold two story
dark architectural stone element. The use of these finish materials is not inappropriate, but the
surface area of the glass should be broken up (perhaps by a horizontal band of stucco, wood trim, or
the quartz stone used elsewhere) and the dark (El Dorado Nantucket) stone element will need to be
reduced in height to create a sense of human scale at the street level. The current design creates a
tall, powerful (almost tower-like) appearance relative to East Cliff Drive, which is out of proportion
for this residential street (which is also a tourist attraction with a high volume of pedestrian traffic).

31 EXHIBIT F




It is also recommended that some wood cladding materials be incorporated into the design (or
materials with an appearance of wood) for consistency with surrounding homes.

° County Code section 13.11.075(a} (Landscape Design), Countv Code section 13.20.130{d)1
(Blufftop Development) & General Plan Policy 5.10.12 (Development Visible from Urban Scenic
Roads): In addition to the compliance issues listed above, the current design does not use
landscaping to soften the appearance of the proposed developmentfrom view. Although the project
is not located in an area where the structure should be entirely hidden from view by landscaping on
the project site, it is recommended that some landscape elements be incorporated into the design to
break up the mass and scale of the proposed two story residence. The use of small and medium sized
shrubs and at least one tree (possibly deciduous) will he necessary to break up the mass and scale of
the proposed residence and reduce visual impacts to scenic resources (East Cliff Drive & Monterey
Bay viewshed). The intent of the landscape requirement is to balance the screening of the proposed
structure with the streetscape relationship by softening the structure and providing a bridge from the
two story elements down to a human scale.

In summary, all ofthe above listed issues must be addressed in order for Planning Department
staff to make the required findings for approval of your Coastal Development Permit application.
Overall, the design of the structure is in compliance with residential site and development
standards, but the aesthetic considerations in a coastal scenic area will require additional
modifications to the reduce the bulk and mass ofthe proposed structure and to protect scenic
resources as required by County Code and the General Plan.

| understand that this may be your first opportunity to review the above listed compliance issues
and that you may want to discuss them further prior to formally responding. Please let me know
if you would like to meet to discuss these issues and appropriate revisions to the structure and
landscape design. Whether or not you decide to meet, | will require a formal response, either in
the form of a revised project or in a letter stating that you do not intend to revise the design. |
will need this response by 7/23/06 in order to continue processing your application in a timely
manner. 1f no response is received by that date, | will begin preparation of a staff report for your
applicationwhich addresses the issues described above.

Please let me know you have any questions regarding this letter or if you would like to discuss the
issues that | have raised, please contact me at: (831) 454-3218 or e-mail:
randall.adams(@co.santa-cruz.ca.us

Sincerely.

7/ Spa—

Randall Adams
Project Planner
Development Review
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June 27,2006

Randall Adams, Project Planner
Development Review

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean St.

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Your letter of May 23,2006
Application #05-0813; APN 032-223-09
The Swinton Residence. 2-3515 East Cliff Drive

Dear Randall:

We wanted to thank you and Cathy for meeting with us. We both appreciated our discussion. It is
helpful when applicants are provided with an understanding of staffs concerns on any given

project. We appreciate your acknowledgement that “Overall, the design of the structure is in
compliance with residential site and development standards.. ..

From the inception of this project. the Swintons have instructed their architect to design a fully
conforming home. without any need to obtain variances.

In summary, your concerns and offered solutions are

1. Code Section 13.11.072(a)(1) [Compatible Site Design]: In particular, your concern is
that the southwest corner design element “is not compatible with the immediately
surrounding development”, and its “apparent bulk and mass” and “streetscape
relationship”.

Staff is recommending the following change as the sole method of mitigation: The 2™
floor family room be pulled back. Staff has deemed that new two story homes in this
neighborhood should be stepped back on the second floor, as this is the design pattern of
the existing homes.

2. Code Section 13.11.073 [Building Design] & Section 13.20.130[Design Criteriafor
Coastal Development] In particular, the design “creates a tall, powerful.. .appearance
relative to East Cliff Drive, which is out of proportion for this residential street”.

Staff is recommending the following changes as the sole method of mitigation: Breaking
up the glass surface area, reduction in height ofthe southwest stone element, and the use
of wood cladding materials “for consistency with surrounding homes”.

3. Code Section 13.11.075(a} [Landscape Design] & Section 13.20.130(d)1 [Blufftop
Development] and General Plan Policy 5.10.12 [Development Visible From Urban
Scenic Roads]; In particular, “the current design does not use landscaping to soften the
appearance of the proposed development from view”.

Staff is recommending the following changes: “The use of small and medium sized

shrubs and at least one tree...”. Staff would like the inclusion of a tree in the yard facing
East CIiff.

We understand that the focus of your concerns revolve around “apparent bulk and mass”,
“neighborhood compatibility” and “pi-otection of scenic resources”.
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We would like to address staffs concerns and proposed solutions.

I. Compatible Site Design Code Section 13.11.072(a)(1)

Our design effectively addresses the compatibility with surrounding neighborhood and
viewshed by using various architectural design techniques as suggested in code. We do not
subscribe to the “stepped back second floor” design pattern as the sole technique to achieve
site design compatibility. The current design is sited and designed so as to be visually
compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding area, as detailed in the following
discussion, successfully addressing both neighborhood compatibility and viewshed concerns.

Current ordinances do not contain different first and second floor-specific setback
requirements. We have done an analysis of the East Cliff viewshed and disagree with the
implied finding that the two story homes there are set back on the second floor beyond the
15" minimum. In fact, we find that only 3% of two story structures exhibit this pattern.

It should be noted that most of the existing structures (65%) have non-conforming setbacks;
many have two story masses that are within 15’ front yard setback (42% with an average of
approx. 5’). The proposed 2" story component at the southwest comer, which staff suggests
should be set further back, has a minimum front yard setback of 18°-2" and a maximum of
24’-6”. The mass isat an angle to East Cliff Drive. Code calls for a 15’-0 front yard
setback. In fact, if the front yard setback of all the structures in the viewshed were averaged.
this average sethack would be significantly less than 15°-0. [Our data shows this average is
approx. 10°.] Therefore, the proposed two story mass is placed significantly back from the
street, has a greater than the code required set back, and is further back than many of the
existing structures. In fact, the proposed home is located 13-4 back from the existing
residence’s facade. Any impact of the proposed home’s apparent mass is greatly reduced by
this generous set back.

In reference to the general style of the house, we originally looked at doing a very modem
house with flat roofs, glass, and steel. After an initial meeting with neighbors, we rethought
that approach in view of neighbors responses to very modem architecture. The proposed
home now is of a neo-craftsman feel with hipped roof structures, stone base, and multi
window fenestration. This revised design has received exceptionally strong neighbor support.

We feel that the southwest corner element is in keeping with coastal design, giving a sense of
connection to an older, now gone structure, perhaps a old harbormaster’s residence. The stone
is a good neighbor to the cliffs in front of the project. The front fagade of this southwest
element is not massive. In fact, the facade staff suggests be broken up is only 13°-3” across
at the top and 15°-0” at the bottom. The largest unbroken window in this element is 7°-0>
wide, which is the same size as other picture windows along East Cliff. With respect to the
overall design, staff’s suggested change actually increases the apparent bulk and mass, by
removing the vertical articulation that is being used to treat this subjective issue, creating a
larger continuous mass (27’) on the second floor. Additionally, staffs suggestion introduces
an unfinished, single story rectangle that is dis-contiguous to the purposeful vertical
articulation of the proposed design. Our proposed design, as submitted, uses the very
techniques called out in the code: “Theperception of bulk can be minimized by the
articulation of the building wails and roof. " [Section 13.11.030(b) Definitions]

Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area, and the design submitted is not
inconsistent with the existing range. A few one story (15%) and a majority of two story
(85%) homes in the viewshed are present in a variety of sizes and massing. In general, our
studies and the historical findings of the Planning Department indicate that the neighborhood
lacks any defining architectural character or design.

YHIBIT F

-
Y,




Given the generous setbacks and the careful use of the above-described architectural
techniques, the proposed design effectively addresses the subtle apparent bulk and mass
concern of staff. In fact, taken as a whole, the proposed design actually enhances the
viewshed. It complements the Scale of neighboring development.

2. Building Design Code Section 13.11.073 & Design Criteria for Coastal
Development Code Section 13.20.130

The proposed building design is visually compatible and integrated with the character of
surrounding neighborhood. In our studies, we have found that establishing non-compatibility
is difficult in the context of a diverse neighborhood such as this one as there is not a
consistent design or a clear functional relationship between the existing structures. Elements
of the proposed design as well as similar scale and massing are present in this neighborhood.

For example, there are several residences along East Cliff Drive with two story facades
massed along the very front of the parcels. The wide range of architectural styles, sizes,
massing and configuration of structures in this neighborhood accommaodates a broad range of
designs that could be considered complementary if not compatible.. Code Section 13.1 16
states, “Complementarydevelopment does not necessarily mean the imitation or replication
of adjacent development.” Neighborhood compatibility is highly subjective, particularly in
more eclectic neighborhoods, such as this. The proposed project balances building bulk,
mass and scale. within a neighborhood that has a range of architectural styles and sizes of
structures.

In terms of material compatibility, although there are homes with wood siding, half of the
homes (50%) are finished with only stucco and/or stone. On the 1* floor, the white quartz
stone effectively breaks up the glass surfaces, and, on both 1 and 2™ floors, vertical
articulation and multiple fenestration add to this treatment of mass. We feel that the proposed
stone surfaces are compatible with the natural beach setting. In fact, the southwest stone
element is complementary both color to the cliffs and in height to the design. Wood is also a
material that does not do well by the ocean; this reality is recognized as the newer primary
residence construction leans towards the use of stucco alone. Staff recommended some
materials that emulate wood but can withstand the environment. However, this is more of a
subjective suggestion rather than a Code requirement. We already have materials such as
stone, stucco, and copper that will weather beautifully and are natural materials. We are very
uncomfortable using simulated materials, with concerns as to both their initial look and long-
term aging properties. Code states that a fundamental purpose of Chapter 13 is to
“Promote..stimulating creative designfor individual buildings and...encouraging innovative
use gf materials . The proposed design embraces this.

Finally, the proposed building design incorporates all of the elements specified in the Code
for the purpose of creating human interest and reducing apparent scale and bulk. These
include variation in wall plane, roofline, roof plan, detailing, materials, appropriate siting and
the incorporation of building projections.

3. Landscape Design [Code Section 13.11.875(a)], Blufftop Development [Code
Section 13.20.130(d)], & Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads [General
Plan Policy 5.14.12]

After careful re-examination of the submitted landscape plan, it actually incorporates many of
Randall’s suggestions: In the plan; there are shrubs and perennials along East Cliff and along
the west border. We have plantings below the southwest comer feature. This proposed
landscaping does address the Code requirement that “landscaping suitable to the site shall be
used to soften the visual impact of development in the viewshed.” [Chap. 13.20.130(d)1 and
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(c)2]. We are also amenable to adding a tree but have had neighbors concerned that it would
block their views. However, if staff recommends conditioning approval to the addition of a
tree: we would amend our landscape plan to do so. In our survey, we have found that 70%
the homes in the viewshed only use shrubs, groundcover or hardscape to soften visual impact.

We would also like to state that this application was submitted with numerous letters of support
from the neighbors; in fact, we now have in hand over three dozen. We expect even more and,
once all are received, will provide them to you in a single package. The Swintons have lived in
this house for over 20 years, understand their neighborhood first hand, and have met informally
with many of their neighbors. They have been overwhelmed by the preponderance of positive,
supportive responses. They are holding a community meeting an site to further discuss this

project on July 15™. They have sent formal invitations to all neighbors within 300°, as well as
staff and Jan Beautz.

In conclusion, we thank Kathy Graves and Randall Adams for their consideration of our proposal.
At this time, as our design conforms with the neighborhood and all applicable current regulations,
we would like to proceed. The house meets all ordinances in terms of height, setbacks, floor area
ratios, and lot coverage and was deemed to have met all “Visual Compatibility” criteria by the
urban planner, Lany Kasparowitz, in January 2006. We also complied with every requested
change {from Planner Annette Olson’s letter of 27 January) in our completion information
submission on 28 March. Given completeness, we request the proinpt processing of the
application and scheduling on the Zoning Administrator’s calendar.

It is our sincere hope that this letter, and the additional insight and data herein, clarifies and
mitigates the concerns in your letter of 23 May 2006. In light of
*  The above specifics,
* The insight of the dozens of the Swinton’s actual neighbors. who are practical experts in
understanding compatibility in the neighborhood the live in,
= The current ordinances in the Code, and
* The positive, expert evaluation by the Urban Planner in early January,

we respectfully ask you to please objectively evaluate our application and to make the required
findings for approval.

Sincerely:

J/Af@%@’ L/W@
Martha Matson

Architect
MATSON BRITTON ARCHITECTS
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William G, Swinton
for William G. and Alane K. Swinton. Owners




July 13, 2006

Randall Adams. Project Planner
Development Review

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean St.

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Our letter of June 27.2006
Application #05-08 13: APN 032-223-09
The Swinton Residence. 2-3515 East Cliff Drive

HAND DELIVERED
Dear Randall:

Attached please find over three dozen letters and expressions of support for the above application,
as were referenced in our letter of 27 June 2006.

These letters are from our neighbors, who, | submit, are practical experts in neighborhood
compatibility and the East Cliff Drive environs. Please review them as they represent a broad and
diverse insight into this project. Please understand that each neighbor had an opportunity to
review the project plans. including the site survey, photo simulations, elevations, floor plan, etc.
Additionally, a few ofthe neighbors contacted were supportive but not of the disposition to
become involved in a written manner. To date, in all our discussions with our neighbors, we have
yet to find any objections; in fact, we have been amazed at the very positive reaction to, and
understanding of, the design, site plan. and architecture.

Please take special note that included in this package are support from the three immediately
adjacent property owners.

Additionally, after the letters, you will find a chronological file. This was included as this

package will be part of the maierials available to our neighbors during our community meeting,
this Saturday, 15 July 2006, to which you have previously received an invitation.

Sincerely:

Y/

William G . Swinton
for William G. and Alane K. Swinton. Owners

cc:

Cathy Graves, Santa Cruz County Planning

Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer, Santa Cruz County Planning
Tom Bums, Director, Santa Cruz County Planning

Jan Beautz, Supervisor. Santa Cruz County
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20051214_gleason_letter tif {2528x3300x2 1iff)

To whom it may concern:

Subjedt: 2-3515 East CLiff Drive, S.C.

We ar¢ delighted
They have been wonderful
are ankious to upgrade their

We are pleased that the new
hk.ing will be increased. As next-door neighbors,
ject. It can only improve our neighborhood.

d Loyce Gleason
2-3535 East CLiff Drive
Santa [Cruz, Ca. 95062

Cc: Qerry Swinton
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March 15, 2006

Eric Bodnar

117
Sajta Cruz, CA 95062

To

It

34" Avenue

whom It may concern:

n.ascome to my attention that the Swintons intend to

improve their property on East Cliff Drive. It is clear

fr
ant
n
th
na
co
ap

Is

nel

Fi
am|
th
re

sm the plans that the Swintons have put a lot of effort
d thought into the proposed project. 1 feel that the
gque yet modest architecture will be a nice addition to
neighborhood. 1 particularly like the combination of
ural stone and stucco in the design, which I feel will
plementz existing homes in the area. The plan also
ears to address a number of existing non-conformance
ues and improves off-street parking, much needed in our
ghborhood.

ally, as an owner-resident in the Live Oak community, |
encouraged by other owner-residents who wish to improve
ir properties and remain in the neighborhood. ®©wner-
i.dents take pride in their homes, take care of their

»s and make good neighbors.

152 consider this letter my formal endorsement of the
»osed Swinton project.

sectinlly,

O é;jz (eee-

> Bodnar
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March 15,2006

County of santa Cruz
Plapning Dept.

Our names are Man and Michael Dini and we live in the Pleasure Point neighborhood.
We havereviewed the drawings of the new home designed for the Swintons. In our
opinionwe believe the new home would be awonderful addition to the neighborhood. It

has all the design features that we thzak would blend in very nicely with the existing
homes on the street.

Smww

L
MM “

Man and Michael Dini
425 Larch Lane

Santa Cruz, CA 95062
Home Ph 831.464.8547
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March 15 2006

Gerry & Alane Swinion
2-3515 East Cliff Drive
Santa Cnjz, CA. 95062

Dear Ge | ' and Alane,
ufa

Congrat’3 tions on your new house design. Susie and | have looked at the proposed
elevatio''Pthat you dropped by. We heartilyencourage you to proceedwith your plansand
believe t | t it will make afine addition to our neighborhood.

As you K'8%w we demolished our old house and builta new home about three years ago. It
was wor' >rful to get out of that old drafty house and in to the new one. Our heating bill
was cut | half and it was greatto be able to park our automobiles in a real garage.

u

k with your new project. We look forward to observingthe construction as you
move fo lard.

Very truly|yours,

Don & Supie Snyder
2-3645 East Cliff Drive
Santa Cniz. CA. 95062

k\MSDFFIC'E\WDI;WMM 1.doe
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PAGE HONORIO
319 35 TH AVE
SANTA CRUZ,CA 95062

TO SANTA CRUZ COUNTY PLANNING DEPT 3/22/2006

TOWHOM ITMAY CONCERN.| AM A NEIGHBOR OF WILLIAM AND ALANE SWINTON

| HAVE SEEN THE PLANS FOR THERE REPLACEMENT HOUSE. |WOULDWELCOME

THE NEW HOUSEAND BELIEVEIT IS GOING TO IMPROVE ARE NEIGHBORHOOD
THANK YOU

PAGE HONORIO

-49-
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MMancl, 23, 2006
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rch 23, 2006

Ita Cruz Planning Dept.
Ita Cruz, CA

- e 3

Whom |t May Concem:

m writing tbls letter to state my views on the Project for
William and Alane Swinton’s Replacement House at 2-3515
st Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz, CA 95062.

My name is JOANnN Resteigen and | own the property at
300- 35 Avenue (Parcel Number: 032-223-41)) and share
z alley with William and Alane Swinton. | bavegone over
ie plans and drawings for the proposed project and find
«em 10 be beautifully designed. what a lovely addition

is will be 1 our neighborhood. | am particularly pleased

d two on the property). Thiswill be greatly appreciated
those ofus who must use the alley toget to our own

» Ann Restelgen
W - 35™ Avenue
inta Cruz, CA 95062

-51-
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03724%6

Sarnta = ruz County Planning Department

RE: BROJECT

Willian) and Alane Swinton's Replacement House
2-351§ East Cliff Drive

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

To Wr*)m It May concerm;

We both concur that William and Alane Swinton are doing to the best of their abilﬂg o
enhance our neighborhood by remodeling their home by the guidelines of Santa Cruz
County. This is something that we both have viewed on their proposed plans and have to
agree that the project 1s to our liking

Respertiully;
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Transcript of voice message rcv’d early June 2006 from

Bill O*Neill
2-3701 E. Cliff Dr.
and

2-3705 E. CIiff Dt.

“Hi Gerry. My name is Bill O*Neili. I'm at2-3705. You sent me or you called me1 believe regarding
you’re building something. I’'m out of town; I’'m out of town most of the tune. Hey listen, | have no

objection to you doing what you want to do on your property -- nothing no objection whatsoever. So there

you go. You can put my name do as - or something on the petition; whatever you want lo do.

-56
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L2008

; e

Re Wilham & Alane Swanron's Replacment Home @ 23315 E CIEF D, 50 95062

i
Tt Sunty Cruz Go. Phnnmg, Tlepr & Wham [t Mae Cencerre

‘_ Fhave weviewed the plans of my nmgh'h(:rs. Williara wd Slane, To: ther replacement home. | am pleased
with the desymn.

!

E 1 replaces ah oki. dilapidared siructuce, warh s e hame tha will be « weloome addinon re eoc
ncléhbnnrhnud.

: When cosmpleted, i waill improve E Cuft Dinve.

i
i
i Siscerel,
I 1 P
s NPE e T - Eiad; §
H — '
TN ritre (b
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20060605 _spence_letter tif (2528x3300x2 1iff)

Sapta Cruz County Planning Dept.

Ref:

Prrp;ect for William and Alane Swinton’s Replacement Home
2-3515 East Cliff Dr.

Santa Cruz, Ca 95062

i .
Ta whom It may concemn,

T\aﬂ' name S Eric Spence and 1 Jive at 301 36 ave, Sania Oraz Ch.
Mg Swintons home is visible trom the upstairs living area of our
home. 1have spoken to Mr. Swinton regarding the plans he has to
remodel/rebuild his current structure. After reviewing bis piaps, 1
fulfly support him I his proposal.

I behcve that the new home would be an improvement to the
vkrali ook and appeal of East Cliff Dr. and fully conforms to the
other residences located In and arcund the East Cliff D vicinity.

{‘n;r peighberhood homes are an eclectic coilection of architectne
angl designs and | believe that the design of the Swinton’s proposed
strzeture Would further enhance the special characteristics of our
nelghborhood that make it so special.

THank you for your consideration

f

Eric Spence
831 475-4637
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June 2. 2006

Beddis B oteont
T S B R
BRETY M Kivapvi

;
Santa €ruz County Planning Departiient

CRer William and Alane Swinton's Replacement Home
: 2-3515 East CLff Drive
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

To Whom 11 May Concern:

! . - . TN — .

i ! reside at 328 35" Ave., Sama Cruz, and was recently contacled by Mr. William “Gemy?
Swinton reparding his above-referenced replacement home. Twrite o inform you that Mr. Swinton
has shawn me his proposed plans. including an artist rendering of the completed replacement hame.
and | cannot find amvthing relating to the project which would be ahjectionsble or inconsistent with
the character ot the surrounding neighbarhood.

“1 any hopeful that the Planning Department will allow the Swinlons project o procesd. as
! feel! it will enhance the area. Thank you.

Very trody yours,

BOOK & BOOK, LLP

} 7
o~ P VeV e
By o i
¥ (W] !

TASON R. BOOK. Partner

IRB:jsb
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NICK TROWBERIDGE

Jime 3, 20006

Re Nl & Mane Swinron’s Replaciwnr Home

TO:

14

Crie Cor Planning Dep

anfa Cruz Co Zgoing Boand
i . - ;

angu Cruz Coo Planming Board

!

Whim Tr Moy Concern:

[Zgrs

U fave reviewid the plans of my Jong time neighbazs, Williao dad Alewe, for thoir p:p}a(:émcnr home. |
am very pleased with the quality and thoughtFuliess ai the desgn. [ an especnlly pleased wath: their chioice
towld o udly eontorming home.

i
{1 have fived tn Uleasure Powr toc she puse 30 vears [ ows 223630 J CBAY Droand alse awn 34§ 38
Avdoue, and have bved o both. Borh are part of the Eay

CHIN Drve neighbothond.

| suef and walk B ClE ofico and appteciace and understnd the ransiien of the neghborhood [from
eachonn /2™ horts, coastructed with ficde regurd o minteals wod design, 1o primary sesidenses Aping, g |
might sac ugly. stncheres are bemg thoughetully replaced as emd-o Rt is heing reached. The Swwinton P?%ietl‘
and the architectural nterest of its design, s 4t excellent cxample of Inng ume reswlents thuug\{rfullj'
IMIOTIng Hur nei:ghbmhond. ’

The Swiniwn project is 2 wonderbul improvement te £ CHIE Dave  10s companble wath the ncighbeshacd
and will improve the visual gualine of B CRE Deive

! It zepiaces an ughy aud ditapedated steactare, with o besnafol ome thas will be o weleome additien vy oee
chummn‘. Lbe Swinrans' chowee of a low K
disrract feom the woaderful calors af the ocean and sk Addionually, the posinoning of the home oo the

olors, black, brown, aud whire, and of ana-retlecnve glass will

no
Iy virhin xad even exceeding the pummum seracks, 5 8 refreshmy wprovement in comparison 1o the exising
stabe of aftairs Whew | compre thes modest home design o the extremely mussive aew 7 fownhouse project
on B, UL and oo sxasting stovcinces, that are bierally mglin onothe streer b hnd the Sazoton home, bhoth in wae.

férhn, and lat posiion o Le very appaoprinte

i 1 urge all cnacerned ko approve dus projec as designed wirh all hasre and look forwacd 19 s compleson.

~Smeertely,
~ -t

MICA CTROWIE TG TS T U s Y R AR A R T USR]
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T

Re: Wiliam & Alane Swinton's Replacoment Home (@ 2-3519 E CLfE Dr. SC 05002
|

l'()élSznnn Cruz Co. Planging Dept. & Whom 1t May Concern,
i

i1 have reviewed the plans of my neghburs, William ard anc, Lor dree eeplacement bome. 1 am pleased
with the design.

Tt replaccs an old, dilapsdnted strncture, wath W e home thar wtll be o welcome adeiuon fo oin

m:it_‘i)l:\nmhmxl.

hen completed, it will improve E CLES Dnve

Sincercly,

Neange

: - |
Address: fos - 4 *

62




20060604 _cubillo_letter if (2528x3300%2 tiff}

Re: ‘i("l]lixrn & Alanie Swintun’s Replacment Home (i 234515 BT T 50 93002
|
TCrSanta Cruz Ci Maaning Depr. & Whom It May Concern:

1 have reviewed the plans of my oeighbors, William and dlane, oo theis weplacemen) home 1 am pldased
withithe desim

At ecplices an ofd, diapitaied strucroec, with a e home thar wall be o weleame addmon e out
|
nugphnorhcud

Nehen complered, ot will improve I ORI Dave.

Nate:

Address

_63_
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20660605 _hessonrichard_letter tif (2528x3300x2 tiff)

libuts, Wallam aoc Alane. fo therr replacement hoine. Tarn pleused

TOHSunt Cruz Co. Planning Depr. & Whom Tt May Cuneern

\
T have roviewerd the plans of mw neig
e with 4 e home thar wil he » welconr addipon te e

the desin.

witl
1t wweplaces an old. dilapidared stoucon
neghboothoarl.
“.‘(«'hr:n comphéted, it will sprove E CLIT Dpve
3
Eircevedy, f:‘{ .'!d
/] /
-1 b
R ’in—
i

i O
1 kAT
i { s g : :i ) i.
. MName ﬁﬂi‘,{_{f‘[’é —-#{/;ibdfd' lr"r
'
Address é‘; ":_) {W,{t,' ’,-f‘yi.frf
P /i
Darzs U4~

BT F

EAH
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u;ff“ 2

Re Willam & Ahure Swinon’s Replacsnent Home 2 ARIS B D 20 030

ata Cenz Uo Plannmg Depr & Whow I May Concenn

| have revipwed the plaos of my noghboes. Willam aid Ahane, toe their replacement home. 1 am plessed

witht the desipn and rhe Fact shat they chonse 1w boild + &

v ronloruung bome

[t replaces an old. dilapidared sireciore. with 2 beaunfud home at wil) be o welcome sddman 1z our
umximuml}‘

|

'\‘('hen I compare this design 16 the exiremcly massve new 7 wwnhouse project on £ Chif, and 10 exisung
strutroves, that are Yieerally gglvt on the sieer ] find the designo 1o be appropnare. Eien um\p]rrcd. if wailt
wmgrove B CLff Drve

|

Sincerely, :

- gc, / x/ ¢ g Beuf ' B,

7 E&w @ e

i i

E el ress

7 St Caan,

: F C
: ;
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Mike Bvans

371 8" Ave

Santa Cruz, CA S5062
{431y 474-5071

Tung 6, 2006

Sarda Cruz County Planning Department

To Whom h May Concern

Project

William and Al2ne Swinton's Replacement Home
2-3515 East Clift Drive

Sarita Crue, CA 95062

As a 15+ year user and former resident of Mensure Poim | can see no deferment in the
Swinton’s replacing their existing house ané in fagt Lihink o will enhaoce Fast CHFF
Drive and its promenade.

Sirgerely,

i
i
H




20060607 _sextonhogan_letter tif (2528x3300x2 tiff)

Sam Sexton and Diane Hogan
3433 Saint Deyns
Santa Cruz CA 85082
: USA
Home Phone USA 1-831- 476-8081

June 07 2006

To W‘hmfn h May Concern
Sama Ctuz County Planining Department

Re. William and Alane Swinton's Replacement House Project
2.351% Baat CLiff Gmwe
Sapta Cruz, €4 95062

i
Dear Sin-or Madame:

M. Sw‘ix"tnn. a neartry neighbor, appraached my wife and i with his pians for replacing his current home. We
have livegd in our heme for more thon 39 years. He has been in &ds for more than 20 vears. He indicated tiéat his
Tor was confornumg and that he was WNOT requesting a variance of any type. He will be below allowable besght, he
wili have ali building setbacks equal 1o or greates than currently required minimums. He has pians for a garage
and off street parking. He does not have plans for & “granmy wnit”, nos does he have plans for a third floor deck

In revieviing ibe plans;he pravided, the home appeared modest w size and appears to both fit the size of the Tot and
the surrcunding structures.

i
My wife and ¥ support his proposed buslding plans and encourage the County and the Coastal Camniission 4o
approve his request

Sincerely,

l=] l“‘\ AN Pt
RN

e

oy ST

a ; e S i

R P2 R ¥ PV S
& Sexton and Diane Hogar

-H7 -
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20060608 _bookdennisjoan_letter if (2528x3300x2 tiff)

June 8. 2006

Sant: sz County Planning Department

e William and Afane Swinton’s Replacement Home
2-3515 East Cliff Drive
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

To¥  nai May Concern:
Je reside at 121 Anchomape hue.. Santa Cruz and were cecently contacted by Mr William

“Ger  jwinton regarding his above-teferenced replacement home.  Afler seviewing his proposed
plan:  :luding an artist rendering of the completed replacement home, we do not find the projec
to be  ectionable or inconsistent with the characte: of the surrounding neighborhnad

:

I N . . . . .

! We are hopefil that the Planning Departrent will aliow the Swintons™ project to proceed

as we feel it will enhance the area. Thank you.

Very truly yours, -
/

-68.
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L5515 FOOhiE U 31095062

.
Re Yalliarn & Alane Swamen's Replacmen Home @&
|

wi%ane Prue Co Plaoing Depe & Whomn 1M Concen

i have tevaewed the plans of my meglibow, Wiham sod Aane, for thew weplacement home. T anz pieased

wathithe desyn

I replaves an old. diligdated swucrre, with womee home thes will e w welvcone aibinon 1

:1c1gi1br_n_1xh(md.
|

%\‘i-'hm completed, 11 will iImprove E Chff Drnve.

Sncetely,

R
Py

e~

o P T

Do 2o
PR ./:ré-’f'.-

Mame oS

Mddress:

-H9 -
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i

Re: “Fv‘i]ljmn & Alnge Swintow's Replacmen: Home @ 235 L ST UAUG2
i -

{0y Santa Craz Ooc Planning Dept & Whenn It May Concein:

1 have tevicwed the plans of my neighhors, William and Alute, Tor sheir replacement home: 1am pleasid
with{the design :

Ir replaces a oid, dilapidared sirucrure. with 2 nice bome thar will be a welcome addifion i our

ne'xg!‘lhnurh\lod

iWheo complag:d, u wall improve E CLfE Tonve.

Sincerely,
i F . *r‘ . iy 7
i [ A v N
! .. -
; S S i -
i e : -
: Mane:
I 3
i viddress:

T
[E P LR
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| . 2 e an06

E
Re P-'-'ll!znm & Alane Swimtan’s Replacment Home @l 2-3515 15 CHEF Dy, SC 95062
TOH Sunea Cruz Con PMasning Dept & Whom It May Coseern:

;l have reviewed 1he plans of my neighbors, Willom and Alape, for theiy replacement home, [ am pliased
wiilt the design

;]1 replaces wn old. dilipdared swnctare, with 4 nge hume that will be 3 welcome addinan oour
nrlg})hnmhnml,

When completed, nwill mmprove E Chitf Dirve

Sincerely,

NN G
Same TS :)‘ 5\‘--&"” T
Address At
<y £ A&

T EXHIBIT
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L2

{
|
i
H

Re: William & Alane Swinten'’s Replicaent Home 8 LRSI ROV £ 50 28062
i

1 ()LéSilul‘:l Cruv. Cé Planning Depr. & Whom T May Concan
i

3 have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, Wil wnd Alane. For thew replarement home | am pld‘wut
withi the design

H

|

it replaces an old, dilupidaied siraiove with o e fonre e wd) e o welrome addimon oo
m:i@}borhood,whinh s 2 mix of homes of vinuus sivles, vses and aues

{When completed as designed, u wall improve E ChEf Trve

amverely,

Nanm: oan

selulyess e [T UE R S
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230 E EmpireSt
Grass Valley Ca 95945
June 12 2006

Santa Cruz Planning Dept.
To Whbm it May Concern:

| reprei;ent the owners of the house at 301 35th St. 1 have reviewed the proposed
%rojectgof William and Alane Swinmntg replace their current house at 2-3515 Easrt Ciitt
rive with a new building. We do not have any objections 1o the proposed project

Sincergly

o ! e ; ~
-3/

T

A ;

e deade D0
James!E Chargin Trustee
Ellen¥ CharginTrust

-73-

EXHIBIT F




20060612_friday_ietler tif (2528x3300x2 tith)

June 62.2006

The Qanta Cruz County Planning Department
Santa Cruz, California

i
To Wbom it May Concern.

My n :me ic NDian M. Friday and I'mthe owner, and resident at 228 35th
Ave. Hanta Cruz. 95062. NKr neighbors, William and Alane Swinton are in
the proces_ Of trying to build their replacement home at 2-3515 East Cliff

Dr. tview thei home directly, and would like to give my total support for
their qro;ect.

The éwinton's new home will be in my direct line of sight, and from the
plans: drawings, and computer projections I've seen of their new héme, |
think It will be absolutely beautiful. Ithink it will look fabulous on East CIiff,
as it will preservethe current neighborhood ambiance of different styles of
homes. | find their planned home to be unique, beautiful, and fittingi inwell
with the Pleasure Point neighborhood. t fully encourage you to let them
proceed with the building of their new home.

One pf the best things of living in Pleasure Point is that we are an eciectic
neighborhood. Evervone has a unigue home. My home doesn't look like
anybody else’t and | likethat. The Swinton's new home will be unique as
well, and } feel it's a huge positive for the neighborhood to Rave a new
and Beautiful home.

¥m extremely lucky inthat Im living in my dream home on Pleasure Point.
SerioTJsiy, it couldn't get any better living by the ocean in a wonderful area.
I fully encourage and support the Swintons with their project, and hope
that you grant them the necessary permits to begin the construction of their
drearmn home.

I'd bé happy to provide any other information.
Thank you very much,

"’ﬂ} - ! e o t";'l .
Diane M. Friday, Owner'and Pleasure Point Resident
225 35th Ave,
Santa Gruz, CA 95062
cell 408-455-9453
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20060612_wells_letter. tif (2528x3300x2 1iff)
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23307 B ORE D S0 03062

Re: T\"ﬂhum & Alioe Seanon's Replacment Home |
]

TeadSanm Conz Coo Planomy Depr d Whoo T oy O

1 have reviewed the plaos ol my neghbors, Wil wid Al tor thew replacement home. 1 aro ples: J
with i desipn

it replaces an old, ditapidwied struciure, sath o wse home that wall be o welcome addiven ke
aeighborheod, which is 4 mux of honses of vanous stvles, ases and ages

When completed 2> designnd. st wall improve F CRIE Do

sincerely,
; T
! s
i Tt
i
amwe
|

Address:
.
2
1
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16 June 2006

Message from Claire St. Laurent, St. Laurent Enterprises LLC
2-3505 E. Cliff Dr

&

2-3665 E. Cliff Dr.

Message from Ms. Laurent’s assistant
e Am out of town

o Assistant authorized to talk on behalf
e Haveno disagreement / problem with project. Will not objectin any way to county

" EXHIBIT F




20060617 _stevens_letter 1if (2528x3300x2 1iff)

furie 17, 2006
|

i
Re: ,lWilliﬂm & Alane Swinton's Replacment 1Home
Sanga Cruz Co. Planning Dept.

To Whmrl it May Concenn
it have lived in Pleasure Point at my current residence for 21 years and before that have fived
on F\e Print on and off since 1961. [ have seen the continuous change that our neighborhood ‘gnes
thrugh.  This.continuous change  an essentisd element of the character af Pleasure Poinl. 1 is
a tangible and visible sign of the freedom thal embodies this neighborhood.

i1 walk the tength of East Cliff Drive almost everyday | see the eclectic mix of structutes; |
see|the history and the change that is elemental here. Some of our existing homes are the last of
early vacation homes. Sume are simply large boxes right an the street. [n an dverview, our
peighborhood is a randon mux of randem styles of varjous ages.

3

i Regarding the Swanton home, 1 have reviewed therr plans and simulated imagps. 1 find the
design pleasing. 1t is ot a huge home. The Swintuns will live in it 1t is not a specthome ~ what
a wWonderful concept! 1t is tasteful and subtly minimal.  When finished, it will be a wonderful
en)‘ancemenl to Fast Cliff Drive, ) : :

' [ finid that the Swintons' design is exceptonally pleasing to the eye. ‘The choice of rolet, the
var?ation in the facade, as the bouse steps Dack into to the lot — all at these are inspiring,
repiresenting a wonderful architectural interesl. 1 whotly support their design and find it to be
cothpatible with.our eclectic neighborhoud. It will improve the visual quality of E CIff Drive.

[:-Furﬂwmwre, it represents welcome diversity. especially given the seeming dverwhehmng
adifiition of repetitive pseude Spanish / {range County new spec construction that has recently
appeared, |The 7 new houses east of 38" Ave and thr 2 new spec houses bebweern: the lagoon at
26' heach and 26 Avenue are notable examples of this massive, repetitive theme.)

i sumnuary  am tulle supportive of te design nots current torm and urge all concerned to
apfrrove this prgject '

i Sincerely,

g - ]
; o )
! ¢ u-i-@ﬁép A—,l’ N gt
Nat Stevens =~ v : Ty
2-3451 L. Cliff Dr.
Sanla Cruz, CA 95062




20060619_novak_letter tif (2528x3300x2 Liffy

!
‘2’:‘1“1 L 2une

i E CRE L 300 Be0eE

e fam & Mane Swineons Replicmenr Heme 1
T oz Cruz Ceor Planmng Dept. & Wham D May Comeens

rave reviewed the plans of my neighbos, Wilham aad Alaae, for thetr replacenient home | wn pheased

. esign

replaces an old, dilapidaced svencrre, With & mer pome rhar will e n welcorne addinon {¢ ows

anthood

‘hen completed, it will improve K CHll Love

Swicerely,

PR /
At M A
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20060619_sutherand_letter 1if (2528x3300x2 tiff)

&

Rg_?\ﬂ-ﬁuu\m W Alane Swinliom s Rt‘llm‘,mtlli Hame (lﬁ' 25518 1 CLE Oy, 5095002
i

TUé Santa Cruz Co. Plunmng Depr & Whom {t May Coneern:
!

i -
i ave roviewed the plans of my neyhboes, Willium and Abune, {0 thew replwement home, T an plessed

with the design

“1 weplaces an old. dilapadaredt srructuee, with @ uee home thar will be o weleune addimisg 0 aur

m:léhhm‘nrho-)d

W hen votnplieied, ool mapreye BRI Dove.

Sncerehy,

i
i
i
I

,#'1_‘,_, -‘q_:._ \AA/E;‘JL\_Q- : M

. er ;
: O
" A L
!
H s
: adidress P I R

7L 20k
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20060626 _christensen_letter.tif (2528x3300x2 tiff)

June 26, 2006

R:md.m Adams, Project Planner
Coungy of Santa Cruz

Planning Department

701 Ocean Street, 4" Floor
Santa :Cruz, CA 75060

i
Re: Application No. 05-0813  Assessor’s Parcel No.(32-223-0 Owner: Swinton

Dear MI Adams:

|
| am vdrmng to express my view cf the above referenced project. | am a neighboring property
owneriand have reviewed the Swinton’s plans. 1 zm fully supporiive of their design. As you
know, ithe project is in compliance with residentiat and develepment standards n addstion. the
project is sitnated within all the proper setbacks. especially with respect to its streetscape
relatichship with East Cliff Drive.

| have Seen your letter to the Swinton'a regarding the Planning staffs concerns with the project.
| strongly disagree with the opinion that the design is not compatible with surrounding
development. Furthermore, the proposed design 1s neither massive nor bulky The use of glass
and slme. actually gives the structure a graceful appearance. The window appointment makes the
strucrure transparent. The gaze of a pedestrian looking.at the structure would be drawn directly
threugh the glass into the heart of the house. It is human 1n scale.

| aiso like the relationship of the second fisar family room as it currently situated over bedroom
#l and frould not like to see it pulled back to line up with the dining room. Doing this would
destroyithe elegantarchitecture. As is. the design scales back beautifully from the front west
comer elevation to.the front east comer elevation. On the whale, the front elevation has titc
feeling bf a gentle undulation. | feel the use of stune and glass is simplistic, modest and vary
attractive

1hope you will take my opinion into consideration. As a neighbor,long time Plcasure Point
remdeni and propertyowrer, | believe the design is compatible with cur reighborhiood and will
enhizgce the Scenic beauty along East Cliff Drive Please apprave the project design as submitied
and do ;lmt request that the owner make any changes to the original design.

Thank :,iou for your Consideration in this mater.

Phyilis }Zhrislﬂnsen
2" Avenue

Santa cfuz, CA 95062
i

c¢ Jan Beautz, District 1 Supervisor
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20060627 _schrudt_letter Lif (2528x3300x2 tiff)

Date: June 21. 2006

To:: Smta Cruz County Planning Department & Whom It May Concern

Re::  William and Alane Swinton’s Replacement Home at 2-351S East Cliff Dr.. SC,
95062

We ?have reviewed the plans tor the replacement home 0f William and Alane Swiriton gru
are pleased with the design As homeowners io Pleasure Poiat, we fex! the e home
willibe a welcome additionto the neighborhood and will improve the look o fEast Cliff
Drive.

Sincerely.

David and Suzanne Schmidt
220 34™ Avenue
Sama Cruz, CA 95062
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July 20, 2006

Randall Adams, Project Planner

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean St.

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Community Meeting held 15 July 2006 at
The Swinton Residence, 2-3515 East Cliff Drive
Application #05-0813; AAN032-223-09

Dear Randall:

We’re sorry You were not able to attend our community meeting, held at our home on Saturday,
15July 2006. The meeting was successful. This letter may help you get a sense of what
happened.

All the neighbors in the 300’ notice zone were invited via U.S. mail, as were you, other members
of the Planning Department, and our district Supervisor. Our architects were present, ready to
answer any questions about the design, its conformance to existing code, or any other matter that
might have arisen.

Over 35 people attended the meeting. It was so busy that we had a hard time keeping up with the
sign-in sheet — we missed some of the attendees. Attached please find a copy of this sheet with
25 sign ins. Several passer-bys also dropped in. Supervisor Beautz was kind enough to attend,
along with her assistant Mr. Reetz. She and Mr. Reetz stayed for the entire, almost 2-hour
meeting, and were able to hear first hand the neighbors’ views concerning the proposed project.
Further on in this letter, we will summarize these views.

At the meeting, many exhibits were provided to help simulate discussion and help the neighbors
V|suallze the project on the actual site. These exhibits included:

The project plans and materials, including blueprints, photomontages, the site survey, FAR
worksheet, etc.
* A photographic study of East Cliff Drive
A photographic study of recent and in-progress construction in Pleasure Point
The Urban Designer’s Design Review report
Copies of several recent Planning Department findings, each of which acknowledged the
eeneral diversity of the Pleasure Point neighborhood, the lack of consistent design and clear
functional relationships between existing structures, and the wide range of architectural
styles, sizes, massing and configuration within the neighborhood.
A map of the parcels, illustrating from which written letters of support for the current plans
had already been received.
= A chronological file of the various documents and correspondence
= Mark-offs on the site of the various comers of the new residence.

These exhibits did indeed stimulate vigorous discussion amongst residents and with our
supervisor. The discussion was exclusively one-sided with sentiments, as best we were able to
capture, such as
“..it’s beautiful.. .”,
Cfitsin..”,
...what’swrong with it ? it’s fine by me and others I’vetalked to...”,
...it’snot very big at all....”,
...what’sthe problem...I can’t wait for it to be finished...”,
...whenwill this be approved...”,
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“...theSwintons have done a good job...”,

“...compared to the other houses on the street, this is pleasing to the eye...”,
“_..it’sreally a lot further back than the existing structure or the other houses on the
street...”

*“...when do you get started...what’sthe holdup...”

**...what are the next steps...”

etc

No negative sentiment of any kind was made known to us.

Almost all neighbors went on a walking tour of the site, looking at the various comers,
visualizing the different rooms, the position of the garage, the setbacks, and the relationship to
other buildings. It is important to note that many were amazed at the large setback distance that
the southwest comer if from E. Cliff (-25”)and how the building comer begins in the hack half
of the house next door to the west. Some thought that this distance back from East Cliff Drive
was “alot” and that “the building next door would be in the way...”. We were careful to explain
that this penerous setback is intentional.

On these walking tours, neighbors also expressed happiness with the additional 3 off-street
parking spots, the relatively modest size of the house, and its position on the lot —further back
than most residences on the street. After these walking tours, the understanding that the design is
within all current limits regarding height, setbacks, size / floor area, etc., and seeing the map
depicting the broad neighborhood support i1 place, many neighbors questioned our supervisor
regarding the unclear process that has led to the current state of affairs.

In summary, we were surprised at the attendance, the excitement among our neighbors, and their
support. We met some new neighbors, whom we had previously not been successful in
contacting by knocking door-to-door, received 2 additional letters of support at the meeting, and
were promised of several more forthcoming in the next week. The neighbors appeared to be
pleased to see their Supervisor in attendance and welcomed the opportunity to give her their
feedback in person.

'iﬂ_i,ﬂén G. Swinton
for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners

cc:

Annette Olson, Planner

Cathy Graves: Planner

Lany Kasparowitz, Urban Designer

Tom Bums, Planning Director

Jan Beautz, Santa Cruz County Supervisor
Martha Matson, Architect




Community Meeting SIGN IN SHEET
15 July 2006
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Community Meeting SIGN IN SHEET
L3 July 2006
The Swinton Residence
2-3515 East Chil Drive

Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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July 24,2006

Randall Adams, Project Planner

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department
701 Ocean 3t.

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Additional Information re Community Meeting held 15 July 2006 at
The Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East CIiff Drive

Application #(5-0813; APN 032-223-09 VIA E-MAIL and U.S. MAIL

Dear Randall:

After sending you the report on our Community meeting, 1realized that it may he helpful for you
to visually understand the siting of the home, especially with respect to the existing home to the
west, as the generous setback of the southwest comer of our proposed home was much discussed
topic at the meeting. Please recall from my previous letter of the 20" of July, that during the

community meeting, many of the neighbors, when on awalking tour of the site, were amazed at
the generous zad intentional setback of this clement of the design.

Attached please find some snapshots taken from the approximate position of the southwest comer
of our design. [Note: The current structure is only 4’ from the west property line, and thus, | was

unable to actually stand at the comer of the new design as this comer is | ’ east into the existing
home.

Please note that the front, south fagade of our proposed home begins at a position that is only
approximately 3’ forward of the rear of the existing, neighboring structure to the west. This can
be seen in the attached images.

| thought this information might help you to understand the modest size of our proposed design
and its generous and streetscape aware setbacks.

Again, In light of

»  The above information,

» The insight ofthe dozens of the Swinton’s actual neighbors, who are practical experts in
understanding compatibility in the neighborhood the live in, and the neighbors’
overwhelmingly positive response received at the community meeting,

» The proposed design’s madesr size and full conformance with all setback, height, FAR,
and site coverage ratios,

* The current ordinances in the Code, and

= The positive, expert evaluation by the Urban Planner in January,

1 respectfully ask you to please objectively evaluate our application and to make the required
findings for approval.

Y-
.rf’? o ¥ —__,'!
A
illham G. Swinton

for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners

cc:

Annette Olson, Planner

Cathy Graves, Planner

Larry Kasparowitz. Urban Designer

Tom Burns, Planning Director

Jan Beautz, Santa Cruz County Supervisol
Martha Matson, Architect
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COPYRIGHT 2006, Whiiam G. Siwinton.
ALL RIGHTS REGBRVED

BOPYRIGHT 2005, Wiiliam G. Swinton.
AL RIGHTS RESERVED

VIEW FROM APPROX. SW CORENER OF DESIGN looking towards property cornr in Date

palm over 25’ feet away
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COPYRIGHT 2006, William G. Swinton
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED

VIEW FROM PROX. SO RENER OF DESIGN looking to west perpendicular to
property —Note: Front, south fagade of our proposed home begins at a position that is only
approximately 3’ forward of the rear of the existing, neighboring structure to the west
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COUNTY 0F SANTA CRUZ
DISCRETIONARY  APPLICATON  COMMENTS

Project Planner: Randall Adams Date: August 14, 200¢
Application No.: 05-0813 Time: 11:18:58
APN: 032-223-09 Page: 1

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments
========= REVIEW ON JANUARY 13. 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASS| =========
Please show on the site plan the entire width of East Cliff Drive and the edge of

the bluff. Measure on the site plan distance from existing house to edge of bluff
and distance from proposed house to edge of bluff.

This project will require a soils report, please submit two copies of the report
when complete. A list of recommended soils engineers is available upon request. Call

Received revised plans, replacement SFD will be located 55-60 feet from edge of
bluff, with E.CTiff Drive in between. This distance is sufficient enough to
eliminate the requirement for the 100-year determination. The structure to be re
placed is currently 45 feet from the edge of the bluff.
Soils report has been reviewed and accepted

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Conments

========= REVIEW ON JANUARY 13, 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASS| ======—
========= UPDATED ON APRIL 21, 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASS| =========

A plan review letter from the soils engineer will be required at building permit
stage.

An erosion control planwill be required at building permit stage
Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments
LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FCR THIS AGENCY
The proposed stormwater management plan is approved for discretionary stage Storm-

water Management review. Please see miscellaneous comments for items to be addressed

inthe building application stage. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 24, 2006 BY DAVID W
SIMS =========

No new comment

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Conments

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR THIS AGENCY

Miscellaneous: Items to be addressed with the building plans.

General Plan policies: http://www.sccoplanning.com/pdf/generalplan/toc.pdf 7.23.1
New Development 7.23.2 Minimizing Impervious Surfaces 7.23.4 Downstream Impact As-
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Randall Adams Date: August 14, 2006
Application No.: 05-0813 Time: 11:18:58
APN: 032-223-09 Page: 2

sessments 7.23.5 Control Surface Runoff

The plan was found to need the following additional information and revisions,
consistent with the policies listed above, prior to approving building plans.

1) Please provide an itemized table of all impervious surfacing for existing and
proposed conditions. Indicate mitigation measures to treat new impacts from the
redevelopment, effectively holding runoff levels to pre-development rates. The dis
charge of downspouts to splashblocks is a beneficial measure to limit impacts, but
mey not be sufficient as the only means.

2) The flagstones set in sand help to meet goals to minimize impervious surfacing.
Please provide a sectioned construction detail with the building plans.

3) Please fully describe and illustrate on the plans the offsite routing of all run-
off to a County maintained inlet(s). Note any inadequacies in these flowpaths, such
as ponding. Note the presence and transition between ditches. curbs, etc.. . along
the length of the flowpaths.

4) The property slopes at approximately a 1%grade from the NE corner to the SW
corner. Indicate where there is a potential for runoff to be received onto this
property or to be released onto neighboring property. Provide any necessary measures
to control harmful impacts

5) County policy requires topography be shown a minimum of 50 feet beyond the
project work limits. Please provide information to these extents, sufficient to
evaluate local drainage patterns.

6) Applicant should provide drainage informationto a level addressed in the
"Drainage Guidelines for Single Family Residences” ﬁ)mvi(dled by time Pianming Dsgmarn-
ment. This may be obtained online: http://www.sccoplanning._com/brochures/drain.htm

A drainage impact fee will be assessed on the net increase in impervious area. The
fees are currently $0.90 per square foot, and are assessed upon permit issuance.
Reduced fees are assessed for semi-pervious surfacing to offset costs and encourage
more extensive use of these materials

You mey be eligible for fee credits for pre-existing impervious areas to be
demolished. To be entitled for credits for pre-existing impervious areas, please
submit documentation of permitted structures to establish eligibility. Documenta-
tions such as assessor's records, surveys records, orother official records that
will help establish and determine the dates they were built, the structure foot-
print. or to confirm if a building permit was previously issued is accepted.

Because this application is incomplete in addressing County requirements. resulting
revisions and additions will necessitate further review comment and possibly dif-
ferent or additional requirements

All resubmittals shall be made through the Planning Department. Materials left with
Public Works may be returned by mail, with resulting delays.
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Discretionary Comments - Continued

Project Planner: Randall Adams Date: August 14, 2006
Application No.: 05-0813 Time: 11:18:58
APN: 032-223-09 Page: 3
Please call the Dept. of Public Works. Stormwater Management Section, from 8:00 am
to %2:00 noon if you have questions., === UPDATED ON APRIL 24. 2006 BY DAVID W
SIMS ======w=-

No new comment.

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON JANUARY 5, 2006 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI
Driveway is off of a non-county maintained road, therefore, no comment

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments

========= REV|IEW ON JANUARY 5, 2006 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELL| =========
No comment.

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments

========= REVIEW ON JANUARY 25, 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN
W recommend 22 feet from the face of the garage to the property line to provide
adequate space for vehicles parked in front of the garage to back out into the al-

ley. Specific driveway details with respect to composition an d structural section
can be addressed with the building permit.

I f you have any questions please call Greg Martin at 831-454-2811. ========= UPDATED
ON JANUARY 25 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN =emmmmne

========= UPDATED ON APRIL 21, 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN =========

The western side of the stucco wall proposed adjacent to the dnvewat/) obstructs
sight distance for vehicles backing out. The wall is recommended to be located five
feet from the edge of the driveway. The driveway surface should specified. A per-
vious surface is acceptable.

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments

EXHIBIT




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
TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR

April 21,2006
Martha Matson

728 N. Branciforte Drive
Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Subject: Review of Geotechnical Investigation by Haro, Kasunich& Associates
Dated March 27,2006; Project# SC9159
APN 032-223-09, Application #: 05-0813

Dear Applicant:

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:

1 All construction shall comply with the recommendations of the report

2. Final plans shall reference the report and include a statement that the project shall
conformto the report's recommendations.

3. Prior to building permit issuance a plan review letter shall be submitted to Environmental
Planning. The author of the report shall write the planreview letter. The letter shall
state that the project plans conform to the report's recommendations.

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 limitedto its technical content. Other project issues such as
zoning, fire safety, septic or sewer approval, etc. may require resolution by other agencies.

Please call the undersignedat (831) 454-3168 if we can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely, ’J
A / ; ’.
B 0 —
o / §
Kevin Crawford Jessica deGrassi
Civil Engineer Resource Planner

Cc: Haro Kasunich and Associates Inc
William and Alane Swinton, Owner
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NEW WATER SERVICE INFORMATION FORM Multiple APN? N APN: 032-223-09

SANTA CRUZ MUNICIPAL UTILITIES Date: 1/12/2006 Revision Date 1 :
809 Center Street, Room102- - + f‘i‘ Revision Date 2 :
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 RN - -
Telephone (831) 4205210 . 73 ﬁ:} ] PROJECT ADDRESS: 2-3515 East Cliff Dr ]_

City/StZip: |Santa Cruz_
Phone:
Cell: 1

cA lo5062- |

Sizes Account #'s Old 510 #'s Status Date Closed

Type
3/4"1 086-39101 Active

sfd

No connectionfee credit(s)for services inactive over 24 mionths
SECTION2 FIREFLOWS

Hyd # (2050 | Size/Type: [6" stmr Static D Res | Flaw [* Flow w/20# Res. D FF Date | j

Location: @ 215 35th Ave )
Hyd # |_—__| Size/Type: Static Res | Flow |:| Flow w/204 Res. l___—_‘ FF Date
Location: :

SECTION3 WATER SERVICE FEES

Rackfiow
Service Service Meter Meter # ' MeterEng Plan Permit Rvw Permit Water Sewer Zone
Type Size Size Type SIOS Inst Review Insp Fee Type Fee SystemDev = Connection Capacity
Dotmestic T T e T T T T B e N . . T
DomfFire e o "7 ' I E R —— L - . T

Irrigation
Business

Fire Sve 2 58  Disc |1 . §263  $50. $180
Hydrant B Type: i

P e e R

WATER SERVICE FEE TOTALS
Street Opening Fee

3453 -credits [

ADDITIONAL |List of SCWD approved service installation contractors enclosed for your use.
COMMENTS |* work order sentto flow test hydrant

SECTION 4 QUALIFICATIONS
1. Servics will be furmishéd upon: _ B ) )
{1) payment of the required fees due at the time service s Tequested (a building perrmst is required), and; (2) mstallation of the adequarely sized water services, waler mrins and Gre hydrants as required for the project under rhe

nyleg and regulations of the Sama  Cruz Water Deparlment and the apprepriate Fire District and any resirictiong that may be in effect at the time application for service  made,
2. Fees and charpes noted above are pecurate os of the date hereof, and are subject to change a1 any time without notice 10 applican.

BPs[ ] PLANAPP# [05-0813 PLANNER [Annetle Olson | REVIEWED BY (M. Fisher ]

NOTICE: This form does not i any way obligate the City, It is provided only a5 an estitnate 10 assist You in yowr planning and as 2 record for the Waler Department, The sequirements ses forth on this form may be changed or
corrected @ any time without prior notice. Fees collected by other agencies aré not included on this form.
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— Accessibility

— Code Compliance

—1_Environmental Planning JessicadeGrassi
_2 Fire District Central Fire Protection
— Housing

— Long Range Planning

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060

Dept. of Public Works

—1_Drainage District
—1_Driveway Encroachment

—1 Road Engineering / Transportation

»* 1 Sanitation

— Surveyor

—2_Project Review ___ Environmental Health

—1_Urban Designer Lawrence Kasparowitz | 1 RDA

— Planning Director 1. Supervisor Janet K. Beautz
X Maps - Level 5 Elizabeth Hayward | ___ Other

_1_Coastal Commission

anell tl S bt
erowd nd it aad
kS 1 5 4

—1_Santa Cruz City Water

From: Development Review Division

Annette Olson Tel: 454-3134:
Email: pln143@co.santa-cruz.co.us
Subject APN: 032-223-09

Application Number: 85-6813

Project Planner:

See Attached for Project Description

The Attached Application for a Development Permit, Land Division Permit or General Plan
Amendment has Been Received by the Planning Department.

—P e O ]
Please Submit Your Comments to the Project Planner Via the Discretionary Application "Q‘f v, ?M
Comments/Review Function in A.L.U.S. M
o e
T sioen

Please Completeby: January 20,2006 =

-94-
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; X Upon prehmmary review oi' your dJscret]onary apphcatmn plans, The County of Santa Cruz
5 : Sanitation District finds that: , e

E The County Sanitation Review Fees are not applicablefor your project

7= This project requires review by the County of Santa Cruz Sanitation District. The following
i feewill be charged by the Planning Department at thetime you submityour discretionary
application:

SCl__. Residential Remodel (model expandmgfootpnnt, pooi acc&ﬂsorybuﬂdmg,

retainingwall)

: SC2____ Residential New or Miscellaneous (ﬁght-of-'vggay issu&?; lot line adjustment)
| S63___ Miner Commereal (emodel)

SC4__ < Mmor Commercxal (new or replacement) o
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CENTRAL
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

of Santa Cruz County
Fire Prevention Division

9301 7" Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95062
phone (831) 479-6843 fax (831) 479-6847

Date: January 10,2006

Tor William and Alane Swinton
Applicant: Martha Matson

From: TomWiley

Subject: 050813

Address 23515 E Ciiff Dr.

APN: 032-223-09

occe: 3222309

Permit: 20060007

We have reviewed plans for the above subject project.

The following NOTES must be added to notes on velums by the designer/architect in order to satisfy District
requirements when submitting for Application for Building Permit:

NOTE on the plans that these plans are in compliance with California Building and Fire Codes (2001) and
Central Fire District Amendment.

NOTE on the plans the OCCUPANCY CLASSIFICATION, BUILDING CONSTRUCTIONTYPE-FIRE RATING
and SPRINKLERED as determined by the building official and outlined in Chapters 3 through 6 of the 2001
California Building Code (e.g., R-3, Type V-N, Sprinklered).

The FIRE FLOW requirement for the subject property is 1000 gallons per minute for 120 minutes. NOTE on the

plans the REQUIRED and AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW. The AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW information can be obtained
from the water company.

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant, meeting the minimum required fire flow for the building, within 250 feet
of any portion of the building.

NOTE on the plans that the building shall be protected by an approved automatic sprinkler system complying
with the edition of NFPA 13D currently adopted in Chapter 35 of the California Building Code.

NOTE that the designetfinstaller shall submit three (3) sets of plans and calculations for the
underground and overhead Residential Automatic Sprinkler System to this agency for approval.
Installation shall follow our guide sheet.

Show on the plans where smoke detectors are to be installed according to the following locations and approved
by this agency as a minimum requirement:

One detector adjacent to each sleeping area (hall, foyer, balcony, or etc).

One detector in each sleeping room.

One at the top of each stairway of 24" rise or greater and in an accessible location by a ladder
There must be at least one smoke detector on each floor level regardless of area usage.

Serving the communities o f Capitola, Live Oak, and Soque!
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= There must be a n..asmum of one smoke detector in every baseinent area.

NOTE on the planswhere address humbers will be posted and maintained. Note on plansthat address
numbers shall be a minimum of FOUR (4) inches in height and of a color contrasting to their background

NOTE on the plansthe installation of an approved spark arrestor On the top of the chimney. Wire mesh notto
exceed % inch.

NOTE on the plansthat the roof coverings to be no less than Class "B" rated roof,

Submit a check in the amount of $100.00 for this particular plan check, made payable to Central Fire Protection
District. A $35.00 Late Fee may be added to your plan check fees if payment is not received within 30 days of
the date of this Discretionary Letter. INVOICE MAILED TO APPLICANT. Please contact the Fire Prevention
Secretary at (831) 479-6843 for total fees due for your project.

If you should have any questions regarding the plan check comments. please call me at (831) 479-6843 and
leave a message, or email me at tomw@centralfDd.com. All other questions may be directedto Fire Prevention
at (831)479-6843.

CC: File & County

As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and installer certify that these plans and
details comply with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are solely
responsiblefor compliance with applicable Specifications. Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and further agree
to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, inspection or other source. Further, the
submitter, designer, and installer agrees to hold harmless from any and all alleged claims to have arisen from
any compliance deficiencies, without prejudice, the reviewer and the Central FPD of Santa Cruz County.
3222309-011006
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mailto:tomw@centralfDd.com

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

MEMORANDUM

Planning Department

Application No: 05-0813

Date
TO

From:

Re:

January 17,2006

Annette Olson, Project Planner

Lawrence Kasparowitz, Urban Designer

Design Reviewfor a new residence at 2-3515 East Ciiff Dnve, Santa CNz

GENERAL PLAN/ ZONING CODE ISSUES

Design Review Authority

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

Design Review Standards

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments

Evaluation
Criteria

Meets criteria
Incode( ¥ )

Does not meet
criteria (¥ )

Urban Designer's
Evaluation

Visual Compatibility

All new development shall be sited,
designed and landscapedto be
visually compatible and integrated with
the character of surrounding
neighborhoodsor areas

v

See additional
comments below.

Minimum Site Disturbance

Grading, earth moving, and removal of
major vegetation shall be minimized.

Developersshall be encouraged to
maintain all mature trees over 6 inches
in diameter except where
circumstances require their removal,
such as obstruction of the building

site, dead or diseasedtrees, or
nuisance species.

Special landscape features (rock
outcroppings, prominent natural
landforms, tree groupings) shall be
retained.

-98-
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Application No: 05-0813 January 17,2006

Structures located near ridges shall be NIA
sited and designed not to project
above the ridgeline or tree canopy at
the ridgeline

Land divisions which would create NIA
parcels whose only building site would
be exposed on a ridgetop shall not be
permitted

.andscaping
New or replacementvegetation shall v ?
be compatible with surrounding
vegetation and shall be suitable to the
climate, soil, and ecological
characteristics of the area

Location of development
Development shall be located, if NIA
possible, on parts of the site not visible
or leastvisible from the public view.
Development shall not block views of N/A
the shoreline from scenic road
turnouts, rest stops or vista points
Site Planning

Development shall be sited and NIA
designedto fit the physical setting
carefully so that its presenceis
subordinateto the natural character of
the site, maintainingthe natural
features (streams, major drainage,
mature trees, dominant vegetative
communities)

Screening and landscaping suitable to NIA
the site shall be used to softenthe
visual impact of developmentin the
viewshed

Building design

Structures shall be designed to fit the NIA
topography of the site with minimal
cutting, grading, or fillingfor
construction

Pitched, rather than flat roofs, which NIA
are surfaced with non-reflective
materials except for solar energy
devices shall be encouraged




Application No: 05-0813

January 17,2006

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, cdors and materials shall
repeat or harmonizewith those inthe
cluster

N/A

Design Review Authority

13.11.040 Projects requiring design review

(@ Single home construction, and associated additions involving 500 square feet or more, within

coastal special communities and sensitive sites as defined in this Chapter.

13.11.030 Definitions

(u) ‘Sensitive Site” shall mean any property located adjacent to a Scenic road @ within the viewshed
of a scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located0n a coastalbfuff, or on a

ridgeline.

Evaluation
Criteria

Mests criteria
Incode (¥ )

Does not meet
criteria(v )

Urban Designer’s
Evaluation

Location and type of access to the site

Building siting in terms of its location and
orientation

Building bulk, massing and scale

Parking locationand layout

Relationshipto natural site features and
environmental influences

Landscaping

Streetscape relationship

CL U] €<

NIA

Street design and transit facilities

N/A

Relationshipto existing structures

i Natural Site Amenities and Features

Reiate to surrounding topography

<

Retentionof natural amenities

Siting and crientation which takes
advantage of natural amenities

<

-100
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Application No: 05-0813

January 17,2006

Ridgeline protection NIA
Protection of public viewshed v
Minimize impact on private views v
Accessible to the disabled, pedestrians, NIA
Reasonable protection for adjacent v
properties
Reasonable protectionfor currently v
occupied buildings using a solar energy
system
Noise
Reasonable protectionfor adjacent v
properties
13.11.073 Buildingdesign.
Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet trban Designer's
Criteria In code (V) criteria (v ) Evaluation
Compatible Building Design
Massing of building form v
Building silhouette v
Spacing between buildings v
Street face sethacks v
Character of architecture v
Building scale v
Proportion and composition of projections v
and recesses, doors and windows, and
other features
Location and treatment of entryways v
Finish material, texture and color v
Scale
Scale is addressed on appropriate levels v
Design elements create a sense v
of human scale and pedestrian interest
Building Articulation
Variation in wall plane, roof line, detailing, v
materials and siting
Page4
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ApplicationNo: 050813 January 17,2006

Solar Design
Building design provides solar access that v
is reasonably protected for adjacent
properties
Building walls and major window areas are v
oriented for passive solar and natural
lighting

URBAN DESIGNER’'s COMMENTS:

. This location isa neighborhood in transition and neighborhood comparibility isdifficult to establish,
. The applicant should submit swe photomontages of theproposed residence - from both east and west directions
looking along East CHiff Drive.

Page 5
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Application Nu: 05-0813 January 17,2006

Largeagricultural structures

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

The visual impact of large agricultural N/A
structures shall be minimized by using
materials and colors which blend with
the building cluster or the natural
vegetative cover of the site (exceptfor
greenhouses).

NIA

Feasible elimination or mitigation of NIA
unsightly, visually disruptive Or
degrading elements such as junk
heaps, unnatural obstructions, grading
scars, or structures incompatiblewith
the area shall be included in site
development

The requirementfor restoration of N/A
visually blighted areas shall be in
scale with the size of the proposed
project

Signs

Materials, scale. location and N/A
orientation of signs shall harmonize
with surrounding elements

NIA
rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or
moving signs are prohibited
Numination of signs shall be permitted NIA
only for state and county directional
and informational signs, except in
designated commercial and visitor
serving zone districts

Inthe Highway 1 viewshed, except N/A
within the Davenportcommercial area,
only CALTRANS 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

Page 6
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Application No: 05-0813

January 17,2006

3each Viewsheds

Bluffiop 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 of sight from the
shoreline, @’ if infeasible, not visually
intrusive

No new permanent structures on open
beaches shall be allowed, except
where permitted pursuantto Chapter
16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter
16.20 (Grading Regulations)

The design of permitted structures
shall minimize visual intrusion, and
shall incorporate materials and
finishes which harmonize with the
character of the area. Natural
materials are preferred

N/A

-104-
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

DATE: January 18,2006

TO: Annette Olson, Planning Department, Project Planner

FROM: Melissa Allen, Planning Liaison to the Redevelopment Agency

SUBJECT: Application 05-0813, APN 032-223-09, 23515 East Cliff Drive (near 35™ Ave), Live Oak

The applicantis proposing to demolish an existing one-bedroom single-familybedroom and construct a
two-bedroom single-family dwelling with attached garage. The project requires a Coastal
Development Permit. The property is located on the north side of E. Cliff Drive, about 60 feet east of
35th Avenue (23515 E. Cliff Drive).

This application was considered at an Engineering Review Group (ERG) meeting on January 4,2006.
The Redevelopment Agency (RDA) has the following comments regarding the proposed project.

1. All existing private physical improvements within the East Cliff Drive public right-of-way (ROW)
should be removed (fence, gate, planter boxes, etc.). A Public Works Encroachment Permit is
required for any improvements or work in the ROW including any planting within the ROW.

2. The plans should demonstratethat all required parking per Planning’s standards s provided onsite
with spaces labeled and dimensioned, as there is very limited on-street parking in neighborhoods
adjacent to the coast.

3. The Site Plan should identify if the existing 6-foot fence along the alley is proposed to be retained
or removed. If this fence is to be retained, it should be analyzed with regard to sight distance.

4. Note #3 on P2 references an “existing Meddit. Date tree just outside the PL to remain”. This tree
should be identified on the project plans, and if needed, should be protected during construction.
As well, the Site Plan does not identify any existing trees onsite, which may be removed.

5. RDA encourages that new front yard tree(s) be installed at a 24-inch box size.

6. The applicant/owner should note that there is a future RDA project planned for improvementsto
this portion of East Cliff Drive. RDA can be contacted at 454-2280 for additional information on
this future improvement project as needed.

The items and issues referenced above should be evaluated as part of this application or addressed by
conditions of approval. RDA would like to see future routings of this project if more informationis
provided regarding the ROW improvementsor if any changes are made along the property frontage.
The Redevelopment Agency appreciatesthis opportunity to comment. Thank you.

cc: Greg Martin, DPW Road Engineering
Paul Rodrigues, RDA Urban Designer
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission
Meeting Date: 11/8/06
Agenda Item: # 7
Time: After 9:00 a.m.

APPLICATION NO. 05-0813
STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION

EXHIBIT 1C
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Page 1 of 1

Randall Adams

From: mike guth [mguth@guthpatents.com]
Sent:  Thursday, September 14, 2006 4:0¢ PM
To: Randall Adams

Subject: Commentsfor the record - 05-0813

Dear Mr. Adams,

Iwould like to supply the following comments for the record recording application number 05-0813 for APN 032-
223-09 and-I1.

Neighborhood compatibility. especially mass and scale, is a very important issue in Pleasure Point. The County
planning staff has seldom come out with a negative finding in this category. Since the County has done so in this
case, it appears that there is a serious issue of conformance. |support the County in its efforts to review ocean
front homes in the Pleasure Point area in this regard.

It does appear to me that the County’s findings are well supported. | noted today as Iwent by the project site that
many, if not all, of the nearby large homes do not build straight up at the minimum setback from the front, but
break the mass with a deck that results in the second story being inset relative to the first. This is in keeping with
the outdoor lifestyle in this area, as it provides residents deck access from their living areas, and connects them to
the neighbors that they can see and converse with. It also dramatically reduces the imposition of the structures.

| appreciate that the applicants have a desire to build as they wish; however, in this case, | support the County
findings. | do see from the staff report that this issue was pointed out to the applicants and that they decided to
pursue the project anyway. Given that background, | cannot believe that they are surprised by the staff
recommendation.

Michael A. Guth
2-2905 East Cliff Drive

Yours Sincerely,
Michael A. Guth
Attorney at Law

{831) 462-8270 office
{831) 462-8273 fax

Warning The information contained in this electronic mail message is intended only for the personal and confidential use of the designated recipient(s)
named above. This message may be an attorney-client communication, may be protected by the work product doctrine, and may be subject to a
protective order. As such, this message is privileged and confidential. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or an agent
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified thal you have received this message in error and that any review,
dissemmation.distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify US
immediately by telephone and e-mail and destroy any and all copies of this message in your possession (whether hard copies or elecirenicaily stored
copies)
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Page 1 of |

From: PLN AgendaMail

Sent:  Saturday, September 09, 2006 10:12 PM
To: PLN AgendaMail

Subject: Agenda Comments

Meeting Type :Zoning

Meeting Date :9/1512006 Item Number :6.00
Egirr?te : Charles Paulden-People for the Preservation of Pleasure Email : Not Supplied
Address : Not Supplied Phone : Not Supplied
Comments :

05-0813 (**)
3515 E. CLIFF DRIVE, SANTACRUZ APN(S): 032-223-09

We concur with the Zoning Administrator Staff Recommendation:
Denial of Application 05-08 13,for the reasons stated.

Pleasure Point is in the process of defining it neighborhood character, to defend itself from
this large type of building.

Pleasure Point is an historic example of a coastal beach community and is a world destination
for its small eclectic charm.

Please do stand your ground on the preservation of not too large houses and protect the
cottage style environment that many love.

There are many examples where community character has been lost on the coast.

Please help preserve it here.

Thank you

Charles Paulden

People for the Preservation df Pleasure Point
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September 26, 2006

Don Bussey, Zoning Administrator
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean St.

4" Floor

Santa Cmz, CA 95060

Re: Zoning Administrative Hearing, Friday 15 September 2006
Item #6
Application #05-0813; APN 032-223-09
Swinton Residence, 2-3513 East Cliff Drive
CLARIFICATION/ CORRECTION

VIA U.S. MAIL

Dear Mr. Bussey,

In review of the audio transcript of the hearing of the above item, there is mention of my
correspondence with you on September 6,2006, wherein | submitted written comments from the
public regarding the above item. Specifically, when you mention the receipt of the public

comments, Planner Adams states that there was already a copy of the letters in the record.

In fact, the set of written public comments sent to you included six (6} additional letters received
after the initial submission to Planner Adams on July 13.2006.

If you had not already noticed this and had not added these additional written comments to the
record, please do so. | have attached images of the additional letters that were not in the Planner
Adams’ staff report, but which were submitted to you on September 6", as this may help you
distinguish these additional letters.

As this matter is being appealed, | ask you to please insure that these written comments are part
of the record. As I stated in my previous correspondence, these people have entrusted me to
deliver these written comments to those concerned with the processing and administrative actions
regarding the above application, with the knowledge and intent that these comments be
incorporated into the public record concerning the above matter.

Additionally, | request that the printed materials (FowerPoint slides) | used in my testimony at the
hearing, a copy of which was provided to you at the hearing, also be included in the record. If
you require an additional printed copy of this material, please do not hesitate to contact me at
(831) 475-2139 or by mail.

Thank you for your attention to these details

Sincerely:

Willl
for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners

G. Swinton

cc: Planner Adams
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Re:

TC

wit

net

- Alm_ildf: Swinton's Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E CIliff D, SC 95062

a Cruz C(‘é‘. Planning Dept. & Whom It May Concern:

ve rcv.icwé-:d the plans of my netghbors, William and Al
design. -

eplaces air old, dilapidated strucrure, with a mice home that will be a welcome addition tE:i"‘ou:r

hood, which is 5 mix of homes of vazons styles, uses 2

in completed s desipned, it will improve E Chtt Drrve.

Name: \ N “\‘e“\ﬁ\mg'\ A G \

Address:
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Re: William & ;‘\laﬂé%_S\vimon's Replacment Home (@ 2-3515 E Chff Dr, SC 95062

TO: 9anta Cruz ColPlanaing Dept. & Whom 1t May Concern: ' B ' N : '

T have reviewed; the plans of my neighbors, William and Alane, for thew tcplncemc:i: home. I am- plense:

with the design.

b replaces a Id, dilapidared structure, with. 2 mice home that will be a welgome addition “th o

is 2 mix of homes of vanous styles, uses and ages.

neighborhood, w

Nhen comp]e:t@-:_ﬂ as designed, 1t will unprove E (Chff Drive.

“Sincerely, 1

MName:

' Addyress:
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L ase' feel free to conta:t me. | am happy lo make mv%e!‘r avaikiable tcrthscqu this: t

Sarjta Cruz Co'ﬁntj Planning Department
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floo
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
831-454-2380"
|
Jul{r 20, 2006

|

i
To !Whom [t May Concern,

B € a]?n writing on behalf of the proposed replacement home of Wi Harh-dnd. Alane. Swrnmn

lochted at 2-3315 East CIiff Drive, Santa Cruz. As a local resident and frequent surferjat
357 Avenue, T'am delighted by the prospect of updated housing projects on East Ch’rfiand
in tghe general arca.

! p |
Tojdate, much:fol the Pleasure Point area has become a worn down neighborhood thaf;
coyld use some ¢ lean up and updated housing structures. It is a spectacular rea, with/
wonderful chigacter, which with some investment could be a true gem:in our comumiity.

Many of the carre nt structures ai-e worn down and need updating. Having reviewed tHe
plans that the Bwiton's have proposed. | find the plans very acceptable for tlie area aﬂd a
wdnderful additior to the neighborhood. Tf the plans were in any way objectionable, |
wduld say so, without doubt

There are nicé  tructures throughout the neighborhood, with a whole new set of struetures
logated fuﬂhﬁt ¢own East Cliff,near the Hook. | believe the area is ready for these

upgates and the rew infusion of structures, which will add to the character of the area and
uDFradc the feelir g of the community. | | '

I sppoort the Swinton’s project entirelv. Should vou hav : anv questions or coneerns,

“THank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sipcerely, 4 , -
‘ﬁ:,_.-—-—-—-x. -~ ) 7-\'\.&‘ - !
e TG
“"SHauna Potocky Q
260 5™ Ave -

Sdnta Cruz, CA 95062
(8p1) 464-3 876
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ne

ligm & A"iftiue Swintow’s Replacment Home @ 2-5515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062

nta Cruz Co. Planaing Dept. & Whom It May Concern:

1ave reviey

d the plans of my neighbors, William and Alane, for ther replmtmem hnmt Tam pILased
e design. .- : |
: }

u:pl.uc\ m old, dilapidated struchire, with a nice home that will be & welcome gd(htmn aq‘) out
orhood, w}mch is a mix of humes of varous styles, uses and ages.

hen complbted as designed, it will improve B Chff Drive

© Sincerely,

Address: 5 ues € Z'C_M‘-:‘f i {.F ’.:‘\)p '
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Planning Dy partment
County ofi{anta Cruz

Re: Applict tion #05-0813; Assessor's parcel #032-223-09
Swinton Rgplacement -House
2-315 EastiCliff Dr.

N
To whom i} may concern,

I live in angl own the hous € at 2-25454 East CIiff Drive. | have lived at this address for over
ten years, and I go past the Swintons' house several times a day. As suchl have faken a
particular interest in their pro ect. The Swintons have freely allowed me to viewitheir
plans, and having seen the plar s | enthusiastically support their design as ls

| could teII right away tha1 their architects were Cove and Martha Matson; ﬂ‘esame
architects . used for my remodel, who also have done several houses in the neighborhooll. I
am particularly happy thal a nonconforming structure is being converted to a conforming
structure, like my remode. 1 think the desiyn is visually appealing and would be a great
addition tjthe neighborhc od and look forward to its completion.

The Swintdns have also shcwn me the letter from Randal Adams from the 'Planning
deartmen{t and I must forre ally disagree with each point made by Mr. Adams. ;

Mr. Adams§ first Complamt is regarding the size and bulk of the house. From the plam it
looks like what is becoming the typlcal Pleasure Point two story house. The gently angle of
roof line make the house seem "cozy" to me. | would say the Swinton design is rauch less
boxier thap 2-2613 Eé-st Cliff and 180 26™ which your department allowed,.

Regardmgll'vlr Adams second ¢ omplaint of the use of glass, metal and stone. The Devcoh
house certainly has large frames of glass. Artificially breaking the glass will just: make the
house look busy and detract from its open, relaxed feel. As someone who is performing
Imajor repairs on external wood after only 7 years. askmg tlie Swintons to use waood on
house so n|ear the ocevan is highly llogical

Mr. Adami last 1equest is for the Swintors to include landscaping to “soeften” the structure
seems a bik excessiver As 1 said before, the design strikes me as cozy, open, and relaxed.
How much softer canit get? Having passed by their house for years, 1am confident the
Swintons ill Lontlnue to have a nice vard that will be a proud addition to the
neighborhpod.

In conclusion, 1 want:to reiterate that [ enthusiastically support.the design as is, and | woul

like our lo¢al government to do everything in their power to facilitate the completion of this
great addition to the neighborhnod.

Matthew B Gerlach

2-2545 East Cliff Dr
Santa Crug, CA 95062

!
)
1

-114-_




Re: 1m & Alane Swinion’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Tr, SC 95062
TC 2 Cruz Co Planning Dept. & Whom It May Concern:

ve revieweld the plans of my neghbors, William and Alne, foc thetr replacement home.: T am pleased
wit design. ; :

eplaces an old, dilapidared structure, with 4 nice home that will be a welcame addition to jowm

ne ‘hood, whigh is a mix of homes of various styles, uses and ages.

m comp'lci::éd as designed, it will inprove E Chif Dove.

Sincerely,

oL
o Pl Nesl |

Address: C}'OO 5@4’”} 7@}\‘ : :.3:___ . : .
Sae sz; ?’55 bz
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Planning Commission

PLANNING DEPARTMENT Meeting Date: 11/08/06
Agenda ltem: # 7

Time: After 9:00 a.m.

ADDITIONS TO THE STAFF REPORT
FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION

ITEM 7: 05-0813

LATE CORRESPONDENCE




October 27,2006 Agenda Date November 8,2006
VIA HAND DELIVERY and E-MAIL

PLANNING COMMISSION
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE:  Appeal of Zoning Administrator Decision, Hearing Date: Friday September 15,2006
2-3515 East Cliff Drive, Application 05-0813, APN: 032-223-09

Members ofthe Comssion

As property owners of 2-3515 East Cliff Dnve, my wife, Alane, and | have appealed the Zoning
Administrator’s denial of Application 05-0813

Introduction

Alane and | are long-term residents of Santa Cruz County — Alane for her entire lire, | for my entire adult life. |
lived on Pleasure Point for 26 years, Alane for a few years less. We’ve owned our home at 2-3515 East Cliff
Drive for 20 years. We’re homeownerswith, we believe, a deep understanding of our neighborhood history,
our neighborhood character, and our neighbors.

We’re applying to replace our aging home, which was built in, we believe, the 1920sas a 2™ /vacation home.
In 2005, we spent months working on a design that was functional, aesthetically pleasing, and, most
importantly, fully compliant with all the county codes and policies. It isa home we intendto live in for many
years to come.

In this letter, we hope to give you insight into our thinking, the design and application process, our
neighborhood and our design. We have chosen a contemporary style of architecture, with simple and clean
detail. In the slow rebuilding/updating of the aging housing stock in our neighborhood, the choice of
contemporary has historically been typical of such improvement.

It is our hope that this letter will give you insight into our views, the varied and changing views of the Planning
Department of both our proposal and our neighborhood, the overall process, and finally the refreshing and
surprisingly overwhelming support given to our proposal by our neighbors. With the information provided, we
will ask you to find our application as code compliant, uphold our appeal, and approve our new home.

Please bear with us over the next few pages as our proposal and the process to date is discussed. Let’sbegin.

Basis of Staff Report and Zoning Administrator’s Denial Grounds

All of the findings in the Staff Report, and, asthe ZA incorporated the Staff Report as the denial grounds,
the ZA’s denial are based on the following single line of reasoning:

“The two story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical
glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the majority of the
existing homes that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. "

Regarding the single line of reasoning in the Staff Report, it is our position that there is no foundation
in existing code that requires consistency with the majority of existing homes to achieve Site
Compatibility and Building Design Compatibility in a neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, where
there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm. The Planning
Department’s historical analysis and our analysis uphold this assessment of neighborhood character.

Given that this single line of reasoning, which has no foundation in the law, is used as the foundation for
all the findings in the Staff Report, it is our position that the Staff Report is in error. In adopting the




Swinton to Santa Cruz County Planning Commission  pg. 2 of 20 October 21,2006
Appeal of Zoning Administrator’s Denial of Application 05-0813

findings in the Staff Report as the basis for denial of application 05-0813, the ZA erred by failing to
properly identify errors in analysis of evidence and facts, and by failing to properly identify the lack of
proper interpretation and application of existing code in the Coastal Development Permit Findings and
Development Permit Finding in the Staff Report. Thus, the denial of the application was made in error, as
it does not have basis in existing law.

Consequently, in this appeal, we urge the Planning Commission to objectively evaluate our application
using:

0 The specific criteria in existing code

O The fully positive January 2006 report by the country’s expert Urban Designer, applying the
Coastal Design [13.20.130], Site Design [13.11.072], and Building Design [13.11.073] Criteria’.

0 The consistent, historical fmdings of the Planning Department regarding the actual character of
our neighborhood, which has been repeatedly found by the Planning Department to lack any defining
architectural character or design, and that

**...the wide range of architectural styles,sizes, massing and configuration d structures in this
neighborhood will accommodate a broad range of designs that could be considered
complementaryif not compatible.”

0 Thewritten, overwhelmingly positive comments from dozens of our neighbors, who are practical
experts in neighborhood compatibility.

In this letter, a project overview is presented, followed by discussion of the neighborhood compatibility of
the proposed design. This discussion provides insight into the eclectic Pleasure Point neighborhood,
which has been found repeatedly to have a wide range of architectural styles and sizes of structures and to
lack of any defining architectural style.

The goal of this discussion to provide you, the members of the Planning Commission, the necessary
information

" Toevaluate the single line of reasoning in the Staff Report, and to find that has no foundation in
existing code, and

* To find that the proposed application does comply with existing code.

Finally, for completeness, in Exhibit C attached, each of the Staff Report findings is sequentially
reviewed in detail.

Discussion

The key question is whether the design of the proposed home is compatible with the character of the
surrounding neighborhood. In the remainder of this letter, this issue and the applicable criteria in existing
law are discussed

1 A reasonable person would assume that, if there were significant issues with an application, and, in particular any
design issues, that these would be found during this important evaluation, especially given the weight given to this
Design Review step, that is to occur in the first 30 days, per published Department procedures. See Planning
Department Published Procedures re Design Review Process (http://ww.sccoplanning.com/design.htm)and
Applicant’s Bill of Rights (http:Nww.sccoplanning.codresolution.htm);attached as Exhibit C.

2 From letter from Planning Director to Board of Supervisors, dated February 16, 2005, regarding March 8, 2005
agenda item, concerning a newly approved home in Pleasure Point neighhorbood, that is so close to the proposed
Swinton home that it will be visible from the proposed home.
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Project History

In December 2005, Application No. (5-0813, a Proposal to demolish an existing one-bedroom single
family dwelling and construct a two-bedroom single family dwelling with an attached garage within the
Coastal Zone, was submitted.

In January 2006, an uneventful letter from Planner Olson is received, which included application analysis
and evaluation of application completeness. Planner Olson required several additional calculations and
specificationsto achieve application completeness; all of which were minor in nature. At this time, no
significant issues or concerns were raised. The letter included the completely positive evaluation of all
design issues by the Planning Department’s expert Urban Designer. At this point in time, the process was
clear, following the published procedures for Design Review attached as Exhibit D. A reasonable person
would believe that, if there were indeed any problems or even concerns, that these would have been
identified in this important step and communicated to the applicant at this time.

Five months after application submission, and over four months after initial 30-day review period, held in
department publications as an important process step, in the fourth week of May, something appeared to
change in evaluation processes and criteria. On May 22,2006, a new, third planner, Mr. Adams, who
typically handles the Aptos area, was assigned to the project. In a letter of May 23,2006, Planner Adams
effectively discarded the findings of the expert Urban Designer and pointed out, for the first time,
significant “compliance issues”. During a subsequent meeting on May 31,2006 with department staff
and the applicant, it became clear that staff had adopted a new internal model of neighborhood
compatibility for Pleasure Point. To address staff concerns regarding “apparent bulk and mass”, the staff
held that the sole remedy would be that wood must be used as a finish material and that the second story
must be pulled back in relationship to the first story. Planner Adams asserted that these are key design
elements of compatibility in Pleasure Point. In the record of previous applications in this area, no
similar analysis may he found. In further conversation, when questioned about staffs fundamental
problem in supporting the application, Mr. Adams explained that there was fear of “setting a precedent”.
The owner, Mr. Swinton, pointed out that each project must be judged in the present on its individual
merits, not on anticipation of possible future code changes. The specific changes, held by staff as
required, would represent a substantial re-architecture and significant changes to materials. As pointed
out to Planner Adams at the meeting, and as is discussed in the following sections of this letter, code
suggests a variety of technigues to treat such architectural concerns, many of which were already
incorporated in the design.

The applicant, to avoid any possibility of error or oversight, undertook an extensive study of the
neighborhood, collecting detailed data on material, architecture, siting/setbacks, materials, landscaping,
etc. In a letter to Planner Adams, dated July 13, 2006, the applicant provided detailed analyses based on
this study, in an attempt to help the Planner understand that, in fact, the application, as submitted, was
fully code compliant. The applicant respectfully disagreed with the new staff assessment, given the
applicant’s understanding of the neighborhood, of the historical findings of the Planning Department, and
of existing code. The applicant’s decline to substantially re-architect the design, which was previously
found to be compatible, led to a Staff Report with recommendation for denial. On September 15, 2006,
the ZA adopted of the Staff Report recommendation, as his denial basis, and denied Application 05-0813.

Project Overview

The project is redevelopment of a residential lot within a row of developed properties on the north side of
East CIiff drive, across the roadway from with the coastal bluff. The property is within the appealable
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. The property is not a code-defined special coastal
community, which have special design standards. The 4,085 square foot lot is a basically rectangular,
essentially level building site. The proposed home meets all of the site development standards for the R-
1-4 zone district. The height of the proposed dwelling ranges from 25.5 to 26.6 feet with no architectural
element reaching the 28-foot height limit. Additionally, a private road, AFN 032-223-11, at the rear of
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the lot allows the garage to be positioned on this north side, thus freeing the south, East Cliff Drive fagade
of the home from the need to have a 20-24’ wide mass for a garage door.

The Planning Staff Report recommended denial of the application based on incompatibility with the
neighborhood in design and scale (Chapter 13.20, Coastal Regulations and Chapter 13.11, Design Review
ordinance). Several neighbors testified at the public ZA hearing in support of the project. Dozens of
letters supporting the project, including several dozen from residents within the 300’ notice zone, as may
be seen on the map in Exhibit A, are part of the record. These letters held the design as neighborhood
compatible. The record also includes the report from a neighborhood meeting held on July 15,2006,
where all residents with the 300’ notice zone, Planning Staff, the Planning Director, and the 1st District
Supervisor were invited. Over 35 neighbors attended, as did Supervisor Beautz. The overwhelming
sentiment of the neighbors was fully supportive of the design, recognizing it as a positive, compatible
addition to the eclectic Pleasure Point neighborhood. The neighbors expressed no negative sentiment of
any kind

Compatible Site Design, Placement and Setbacks

The proposed design meets all site standards as may be seen in the Table 1

R 1-4 Standards Proposed Residence

Front yard setback 15 feet minimum 15 feet (at SE comer)
24.5 feet (at SW comer)
Side yard setback 5 feet minimum 5 feet (east)
5 feet (west, with fireplace allowed)
Rear yard setback 15 feet minimum to 16 feet to residence
alley (double 21 feet to garage
frontage)

20 feet minimum to

Lot coverage 40% maximum 34%
Floor Area Ratio 0.5:1 maximum 49%
FAR) (50%)
Parking 3 (18’ x 8.5°) spaces 2 in garage
required 2 uncovered in driveway
(for 2 bedroom Total: 4 parking spaces
residence)
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As areference point, the proposed home is located 13°-6” back from the existing residence’s facade. If
indeed, any of the design elements of the south fagade were to actually represent an apparent bulk and
mass issue, when site design compatibility is evaluated, any possible impact of such is greatly reduced by

this generous set back. In fact, only at a single point at very SE comer of the home, does the structure lie
on the 15’ minimum front yard setback.

Other evidence in the record also shows that the proposed Site Design is compatible under existing code
criteria. In the record, in the report of the county’s expert Urban Designer, it was found that the
proposal “Meets criteria in code” for all Compatible Site Design [13.11.0721 elements, including

Compatible Site Design, including the following design elements:
Location and Access to Site
Building Siting in terms of its location and orientation
Building bulk massing and scale
Parking location and layout
Relationship to natural features and environmental influences
Landscaping, and
Relationship to existing structures,

Natural Site Amenities and Features, including
Relate to surrounding topography,
Retention of natural amenities, and
Siting and orientation which takes advantage of natural amenities,

Views, including
Protection of public viewshed and
Minimize impact on private views

As building design and site design are, in some situations, potentially interrelated, it is important to note
that the south fagade incorporates several architectural techniques, including vertical articulation, multiple
fenestration, variation of material, and visual delineation of the first and second stones to address any
possible apparent bulk and mass aesthetic issues. The proposed design, as submitted, uses the very
techniques called out in the code: “The perception d bulk can be minimized by the articulation of the
building walls and roof” [Section 13.11.030(b) Definitions]

Given the generous setbacks and the careful use of the above-described architectural techniques, the
proposed design effectively addresses any potential apparent bulk and mass impacts. In fact, taken as a
whole, the proposed design, being set back considerably more than many of other structures on East Cliff
Drive actually enhances the viewshed. Conversely, if the design’s siting were to be changed to match the
streetscape relationship common to existing residential development, i.e. by redesigning and moving the
structure closer to East Cliff Drive, one might then find a siting compatibility problem.

Thus, the proposal is consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.11.072{a)(1)
(Compatible Site Design) et seq.

Compatible Building Design, Massing and Size

The subject parcel is 4085 square feet in size. The proposed home meets all of the site development
standards for the R-1-4 zone district.

Architectural Character, Design, Materials, and Neighborhood Compatibility

For this proposal, the applicable neighborhood is best described as East Cliff Drive from 32nd Avenue to
41st Avenue, and those structures along Pleasure Point Dnve that are visible from East Cliff Drive This
neighborhood consists of an assortment of styles and sizes of homes ranging from older ranch style
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homes, bungalows, split-levels, contemporary, Spanish colonial revival, and some more modem homes
with mixtures of these elements. Both one and two story homes are present in a variety of sizes and
massing. On East Cliff Drive, the 70% of the homes are two story. In general, the neighborhood lacks
any defining architectural character or design. Consequently, there are a number of dwellings in this
neighborhood that can individually be considered unique in their size, scale, design and/or massing.
Additionally, when the greater Pleasure Point neighborhood, from 41st Avenue to the east and 23rd
Avenue to the west, is considered, the above analysis is even more accurate.

The proposed structure is contemporary in design, incorporating multiple materials and colors. The
maximum height of the proposed home varies between 25.5 and 26.6 feet. The maximum height allowed
in the residential zone district is 28 feet.

The southwest comer element is in keeping with coastal design, giving a sense of connection to an older,
now gone structure, perhaps an old harbormaster’s residence. The stone with its brown colors is a good
neighbor to the cliffs in front ofthe project. The front fagade of this southwest element is not massive. In
fact, the southwest element subjectively characterized in the Staff Report as “bold” is only 13°-3 across
at thetop and 15’ -0at the bottom. The largest unbroken window in this element is 7°-0” wide, which is
similar in size as other picture windows along East Cliff Drive. Additionally, as discussed in the prior
section, this element is setback much further than the code-specified minimum. In fact, there are several
residences along East Cliff Drive with two story facades massed along the very front of the parcels. The
wide range of architectural styles, sizes, massing and configuration of structures in this neighborhood
accommodates a broad range of designs that could be considered complementary if not compatible.. Code
Section 13.1.16 states, “Complementary development does not necessarily mean the imitation or
replication of adjacent development.” Neighborhood compatibility is highly subjective, particularly in
more eclectic neighborhoods, such as this. The proposed project balances building hulk, mass and scale,
within a neighborhood that has a range of architectural styles and structure sizes.

The proposed materials are stucco, two kinds of stone, glass, and copper. As, required by code sections
13.20.130(d)(1), (c)(3), the roof is pitched and the selected roofing material, composite shingles, is non-
reflective, with the shingles being a brown color, again complementary to the cliff colors. Low-reflective
glass for the windows is proposed to minimize any chance of glare, and as to not distract from the natural
colors of the sky, cliff, and ocean.

Regarding material compatibility and the code-specified means of achieving compatibility through
repetition of certain design element from other structures {13.11.73(b)(1)(i1)j: Although there are many
homes finished with wood siding (53%), a significant number (43%) are finished with only stucco and/or
stone. On the 1st floor, the white quartz stone effectively breaks up the glass surfaces, and, on both 1st
and 2nd floors, vertical articulation and multiple fenestration add to this treatment of apparent mass. The
proposed stone surfaces are compatible with the natural beach setting. In fact, the southwest stone
element is complementary both color to the cliffs and in height to the design. The design, with an eye
towards long-lasting aesthetic appeal, employs materials such as stone, stucco, and copper that will
weather beautifully and are natural materials. Recall code holds that a fundamental purpose of Chapter 13
is to “Promote...stimulating creative designfor individual buildings and...encouraging innovative use of
materials”. The proposed design embraces this.

The proposed building design incorporates the elements specified in code sections 13.11.30(b) and
13.11.30 (v) for the purpose of creating human interest and reducing apparent scale and bulk. These
include variation in wall plane, roofline, roof plan, detailing, materials, appropriate siting and the
incorporation of building projections.

The Design Review ordinance states under the definition of bulk, *“Landscaping can also be used to
minimize theperceived bulk of a building.” Regarding this aspect of the proposal, in the submitted
landscape plan, there are shrubs and perennials along East Cliff and along the west border, including
significant planting along the southwest elements. This proposed landscape plan is intended to addresses
the Code requirement that “landscapingsuitable to the site shall be used fe sofien the visual impact of
development in the viewshed.” [code 13.11.075(a) Landscape Design, code 13.20.130(d), Blufftop
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Development & General Plan Policy 5.10.12 Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads].
Originally, it was felt that this plan was adequate, especially since in our survey, we have found that 70%
the homes in the viewshed use only shrubs, groundcover or hardscape to soften visual impacts. The
applicants have, after a conference with staff, agreed to add a tree in spite of neighbors’ concerns that it
would block their views. If the Planning Commission conditions approval with the addition of a tree, the
landscape plan would be amended to do so.

In review, the proposal incorporates certain elements of the building design or building siting from nearby
development, as specified by code to achieve Building Design Compatibility. Consider

41% of the structures in the viewshed are finished on stucco and glass without the use of wood,
The proposed design employs stucco and glass. The design is compatible.

69% of the structures are two story. The proposed design is two story. The design is compatible.

54% of the development in the viewshed is non-conforming, encroaching on the 15’ minimum
front yard setback, with an average of 10°. The proposed design has a significantly larger and
fully conforming setback, varying from the minimum of 15’ at the SE comer to between 18°2”
and 24°6” in the SW element. The proposed orientation is similar to other structures. The design
is comuatible.

* Several nearby homes contain significant vertical glass elements. The proposed design included
vertical elements with fenestration framed in stone, stucco, and steel. The design is compatible.

Several nearby homes have two story masses on East Cliff; some are vertically linear, some are
articulated. The proposed design uses vertical articulation, as suggested by code [13.11.30(b) and
13.11.30 (v)], to properly treat apparent mass and bulk. The desim is compatible.

Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area. Homes in the viewshed are present in a
variety of sizes and massing. Our studiesand the historical findings of the Planning Department’
indicate that the neighborhood lacks any defining architectural character or design. Several
nearby homes are contemporary in design. The proposed home is contemporary with a neo-
craftsman feel incorporating hipped roof structures, stone base, and multi window fenestration.
The design is compatible

Other evidence in the record also shows that the proposal’s Building Design is compatible under existing
code criteria. In the record, in the report of the county’s expert Urban Designer, it was found that the
proposal “Meets criteria in code” for all Design Review Criteria for Coastal Developments [code
13.20.130], including
Visual Compatibility, including the following design elements:
Visual compatible and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood
Minimum Site Disturbance, including
Grading, earth moving, and removal of major vegetation shall be minimized,
Retention of mature trees, and
Retention of special landscape features (rock outcroppings, prominent natural landforms,
etc.)

Landscaping, including
New or replacement vegetation shall be compatible and suitable to climate, soil, etc. of
the area

3 For example, see applications: 02-0271 for new homes on E.Cliff, east of 38" Ave. (postal address 3834 Moana
Way).; 05-0743 for vacant lot on 24™ Ave. south of E. Cliff02-0600 for 2-3030 Pleasure Pt. Drive
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In the record, in the report of the county’s expert Urban Designer, it was found that the proposal
“Meets criteria in code” for ali Building Design Criteria [code 13.11.073] elements, including

Compatible Building Design, including the following design elements:
Massing of building form,
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 placement of entryways, and
Finish material, texture and color
Scale, including
Scale is addressed on appropriate levels, and
Design elements create a sense of human scale and pedestrian interest

Building articulation, including
Variation in wall plane, roof line, detailing, materials, and siting

Solar Design, including
Building design provides solar access that is reasonably protected for adjacent properties,
and
Building walls and major window areas are oriented for passive solar and natural lighting
Thus. the proposal is consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.11.073, Compatible

Building Design. 13.20.130(d), Blufftop Develoument, and General Plan Policy 5.10.12, Development
Visible from Urban Scenic Roads.

Permit Review Standards

The Design Review ordinance states under “Building design” [Section 13.1 1.073] that, “/7 shall be an
objective of building design that the basic architectural design principles of balance, harmony, order and
unityprevail, while not excluding the epporfunityfor a unique design. Successful use of the basic
design principles accommodates afull range of building designs, from unique or landmark buildings to
background buildings™ (emphasis added). The proposed design is in fact not unique. Historically, as
original vacation homes have been replaced over the past 25 or so years, the new homes have typically
been of styles which were considered contemporary for the time. This design follows that pattern.

Additionally, there are several existing homes in close proximity to the subject parcel that are
contemporary in style and which incorporate significant two story vertical elements.

The Design Review ordinance requires the following under Compatible Building Design:

(i) Building design shall relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area.
(i) Compatible relationships between adjacent buildings can be achieved by creating visual
transitions between buildings; that is, by repeating certain elements of the building design or
building siting that provide a visual link between adjacent buildings. One or more of the
building elements /isted below can combine to create an overall composition that achieves the
appropriate level of compatibility (emphasis added):

(A) Massing of buildingform.

(B) Building silhouette.

(C) Spacing between buildings.

(D) Streetface setbacks.
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(E) Character of architecture.

(F) Building scale.

(G) Proportion and composition ofprojections and recesses, doors and windows, and
otherfeatures.

(H) Location and treatment of entryways.

(1) Finish material, texture and color.

Therefore, meeting any combination of these elements, and in some cases it may be only one or two of
these criteria, can achieve neighborhood compatibility, depending on the cohesiveness of the
neighborhood. The Design Review ordinance | 13.11.0301defines compatibility as a relative term,
requiring the analysis of site, building, and landscape design in relationship to adjacent development.
Section 13.11.030 further states, “Compatibilityis established when there are consistent design and
functional relationships so that new development relates to adjacent development. Achieving
compatibility does not require the imitation or repetition of the site, building and landscape design of
adjacent development (emphasis added).” For a more homogeneous neighborhood, most of the
aforementioned criteria would need to be met in order to achieve neighborhood compatibility.
Conversely, establishing non-compatibility is difficult in the context of a diverse neighborhood, such as
this one, as there is not a consistent design or a clear functional relationship between the existing
structures. Elements of this design as well as similar scale and massing are present in this neighborhood.

For example, there are several residences along East Cliff Drive with two-story facades massed along the
front of the parcel, 42% of which are non-conforming with respect to the code-prescribed front yard
setback. Within the context of a neighborhood with an established character, such as craftsman style
bungalows or predominantly neo-Mediterranean style architecture for example, the proposed
contemporary style home might possibly seen to be incompatible and would not meet the objectives of
the Design Review ordinance. On the other hand, the wide range of architectural styles, sizes, massing
and configuration of structures in this neighborhood will accommodate a broad range of designs that
could be considered complementary if not compatible. Perhaps in this setting, complementary site design,
another Design Review objective, may be more readily achieved. Chapter 13.1 1 states, “Complementary
site design: building design, and landscape design is achieved when the proposed design responds to, or
contributes to, the existing land usepatterns. character, and zoning context. Complementay
development does not necessarily mean the imitation or replication of adjacent development. (emphasis
added)”

Neighborhood compatibility is highly subjective, particularly in more eclectic neighborhoods.
Additionally, asthe neighborhood has been almost completely built out, new development or significant
remodeling occurs infrequently over the years. There are several relatively recent (in the context of the
previous observation) homes nearby with design features that have been incorporated into the proposed
design. The newer home, three homes to the east at 2-3635 East Cliff Drive, is contemporary in style and
has significant, 2 story vertical glass elements, directly on the East Cliff Drive property line. This home
is significantly taller than the proposed design, and has two-story mass along the entire East Cliff Drive
property line.

Another large, contemporary home, 3 homes to the west of the proposed design at 2-3471 East Cliff
Drive, also incorporates significant, 2 story vertical glass elements; this home also has a non-conforming
front yard setback. Four blocks to the east, at 2-3911 East Cliff Drive, we find two homes that almost
exclusively use glass as the front wall material on the East Cliff Drive streetscape.

Moreover, there are several examples of the larger scale use of glass in the greater Pleasure Point
neighborhood, specifically at 11 Rockview Drive, the newly approved home at 2-3030 Pleasure Point
Drive, 10324™ Avenue, and 330 15™ Avenue, to mention a few.

As previously mentioned, the proposed design also incorporates materials found in a large number of
nearby homes. These materials include stucco, copper, composite roofing, glass, and stone.

According to County Code Section 13.11.072 “the objective of site design is to enhance orpreserve the
integrity of existing land usepatterns or character where those exist and to complement the scale of
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neighboring development where appropriate to the zoning district context. New development, where
appropriate, shall be sited, designed and landscaped so as to be visually compatible and integrated with
the character of surrounding areas.” For compatible site design, the Design Review regulations state:

Theprimary elements of site design which must be balanced and evaluated in relation to the
proposedproject site and surrounding development in order to create compatible development
include:

(A) Location and type of access to the site.

(B) Building siting in terms of its location and orientation.

(C)Building bulk, massing and scale.

(D) Parking location and layout.

(E) Relationship to natural sitefeatures and environmental inffuences.

(F) Landscaping.

(G) Streetscape relationship.

(H) Street design and ¢ransit facilities.

(1) Relationship to existing structures.

The proposed project balances the zoning R 1-4 Standards with building bulk, mass and scale, within a
neighborhood that has a range of architectural styles and sizes of structures.

Conclusion

This proposed dwelling complies with the current site development standards for the subject parcel. The
project is under the maximum allowed lot coverage, floor area ratio and all elements of the structure are
less than the 28-foot maximum height. In addition, the proposed addition meets the required zone district
setbacks. Although the proposed design is not unique given its incorporation of several design elements
from very nearby homes, even if it were by some to he considered unique, the Design Review ordinance
allows the opportunity for unique designs. The ordinance states that designs need not (and probably
should not) he the same, similar or repetitive. In light of the diversity within this neighborhood, which
structure is the appropriate example to chose for comparison may be more a matter of taste. In
conclusion, the proposed residence is consistent with the objectives of the Design Review ordinance and
Coastal Development regulations for this individual house within the context of the wide variety of
architectural styles of the neighborhood, a general lack of a cohesive architectural character, and the
significant disparity in the size and style and massing of the various structures.

Summary and Recommendation

The proposed project is consistent with all applicable codes and policies of the Zoning Ordinance and
County General Plar/LCP.

We respectfully ask that the Planning Commission, please

Uphold our appeal and approve Application 05-0813, adopting the proposed Coastal Zone and
Residential Development Findings, as proposed in Exhibit C.

Sincerely,

Wil]iéf"ri and Alane Swinton, Owners
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EXHIBIT A. Map of Neighborhood Support
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EXHIBIT C. Detailed Analysis of Staff Report Findings & Applicant-supplied draft language for
Findings that may properly and fairly be made based on the facts and the record

Coastal Development Permit Finding #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.):

The ZA determined that

»  “theproposed residence includes a dominant two story element at thefront of the residence that is
not consistent with the surroundingpattern of development

Analysis: As discussed previously in this letter, the code definition of “consistency” is specifically
defined as it relates to this issue. The ZA’s finding is in error with respect to this definition in the
above reasoning. Earlier discussion has clearly demonstrated that a two story element at the front of
the residence is consistent by code.

=  “Themajority Of existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stones that are
stepped backfrom the street, withpitched roof, stucco or wood siding, and smaller window areas to
break up visual mass.”

Analysis: As discussed previously in this letter, there is no foundation in existing code that requires
consistency witht h e m of existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.20.130 et seq. in a
neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, where there is no dominant or defining architectural character
or design paradigm.

»  “The bold two story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical
glass panes on the remainder of thefront elevation are not consistent with the majority of the existing
homes thatfront along this section of East Cliff Drive.”

Analysis: There is no foundation in existing code that requires consistency with the majority of
existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.20.130 et seq. in a neighborhood such as Pleasure
Point, where there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm.

= “Thesevertical elements will create an apparent bulk and mass which will not match the streetscape
relationship common zo existing residential development within the surrounding neighborhood.

Analysis: As discussed previously in this letter, there is no common streetscape relationship in the
neighborhood in question. Several nearby structures contain vertical elements that are sited much
closer to East Cliff Drive than the proposed design, and in fact, in some cases are significantly non-
conforming.

Conclusion: The basis of Coastal Development Permit Finding #3 is erroneous and not supported by the
the law and the evidence in the record.

Suggested finding: The applicant suggests that the following finding should properly and fairly he made
based on the substantial evidence and facts in the record:

The single-family dwelling is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and
conditions of County Code Section 13.20.130 et seq., in that the project proposes no grading, is
not on a prominent ridge, and is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding urban
residential neighborhood. Section 13.20.130(b}l. of the County Code which provides the visual
compatibility design criteria for development in the coastal zone, states that all new development
shall be sited, designed and landscaped to he visually compatible and integrated with the
character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas. Section 13.20.130(c) provides the design
criteria for projects within designated scenic resource areas. This regulation states that
development shall be located, if possible, on parts of the site not visible or least visible from the
public view and that development not block public views of the shoreline. The project is not
directly on the coastal buff, as a public road separates it from the bluff. Given the flat lot, it is
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impossible to locate the project where it cannot be viewed from East Cliff Drive. The project is
located within a neighborhood containing significant disparity in the sizes, styles and massing of
the various structures. This particular area is a densely developed urban residential neighborhood
and the proposed project is consistent with the pattern of new development in the area.

The proposed roof is pitched and covered in non-reflective material. The structure employs
various architectural techniques specified in the code, including vertical articulation, multiple
fenestration, variation of material, and visual delineation of the first and second stories, to provide
visual interest and to avoid a bulky appearance in accordance with coastal design guidelines.
Moreover, the project will utilize earth tone colors, a variety of natural finish materials and low
reflective glass to minimize visual impacts. The project will join an existing, highly eclectic
neighborhood and will not adversely impact the public view shed. Thus, the proposed project is
consistent with coastal design requirements in that the project is not on a ridgeline, does not
obstruct public views, and is consistent with the eclectic character of the surrounding
neighborhood.

With the addition of a tree to the landscape plan, the current proposal is consistent with the
requirements of County Code section 13.20.130(d¥1) (Blufftop Development) & General Plan
Policy 5.10.12 (Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads) related to landscaping, in that
the current design does use landscaping to effectively improve the visual quality of the
development.

Coastal Development Permit Finding #5 (That the proposed development is in conformity with the
certified local coastal program.)

The ZA determined that

* 7...thestructure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or integrated with the character d the
surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development Permit Finding #3, above.”

Analysis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed structure is in conformity
with the certified Local Coastal Program.

Conclusion: The ZA’s basis of Coastal Develoument Permit Finding #5. which is by reference that of
erroneous Coastal Development Permit Finding #4, is erroneous and not supuorted by the law and
evidence in the record.

Suggested finding The applicant suggests that the following finding should properly and fairly be made
based on the substantial evidence and facts in the record:

The proposed single-family dwelling and garage are consistent with the County’s certified Local
Coastal Program in that a single family dwelling and appurtenant structures are principal
permitted uses in the R-1-4 (Single Family Residential) zone district, although a use approval is
required in this area of the Coastal Zone. The structure is sited, designed and landscaped to be
visually compatible and integrated with the eclectic character of the surrounding neighborhood.
The size of the proposed dwelling is consistent with other homes on similar sized lots along the
East CIiff Drive. The project is consistent with General Plan policies for residential infil}
development in a readily visible location, where there already are two-story dwellings.

This finding can he made, in that the proposed structure is located in a mixed neighborhood
containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed single-family dwelling is consistent
with the land use intensity and density of the neighborhood.
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Development Permit Finding # 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.): )

The ZA determined that

*  *“..isnot consistent with the requirements of 73.11.072(a)(1) Compatible Site Design ... the twostoiy
stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical glass panes on the
remainder of thefront elevation are not consistent with the majority of the existing homes thatfront
along this section of East Ciiff Drive. These vertical elements will create an apparent bulk and mass
which will not match the streetscape relationship common to existing residential development within
the surrounding neighborhood”.

Analysis: As discussed above, the code definition of “consistency” is specifically defined as it relates
to this issue. The ZA’s finding is in error with respect to this definition. Earlier discussion has
clearly demonstrated that the proposed structure is sited in compliance with code.

Analvsis: As discussed above, there is no foundation in existing code that requires consistency with
the majority of existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.11.072 et seq. in a neighborhood such
as Pleasure Point, where there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm.

= ““..isnot consistent with the requirements of 13.11. 073 Compatible Building Design _ not
consistent with the majority.."”

Analysis: There is no foundation in existing code that requires consistency with the majonty of
existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.11.130in a neighborhood such as Pleasure Point,
where there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm.

»  ““..verticafeatures and extensive use of glass and dark stone will be auf ofproportion withfeatures
found in surrounding development”

Analysis: As discussed previously in this letter, there is substantial evidence in the record that the
proposed structure is in proportion, in both mass and scale and in streetscape setbacks, to the
surrounding development.

» ‘% isnot consistent with the requirements of 13.11. #75¢a} Landscape Design.. does not use taller
landscaping (in theform of trees and shrubs) to soften the appearancefor the proposed development
from view”

Analysis: The applicable section of the code simply reads “Therequiredyard (setback) adjoining a
street shall incorporate appropriate landscape and/or hardscape. Appropriate landscape elements
may include trees, shrubs, and groundcover. ” It is important to note that there is wide latitude with
respect to the landscape elements to be used; the specific term “taller” is not found. As discussed
previously in this letter, the proposed landscape plan does include significant shrubs and groundcover
and that, the applicant, in spite of concerns of neighbors, will include a tree in the East Cliff Drive
yard.

Conclusion: The ZA’s basis for Development Permit Finding #2 is erroneous and not supported by the
was and the evidence in the record.

Suggested finding: The applicant suggests that the following finding should properly and fairly be made
based on the substantial evidence and facts in the record:

This finding can be made, in that the proposed location of the single-family dwelling and the
conditions under which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent
County ordinances and the purpose of the R-1-4 (Single-family residential, 4,000 square foot
minimum site area) zone district in that the primary use of the property will be one single-family
dwelling that meets all current site standards for the zone district.
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Development Permit Finding #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.)

The ZA determined that

“...This finding can not be made, in that the design df theproposed residence is not consistent with
County General Plan requirements related to building design, neighborhood compatibility, or
development within visual resource areas.

Analvsis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed structure is in conformity
with the certified County General Plan.

= “ ..GeneralPlan Policy 8.4.7 (Neighborhood Character) or General Plan Objective 8.6 (Building
Design) related to consistency with existing residential character, architectural style, neighborhood
context, and scale of adjacent development, in that the proposed residence includes a dominant two
story element at thefront of the residence that is not consistent with the surrounding pattern of
development. The bold twe story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and tke
extensive vertical glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the
majority df the existing homes that front along this section d East Cliff Drive.

Analysis: As discussed above, the code definition of “consistency” is specifically defined as it relates
to this issue. The ZA's finding is in error with respect to this definition. Earlier discussion has
clearly demonstrated that the proposed structure is sited in compliance with code.

Analysis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, there is no foundation in existing code that
requires consistency with the maiority of existing homes to meet the requirements of the applicable
General Plan policies in a neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, where there is no dominant or
defining architectural character or design paradigm

Conclusion: The ZA’s basis of Development Permit Finding #3 is erroneous and not supported by the law
and the evidence in the record.

Suggested finding The applicant suggests that the following finding should properly and fairly be made
based on the substantial evidence and facts in the record:

This finding can be made, in that the proposed residential use is consistent with the use and
density requirements specified for the Urban Medium Residential (R-UM) land use designation
in the County General Plan. The proposed single-family dwelling will not adversely impact the
light, solar opportunities, air, and/or open space available to other structures or properties, and
meets all current site and development standards for the zone district as specified in Policy 8.1.3
(Residential Site and Development Standards Ordinance), in that the single-family dwelling will
not adversely shade ’adjacent properties, and will meet current setbacks for the zone district that
ensure access to light, air, and open space in the neighborhood.

The proposed single-family dwelling will not be improperly proportioned to the parcel size or the
character of the neighborhood as specified in General Plan Policy 8.6.1 (Maintaining a
Relationship Between Structure and Parcel Sizes), in that the proposed single-family dwelling
will comply with the site standards for the R-1-4 zone district (including setbacks, lot coverage,
floor area ratio, height, and number of stones) and will result in a structure consistent with a
design that could be approved on any similarly sized lot in the vicinity. The size and scale of the
proposed single-family dwelling is consistent with that of the dwellings in the surrounding
neighborhood, is truly an eclectic neighborhood containing a broad range of architectural styles,
sizes, massing and configuration of structures. Elements of this design as well as similar scale and
massing are present in the context of the larger neighborhood. The dwelling will not block public
vistas to the public beach or bay.
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A specific plan has not been adopted for this portion of the County

Development Permit Finding #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.):

The ZA determined that

= “Thisfinding can not be made, in that the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development
Permit Finding #3, and Development Permit Findings #2 & 3, above. -

Analvsis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed structure visually compatible,
in scale with, or integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood.

Conclusion: The ZA’s basis of Development Permit Finding #5 is erroneous, as it simply incorporates
other erroneous Findina bases, which have been shown above to not supported by the law and the
substantial evidence in the record.

Suggested finding: The applicant suggests that the following finding should properly and fairly be made
based on the substantial evidence and facts in the record:

This finding can he made, in that the proposed structure is located in a mixed neighborhood
containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed single-family dwelling is consistent
with the land use intensity and density of the neighborhood. The proposed single-family dwelling
will complement and harmonize with the existing land uses in the vicinity. The proposed home
will result in a dwelling of a similar size and mass to other homes on similar sized lots in the
neighborhood. The neighborhood surrounding the project site lacks any particular architectural
character or design theme, and there is a significant disparity in the size, style and massing of the
various structures in this area. Consequently, there are a number of dwellings in this
neighborhood that can individually be considered unique in their size, scale, design, siting and/or
massing. Elements of this design as well as similar scale and massing are also present in the
context of the larger neighborhood. The project design will complement the eclectic nature of the
existing neighborhood .

The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and Guidelines (sections 13.1
1.070 through 13.11.076), and any other applicable requirements of this chapter.

Development Permit Finding #6 (The proposed development project is consistent with the Design
Standards and Guidelines (sections 13.1 1.070 through 13.11.076}, and any other applicable requirements
of this chapter.):

The ZA determined that

» “Thisfinding can not be made, in that the design of theproposed residence is not consistent with the
County Code requirements related to compatible site design, building design, or landscaping, as
described in Development Permit Finding #2, above.”

Analysis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed residence is consistent with
all requirement.

Conclusion: The ZA’s basis of Development Permit Finding #6 is erroneous. as it simply incorporates bv
reference the erroneous basis for Development Permit Finding # 2. which has been shown above to not
supported by the law and the substantial evidence in the record..
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Suggested finding: The applicant suggests that the following finding should properly and fairly be made
based on the substantial evidence and facts in the record:

This finding can he made, in that the proposed structure is located in a mixed neighborhood
containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed single-family dwelling is consistent
with the land use intensity and density of the neighborhood. The proposed single-family dwelling
will complement and harmonize with the existing land uses in the vicinity. The proposed home
will result in a dwelling of a similar size and mass to other homes on similar sized lots in the
neighborhood. The neighborhood surrounding the project site lacks any particular architectural
character or design theme, and there is a significant disparity in the size, style and massing of the
various structures in this area. Consequently, there are a number of dwellings in this
neighborhood that can individually be considered unique in their size, scale, design, siting and/or
massing. Elements of this design as well as similar scale and massing are also present in the
context of the larger neighborhood. The project design will complement the eclectic nature of the
existing neighborhood.
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Design Review

Design Review is considersd to be an integral part of the Planning process in Santa
Cruz County, Some projects are reviawed in terms of site planning, architectural
design and landscape design. Many projects submitted to the County of Santa Cruz
are not requiced to be reviewed for design (fer example; building permits with no
discretionary raview).

The primary projects which must be reviewed are: 2ll commerdal, ali industrial, all
institutional and all county projects. Residential development projects are raviswed
if: a) they involve three units of more, b) they ocour in 2 minor tand division within
the Urban or Rural Services Lines, c) they oocur in & minor land division whidh affects
sensitive sites, or d) they are part of a land division of 5 lots or more.

single family residences will be reviewed for design if: a) they are over 7,000 sq. ft.,
b) they are within coastal special communities, or © within sensitive sites (adjacent
ta a scenic road, within the viewshed of a scenicroad, on a coasta!l bluff, or on a
ridgeline).

Additions of 500 sq. ft. or more are reviewed if they ooour within sensitive sites
tadjacent to a scenic road, within the viewshed of a scenic road, on a coastal bluff, or
on & ridgeline) or within coastal special communities (these are defined in the County
Code and General Plan)

The criteria for evaluating projects for design review is containad within the County of
Santa Cruz Code in Chapter 13.11. There are also sections of the Coastal Zone
Regulstions {Chapter 13.207 which pertain to the review of the design of projects.
Some cormrnmunities in the county, such as Ban Lomand, Boulder Cresk, Felton,

Soquel and Aptos have their own Town Plan whidh includes design elements.

The process of design review begins during the first thirty (30} days after submittal
of & project to the County. The Urban Designer reviews the project in respect ta the
applicable ordnances and will write a memo to the Project Planner. As with all those
invelved in commenting on the project, there may be comments made in regard to
the completeness of the submittal. It is the responsibility of the Praject Planner to
incorporate &l camments (including Design Review) into their comnpleteness review
and eventually into the staff report For the public hearing.
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Resolution Establishing County Pelicies for Permit Processing

WHEREAS, the pecple of the County of Santa Cruz Adopted by rote in 1978, a comprehsnsive growth
management and environmental protection system; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisars has implemented such a growth management systern through a varisty of
ordinances, regulations, and policies; and

WHEREAS, the concepts of growth management and environmental protection continue to be critically important
for and broadly supported by our cornmunity; and

WHEREAS, it is equally important that the permit processing systemn which, in part, implements growth
management and environmental pratection policies, be as broadly supported as the policies themselves; and

WHEREAS, tha Board of Supsrvisors has undertaken an aggressive program of reforming the permit processing
systermn of the Santa Cruz County Plenning Departmant; and

WHEREAS, the permit procassing reform effort has resulted in measurable improvements in the system; and

WHEREAS, more progress needs to ba made concerning permit processing reform, and the Board of Supervisors
is taking actions to achieve such progress; and

WHEREAS, an essential «lement of a meaningful permit processing reform effort is for the County to provide
dear and helpful information to applicants for parmits; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interests of the people of the County of Santa Cruz to now set forth policies for the -
processing of parmit applications by the County of Santa Gruz in a manner which will have the effect of
uphelding alt-of the policies of growth management and envirenmental protection, while, at the same time
establishing a reliable set of permit processing guidalines;

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Santas Cruz that the following
policies are hereby adopted for the processing of permit applications by the County of Santa Cruz:

1. an applicant is to be provided with complete information concerning the process which will be folowed
regarding the application, including specific steps in the process and astimated time frames for each
step;

2. An applicant is to receiva at the earliest possible time all of the slaments required by the County of Santa
Cruz which would constitute a completa application;

3. An applicant is to be provided with clear and specific criteria which will be vsed by the County of Santa
Cruz in making decisions pertaining to the application;

4. An applicant is ta be provided with information concerning any and all appeals processes available
concerning dedsions made by the County of Santa Cruz which relate to the application;

5, &An applicant is te be sntitied to request and be provided with a “single point of contaat™ for processing
tha application;

6. An applicant is to be provided, at the sarliest possible tirne, with notice regarding any delays in
processing the application beyond the time frames established by the County of Santa Cruz for
processing tha permit.

ACTIVITY AMMNOUNCEMENT
The County of Santa Cruz Planning Department does not discriminate on the besis of 2 disability, and no person
shall, by reason of a disability, be denied the benefits of its services, programs or activities. The Planning




October 27, 2006 Agenda Date: November &, 2006

VIA HAND DELIVERY and E-MAIL

PLANNING COMMISSION
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE:  2-3515 East CHff Drive, Application 05-0813, APN: 032-223-09

Members of the Commission:

Attached please find 8 additional letters of support from our neighbors regarding the above
application. With the addition of these, you should find a total of 52 letters of support attached or
included in the Staff Reports.

Please note these people have entrusted me to deliver these written comments to those concemned
with the processing ofthe above application, with the knowledge and intent that these comments
be incorporated into the public record concerning the above matter.

Please add these to this record.

Please consider this citizen input. These citizens have taken time evaluate the proposed

development, and are, arguably, practical experts in neighborhood compatibility and the Pleasure
Point and East Cliff environs.

Sincerely:

v/

William G. Swinton
for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners




10-F 2006

Re: William & AIme Swinton's Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Chiff Dy, SC 95062
TO:Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept. & Whom It May Concem:

| have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, Wiliam and Alane, for their replacement homc. lam pleased
with the design.

It replaces an old. dilapidated structure, With s nice home that will be a welcome addition to our
neighborhood, which iS a mix of homes of various styles, uses and 2ges

When completed as designed, it will improve E CLff Drive.

Sincerely,

Name: To’;w’t g“%f—L

Address: 34 FATw Ave
SANTA Cypvt, o™ Aol 1-
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Re: William & Alane Swinton's Replacment Home (@ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062
T O Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept. & Whom 1t May Concern:

1 have reviewed the plans of my neighbors Wiliam and Alane, for their replacement home. | am pleased
with the design.

It replaces an old, dilapidated structure, with 2 nice home that will be a welcome addition to our
neighborhood, which is a mix of homes of various styles. uses and ages.

When completed as designed, 1t will improve E Cliff Drive.

-

Si.ticczcly,

o b,
Name  S-ewe Olsep

Address: Llls ‘5(&?“ 0\\'\}:
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Re: William & Alane $winton’s Replacment HOMe @ 2-3515 E CIiff Ds, SC 95062
TO: Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dcpt. & Whom 1t May Concern:

1 have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, William and Almc, for their replacement home. T am pleased
with the design.

It replaces an old, duegdBmmd structure, with awome that will be a welcome addition 10 our

neighborhood, whickh 15 a mix oF homer of vasious styles, uses and ages.
==

When completed as designed, it Will improve E Cliff Drive,

Sincerely, ’ @é /wa LS

Name: 1’3‘”" ?“.,MF(.HL&?S
Address: S_‘f 4 \—,)5% ﬂu&_-

SICH'I"‘" Craue | C
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Re: Willam & Alane Swinton's Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062

TO. Santa Cruz Co. Flanning Dcpt. & Whom It My Concem:

| hive reviewed the plans of my neighbors. William and Alsne, for their replacement home. I am pleased
with the design.

1t replaces an old, dilapidated structure, with a nice home that will be a welcome addition to our
neighborhood, which is a mix of homes of various styles, uses and ages.

When completed as designed, it will improve E Chiff Drive

Sincerely, _
M

Name: A\J\‘ 4 ‘\{\\&\)S
Address: “QS%S%A\)'E ]

.k
Sonn U b2
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Re: William & Alane Swinton's Replacment Home @) 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062
TO Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept. & Whom It Map Concern:

1hive reviewed the plans of my neighbors, William and Alane, for their replacement homc. | am pleased
with the design.

It replaces M old, dilapidated structuze, Wi a nice homc that will be a welcome addition to our
neighborhood, which is a mix of homes of various styles, uses and ages.

When completed as designed, it will improve E Cliff Dave

Sincerely,

A Bl | Ve gy

Name: L Qe F"‘ J\Lﬂ\ \m\l (..L\‘\J-\ TL\')MPJTV\
Address: ? \Y ?‘-‘ A‘\'\ A‘-——‘l—-

Senke Gony €A
4sobL
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Re: William & Alane Swinton’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062
T O Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept. & Whom It May Concern:

| have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, William and Alane, for their replacement home. 1 am pleased
with the design.

It replaces an old. dilapidated structure, With a nice home that will be a welcome addiden to our
neighborhood. which is 2 mix of homer of varivus styles, uses and ages.

When completed as designed, it will irmprove E Cliff Dive.

Sincerely, W

e Ditee Truley
Address: /0617— ZZLU/S fé/
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Re: William & Alane Swinton's Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dt, SC 95062
TO: Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept. & Whom It May Concern:

I have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, William and Alane, for their replacement home. 1am pleased
with the design.

It replaces an old, dilapidated structure, with 2 nice home that will be 2 welcome additon to our
neighbothood, which is 2 mix of homes of vatious sryles, uses and ages.

When completed as designed, it will improve E Cliff Drive.

Z TroMAas M | ANE__
Address:5§0 Z5TH AVE
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Re: William & Alane Swinton’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E CLiff D, 5C 95062

TO: Santa Cruz Co. Planning Dept. & Whom It May Concern:

I have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, William and Alane, for their replacement home. [ am pleased
with the design.

It replaces an old, dilapidated structure, with a nice home that will be a welcome addition to our
neighborhood, which is a mix of homes of vanous styles, uses and ages.

When completed as designed, it will improve E Chff Dove.

Sincerely,

Name: ﬁm/ﬁ gymeu‘_

Address: 374 741'* Ave
SANTA Cpvi, C~ Afo(2-




Lani Freeman

From: Randall Adams

Sent: Wednesday, October 25,2006 7:29 AM

To: Lani Freeman

Subject: FW: I support the original findings-2-3515 East Cliff

&5 & & |e B

pat9043468 pat1631785863 patl1692118147 patl787476653  patl858623239

05-0813 - 11/8/06 PC

__---0Original Message-----

From: Charles paulden [mailto:yogacharles@vanoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2006 $:35 PM

To: Randall Adams

Subject: 1 support the original findings-2-3515 East Cliff

7. 05-0813(**) 2-3515 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz
ABN: 032-223-0%

1 support the original findings of not fitting with
the neighborhood character.

Even though these homes were built not as a bland sub
division, i1t was built as a beach cottage community.
Please see the attached.

The project is in the Breakers beach Subdivision and
is part of the historic Pleasure Point beach
community.

The County is in process of protecting this area from
over development.

Please let this process go forward so that this unique
area maybe preserved.

Turn down the appeal .

There are many designs to that will work in this area.
Look to Capitola, or the Sea Bright Neighborhood plan.
Thank you

Charles Paulden

People for the Preservation of Pleasure Point

Appeal of the Zoning Administrator™s September 17,
2006 action to deny application 05-0813, a proposal to
demolish an existing one-bedroom single-family
dwelling and construct a two-bedroom single-family
dwelling with attached garage. Requires a Coastal
Development Permit. Property located on the north side
of East Cliff Drive, about 60 feet east of 35th Ave.

The project is iIn the Breakers beach Subdivision and
is part of the historic Pleasure Point beach
community.

The County is in process of protecting this area from
over development.

Please let this process go forward so that this unique
area maybe preserved.

Thank you

Charles Paulden

People for the Preservation of Pleasure Point

Appzllant/owner: William & Alane Swinton

Additional Correspondence for




Applicant: Martha Matson
Supervisorial District: 1

Project Planner: Randall Adams, 454-3218
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