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Members of the Commission: 

BACKGROUND 

Application No. 02-0600, a request to remodel and construct first.and second story additions and a 
detached shop to an existing one-story, single family dwelling within the Coastal Zone was heard 
by the Zoning Administrator on October 3, 2003 and was denied. An appeal was filed on October 
10,2003 by Austin Comstock, Esq. on behalf of the property owners, William and Susan Porter and 
the applicant, Cove Britton (Attachment E). 

The project is redevelopment of a residential lot within a row of developed properties along the 
coastal bluff. The property is within the appealable jurisdiction of the Califomia Coastal 
Commission. The 14,740 square foot lot has an irregularly shaped, essentially level building site 
adjacent to Pleasure Point Drive. The property drops off abruptly at a roughly “S”-shaped coastal 
bluff to the shoreline below. There is an existing seawall near the break in slope, which is in a state 
of disrepair. The proposed home meets all of the site development standards for the R-1-5 zone 
district. The structure approaches the limits of lot coverage, but i s  well under the maximum floor 
area ratio. One architectural element reaches the 28-foot height limit, while most of the dwelling is 
approximately 26.5 feet or less in height. 

This application came before the Zoning Administrator at the October 3, 2003 public hearing. 
Planning staff recommended denial of the application without prejudice based on incompatibility 
with the neighborhood in design and scale (Chapter 13.20 Coastal Regulations and Chapter 13.11, 
Design Review ordinance), inconsistency with Chapter 16.10 (Geologic Hazards) and lack of 
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special circumstances for a parking Variance. Several neighbors testified at the public hearing in 
opposition to the project, The primary concerns raised were the modadhigh tech design being 
incompatible with the neighborhood, reflection from the largely glass fapde areas and privacy due 
to the expansive glass wall on the second story. The applicant and several speakers on behalf of the 
owners and applicant provided testimony arguing that the proposed architectural design was not 
incompatible with the surrounding existing development. Public testimony also included 
discussions with County staff regarding geologic issues. After the close of the public hearing, the 
Zoning Administrator denied application 02-0600 based on the denial findings. 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF APPEAL ISSUES 

The grounds of this appeal, as described in the brief letter of appeal dated October 9,2003 are that 
the Zoning Administrator failed to adequately consider the Design Review Report submitted by the 
Applicant, that there was information submitted by the applicant that was not included in the record 
for consideration and that the Zoning Administrator raised Variance issues at the hearing without 
notice. These items will be discussed in the order of complexity. 

Yariance Issues 

Planning staff included a Variance for parking exceeding 50% of the front yard setback in the 
original Zoning Administrator staff report. During the staff presentation, the project planner 
requested that the Variance be omitted. The Zoning Administrator stated that the plans as submitted 
would require a Variance from the parking standards set forth in County Code Section 13.10.554(d). 
Planning staff and the architect have met to discuss and clarify the parkingkuiance issue. Exhibit 
A shows a driveway meeting County standards for two off-street parking spaces w-ith an adjacent 
walkway from the sidewalk to the side yard, The paved parking area is less than 50% of the front 
yard setback. If the walkway were included in this calculation, then this paving does exceed the 
50% threshold. The County Code, however, specifically states, “Parking areas, aisles and access 
drives together shall not occupy more than 50 percent of any required front yard setback area for 
any residential use”. Clearly, the walkway is not included in this calculation. The applicant has 
agreed to distinguish the pedestrian path from the parking area by using a different construction 
material, finish andlor coloration. Thus, a Variance to the County parking regulations is not 
required. 

Submitted Materials Not Included in the Record 

The materials at issue included seawall repair plans and three letters of support from the public. 
The seawall became a key issue in that the findings could not be made that the proposed project was 
consistent with the Geologic Hazards ordinance (Ch. 16.10) and General Plan policies 6.2.12 and 
6.2.14 pertaining to additionslremodeling of an existing dwelling on a coastal bluff and would not 
endanger the health and safety of the occupants of the new additions. Specifically, the sea wall was 
acknowledged to be in a state of disrepair and the overall stability of the bluff was questionable over 
time. Following the Zoning Administrator’s denial of this application, it was determined that the 
seawall was within the permitting jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. The applicant 
submitted an application to the Coastal Commission for the repair of the seawall. The Coastal 
Commission has approved the Coastal Development Permit (CDP 3-93-039), and the conditions of 
approval are included as Attachment J. Based on the repair of the seawall, the minimum 25-foot 
coastal bluff setback set forth in Chapter 16.10 and the County General Plan will provide 100-year 
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SITE STANDARD 
Front yard setback 
Side yard (east) setback 
Side yard (west) setback 
Coastal Bluff setback (rear) 
Lot Coverage 
Floor Area Ratio 
Height 

stability for the proposed additions. The project soils engmeer has submitted a letter specifically 
stating that the plans meet the 100-year stability requirement (Attachment I). Therefore, the 
findings can now be made that the project as proposed is consistent with Chapter 16.10 and the 
General Plan policies for additions to an existing single family dwelling on a coastal bluff and that 
the project does not pose a threat to public health, safety or welfare. 

Desim Review Issues 

The appellant contends that the Zoning Administrator did not adequately consider the Design 
Review Report submitted by the applicant, In addition, several letters from neighbors supporting 
the project were not included in the staff report or public record for consideration (see Attachment 
H). The Design Review Report prepared by Anthony Kirk, Ph.D. (Attachment F), while largely not 
pertinent to this neighborhood, does raise some valid points for consideration. Specifically, 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 andor massing. Moreover, there are several 
examples of the larger scale use of glass in the greater Pleasure Point neighborhood, specifically at 
11 Rockview and one newly constructed dwelling at 330 15* Avenue. 

The proposed addition and remodel as it relates to the development standards for the R-1-5 zone 
district is the following: 

REQUIRED PROPOSED 
20 feet 20 feet 
5 feet 5 feet 
8 feet 8 feet 

25 feet 25 feet 
30% max. 24% 
50% max. 36% 

28 feet max. 25.5-28 feet 

Thus, the proposed project is within the limits for development on this R-1-5 zoned parcel. This 
parcel is substantially constrained by the “S” curved coastal bluff line. The required 25-foot coastal 
bluff setback restricts the development envelope to a long narrow area adjacent to the western side 
of the property and a narrow band across the parcel’s frontage. Consequently, new additions and 
substantial reconstruction are, through this coastal constraint; forced to one side and the front of the 
parcel. Moreover, the geometry of the parcel is such that the frontage is rather narrow (about 38.5 
feet wide). As a result of the constraints of the coastal bluff, the location of the existing residence 
and the narrow frontage, the development opportunities are limited to predominantly second story 
expansion concentrated towards the street and 5-fOot side yard. While it may be preferable to 
minimize two-story massing of a structure at the front yard setback, this goal is problematical given 
the constraints of this particular parcel. The maximum height of the proposed structure at the street 
side elevation is less than 26 feet and incorporates both one and two story elements. 

Several neighbors expressed concerns over glare from the extensive use of glass and of loss of 
privacy (neighbors across the street). The architect now proposes using a low-reflective glass for 
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the windows, which will substantially reduce potential glare problems. In addition, the architect is 
proposing to use opaque to semi-opaque glass (frosted, patterned) for the second story living room 
windows (5ont elevation) to provide privacy for the neighbors located across from the proposed 
dwelling. The architect has also lowered the front portion of the structure along the western 
elevation (at the 5-fOOt side yard) to address some of the concerns of the adjacent neighbor and to 
reduce some of the massing of this wall, which was a concern expressed by the Urban Designer. 

The Design Reviem ordinance states under “Building design” (Section 13.11.073) that, “It shall be 
an objective of building design that the basic architectural design principles of balance, harmony, 
order and unity prevail, while not excluding the opportunity for a unique design. Successful use 
of the basic design principles accommodates a full range of building designs, from unique or  
landmark buildings to background buildings” (emphasis added). What is before your 
Commission is Elements of this design as well as similar scale and 
massing are present in the context of the larger neighborhood. Nevertheless, the broad range of 
architectural styles, sizes, massing and configuration of structures in this neighborhood will 
accommodate a broad range of designs that could be considered compatible. 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 modem-style home would clearly 
be incompatible and would not meet the objectives of the Design Review ordinance. Ideally, the 
two-story elements of the proposed structure would be set back further from the front yard setback 
and the five-foot side yard. This ideal, however, is unattainable given the severe building envelope 
constraints resulting from the coastal bluff setback. 

CONCLUSION 

The issues relating to public health and safety and consistency with the geologic ordinances and 
General Plan policies for development adjacent to a coastal bluff have been resolved, and these 
findings can now be made. In addition, staff has determined that a variance to the County’s 
development standards is not required for this project. Finally, it is staffs opinion that the proposed 
residence, as recently modified by the architect, is consistent with the objectives of the Design 
Review ordinance and Coastal Development regulations within the context of the wide variety of 
architectural styles of the neighborhood, a general lack of a cohesive architectural character, the 
wide variety of significant disparity in the size, style and massing of the various structures and the 
substantial natural constraints of the coastal bluff setback on the development envelope of this 
parcel. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

such a unique design. 

The proposed project is consistent with County General Plan policies and ordinances, and staff 
recommends that the Zoning Administrator’s denial of application 02-0600 be overturned. 

It is therefore, RECOMMEKDED, that your Commission: 

1. Certify the determination that the project is Categorically Exempt fiom the California 
Environmental Quality Act, and 

Uphold the Appeal and approve Application 02-0600, based on the attached Coastal Zone and 
Residential Development Findings and subject to the attached Conditions of approval. 

2. 
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Report Prepared by: 

Project Planner 
Development Review 

Attachments: 

Reviewed by: 

Principal Planner 
Development Review 

A. 

B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 

Project Plans prepared by Matson Britton Architects, last revised 10/21/04 
Seawall Plans prepared by Matson Britton Architects, last revised 9!20/04 
Photo-simulations and renderings of Proposed Dwelling and similar dwellings 
Findings 
Conditions of Approval 
CEQA Determination 
Appeal Letter 
Design Review Report prepared by Anthony Kirk, Ph.D. dated 9/19/03 
Zoning Administrator Staff Report of October 3, 2003 
Correspondence 
Soil Engineer’s Letter 
CCC Permit Conditions 
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

1. THAT THE PROJECT IS A USE ALLOWED IN ONE OF THE BASIC ZONE DISTRICTS, 
OTHER THAN THE SPECIAL USE (SU) DISTRICT, LISTED N SECTIOK 13.10.170(d) AS 
CONSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LUP 
DESIGNATION. 

A single-family dwelling with a detached garage is a principal permitted use in the “R-1-5 (Single 
Family Residential) zone. The “R-1-5” zone district is consistent with the General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program land use designation of Urban Medium Residential. 

2 .  THAT THE PROJECT DOES NOT CONFLICT WITH ANY EXISTING EASEMENT OR 
DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS SUC,H AS PUBLIC ACCESS, UTILITY, OR OPEN 
SPACE EASEMENTS. 

The parcel is not governed by an open space easement or similar land use contract. The project will 
not conflict with any existing right-of-way easement or development restriction as none exist 

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 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 13.20.13O(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, desimed and landscaped to be 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 located adjacent to coastal 
bluff. Thus, it is impossible to locate the project where it cannot be viewed from the shore. 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, curved and articulated to provide visual interest and to avoid a 
bulky appearance in accordance with coastal design guidelines. Moreover, the project, as 
conditioned, will utilize earth tone colors and 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 ridge line, does not obstruct public views, is consistent 
with the eclectic character of the surrounding neighborhood and will not be visually intrusive from 
the shoreline. 

4. THAT THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE PUBLIC ACCESS, RECREATION, AND 
VISITOR-SERVING POLICIES, STANDARDS AND MAPS OF THE GENERAL PLAN 
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AND LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN, SPECIFICALLY CHAPTER 2: 
FIGURE 2.5 AND CHAPTER 7, AND, AS TO ANY DEVELOPMENT BETWEEN AND 
NEAREST PUBLIC ROAD AND THE SEA OR THE SHORELINE OF ANY BODY OF 
WATER LOCATED WITHIN THE COASTAL ZONE, SUCH DEVELOPMEKT IS IN 
CONFORMITY WITH THE PUBLIC ACCESS AND PUBLIC RECREATION POLICIES OF 
CHAPTER 3 OF THE COASTAL ACT COMMENCING WITH SECTION 30200. 

The project site is located in the appealable area between the shoreline and the first through public 
road and within 300 feet of a coastal bluff. Public access to the beach is located to the southwest at 
Moran Lake and to the northeast at Pleasure Point. The proposed dwelling and non-habitable 
accessory structure (shop) will not interfere with public access to the beach, ocean, or any nearby 
body of water as the precipitous slope between the proposed addition and Pleasure Point Drive 
precludes access. The project site is not identified as a priority acquisition site in the County Local 
Coastal Program, and is not designated for public recreation or visitor serving facilities. Therefore, 
the project will not interfere with the public’s access and enjoyment of this beach area. 

5. THAT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE CERTIFIED 
LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM. 

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-1-5 (Single Family Residential) zone district, although a use approval is required in 
this area of the Coastal Zone. The development permit has been conditioned to maintain a density 
of development compatible with the zone district. The structure is sited, designed and landscaped to 
be visually compatible and integrated with the eclectic character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
The proposed home and shop will incorporate a pitched, curved roof and use earth tone coloration 
on the cement fiber siding. The size of the proposed dwelling following the additions is consistent 
with other larger homes on similar sized lots along the bluff. 

The purpose of General Plan and Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Objective 5.10b New Development 
within Visual Resource Areas is to “ensure that new development is appropriately designed and 
constructed to have minimal to no adverse impact upon identified visual resources”. Policy 5.10.2 
Development Within Visual Resource areas, recognizes the diversity of Santa Cruz County’s visual 
resources and provides criteria for evaluating projects within designated visual resource areas. The 
project is located on a Coastal bluff. A visual analysis has been conducted for the proposed 
dwelling. The existing and proposed dwelling will be visible from the shoreline below the coastal 
bluff. The existing dwellings on either side of the subject parcel can be readily viewed fkom the 
shore as well. There are a number of dwellings along the bluff that are visible from the shoreline. 
These include both one and two story structures. The proposed two-story addition will harmonize 
with the built environment, given the variation in heights and setbacks from the bluff along the bluff 
top. The project has been conditioned to utilize a low reflective glass on the windows to minimize 
glare. The proposed dwelling is within all of the site development standards for the R-1-5 zone 
district. A one-story design is not a viable alternative due to the extremely restrictive building 
envelope determined by the coastal bluff setback. The project is consistent with General Plan 
policies for residential infill development in a readily visible location, where there already are two- 
story dwellings. 
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The proposed development is consistent with the. County’s certified Local Coastal Program for 
development within a coastal hazards area, in that Geologic and Geotechnical Reports have been 
completed for the project. The technical report has been reviewed and accepted by the Planning 
Department under Application 02-0002. The soils engineer has projected that the building site has 
100 years stability. based on the repair and maintenance of the existing seawall. A Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP 3-93-039) has been issued by the California Coastal Commission for the 
repair of the seawall. Therefore, the appropriate setback fiom the coastal bluff for the building site 
is 25 feet, as specified in the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Plan. The project has been 
designed to meet the required coastal bluff top setback. 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS 

1. THAT THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDITIONS UNDER 
WHICH IT WOULD BE OPERATED OR MAINTAINED WILL NOT BE DETRIMENTAL 
TO THE HEALTH, SAFETY, OR WELFARE OF PERSONS RESIDING OR WORKING IN 
THE NEIGHBORHOOD OR THE GEKERAL PUBLIC, OR BE MATERIALLY INJURIOUS 
TO PROPERTIES OR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE VICINITY. 

The location of the addition to an existing single family dwelling and the new non-habitable 
accessory structure (shop) and the conditions under which they would be operated or maintained 
will not be detrimental to the health, safety, or welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood or the general public, and will not be materially injurious to properties or 
improvement in the vicinity, as the proposed project complies with all development regulation 
applicable to the site. In addition, low reflective glass is proposed to minimize glare, and an opaque 
glass is proposed to preserve privacy for the residents located across the street. 

As discussed in the Coastal Development Finding #5 above, the site is located adjacent to a coastal 
bluff. Geologic and Geotechnical reports have been completed for this site to determine design 
parameters to construct the proposed additions to this residence and the seawall repair, and protect 
the health and safety of the proposed home’s occupants and adjacent neighbors from geologic 
hazards associated with this precipitous slope. The reports, which have been reviewed and accepted 
by the County, determined a setback from the bluff providing 100-year stability is 25 feet, based on 
the proper maintenance and repair of the existing seawall. These recommendations have been 
incorporated into the project plans and conditions of approval. A declaration of potential hazards 
must be recorded on the property deed acknowledging the hazards associated with the coastal bluff 
and the necessity to maintain the seawall. 

Construction will comply with prevailing building technology, the Uniform Building Code, and the 
County Building ordinance to insure the optimum in safety and the conservation of energy and 
resources. A soils engineering report has been completed to ensure the proper design and 
functioning of the proposed additions and the seawall repair. 

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. 
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The project site is located in the R-1-5 zone district. The dwelling addition and detached shop and 
the conditions under which they would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all 
pertinent County ordinances and the purpose of the R-1-5 zone district. The project meets the site 
standard requirements for residential development on a R-1-5 parcel. The proposed lot coverage for 
the development is 24% and the maximum allowed lot coverage is 30%. The maximum allowed 
floor area ratio is 50%, and the floor area for the proposed project is about 36%. The scale of the 
proposed remodel and addition to the existing single-family dwelling is consistent with that of 
larger dwellings in the surrounding neighborhood. 

The proposed development as conditioned is consistent with the Geologic Hazards Ordinance (Ch. 
16.10) for development in an area subject to geologic hazards, specifically a coastal bluff. Geologic 
and soils reports have been prepared for this project evaluating slope stability, 100 year stability 
setbacks from the coastal bluff and soil conditions and set forth recommendations for development 
providing an acceptable level of safety. 

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 project is located in the Urban Medium Residential land use designation. As discussed in the 
Coastal Zone Findings for this project, all LCP policies have been met in the proposed location of 
the project and with the required conhtions of this permit. The size and scale of the proposed 
single-family dwelling and shop is consistent with that of the larger dwellings in the surrounding 
neighborhood. The project is a unique design within an eclectic neighborhood containing a broad 
range of architectural styles, sizes, massing and configuration of structures. Elements of t h s  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 and will blend with the built environment, 
which is visible from the public shoreline. 

4. THAT THE PROPOSED USE WILL NOT OVERLOAD UTILITIES AND WILL NOT 
GENERATE MORE THAN THE ACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF TRAFFIC ON THE STREETS 
IN THE VICINITY. 

The use will not overload utilities and will not generate more than the acceptable level of traffic on 
the roads in the vicinity in that there will be no significant increase in traffic, as a result of the 
proposed additions to an existing single family dwelling and the new shop structure. The existing 
dwelling has three bedrooms and the addition will result in a five bedroom dwelling. The plans 
provide for adequate off-street parking for a five-bedroom residence. 

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 proposed single-family dwelling and shop will complement and harmonize with the existing 
and proposed land uses in the vicinity. The geometry and siting of the additions corresponds to the 
physical limitations of the building envelope resulting from the coastal bluff setback. The proposed 
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addition will result in a dwelling of a similar size and mass to other larger 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 and/or massing. 
Elements of this design as well as similar scale and massing are present in the context of the larger 
neighborhood. The project design will complement the eclectic nature of the existing neighborhood 
while responding to the physical constraints of the building site. 

6. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE DESIGN STANDARDS 
AND GUIDELINES (SECTION 13.11.070 THROUGH 13.11.076), AND ANY OTHER 
APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS CHAPTER. 

The proposed two-story addition and new detached shop are consistent with the Design Standards 
and Guidelines of the County Code in that the proposed dwelling complies with the required 
development standards within the context of the eclectic neighborhood and the physical constraints 
of the parcel. The concentration of the tw-o-story elements towards the western side yard and the 
front of the parcel are in direct response to the strict limitations on the building envelope resulting 
from the 25-foot setback from the “S” shaped coastal bluff and the narrowness of the lot along its 
frontage. As discussed in Finding f i5 above, this neighborhood contains a wide range in sizes, 
styles, massing and architecture of the various structures in this area. Overall, there is no particular 
archtectural theme or characteristic in this area of Pleasure Point. There are a few examples of 
Modern-type designs and extensive use of glass within the larger neighborhood, and there are a 
number of two-story dwellings. The key elements of the proposed Modem design for this site are a 
pitched, articulated curving roof and second story glass wall, which are unique. Section 13.1 1.073 
of the Design Review ordinance specifically states that the opportunity for a unique design is not 
precluded. Given that the broad range of architectural styles, sizes, massing and configuration of 
structures in this neighborhood will accommodate a broad range of designs that could be considered 
compatible and the physical constraints of the site that limits the develop opportunities to the 
western side and front of the property, the proposed dwelling is consistent with the objectives of the 
Design Review policies and guidelines. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Coastal Development Permit 02-0600 

APPLICANT: Cove Britton 

OWNER: William and Susan Porter 

APN: 032-242-1 1 
LOCATION: Located on the southeast side of Pleasure Point Drive, 200 feet southwest of the 
intersection of East Cliff Drive and the east end of Pleasuse Point Drive. Sltus: 3030 Pleasure Point 
Drive 

Exhibit: A: Project Plans prepared by Matson Britton Architects, last revised 10/21/04 
Seawall Plans prepared by Rfatson Britton Architects, last revised 9/20/04 

I. 

11. 

This permit authorizes the construction of a one and two story addition and remodel of an 
existing one-story single family dwelling and the construction of a detached non-habitable 
accessory structure (shop). Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit including, 
without limitation, any construction or site disturbance, the applicant/ owner shall: 

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

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

Obtain Building and Grading Permits from the Santa Cruz County Building Official for 
the construction of the seawall. 

Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department of Public Works for any work 
withm the Pleasure Point Drive right-of-way. 

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

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Prior to issuance of a Building Permit the applicantlowner shall: 

A. Submit Final Architectural Plans for review and approval by the Planning Department. 
The final plans shall be in substantial compliance with the plans marked Exhibit “A” on 
file with the Planning Department. The final plans shall include, but not be limited to, 
the following: 

1. Exterior elevations identifylng finish materials and colors. Final colors shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director. 
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2. Floor plans identifying each room, its dimensions and square footage. Detailed 
floor area ratio and lot coverage calculations. 

The plans shall specify low reflective glass for the windows. 

Final plans shall include a copy of the conditions of approval. 

Final seawall plans shall conform to all conditions of the Coastal Development 
Permit 3-93-039, which are hereby incorporated into these conditions of approval 
by reference. 

A site plan showing the geologic setback and the location of all site improvements, 
including, but not limited to. points of ingress and egress, parking areas, sewer 
laterals, on and off site drainage improvements and grading. 

a. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

I 
6. 

A standard driveway and conform is required, including a structural section, 
centerline profile and a typical cross section. 

Plans shall show the existing roadside improvements. 

On site parking shall be shown on the plans. Four on-site spaces are 
required. The minimum dimensions of each space are 18 feet in length by 
8.5 feet in width. 

Earthwork for the building site shall not exceed 100 cubic yards unless an 
amendment to this permit is obtained. 

Final plans shall provide earthwork estimates for the upgradehepair of the 
seawall system. 

Plans shall specify coloration, treatment and materials for the driveway and 
adjacent walkway. The walkway shall be constructed, colored or treated in a 
manner that differentiates it from the driveway. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

7. All development shall meet the site development standards set forth in Section 
13.10.323 ofthe County Code for the R-1-5 zone district. 

New development as defined in Chapter 16.10 must be located outside of the 25- 
foot coastal bluff top setback. 

8. 

9. The owner/applicant shall submit a project-staging plan for the seawall 
construction. The staging plan must include access for the work, locations of 
barriers to prevent construction materials from spilling on the beach and a site 
plan/map showing the location for the storage of construction materials and 
equipment. 

A final landscape plan. This plan shall include the location, size, and species of all 
existing and proposed trees and plants within the front yard setback. 

10. 
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11. 

12. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Turf Limitation. Turf area shall not exceed 25 percent of the total landscaped 
area. Turf area shall be of low to moderate water-using varieties, such as tall 
fescue. Turf areas should not be used in areas less than 8 feet in width. 

Plant Selection. At least 80 percent of the plant materials selected for non- 
turf areas (equivalent to 60 percent of the total landscaped area) shall be 
drought tolerant. Native plants are encouraged. Up to 20 percent ofthe plant 
materials in non-turf areas (equivalent to 15 percent of the total landscaped 
area), need not be drought tolerant, provided they are grouped together and 
can be irrigated separately. 

1. 

2. 

The use of invasive, exotic plant species is prohibited. 

Plans shall include vegetahon to screen the retaining wall. Plant 
selection(s) shall be drought tolerant and planted at the base of the 
retaining wall. California native species and species from the State 
Coastal Commission Native Bluff Planting list is preferred. 

All landscaping within the 25-foot coastal bluff setback shall conform with 
the following: 

1. 

2. 

Only drought tolerant species shall be utilized. 

Plans shall specify that irrigation, except for the minimum amount of 
hand watering required to establish new plantings, is strictly prohibited. 

All runoff from impervious surfaces shall be collected in an enclosed 
drainage system to the street or other approved runoff collection system. 

Final plans shall reference and incorporate all recommendations of the soils report 
prepared for this project, with respect to the construction and other improvements 
on the site. All pertinent soils report recommendations shall be included in the 
construction drawings submitted to the County for a Building Permit. A plan 
review letters &om the soils engineer shall be submitted with the plans stating that 
the plans have been reviewed and found to be in compliance with the 
recommendations of the soils report. 

A final detailed drainage plan, which shows how and where the building, paved 
driveway, patios and other impervious areas will drain without adverse effects on 
adjoining properties. The final drainage plans shall be reviewed and approved by 
the Department of Public W-orks (DPW) and Environmental Planning. Drainage 
plans shall also conform to the soils report recommendations. Final drainage plans 
shall conform with the following: 

a. Final drainage plans shall show complete topographic information such as 
contours or spot elevations. 

14 
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13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

b. Final plans shall show existing and proposed impervious surfaces and include 
calculations for the net increase in impervious area. 

Show the locations and types of drainage control. Demonstrate that the 
runoff from the new impervious surfaces will not impact adjacent parcels. 

Provide drainage information for the proposed driveway and provide a cross 
section, The driveway shall not be sloped towards the western property line, 
unless measures to prevent runoff from entering the adjacent property are 
provided. 

Submit a copy of an updated plan review letter from the project geotechnical 
engineer approving the final drainage plan and stating that the plan will not 
cause any erosion or stability problems. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Submit a detailed erosion control plan to be reviewed and accepted by 
Environmental Planning. The plan shall include measures to prevent runoff 
generated during construction from flowing towards the coastal bluff and for the 
construction on the seawall. 

Any new electrical power, telephone, and cable television service connections shall 
be installed underground. 

All improvements shall comply with applicable provisions of the Americans With 
Disabilities Act and/or Title 24 of the State Building Regulations. 

Meet all requirements and pay the appropriate plan check fee of the Central Fire 
Protection District. 

Meet all requirements and pay the appropriate fees, if required, of the Santa Cruz 
County Sanitation District. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department of Public Works for all work 
within the County right-of-way, including but not limited to driveway apron and off site 
drainage improvements. 

Pay the Santa Cruz County Park Dedication fee in effect at the time of building permit 
issuance. Currently, this fee would total $2,000.00 based on the formula of $1,000 for 
each new bedroom and two new bedrooms are proposed. These fees are subject to 
change without notice. 

Pay the Santa Cmz County Roadside Improvement fee in effect at the time of building 
permit issuance. Currently, this fee would total this fee would total S1,334.00 based on 
the formula of $667.00 for each new bedroom and two new bedrooms are proposed. 
These fees are subject to change without notice. 

Pay the Santa Cruz County Transportation Improvement fee in effect at the time of 
building permit issuance. Currently, this fee would total $1,334.00 based on the formula 
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of $667.00 for each new bedroom and two new bedrooms are proposed. These fees are 
subject to change without notice. 

F. Pay the Santa Cruz County Child Care fee in effect at the time of building permit 
issuance. Currently, this fee would total $218.00, based on the formula of $109 per new 
bedroom, but is subject to change without notice. 

G. Pay the Zone 5 Flood Control District Storm Drainage Improvement fees. This fee is 
assessed per square foot of new, impervious surface. 

H. Submit a written statement signed by an authorized representative of the school district 
in which the project is located confirming payment in full of all applicable developer 
fees and other requirements lawfully imposed by the school district, if required. 

III. All construction shall be performed according to the approved plans for the building permit. 
For reference in the field: a copy of these conditions shall be included on all construction 
plans. Prior to final building inspection and building occupancy, the applicantiowner shall 
meet the following conditions: 

A. All construction of the seawall shall conform to conditions of approval of the Coastal 
Development Permit 3-93-039 and the grading and building permits issued by the 
County of Santa Cruz. 

B. Erosion shall be controlled at all times. During construction, measures shall be in place 
to prevent runoff from flowing towards the bluff. 

C. All inspections required by the building and grading permits shall be completed to the 
satisfaction of the County Building Official, the County Senior Civil Engineer and 
County Geologist. 

D. All site improvements shown on the final approved Building and Grading Permits plans 
shall be installed. 

E. The soils engineer shall submit a letter to the Planning Department verifymg that all 
construction has been performed according to the recommendations of the accepted soils 
report. A copy of this letter shall be kept in the project file for future reference. 

IV. Operational Conditions: 

A. Modifications to the architectural elements including but not limited to exterior finishes, 
window placement. roof pitch and exterior elevations are prohibited, unless an 
amendment to this permit is obtained. 

B. All windows shall utilize low reflective glass. 

C. The second story living room window at the front (north) elevations shall utilize an 
opaque or semi-opaque glass to maintain the privacy of residents across the Pleasure 
Point Drive from the subject dwelling. 

ar 
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D. 

E. 

F. 

G.  

H. 

I. 

J. 

The walkway adjacent to the driveway shall utilize a different coloration, treatment 
and/or material that differentiates the walkway from the driveway and adjacent 
walkway. 

All development, including cantilevered or non-habitable structures, as defined in 
section 16.10.070 shall be located outside of the 25-foot coastal bluff setback. 

The seawall shall be maintained in accordance with the recommendations contained in 
the geotechnical report on file under 02-0002, in order to maintain site stability and 
protect the dwelling and its occupants. 

All drainage improvements shall be permanently maintained. All runoff from 
impervious surfaces shall be collected in an enclosed drainage system to the street or 
other approved runoff collection system. Uncontrolled runoff from impervious surfaces 
shall not be allowed to flow towards the coastal bluff. 

All landscaping in the front yard (shown in Exhibit A) shall be permanently maintained. 

Irrigation of landscaping within the 25-foot coastal bluff setback, except for the 
minimum amount of hand watering required to establish new plantings, is strictly 
prohibited. 

The residence shall be painted using subdued, earth tone colors. The use of white, light 
cream or similar colors is prohibited. 

The detached non-habitable accessory structure (shop) shall be maintained as a non- 
habitable structure and shall adhere to following conditions: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 .  

The detached shop shall not have a separate electric meter from the main dwelling. 
Electrical service shall not exceed 100A/220V/single phase. 

Toilet facilities are prohibited, 

Waste drains for a utility sink or clothes washer shall not exceed 1 !h inches in size. 

Mechanical heating, cooling, humidification or dehumidification of the detached 
shop is prohibited. The structure may be either finished with sheet rock or 
insulated, but shall not utilize both sheet rock and insulation. 

The detached shop shall not to be converted into a dwelling unit or into any other 
independent habitable structure in violation of County Code Section 13.10.61 1. 

The detached shop shall not have a kitchen or food preparation facilities and shall 
not be rented, let or leased as an independent dwelling unit. Under County Code 
Section 13.20.700-K, lutchen or food preparation facilities shall be defined as any 
room or portion of a room used or intended or designed to be used for cooking 
and/or the preparation of food and containing one or more of the following 
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appliances: any sink having a drain outlet larger than 1 1/2 inches in diameter, m y  
refrigerator larger than 2 li2 cubic feet, any hot plate, burner, stove or oven. 

The detached shop may be inspected for condition compliance twelve months after 
approval, and at any time thereafter at the discretion of the Planning Director. 
Construction of or conversion to an accessory structure pursuant to an approved 
permit shall entitle County employees or agents to enter and inspect the property 
for such compliance without warrant or other requirement for permission. 

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

7. 

V. As a condition of this development approval, the holder of this development approval 
("Development Approval Holder"), is required to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the 
COUNTY, its officers, employees, and agents, from and against any claim (including 
attorneys' fees), against the COUNTY, it officers, employees, and agents to attack, set aside, 
void, or annul this development approval of the COUNTY or any subsequent amendment of 
this development approval which is requested by the Development Approval Holder. 

A. COUNTY shall promptly notify the Development Approval Holder of any claim, action, 
or proceeding against which the COUNTY seeks to be defended, indemnified, or held 
harmless. COUNTY shall cooperate fully in such defense. If COUNTY fails to notify 
the Development Approval Holder within sixty (60) days of any such claim, action, or 
proceeding, or fails to cooperate fully in the defense thereof, the Development Approval 
Holder shall not thereafter be responsible to defend, indemnify, or hold harmless the 
COUNTY if such failure to notify or cooperate was significantly prejudicial to the 
Development Approval Holder. 

Nothing contained herein shall prohibit the COUNTY from participating in the defense 
of any claim, action, or proceeding if both of the following occur: 

1. COUNTY bears its own attorney's fees and costs; and 

B. 

2. 

Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to pay or perform 
any settlement unless such Development Approval Holder has approved the settlement. 
When representing the County, the Development Approval Holder shall not enter into 
any stipulation or settlement modifying or affecting the interpretation or validity of any 
of the terms or conditions of the development approval without the prior written consent 
of the County. 

Successors Bound. "Development Approval Holder" shall include the applicant and the 
successor'(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assign(s) of the applicant. 

COUNTY defends the action in good faith. 

C. 

D. 
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E. Within 30 days of the issuance of this development approval, the Development Approval 
Holder shall record in the office of the Santa Cruz County Recorder an agreement, which 
incorporates the provisions of this condition, or this development approval shall become 
null and void. 

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

PLEASE NOTE: THIS PERMIT EXPIRES TWO YEARS FROM DATE OF APPROVAL 
UNLESS YOU OBTAIN YOUR BUILDING PERMIT AND COMMENCE 
CONSTRUCTION. 

Approval Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date: 

Cathy Graves 
Planning Commission Secretary 

Cathleen Carr 
Project Planner 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

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

Application Number: 02-0600 
Assessor Parcel Number: 032-242-1 1 
Project Location: 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, Santa Cruz. 

Project Description: Proposal remodel and construct first and second story additions and a 
detached shop to an existing one-story, single family dvrelling within the 
Coastal Zone. Requires a Coastal Development Permit. 

Person or Agency Proposing Project: Cove Britton 

Contact Phone Number: (831) 425-0544 

A. - 
B. - 
c. - 

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

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

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: Class 3 - New Construction or Conversion of Small Structures (Section 15303) 

F. 

Existing residential and ancillary development in an area designated for residential uses. Geologic 
and Geotechnical reports have been completed to determine a building envelope for new 
construction confemng stabililty over an expected 100-year lifetime of the structure, and the new 
construction 1s located within this development envelope. 

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

Reasons why the project is exempt: 

25 
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NATHAN C. B E N J A M I N  
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County of Santa Cniz 
Plaiming Commission 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cniz, Califomia 

By Hand Delivery 

October 9, 2003 

Re: APPEAL 
02-0600 
APN 037,-242-11 
3030 Pleasure Point, Santa Cruz 
Owner: William & Susau Porter 

Planning Commission: 

I write on behalf of my clients, William and Susan Porter and Applicant Cove Bntton, to 
appeal the decision of the Zoning Adiiiinistrator in the above-stated matter on October 3 ,  2003. 
Enclosed you will find the necessary fez in ihe amount of $2037.00. 

The basis for this appeal includes: The Zoning Administrator failed to adequately 
consider the Design Review Report submitted by the applicant; The Zoning Administrator 
acknowledged there to be other infomiation submitted by the applicant that was not in the record 
being consider@ Variance issues were dropped by staff and raised by the Zoning Administrator 
at the hearing without notice. 

My clients look forward to receipt of notice of hearing to be set within thirty days of the 
date of this appeal. Please feel free to contact the ilndersignedshould there be any questions. 
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PORTER HOUSE 
3030 PLEASURE POINT DRIVE 

SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 

Prepared for 

Barry and Susan Porter 
165 Rodonovan Drive 

Santa Clara, CA 95051 

Prepared by 

Anthony Kirk, Ph.D. 
142 McCornick Street 

Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

19 September 2003 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In May 2003 Barry and Susan Porter retained Anthony Kirk, Ph.D., to review 
plans to remodel their house at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive in Live Oak, an 
unincorporated area of Santa Cruz County, and to read and comment on a recent 
analysis of the project by Larry Kasparowitz, the Santa Cruz County Urban 
Designer. They ais0 asked that he conduct research into the design-review 
process in Santa Cruz County and undertake his own analysis of the remodel for 
consistency with the relevant design-review criteria of the Santa Cruz County 
Code. Following completion of the work the Porters requested the preparation of 
this report. 

The proposed project comprises a series of additions and alterations to a one- 
story single-family residence that was constructed in 1959 in the then-popular 
Contemporary style, one of several competing design modes that signaled the 
widespread preference for modern architecture in the postwar era. The remodel, 
which is the work of Cove Britton of the Santa Cruz firm of Matson Britton 
Architects, includes adding a second story, enlarging the garage, and 
constructing a small accessory structure, The project will nearly double the size 
of the residence and transform its character. 

In Santa Cruz County, certain development projects are subject to design review 
by the Planning Department under one or both of two chapters of the County 
Code: Chapter 13.20, Coastal Zone Regulations, and Chapter 13.1 1, Site, 
Architectural and Landscape Design Review. Because the Porter House is 
located on a coastal bluff and the remodel includes an addition of more than five 
hundred square feet, the project must meet the applicable criteria of both 
chapters. These regulations are intended to protect and enhance the character of 
the built environment as well as the natural environment. They articulate a series 
of specific goals, but they provide applicants with varying amounts of clear and 
useful guidance to help them attain the objectives. Because many of the criteria 
are broadly prescriptive rather than specific in wording, it is a matter of 
interpretation-and not infrequently an interpretation that turns exclusively on 
personal taste-as to whether a project meets certain standards. As a 
consequence, the Planning Department staff and, even more so, the Zoning 
Administrator, who makes the final decision to approve or not approve a 
proposed project, have considerable latitude in making findings under the 
regulations. 

Insight into the character of the design-review process can be gained by 
examining at development projects that have been subject to evaluation over the 
past decade. In the case of three examples chosen at random-the Simpkins 
Family Swim Center on 17th Avenue and two single-family residences, also in 
Live Oak-the Planning Department staff and the Zoning Administrator took a 
broad, inclusive approach to design review, looking at the larger objectives of the 
relevant sections of the County Code and generously interpreting the standards. 
Although all three projects appear not to meet certain regulations, chiefly 
because their site- or building-design characteristics-notably their size and style- 

Anthony Kirk, Ph D 
Desrgn Review 3030 Pleasure Point Drive 
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s&m incompatible with the surrounding area or adjacent development, they were 
found to be consistent with the criteria, and following approval of each project by 
the Zoning Administrator, the necessary permits were issued. 

In contrast to these three examples, the evaluation of the Porter House 
conducted by Larry Kasparowitz is narrow in outlook, focusing on why the project 
appears not to be fully consistent with specific elements of the guidelines. His 
analysis is also inconsis:ent and illogical, marred by errors of fact and arbitrary 
and unfair in judgment. Ironically, in light of the three case studies mentioned, his 
chief objections to the remodel relate to its size, scale, and massing and, even 
more so, to its architectural character, which, like the current house, is an 
example of modern architecture. Because of these objections, Mr. Kasparowitz 
concludes, "I do not beiieve that findings can be made under 13.11 or 13.20 that 
would justify recommending approval of this project." 

Contrary to Mr. Kasparowitz' findings, the proposed Porter House remodel 
appears tG be consistent with both Chapter 13.20, Coastal Zone Regulations, and 
Chapter 13.1 1, Site, Architectural and Landscape Design Review. The design 
arises out of specific local conditions, testifying to the architect's imaginative 
response to his clients' vision and the dramatic coastal setting-within the 
limitations imposed by ar: irregularly shaped parcel, much of which is not 
buildable, and by an S-shaped coastal setback and a segmental street setback. 
In addition to creatively playing off the natural setting, the proposed house is 
visually compatible with the adjacent residences, even though they have nothing 
in common with each other, including size, massing, style and even the number 
of stories. The Porter House will also enhance the character of the Pleasure 
Point Drive, a neighborhood characterized by undistinguished examples of a 
farrago of architectural styles, from Monterey Revival through Ranch to Neo- 
Mediterranean, reflecting two-thirds of a century of residential development in 
which the only identifiable trend has been the construction of iarger and larger 
houses 

QUALIFICATIONS 

Anthony Kirk holds a Ph.D. in American History from the University of California, 
Santa Barbara, and serves as a consultant specializing in environmental, cultural, 
and architectural history. He has worked for the National Park Service, the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, the City of Carmel-by-the-Sea, 
the California Historical Society, Sony, Pacific Gas & Electric, and E. & J. Gallo 
Winery. He was appointed to the City of Santa Cruz Historic Preservation 
Commission in 1994 and served until 1998, chairing the commission for the final 
two years of his term. He meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional 
Qualification Standards in history and in architectural history and is listed in both 
these fields in the Referral List for Historical Resources Consultants maintained 
by the Northwest Information Center (an affiliate of the California Office of 
Historic Preservation), 

Anthony Kirk, Ph.D. 
Design Review: 3030 Pleasure Point Drive 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project is a series of additions and alterations to the single-family 
residence at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, owned by Barry and Susan Porter, that 
will nearly double the size of the house and transform its architectural character. 

The current house is an attractive 2,530-square-foot one-story wood-frame 
Contemporary-style residence, with an attached 282-square-foot one-car garage, 
that was constructed in 1959 (figures 1-4). Spectacularly sited near the edge of a 
coastal bluff overlooking Monterey Bay, it is irregular in plan, with a small 
recessed entry porch, and rests on a post-and-pier foundation. The walls are 
clad with T1-11 plywood panels. Fenestration is asymmetrical, consisting chiefly 
of a series of fixed, sliding, and double-hung aluminum-sash windows. On the 
southeast side of the house, which describes a segmental curve of wide radius, 
large picture windows flank sliding-glass doors that open onto a wooden deck, 
the assembly forming a glass wall that provides a sweeping view of the Pacific. 
The complex roof system, composed of flat and low-pitched shed and gable 
roofs, is covered with mineral-faced roll roofing. A high wooden fence borders 
the sidewalk on Pleasure Point Drive and runs along the east side of the 
driveway, hiding much of the house and the small handsomely landscaped yard 
from view. 

The proposed residence is a 4,634-square-foot two-story steel- and wood-frame 
house of a modern design, with an attached 541-square-foot two-car garage and 
a 133-square-foot accessory structure (figures 5-8). The complex is irregular in 
plan, with a footprint similar to the current building except for an increase in the 
size of the garage and the addition of the accessory structure. A breezeway 
connects the latter two elements, forming a segmental wall along Pleasure Point 
Drive that sweeps up from east to west to intersect the glass-enclosed second- 
floor living room. The walls are clad with stucco and Petrarch (a relatively new 
building material composed of natural stone fillers in a resin binder). 
Fenestration is asymmetrical, consisting of a series of wood-sash windows- 
awning, casement, and fixed-as well as Innovative Structural Glass windows, the 
latter forming the walls of both the south and east sides of the Great Room, 
overlooking the ocean. The complex roof system, composed of shed and 
curvilinear roofs, is finished with galvanized standing-seam steel sheets. The 
house is set back slightly from the street, with the recessed entry porch and the 
interior yard visible through the breezeway. 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT DESIGN REVIEW 

Design Review Regulations and Process 

In Santa Cruz County, certain proposed development projects are subject to 
design review under one or both of two chapters of the County Code: Chapter 
13.20, Coastal Zone Regulations, and Chapter 13.1 1, Site, Architectural and 
Landscape Design Review. 

Anthony Kirk, Ph.D. 
Design Review 3030 Pleasure Point Drive 
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As part of the Coastal Zone Approval process, all projects located within the 
Coastal Zone of the unincorporated area of Santa Cruz County are required to 
undergo evaluation by the Santa Cruz County Planning Department unless they 
are defined as exempt or have been approved as categorical exclusions by the 
California Coastal Commission. Among the categorical exclusions, for example, 
are residential development projects of one to four units, unless they are located 
within three hundred feet of the inland extent of a beach or the top of the seaward 
face of a coastal bluff. The standards and guidelines employed by the Planning 
Department in the review process, the Coastal Zone Design Criteria, are found in 
Section 13.20.130 of the County Code (Appendix A) and are intended to preserve 
and enhance the character of the coastal zone, both the natural and the built 
environment. The criteria address, among other matters, the visual compatibility, 
site disturbance, and landscaping of the proposed project. 

In addition to design review under these regulations, review by the Planning 
Department under a second series of criteria is required for certain projects, 
including construction of a single-family residence or an addition of five hundred 
square feet or more to an existing house within a “sensitive site,” such as on a 
coastal bluff. Like the Coastal Zone Design Criteria, the Design Standards and 
Guidelines, set forth in Sections 13.1 1.070 through 13.1 1.076 of the County Code 
(Appendix B), are meant to protect and improve both open space and the built 
environment, and, additionally, to promote and protect the convenience, 
prosperity, and general welfare of the residents of Santa Cruz County. They 
address not only the same issues as the criteria in Chapter 13.20, notably site, 
building, and landscape design, but also such matters as physical access, 
circulation, and parking. Additionally, they are more fully developed, providing 
extensive and sometimes highly specific guidelines for achieving the general 
objectives articulated in the Chapter. 

Foliowing submission of an application for a residential development project 
subject to these chapters of the County Code, the Planning Department staff 
evaluates the project for consistency with the Coastal Zone Design Criteria and 
the Design Standards and Guidelines and makes a recommendation to the 
Zoning Administrator to approve or deny the application. The Zoning 
Administrator, who subsequently acts upon the recommendation of staff-though 
he is not bound by the recommendation-must find the project to be consistent 
with the applicable criteria prior to issuance of a Coastal Zone Permit and a 
Development Permit. 

Commentary on the Design Review Regulations and Process 

Both the Coastal Zone Design Criteria and the Design Standards and Guidelines 
spring from the environmental movement that arose in California, and across the 
nation, in the 1960s. They are part of a broad and complex regulatory structure, 
administered by local, regional, state, and national agencies, that aspires to the 
protection and improvement of the environment, in the broadest sense. Unlike 
regulations associated with environmental programs such as clean-air and clean- 
water acts, however, most design-review standards cannot be reduced to a 
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number or a formula and, indeed, they often cannot be easily reduced to a series 
of unambiguous expository sentences. 

Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1 of the County Code articulate a series of specific goals 
for development projects, but they provide applicants with widely varying 
amounts of clear and meaningful guidance to help them attain the objectives. 
Some of the former regulations, in particular, are merely broadly prescriptive, 
such as Section 13.20.130 (b)(l), which, in establishing the design criteria of 
Visual Compatibility, states, in its entirety, with no explanatory guidelines, “All 
new development shall be cited, designed and landscaped to be visually 
compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods or 
areas.” 

The Design Standards and Guidelines in Chapter 13.1 1 are, as earlier noted, 
more fully developed than the criteria in Chapter 13.20, and some of the 
regulations are written with great specificity. Section 13.1 1.075 (c)(Z)(i), for 
example, which, in seeking to promote the goal of water conservation in 
landscape design through soil conditioning, mandates that “in new planting 
areas, soil shall be tilled to a depth of six inches and amended with six cubic 
yards of organic material per 1,000 square feet to promote infiltration and water 
retention.“ Other regulations in this Chapter, if not as explicit, leave little 
possibility of misinterpretation, such as Section 13.1 1.073 (bj(2), which in 
addressing the relationship of new development to neighborhood character, 
states that “building design should be site and area specific. Franchise type 
architecture may not achieve an appropriate level of compatibility and is not 
encouraged.” 

For the most part, though, the criteria in Chapter 13.1 1 are not expressed 
quantitatively or even in a clearly descriptive manner but rather in terms that, 
while leaving no doubt of the objective, demand complex and difficult value 
judgments. Thus, Section 13.1 1.072 (a)(l)(ii), which concerns itself with 
promoting Compatible Site Design, dictates that “consideration of the surrounding 
zoning district, as well as the age and condition of the existing building stock, is 
important in determining when it is appropriate to continue existing land use 
patterns or character and when it is appropriate to foster a change in land use or 
neighborhood character.” 

Additionally, it should be noted, some of the regulations in both Chapters allow 
significant exceptions without defining specific conditions that might give rise to 
such exemptions. Section 13.20.130 (c)(l), for example, observes that, in rural 
scenic resource areas, “development shall be located, if possible, on parts of the 
site not visible from the public view.” Similarly, Section 13.1 1.072 (b)(2)(ij 
mandates that “development shall protect the public viewshed, where possible.” 

The lack of clarity and precision in many of the criteria, together with an invitation 
to grant exemptions to the requirements of some regulations, present serious 
challenges to objectively apply the standards and guidelines in Chapter 13.20 
and Chapter 13.1 1 to a project. Moreover, some of the most critical design 
criteria in the County Code turn exclusively on personal aesthetic judgments, 
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making individual taste-whether informed and catholic or limited and parochial- 
the ultimate arbiter of whether or not a Coastal Permit or Deveiopment Permit is 
granted. As a consequence, the Planning Department staff and the Zoning 
Administrator are granted latitude in making findings that on occasion, despite 
the indisputably laudable purpose of both design-review chapters of the County 
Code, presumably exceeds any legislative intent and certainly exceeds any 
legitimate legisiative end. 

Design Review Case Studies 

Insight into the range of iatitude available to the Santa Cruz Planning Department 
in making findings under the design criteria can be gained by a review of three 
development projects that, over the past decade, were subject to regulations in 
one or both of the two design-review chapters of the County Code. These three 
projects-the Simpkins Family Swim Center at 979 17'h Avenue, a single-family 
residence at 103 24'h Avenue, and a single-family residence at 165 2!jth Avenue- 
also provide useful context for understanding the Planning Department's recent 
design review of the proposed remodel of the Porter House at 3030 Pleasure 
Point Drive. 

Simpkins Family Swim Cenfer 

On 28 September 1993 the Santa Cruz County Department of Parks, Open 
Space, and Cultural Services submitted an application to the Planning 
Department to construct a swim and community center to the west of 17'h 
Avenue, on a parcel bordering the eastern reach of Twin Lakes State Beach. 
Plans called for two outdoor pools and a two-story 25,000-square-foot structure 
that would house an indoor pool, locker rooms, offices, and meeting rooms. The 
pool complex evolved over the course of time, most notably in regard to the 
proposed lap pool, which was enlarged from twenty-five to filly meters. As a 
consequence two subsequent applications were submitted, the last on 27 June 
1995. Because the building site was located within the Coastal Zone and 
because it was a county undertaking, the project was reviewed for consistency 
with both the Coastal Zone Design Criteria and the Design Standards and 
Guidelines. 

The Planning Department staff report on the initial application found that the 
proposed Live Oak Community Swim Center (as the project was originally called) 
met the design-review criteria of both chapters of the County Code, as did the 
staff reports on the two amended proposals. With regard to Section 13.20.130 
the original, undated report of spring 1994 laconicaliy stated that the project 
conformed to "the design criteria and development standards of the 'PR' zone 
district," adding that "the design of the facility is visually compatible with the 
character of existing and future surrounding development." Similarly, the report 
found the project to be consistent with the applicable regulations of Chapter 
13.11. ''The architectural and site design improvements conform to the County 
design review ordinance," it asserted, noting that the pool complex would 
"complement and harmonize with the existing and proposed land uses in the 
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viciniv and would be compatible with the “physical design aspects“ of the 
neighborhood. 

The Zoning Administrator approved the proposed pool complex on 23 August 
1995, and three years later it opened as the Simpkins Family Swim Center. 

Notwithstanding the findings of the Planning Department, the project, as 
designed and built, appears not to meet the design criteria of several critical 
sections of Chapters 13.20 and 13.11, Because of its great size and open 
setting, the swim center draws immediate attention to itself (figures 9 and 10). 
Bold and sculpturai in form, with flowing lines, and the occasional playful aquatic 
reference, the complex is both dramatic and visually stimulating (figure 11-12), 
testifying to the imagination and confidence of the architects. But while striking in 
design, it is incompatibie in form, color, and materials (stucco and metal) with the 
character of the adjacent riparian woodland to the west, composing an 
incongruent context for hikers traversing this section of Twin Lakes State Beach 
(figure 10). It, similarly, appears to lack compatibility with the surrounding 
development to the north, east, and west, which, while also large in size and 
scale, is predominantly industrial in character, with rectilinear forms, metal Wall 
cladding and metal roofing, as is sympathetically reflected in the architecture of a 
neighboring project developed concurrently with the swim center, the sprawling 
Shoreline Middle School (figurel3). 

As such, the pool complex seems inconsistent with Section 13.20.130 (b)(l) of 
the Coastal Design Criteria, Visual Compatibility, which mandates that new 
development be “sited, designed and landscaped to be visually compatible and 
integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods and areas.” The 
swim center also appears inconsistent with related sections of the Design 
Standards and Guidelines, notably Section 13.1 1.072 (a), Site Design, which 
states that ”new development, where appropriate, shall be sited, designed and 
landscaped so as to.be visually compatible and integrated with the character of 
surrounding areas,” and Section 13.1 1.072 (b)(2)(i), which requires that 
”development shall protect the public viewshed, where possible.” 

Not only is the pool complex visually intrusive in relation to the neighboring 
woodland, it is largely incompatible in design with the built environment, contrary 
to the criteria of Section 13.1 1.073 (b)(l)(ii) of the Design Standards and 
Guidelines. This section, which calls for new construction to relate to adjacent 
development, states that compatible design can be accomplished “by creating 
visual transitions between buildings,’’ and then !ists nine building elements, one 
or more of which, if repeated, “can combine to create an overall composition that 
achieves the appropriate level of compatibility.” Of these nine elements, 
however, the swim center can only be said to have two in common with its 
immediate neighbors, “building scale” and, because of.one of its colors, “finish 
material, texture, and coior.” 

In this context it should be noted that the architectural plans submitted with the 
original permit application in September 1993 showed the sweeping curvilinear 
wall that defines much of the exterior of the pool complex clad with wood siding. 
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According to the design review submitted by the Deputy Zoning Administrator to 
the project planner in October, "the more contemporary appearance [of the swim 
center] will be significantly softened with the addition of vertical cedar siding." 
Although the plans were later changed to substitute stucco for the cedar siding, 
significantly altering the character of the complex, particularly in relation to the 
adjacent woodland, Planning Department staff continued to find the project 
consistent with all design regulations. 

Given the apparent inconsistency of the Simpkins Family Swim Center with 
various sections of Chapter 13.20 and Chapter 73.1 1 of the County Code, it 
would appear that the larger purposes of these regulations, together with the 
personal taste of both staff and the Zoning Administrator, played a crilcial role in 
approving the project. 

103 24h A venue 

On 3 June 1994 Charles Franks, acting as agent for the owner of a one-story 
single-family residence at 103 24'h Avenue, submitted an application to the 
Planning Department for a major remodel of the house, which had been built in 
1949. The project, as subsequently amended, called for construction of a 2,792- 
square-foot first-story addition and a 962-square-foot second-story addition to the 
existing 2,786-square-foot house, an increase in size of 3,754 square feet or 
slightly more than 135 percent, Later that year, the owner's architect submitted a 
second application, proposing, additionally, to build an "approximately" 400- 
square-foot second-story addition to the house, creating a 6,940 square-foot 
residence, an effective increase in size over the original structure of 4,154 square 
feet, or nearly 150 percent. 

Because the house was situated on a coastal biuff, the initial project was subject 
to review under the design criteria of both Chapter 13.20 and Chapter 13.11. The 
subsequent application also required an evaluation under the Coastal Zone 
Design Criteria, but because the addition was less than five hundred square feet, 
it was exempt from evaluation under the Design Standards and Guidelines. 
Nonetheless, inasmuch as the project required an amendment to the first Coastal 
Permit, Planning Department staff reviewed the project for consistency with this 
chapter of the County Code. 

Despite the objections of neighbors who called attention to the "visual impact" the 
house would have on the open beach and who declared it 'kould be out of 
character with the neighborhood," Planning Department staff recommended 
approval of both development applications to the Zoning Administrator. The staff 
report on the initial project, dated 23 September 1994, stated it was consistent 
with all applicable regulations in Section 13.20.130 of the County Code. "In 
particular," it noted, "the structure follows the natural topography of the site and 
nas been sited and designed to De viscally compatible with the character of the 
area by implementation of a low pitched roof, location of the structure 40 feet 
from the edge of the bluff, and predominantly single story design. These design 
characteristics will minimize impacts on the site, surrounding neighborhood and 
scenic corridor." The report also found the project consistent with the Design 
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story neighbor to the north at 11 1 24’ Avenue, a modest Contemporary-style 
residence built in 1959 (figure 14), and compietely overwhelms the adjacent 808- 
square-foot log-cabin-style cottage at 101 24Ih Avenue, which dates to about 
1924 (figure 16). It is unrelated to these structures not only in size and scale but 
in style, massing, materials, and character. As such, it appears to be inconsistent 
with Section 13.20.130 (b)(l) of the Coastal Design Criteria, which requires new 
development to be compatible in design and character with the neighborhood, 
and with parts of Section 13.1 1.072 (a)(l)(i) of the Design Standards and 
Guidelines which speaks to the importance of balanced ”building bulk. massing 
and scale” and “relationship to existing structures” in achieving compatible site 
design. 

The house seems also not to meet the spirit or the letter of Section 13.1 1.073 
(b)(l) et seq. of the Design Standards and Guidelines, and this lapse perhaps 
most clearly illustrates the wide degree of discretion available to Planning 
Department staff in making design-review findings. Section 13.1 1.073 (b)(l)(i) 
requires that the design of new construction relate to adjacent development. 
“Compatible relationships between adjacent buildings,” it states, “can be 
achieved by creating visual transitions between buildings,” and then goes on to 
note that “one or more” of nine building elements “can combine to create an 
overall composition that achieves the appropriate level of compatibility.” Yet of 
these nine elements-which include, among others, “massing of building form,” 
”building silhouette,” “character of architecture,” and “building scale”-the only 
element of adjacent development repeated by the house at 103 24th Avenue is 
the final (and ephemeral) part of the last of the nine enumerated elements, “finish 
material, texture, and color,” and only in relation to the house at 11 1 24th Avenue. 

16525’h Avenue 

On 9 August 2000 the architectural firm of Boone & Low, acting on behalf of the 
owners of a single-family residence at 165 25Ih Avenue, submitted an application 
to the Planning Department to demolish the existing one story 939-square-foot 
house and build a 2,200-square-foot two-story house. Because the residence is 
situated in the Coastal Zone, the project was subject to design review under 
Chapter 13.20 of the County Code, but because it is not located within a 
“sensitive site,” such as on a coastal bluff or in a designated special community, 
an evaluation under the Design Standards and Guidelines of Chapter 13.1 1 was 
not required. 

The staff report of 29 March 2002 to the Zoning Administrator found the project 
consistent with applicable regulations of the Coastal Zone Design Criteria. With 
regard to Section 13.29.130 (b)(l), Visual Compatibility, it stated: “The new 
replacement single-family dwelling will be in an architectural style that is 
compatible with the surrounding beach neighborhoods. The materials will be 
reddish-brown stucco with an orange trim on the open treilis and wood brackets. 
The roof will be corrugated metal. The style is modern, but will reflect the beach 
character of the neighborhood in terms of architectural elements and colors.” 
The report further observed that “the structure is sited and designed to be visually 
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compatible, in scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood." 

Although the project was approved by the Zoning Administrator on 19 April 2002, 
demolition of the oider residence has not occurred, and work on the proposed 
house has yet to begin. 

As indicated by the staff report, the proposed house appears compatible in siting, 
scale, and style with the character of the neighborhood, which is perhaps best 
described as undistinguished and modestiy diverse. Seventeen residences line 
the one-block stretch of 25'h Avenue between East Cliff Drive and the coastal 
bluff, several of them built as early as the mid-1940s and at least one as recently 
as this year. Although five of them, or nearly a third, are one story, they are 
predominantly two or three stories in height. They vary widely in size, running 
from less than a thousand square feet to several thousand square feet, and, 
reflecting the wide range of construction dates, they vary even more in 
architectural s:yle. 

Like several other residences along 25ih Avenue, the proposed house is in the 
Shed style, a design mode that first gained popularity in the early 1960s, but it is 
distinctly more modernist than its neighbors. It is distinguished by a sophisticated 
massing of complex volumes and the interplay of multiple shed roofs, as well as 
by imaginative detailing and choice of materials, notably the glass-railed 
balconies and, even more so, the corrugated sheet-metal roofing. While the look 
is significantly more urban and industrial than other houses along the street, it 
appears as if it will relate well to much of the neighboring architecture. 

Although the proposed house seems to be visually compatible with the character 
of the neighborhood, it is indisputably incompatible in size, scale, and swle with 
the two single-family residences located immediately to the south, at 155 and 145 
25'h Avenue. Both are small, undistinguished one-story houses, the former 
constructed in 1967 (figure 17), the latter in 1949. Neither in design nor in 
massing nor in details does the proposed residence acknowledge these 
neighbors, providing stark contrast rather than graceful visual transition from the 
old to the new. There can be no doubt that the house, which will be built to within 
six feet of the lot line (a foot less than allowed), will overwhelm its neighbor in 
much the same way that the house currently under construction at 181 25'h 
Avenue overwhelms the current house at 165 25'h (figure 18). 

In evaluating this proposed project for consistency with Section 13.20.1 30 (b)(l) 
of the Coastal Zone Design Criteria, the planning Department clearly choose to 
focus on the larger context rather than the immediate neighborhood, 
demonstrating, as in the other examples discussed here, the enormous latitude 
available to staff and the Zoning Administrator in making findings under the 
various design standards and guidelines. 
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Standards and Guidelines of Chapter 13.1 1, declaring it “will complement and 
harmonize with the existing use of the property and surrounding uses. The 
proposed structure will be compatible with the character of the area given siting 
and design of the addition.” 

The staff report on the second application, dated 11 January 1995, also asserted 
it was consistent with the Coastal Design Criteria, repeating word-for-word the 
findings of the 23 September 1994 report except for changing “visually 
compatible with the character of the area” to “visually compatible with the 
character of the existing dwelling” and “predominantly single story design” to 
“repeating design features of the original structure.” Simiiarly, the report found 
the project consistent with the Design Standards and Guidelines and also copied 
the original findings except to substitute the word “addition” for “project” in the 
second sentence. 

The Zoning Administrator approved the initial phase of the proposed project on 
18 November 1994 and the second phase on 17 February 1995, and the house 
was subsequently remodeled and enlarged. 

Despite the findings of Planning Department staff, the house at 103 24th Avenue, 
with its series of alterations and additions, appears to be inconsistent with both 
the spirit and the letter of the Coastal Design Criteria and the Design Standards 
and Guidelines. Chiefly because of its size and scale, it dominates the point of 
land on which it sits, commanding the attention of motorists and cyclists 
proceeding south on East Cliff Drive (figure 14), as well as sunbathers and 
strollers on the broad beaches situated to the south and west (figure 15). With 
its huge mass, complex volumes, and strong geometric patterns of cream-colored 
stucco and tinted glass, the house seems incompatible with the area and 
indisputably intrudes on the scenic viewshed, contrary to the standards and 
guidelines of several sections of both design chapters. With regard to the 
Coastal Design Criteria, $appears to be inconsistent with Section 13.20.1 30 
(b)(l), Visual Compatibility, which requires that new development be “sited, 
designed and landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the 
character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas”; and with Section 13.20.130 
(c)(2), Site Planning, which mandates that development be designed and situated 
to be “subordinate to the natural character of the site,” and that “landscaping 
suitable to the site be used to soften the visual impact of development in the 
viewshed.” 

Similarly, the house seems inconsistent with related sections of the Design 
Standards and Guidelines, notably Section 13.1 1.072 (a), Site Design, which 
states that “new development, where appropriate, shall be sited, designed and 
landscaped so as to be visually compatible and integrated with the character of 
surrounding areas,” and Section 13.1 1.072 (b)(Z)(i), which mandates that 
“development shall protect the public viewshed, where possible.” 

Additionally, the house cannot be said to be compatible with surrounding 
development, as is called for by both the Coastal Design Criteria and the Design 
Standards and Guidelines. Most noticeably, it is four times the size of its one- 
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Figure 1. 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, looking south at north elevation, May2003. 

Figure 2. 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, looking southwest at east and north elevations, May 2003 

41 



Figure 3. 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, looking southwest at east and north elevations, May 2003. 

Figure 4. 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, looking southwest at south elevation, May 2003. 

42 



Figure 5. Proposed Porter House, north elevation. Watercolorby Roben Becker: 

Figure 6. Proposed Porter House, north and west elevations. Watercolor by Robeit Becker: 
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Figure 7 .  Proposed Porter House, south elevation. Photo visualbyArchiGmphics 

Figure 8. Aerial perspective of proposed Porter House, lowercenter Photo visualbyArchiGmphics. 



Figure 9. Simpkins Family Swim Center, looking west at east elevation, June 2003. 

Figure 10. Simpkins Family Swim Center, looking east at west elevation, June 2003. 
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Figure 11. Simpkins Family Swim Center, looking south at main entrance, north elevation, May 2003. 

Figure 12. Simpkins Family Swim Center, looking southwest at north elevation, May 2003 
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Figure 13. Shoreline Middle School, looking west at east elevation, June 2003. 

Figure 14. 11 1 241h Avenue, ieit, and 103 24m Avenue, right, looking southeast at west eievations, June 
2003. 
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Figure 15. 103 24" Avenue, looking northeast at west and south elevations, June 2003. 

Figure 16. 101 24"Avenue, looking west at east elevation, with 103 24" Avenue in background, June 2003. 



Figure 17. 155 25" Avenue, left and 165 25Ih Avenue, center, looking northwest at east elevations, May 
2003. 

Figure 18. 165 25Ih Avenue, left and 181 25" Avenue, rig*{, looking southwest at east and north elevations, 
May 2003. 
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Figure 19. 2914 Pleasure Point Drive, looking southwest at north elevation, June 2003. 

Figure 20. 2970 Pleasure Point Drive, looking southeast at west and north elevations, May 2003 



Figure 21. 2935 Pleasure Point Drive, looking northeast at south elevation, May 2003. 



Figure 23. 3034 Pleasure Point Drive, looking southeast at northwest elevation, May 2003. 

Figure 24. 3020 Pleasure Point Drive, looking south at north elevation, May 2003 



Lany Kasparowitz Design Review of Proposed Project 

An evaluation of the proposed development project at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive 
was completed on 14 April 2003 by Larry Kasparowitz, Santa Cruz County Urban 
Designer (Appendix C). The evaluation, which takes the form of an interoffice 
memo from Mr. Kasparowitz to David Heiniein, the Santa Cruz County Project 
Planner for the Porter House remodel, finds the project to be inconsistent with 
parts of both the Coastal Zone Design Criteria and the Design Standards and 
Guidelines. 

The proposed project is said not to meet the criteria of Section 13.20.130 (b)(l) of 
the Coastal Zone Regulations, which mandates new development be “sited, 
designed and landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the 
character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas.” It is suggested, though not 
stated, that the project is also inconsistent with Section 13.1 1.072 (a)(l)(i) of the 
Design Standards and Guidelines, because two of nine primary site-design 
elements-”building bulk, massing and scale” and “relationship to existing 
structures”-are not balanced in relation to the project site and/or surrounding 
development. Finally, it is indicated, though again not explicitly stated, that on 
account of the “massing of building form” and the ”character of architecture” the 
project fails to meet Section 13.1 1.073 (a)(l) of the same chapter, which requires 
that building design “relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area.” 

As a consequence, Mr. Kasparowitz does “not believe that findings can be made 
under 13.11 or 13.20 that would justify recommending approval of this project.” 
Although he acknowledges that the Design Standards and Guidelines chapter of 
the County Code recognizes the need to accommodate “unique design,” he 
nonetheless expresses concern that the style of the proposed house is, with the 
exception of a three-story single-family residence located some 150 feet to the 
northwest, “clearly different from anything in the neighborhood.” And it is this 
“disregard” of neighborhood character that he finds to be “the most objectionable 
(along with the bulk) characteristic of this proposal.” ”Other than maintaining the 
REQUIRED setbacks and the use of stucco,” he concludes, ” I  can see no 
physical relationship between the proposed project and the adjacent residences 
[emphasis in original].” 

Commentary on Larry Kasparowitz Design Review 

The evaluation of the proposed Porter House remodel prepared by Larry 
Kasparowitz is, by turns, confusing, inconsistent, and illogical. It is also 
incomplete and, most important by far, marred by errors of fact, narrow in outlook, 
and arbitrary and unfair in judgment. 

Although clearly organized, with a series of checked boxes to indicate if the 
project does or does not meet specific elements of applicable criteria, and fuller in 
analysis than the design review found in the staff reports of the three 
development projects previously discussed, it is less than clear and helpful. It 
finds, for example, that the proposed remodel does not meet Section 13.20.130 
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(b)(l) of the Coastal Zone Regulations, Visual Compatibility, but it does not state 
whether this failure is because the project is incompatible with the character of 
the natural environment or the built environment or, for that matter, if the 
incompatibility is a result of its siting, design, or landscaping, or all three. The 
evaluation indicates that a comment on this findings appear later in the report, but 
no comment appears. 

With regard to Sections 13.20.130 (c)(2) and (3) of the same chapter of the 
County Code, which provide standards for Site Planning and Building Design, the 
evaluation characterizes them as not applicable. In urban areas, however, all 
projecis located on bluffs and visible from beaches are subject to these 
standards, pursuant to Section 13.20.130 (d)(l). It is unclear whether Mr. 
Kasparowitz is unaware of the applicability of these two sections of the Coastal 
Zone Regulations, or if it is his judgment that the project will not be visible from 
the beach. 

Equally puzzling is his favorable treatment of the project under Section 13.20.130 
(d)(Z)(ii), which concerns projects on open beaches and which states, "The 
design of permitted structures shali minimize visual intrusion, and shall 
incorporate materials and finishes which harmonize with the character of the 
area." Although the introduction to the section would seem to indicate that this 
criterion applies to bluff-top development, a careful reading of the regulation 
makes it evident that it relates exclusively to construction on open beaches. 
Consequently, because the criteria is not applicable, the proposed Porter House 
remodel cannot be said to meet it, Mr. Kasparowitz' judgment notwithstanding,. 

With regard to Chapter1 3.1 1 of the County Code, parallel findings made under 
the Site Design and Building Design sections are contradictory. Evaluation of the 
project under the Site Design section of the Design Standards and Guidelines, 
finds that the "building bulk, massing and scale," referenced in Section 13.1 1.072 
(a)(l)(i)(C) of the County Code, do not meet the criteria. But in the Building 
Design section, the "meets criteria in code" box for both "massing of building 
form" and "building scale," referenced in Sections 13.1 1.073 (a)(l)(ii)(A) and (F) 
are checked. The evaluation indicates that a comment on these findings appear 
later in the report, but no comment appears. 

More inconsistent by far is the handling of findings under Sections 13.1 1.073 
(b)(l)(i) and (ii), which address the key issue of the compatibility of the proposed 
project with adjacent development. The "meets criteria in code" box is checked 
for all nine of the enumerated building elements save one, "character of 
architecture." Yet in the subsequent Urban Design Analysis, a point-by-point 
discussion of this section of the standard, Mr. Kasparowitz indicates that the 
remodel does not relate to the adjoining properties in regard to most of these 
elegents, including "massing of building form," "building silhouette," "character of 
architecture," "building scale," "proportion and composition of projections and 
recesses, doors and windows, and other features," and "location and treatment of 
entryways." His discussion of "finish material, texture and color" is so brief and 
cryptic as to render it impossible to determine if he believes the project does or 
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does not meet the criteria, and it is only later, in his concluding remarks, that he 
notes that the stucco wall cladding is a material used on an adjacent house. 
Parenthetically, it would appear he is unaware that the other wall cladding of the 
proposed remodel, the Petrarch cement panels, is similar in composition to 
stucco and that its appearance will be similar to hand-troweled, tool-jointed 
stucco panels. Finally, in commenting favorably on two other building elements 
of the project, “spacing between buildings” and “street face setbacks,” Mr. 
Kasparowitz makes it evident he has confused observance of minimum setback 
requirements with what is the sole object of this section, design choices that 
establish a visual transition between buildings 

There are, additionally, significant errors of fact in the Urban Design Analysis of 
the proposed Porter House under Section 13.1 1,073 (b)(l)(ii). First, with regard 
to “massing of building form,” Mr. Kasparowitz is mistaken when he states that 
“the west elevation is an unbroken two story wall that is almost one hundred feet 
long.” This side is broken into two sections, totaling eighty-five feet, which are 
clearly differentiated by wall height, cladding, color, and fenestration pattern. 
Second, under “building scale,” Mr. Kasparowitz is incorrect in stating that the 
height of the building is ”predominantly two story.” The first floor of the house 
comprises 3,363 square feet of space, including the garage and accessory 
structure, while the second floor comprises 1,945 square feet of space, or slightly 
more than a third of the total area. Third, in regard to “location and treatment of 
entryways,” Mr. Kasparowitz is in error when he implies that most of the houses 
in the neighborhood have a main entrance that can be seen from the sweet. In 
fact, nearly half of the residences along Pleasure Point Drive do not have this 
feature, including the current Porter House itself and the adjacent residence on 
the west. 

Mr. Kasparowitz prefaces his analysis of the project under Sections 13.1 1.073 
(b)(l)(i) and (ii) with the assertion that the nine building elements associated with 
compatible building design “are not all equal in weight” and that “‘character of 
architecture’ and ’massing of building form’ are stronger indications [than the 
other seven building elements] of compatibility between a structure and its 
context.” This statement lacks citation of an authority, such as a reference to a 
passage in the County Code or a standard treatise on architectural design, and, 
as such, is both revealing and troubling. It is, moreover, unequivocally contrary 
to the spirit of the regulation as well as to the letter, which reads, “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 listed below can combine to 
create an overall composition that achieves the appropriate level of compatibility.” 
It suggests that Mr. Kasparowitz is, at the outset of his analysis, establishing an 
intellectual foundation for imposing his personal architectural taste on the design- 
review process. This supposition is borne out by his subsequent discussion of 
the Porter House remodel, in which he finds, not surprisingly, the architectural 
character and massing of the project to be its “most objectionable” aspects, and 
then goes on to deem it incompatible with adjacent development and the 
neighborhood. 
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In respect to this regulation, Mr. Kasparowitz’ report, inarguably, takes a narrow, 
highly exclusive approach to design review, focusing on how the proposed 
project is not fully consistent with specific elements of the guidelines-unlike the 
staff reports on the two projects subject to this standard earlier discussed, the 
Simpkins Family Swim Center and the single-family residence on 24” Avenue, 
both of which took a broad, inclusive approach to evaluation. The pool complex, 
as described in the final amended application, appeared to have no more than 
two building elements that could be construed as establishing a visual link with 
adjacent structures. The sole element shared by the house at 103 24’h Avenue 
with its neighbors-and only one of them at that-was color. Moreover, the 
proposed house was four times the size of its largest immediate neighbor 
(whereas the proposed Porter House complex is 60 percent larger than the 
smallest adjacent house). Nonetheless, both projects were found consistent with 
the Design Standards and Guidelines of Chapter 13.11. By contrast, the Porter 
House remodel has, by Mr. Kasparowitz’ count, three building elements in 
common with adjoining development, and yet he is unable to recommend 
approval of the project. 

It is highly revealing that nowhere in his design review of the Porter House does 
Mr. Kasparowitz address the unique conditions of the building site or the 
disparate character of adjacent development, a startling omission that speaks 
directly to the fundamental unfairness of his analysis and, it should be noted, 
indirectly to the potential difficulty of applying the standards of Section 13.1 1.073 
(b)(l)(li) to certain development projects. The parcel on which the house at 3030 
Pleasure Point Drive sits is irregular in shape, and the adjoining houses have 
nothing in common with each other, including architectural style, size, scale, 
massing, materials, and even the number of stories. These circumstances 
present formidable challenges to designing a house that satisfies the intent of the 
Compatible Building Design regulation, as will be fully developed in the following 
section of this report. By not discussing the Porter House remodel in the context 
of these conditions, Mr. Kasparowitz creates the impression that his evaluation is 
less than objective and less than fair, an impression supported by the lack of 
discussion of the project in relation to other applicable design-review regulations 
in Chapter 13.1 1. 

Mr. Kasparowitz, for example, neglects to indicate whether or not he finds the 
project consistent with Section 13.1 1.073 (b)(2), requiring building design to be 
“site and area specific.” He does check the “meets criteria in code” boxes for 
Sections 13.1 1.073 (c) and (d), which state, respectively, it shall be an objective 
of building design to “address scale on the appropriate levels” and “to use design 
elements to create a sense of human scale, and pedestrian interest.” But he 
does not discuss them in the Urban Design Analysis portion of his review, 
implying, it would seem, that he does not consider them as significant to design 
review as Section 13.1 1.073 (b)(l)(ii). 

The lack of balance and equity that runs through the report is also evident in a 
comment Mr. Kasparowitz makes on the Porter House project in relation to 
Section 13.1 1.073 (a), which introduces the Building Design segment of the 
Chapter and which cails for accommodation of unique design. While recognizing 
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this imperative, he notes that “it is also very clear that the building design must 
‘relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area.’” In this case it does 
not, Mr. Kasparowitz states, largely because the architectural character of the 
proposed house is “clearly different” from all but one other residence in the 
neighborhood. He fails, however, to explain the reasoning underlying this 
element of his evaluation, leaving the impression that his analysis rests on the 
untenable premise that contrasting styles are inherently incompatible and, as 
such, potentially establishing a precedent that presumably would render 
impossible a favorable design review of what Chapter 13.1 1 refers to as 
“landmark buildings.” 

Ultimately, it would seem that Mr. Kasparowitz’ dislike of what is “clearly 
different“4f modern architecture, that is-prevents him from undertaking a fair 
and impartial evaluation of the proposed Porter House remodel, particularly in 
regard to the purpose of the Design Standards and Guidelines. This is 
unfortunate because it is the larger context that speaks to the reasons that design 
review is conducted. Among the five broad purposes of Chapter 13.1 1 ,  the third, 
as described in Sections 13.11.010 (c)(l) and (2) includes “enhancing the 
visually-pleasing qualities of the land and built environment” and “improving the 
qualities of, and relationships between, individual buildings. . . in such a manner 
as to best contribute to the amenities and attractiveness of the County.” It is to 
this end, presumably, that Section 13.1 1.010 (a)(3) states that the chapter 
implements the General Plan by providing regulations “to enhance the quality of 
residential . . . development to achieve an aestheticand functional community 
[emphasis added].” Nowhere in Mr. Kasparowitz’ evaluation is there any 
recognition or understanding of how the proposed project relates to this vision. 

DESIGN REVIEW OF PROPOSED PROJECT 

Pleasure Point Drive: A Brief History 

Located in the Live Oak area of Santa Cruz County, Pleasure Point Drive is a 
single block in length, running some 250 yards along the coastal bluffs 
overlooking Monterey Bay as it swings south from East Cliff Drive, then 
immediately angles west to end at the intersection with Rockview Drive. The 
street lies within the boundaries of what was once the Rancho Arroyo del Rodeo, 
granted in 1834 by Governor Jose Figueroa to Francisco Rodriguez. Don 
Francisco, son of one of the early colonists of the Villa de Branciforte, devoted 
most of his holdings to raising cattle, the dark rangy longhorns grazing the oak 
woodland that ran from the bay up into the foothills. In later years, after the 
American conquest of California, the ranch was broken up and came into the 
hands of farmers who planted the fertile soil to wheat and barley. By the early 
18605, Live 3ak was characterized by small farms that ran from thirty or forty 
acres up to a couple of hundred acres. 

In 1904 a distinguished engineer by the name of Austin D. Houghton, who had 
worked for John D. Rockefeller and the U.S. Navy, purchased a hundred or so 

Dan- if. 

19 Septernbe;iOO3 



acres of the old rancho and constructed a large one-and-a-half-story house for 
his family just to the west of present-day 3030 Pleasure Point Drive. Recently 
retired, Houghton pursued the life of a gentleman farmer, planting a windbreak of 
eucalyptus trees, erecting a barn, and cultivating row crops. In 1914 the Owls, as 
the Houghton residence was called, burned to the ground, leaving only the 
basement excavation as testimony to the family's decade of country life. Over 
the years a scattering of houses arose in the vicinity of Pleasure Point, chiefly on 
the west side of Rockview Drive and along East Cliff Drive near 34'h Avenue, but 
despite gradual growth the area retained its rural character through the early 
1930s. 

Development of the lands surrounding the site of the old Houghton house got 
under way in April 1934 with the creation of Pleasure Point Subdivision No. 1. 
Though the nation was still mired in the Great Depression, the sale of lots 
apparently proceeded well. Four or five houses went up along Pleasure Point 
Drive that summer, and by the end of the decade ten single-family residences 
lined the street. At the center of this small enclave stood the Pleasure Point 
Plunge, a large swimming pool constructed in the basement excavation of the 
Owls not long after the subdivision of this portion of the former Houghton estate. 
Said to be the first year-round pool north of Santa Barbara, it measured seventy- 
by-forty feet. Early aerial photographs suggest it was an open-air facility, with a 
large patio area extending close to the edge of the bluff, but by the mid-1950s the 
pool had been enclosed. 

The neighborhood continued to grow through this decade, reflecting the huge 
demand for housing that characterized postwar California. By 1961 twenty-one 
houses stood on the twenty-five lots along Pleasure Point Drive. Several years 
later the Pleasure Point Plunge was demolished, and in 1972 and 1980, 
respectively, two single-family residences were constructed on the land formerly 
occupied by the facility. The last house built on the street went up in 1997, 
leaving but a single empty lot, at the southeast corner of Pleasure Point Drive 
and East Cliff Drive. 

Pleasure Point Drive: Current Conditions 

Twenty-three single-family residences and a smail grocery store with a second- 
story apartment compose the Pleasure Point Drive neighborhood (though three of 
these buildings, it should be noted, actually front on either Rockview Drive or 
East Cliff Drive). Constructed over the span of two-thirds of a century, they, not 
surprisingly, represent a wide range of architectural styles. Somewhat more than 
half of the oldest residences-composing nearly half of the neighborhood housing 
stock-testify to the continuing popularity of the Spanish Colonial Revival through 
the mid- and late 1930s (figure 19). Among the other houses built during the 
Great Depression, one is in the Monterey Revival style, one is a simple board- 
and-batten cottage with a relatively recent detached two-car garage, and three 
defy stylistic identification. Elizabeth's Market, located at the southwest corner of 
Pleasure Point and East Cliff and dating to 1940, also lacks any distinctive 
architectural character, as do several residences built in subsequent decades. 
For the most part, though, the houses constructed in the immediate postwar 
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years and into the sixties are examples of either the Ranch style (figure 20) or the 
Contemporary style. The newest addition to the neighborhood, erected just six 
years ago, in 1997, is distinctly Neo-Mediterranean (figure 21). 

None of the houses along Pleasure Point Drive is stylistically notable, and in fact 
the street is distinguished by the absence of architectural distinction. Several 
houses command the attention of the passerby but chiefly on account of their 
size and scale rather than their design, though the three-story single-family 
residence at 2-3010 East Cliff Drive, which is visible from much of Pleasure Point 
Drive and forms part of the greater neighborhood (figure 22), is a striking 
example of modern architecture. The row of Hispanic-influenced houses on the 
south side of the Pleasure Point Drive where it intersects Rockview is 
characterized by shared design elements, as is the string of low, horizontally 
orientated Ranch and Contemporary houses at the opposite end of the street. 
But considered as a neighborhood, Pleasure Point Drive lacks a unified 
architectural character. As often as not, adjacent residences are studies in 
contrast, distinctly different not only in style but also in size, scale, and massing, 
and occasionally even in siting. Indeed, largely because of the street's two forty- 
five-degree cuives, which change its orientation from north-south to east-west, 
four of the houses, including the Porter residence, are not even situated parailel 
to Pleasure Point Drive. 

It is suggestive of the character of the street that the newest house and one of the 
oldest houses, located on adjoining lots at 2935 and 2941 Pleasure Point Drive, 
share not a single building or siting element in common. The latter residence, 
dating to 1935, is a one-story 1,023-square foot end-gabled board-and-batten 
cottage. It is simple in design and rustic in character and, because it is set at the 
very back of the lot, with dense landscaping and a high lattice fence bordering the 
sidewalk, essentially invisible. Its neighbor, by contrast, is a two-story stucco- 
clad tile-roofed Neo-Mediterranean house that, including the integral garage, 
measures 3,493 square feet (figure 21). It is distinguished by a Post-Modem 
sensibility, most noticeable in the playful pseudo-espadaiia that screens a 
second-story balcony, and because of its size and scale, its rich detailing and 
vivid colors, its proximity to the street, it dominates this section of the 
neighborhood. 

Although large in comparison with its neighbor, the house is by no means the 
largest on Pleasure Point Drive. This distinction belongs to the two houses 
constructed on the site of the old Pleasure Point Plunge, just to the west of the 
Porter residence. The house at 3006 Pleasure Point Drive, built in 1972, is 4,326 
square feet, including the garage. Its neighbor at 3020, which dates to 1980, is 
somewhat smaller at 3,593 square feet, including the garage, but because of its 
siting and massing actually appears to be bigger. These houses are double the 
Size of half a dozen older residences lining the street and 50 percent larger than 
over haif of all the houses in the neighborhood, even though a substantial 
number of them have been enlarged (and some of them twice). As land prices 
have rapidly increased over the recent decades, houses have grown increasingly 
larger, establishing what is perhaps the single identifiable building trend in an 
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area that has been evolving since Francisco Rodriguez first ran his cattle here a 
century and three-quarters ago. 

Design Review of Proposed Project 

The design of the proposed house at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive springs from the 
needs and vision of the owners, Barry and Susan Porter, from the conditions and 
constraints of the site, and from the objectives and requirements of the Santa 
Cruz County zoning ordinances. A married couple with two nearly grown chiidren 
and many friends (some of whom Jive at great distances from Santa Cruz), the 
Porters want a house with three bedrooms and a guest suite, as well as a iarge 
office space to accommodate their work in the fields of music preservation and 
interior design. They want a house that is light and airy, with an open floor plan 
and ocean views from as many rooms as is possible, and a house that, while 
distinctly modern in design, enhances the character of the neighborhood and 
presents a welcoming face to the street. 

Although the irregularly shaped parcel on which the current house sits is quite 
large, much of it is beach and not buildable. The rest of the site is characterized 
by meandering bluffs on the south and east and by a curved lot line of less than 
forty feet circumference bordering Pleasure Point Drive, to the north. These 
conditions, together with a 25-foot setback for new construction along the coastal 
fronts, necessitate the addition of a second floor to create most of the space 
required for work and a comfortable family life. Compounding the challenge of 
enlarging and remodeling the present house so that it not only relates to the 
natural setting but to its neighbors is the disparate character of the adjoining 
houses. To the northeast, at 3034 Pleasure Point Drive, stands a simple one- 
story stucco-clad house dating to 1958; which, though lacking a truly distinctive 
architectural character, speaks to the enormous popularity of the Ranch style in 
the postwar decades (figure 23). To the west, at 3020, rises a sprawling two- 
story residence built in 1980, Distinguished by its complex massing, its profusion 
of contrasting roof planes and alternating recesses and projections, it is clad with 
shingles and vertical tongue-and-groove wood siding. It, too, is possessed of no 
real stylistic identity but is nonetheless very much of its times, evoking a distinctly 
exuberant and confident California feeling (figure 24). 

The proposed Porter residence reflects the architect's imaginative response to 
the clients' vision and the littoral setting, within the confines imposed by an S- 
shaped coastal setback and a segmental street setback (figures 5-8). It provides 
space and light and sweeping views while celebra!ing the dramatic meeting of 
land and water. Irregular in plan and more sculptural than rectilinear in form, the 
house builds upon the context of the site. The swelling curves of the glass- 
enclosed second-story living room and workspace and the shed-dormer skylight 
over the accessory structure suggest the shape and transparency of cresting 
ocean waves, just as the green-brown tonality of the stucco cladding calls to mind 
neritic kelp beds and the Petrarch wall panels echo the color and texture of 
coastal bluffs. 
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In addition to creatively playing off the beauty of the natural setting, the proposed 
house relates well to the adjacent residences and enhances the character of the 
neighborhood. Its complex massing and modulated green-brown tones connect 
it visually to its westerly neighbor, just as its stucco cladding, bluff-colored 
Petrarch panels, and front setback tie it to the other residence. The design, 
moreover, provides a graceful, flowing transition between these b o  houses as it 
steps up from one story to two, improving the aesthetics of the streetscape. in 
this relation, it should be noted that the Pleasure Point Drive elevation, which 
follows the curve of the lot line, is low and open for the most part, allowing 
residents across the street to see over and through to the ocean beyond.. 

As such, the proposed remodel of the Porter House appears to be consistent with 
the general objectives and specific applicable design criteria of Chapter 13.20, 
Coastal Zone Regulations, and Chapter 13.1 1, Site, Architectural and Landscape 
Design Review, of the Santa Cruz County Code. In general, it is sited and 
designed to be visually compatible and integrated with both the natural and built 
environment, as required by Section 13.20.130 (b)(l). In particular, its irregular 
plan, curviiinear forms, and organic colors relate directly to the character of the 
site and the coastal setting, and though stylistically sui generis, it harmonizes 
with adjacent development and enhances the neighborhood, as called for 
variously by Sections 13.20.130 (c)(2) and (3), Sections 13.11.072 (a)(l)(i) and 
(b)(l)(i) and (iii), Sections 13.1 1.073 (a)(l)(i) and (ii), and Section 13.1 1.073 
(a)(2). It will not adversely affect either public views or views from neighboring 
parcels, complying with the criteria of Sections 13.1 1.072 (b)(2)(i) and (ii). Its 
scale is appropriate to the suburban context, and its design++specially its 
complex massing, sculptural forms, and broad expanses of glass-will engage 
pedestrian interest, as called for by Sections 13.1 1.073 (c) and (d). 

CONCLUSION 

The proposed Porter House is sited and designed to be compatible with both the 
natural setting and adjacent residences. It will enhance the character of Pleasure 
Point Drive, contributing to the historic architectural diversity of the street while 
looking forward to the continually evolving character of the neighborhood. It 
appears to meet the specific design criteria of Chapter 13.20, Coastal Zone 
Regulations, and Chapter 13.1 1, Site, Architectural and Landscape Design 
Review, of the Santa Cruz County Code. It appears, as well, to meet the general 
purposes of these chapters and also the vision of the related section of the 
Countyof Santa CNZ GeneralPlan3 Chapter 8, Community Development. 
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2. Projects approved in County jurisdiction located 
on tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, or within 
100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or sueam, as shown on 
maps of the Coastal Commission’s appeal jurisdiction on 
file at the Planning Depatment. 

Any approved project involving development 
which is not a principal permitted use in the basic zone 
district. Principal permitted uses are listed for each zone 
district in the following sections of the zoning regulations 
(Chapter 13.10): 

3. 

District Type 
Agricultural 
Residential 
Commercial 
Industrial 
Parks, Recreation, 
Gpen Space 
Public and Community Facilities 
Timberland Preserve 
Special Use 

Section 
13.10.312 
13.10.322 
13.10.332 
13.10.342 
13.10.352 

13.10.362 
13.10.372 
13.10.382 

4. ‘Any project approved or denied involving 
development which constitutes a major public works 
project or a major energy facility. 

An appeal pursuant to this section may be filed 
only by the applicant for the Coastal Zone Approval in 
question, the permittee, an aggrieved person, or any two 
members of the Coastal Commission. The appeal must be 
filed with the Coastal Commission and be received in the 
Commission office on or before the tenth working day 
after receipt of the notice of permit decision by the 
Director of the Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 
18.10.223(g). 

(c) Grounds of appeal for any coastal project 
approved under these regulations in the area identified in 
Section 13.20.122(a) shall be limited to the following: 

The development will fail to provide adequate 
physical access or public or private commercial use or 
interferes with such uses. 

The development will fail to protect public views 
from any public road or from a recreational area to and 
along the coast. 

The development will not be compatible with the 
established physical scale of the area. 

The development may significantly alter existing 
natural land forms. 

The development will not comply with shoreline 
erosion and geologic setback requirements. 

(b) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

13.20.130 

(d) Grounds for appeal of any Coastal Zone Approval 
listed in Section 13.20.122(a)(2) through (4) above, is 
consistency with the certified Land Use Plan. 

When an appeal of a Coastal Zone approval is 
filed with the Coastal Commission, the Development 
Permit shall not be issued by the County until the Coastal 
Commission has approved the project and the Planning 
Director has reviewed and approved any terms or 
conditions imposed by the Coastal Commission. In the 
event the Planning Director determines that the terms and 
conditions imposed by the Coastal Commission are a 
substantial variation from the t e r m  and conditions of the 
proposed Development Permit, then the approving body 
shall reconsider the Development Permit approval, and 
review and approve, modify. or deny the project as 
approved by the Coastal Commission. If the County 
reconsiders and modifies the project, the approval shall 
again become appealable to the Coastal Commission 
pursuant to the provisions of this Section. ( a d .  3435, 
8/23/83) 

13.20.130 

(e) 

Design criteria for coastal zone 
developments. 

(a) General 
1. Applicability. The Coastal Zone Design Criteria 

are applicable to any development requiring a Coastal 
Zone Approval. 

Conformance with Development Standards and 
Design Criteria of Basjc Zones. All required project 
Design Criteria and use standards and conditions of 
Chapters 13.10, 13.1 1 and Section 13.20.140 et seq. shall 
be met in addition to the criteria of this section. ( a d .  
4346, 12/13/94) 

Exceptions. Exceptions to the Coastal Zone 
Design Criteria may be allowed in conjunction with 
granting of a Coastal Zone Approval (Level V or higher) 
when the following findings can be made: 

The project meets the general intent of the Coastal 
Zone Design Criteria. 

The exception will result in a project, design 
quality equivalent to that produced by adherence to the 
required Design Criteria and will be equally protective of 
the natural and visual environments. 

(iii) The project will be consistent with the Visual 
Resource Policies of the General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan. (Ord. 4346,12/13/94) 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone. The following Design 
Criteria shall apply to projects sited anywhere in the 
coastal zone: 

Visual Compatibility. All new development shall 
be sited, designed and landscaped to be visually 

2. 

3. 

(i) 

(ii) 

1. 
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13.20.130 

compatible and integrated qitb the character of 
surrounding neighborhoods or areas. 

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

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

4. Landscaping. When a landscaping plan is 
required, new or replacement vegetation shall be 
compatible with surrounding vegetation and shall be 
suitable to the climate, soil, and ecological characteristics 
of the area. The County’s adopted Landscape Criteria shall 
be used as a guide. 

Rural Scenic Resources. The following Design 
Criteria shall apply to all projects located in designated 
rural scenic resource areas ( a d .  4346,12/13/94): 

Location of Development. Development shall be 
located, if possible, on parts of the site not visible or least 
visible from the public view. Development shall not block 
views of the shoreline from scenic road turnouts, rest stops 
or vista points. 

Site Planning. Development shall be sited and 
designed to fit the physical setting carefully so that its 
presence is subordinate to the natural character of the site, 
maintaining the natural features (streams, major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative communities). 
Screening and landscaping suitable to the site shall be used 
to soften the visual impact of development in the 
viewshed. 

Building Design. Structures shall be designed to 
fit the topography of the site with minimal cutting, 
grading, or filling for construction. Pitched, rather than flat 
roofs, which are surfaced with non-reflective materials 
except for solar energy devices shall be encouraged. 
Natural materials and colors which blend with the 
vegetative cover of the site shall be used, or if the smcture 
is located in an existing cluster of buildings, colors and 
materials shall repeat or harmonize with those in the 
cluster. 

4. Large Agricultural Structures. The visual impact 
of large agricultural stmctures shall be minimized by: 

(c) 

1. 

2. 

3. 

~ 
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(i) 

(ii) 

Locating the structure within or near an existing 
group of buildings. 

Using materials and colors which blend with the 
building cluster or the natural vegetative cover of the site 
(except for greenhouses). 

(iiij Using landscaping to screen or soften the 
appearance of the smcture. 

5. Restoration. Feasible elimination or mitigation of 
unsightly, visually disruptive or degrading elements such 

structures incompatible with the area shall be included in 
site development. The requirement for restoration of 
visually blighted areas shall be in scale with the s u e  of the 
proposed project. 

6. Signs. S i p  shall minimize disruption of the 
scenic qualities of the viewshed. 

(i) Materials, scale, location and orientation of signs 
shall harmonize with surrounding elements. 

(ii) Directly lighted, brightly colored, rotating, 
reflective, blinking, flashing or moving signs are 
prohibited. 

(iii) Illumination of signs shall be permitted only for 
state and county directional and informational signs, 
except in designated commercial and visitor serving zone 
dishicts. 

(iv) In the Highway 1 viewshed, except within the 
Davenport commercial 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. 

Beach Viewsheds. The following Design Criteria 
shall apply to all projects located on blufftops and visible 
from beaches. 

Blufflop Development Blufftop development and 
landscaping (e.g., decks, patios, structures, trees, shrubs, 
etc.) in rural areas shall be set back from the bluff edge a 
sufficient distance to be out of sight fiom the shoreline, or 
if infeasible, not visually intrusive. In urban areas of the 
viewshed, site development shall conform to (c) 2 and 3 
above. 

2. Beaches. The scenic integrity of open beaches 
shall be maintained: 

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

The design of permitted structures shall minimize 
visual intrusion, and shall incorporate materials and 
finishes which harmonize with the character of the area. 
Natural materials are preferred. (Ord. 3435,803183; 3487, 
12/20/83j 

as junk heaps, unnatural obstructions, gradin, scars, or 

(d) 

1. 

(ii) 
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installed or, in some cases, secured, as shown on the plans 
prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy. 

Maintenance. AI! required improvements on the 
approved building permit application package shall be 
permanently maintained as approved and installed. 

(c) Violation. Failure to comply with this Chapter is a 
violation of the County of Santa CIUZ Zoning Ordinance. 

(d) Enforcement. Any violation of this Chapter, 
including failure to comply with additional approved 
conditions and/or agreements between the County and the 
permittee for the development and maintenance of the 
project improvements, is enforceable under the provisions 
of Section 13.10.280 and Chapter 1.12 of the Santa Cruz 
County Code. Enforcement may include, without 
limitation, permit review, permit amendment, permit 
revocation, or enforcement of a landscape maintenance 
agreement and other actions authorized under chapter 1.12 
of the County Code. 

13.11.070 Design standards and guidelines. 
The design standards and guidelines for site plan, 

architectural and landscape design review for the County 
OfSantaCIUZaresetforthinSections 13.11.071 through 
13.1 1.076, inclusive. 

13.11.071 General. 
(a) Compliance with Development Standards. All 

required site development standards, set forth in Sections 
13.10.320 through 13.10.324, inclusive, Sections 
13.10.330 through 13.10.335, inclusive, and Sections 
13.10.340through 13.10.345, inclusive,oftheSantaCruz 
County Code shall be met. 

Compliance with Other Applicable Regulations. 
The design review proposal plans shall confom to the 
provisions of all other ordinances and regulations as 
applicable. 

Compliance with Specific Plans and Town Plans. 
In those areas where design standards and guidelines have 
been adopted for towns, village centers. neighborhoods, 
specific roads, or other areas with specific plans or area 
plans, the project design shall be consistent with those 
standards and guidelines. Where Specific Plan design 
standards or guidelines codict  with requirements 
contained herein, the Specific/Area Plan design standards 
and guidelines shall take precedence. 

Compliance with the General Plan and the Local 
Coastal Program. Proposed projects shall be in compliance 
with the General Plan and the Local Coastal Program, 
where applicable. 

(b) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 
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13.11.M2 Site design. 
It shall be the objective of new development to 

enhance or preserve the integrity of existing land use 
patterns or character where those exist and to be consistent 
wirh village plans, community plans and coastal special 
community plans as they become adopted, and to 
complement the scale of neighboring development where 
appropriate to the zoning district context. New 
development, where appropriate, shall be sited, designed 
and landscaped so as to visually compatible and 
integrated with the character of surroundin, 0 areas. 

(a) ’ 

(1) Compatible Site Design. 
(i) The primary elements of site design which must 

be balanced and evaluated in relation to the proposed 
project site and surrounding development in order to create 
compatible development include: 

(A) Location and we of access to the site. 
(B) Bdding  siting in terms of its location and 

(C )  Building bulk. massing and scale. 
(D) Parking location and layout. 
(E) Relationship to natural site features and 

environmental influences. 
0 Landscaping. 
(G) Streetscape relationship. 
(H) Street design and transit facilities. 
(9 Relationship to existin, 0 structures. 
(ii) Consideration of the surrounding zoning district 

as well as the age and condition of the existing building 
stock. is important in determining when it is appropriate to 
continue existing land use patterns or character and when 
it is appropriate to foster a change in land use or 
neighborhood character. 

(iii) Where the existing zoning allows the creation of 
new land use patterns, applicants are encouraged to 
provide an analysis of the surrounding neighborbd in 
support of their proposal for a new type of land use. The 
analysis would include one block on each side of the 
proposed site, on each side of &le sreet. Supporting 
material G y  include the use of photographs, building 
elevations, or maps indicating the surrounding land uses, 
and a written analysis. 

(iv) Transitions shall be provided between existing 
and new projects of different zoning, where appropriate. 

(2)  Coordinated Development 
(i) 

orientation. 

Coordinated site design (including shared parking 
and circulation system, sign facilities, landscaped areas, 
and recycling and garbage storage and coilection areas) 
shall be encouraged on adjacent parcels with similar uses. 
In such cases, mutual access easements granted to each 
property owner are necessary. Site plans which allow for 
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future shared use between adjacent parcels are encouraged, 
where appropriate. 

(ii) Clustered commercial use areas with shared 
facilities, raher than linear commercial use with separate 
facilities for each site, are encouraged. 

(iii) Physical barriers (e.g., fences, curbs, or walls) 
between adjacent parcels with similar uses are discouraged 
unless needed for drainage, security, screening, or noise 
attenuation purposes. 

(b) It shall be an objective to preserve or enhance 
natural site amenities and features unique to the site, and to 
incorporate these, to a reasonable extent, into the site 
design. 

(1) Natural Site Amenities and Features. 
(i) The site plan shall relate to surrounding 

topography, and significant natural vegetation of long-term 
quality shall be retained, where appropriate. 

(ii) Existing mature trees. rock outcroppings, riparian 
corridors, natural site anunities and other features shall be 
retained or enhanced and incorporated into the site design 
and landscaping, where appropriate. 

(iii) Buildings shall be sited and oriented in such a 
way as to take advantage of, or make connection to, the 
site amenities and features, where appropriate. 

(iv) Hilltop and hillside development shall be 
integrated into the silhouette of the existing backdrop such 
as the terrain. landscaping, and other structures. Ridgeline 
protection shall be insured by restricting the height and 
placement of buildings and providing landscape screening 
in order to prevent any projection above the ridgeline. If 
there is no other building location on a property except a 
ridgeline, this circumstance shall be verified by the 
Planning Department with appropriate findings and 
mitigation measures to insure that the proposed structure is 
low profile and visually screened. 

(2)  Views. 
(i) Development shall protect the public viewshed, 

where possible. 
(ii) Development should minimize the impact on 

private views from adjacent parcels, wherever practicable. 
(c) It shall be an objective of the site plan to 

incorporate safe and functional circulation, accessible to 
the disabled, pedesmans, bicycles and vehicles. 

(d) It shall be an objective of the site plan to locate, 
buffer and screen accessory uses and utilities so as to 
reduce impacts on adj~cent properies a d  on p r i m q  site 
U%. 

(1) Accessory Uses. 
(i) .4ccesnory uses are defined as recycling and 

garbage storage and collection areas, exterior storage 

areas, service yards, loading docks, utility service areas 
and other non-primary uses. 

(ii) Accessory uses which may be visible froom public 
streets and adjacent properties shall be screened. 

(iii) Acceptable methods of screening include wood 
fencing, masonry walls, dense hedges, landscape earth 
berms, or a combination of these devices. Chain-link 
fencing will usually not be acceptable. 

(iv) Accessory uses shall be integrated into the site 
design, and grouped together into “service yards” where 
feasible, in order to minimize on-site and off-site impacts. 

(v) Accessory uses shall not be located adjacent to 
residential properties udess such uses can be screened and 
buffered to prevent adverse impacts to the adjacent 
residential property. 

(vi) Accessory buildings, walls, storage areas, and 
fences shall be architecturally consistent with the primary 
structures of the site and compatible with the surrounding 
area. Architectural consistency can be achieved by 
repeating building forms, materials, colors, or detailing. 

(vii) Accessory uses shall be located and designed for 
ease of access by service vehicles and tenants, and in such 
a way as to minimize conflicts with circulation, parking, 
and other site uses. 

(2) Utilities. 
(i) New utility and service lines shall be installed 

underground, unless inappropriate. 
(ii) Pad-mounted transformers (as part of the 

underground elecmcal service distribution system) shall 
not be located in the front setback or area visible from 
public view, unless they are completely screened by walls 
and/or thick landscaping, and shall not obstruct views of 
traffic from tenant spaces or driveways, or views to 
monument signs. Underground vaults may be located in 
the front setback area for aesthetic purposes. 

It shall be an objective of site design to provide 
for the separate storage and collection of all recyclable 
materials generated by the on-site uses. 

Recycling. The County of Santa Cruz Recycling 
DesignCriteriaonfileinthePlanningDepartmentshallbe 
consulted for all recycling area design guidelines. 

Commercial, indushid, instihltional and multi- 
family residential uses shall include areas for recycling 
storage and collection adequate in capacity, number and 
distribution to serve the development where the project 

(ii) Access into the storage area shall be provided 
with adequate vertical and horizontal clearances for 
collection vehicles as specified by the County of Santa 
Cruz Recycling Design Criteria. 

(e) 

(1) 

(i) 

occurs. 
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(iii) Provisions shall be made to protect the recyclable 
materials from weather by covering the storage area or by 
the use of covered receptacles. 

(iv) Recycling storage areas should be adjacent to or 
within the same enclosures as the garbage area or at least 
as convenient as the location for garbage storage. 

bIaximum distance for the storage area to be no 
greater than 250 feet from each living unit in a multifamily 
residential development. 

(vi) An exterior sign with the international recycling 
logo shall be required, including the name and phone 
number of the responsible person and an interior sign for 
the types of materials eo be recycled as specified by the 
County of Santa Cruz Recycling Design Criteria. 

(vii) The property owner is responsible for arranging 
with the collectorhoker for regular pick up of material. 
Recyclable materials shall not be allowed to accumulate in 
such a manner that visual or public health nuisance is 
created. 

(viii) Security shall be provided to prevent theft of 
recyclable materials by unauthorized persons, however, 
the enclosure shall also be accessible for deposit of 
materials by authorized persons. 

It shall be an objective of site signage design to 
provide adequate, attractive identification and direction, 
consistent with the area and use. 

(vj 

(0 

Signage Design. 
(1) All sign regulations shall be met according to 

Section 13.10.580 through 13.10.586. inclusive, of the 
Santa Cruz County Code. 

Freestanding signage shall be an integral part of 
the site or landscape design, or shall be similar to, or 
consistent with, the design of the proposed building(s). 

It shall be an objective of site design to promote 
energy conservation and to reduce the impacts of adverse 
environmental influences. 

(2) 

(g) 

(1) Solar Design and Access. 
(i) Buildings shall be designed and located so that 

off-site solar access is reasonably protected for the 
buildable lot area of adjacent, affected properties. 

Buildings shall be sited and designed so that solar 
access is reasonably protected for benefitting properties 
cmently occupied by a building using a solar energy 
system. 

( 2 )  Noise. 
(i) 

(ii) 

Rezsonable protection for adjacent properties 
from noise may be achieved through site planning, 
building siting, building orientation, physical barriers such 
as masonry walls, landscaped earth berms, or 
setbacmuffer areas. 

855 

b6 

(h) It shall be an objective of an open space design, 
whether landscape or hardscape, to relate to building and 
site design. 

(1) Open Space Design. 
(i) Activities in “protected use areas” shall be limited 

to those having minimal impacts, such as paths and 
benches. Where feasible, a path to and/or along the 
perimeter of the natural areas shall be provided. 

All useable open space requirements for ‘W 
disbicts shall be satisfied according to Section 
13.10.323(0 of the Santa Cru County Code. 

It is an objective of residential site design, when 
permitted by zoning, to encourage cluster design for 
residential development in rural and protected use zreas; 
for sites where natural amenities could be retained or 
enhanced, or where cluster design could be used to 
accommodate outdoor amenities for higher density 
development in urban areas. 

Cluster Design. Cluster site design is encouraged 
in the following areas, when permitted by zoning: 

Protected Use Areas. Protected use areas include: 
riparian comdors and buffer areas, beaches, floodways, 
lagoons, wetlands, marshes, fault areas, bluffs, ravines, 
areas with steep slopes or unstable soil conditions, 
timberlands, and sensitive wildlife habitat and biotic 
resource areas. 

(ii) Amenities. On sites having natural amenities such 
as significant groups of txees or other areas of vegetation 
wooded arroyos or other protected use areas, or with n e w s  
to mountains or the Bay, the cluster design concept could 
be employed to incorporate these features into the site 

(iii) Urban Areas. On sites where medium to high 
density residential development is permitted by the zoning 
district, cluster design is encouraged to increase the 
potential for useable outdoor amenities. 

When the cluster concept issued, the units should 
be designed in a manner that incorporates light, air, space 
and privacy for the individual units while maintaining 
quality common open space. ( a d .  4496-C, 8/4/98) 

13.11.073 Building design. 
It shall be an objective of building design that the 

basic architectural design principles of balance, harmony, 
order and unity prevail, while not excluding the 
opportuaitj far ui-iqiie design. 

Successful use of the basic design principles 
accommodates a full range of building designs, from 
unique or landmark buildings to background buildings. 

(ii) 

(i) 

(1) 

(i) 

pian. 

(2) 

(a) 
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(b) It shall be an objective of building design to 
address the present and future neighborhood, community, 
and zonjing disbict context. 

(1) Compatible Building Design. 
(i) Building design shall relate to adjacent 

development and the surrounding area. 
(ii) Compatible relationships between adjacent 

buildings can be acnieved 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 listed below can combine to create an 
overall composition that achieves the appropriate level of 
compatibility: 

(A) LMassing of building form 
(B) Building silhouette. 
(C) Spacing between buildings. 
@) Street face setbacks. 
(E) Character of architecture. 

Building scale. 
(G) Proportion and composition of projections and 

(H) Location and treatment of enqways. 
0 Finish material, texhlre and color. 
(2) Building design should be site and area specific. 

Franchise type architecture may not achieve an appropriate 
level of compatibility and is not encouraged. 

It shall be an objective of building design to 
address scale on the appropriate levels (Scale is defined in 
Section 13.1 1.030(v)). 

It shall be an objective of building design to use 
design elements to create a sense of human scale, and 
pedestrian interest. 

recesses, doors and windows, and other features. 

(c) 

(d) 

Buiiding Articulation. 
(1) Variation in wall plane, roof line, detailing. 

materials and siting are techniques which can be used to 
create interest in buildings, where appropriate. Roof and 
wall plane variations including building projections, bay 
windows, and balconies are recommended to reduce scale 
and bulk. 

(2) All exterior wall elevations visible from and/or 
facing sbeets are to have architectural treatment. No 
building surface fronting on a street shall have a flat, void 
surface without architectural neatment. The provision of 
projections and recesses, windows, doors and enmes, color 
and texture, me methods of &-2cuiaring facades. 

It shall be an objective of building design to locate 
and screen mechanical equipment, and other accessory 
uses, so as to reduce impacts on primary building uses and 
on adjacent properties. 

Rooftop Equipment. 

(e) 
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(1) All rooftop mechanical and electrical equipment 
shall be designed to be an integral part of the building 
design, and shall be screened. 

Utility equipment such as electrical and gas 
meters, electrical panels, and junction boxes shall not be 
locsted on exterior wall elevations facing streets unless 
screened from streets and building entries using 
architectural screens, walls, fences, and/or plant material. 

It shali be an objective of building signage to 
relate to the building design. 

Building Signage. Signage attached to buildings 
shall relate to the building design by being an integral part 
of that design or by use of compatible materials and colors. 

It shall be an objective of building design to 
promote energy conservation and to reduce the impacts of 
environmental influences. 

Noise. Where noise will impact the building users, 
the building design shall incorporate buffering to reduce 
the interior sound levels. 

(2)  Solar Design. 
(i) 

(2) 

(f)  

(1) 

(g) 

(1) 

Buildings shall be designed so that solar access is 
reasonably protected for the buildable lot area of adjacent, 
affected properties. 

(ii) Wherever lot size and setbacks permit, the 
building walls with major window areas shall be 
appropriately oriented for passive solar heating and 
cooling, and natural lighting. Building layout should 
encourage energy conservation. 

(3) Recycling. 
(i) Encourage recycling areas or storage systems 

withii all commercial, industrial, institutional and 
residential structures for use by the building occupants. 
Recommended storage space and design concepts can be 
found in the Santa Cruz County Recycling Design Criteria. 

13.11.074 Accw,  circulation and parking. 
It shall be an objective to design pedestrian, 

bicycle and vehicle circulation, and parking, to be safe, 
convenient, and readily understandable to users. access, 
circulation and parking design shall relate to the proposed 
development on adjoining properties. 

(1) Vehicle access for multi-family residential, 
commercial and industrial projects. 

(i) Refer to the County of Santa Cruz, ‘mesign 
Criteria for Streets, Storm Drains, Sanitary Sewers and 
Water Sewers,” as prepared by the County Department of 
Public Works, for all street design and driveway design 
requirements. 

(ii) Comer lots with frontages on both an arterial 
street and a local or collector street shall concentrate 
driveway access on the local or collector street wherever 

(a) 

67 



possible. If access is necessary form both streets, an 
entrance and exit shoulldbe located on the local or 
collector street and an “exit, right turn only’’ on the 
arterial. However, parking lots serving commercial uses 
should be accessed from commercially developed streets 
whenever possible. 

(iii) Parking areas shall be designed, whenever 
feasible, so that all vehicles shall enter and exit public 
streets in a forward movement only, with the exception of 
projects of under 2,000 square feet on local streets or 
projects on cul-de-sacs. Directioral mows for one-way 
entrances and exits shall be clearly marked on the 
pavement. 

(iv) Avoid locating walls and fences where they block 
driver sight lines when entering or exiting the site. 

(v) The location and design of curb cuts, and curb cut 
widths on public streets shall be determined by the Public 
Works Director according to the public Works Desi-m 
Criteria. Minimize the number of curb cuts. 

(vi) Pavement width for interior driveways shall be a 
minimum of 24 feet for two-way circulation and 12 feet 
for one-way circulation, unless additional width is required 
for emergency access by the fue department 

(vii) Driveways between corrmercial or industrial 
parcels shall be shared where appropriate. 

(viii)Where an interior driveway or parking area 
parallels the side or rear property line, a minimum 5-foot 
wide net landscape strip shall be provided between the 
driveway and the property line. Where the interior 
driveway OCCUIS between commercial or industrial 
properties with like zoning, the 5-foot net landscape strip 
can be a divided leaving a minimum 2 feet net at the 
property line and the balance 3 feet net of landscaping on 
the other side of the driveway. 

(ix) Driveways shall be coordinated with existing or 
planned median openings. 

(x) Entry drives an commercial or indusmal projects 
greater than 10,000 square feet should include a 5-fOOt 
minimum net landscaped median to separate incoming and 
out going traffic, where appropriate. 

(2) 
(i) 

Standards for Pedestrian Travel Paths. 
On-site pedestrian pathways shall be provided 

form street, sidewalk and parking areas to the cenhal use 
area. These areas should be delineated from the parking 
areas by walkways, landscaping, changes in paving 
raterials, nmow:ng of roadways, or other design 
techniques. 

(ii) Sidewalks or pedesman pathways shall be 
provided where required by County regulations. 
Separations between bicycle and pedestrian circulation 
routes shall be utilized where appropriate. 

kS 
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(3) Access for the Disabled. State laws require that d l  
facilities which are open to the public must be accessible 
to, and usable by. the physically disabled. Plans for 
construction of new public facilities and remodeling of 
existing facilities shall incorporate both architectural 
barrier removal and physical building design and parking 
area features to achieve access for tho physically disabled. 

Public Transit. Support facilities for public transit 
including bus turnouts and bus shelters, shall be provided 
when required by the Transit Pistrict. 

It shall be an objective to reduce the visual impact 
and scale of interior driveways, parking and paving. 

(4) 

(b) 

(1) Parking Lot Design. 
(i) The site design shall minimize the visual impact 

of pavement and parked vehicles. Parking design shall be 
an integral element of the site design. Siting buildings 
toward the front or middle portion of the lot and parking 
areas to the rear or side of the lot is encouraged where 
appropriate. 

Parking areas shall be screened form public streets 
using landscaping, berms, fences, walls, buildings, and 
other means, where appropriate, in accordance with 
Section 13.11.076. 

(iii) Variation in pavement width, the use of texture 
and color variation is paving materials, such as stamped 
concrete, stone, brick, pavers, exposed aggregate, or 
colored concrete is encouraged in parking lots to promote 
pedesman safety and to minimize the visual impact of 
large expanses of pavement. 

It shall be an objective of landscaping to accent 
the importance of driveways from the street frame the 
major circulation aisles, emphasize pedestrian pathways, 
and provide shade and screening. 

(ii) 

(c) 

(1) Parking Lot Landscaping. 
(i) Parking lot landscaping shall be designed to 

visually screen parking from public streets and adjacent 
uses. Techniques to achieve screening include: the use of 
mixed planting which incorporates trees, shrubs, and 
groundcovers; mounds; low walls; parking set below 
grade; or a combination of these techniques which 
achieves this function. 

Parking lots shall be landscaped with large canopy 
trees. A landscape strip shall be provided at the end of 
each parking aisle. 

(iii) A minimum .%foot wide landscape strip (to 
provide necessary vehicular back-out movements) shall be 
provided at dead-end aisles. 

(iv) Parking areas shall be landscaped with large 
canopy trees to sufficiently reduce glare and radiant heat 
from the asphalt and to provide visual relief from large 
stretches of pavement. A minimum of one tree for each 

(ii) 
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five parking spaces should be planted along each single or 
double row of parking spaces. Planting areas for trees 
required within parking rows should be achieved by one of 
the following methods (see Figure 2.j: 

(A) A continuous landscape strip, at least 5 feet wide 
net, between rows of parking spaces, or; 

(B) Tree wells, 8 feet wide, resulting from the 
conversion of two opposing full sized spaces to compact 
spaces, or; 
(C) Tree wells, at least 5 feet square, placed 

diagonally between standard or compact car spaces. 
(vj At least twenty-five percent (25%) of the trees 

required for parking lot screening shall be 24-inch box size 
wben plantzd; d l  other trees shall be 15 gallon size or 
larger when planted. 

(vi) As appropriate to the site use, required landscaped 
areas next to parking spaces or driveways shall be 
protected by a minimum six-inch high curb or wheel stop, 
such as concrete, masonry, railroad ties, or other durable 
materials. 

(vii) A minimum of one tree for each five parking 
spaces shall be planted along rows of parking. 

(viii) Trees shall be dispersed throughout the parking 
lot to maximize shade and visual relief. 

(2) Service VehiclesRaading Space. Loading space 
shall be provided as required in Sections 13.10570 
through 13.10578, inclusive, for commercial and 
industrial uses. Loading areas shall be designed to not 
interfere with circulation or parkng. and to permit trucks 
to fully maneuver on the property without backing from or 
onto a public street. 

Parking Strucnues. Parkng within structnres 
including basement and roof parking is encouraged in 
order to minimize asphalt pavement and maximize open 
areas. 

(4) Bicycle Parking. Bicycle parking spaces shall be 
provided as required in Section 13.10.560. They shall be 
appropriately located in relation to the major activity area. 

It shall be an objective of lighting design to relate 
to the site and building design and reduce o f f  site impacts. 

All site, building, security and landscape lighting 
shall be directed onto the site and away from adjacent 
properties. Light sources shall not be visible form adjacent 
properties. Light sources can be shielded by landscaping, 
sUuchxe, fixme design or other physical me3ns. 3uiiding 
and security lighting shall be integrated into the building 
design. 

All lighted parking and circulation areas shall 
utilize low-rise light standards or light fixtures attached to 

(3) 

(d) 

Lighting. 
(1) 

(2 )  

the building. Light standards to a maximum height of 15 
fect are allowed. 

Area lighting shall be high-pressure sodium 
vapor, metal halide, fluorescent, or equivalent energy- 
efficient fixtures. 

(3) 
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FIGURE 1 

O F F - S T W T  PARKING REGULATIONS 

Minimum Aisle and Stall Dimensions 
for Various Angles of Parking 

(diagrams are in the County Code printed version) 

WIDTH OF LOT REQUIRED 

Parking Cars on Cars on 

of Aide of Aisle 
Angle OneSide Both Sides 

90' 44' 62' 
60" 40' 60' 
45" 32' SI' 

I 1 

.. . .  _- 
90' 

I 
1 : 
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FIGURE 2 

(diagrams are in the County Code printed version) 
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13.11.075 Landscaping. 
It shall be an objective of landscape design to 

relate to the building and site design, the proposeduse, and 
to site conditions. 

(a) 

( I )  Site Landscaping. 
(i) The required yard (setback) adjoining a street 

shall incorporate appropriate landscape and/or hardscape. 
Appropriate landscape elements may include bees, shrubs, 
and groundcover. Appropriate hardscape materials may 
include brick or other modular pavers; stamped or textured 
concrete; or colored concrete and shall create useable 
axterior space appropriate to the site and buildings. 

W e r e  a commercial or industrial use is located 
adjacent to a residential district, the following landscaped 
buffers shall be applied at the property line: 

(A) Commercial and industrial buildings under 5,000 
square feet shall provide a minimum 5-foot net landscape 
strip and a six-foot high solid wood fence ormasonry wall. 

(B) Commercial and industrial buildings between 
5,000 square feet and 10,000 square feet shall provide a 
minimum 5-foot net landscape strip with a 6-foot high 
masonry sound wall. 

(C) Commercial and industrial buildings between 
10,000 and 20,000 square feet shall provide a landscape 
strip of 5 feet wide plus an additional 1-foot width for each 
additional 1,000 square feet ofbuilding over 10,000 square 
feet, up to 20,000 square feet, and a 6-foot high masonry 
sound wall. The landscaping which is required in excess of 
the minimum 5-foot wide strip may be modulated to 
provide additional buffer, where appropriate. The balance 
may not be less than the required total square footage of 
landscaping. 

(iii) Landscaping shall be planted inthe ground. Ifthis 
is not feasible, planter boxes of an appropriate size are 
acceptable. 

(ii) 

(2) Existing Trees. 
(i) Mature trees over 6 inches in diameter at 5 feet 

above ground level shall be incorporated into the site and 
landscape design unless other provisions ofthis subsection 
allow removal. 

(ii) Circumstances where tree removal may be 
appropriate include: the obstruction of the prime building 
site to provide an appreciably better project design not 
possible without the tree removal; retention ofsolar access 
to adjacent properties; dead, dying or diseased trees; 
nuisance trees; and trees which threaten adjacex 
development due to instability. 

(iii) An evaluation and recommendation by a 
landscape architect or a licensed arborist shall be required 
in order to substantiate the removal of any mature tree 
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based on a claim that the tree is unhealthy or poses a 
nuisance or threat to adjacent development. 

(iv) The applicant may be required to replace any 
mature trees which are permitted to be removed, as 
determined through the design review process. 

(v) The decision-making body may waive the 
requirement of removal of invasive species in order to 
protect visual amenities. 

(3) Street Trees. 
(i) Street trees (or private yard trees providing similar 

effict) shall match any existing street tree species and 
spacing; shall implement any proposed street tree program; 
and complement a ~ y  existing trees in the area, if a street 
tree program does not zxist for the street. Street tress 
installed within County righwof-way shall be chosen From 
the Santa C m  Urban Forestry Master Plan or the County 
Street tree list. Street tree species selected for the north 
side of easb’west streets shall be chosen from those 
included on the “Street Tree List for the North side of 
EastWest streets.” 

(4) Screening, Fences and Walls. 
.(i) When landscaping is required to screen views of a 

site or site uses, the plant material shall be appropriately 
sized and spaced so that a dense screen grows in a short 
period of time and views of objects on the opposite side 
are effectively screened. 

(ii) All shrubs used for screening purposes shall be a 
minimum five-gallon size when planted. 

( i i i )  A fence or wall, when required as a screening 
device, shall be of solid wood or masonry, or other 
material, modulated and landscaped where appropriate to 
provide visual relief from continuous wall or fence 
surfaces. 

(b) It shall be a landscape design objective to select 
plant material appropriate to the de s i9  and site conditions. 
Site condirions which affect the selection of appropriate 
plant material include, soil conditions, microclimate, 
maintenance, and solar access. Factors which affect the 
landscape design include the growth pattern, color, and 
texture of the plant material. 

Plant Material Type, Size And Growth. 
Invasive species such as acacia, pampas W s ,  

broom, etc., should not be used and should be eliminated if 
already present. 

Landscaping shall be provided in sufficient size 
and quantity to adequately screen arrd soften the effect of 
new building planes and asphalt within the first year of 
growth. 

(iii) All treesplanted shall be aminimum of 15-gallon 
size. Larger specimens may be required, e.g., 24“ box or 
field specimens, depending upon the scale ofthe proposed 

(1) 
(i) 

(ii) 
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project The Eees shall have been grown to the minimum 
nursery standards for tree height, caliper and canopy for 
the container size and tree species specified. 

(iv) Where a specific height of planting is required, 
such landscaping shail be within two feet of the prescribed 
height at the time of planting if the prescribed height is 
five feet or more, and shall be within one foot of the 
prescribed height at the time of planting if the prescribed 
height is less than five feet. All heights are measured 
above the ground level at the point the landscaping will be 
planted. 

(v) All plants shall be planted with spacings and 
locations, given the plant tpes and characteristics, type of 
soil, availability and likelihood of watering regularity and 
similar considerations, so that the plantings will achieve 
their purpose within a reasonable time. 

( 2 )  Landscape Maintenance. 
(i) Ail required vegetation shallbemaintainedfreeof 

physical damage or injury from lack of water, excess 
chemical fertilizer or other toxic chemical, biight or 
disease. Any vegetation which shows signs of such 
damage or injury at any time shall be replaced by the 
same, similar, or substitute vegetation of a size, form, and 
character, which will be comparable at full growth. 

Required landscaping shall be kept free from 
weeds and undesirable grasses. One means of preventing 
weed growth is to plant dense ground-covers, another is by 
mulching. This subsection does not apply to private yard 
areas of single-family dwellings other than large dwellings 
as defined in this Chapter. 

(iii) The Planning Commission or Zoning 
Administrator shall, as a condition of approval of any 
landscaping or landscaped area, require the execution of a 
landscape maintenance ageement and bond as defined in 
Section 13.11.030, or other acceptable surety, for the 
maintenance of any or all landscaping on a building site. A 
landscape maintenance security shall not be required for 
commercial, industrial or residential projects where a 
property owners’ association is established to assure that 
landscape maintenance of common areas is satisfactorily 
accomplished. Roof of the formation of the property 
owners’ association shall be supplied to, and approved by, 
the Planning Department before the landscape 
maintenance bond requirement is waived. 

It shall be an objective of the landscape design to 
conserve water azd to maximize water use efficiency. 
through plant selection, soil conditioning and irrigation 
management (the following requirements apply only to 
those projects listed in Section 13.11.040(k)). 

(ii) 

(c) 

(1) Turf Limitation and Plant Selection. 

(i) The turf area shall be limited to no more than 25 
percent of the total landscaped area. This limitation shall 
not apply to projects such as public parks, cemeteries and 
recreation areas where water use efficiency is evaluated on 
a regular basis through a landscape irrigation audit or to 
any project that uses reclaimed or recycled water for 
irrigation purposes. 

Turf shall be of low to moderate water-using 
varieties, such as tall fescue. Turf shall be used in a 
practical manner for high use or aeSthetically desirable 
areas. Turf should not be used in median strips, on slopes 
greater than 33 percent or in areas less than eight feet 
wide. 

(iii) At least 80 percent of the plant materials selected 
in non-turf areas (equivalent to 60 percent of the total 
landscaped area) shall be well-suited to the climate of the 
region and require minimal water once established. Up to 
20 percent of the plant materials in non-turf areas 
(equivalent to 15 percent of the total landscaped area) need 
not be drought tolerant, provided that they are grouped 
together and can be irrigated separately. The use of trees 
and native plants is encouraged in appropriate locations. 

(ii) 

(2)  Soil Conditioning. 
(i) In new planting areas, soil shall be tilled to a 

depth of six inches and amended with six cubic yards of 
organic material per 1,ooO square feet to promote 
infiltration and water retention. 

After planting, a minimum of two inches of mulch 
shall be applied to all non-turf afeas to retain moisture, 
reduce evaporation and inhibit weed growth. 

(ii) 

(3) Irrigation Management. 
(i) All required landscapingshall be provided with an 

adequate, permanent and nearby source of water which 
shall be applied by an installed irrigation or, where 
feasible, a drip irrigation system. 

Irrigation systems shall be designed to avoid 
runoff, overspray, low head drainage, or other similar 
conditions where water flows onto adjacent property, non- 
irrigated areas, walks, roadways or structures. 

(iii) Appropriate irrigation equipment, including  the^ 
use of a separate landscape water meter, pressure 
regulators, automated controllers, low volume sprinkler 
heads, drip or bubbler irrigation systems, rain shutoff 
devices, and other equipment shall be utilized to maximize 
the efficiency of water applied to the landscape. 

(iv) Piants materials having similar water 
requirements shall be grouped together in distinct 
hydrozones and shall be irrigated separately. 

An imigation plan and an irrigation schedule for 
the established landscape shall be submitted with the 
building permit application. The irrigation plan shall show 

(ii) 

(v) 
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the location, size and type of compnents of the inigatiori 
system, the point of connection to the public water supply 
and designation of hydrozone% The irrigation schedule 
shall designate the timing and frequency of irrigation for 
each station and list the amount of water, in gallons or 
hundred cubic feel, recommended on a monthly and 
annual basis. 

(vi) Whenever possible, landscape inigation should be 
scheduled between 6:OO p.m. and 11:OO a.m. to reduce 
evaporative loss. 

(d) It shall be a design objective that site furnitme 
relate to the buiiding and landscape design. 

SiteF&ture and Fixtures. Required outdoor furniture 
and iixtnres such as libting. free-standing signs, trellises, 
raised planters, benches, trash receptacles, newspaper 
racks, bus stops, phone booths and fencing, shall be 
compatible with project architecture; shall be integral 
elemem of the building and landscape design; and shall 
be included in, and shown an, all site and landscape plans. 

13.11.076 Preparation of design review 
standards and guidelines manual. 

The Board of Supervisors, upon consideration of the 
Planning Commission’s recommendation, may adopf by 
resolution a “Design Review Standards and Guidelines 
Manual” setting forth standards and guidelines for the use 
of persons planning futuse developments subject to site, 
architectural, and landscape design plan approval. The 
purpose of the manual shall be to assist the public, the 
community, applicants, designers, architects, landscape 
architects, engineers. staff and the recommending and 
decision-making bodies in applying and evaluating 
conformance with the requirements of this Chapter. 
Review and revision of the Design Srandards and 
Guidelines shall be conducted periodically in order to 
consider any changing aesthetic and environmental 
concerns of the community. (Ord. 4286, 12/14/93) 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

All new development shall be sited, 
designed and landscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrounding 

APPLICATION NO: 026600 

Date: April 14,2003 

To: David Heinlein, Project Planner 

F m :  Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: Design Review for a residential remodel at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, Santa CNZ (Matson Britton 
Architects I applicant , Porter I owner) 

Desiqn Review Authority 

See comments 
below. See 
commennh below. 

v 

1326.130 The Coastal Zone Design Criteria are applicable to any developmen: requiring a Coastal Zone 
Approval. 

Desiqn Review Standards 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments 

Evaluation I Meets criteria . 1 Does not meet I Urban Desianel's - 
:riteria Evaluation I In code ( '4 ) 1 criteria ( J ) I 

neighborhoods or areas 
Minimum Site Disturbance 

Grading, earth movina and removal of 
major iegetation shaiibe minimized. 
Developers shall be encouraged to 
maintain ail mature trees over 6 inches 
in diameter except where 
circumstances require their removal, 
such as obstruction of the building 
site, dead or diseased trees, or 
nuisance species. 
Special !andscape features (rock 
outcrcppings, prominent natural 
landforms. tree groupings) shaii be 
retained. 

J 

J 

Ridgeline Development 



APPLICATON NO: 020600 April 14,2003 

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

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

r/ 

NIA 

N/A 

Development shall be located, if I I 
possible, on parts of the site not visible I I I 

NIA 

or least visible from the public view. 

the shoreline from scenic road 
turnouts, rest stops or vista points, 
Site Planning 
Develooment shall be sited and 

I 

designed to fit the physical setting 
carefully so that its presence is 
subordinate to the natural character of 
the site, maintaining the natural 
features (streams. major drainage, 
mature trees, dominant vegetative 
communities). 
Screening and landscaping suitable to 
the site shail be used to soften the 
visual imoact of develoDment in the 

Development shail not block vlews of 1 I 

NIA 

N/A 

I 
Structures shall be designed to fit the 
topography of the site with minimal 

NlA 

cutting, grading, or filling for 
constnrction. 

Pitched, rather than flat roofs, which 
are surfaced with non-reflective 
materials except for solar enerav -_ 
devices shall be encouraged. 
Naturai materials and coiors which I I I NIA 

NIA 

blend with the vegetative cover of the 
site shall be used, or if the structure is 
located in an existing cluster of 
buildings, colors and materials shall 
repeat or harmonize with those in the 
duster. 

I& 
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APPLICATON NO 02-0600 April 14,2003 

a g e  agricultural structures 

NIA The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by 
locating the structure wlthin or near an 
existing group of buildings. 
The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
materials and colors which blend with 
the building cluster or the natural 
vegetative mver of the site (exceDt for 

NIA 

greenhouses). 
The visual impact of large agricukural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
landscaping to smen or soften the 
appearance of the structure. 
Restoration 
Feasible elimination or mitigation of 
unsightly, visually disruptive or 
degrading elements such as junk 
heaps, unnatural obstructions. grading 
scars, or structures incompabbie with 
the area shall be included in site 

NIA 

NIA 

development. 
The requirement for restoration of 
visually blighted areas shall be In 
scale with the size of the proposed 

NIA 

project.. 
Signs 
Materials, scale, location and 
orientation of signs shall harmonize 
with surrounding elements 
Directly iighted, brightly colored, 
rotating. reflective, blinking, flashing or 
moving signs are prohibited. 
Illumination of signs shall be permitted 
only for state and county directional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visit& 
serving zone districts, 
In the.Highway 1 viewshed, except 
within the Davenport commercial 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. 

leach Viewsheds 

NIA 

w.4 

NIA 

NIA 
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Blufftop development and landscaping 
(e& 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, or if infeasible, not visually 
intrusive. 
No new permanent structures on open 
beaches shall be allowed, except 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter 
16.20 (Grading Regulations). 
The design of permitted structures 
shall minimize visual intrusion, and 
shall incorporate materials and 
finishes which harmonize with the 
character of the area. Natural 
materials are preferred. 

9 

April 14, 2003 

NIA 

N/A 

Desisn Review Authority 

13.11.040 Projects requiring design review. 

(a) 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 or within the 
viewshed of a scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located on a coastal 
bluff, or on a ridgeiine. 

Desisn Review Standards 

13.‘l1.072 Site design. 

7 8  
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Landscaping J 

I I I I 

13.11.073 Building design, 

Evaluation M e e t s  criteria Does not meet Urban Designer's 
Criteria In code ( J ) Evaluation 

Compatible Building Design 
( */ ) 

J 

J 
J 
J 

Massing of building form 

Building silhouette 

Spacing between buildings 

Street face setbacks 

Character of architecture 

Budding scale 

Proportion and composition of 
projections and recesses, doors and 

See cornmenis 
below. 

J 

J 

J 

Page 5 



APPLICATON NO: 024600 April 14,2003 

windows, and other features 
Locaticn and treatment of entryvays 

Finish material, texture and color 
J 

J 

.I 

The folIowing are seleeiedpertkent sectionsfiont the County of Santa Cruz Code: 

Chapter 13.11 SITE, ARCHITECTURAL AND LANDSCAPE DESIGN REVIEW 

13.11.030 Definitions. 
(e) "CompatibiliPf is a relative term which requires the analysis of site, building, and landscape 

design in relationship to adjacent development. Compatibility is established when there are 
consistent design and functional relationships so that new development relates to adjacent 
development. Achieving compatibiiity does not require the imitation or repetition of the site, 
building and landscape design of adjacent development. 

13.11.073 Building design. 
(a) It shall be an objective of building design that the basic architectural design principles of 

balance, harmony, order and unity prevail, while not excluding the opportunity for unique 
design. Successful use of the basic design principles accommodates a full range of building 
designs, from unique or landmark buildings to ba&ground buildings. 

communiiy and zoning district context. 

(1) Compatible Building Design. 

(b) 'It shall be an objective of building design to address the present and future neighborhood, 

(i) Building design shall relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area. 

Page 6 
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,-. (ii) 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 listed below can combine to Create an Overall 
composition that achieves the appropriate level of compatibility: 

(A) Massing of building form. 
(B) Building silhouette. 
(C) Spacing between buiidings. 
(D) Street face setbacks. 
(E) Character of architecture. 
(F) Building scaie. 
(G) 

(H) 
(I) ' 

Proportion and composition of projections and recesses, doors and windows, 
and other features. 
Location and treatment of entryways. 
Finish material, texture and color. 

13.11.052 Required findings and action. 

For all projects subject to the provisions of this Chapter, the Planning Department is authorized 
to and shall make a positive, negative, or conditional design review recommendation based 
upon the following finding: 

The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and Guidelines 
(Sections 13.1 1.070 through 13.1 1,076) and any other applicable requirements of this Chapter. 

The decision making body(ies) is(are) authorized to and shall approve, conditionally approve or 
deny applications and impose reasonable conditions upon such approval as are necessary to 
make the finding above. No approval and no permit shall be issued unless this finding can be 
made. 

I 

Chapter 13.20 COASTAL ZONE REGULATIONS 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments. 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone. The following Design Criteria shall apply to projects sited anywhere in the 

1. Visual Compatibility. All new development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to 
be visuaiiy compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods 
or areas. 

coastal zone: 

13.20.110 Findings. 
The following findings shall be made prior to granting approvals pursuant to this Chapter in addition to 
the findings required for the issuance of a deveiopment permit in accordance with Chapter 18.10: 

(c) That the project Is consistent with the Design Criieria and special use standards and conditions 
of this Chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq. 
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URBAN DESIGN ANALYSIS 

The elements that are lisied above for compatible building design are not all equal in 
weight. The “character of architecture” and “missing of building form”are stronger 
indications of compatibility between a new structure and 2’s con- Addressing each of 
the of elements that aregiven above to assess compatibilig (13.11.073): 

(A) Massing of building form. 

The existing residences on the ocean side of Pleasure Point Drive are primarily 
one and two story All the buildings have sloped roofs; either hip or gable 
traditional roof styles. The proposed design has a dominant w e d  roof at the 
eont and rear. The west elevation is an unbroken two story wall that is almost 
one hundred feet long. There is nothing that is similar in the neighborhood. 

(B) Building silhouette 

The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelies are unlike anything in the 
neighborhood. They create an outline of the proposed smcture which will 
certainly stand out both &om the beach and the street side. 

(C) Spacing between buildings 
In this context, the minimum spacing between building is set by the County Code 
(setbacks) for this zoning district. The proposed residence is designed to come up 
to the minimum setbacks on both sides of the lot. 

(D) Street face setback 

In this context, the minjmum &eet face setback is set by the County Code 
(setbacks) for this zoning district. The proposed residence is designed to come up 
to the minimum setback on the fiont of the lot. 

(E) Character of architecture 

The architectural style of this building is clearly different fiom anything in the 
neighborhood (with the except of the three story tower a block away- which is 
totally uncharacteristic of the neighborhood). The character of this building will 
be, in my opinion, rather j a g  when seen in context with the existing structures 
on the stieet. The disregard of the “character of architecture” which exists on this 
street is the most objectionable (along with the bulk) characteristic of this 
proposal. 

(F) Building scale 

Page 8 

8 1  



~ 

APPLICATON NO: 02-0600 April 14,2003 

The length of the building (over 100 feet long) and the height of the building 
(predominantly two story) 1s out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood. This 
building will be massive in relationshtp to the adjacent structures. 

(G) Proportion and composition ofprojections and recesses, doors and windows, 
and other features 

The most public side of this building, the fiont, has an extremely large “window 
wall” with a curved roof as a major element. This feature does not occur 
anywhere in the neighborhood and will oveqower the streetscape. 

(H) Location and treabnent of enbyways 

The entry to this residence is through a passageway between the garage and the 
storage area. The Sont door is not visible fiom the street. This is not 
characteristic of the other residences in the neighborhood. 

Finish material, terture and color (4 

Cement plaster (stucco) is used as an exterior finish material throughout the 
neighborhood. The fiber reinforced building panels are not found in the area. 

From the dkcussion above, I do not believe thatfindings can be made under 13.11 or 
13.20 that would justifi recommending approval of t h s  project. While the Code 
(13.11.073 a) does allow accommodation of “unique or landmark buildings”, it is 
ako very clear that the building design must “relate to adiacent development and the 
surrounding area’’, The architect has not demonstrated that there are “consktent 
desi@ and functional relationships so that new development relates to adiacent 
development’: Other than mahtaining the REQULXED setbach and the use of 
stucco, I can see no physical relationship between the proposed project and the 
adj,cent residences. 

83 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ Date: October 3rd, 2003 

Time: After 10:OO a.m. 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT AgendaItem: k 2 - 

Mf - STAFF REPORT TO THE ZOMNG ADMINISTRATO 

APPLICATION NO.: 02-0600 APN: 032-242-1 1 
APPLICANT: Cove Britton 
OWNER: William and Susan Porter 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Proposal to remodel and construct an addition to an existing one 
story single-family dwelling, to include an addition and remodel on the firs! story (new hallway, 
enlarge garage; new unheated storage area, new roof), to construct a second story with two 
bedrooms, office, liX5ng room, two bathrooms, laundry room and a deck over a portion, of the 
first floor, detached accessory structure (motor cycle work shop) and repair an existing seawall. 

L0,CATIOX: 3030 Pleasure Point Drive 

PERMITS REQUIRED: Coastal Zone Pennit, a Variance, Design Review and Soils and 
Geologic Report Review. 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: Exempt - Class 1 
CGASTAL 2 O N E : X Y e s  N o  

PARCEL INFORMATION 

PARCEL SIZE: 14,720 sq. ft. 
ESISTING LAND USE: 

PARCEL: 
SURROUNDING: 

APPEALABLE TO C C C : X Y e s N o  

Existing 2,530 sq. fi., one-story single-family residence. 
Existing one and two-story single-fainily resd I ences. 

PROJECT ACCESS: Pleasure Point Drive 
PLANNING AREA: Live Oak 
LAND USE DESICNATXOK: 
ZONING DISTRICT: 

SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT: l s t  (Jan Beautz) 

ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION 

R-UM (Residential - Urban Medium Density) 
R-1-5 (Residential Medium Denisty 5,000 Sq. ft. minimum parcel 
size) and PR (Parks, Recreation and open Space) 

a. Geologic Hazards 
b. Soils 
c. Fire Hazard 
d. Slopes 
e. Env. Sen. Habitat 
f. Grading 
g. Tree Removal 
h. Scenic 

i. Drainage 

a. 
b. 

d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 

C. 

1. 

Coastal bluff at the rear of the parcel. 
Soils 178 - Watsonville loam 
Not a mapped constmint 
50% + at the rear of the parcel 
Mapped biotic, no biotic resources found. 
Not enough information provided. 
No trees proposed to be removed 
Not 3 mapped resource, but the proposed project is 

public beaches. 
Not enough information provided 

visib;? h u m  licdjuie Ffiiiit 3I;i.r; a id  lciuii.~ tiie 

sst 



Application #: 02-0600 
APS: 032-242-1 I 
Owner: Wil l iam and Susan Porter 
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j . Traffic 
k. Roads 
1. Parks 
m. Sewer Availability 
n. Water Availability 
o. Archeology 

j. N/A 
k. Existing roads adequate 
1. Existing park facilities adequate 
m. Yes 
n. Yes 
0. Not mappedho physical evidence on site 

SERVICES INFORMATION 
Inside Urban/Rural Services Line: X Y e s  N o  -~ 
Water Supply: 
Sewage Disposal: 
Fire District: 
Drainage Dishict: Zone 5 

Santa Cruz City Water 
Santa Cruz Sanitation District 
Central Fire Protection District 

HISTORY 

Application was applied for on December 3Id, 2002 and deemed incomplete on January 3d6, 2003. 
The completeness determination was appealed on January 16", 2003 and the project was deemed 
complete on March 28'h, 2003. 

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

The property is a 14,720 square foot lot, currently developed with an existing 2530 sq. ft. single- 
family dwelling and a bluff protection structure. It is located in the R-1-5 (Single-Family 
Residential! 5,000 Sq. ft. minimum parcel size) zone distect, a designation, which allows 
residential uses and PR (Parks, Recreation and Open Space) along the coastal bluff and the 
beach. The existing single-family residence is a principal permitted use within the zone district 
and is consistent with the site's R-UM (Residential - Urban Medium Density) General Plan 
designation. 

Staff is recommending denial based on two factors: 1) the lack of sufficient informatiomto make 
the required Findings of Approval. 2) Inconsistency with Chapters 13.1 1 and 13.20 of the County 
Code for the project materials and information submitted. 

The proposed remodel and second floor addition, as illustrated in the submitted plans (Exhibit 
A), are not in confonnity with the County's Design Guidelines and Coastal Rezulations; in 
addition, the proposed project includes upgrades to an existing seawall which were not addressed 
in the previously submitted geotechnical report (Exhibit G). Using the submitted plans, staff is 
unable to determine if the proposed project is consistent with several County regxlations. 

From the plans submitted, staff has concluded a Variance would be needed to exceed the 
maximum 50% driveway limitation in The front yard. Dae to the lack of sufficient information as 
to the scope of the project and identifid desim issues, srarfisn't abie 10 make <ne required 
positive Finding for approval for the variance. 
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Staffs Inability to Analwe Submitted Plans. 

The plans submitted to staff on December 3d, 2002 were insufficient for staff to determine 
several key factors. They are as follows: 

Is the proposal a remodel or a reconstmction? Planning staff carefully analyzed the plans 
submitted and was unable to determine if the proposed project was in fact a remodel or a 
reconstruction. Planning staff asked the applicant for clarification on this matter but has 
not received requested information, This determination is required in order to determine 
appropriate parking standards, determine conformity or non-conformity of the existing 
structure, and determine if the proposed work is “substantial improvement” as defined by 
Chapter 16.10 of the Geologic Hazards Ordinance. 

Staff is unable to determine where the construction ends in conjunction with the location 
of the coastal bluff This information is required in order to evaluate if this project meets 
the requirements of Chapter 16.10 of the Geologic Hazards Ordinance. 

Due to the unusual configuration of the proposed project, staff requested that each room 
have a specific square footage shown on the plans in order to detennine floor area ratio 
and lot coverage. Without this information, staff cannot detennine if the project is 
consistent with the R-1-5 site standards. 

DPW Drainage concluded that the information submitted is also insufficient due to 
several key issues and requested additional information, See Alyson Tom’s comments on 
page (5) and (Exhibit E) on the information they need to analyze the drainage impacts of 
this existing project. 

The existing seawall system is required to be upgraded as determined by a geologist and 
geotechnical engineer in 2001. Plans for this required upgrade were not submitted; 
therefore staff is unable to affirmatively make the health, safety and welfare Findings 
required by Chapter 18.10. See Environmental Planning’s comments on page (5-6) and in 
(Exhibit G). 

From the plans submitted, .staff concluded a Variance would be needed to exceed the 
maximum 50% driveway limitation in the front yard. Due to the lack of sufficient 
information as to the scope of the project and identified design issues, staff isn’t able to 
make the required affirrnative Findings for approval for the variance request. 
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Desim Issues 

Coastal Zone - 

County Code Section 13.20.1 10. which imolements the Local Coastal Prosam (LCP) rewires 
certain tindings to be made befare mantine an aplxoval of a Coastal Zone Auuroval. One 
required finding is rhar “the project is consistent with the Desien Criteria and special use 
standards and Conditions ofthis Chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq.” Thus, an 
afiinnative finding of consistencv with those criteria is necessary before a uroiect inay be 
auproved. 

Section 13.20.130 of the County Code describes the Design Criteria for Coastal Zone 
Developments. In 13.20.130 (b) it describes criteria that apply to the entire coastal zone and 
begins with: 

I Visual Compatibilit?/. All new development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to be 
visually compatible and integrated with the character stwrounding neighborhoods or areas. 

This project is Iocated on a blufftop. Blufftop development is described in 13.20.130 under (d) 
Beach Viewsheds (applicable to ail projects located on blufftops and visible from beaches). For 
projects within urban areas this section requires conformity with 13.20.130 (c) 2 [concerning Site 
Planning] and 3 [concerning Building Design]. 

The Site Planning provisions of Section 13.20.130(~)(2) require that development: 

“shall be sited and designed toJt the plTvsica1 setting carefully so that its 
presence is subordinate to the natiirnl character of the site, maintaining the 
natural features (streams, major drainage, mature trees, dominant vegetative 
communities). Screening and landscaping stritable to the site shall be used to 
soften the visual impact of development in the viewshed.” 

The structure is not designed to be visually compatible, in scale with and integrated with the 
character of the surrounding neighborllood. The County’s Urbm Designer discussed the 
project’s integration and compatibility in the following respects, among others (per County Code 
13.10.073’): 

On Massing of building form: The existing residences on the ocean side of Pleasure Point 
Drive are primarily one and rwo story buildings. All have sloped roofs; either hip or 
gable traditional style rooistyles. The proposed design, on iris other iitulii, iiab a Gominaiit 
curved roof at the front and rear. The west elevation is an unbroken two-story wall that is 
nearly one hundred feet long. “There is nothing similar to it in the neighborhood.” 
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On the Building Silhouette: ‘The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelines are 
unlike anything in the neighborhood,” creating an outline of the proposed structure which 
will stand out both from the beach and the street sides. 

On Character of Architecture: The architectural style of this building is “clearly different” 
from anything in the neighborhood with the exception of a three story tower a block away 
- which itself remains “totally uncharacteristic of the neighborhood.” The character of 
the building will be “rather jamng when seen in context of the existing structures on the 
street,” in the opinion of the Urban Designer. “The disregard of the ‘character of 
architecture’ which exists on this street is the most objectionable (along with bulk) 
[desip] characteristic of this proposal.” 

On Building Scale: The length and height of the building is out of scale with the rest of 
the neighborhood. 

On the Proportion and Composition of Projections and Recesses, Doors, and Windows, 
and Other Features: The most public side of the building.(the front) has an extremely 
large “window wall” with a curved roof as a major element - an element which “does not 
occur anywhere in  the neighborhood and will overpower the streetscape.” 

“Other than maintaining required setbacks and the use of stucco, I can see no physical 
relarionship between the proposed project and the adjacent residences.” The County 
Urban Designer thus concluded that “I do not believe that Findings can be made under 
[Chapters] 13.11 or 13.20 [of the County Code] that would justify recommending the 
approval of this project. 

In addition, the proposed project site is visible from several designated scenic state beaches and 
is located on a prominent or blufftop. Please note comments from Larry Kasparowitz, Urban 
Designer for the County, (Exhibit D) 

As noted above, blufftop development also requires compliance with County Code Section 
13.20.130 (c)3 [concerning Building Desiyn]. That section provides: 

3. Bidding Design. Structures shnll be designed to fit  the topography of the site 
with minimal cutting, grading, orj i i ingfor construction. Pitched, rather tiinn 

f l a t  roofs. which ore surfaced with non-reflective inaterials except for solar- 
e n e r a  devices shnll be encoul-aged. Natziral nznterinls and colors which blend 
wirh the vegetatise coE’er o,f the site shcll be used* or if the strilctiire is located in 
nn existing clztster of birildings. colors and materials shall repeat or harmonize 
with those in the cluster. 

The design proposed by the applicant clearly ignores the latter part of the last sentence in 
regards to both colors and materials. 

Site, Architectural and Landscape Design Review - 
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Chapter 13.1 1 of the County Code includes the following language regarding innovative or 
unusual design: 

13. I I .  0 I OPuipose 

(d) Promote and protect the sbfety, convenience, comfort, prosperity and general 
weyare of the County by: 

( I )  Stimulating creative design for individual buildings and strticttires, and other 
physical inzprovements. 

however, it also goes on to say; 

(3) Preserving and creating compatibility of land use and building design within 
neighborhoods and commercial areas. 

This would indicate that the “creative design for individual buildings and structures” be 
integrated with the intention of “preserving and creating compatibility of building design within 
neighborhoods.” Staff believes that the ordinance does not suggest ignoring compatiiiility at the 
expense of creativity. 

Under the section of Chapter 13.1 1 that deals with building design (13.1 1.073), the first sentence 
states: 

(a) It shall be an objective of building design that the basic architectural 
principles of balance, hbrmony, order ana’ unity prevail, while not elcclua’ing the 
opportuniQ for unique design, Szrccessjitl tise of the basic design principles 
nccoinrnodates ajiill range oj’bttilding designs. $-om unique or landmark 
buildings to background buildings. 

The ordinance in the next Section (13.11.073 (b)) goes on to describ.e c,ompatible building design 
standards. The proposed design does not meet these standards, as discussed above, and as further 
detailed in the Urban Designers Inter-Office Msmo (Exhibit D). 

Staff agrees with the Urban Designer Memo (see Exhibit D) that the development and coastal 
findings cannot be made in terms of Compatibility and under 13.1 I or 13.20 that would just i fy  
recommending approval of this project. The architect has not demonstrated that there are “consistent 
design and functional relationships so that new development relates to adjacent development”. 

DPW Drainage Issues 

Drainace Issues 

Drainage is unable to analyze the proposed project due to tne items listed on (Exnibit E). i;nrii 
the applicant provides DPW with the required information, they are unable to analyze the 
project. Plannin,n staff discussed these issues on August 1 S‘” ,  2003 wit!i Xlyson Tom and to 

s9 
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date, none of the drainage information has been provided to DPW Drainage. 

Environmental Planning 

Environmental Planning Issues 

Environmental Planning still has not received any plans that show work to upgrade the existing 
seawall. Staff noted that upgrading/repairs to the existing seawall have been added to the project 
description, but Environmental Planning Staffhas not seen any plans indicating what types of 
repairdupgrades are proposed. 

Both the geotechnical and geologic reports for this project express concerns about the structural 
integrity of the existing seawall system. The geotechnical report (dated October 2001) clearly 
states (pgs. 22 62 23): “The structural integrity of the existing seawall system should be 
thoroughly evaluated in terms of the geotechnical criteria in this report, seismic considerations as 
recommended by the project geologist, and current California practice, in order to assess their 
stability over a 100-year design life. The walls should be upgraded as necessary to meet the 100- 
year stability requirement and maintained over the lifespan of the project. -4s a minimum, we 
anticipate that some modifications to all but the “lower”, “middle” and “lower eastern’’ walls will 
be required to establish the design structural section”. 

The geologist notes (pg. 13): “Deterioration and/or failure of the walls appears to be due to 
erosion along the boundaries between the walls and the underlying bedrock, and along joints and 
fractures within the seawalls themselves. Erosion is concentrated in a zone at or sliglitly above 
mean sea level. During our fieldwork, we noticed prominent vertical cracks that extended the 
height of the outside, primary retaining wall. Also, the outer block face of the lower retaining 
wall appeared to be separating from the main wall in places. Significant mechanical erosion of 
the face of the retaining wall near the western side of the property was also observed”. T’ne 
geologist further states: “If the seawalls and retaining walls are made structurally sound and 
maintained over the lifetime of the home, then from a geologic standpoint the building setback 
zone should extend 25 feet back from the bluff top which is the minilnum required by the County 
of Santa Cruz”. See (Exhibit F) 

Conclusion 

The project as proposed has serious deficiencies regarding neighborhood compatibility (Exhibit 
D). a seawall which needs to be repaired before the proposed project can be considered, the 
applicants own geotechnical reports states this (Exhibit F), potential drainage problems (Exhibit 
E), lack of sufficient infomation to make Findings of Approval and the plans which were 
submitted show how the project is not consistent with Zoning acd the General Plan policies. 

AS proposed, the project is not consistent with all applicable codes and policies of the Zoning 
Ordinance and General Plani’LCP. Please see Exhibit “B” (“Findings”) for a complete listing of 
findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 

RECO3Ii’vIEiXDATIOh’ 
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Staff recommends: 

1.  DENTAL without prejudice of Application Number 02-0600, based on the 
attached findings and exhibits. 

EXHIBITS 

A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 
K. 
L. 
M. 
N. 

Project plans 
Findings 
Omitted 
Urban Designer Comments 
DPW Drainages Outstanding Issues 
Environmental Planning's Outstanding Issues 
Geotechnical Conclusion 
Letter froin Joe Hanna, County Geologist 
General Plan Map 
Zoning map 
Location Map 
Completeness Appeal and Completeness Determination 
Comments & Correspondence 
Other Agency's Comments 

SUPPLEMENTARY REPORTS AND INFORMATION REFERRED TO Ih' THIS REPORT 
ARE ON FILE AND AVAILABLE FOR VIELYING AT THE SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
PLAYNING DEPARTMENT, AND ARE HEREBY -MADE A PART OF THE 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT. 

Report Prepared By: David Heinlein 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number. (83 I )  454-5321 (or, david.heinlein@co.santa-cruz.ca.us ) 
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COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERR’ITT FINDINGS: 

1. THAT THE PROJECT IS A USE ALLOWED IN ONE OF THE BASIC ZONE 
DISTRICTS, OTHER THAN THE SPECIAL USE (SU) DISTRICT, LISTED IN 
SECTION 13.10.17G(d) ‘45 COXSISTENT WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND 
LOCAL COASTAL PROGR4M LUP DESIGNATION. 

This Finding can be made. A single family-family dwelling is a principle permitted use in the 
R-1-5 zone district. 

2. THAT THE PROJECT IS CON5ISTENT WITH THE DESIGN CRITERIA AND 
SPECIAL USE STANDARDS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS CKAPTER PURSUANT 
TO SECTION 13.20.130 et seq. 

This Finding cannot be made. The proposed project is not in confonnity with the County’s 
certified Local Coastal Program in that the structure is not designed to be visually compatible, in 
scale with and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. The existing 
residences on the ocean side of Pleasure Point Drive are prirnarily one and two srory buildings. 
All have sloped roofs; either hip or gable traditional style roof styles. The proposed desi, on, on 
the other hand, would have a dominant curved roof at the front and rear. The west elevation 
would be an unbroken two-story wall nearly one hundred feet long. There is nothing similar to it 
in the neighborhood. 

The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelines would be unlike anything in the 
neighborhood, creating an outline of the proposed structure which would stand out both fiom the 
beach and the street sides. The architectural style of this buildiny would clearly be different from 
anything in the neighborhood with the exception of a three story tower a block away - which 
itself remains uncharacteristic of the neighborhood. The character of the building would be 
jarring when seen in context of the existing structures on the street. The proposed design 
disregards the character of architecture which exists on this street. 

In addition, the length and height of the building is out of scale with the rest of rhe neighborhood. 
The front, and most publicly visible side of the building, would feature an extremeiy large 
“window wall” with a curved roof as a major element - an element which does not occur 
anydiere in the neighborhood and would overpower the streetscape. 

Other than maintaining required setbacks and the use of stucco, there is little physical 
relationship between the proposed project and the adjacent residences. 

In addition, the proposed project site is visible from several designated scenic state beaches and 
is located on a prominent or bluff top. 

7 
3 .  THAT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE 
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CERTIFIED LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM. 

This Finding cannot be made. The proposed project is not in conformity with the County’s 
certified Local Coastal Program in that the structure is not sited and designed to be visually 
compatible, in scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 
The proposed design, though located in an existing cluster of buildir,gs, fails to repeat or 
harmonize the colors and materials with those on the same street. 

The existing residences on the ocean side of Pleasure Point Drive are primarily one and two story 
buildings. All have sloped roofs; either hip or gable traditional style roofstyles. The proposed 
design, on the other hand, would have a dominant curved roof at the front and rear. The west 
elevation would be an unbroken two-story wall nearly one hundred feet long. There is nothing 
similar to it in the neighborhood. 

The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelines would be unlike anything in the 
neighborhood, creating an outline of the proposed structure which would stand out both from the 
beach and the street sides. The architectural style of this building would clearly be different from 
anything in the neighborhood with the exception o f a  three story tower a block away- which 
itself remains uncharacteristic of the neighborhood. The character of the building would be 
jarring when seen in context of the existing structures on the street. The proposed design 
disregards the character of architecture which exists on this street. 

In addition, the length and height of the building is out of scaie with the rest of the neighborhood. 
The front; and most publicly visible side of the building, would feature an extremely large 
“window wall” with a curved roof as a major element - an element which does not occur 
miwhere in the neighborhood and would overpower the streetscape. 

Other than maintaining required setbacks and the use of stucco, there is little physical 
relationship between the proposed project and the adjacent residences. 

In addition, the proposed project site is visible from several designated scenic state beaches and 
is located on a prominent or bluff top. In addition, the project does not conform to the Geologic 
Hazards Ordinance 16.1O.Despite the geotechnical report submitted in 2001 which states that the 
existing seawall is deteriorating, cracks are visible and the seawall must be  upgraded; 
Environmental Planning still has not received any plans that show work to upgrade the existing 
seawall. 
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DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS : 

1. THAT THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDITIONS 
UNDER WHICH IT WOULD BE OPERATED OR MAINTAINED WILL NOT BE 
DETRIMENTAL TO THE HEALTH, SAFETY, OR WELFARE OF PERSONS 
RESIDING OR WORKING IN THE NEIGHBORHOOD OR THE GENERAL PUBLIC, 
AND WILL NOT RESULT Ih INEFFIC.IENT OR WASTEFUL USE OF ENERGY, 
AKD WILL NOT BE MATERIALLY IYJURIOUS TO PROPERTIES OR 
IMPROVEMENTS IN THE VICINITY. 

This Finding cannot be made. Due to the lack of information provided in the geotechnical 
report, w.d in the plans submitted, the project file lacks the necessary information needed to 
support this Finding. 

Both the geotechnical and geologic reports for this project express concerns about the structural 
integrity of the existing seawall system. The geotechnical report (dated October 2001) states: 
“The structural integrity of the existing seawall system should be thoroughly evaluated in terms 
of the geotechnical criteria in this report, seismic considerations as recommended by the project 
geologist, and current California practice, in order to assess their stability over a 100-year design 
life. The walls should be upgaded as necessary to 1nee.t the 100-year stability requirement and 
maintained over the lifespan of the project. As a minimum: we anticipate that some 
modifications to all but the “lower”, “middle” and “lower eastern” walls will be required to 
establish the desiLn structural section”. 

Despite a demonstrated need to upgrade the seawall, plans for upgrading the seawall have not 
been submitted nor were they addressed in the geotechnical reporr; therefore staff can not 
deteiinine the stability or 100-year life span of the coastal bluff and that any new development 
wouldn’t be detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of persons residing in the proposed 
residence. Until the plans for the seawall upgade can be addressed, any additions to the existing 
single-family residence could have the potential to be detrimental to health, safety and welfare. 

2. THAT THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDITIONS 

CONSISTEXT WITH ALL PERTWEKT COUNTY ORDIXANCES AND THE PURPOSE 
OF THE ZONE DISTRICT i;.J WHICH THE SITE IS LOCATED. 

UKDER WHICH IT WOULD BE OPERATED OR MAINTAMED WILL BE 

This Finding cannot be made. The project site is located in the R-1-5 (Single family 
residential with a 5.060 square foot minimum lot) zone district. The proposed location ofthe 
single-fmnily residence, and construction oflandscapins walls and the conditions under which 
it woi~ld be operated or maintained \\:ill not be consistent with all pertinent Countyordinances 
and the pcrpose of the R-I -5 zone district in that the design of:he project doesn‘t coinplywith 
Section 13 .11 ,  Si te ,  ArcSte;:urnl as?. i2n&:a~: 3 e . i ~ ~  ?.yi:r:: (:?e ~ C P S  - 4-5) , ana  ;t .. llqn ...- ~ 

inay conflict with Section 16.10, the Geological Hazards Ordinance. 

Nor, as noted above, is the proposed proiect consistent with the standards and conditions set . .  
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forth in County Code Sections 13.20.130 et seq. 

3. THAT THE PROPOSED USE IS CONSISTENT WITH ALL ELEMENTS OF THE 
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND WITH ANY SPECIFIC PLAN WHICH HAS BEEN 
ADOPTED FOR THE AREA. 

This Finding cannot be made. The proposed project may not comply with the Geologic Hazard 
Ordinance 16.10, the Local Coastal Plan (LCP) (see Finding ## 3 in the Coastal Development 
Findings), nor does it comply with the County’s Design Guidelines. 

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

4. THAT THE PROPOSED PROJECT WILL COMPLEMENT AND HARMONIZE WITH 

COMPATIBLE WITH THE PHYSICAL DESIGN ASPECTS, LAND USE 
INTENSITIES, AlUD DWELLING UNIT DEXSITIES OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

THE EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USES riv THE VICINITY AND WILL BE 

This finding cannot be made. The existing residences on the ocean side of Pleasure 
Point Drive are priinarily one and two story buildings. All have sloped roofs; either hip 
or gable traditional style roof styles. The proposed design, on the other hand, would have 
a dominant curved roof at the front and rear. The west elevation would be an unbroken 
two-story wall nearly one hundred feet long. There is nothing similar to it in the . 
neighborhood. 

The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelines would be unlike anything in the 
neighborhood, creating an outline of the proposed structure which would stand out both from the 
beach and the street sides. The architectural style of this building would clearly be different from 
anything in the neighborhood with the exception of a three story tower a block away- which 
itself remains uncharacteristic of the neighborhood. The character of the building would be 
jarring when seen in context of the existing structures on the street. The proposed design 
disregards the character of architecture, which exists on this street. 

In addition, the length and height of the building is  out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood. 
The front, and most publicly visible side of the building, would feature an extremely large 
“window wall” with a curved roof as a major element - an element which does not occur 
anywhere in the neighborhood and would overpower the streetscape. 

The proposed design, though located in an existing cluster ofbuildings, fails to repeat or 
harmonize the colors and materials with those on the same street. Other than maintaining 
required setbacks and the use of srucco: there is lirile physical relationship between the proposed 
project and the adjacent residences. 

In addition, the proposed project site is visible from several designated scenic state beaches and 
is located on a prominent or bluff top. Please see Urban Desiper comments in the anaiysis 
section of this staffreport in addition to the Urban Dzsigner‘s Memo (Exhibit D) 
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5.  THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE DESIGN 
STANDARDS AKD GUIDELINES (SECTIONS 13.1 1.070 THROUGH 13.1 1.076), 
AND ANY OTHER APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS CHAPTER. 

This finding cannot be made, The existing residences on the ocean side of Pleasure 
Point Drive are primarily one and two story buildings. -411 have sloped roofs; either hip 
or gable tradirional style roof styles. The proposed design, on the other hand, would have 
a doininaiit curved roof at the front and rear. The west eleltation would be an unbroken 
two-story wall nearly one hundred feet long. There is nothing similar to it in the 
neighborhood. 

The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelines would be unlike anything in the 
neighborhood, creating an outline of the proposed structure which would stand out both from the 
beach and the street sides. The architectural style of this building would clearly be different from 
anyf‘ring in the neighborhood with the exception of a three story tower a block away - which 
itself remains uncharacteristic of the neighborhood. The character of the building would be 
jamng when seen in context of the existing structures on the street. The proposed design 
disregards the character of architecture, which exists on this street. 

In addition, the length and height of the building is out of scale with the rest of the neighborhood. 
The front: and most publicly visible side of the building, would feature an extremely large 
“window wa1l”with a curved roofas a major element - an element which does not occur 
anywhere in the neighborhood and would overpower the streetscape. 

The proposed design, though located in an existing cluster of buildings, fails to repeat or 
hannonize the colors and materials with those on the same street. Other than maintaining 
required setbacks and the use of stucco, there is little physical relationship between the proposed 
project and the adjacent residences. 

in addition, the proposed project site is visible from several designated scenic state beaches and 
is located on a prominent or bluff top. Please see Urban Designer comments in the analysis 
section of this staff report in addition to the Urban Designer’s Memo (Exhibit D). 

VARIANCE FINDINGS: 

1.  THAT BECAUSE OF SPECIAL CIRCUMSTAKCES APPLICABLE TO THE 
PROPERTY, INCL.LDING SIZE, SHAPE, TOPOGRAPHY, LOCATION, AND 
SURROLNDIXG EXISTIYG STRUCTURES, THE STRICT APPLICATION OF THE 
ZONMG ORDIA’AXCE DEPRIVES SUCH PROPERTY OF PRIVILEGES ESJOYED BY 
O-rHER PROPERTY- il\r THE \7iC3-iT7y- AKE i j i < 3 C i i  i Z Z C i C A L  ZGTG<G 
CLASSIFIC.A?ION. 
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This Finding cannot be made. From the plans submitted, a Variance would be needed to 
exceed the maximum 50% driveway limitation in the front yard. Due to the lack of sufficient 
infomiation as to the scope ofthe project and identified design issues, albeit is not possible to 
make the required afiirinative Findings for approval for the variance request. 

2. THAT THE GRANTING OF A VARIANCE IS Tru’ HARMONY WITH THE 
GENERAL INTENT 4 N D  PURPOSE OF ZONIXG OBJECTIVES .4ND WILL NOT 
BE MXTERIALLY DETRIMENTAL TO PUBLIC IIEAL.TH, SAFETY, OR 

VICINITY. 
WELFARE OR IYJURIOUS TO PROPERTY OR IMPROVE?AENTS IN THE 

This Finding cannot be made. Due to the lack of information provided in the geotechnical 
report, and in the plans submitted, the project file lacks the necessary infonnation needed to 
make this Finding. 

Both the geotechnical and geologic reports for this project express concerns about the structural 
integrity of the existing seawall system. The geotechnical report (dated October 2001 j states: 
“The strxtul-a1 in t eg~ ty  of the existing seawall system should be thoroughly evaluated in terms 
of the geotechnical criteria in this report, seismic considerations as recommended by the project 
geologist, and current California practice, in order to assess their stability over a 100-year desiLm 
life. Tile walls should be upgaded as necessaw to ineei the 100-year stability requirement and 
maintained over the lifespan ofthe project. As a minimum, we anticipate that some 
modifications to all but the “lower”, “middle” and “lower eastern” walls will be required to 
establish the desiLn structural section”. 

Despite a demonstrated need to upgrade the seawall, plans for upgrading the seawall have not 
been submitted nor were they addressed in fne geotechnical report; therefoore staff can not 
deteiinine the stability or 100-year life span of the coastal bluff and that any new development 
wouldn‘t be detrimental to the health, safety and welfare ofpersons residing in the proposed 
residence. Until the plans for the seawall upgrade can be addressed, any additions to the existing 
single-family residence could have the potential to be detrimental to health, safety and welfare. 

3. THAT THE GRANTING OF SUCH VARIANCES SHALL NOT CONSTITUTE A 
GRANT OF SPECIAL PRIVILEGES INCONSISTENT WITH THE LIMITATIONS 
UPON OTHER PROPERTIES IN THE VICINITY AND ZONE W WHICH SUCH IS 
SITL’ATED. 

This Finding cannot be made. Froln the plans submitted, a Variance would be needed to exceed 
the maximum 50% driveway lirnita~ion in  the front yard. Due to the lack of sufficient 
infonnation as to the scope ofthe project and identified design issues, it is not possible to make 
the required affirmative Finding for approvd for the variance request. 

48 
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Owner: Wi iham and Susan Porter 
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Denial Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date.: 

Don BUSSKY David Heinkin 
Deputy Zoning Administrator Project Planner 

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

Coinmission in accordance with chapter 18.10 of  the Santa C.mz County Code. 

1 
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INTEROFFiCE MEMO 

Evaluation Meets criteria ' Does not meet 
Criteria In code ( +' ) criteria ( d ) 

APPLICATION NO: 024600 

Date: April 14, 2003 

To: David Heinlein, Project Planner 

From: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

RE: Design Review for a residential remodei at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive, Santa Cruz (Matson Britton 
Architects / applicant , Porter i owner) 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

Desiqn Review Authority 

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

Desiqn Review Standards 

13.20.130 Desigi criteria for coastal zone developments 

I I 

Visual Compatibility 
See coiniiteitts 
below. 

All new d!ielopment shall be sited, J 
designed and !andscaped to be 
visually cornpz:ib!e and integrated with 
the charac!er of surrounding 
neighborhoods or areas 

Minimum Site Disturbance 
I 

~ 

i 



April 14, 2003 APPLICATGN NO. 02-0600 

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

NIA 

! 

N IA 

i 
permitted ! 

Development shali be located, if 
possibie, on parts of the site not visible 
or least visible from the public view. 
Development shall not block views of 
the shoreline from scenic road 
turnouts. rest stops or vista points. 

Page 2 

NIA 
! 

NIA 

cutting, grading, or filling for 
constrilction. 

Pitchec, rather than flat roofs, which 
are sur;aced with non-reflective 
materiais except for solar energy 
devices shail 3e encouraged. 
Natural materials 2nd co!ors wnich 
blend with the vegetative cover of the 
site shail be used, or if the structure is 
located.in an existing cluster of 
bui!dincs, colors and ,aaterials shall 
repeat or harmonize wW those in the 
cluster. 

NIA 

NIA 1 



I " CA Codes (gov:65950-65957.5) 

GOVERNMENT CODE 
SECTION 65950-65957.5 

Page 1 o f5  

65950. ( a )  Any p u b l i c  agency t h a t  i s  t h e  l ead  agency f o r  a 
develcpment p r o e e c t  s h a l l  approve or d i s a p p r o v e  t h e  p r o j e c t  w i t h i n  
whichever of t h e  fo l iowing  p e r i o d s  i s  a p p l i c a b l e :  

l e a d  agency of t h e  ecv i ronmenta i  impact r e p o r t  if an env i ronmenta l  
impact  r e p o r t  i s  ? repared  p u r s u a z t  t o  S e c t i o n  2i100 or 21151 of t h e  
? u b l i c  Pesoiirces Code for tk.e development p rc ;  e c t  . 

( 2 )  NLnety days from t h e  d a t e  o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  by t h e  l e a d  agency 
o f  t h e  enairor.mentai  impact r e p o r t  if an env i ronmenta l  i m p c t  r e p o r t  
i s  p r e p a r e d  pursuan t  t o  S e c t i o n  2i100 or 21151 of t h e  P u b l i c  
Resources  Code f c r  t h e  development p r o j e c t  and a l l  of tb.e f o l l o w i n g  
c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  met: 

low-income kouseholds ,  a s  d e f i n e d  by S e c t i o n s  50105 and 50079 .5  Of 
t h e  Hea l th  and S a f e t y  Code, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

(B) F r i o r  '10 t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  be ing  deemed complete for t h e  
development p r o j e c t  p u r s ~ J a n r  t o  A r t i c l e  3 ( c o m e n c i n g  w i t h  S e c t i o n  
6 5 9 4 0 ) ,  t h e  l e a d  agency r e c e i v e d  w r i t t e n  n o t i c e  from t h e  przjec: 
a p p l i c a n t  t n a t  ai? a p p i i c a t i o n  has  been made o r  w i l l  be rnade f o r  an 
a l l o c a t i o n  or comrr,innent o f  f i n a n c i n g ,  t a x  c r e d i t s ,  bond a u t h o r i t y ,  
o r  o t h e r  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  frorn a p u b l i c  agency 01 f e d e r a l  agency, 
and tk-e n o t i c e  s p e c i f i e s  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  a s s i s t a n c e  t h a t  has been 
a p p l i e d  for or will be a p p l i e d  f o r  and the d e a d l i n e  f o r  a p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  t h a t  a s s i s t a n c e ,  t h e  requ i rement  t h a t  one of t h e  a p p r o v a l s  of t h e  
deoe lopxen t  pro jecr  by t h e  lezd ager.cy i s  a p r e r e q u i s i t e  t o  t h e  
a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  o r  approva l  of t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  f i n a n c i a l  
a s s i s t a n c e ,  and t h a t  t h e  f i r .ar ,c ia l  a s s i s z a n c e  i s  n e c e s s a r y  for t h e  
p r o j e c t  t o  b e  a f f o r d a b l e  as r e q u i r e d  p d r s u a n t  t o  subparagraph !A). 

! C i  There is c o n f i r m a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  z p p l i c a t i o n  has beer. mace t o  
t h e  F u b l i c  agency or f e d e r a l  agency p r i o r  t o  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  
env i rocmenta l  impact r e p o r t .  

n e g a t i v e  d e c l a r a t i o n  i f  a n e y r r i v e  d e c l a r a t i o n  i s  completed and 
adop ted  f o r  :'le develcpmenr p r o ; e c t .  

! 4 !  S i x t y  days f r o r ,  t h e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  b y  t h e  l e a d  agency t h a t  t h e  
p r o j e c t  i s  exempt f r o n  tile C a l i f o r n i a  Environmental  Q u a l i t y  A c t  
( D i v i s i o n  1 3  (corrmencing wi th  S e c t i o n  21300) o f  t h e  P u b l i c  ReSourCes 
Code) if t h e  p r o j e c t  i s  exempt fron t h e  C a l i f o r c i a  Er.viror.rnenta1 
Q u a l i t y  Act. 

(b) Nothing i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  p r e c l u d e s  a p r o j e c t  a p p l i c a n t  and a 
p u b l i c  agency from mut.Jally a g r e e i n g  i n  w r i t i n g  t o  an e x t e n s i o n  of 
any r ime l i m i t  p rov ided  by t h i s  s e c t i o n  p u r s u a n t  t o  S e c t i o n  65957. 

:c! For purposes  of t h i s  s e c t i o n ,  "lead agency" and " n e q a r i v e  
d e c l a r a t i o n "  s h a l i  have t h e  same rneaning a s  t h o s e  ter r .5  are d e f i n e d  
i n  Secc ions  21067 ard 2 1 3 6 4  o f  t h e  F u b l i c  Resources  Code, 
r e s - z e c t i v e l q .  

(i: One hur.dred e i g h t y  days  from r h e  d a t e  o f  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  by t h e  

(A) The development p r o j e c t  i s  a f f o r d a b l e  t o  v e r y  lox or 

( 3 )  S i x t y  Cays from t h e  d a t e  of a d o p t i o n  by t h e  l e a d  agency of t h e  

65350.1.  Kotwi ths tand ing  S e c t i o n  65950, i f  t h e r e  has been  an 
e x r e n s i o n  of t ime p u r s u a n t  t o  S e c t i o n  2i100.2 or 21151.5 o f  t h e  
F u b l i c  Resources  Code to complete  and c e r t i f y  t h e  e n v i r o n x e n t a l  
i n p a c r  r e p a r t ,  t h e  lead agency s h a l l  a p p r o v e  or disapprove  t h e  
p r o ? e C Z  w i r h i n  9C clays a f t e r  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  of t h e  environmer.tal  
:rr.pacZ r e i ; o r t .  
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6 5 9 4 4 .  ( a )  A f t e r  a p u b l i c  agency a c c e p t s  an a p p l i c a t i o n  a s  
complete ,  the .agency  s h a l l  n o t  s u b s e q u e n t l y  r e q u e s t  of a n  a p p l i c a n t  
any new or a d d i t i o n a l  i n f o r r a t i o n  which was n o t  s p e c i f i e d  i n  The l i s t  
p r e p a r e d  pursuan t  t c  S e c t i o n  €5940. The agency may, i n  t h e  C C U l S e  

a r r p l i f y ,  correct, or o t h e r w i s e  sapplernent tk,e inforna:ion r e q u i r e d  
o f  p r o c e s s i n g  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  r e q u e s t  tt.e a p p l i c a r t  f3 c l a r i f y ,  

f o r  t h e  a p p l i c a r i o c .  
(b) The p r o v i s i o n s  of s u b d i v i s i o n  ( a )  s h a l l  n o t  be c o n s t r u e d  as 

r e q u i r i n g  an a p p l i c a n t  t o  submit  wi th  h i s  or h e r  i n i t i a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  
t n e  e n t i r e t y  of t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  which a p u k l i c  agency may req 'J i re  i n  
o r d e r  t o  ta:<e f i n a l  a c t i o n  on t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n .  P r i o r  t o  a c c e p t i n g  a n  
a p s l i c a t i o n ,  each p u b l i c  agency s h a l l  in fo rm t h e  a p p l i c a n t  of any 
i x f o r m a t i o n  inc luded  i n  r h e  l i s t  p r e p a r e d  p u r s u a n t  t o  S e c t i o n  E5940  
whick w i l l  subsequEr t ly  be  r e q u i r e d  frcm r h e  a p p l i c a n t  i n  o r d e r  t o  
ccmple te  fir.al ac t io r .  on t h e  a p p l i c a t i c n .  

a public agency t o  r e q u e s t  ar.d o b t a i n  i n f o r m a t i o n  which may b e  
needed i n  o r d e r  t o  c c a p l y  w i t h  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  Div i s ion  13 
(ccmrtencing wi th  S e c t i o n  2 1 0 0 0 )  o f  t h e  F u b l i c  Resources Code. 

J 
(c) This  s e . c t i c c  s h a l l  pot be const r i led  c s  l inn i t ing  t h e  a b i l i t y  of 

http:/lwww.leginfo.ca ....: dispiaycode?section=gov&~oup=6~001-66@@0&file=65940-65945. 8/6/2003 
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: 2 )  A d a t e  by which t h e  env i ronmenta l  agency s h a l l  act  on t h e  
permir a p p l i c a t i o n .  

(c) N o t w i t t s t a n d i n g  any ot:?er p r o v i s i o n  of t h i s  c h a p t e r ,  any 
a p p e a l  s u h i t t e d  piursuant t o  s u b d i v i s i o n  ( a )  i n v o l v i n g  an 
env i ronmenta l  perrnit from a n  e r .v i ronnen ta l  agency s h a l l  be made t o  
t l e  S e z r e t a r y  f o r  Exvironmental  P r o t e c t i o n  i f  t h e  env i ronmenta l  
agency d e c l i n e s  co  a c c e p t  zhe a p p e a l  f o r  +1 d e c i s i o n  p c r s u a n t  t o  
s u b d i v i s i o n  ( a )  or t h e  env i ronmenta l  a g e ~ c y  does n o t  make  a f i n a l  
w r i t t e n  de te rmina t io r .  p r r s u a n t  t o  s u b d i v i s i o n  ( b )  . 
env i ronmenta l  permit  t o  a b o a r d ,  o f f i c e ,  or depar tment  w i t h i n  t h e  
C a l i f o r n i a  Environmental  P ro tecEion  Agency s h a l l  be made t o  t h e  
S e c r e r a r y  f o r  5 : rv i ronrenta l .  P r o t e c t i o n .  

! e )  Fo r  p x p o s e s  of t k . i s  s e c t i o n ,  “env i ronmenta l  p e r m i t “  h a s  t h e  
s a n e  meanir-g 3s d e f i n e d  i r .  S e c t i o n  71012 of t h e  F.ublic Res3crceS 
Code, a:d “ e n v i r o n n e n t a l  agency“ k.as t h e  same mezning as d e f i n e d  i n  
Section 51011 of The Publlc Reso’wces Code, exce?.t chat 
“envircnmer.ta1 agency” does  n o t  i n c l r d e  t h e  a g e n c i e s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  
s c k d i v i s i o n s  :c) and ( h )  o f  S e c t i o n  71011 of t h e  P u b l i c  Resources  
Code. 

(d) Any a p e a l  subniTted pursuar - t  t o  s u b d i v i s i o n  ( a )  i n v u l v i n g  a n  

65957. The t ime l i m i t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by S e c t i o n s  65950, 65950.1, 
6 5 9 5 1 ,  and 65952 may be ex tended  once upon mutual w r i t t e n  agreement 
o f  :he project a p p l i c a n t  and tk.e p u b l i c  agency for a p e r i o d  n o t  t o  
exceed 90 days  from tb.e d a t e  of t h e  e x t e n s i o n .  No o t h e r  e x t e n s i o n ,  
c o n t i n K a r c e ,  o r  walver o f  t h e s e  cime l i x i t s  e i t h e r  by t h e  p r c j e z t  
a p p l i c a n t  or t h e  l e a d  agency skall be p e r m i t r e d ,  excep t  a s  p r o v i d e d  
i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  and S e c t i c n  65950.1. F a i l u r e  c f  tk.e l e a d  agency t o  
act  w i t h i n  t h e s e  t i m e  l i m i t s  may r e s u l t  i n  t h e  p r o j e c t  be ing  deemed 
approved pursuap t  t o  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  of s u b d i v i s i o n  ( b )  of S e c t i o n  
65956. 

65957.1. i n  t h e  even t  t h a t  a development p r o j e c t  r e q u i r e s  more t h a n  
one a p p r o v a l  by a public agency,  such agency may e s t a b l i s h  t ime  
l imits  11; for s ; lbrr i t t ing t h e  i r . fo r r ra t ion  r e q u i r e d  i n  connect ior .  w i t h  
each s e p a r a t e  r e q u e s t  for a p p r o v a l  2nd ( 2 )  f o r  a c t i n g  u?on each s u c h  
r e q u e s t ;  p rov ided ,  however, t h a t  tk.e t i m e  p e r i o d  f o r  ac:inG on all 
s u c h  r e q L e s t s  s n a l l  n o t ,  i n  a g g r e g a t e ,  e x c e e d . t h o s e  l i m i t s  s p e c i f i e d  
i n  S e c t i o r s  65950 and 65952. 

65957.5. (a; Whenever t h e  d i r e c t o r  of a Department of 
T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  highway d i s t r i c t  recommends t o  a p u b l i c  agency 
c O n s i d € r i n g  an a p p l i c a t i o n  t o  s u b d i v i d e  r e a l  p r o p e r t y  or t o  i s s u e  a 
c o n s t r u c t i o n  p e n i t  t h a t  t h e  agency impose c e r t a i r .  c o n d i t i o n s  on i t s  
app rava l  o f  t h e  a p p l i z a t i o n ,  t h e  a p p l i c a n t  may a p p e a l  t h e  d i s t r i c t  
d i r e z t o r ’ s  recomnen3acior.. 

(b) The Cepartment of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  shall adopt  r e g u l a t i o n s  
p r e s c r i b i n g  p rocedures  for e f f e c t i n g  an a p p e a l  p u r s c a n t  t o  
s u b d i v i s i o n  !a). T h e  a p p e a l  s h a l l  be n.3de ir. ‘xr i t iE5  tc t t e  D i r e c t o r  
o f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n .  Tk.e d i r e c t o r ’ s  d e c i s i o n  on t h e  a p p e a l  s h a l l  be 
r e n d e r e d  w i t h i n  60  c a l e n d a r  days  a f t e r  receipt of t h e  a p p e a l ,  and r n e  
d i r e c t o r ‘ s  w r i t t e n  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  s h a l l  be  t r a n s m i t t e d  t o  t h e  
appei1zr. t  and t o  zhe  agency t o  who_. t h e  a2pe~:ed recamc.adat ion was 
made. The adcp ted  r e g u l a t i o n s  s h a l l  r e q c i r e  t h e  appe1;anr t o  pay t o  
t h e  degar tment  a f e e  of n o t  more thar.  5G percer.t of  t he  e s t i m a t e d  
a d n i n i s t r a r i v e  c o s t  t o  t h e  departmen: of c o n d u c t i n g  the a p p e a l .  

( c )  The aFpeal  p r o c e s s ,  i n c l u c i n g  t h e  d i r e c z a r ’ s  w r i E t e n  
d e t e r m i n a t i o n ,  s h a l l  be ccnpLetea  a t  l e a s t  60 cays  prior t o  
ccmpleticn of <he p e r i o d  of p u b l i c  r e c i e w  f a r  i- d r a f t  env i ronmenta l  

http:liwww.leginfo.ca ....’ displaycode?section=gov&group=65001-6600~~~le=55950-65957. 8/6/2003 
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impact r epor t  or a neGative declaration prescribed by Section 21091 
of the Public Resources C x i e .  

_ _  - 
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NOTICE OF INTENT 
TO PROVIDE PUBLIC NOTICE 

PURSUAXT TO 
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 65956 

TO: County of Santa Cmz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cmz, CA 95060 

LOCATION: The premises located at 3030 Pleasure Point Drive 
Santa Cmz, CA 

Development Permit ,4pplication No. 02-0600 PERMIT NO.: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Proposal to remodel and construct an addition to an existing one story single 
family dwelling, to include an addition and remodel on the first story (new hallway, 
enlarge garage, new unheated storage area, new roof), and to construct a second story 
with two bedrooms, office, living room, two bathrooms, laundry room and a deck over a 
portion of the first floor, and repair an existing seawall. 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to Government Code Section 65956 the applicant 
in the above-mentioned permit application intends to provide public notice pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65956(b). The applicant intends to provide public notice. 
advising the public of the project location, permit applicatiou number, name and address 
of permitting agency, description of the project, and all information required under 
Government Code Section 65956(b). Should tlis permitting agency wish to discuss the 
matter with the applicant, please contact Austin B. Comstock at 340 Soquel Avenue, 
Suite 205, Santa Cmz, CA 95062, (831) 427-2727, 
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65951. I n  t h e  even t  t h a t  a combined env i ronmenta l  impact 
r epor t- env i ronmenta l  impact s t a t e m e n t  i s  b e i n g  prepared o n  a 
deve lopaen t  p r o j e c t  p u r s u a n t  t o  S e c t i o n  21083.6  of t h e  P u b l i c  
Resources  Ccde, a l e a d  agency s h a l l  approve o r  d i sapprove  t h e  p r o j e c t  
w i t h i n  9C days a f t e r  t h e  combined env i ronr ren ta l  impacr 
repor t- env i ronmenta l  impact s t a t e n e n t  has been  completed and adop ted .  

65952. ( a )  Any p u b l i c  agency which i s  a r e s p o n s i b l e  agency f o r  a 
development p r o j e c t  t h a t  has  been approved by t h e  l e a d  agency s h a l l  
apprcve  c r  d i sapprove  t h e  dene1:pmer.t p r o j e c t  w i t h i n  wb-ichever of t h e  
f o l l o w i n g  p e r i o d s  of tirne i s  l o n g e r :  

(1) Within 1 6 3  days from t h e  d a t e  on which t h e  l e a d  agency h a s  
approved The p r o j e c t .  

( 2 )  Within  160 days o f  th.e d a t e  on which t h e  completed a p p l i c a t i o n  
f o r  t h e  development p r o j e c t  h a s  been r e c e i v e d  and accep ted  3s 
comple te  by t h a t  r e s p o n s i b l e  agency. 

deve1oprner.t p r o j e c t  5ecoT.e~ f i n a l ,  a p p l i c a t i o n s  f o r  t h a t  p r o j e c t  
which a r e  f i l e d  wi th  r e s p o n s i b l e  a g e n c i e s  s h a l l  be deemed wi tk l rawn.  

( b )  P.t t h e  t i m e  a d e c i s i o n  13y a l e a d  agency t o  d i sapprove  a 

65952.1. ( a )  Except a s  o t h e r w i s e  p r o v i d e d  < n  s u b d i v i s i o n  ( b ) ,  where 
a development p r o j e c t  c o n s i s t s  of a s u b d i v i s i o n  pcrsuan t  t o  t h e  
Sxbdiv i s io r?  Map A c t  ( D i v i s i o n  2 (commencing w i t h  S e c t i o n  66410: O f  
T i t l e  7 , ) ,  t h e  tine linrlts e s t a b l i s h e d  by S e c t i o n s  E5950 and 65932  
s n a l l  a p p l y  t o  r h e  a2proval  or d i s a p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  t e n t a r i v e  map, or 
t h e  p a r c e l  map f o r  which a t e n t a t i v e  map i s  n o t  r e q u i r e d .  

(b) T h e  t i m e  l i n i t s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  S e c t i o n s  66452.1, 55452.2, and 
66463 f o r  t e n t a t i v e  naps  and p a r c e l  maps f o r  whi-h a t e n r a t i v e  map i s  
n o t  r e q u i r e d ,  s h a l l  c o n t i n u e  t o  a p p l y  and a re  n o t  extended by t h e  
t i n e  l i m i t s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  s u b d i v i s i o n  ( a ) .  

65952.2 .  No p u b l i c  agency s h a l l  d i s a p p r o v e  a n  a p p l i c a t i o n  f o r  a 
deve l?pnen t  p r o j e c r  i n  o r d e r  t o  comply w i t h  t h e  t ime l i m i t s  s p e c i f i e d  
i n  this c h a ? t e r .  Any d i s a p p r o v a l  0; ar. a p p l i c a t i c n  f o r  a 
deve1:prnent p r o j e c t  s h a l l  s p e c i f y  r e a s o n s  f o r  d i s a p p r o v a l  o t h e r  t h a n  
t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  t i m e l y  a c t  i n  accordance w i t h  t h e  t ime l i m i t s  
s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h i s  c h a p t e r .  

65953. A l l  t i m e  l i m i t s  s p e c i f i e d  i n  t h i s  a r t i c l e  a r e  maximum t ime  
l i m i t s  f o r  approving or d i s a p p r o v i n g  development p r o j e c t s .  A l l  
p u b l i c  a g e n c i e s  s h a l l ,  i f  p o s s i b l e ,  approve  or disap9rcve  development 
p r o j e c t s  ir. s h o r t e r  p e r i o d s  o f  t i m e .  

65954. The t i n e  l i n i r s  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h i s  a r t i c l e  s h a l l  n o t  a p p l y  
i n  t h e  e-.e?,t t k t  f e d e r a l  s t a t c t e s  or r e g u l a t i o n s  r e q c i r e  t i m e  
s c h e d d e s  w t i c h  exceed such  t i m e  l i n i t s .  

55055. The t ime  l i r i t s  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  t h i s  a r t i c l e  s h a l l  n o t  a p p l y  
t o  a p p l i c a t i o n s  t o  a p p r o p r i a t e  wa-er where s u c h  a p p l i c a t i o n s  have 
been  p r o t e s t e d  pfirsuant t o  Chap te r  4 (cc rmenc ing  viiLh.  Secti,:n 1330) 
of P a r r  2 of Division 2 of  tihe Water Code .  cr t o  p e ~ i t i o n s  for 
changes  p u r s c a n t  t o  Chap te r  ;O ( c o m e n c i n g  w i t h  S e c t i o n  1700) o f  P a r t  
2 o f  D i v i s i o n  2 o f  t h e  WaTer Code. 
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65956. (a) If any provision of law requires the lead agency or 
responsible agency to provide public notice of the development 
prcject or to hold a public hearing, or both, on the developnent 
project and the agency has not provided the public notice or held the 
hearing, o r  both, at least 60 days prior to the expiration of the 

.its established by Sections 65950 and 65952, the ap?licant Or 
er representative may file ar. acticn prrsuant to Sectior. 

1085 of the Code of Civil Procedure to compel the agency to provide 
the public notice or hold the hearing, o r  botk., and 2he c3urt shall 
Give rhe proceedings ?reference over all other civil actions or 
proceedings, excest o,der rratters of tF.e sarre character. 

to act to approve or to disapprove a development project wiL:lin the 
tine limirs required by this article, the failure to act shall be 
deem.ed aTproval of tk.e pernit application for the developrrent 
projecr. :ic,we'Jer, T h e  permit shall be deemed approveci only if che 
p&lic notice req.uired by law has occurred. If the apslicant has 
provided seven days advarice notice to the pernittinG agency of tile 
intent to provide public notice, t k e n  no earlier than 60 days from 
the expiraticn of the time limits established by Sections 65950 and 
65952, an applicant r , ay  provide the reql;ired 2ublic notice using the 
distribution icfcrmatior? provided pursuant to Sectior. 65941.5. If 
the applicant chooses to 3rovide public r.otice, that notice s h a l l  
include a descrip-ion of the proposed development subsrantlally 
Similar to the descriptions which are conmonly used in public notices 
by the p2rmitring agency, the location of the proposed develcpment, 
rhe permit applicatior. rumker, rhe r.aae acd address of the Fermitting 
agency, and a st-temer-t th-at the przject shall be deemed approved if 
rhe permitting agency has not acted within 60 days. If tbe 
applicant has prov icsd  the public nstice required by this section, 
the time limirr f o r  action by the ?errr,itting agency shall be extendec 
to 60 days a f t e r  the pliblic notice is provided. If the applicant 
provides notice pursuant tc this section, the permitting agerxy shall 
refund to the applicant a n y  fees which were collected for providlng 
notice acd whickl were cot used f o r  that purpose. 

information Furziuant to Sections 65943 to 65944, inclusive, may 
constitute grourLds for disapproving a development project. 

legal resgonslbiiiry to provide, where applicable, public notice and 
bearing before acting on a permit application. 

(b) Iri rrhe event that a lead agency or a responsibie agency fails 

(cl Failcre of an applicant to submit complete or adeqilate 

( d )  N0thir.g ir. this section shall diminish the permitting agency's 

65956.5. (a) Prior to an applicant providing advance notice to an 
environmental agency of the intent to provide public notice pursuant 
tc subdivision (b) of Section 65956 for action on an environcental 
perrrit, the apslicanr may submit an appeal in writing to the 
governing body of the environmental agency, o r  if there is no 
governin., body, to the director of th.e environmental agency, as 

the failure by the environmental agency to take timely action on the 
issuar-ce or der.ial of the environner'tal permit ir. accordance with the 
- h e  lirnirs specified in this chapter. 

----- *A'-.,ideCi ty tke ennirsnner.tal agency, for a de:errr.ir,ation regarding 

~~ 

i b i  There shsl1 be a fir-al writrsn deterxination by the 
ental agezcy on the appeal n o t  later thar. 60 ca lendar  days 

after receip: of the applicant's written zppezl. The fin21 written 
determination by the environnental agency shall specify both of the 
foll0;Vir.g: 

(1) T h e  reason cr  reasons for failing to act pursuant to tte Lime 
limits in this chapter. 

http:ilwww..leginfo.ca .... !displaycode?section=gov~group=~~001-66000&tile=665950-0595~. 8/6/2003 

l oa  

http:ilwww..leginfo.ca


C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Project Planner: David Heinlein 
Application No.: 02-0600 

APN: 032-242-11 

Date: September 19, 2003 
Time: 09:37:19 
Page: I 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON DECEMBER 17, 2002 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND =====I=== - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - 
1. It appears that both the geotechnical report and geologic report reviewed under 
application 02-0002 have been accepted by the County. IMPORTANT NOTE: Both the 
geologist and geotechnical engineer make recommendations to upgrade the existing 
seawall system. The current project description does not identify any work towards 
upgrading the current seawall system. The recommendations made by the geologist and 
geotechnical engineer towards upgrading the seawall system must be completed before 
any additional work can commence on the residence. Please clearly identify all areas 
along the coastal bluff to be upgraded per the reports and describe what type Of 
work will be completed. 

2. Please provide earthwork estimates for  upgrades to the seawall system. 

3. Please add "New Accessory Building" to the project description. 

4. Biotic resource is not present on this parcel. 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON DECEMBER 17, 2002 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= - - - - - _- - - - - - - - - - - - 
Conditions of Approval: 

1. Prior to building permit approval, please provide Plan Review letters from the 
project geotechnical engineer and geologist to Environmental Planning. 

2. This project may require a grading permit. 

3 .  Please provide a detailed drainage/erosion control plan for review. 

4. A Declaration o f  Geologic Hazards will need to be completed'for this parcel. 

5. A project-staging plan is required for this project. The staging plan must in- 
clude access for the work (seawall repair), locations of barriers to prevent con- 
struction materials from spilling on the beach and a location map that shows the 
location for storage of construction materials and equipment. 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

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

REVIEW ON DECEMBER 9 ,  2002 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= Application submitted 
is not complete with regards to drainage for the discresionarystage. All potential 
off-site impacts and mitigations must be identified prior to discresionary approval. 

1) Please provide topographic information (such as contourj, s ? ~ t  & ; e v a t i u n s ,  61  
slope labels) so that the drainage patterns for the site are clear. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 



Discretionary Comments - Continued 
Project Planner: David Heinlein Date: September 19, 2003 
.Application No.: 02-0600 Time: 09:37:19 

APN: 032-242-11 Page: 2 

2 )  Please show locations for proposed splashblocks and runoff patterns. Demonstrate 
that the runoff from the new r o o f  will not impact adjacent parcels. 

3) Provide drainage information for the proposed driveway, provide a cross section. 
Driveway should not be sloped towards the western property line without measures to 
control runoff from entering adacent property. 

4 )  Prior to building permit issuance Zone 5 fees will be assessed on the net in- 
crease in impervious area due to this project. 

For questions regarding this review Public Works drainage staff is available from 
8-12 Monday through Friday. 

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Comments 

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

REVIEW ON DECEMBER 9, 2002 BY ALYSON B TOM ========= - - - - - - -_ - - - - - - - - - - 
NO COMMENT 
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The visual impact of larse agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by 
locating the structure within or near an 

NIA 

I The visual impact of iarge aqricultural 1 NIA 

I 

unsightly, visually disruptive or 
degrading eiernents such as junk 
heaps, unnatural obstructions, grading 
scars. or structures incompatible with 
the area shail be included in site 
development. 
The requirement for restoration of 
visuaily blighted areas shall be in 
scale with the size of the proposed 

g reenhouses ) .  
The visual impact of large agricultural 
structures shall be minimized by using 
1andscapir.g to screen or softer: the 
ap3earance of the structure. 

with surrounding elements 
Directly lighted, brightly colored, 

NIA 

NIA 

Materiais, scale, location and 
orientation of s g n s  shail harmonize 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

rotating, reflective,blinking, flashing or 
moving signs are prohibited. 
Illumination of signs shall be permitted 
only for state and county directional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visitor 
serving zone districts, 
In the Highway 1 viewshed, except 
within the Davenport commercial area, 
only CALTRANS standard signs and 
public parks, or parking !ot 
identification sigr,s, shall be permitted 
to be visibie from the highway. These 
signs shall De of natiiral unobtrusive 
materials and colors. 

Beach Viewsheds 

Page 3 
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Blufftop development and landscaping NIA 
(e.g., decks, patios, structures, trees, 
shrubs, etc.) ir, rural areas shall be set 
back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out of sight from the 
shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually 
intrusive. 
No new permanent structures on open 
beaches shal! be allowed, except 
where permit:ed pursuant tochapter 
16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter 
16.20 (Grading Regulations). 
The design of permitted structures 
shail minimize visual intrusion, and 
shall incorporate materials and 
finishes which harmonize with the 
charac!er of the area. Natural 
materials are preferred. 

NIA 

J 

Desiqn Review Authority 

13.11.040 Projects requiring design review. 

(a) Single home construction, and associated additions involving 500 square feet or more, 
within coastal speciai 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 or within the 
viewshed of a scenic road as recognized in tine General Pian; orlocated on a coastal 
bluff, or on a ridgeline. 

Desiqn Review Standards 

13.11.072 Site design. 

1 Evaluation I Meets criteria I Does not meet 1 Urban Designer's 1 
Criteria I In code ( d ) 1 criteria ( 9 ) 1 Evaluation 

. Compatible Site Design 

J Location ana type of access to the site I 
J Building siting in terms of its location 

and orientation 
See COlIlJlI6?llLF 

below 
Building bulk, massing and scale 

p- i I J I 

i 
~ 

J 

d m g  iocation and layout 

Relationship to natural site features 
and environmenizl influences 
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~ 

NIA 
NIA 

Landscaping J 

Relationship to existing J 

Relate to surrounding topography I J 

Streetscape relationship 
Street design and transit facilities 

stwctures 
See coinmmm 
below , 

Natural Site Amenities and Features 

Siting and orientation which takes 
advantage of natural amenities 
Ridgeline protection 

I - I I 

J I Retention of natural amenities 

J 

NIA 
i Views 

Protection of public viewshed J I 
I - I I 

J 1 Minimize impact on private views 

Safe and Functional Circulation 
Accessible to the disabled, 
pedestrians. bicycles and vehicles 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 
Reasonable protection for currently 
occupied buildings using a solar 

NIA 

Solar Design and Access 

q 

q 

1 

1 energy system 

Noise 

J Reasonable protectfon for adjacent 
properties 

I I 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet Urban Designer's 
Criteria In code ( V ) criteria ( *, ) Evaluation 

Compatible Building Design 

J 
J 

d 

i lvlassing of building form 

Building silhouette 

Spacing between buildings 

Street face setbacks J I 
I 

~ See cornmeirts 
bdoiv. 

u' Character of architecture 

Building scale 

Proportion and composition of 
projections and recesses, doors and 

J 

J I 
~ 

I i 
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windows, and o;her features 
Location and treatment of entryways 
--- 

J 
Finish material, texture and color J 

I - I I 

Scale 

J 

J 

Scale is addressed on appropriate 
levels 
Design elercents create a sense 
of human scale and pedestrian 
interest 

Variation in wall plane, roof line, j 
detailing, materiais and siting I 

Building design provides solar access 
that is rezsonably protected for 
adjacent properiies 

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

Building Articulation 

: Solar Design 

J 

J 

The.following are selectedpem'nent sections from the County of Snnta Cruz Code: 

Chapter 13.11 SITE, ARCHITECTURAL AND LANDSCAPE DESIGN REVIEW 

13.11.030 Definitions. 
(e) "Compatibility" Is a relative term which requires the analysis of site, building, and landscape 

design in relationship to adjacent development. Cornpatibiliv is 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 repeticicn of the site, 
building and landscape design of adjacent development. 

13.11.073 Building design. 
(a) It shall be an objective of building design that the basic architectura! design principles Of 

balance, harmony, order and unity prevail2 while not excluding the opportunity for unique 
design. Successful use of tk8e basic desig? 2rinciples accommodates a full range of bililding 
designs, from cnique or landmark buildings to background buildings. 

(b) It shali be an objective of building design to address the present and future neighborhood, 
community. and zoning district ccntext. 

(1) Compatible Building Design. 

(i) Building design shall relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area. 

Page 6 
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APPLICATON N O  02-0600 April 14, 2003 

(ii) Compatible relationships between adjacent buildings can be achieved by creating 
visual transitions between buildings; that is, by repeating certain elements of the 
building desi_on or building siting that provide a visual link bebveen adjacent buildings 
One or more of the buiiding elements listed below can combine to create an overall 
composition that achieves the appropriate level of compatibiiity: 

(A) Massing of building form. 
(E) Euiiding silhouette. 
(C) Spacing between buildings. 
(D) Street face setbacks. 
(E) Character of architecture. 
(F) Building scale. 
(G) 

(H) 
(I) 

Proportion and composition of projections and recesses, doors and windows, 
and other features. 
Location and treatment of entryways. 
Finish material, texture and color. 

13.11.052 Required findings and action. 
For ali projects subject to the provisions of this Chapter, the Planning Department is authorized 
to and shall make a positive, negative, or conditional design review recommendation based 
upon the followinC; finding: 

The proposed development project is consistent with the Design Standards and Guidelines 
(Sections 13.1 1.070 through 13.1 1.076) and any other applicabie requirements Of th.is Chapter. 

The decision mzking body(ies) is(are) authorized to and shall approve. conditionally approve or 
deny applications and impose reasonabie conditions upon such approvai as are necessary to 
make'the finding above. No approval and no permit shall be issued unless this finding can be 
made. 

Chapter 13.20 COASTAL ZONE REGULATIONS 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments. 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone. The following Design Criteria shall apply to projects sited anyhere in the 
coastal zone: 

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

13.20.110 Findings. 

The following findings shall be made prior to granting approvals pursuant to this Chapter in addition to 
the findinss required for the issdar,ce of a development permit in accordance with Chapter 18.10: 

(c) That the project is consistent tvith the Design Criteria and special use standards and conditions 
of this Chapter pursxmt to Section 13.20.130 et seq. 
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URBAN DESIGN ANALYSIS 

The elements that are listed above for  compatible building design are not allequal in 
weight. The “character of nrchitecture” und “massing c?f building form ’’ are stronger 
inclications of compatibility between a new structure and it’s context. Addressing each of 
the of elements that are given above to assess compaiibili~ (13.11.013): 

Massing of building form. 

The existing residences on the ocean side of Pleasure Point Drive are primarily 
one and IWO story. All the buildings have sloped roofs; either hip or gable 
traditional roof styles. The proposed design has a dominant curved roof at the 
front and rear. The west elevation is an unbroken two story wall that is almost 
one hundred feet long. There is nothing that is similar in the neighborhood. 

Building silhouefie 

The curved roof elements and long unbroken ridgelines are unlike anyhng in the 
neighborhood. They create an outline of the proposed structure which will 
certainly stand out both ii-om the beach and the street side. 

Spacing between buildings 
In this context, the miniinurn spacing between building is set by the County Code 
(setbacks).for this zonins district. The proposed residence is designed to come up 
to theminiinurn setbacks on both sides ofthe lot. 

StreetJilce setbacks 

fn this context, the ininimum street face setback is set by the County Code 
(setbacks) fer this zoning district. The proposed residence is designed to come up 
to the nllniinuin setback on the front of the lot. 

Charucter of nrchitecture 

The architectural style of this building is clearly different from anything in the 
neighborhood (with the except of the three story tower a block away - which is 
totally uncharacteristic of the neighborhood). The character of this building will 
be; in my opinion, rather jarring when seen in context with the existing structures 
on the street. The disreprd of the “character of architecture” which exists on this 
street is the most objectionable (along wirh the bullij characteristic of this 
proposal. 

Building scule 
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The length of the building (Over 100 feet long) and the height of the building 
(predominantly two story) is out of scde with the rest of the neighborhood. This 
building will be massive in relationship to the adjacent structures. 

(G) Proportion nnd composition ofprojections nnd recesses, doors and windows, 
nnd other features 

The most public side of this building, the fiont, has an extremely large “window 
wall” with a curved roof as amajor element. 1-his feature does not occur 
anywhere in the neighborhood and will overpower the streetscape. 

(H) Location and treatment of entiyways 

The entry to this residence is through a passageway between the gaage and the 
storage area. The kont door is not bisible from the street. This is not 
characteristic of the other residences in the neighborhood. 

Finish material, te.xture nnd color 

Cement plaster (stucco) is used as an exterior finish material throughout the 
neighborhood. The fiber reinforced building panels are not found in the area 

(4 

Froni the discussion above, I do not believe thatjindings can be made under 13.11 or 
13.20 thut wolik~ jush5 recommending nppiwvnl of t1ii.s project. While the Code 
(13.11.073 CL) does allow nccomrnodntion of “unique or lundmurk buildings”, it is 
also very clenr that the building design nuist “relute to adjncent development and the 
surrocmdiizg wen’ !  The airhifeet has not demonstrated that there are ‘%onsistent 
design nnd ,fiinctionnl .relutionships so thnt new development relutes to acljrcent 
de>’elopment’’. Other thnn niaintaining the REQUIRED setbncks nnd the use of 
stucco, I can see no phy.sicn1 relutiorzshiy between the proposed project and the 
adjacent residences. 

Page 9 



TO:4542131 
JAN-6-2085 13:31 FR0M:MATSON SRITTON ARCH1 IS314254795 

,/ i 

September 18,2003 

To Whom It May Concern: 

P.4 

I am in accordance with the design for the rernodel/addition to the residen 
Pleasure Point Drive. I believe that this design by Matson Britton Architects will be an asset 
to the neighborhood and that it is, in fact, compatible with the surrounding residences. Thus, 
I support the construction of this rernodeyaddition. 

at 3030 

Sincerely, 

Steve Munson 
260 Ancorage Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

" .  . ,  

: , . , 

. _. 



T0:4542131 JGN-6-2a85 13:31 FR0M:MRTSON BRITTON ARCH1 18314254795 

September 24,2003 

To the County of Santa CNZ, 

This letter is to show that we support the proposed project located at 3030 Pleasure Point 
Drive. We enjoy the variety in architecture that Santa Cruz possesses. 

Sincerely, 
--jc& <:..S&4pOr 

P. 3 

P .  1 

4775 Opal Cliff Dr. 
Santa Cruz. Ca. 

. .  



JRN-6-2005 13:31 FR0M:MOTSON BRITTON RRCHI 18314254795 T0:4542131 

3D/1/7003 11:39 .W FRCH: Tucker 86?-4065 TO: I 831 4254795 SAGS: 002 Or 002 

My Wife and 1 have examined renderings of the proposed remodel/addihon at 3030 
Pleasure Point Drive We believe the design is an imaginative one that will benefit the 
surrounding neighborhood and we urge that you consider it favorably in your upcoming 
review. 

YOUIS truly, 

VJim and Karen Tucker 
33 Rockview Drive 
Santa C w ,  CA 
83 11462-5055 

l20 
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D A N I E L L E  + M A T T  H E W  G R E N I E R  

januaty j3,2004 

County o f h t a  Cruz Planning Commission 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

SVBIECT: 5030 PLEASLIRE POINTDRIVE 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a neighbor of Barry and Susan Porter, I attended a site meeting with other neighboa to review 
the plans for their new home. Cove Britton presented plans, elevations, three dimensional colored 
drawings, and numerous material samples. 

I fully support and enioy Mt. Britton'r design solution, and expect R to add value to the 
neighborhood. 1 cannot wait to seethe finished product. 

Respectfully. 

Daniek Crenier 

2 2 9 4 0  B A S T  CLIFF D R I V E .  S A N T A  CBLZ, C A L I P O R N I A  * 9 5 0 6 2  
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25 RotkviswOrive Sank Cruz California 95082 

roc*view@sbcglobal.net 
831-464-8164 

January 15,2004 

Santa C n n  County Planning Commission 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

in review of Matson Britton's design for Barry and Susan Portefs new home to be located at 3030 
Pleasure Point Drive, we can only give our thumbs up. Looks like a fun house full of innovame ideas. 
Every site has different constraints and different owners with different tastes. Dwersity is what makes 
our area "liveable." 

Sincerely, 

Dan Wilkes a d  

I 2  3- 
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January 16”, 2004 

Santa Cruz County Planning Commission 
701 Ocean Street 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I believe that Mr. Britton’s design for the Porter Residence at 3030 Pleasure Point 
Drive will contribute to the surrounding area in a posltlve way. It is thoughtful and 
innovative. It is vety clear that this design Is well planned with respect to the site 
and surrounding areas. This project will evoke a curiosity that many neighborhoods 
tack. I look forward to seeing this completion of this project! 

Sincerely, 

Z d a s 4  
Edward Schleif 
432 Larch Lane 
Santa Cruz. CA 

/a3 
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lanuary 20, 2004 

The Planning Commission 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Design Review of 3030 Pleasure Point Drive; Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I am writing as a concerned property owner of Santa Cruz County. It has recently been brought to my 
attention that the remodel plans For 3030 Pleasure Point Drive are being held up in the permit process 
simply because the design does not "fit" with the neighborhood. I have reviewed the blueprints and the 
graphic streetscape renditions of this remodel by Cove Britton, Matson Britton Architects, and quite 
frankly, I disagree. 

First of all, I believe the design certainly considers and respects the impact of the second story addition 
on the neighbors. The pian has kept the FAR 15% lower than allowed. I n  addition, I believe the design 
will have minimal affect on the ocean views from the surrounding properties and the colors & materials 
specified will blend well with the local landscape. Most importantly, the design complies with all the 
building code and setbacks regulations and in my opinion; none of the houses on Pleasure Point Drive 
have anything in common but the street address. The remodel plans proposed for 3030 Pleasure Point 
Drive will only add property value and desirability to our neighborhood. 

I have lived on the corner of 26" Avenue and East Cliff Drive since 1994. I bought in 1995 and 
remodeled in 1999. I run along East Cliff Drive, including Pleasure Point Drive, 3 mornings per week and 
will run on the beach from Rockview Drive to the Capitola wharf when the tide permits. I am very 
familiar with the location and surroundings of the property in question. One of the reasons I love this 
neighborhood is the diversity of the homes, many of which are quite eclectic and bold. I definitely do not 
like the design of all that has been built here in the last 10 years, but I know that my idea of the perfect 
house is not the same as my neighbor's idea. 

We pay a pretty penny to live and own ocean view property and I do worry when my local pianning 
commission starts withholding permits based on aesthetic issues alone. The Planning Department should 
appreciate and respect the investment that property owners make to this community. The permit 
process is difficult at best and the rules seem to change dramatically depending on the property. It is my 
hope that permits are withheld solely for projects that do not comply with safety and building codes. 

~~ 

Sincerely, 

u 
Coralie Gerlach 
2-2545 East Cliff Drive 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

cori@smaltplanetbrewery .corn 
(831) 477-0416 
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Karen Pursell 

From: PLN AgendaMail 

Sent: 
To: PLN AgendaMail 

Subject: Ayenda Comments 

.. I_ 

Friday, January 16, 2004 1:05 PM 

" ~ -.___-___ ".l - - ,.....-.._.._____l_l_. Î ,___l_l" ~ ____ 
Meeting Type : Planning Commission 

Meeting Date : 1/28/2004 Item Number : 11 .OO 

Name : Barry & Susan Porter Email : Susan221 55@comcast.net 

Address : Not Supplied Phone : Not Supplied 

Comments : 
January 16, 2004 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 

Re: Application #02-0600 (also with reference to #02-0002) 

TO Whom It May Concern: 

We would like to submit to you this letter in consideration of our appeal for our proposed 
remodel of 3030 Pleasure Point Drive. 

The design, which is the work of Cove Britton of Matson-Britton Architects, arose out ofthe 
combination of our family's needs with the particular conditions of the site. Working with US 

over a period of many months, Cove evolved a design that, despite the limitations imposed by 
a highly irregular lot shape and demanding building regulations, not only fulfills Our 
requirements but celebraies the natural environment-the dramatic meeting Of land and sea 
that brought us here-and, at the same time, relates sympathetically to the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

Design Challenges and Solutions 
This project began as a set of physical challenges: 
' a wedge-shaped lot with a curved edge at the street and an extremely irregular edge at the 
coastal bluff 
. a significant part of the existing house within the coastal setback restricted area; 
' Only a small portion of the lot available for new comiruction 

and a set of design challenges: 

111 612004 
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,plenty of natural light and views for all rooms in the house; 
' "green" design principles, practices and materials; 
. style of architecture in the modern vernacular. 

In any project, when presented with such overriding challenges, it is imminently more 
successful to embrace and "celebrate" those challenges rather than try to force a Pafiicular 
style ill-suited to the site and its surroundings. Thus: no one specific style 01 theme was used 
on this home, rather, the inspiration for this design was the environment at the site - not just 
the natural environment, where the land and sea intersect so dramatically, but also the social 
environment of the surrounding neighborhood. 

AS important as the natural environment is at this site, the surrounding built environment 
cannot be overlooked. Thus, the more geometric, roughly historical, architectural forms are 
also present in this design. The simple, sloping, shed roof shapes on the street side Of the 
home relate tc the many shed-style homes in the neighborhood. These two dements ais0 
have a social purpose. The one-story portion is specifically designed to have a Smaller Scale 
to relate to the one-story home next door and to provide an area that neighbors Can Stili View 
over. The two-story structure is scaled to its immediate neighbor. 

The third element of the street-side frontage is pivotal feature of the design. Functionally, in 
terms of building mass and scale, it provides the transition between the one- and ~ O - s t O r y  
volumes fianking it. Socially, because it provides "a view through" by way of glass all around, 
it symbolically evokes the semi-public space of a porch or balcony, an important. interactive 
element of social context that is missing from a significant number of the houses On the Ocean 
side of Pleasure Point Drive. Symbolically, it references the natural environment with water 
represented by the transparency of the glass, and the curved shape representing a cresting 
wave. 

In total, no one specific theme or style was used, each design decision was made based on a 
myriad of conditions, both self imposed and as a result of regulations. While this approach 
has certainly produced a unique design, there is not one element occurring that does not 
literally relate to the surrounding neighborhood, the functional requirements, or the natural 
environment. 

Compatibility 
To describe in more detail the immediate setting of our proposed house with its neighbors on 
each side and the challenge faced by Mr. Britton in achieving a measure of compatibility with 
them, it is important to note the greatest challenge was the fact that these two neighbor 
houses have nothing in common with each other, One is a small, one-story ranch, with a 
simple pitched-roof shape and tan in color. The other is a two-story, much larger, more 
abstract conglomeration of complex volumes and shapes in a dark green Color. This 
dichotomy of shapes, styles and colors to be worked with, along with the irregular shape of 

.Our own lot, were the major challenges in designing a house that could be compatible 'with its 
surroundings. 

The design that Mr. Britton did is actually more compatible with the neighbors than the current 
house is. Here is why: 

I 

' The one-story portion of the mass of the our house is closest to the one-story house next 
door, and the two-story mass of our house is closest to the two-story house on the other side, 

I11 612004 I 
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creating a repetition in the patterning of mass of this group of houses. 
. The colors chosen for our house incorporate the colors ,of both neighbors' houses, 
' The material (stucco) is the same as most of the houses in the neighborhood including one 
of our two neighbors. 
. The curved roof shape in the middle section of the front faqade of our house Provides a 
transition from one-story to two-story so there is not an abrupt change in height at any Point. 
And, the extensive use of glass in the upper story of this section gives an impression of less 
mass than a typical solid two-story shape so that there is the same feeling Of a transition from 
one-story mass to a lighter two-story mass to a solid :wo-story mass without an abrupt shift. 
. The entire house itself sewes as a "bridge" connectins the three houses together not Just in 
color, material & mzssing, but also as a transition from the simple to the Complex: where it 
has more complex shapes and volumes than the one-story ranch on one side, but is simpler 
than the complex grouping of the other neighbor's house. 
. The two shed roofs at the front faqade of the house take inspiration from the form Of a gable 
roof, a common roof style in this neighborhood. 

Other Design Issues 
In addition to the features of the design discussecl above, other elements of the design 
mentioned in the Development Permit Findings need to be addressed. First, the "long, 
unbroken ridgeline" pointed to as a negative feature ofthe proposed design was in actuality 
specifically designed for placement of the solar panels planned for this house. 

Second, and related to the above feature, is the mention of the "unbroken tWo-StOV wall", also 
identified as a negative point, This element of the design arises from an existing condition, 
Le.. the existing exterior wall of the house that is not being altered. Mitigation used to reduce 
the appearance of mass caused by extending part of this wall to a second story included 
change of color and material, fenestration and landscaping along the plane of this wall. 

Neighborhood Involvement 
Another point we would like to bring to your attention is that because it is our desire to not just 
live in this house, but become a part ofthis neighborhood, it was important to US to involve OUT 

neighbors in this process from early on, To accomplish this in what we felt would be the most 
effective way, we held an open house for the neighborhood, inviting everyone on Pleasure 
Point Drive and anyone within 300 feet beyond, to come to see our plans and talk with us. 
This event happened last July, well before our hearing with the Zoning Administrator in 
October. In Sept., we held a follow-up meeting with several of the close neighbors. 

We believe these meetings were productive, that we had Some effective discussions with the 
neishbors, and were able to address concerns that they had. Statements to this effect have 
been made both to us, and in public at the Zoning Administrator's hearing. 

We appreciate your consideration on resolution of this matter, and are looking foward to 
being a part of this community. 

Sincerely, 

Barry & Susan Porter 



, ... 
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From: PLN Agerdablail 

Sent: 

To: PLN AsendaMail 

Subject: AGenda Comments 

Friday, January 16, 2004 1:05 PM 

______~",,-,._I_,_.._ _n_..___.- 1-" -" .. . _- -,..--_.-"._-.,.,.,.,..-..".-~-,,.I ,_____,-__-_--- 

Meeting Type : Planning Commission 

Meeting Date : 1/28/2004 Item Number : 11 .oo 

Name : Barry &Susan Porter Ernail : susan221 55@comcast.net 

Address : Not Supplied Phone : Not Supplied 

Comments : 
January 16, 2004 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 

Re: Application #02-0600 (also with reference to 802-0002) 

TO Whom It May Concern: 

We would like to submit to YOU this letter in consideration ofour appeal for our proposed 
remodel of 3030 Pleasure Point Drive. 

The design, which is the work of Cove Britton of Matson-Britton Architects, arose out Of the 
combination of our family's needs with the particular conditions of the site. Working with US 
over a period of many months, Cove evolved a design that. despite the limitations imposed by 
a highly irregular lot shape and demanding building regulations, not only fulfills OUT 
requirements but celebrates the natural environment-the dramatic meeting Of land and sea 
that brought us here-and, at the same time, relates sympathetically to the surrounding 
neighborhood, 

Design Challenges and Solutions 
This project began as a set of physical challenges: 
' a wedge-shaped lot with a curved edge at the street and an extremely irregular edge at the 
coastal bluff; 
' a significant part of the existing house within the coastal setback restricted area; 
' Only a small portion of the lot available for new construction 

and a set of design challenges: 

111 m o o 4  
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. plenty of natural light and views for all rooms in the house; 
' "green" design principles, practices and materials; 
. style of architecture in the modern vernacular. 

In any project, when presented with such overriding challenges, it is imminently rnOre 
successful to embrace and "celebrate" those challenges rather than try to force a particular 
style ill-suited to the site and its surroundings. Thus, no one specific style or theme was used 
On this home, rather, the inspiration for this design was the environment at the site - not just 
the natural environment, where the land and sea intersect so dramatically, but also the social 
environment of the surrounding neighborhood. 

As important as the natural environment is at this site, the surrounding built environment 
Cannot be overlooked. Thus, the more geometric, roughly historical, architectural forms are 
also present in this design, The simple, sloping, shed roof shapes on the street side of the 
home relate to the many shed-style homes in the neighborhood. These two elements ais0 
have a social purpose. The one-story poriion is specifjcally designed to have a smalier Scale 
to relate to the one-story home next door and to provide an area that neighbors can stili View 
over. The two-story structure is scaled to its immediate neighbor. 

The third element of the street-side frontage is pivotal feature of the design. Functionally, in 
terms of building mass and scale, it provides the trans'ition between the one- and tlA'O-StoV 
VOlUmeS flanking it. Socially, because it provides "a view through" by way Of glass all around, 
it symbolically evokes the semi-public space of a porch or balcony, an important, interactive 
element of social context that is missing from a significant number of the houses on the ocean 
side of Pleasure Point Drive. Symbolicallv, it references the natural environment with water 
represented by the transparency of the glass, and the curved shape representing a Crestjng 
wave. 

In total, no one specific theme or style was used, each design decision was made based on a 
myriad of conditions, both self imposed and as a result of regulations. While this approach 

,has certainly produced a unique design. there is not one element occurring that does not 
literally relate to the surrounding neighborhood, the functional requirements, Or the natural 
environment. 

Compatibility 
To describe in more detail the immediate setting of our proposed house with its neighbors on 
each side and the challenge faced by Mr. Britton in achieving a measure of compatibility with 
them, it is important to note the greatest challenge was the fact that these two neighbor 
houses have nothing in common with each other. One is a small, one-story ranch, with a 
simple pitched-roof shape and tan in color. The other is a two-story much larger, more 
abstract conglomeration of complex volumes and shapes in a dark green CClOr. This 
dichotomy of shapes, styles and colors to be worked with, along with the irregular shape of 
our own lot, were the major challenges in designing a house that could be compatible with its 
surroundincs. 

The design that Mr. Britton did is actua][y more compatible with the neighbors than the current 
house is. Here is why: 

' The one-story portion of the mass of the our house is closest to the one-story house next 
door, and the two-story mass of OUT house is closest to the two-story house on the other side, 

l!rsi2004 



Page 3 of 3 

creating a repetition in the patterning of mass of this group of houses. 
' The colors chosen for our house incorporate the colors of both neighbors' houses. 
I The material (stucco) is the same as most of the houses in the neighborhood including one 
of our two neighbors. 
' The curved roof shape in the middle section of the front faqade of our house provides a 
transition from one-story to two-story so there is not an abrupt change in height at any point. 
Andl the extensive use of glass in the upper story of this section gives an impression Of less 
mass than a typical solid two-story shape so that there is the same feeling of a transition from 
one-story mass to a lighter two-story mass to a solid two-story mass without an abrupt shift. 
' The entire house itself serves as a "bridge" connecting the three houses together not just in 
color, material & massing, but also as a transition from the simple to the complex, where it 
has more complex shapes and volumes than the one-story ranch on one side, but is Simpler 
than the complex grouping of the other neighbor's house. 
. The two shed roofs at the front faqade of the house take inspiration from the form of a gable 
roof, a common roof style in this neighborhood. 

Other Design Issues 
In addition to the features of the design discussed above, other elements of the design 
mentioned in the Development Permit Findings need to be addressed. First, the "long, 
unbroken ridgeline" pointed to as a negative feature of the proposed design was in actuality 
specifically designed for placement of the solar panels planned for this house. 

Second, and related to the above feature, is the mention of the "unbroken two-story wall", also 
identified as a negative point. This element ofthe design arises from an existing condition, 
Le., the existing exterior wall of the house that is not being altered. Mitigation used to reduce 
the appearance of mass caused by extending part of this wall to a second story included 
change of color and material, fenestration and landscaping along the plane of this wall. 

Neighborhood Involvement 
Another Point we would like to bring to your attention is that because it is our desire to not just 
live in this house, but become a part of this neighborhood, it was important to us to involve our 
neighbors in this process from early on. To accomplish this in what we felt would be the most 
effective way, we held an open house for the neighborhood, inviting everyone on Pleasure 
Point Drive and anyone within 300 feet beyond, to come to see our plans and talk with us. 
This event happened last July, well before our hearing with the Zoning Administrator in 
October. In Sept., we held a follow-up meeting with several of the close neighbors. 

We believe these meetings were productive, that we had some effective discussions with the 
neighbors, and were able to address concerns that they had. Statements to this effect have 
been made both to us, and in public at the Zoning Administrator's hearing. 

We appreciate your consideration on resolution of this matter, and are looking forward to 
being a part of this community. 

Sincerely, 

Barry & Susan Porter 

1/16/2004 
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IARo, KASUNICH AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
conrur,rro rjcmrcnrnur COMaJ. em*mwR¶ 

Mr. Cove Britton 
Matson-Britton Architects 
728 North Branuforte 
Santa CNZ, California 95062 

Project No. SC7363 
6 January 2005 

Subject Proposed Seawall Repair 
3030 Pleasure Point Drive 
A.P.N. 032-242-1 I 

Reference: Haro, Kasunich El Associates 
Geotechnical and Coastal Invesbgaaon Report 
For Porter Residence Addition and Remodel 
Dated I I October 2001 

Dear Mr. Britton. 

As requested, we are responding to the 5 January 2005 Comments from 
Cathleen Car regarding 100-year Stabiliw of the proposed building Site. 

As outlined in our geotechnical report, the pruposed improvements are intended 
to stabilize the existing walls against the design 1OQ-year coastal force field The 
recent geologic and geotechnical studies outline the 100-year coastal force field 
cnteria to be incorporated into the repair design of the exMng coastal protection 
system. The seawall repair plans were reviewed by our firm in July of 2004 and 
found to be in general confwmance with our geotechnlcal recommendations. 

Provided our geotechnical recommendations are incorporated into the 
construction phases, and regular maintsnanoe is performed when required in the 
future, the building site will be stable for the expected 1OO-year design lie. 
Please refer to our 2001 report for design life and maintenance requirements. 

S l m l y  yours, 
HARO, KASLlNlCH 8 AS 

.&?7d&5 
Elizabeth M. Mitche 
CE 58578 

(2) to Addressee 
(1) to Mr. Barry Potier, 185 Rodonaovan Drive 

Santa Clara, CA 95051 
(1) to Mr. Don Ifland. lfland Engineers 
(1) to Mr. Hans Nielsen, Nielsen &Associates 

2L.6 L K E  A W U E  W W ~ ~ ~ F J I U C .  CALIPORNW 95078 (831) 7224173 FAX (a31) 722-3202 
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Amended Conditions for CDP 3 - 9 3 - O ~ Y  (Porter Seawall) 
Page 1 of 7 

2. Conditions of Approval 

A. Standard Conditions 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 

commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or authorized agent, acknou-ledging 
receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is retuned to the C.ommission 
office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date on 
which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner 
and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made 
prior to the expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the 
Executive Director or the Commission. 

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with the 
Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is 
the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the 
subject property to the terms and conditions. 

B. Special Conditions 
1. Final Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE AMENDED COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit Final Plans (in full-size and 11” x 17” formats with a graphic 
scale (two sets of each)) to the Executive Director for review and approval. The Final Plans shall be 
prepared by a licensed civil engineer with experience in coastal structures and processes and shall be  
substantially in conformance with the plans submitted to the Coastal Commission (four sheets with 
title sheet Porter Residence by Matson Britton Architects dated received in the Coastal 
Commission’s Central Coast District Office on July 9, 2004) but shall show the following changes 
and clarifications to the project: 

(a) Concrete Surfacing. All exposed concrete surfaces located on the subject property that are 
below the elevation of the existing wooden deck on the seaward side of the residence and visible 
from offshore and/or other public v-iewing areas shall be faced with a sculpted concrete surface 
that mimics natural undulating bluff landforms in the vicinity in terms of integal color, texture, 
and undulation. Any protruding concrete elements (e.g., the stairway, wave return, etc.) shall be 
contoured in a non-linear manner designed to evoke natural bluff undulations. 

(b) Deck Substructure and Cantilever. The substructure and underside of the existing wooden 
deck on the seaward side of the residence shall be completely screened from view as seen from 
the ocean by either extending the sculpted concrete under the deck and/or by installing a planter 
system vegetated with non-invasive native plant species. The concrete and/or vegetative 
screening shall be located at the edge ofthe deck as seen in site.plm view so as to eliminate m y  
perceived cantilevering of the deck. 

I33 
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(c) Drainage. All drainage within the sculpted concrete shall be camouflaged (e.g., randomly 
spaced, hidden with overhanging or othenvise protruding sculpted Concrete, etC.1 SO as to be 
hidden from view andior inconspicuous as seen from the ocean. 

(d) Railing. -411 railings below the elevation of the existing wooden deck on the seawlrd side of the 
residence shall be earth tone colors designed to blend in seamlessly with the sculpted concrete. 

(e) Existing Rock and Rubble. All existing riprap rock, concrete rubble, and debris seaward of the 

(f) Benchmarks. One or more permanent surveyed benchmarks inland of the seawall (e.g.. a 
permanently embedded brass cap) shall be installed for use in future monitoring efforts. 
Benchmark elevation shall be described in relation to National Geodetic Vertical Datum 
(NGVD). 

seawall shall be removed and properly disposed of off-site. 

All requirements of this condition above shall be enforceable components of this coastal 
development permit. The Permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved 
Final Plans. Any proposed changes to the approved Final Plans shall be reported to the Executive 
Director. KO changes to the approved Final Plans shall .occur without a Commission amendment to 
this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is 
necessary 

2. Construction Plan. PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee shall 
submit a Construction Plan (in full-size and 11” x 17” formats with a graphic scale (two sets of 
each)) to the Executive Director for review and approval. The Construction Plan shall, at a 
minimum, include the following: 

(a) Construction Areas. The Construction Plan shall identify the specific location of all 
construction areas, all staging areas, ail storage areas: all construction access corridors (to the 
construction sites and staging areas), and all public access comdors in site plan view. All such 
areas within which construction activities andlor staging are to take place shall be minimized to 
the maximum extent feasible in order to minimize construction encroachment on the beach, 
Monterey Bay, and all shoreline access points, and to have the least impact on public access. 
Unobtrusive fencing (or equivalent) shall be provided to enclose the construction area in a closed 
polygon (as seen in site plan view). 

@) Construction Methods and Timing. The Construction Plan shall specify the construction 
methods to be used, including all methods to be used to keep the consrniciion areas separated 
from hlonterey Bay waters and public recreational use areas (including using the blufftop space 
available on the Permittee’s property inland ofthe seawall for staging, storage; and construction 
activities to the maximum extent feasible). All erosion controlhater quality best management 
practices to be implemented during construction and their location shall be noted. 

(c) Property Owner Consent. The Construction Plan shall be submitted with evidence indicating 
that the owners of any properties on which construction activities are to take place, including any 
properties to be crossed in accessing the site, consent to the use of their properties in these 
manners. 

(d) Construction Coordinator. The Construction plan shall identify a designated construction 
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coordinator to be contacted during construction should questions arise regarding the construction 
(in case of both regular inquiries and in emergencies). The coordinator’s contact information 
(Le., address, phone numbers; etc.) including, at a minimum, a telephone number that will be 
made available 24 hours a day for the duration of construction, shall be provided. The 
Construction Plan shall require that the construction coordinator record the name, phone uumber, 
and nature of all complaints received regarding the construction, and that the construction 
coordinator investigate complainrs and take remedial action, if necessary, within 24 hours of 
receipt of the coqlaint  or inquiry. 

(e) Construction Requirements. The Construction Plan shall, at a minimum. include the following 
construction requirements specified via written notes on the Plan. Minor adjustments to the 
following construction requirements may be allowed by the Executive Director if such 
adjustments: (1) are deemed necessary due to extenuating circumstances; and (2) will not 
adversely impact coastal resources. 

0 All work shall take place during daylight hours and lighting of the beach and Monterey Bay 
area is prohibited unless, due to extenuating circumstances, the Executive Director authorizes 
non-daylight work and!or beach/Bay area lighting. 

Construction work or equipment operations shall not be conducted below the mean high 
water line unless tidal waters have receded from the authorized work areas. 

All construction activities shall avoid contact with ocean waters and intertidal areas. 

All construction materials and equipment placed on the beach andlor rock shelf during 
daylight construction hours shall be stored beyond the reach of tidal waters. All construction 
materials and equipment shdI be removed in their entirety from the beach and rock shelfarea 
by sunset on each day that work occurs. The only exceptions shall be for erosion and 
sediment controls (e.g., a silt fence at the base of the wall) as necessary to contain sediments 
i t  the site, where such controls are placed as close to the toe of the seawall as possible, and 
are minimized in their extent. 

Construction (including but not limited to construction activities, and materials and/or 
equipment storage) is prohibited outside of the defined construction, stagin.g, and storage 
areas. 

NO work shall occur on the beach and/or rock shelf during weekends andlor the summer peak 
months (Le., from the Saturday of Memorial Day weekend through Labor Day, inclusive) 
unless, due to extenuating circumstances, the Executive Director authorizes such work. 

Equipment washing, refueling, and/or servicing shall not take place on the beach and/or rock 
shelf. 

The construction site shall maintain good construction site housekeeping controls and 
procedures (e.g., clean up all leaks, drips; and other spills immediately; keep materials 
covered and out of the rain (including covering exposed piles of soil and wastes); dispose of 
all wastes properly, place trash receptacles on site for that purpose, and cover open trash 
receptacles during wet weather; remove all construction debris from the beach). 

* 

I 
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All erosion and sediment controls shall be in place prior to the COrnmencement of 
construction as well as at the end of each work day. At a minimum, silt fences, or equivalent 
apparatus, shall be installed at the perimeter of the construction site to prevent construction- 
related runoff and/or sediment from entering into the Monterey Bay. 

All beach and/or rock shelf areas and d l  shoreline access points impacted by construction 
activities shall be restored to their pre-construction condition or better within three days of 
completion of construction. -4ny beach sand impacted shall be filtered as necessary to 
remove all construction debris. 

The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast District 
Office at least 3 working days in advance of commencement of consmction: and 
immediately upon completion of construction and required beach-area restoration activities. 
If planning staff should identify additional reasonable measures necessary to restore the 
beach and beach access points, such measures shall be implemented immediately. 

* 

* 

All requirements of this condition above shall be enforceable components of this coastal 
development permit. The Permittee shall undertake construction in accordance with the approved 
Construction Plan. .4ny proposed changes to the approved Construction Plan shall be reported to the 
Executive Director. No changes to the approved Construction Plan shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is necessary. 

3. Construction Site Documents. DURING ALL CONSTRUCTION, copies of each of the following 
shall be maintained in a conspicuous location at the construction job site at all times (where such 
copies shall be available for public review) and all persons involved with the construction shall be 
briefed on the content and meaning of each prior to commencement of construction: {a) the signed 
coastal development permit; (b) the approved final plans (see special condition 1); and (c) the 
approved construction plan (see special condition 2). In addition, the designated construction 
coordinator’s contact information (including their address and 24-hour phone number at a minimum) 
shall be conspicuously posted at the job site where such contact information is readily visible from 
public viewing areas: along with indication that the construction coordinator should be contacted in 
the case of questions regirding the construction (in case of both regular inquiries and emergencies). 

4. As-Built Plans. WITHIN SIX-MONTHS OF COMPLETION OF COKSTRUCTION; the Permittee 
shall submit As-Built Plans {in full-size and 11” x 17” formats with a graphx scale (two sets of 
each)) to the Executive Director for review and approval, The As-Built Plans shall clearly identify in 
site plan and cross-section: all development completed pursuant to this coastal development permit; 
all property lines; and all residential development inland of the seawall structures. The As-Built 
Plans shall include photographs that show the as-built project with the date and time of the 
photographs and the location of each photographic viewpoint noted on a site plan. At a minimum, 
the photographs shall be from the same viewpoints, and at the same scale, as those submitted with 
the application package on July 9, 2004. The As-Built Plans shall be submitted with certification by 
a licensed civil engineer with experience in coastal structures and processes, acceptable to the 
Executive Director, verifying that the project has been consrmcted in conformance with the 
approved project plans described by special condition 1 above. 

5. Monitoring and Reporting. The Permittee shall ensure that the condition and performance of the 
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as-built project is regularly monitored by a licensed civil engineer with experience in coastal 
structures and processes. Such monitoring evaluation shall at a minimum address whether any 
significant weathering or damage has occurred that may adversely impact perfonnance, or that may 
reduce the effectiveness of the camouflaging treatment applied (i.e., the sculpted concrete anct‘or 
vegetation). Monitoring reports prepared by a licensed civil engineer with experience in coastal 
structures and processes, and covering the above-described evaluations, shall be submitted to the 
Executive Director for review and approval at five year intervals by May 1st of each fifth year (with 
the first report due May 1: 2009, and subsequent reports due May 1: 2014, h.fay 1, 2019, and SO on) 
for as long as the zpproved project exists at this location. The reports shall identify any 
recommended actions necessary to maintain the approved project in a structurally sound manner and 
its approved state, and shall inc.iude photographs taken from each of the same vantage points as 
required in the as-built plans (see special condition 4) with the date and time of the photoyaphs and 
the location of each photograpkc viewpoint noted on a site plan. 

6. Future Maintenance Authorized. This coastal development permit authorizes future maintenance 
subject to the following: 

(a) Maintenance. “Maintenance,” as it is understood in this special condition, means development 
that would otherwise require a coastal development permit whose purpose is to repair, reface, 
and/or otherwise maintain rhe approved seawall structure in its approved configuration. 

(b) Maintenance Parameters. Maintenance shall only be allowed subject to the approved 
construction plan required by special condition 2. Any proposed modifications to the approved 
construction plan associated with any maintenance event shall be identified in the maintenance 
notification (described below), and such changes shall require a coastal development permit 
amendment unless the Executive Director deems the proposed modifications to be minor in 
nature (Le., the modifications would not result in additional coastal resource impacts). 

(c) Construction Coordinator. A construction coordinator shall be identified, and their contact 
information (i.e.> address, phone numbers, etc.) including, at a minimum, a telephone number 
that will be made available 24 hours a day for the duration of construction, shall be provided 
with the maintenance notification (descr;bed below). 

(d) Other Agency Approvals. The Permittee acknowledges that these maintenance stipulations do 
not obviate the need to obtain perniits from other agencies for any future maintenance and/or 
repair episodes. 

(e) Maintenance Notification. At least two weeks prior to commencing any maintenance event, the 
Permittee shall notify, in writing, planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast 
District Office. The notification shall include a detailed description of the maintenance event 
proposed, and shall include any plans, engineering andior geology reporrs, proposed changes to 
the maintenance parameters, other agency authorizations, and other supporting documentation 
describing the maintenance event. The maintenance event shall not commence until the 
Permittee has been informed by planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast 
District Office that the maintenance event complies with this coastal development permit. If the 
Permittee has not received a response within 30 days of submitting the notification, the 
maintenance event shall be authorized as if planning staff affirmatively indicated that the event 
complies with this coastal development permit. The notification shall clearly indicate that the 
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maintenance event is proposed pursuant to this coastal development permit, and that the lack of a 
response to the notification within 30 days constitutes approval of it as specified in the permit. 

(f) Maintenance Coordination. Maintenance events shall, to the degree feasible, be coordinated 
with other maintenitnce events proposed in the immediate vicinity with the goal being to limit 
coastal resource impacts. including the length of time that construction occurs in and around the 
beach area, Monterey Bay area, and shoreline access points. As such, the Permittee shall make 
reasonab!e efforts to coordinate the Permittee‘s maintenance events with other adjacent events, 
inciuding adjusting maintenance event scheduling as directed by planning staff of the Coastal 
Commission‘s Central Coast District Office. 

(g) Non-compliance Proviso. If the Pennittee is not in compliance with the conditions of this 
permit at the time that a maintenance event is proposed, then the maintenance even1 that might 
otherwise be allowed by the terms of this hture maintenance condition shall not be allowed by 
this condition until the Permittee is in full compliance with this pennit. 

(h) Em@rgency. Nothing in this condition shall serve to waive any Permittee rights that may exist in 
cases of emergency pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30611, Coastal Act Section 30624, and 
Subchapter 4 of Chapter 5 of Title 13, Division 5.5, of the California Code of Regulations 
(Permits for Approval of Emergency Work). 

(i) Duration of Covered Maintenance. Future maintenance under this coastal development permit 
is allowed subject to the above terms for five ( 5 )  years from the date of amendment approval 
(i.e.> until September 8, 2009). Maintenance can be carried out beyond the 5-year period if the 
Permittee requests an extension prior to September 8, 2009 and the Executive Director extends 
the maintenance term. The intent of the permit is to regularly allow for 5-year extensions of the 
maintenance term unless there are changed circumstances that may affect the consistency of the 
development with the policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act aqd thus warrant a re-review of 
the pennit. 

7. Shoreline Development Stipulations. By acceptance of this permit, the Permittee acknowledges 
and agrees to, on behalf of itself and all successors and assigns, the following: 

(a) Maintenance Required. It is the Permittee’s responsibility: (1) to maintain the approved project 
in a structurally sound manner and its approved state; (2) to repair any damage to the 
camouflaging treatment applied (Le., the sculpted concrete andor vegetation) as soon as is 
feasibly possible; and (3) to immediately remove all debris that may fall from the residential area 
inland of the seawall onto the seawall, stairs, beach, rock shelf, or Monterey Bay bclow. 

(b) No Further Seaward Encroachment. Any future development, as defined in Section 30106 
(“Development”) of the Coastal Act, including but not limited to modifications to the seawall, 
shall be constructed inland of! and shall be prohbited seaward of. the seaward plane of the 
approved concrete facing with the following development excepted from this prohibition: (1) 
appropriately permitted construction activities associated with construction, maintenance, and/or 
repair of the project approved by this coastal development permit; and (2) standard shareline 
access maintenance activities. 

(c) Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability and Indemnity Agreement. The Permittee 
acknowledges and agrees, on behalf of itself and all successors and assigns: (1) that the site is I 
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subject to extreme coastal hazards including but not limited to episodic and long-term shoreline 
retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, ocean waves, storms, and coastal flooding; (2) to assume 
the risks to the Permittee and the property that is the subject of this permit of injury and damage 
from such hazards in connection with this permitted development; (3) to unconditionally waive 
any claim of damage or liability against the Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for 
injury or damage from such hazards; (4) to indemnify and hold harmless the Commission, its 
officers: agents, and employees with respect to the Commission's approval of the project against 
any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in 
defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising kom any injury or 
damage due to such hazards; and (5) that any adverse effects to property caused by the permitted 
project shall be fully the responsibility of the landowner. 

(d) Future Shoreline Planning. The Permittee agrees, on behalf of itself and all successors and 
assigns; to participate in future shoreline armoring planning efforts that involve the seawall 
approved pursuant to this coastal development permit. Such planning efforts may involve 
consideration of a shoreline annoring management entity meant to cover the larger shoreline that 
includes the seawall; and may involve consideration of potential modifications andlor programs 
designed to reduce public viewshed and shoreline, access impacts due to shoreline m o n n g .  
Agreeing to participate in no way binds the Permittee (nor any successors and assigns) to any 
parhxlar outcome of such planning efforts or to any financial commitment; and in no way limits 
hisiher ability to express hisiher viewpoint during the course of such planning efforts. 

(e) Public Rights. The Coastal Commission's approval of this permit shall not constitute a waiver 
of any public rights which may exist on the property, The Pennittee shall not use this permit as 
ev-idence of a waiv-er of any public rights which may- exist on the property. 

8. MBNMS Review. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, the Permittee shall submit to the Executive 
Director written evidence that all necessary permits, permissions, approvals, and/or authorizations 
for the project as approved by this coastal development permit have been granted by the Monterey 
Bay Xational Marine Sanctuary. Any changes to the approved project required by the Sanctuary 
shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved project shall occur without a 
Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director 
determines that no amendment is necessary. 

9. Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE AMENDED COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval 
documentation demonstrating that the Permittee has executed and recorded against the parcel(s) 
governed by this permit a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive 
Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this permit, the California Coastal Commission has 
authorized development on the subject property, subject to terms and conditions that restrict the use 
and enjoyment of that property; and (2) imposing the special conditions of this permit as covenants, 
conditions and restrictions on the use and enjoyment of the property. The deed restriction shall 
include a legal description and site plan of the entire parcel or parcels governed by this permit. The 
deed restriction shall also indicate that, in the event of an extinguishment or termination of the deed 
restriction for any reason: the terms and conditions of this permit shall continue to restrict the use 
and enjoyment of the subject property so long as either this permit or the development it authorizes, 
or any part, modification, or amendment thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the 
subject property. 
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