
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS. PLANNING DIRECTOR 

August 20,2009 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cmz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

AGENDA DATE: September 9,2009 
Item #: 7 
Time: After 9 AM 
APN: 043-231-11 
Application: 08-0373 - -  - -~ 

SUBJECT: Addendum and Update to the April 29,2009 staff letter to the Planning Commission 
regarding Application # 08-0373. 

Members ofthe Planning Commission: 

The March 6, 2009 denial by the Zoning Administrator of application # 08-0373 has been appealed to 
your Commission by the applicant. The application is a proposal to demolish an existing 3,656 square 
foot single-family residence and to construct a new approximately 6,600 square foot, two-story 
residence with a 609 square foot accessory dwelling unit, an attached 61 I square foot two-car garage, 
and a detached 635 square foot 3-car garage, located at 313 Kingsbury Drive. 

The Zoning Administrator denied the application on March 6, 2009. Your Commission was prepared to 
hear the appeal on April 29; however, the hearing has been twice continued at the request of the 
applicant. On June 15, 2009, revised plans were submitted to the Planning Department. Another plan 
revision was submitted on August 7, 2009. 

The purpose of this letter is to present our analysis of the recent plan revisions and the July 17th on-site 
visual demonstration by the applicant, and to follow up on specific informational requests directed to 
staff and the applicant by your Commission. 

Background 
The oroiect aDulication was denied by the Zoning Administrator because the applicable findings for 

1 . .  

neighborhood compatibility could no; be made. Please see the attached Staff Report to the Zoning 
Administrator dated March 6, 2009 (Exhibit IB, page 14) for a hll  background and history of the 
proposed project, and a detailed analysis of why staff could not recommend approval of the proposed 
project. Please also see the attached letter to your Commission dated April 14, 2009 (Exhibit 1, page 1) 
which offers a full discussion ofthe appeal issues, and of the specific ordinance and policy language that 
guides the Planning Department’s analysis of neighborhood compatibility. 

Design Review 
The project revisions of June 15 and August 7, 2009 again received full architectural, site design and 
neighborhood compatibility review by the County Urban Designer, Larry Kasparowitz, pursuant to the 
requirements ofcounty Code Chapters 13.1 1 and 13.20. His most recent memo is attached as Exhibit 2. 
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Planning Commission Review 
The appeal by the applicant was originally agendized for the April 29, 2009 Planning Commission 
hearing. The appellant requested a continuance on the basis of not having sufficient time to respond to 
the staff report and supporting materials that had been made publicly available one week prior to the 
hearing date, pursuant to the standard practice for the posting of hearing-related materials. 

Your Commission continued the appeal to May 27, 2009, with direction to the applicant to meet with the 
neighbors and County staff in order to discuss the project design and story poles, and for County staff to 
notify the neighbors of the continuance. 

On May 27,2009, the applicant again requested a continuance on the basis that revised plans were being 
prepared. Members of the Planning Commission and several persons giving public testimony expressed 
a strong interest in seeing story poles, in order to better understand the scale and siting of the proposed 
new dwelling. The applicant did no! want to provide story poles, but agreed to provide a form of on-site 
visual demonstration for the neighbors, staff and the Planning Commission. 

The appeal was continued to September 9, 2009 with the following provisos, worded in the approved 
Planning Commission minutes as follows: 

Neighborhood notification sign to be replaced on site. 
Provide public notice of site visual demonstration, which shall occur on a Friday and Saturday. 
Provide notice to the broader neighborhood of an additional neighborhood meeting. 
Revised plans to include sheets indicating existing and proposed development, superimposed. 
Revised plans to be submitted by June 15,2009. 
Provide additional visual simulations from two locations chosen by Planning staff. 
Provide plan for demolition. 
Staff to provide discussion of potential for two homes on the properties. 

On July 17, 2009, four members of your Commission attended a Special Meeting at the project site in 
ordei- to view a visual demonstration and presentation by the applicant. Staff discussion of the on-site 
meeting is presented below under “Plan Revisions and Visual Simulations”. 

The action items and informational requests from the May 27, 2009 minutes of the Planning 
Commission are reviewed and discussed below. 

Notification 
Since the May 27Ih meeting of the Planning Commission, staff has periodically checked that the on-site 
notification sign was in place on the property. There have been no recent calls from neighbors saying 
that the sign was down. The applicants have continued their outreach to residents in the project vicinity, 
and neighbors received notification of the July 17-1 8 site visual demonstration from the applicants as 
well as receiving the standard mailed public meeting notices from the County. The upcoming 
continuance to the September gth meeting will also be noticed by the County. 

Plan Revisions and Visual Simulations 
The pro.ect plans as revised and resubmitted by the applicant on June 15 and August 7, 2009, and the 
July 17 on-site visual demonstration received full review by Planning staff. The June 15th revisions, in 
summary, are: 

d . .  

2 



Planning Commission Agenda September 9. 2009 
Page 3 

The street-front elevation of the proposed main residence, previously shown on the 20-foot front 
setback line, has been moved approximately 4 Yi feet further back from the street. 

The accessory dwelling unit that was previously proposed as a second story above the detached 
garage is now proposed as a first-floor addition to the rear portion of the main dwelling. The 
detached garage near the rear of the parcel is now proposed as a 1 -story structure. 

On August 7,2009, another proposed plan revision was submitted. The only change from the June 15“’ 
submittal is that the roofline of the detached garage and of the one-story second dwelling unit portion of 
the main residence has been lowered by 18 inches. Staff analysis is as follows: 

Neinhborhood Compatibility 
As discussed in Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz’ memo (Exhibit # 2), the proposed revisions offer 
some relief to the private views of some of the neighbors to the project. However, with regard to the 
applicable ordinance sections and required findings that guide staff review and recommendations, the 
proposal remains problematic. The continuous two-story massing as it would be viewed from the street 
would still give an impression of overall size, bulk and formality that is out of scale with existing 
development in the vicinity, and after careful review of the proposed changes, the County Urban 
Designer and Planning staff are still unable to recommend approval or to make the required findings for 
approval under County Code Sections 13.20.1 lO(c) and 18.10.230(a)(5). The applicable findings and 
staff discussion can be found within the March 61h Staff Report to the Zoning Administrator, in Exhibit # 
1 pages 24-26. 

Superimposition of Existing and Proposed Development 
Your Commission directed the applicant to provide visuals in the plan set that would show the outline of 
the proposed new dwelling superimposed upon the existing structure. Sheet P2 of the plan set, which 
has been included in the plan set all along, shows the footprint of the existing house lightly 
superimposed upon the footprint of the proposed, new dwelling. However, no vertical elevations with 
superimpositions or other additional clarifications have been provided as of the date of this letter. 

On-Site Visual Demonstration, July 17-1 8 
A Special Meeting of the Planning Commission was held at the project site on the afternoon of July 1 7Ih, 
as the visual demonstration was to include an oral presentation and discussion by the project architect, 
rather than a static display such as story poles that could be fully considered without requiring on-site 
explanation by the appellant. 

Four Planning Commissioners, members of the public, and Planning Department and other County staff 
attended the visual demonstration and heard testimony by the applicant and the public. The visual aids 
consisted of helium balloons tethered to the roof by string and weights, and painted outlines on the 
ground and on the roof to represent the structural perimeters. Because the balloons were only tethered at 
one point, they were not reliably at their full  height or correct location due to wind. As the applicant/ 
architect moved around the site to present the visuals to the group, he would ask an assistant on the roof 
to hold one or another individual balloon stationary, but there were no cross-members of any kind that 
would have assisted the viewers with understanding the true location and extent of wall or roof planes. 

Matt Ward of Ward Surveying set the height for the visual display, which was then installed by a 
contractor. Had stationery story poles been erected, i t  would have been possible for County Planning 
staff to verify the accuracy of the height and other dimensions as presented. 

3 
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In summary, the methods employed in the appellant’s visual demonstration were not an adequate 
substitute for story poles. The balloons did not provide an accurate delineation of the height and extent 
of the proposed development, and may not have provided sufficient information for viewers to visually 
understand and assess the project in the context of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Photo-Simulations 
On May 29‘h your Commission directed the appellant to provide new photo-simulations of the proposed ._ 
project; from-locations to be chosen by Planning Department staff. Project Planner Alice Daly and 
Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz went to the site several days later, and provided the appellant with 
an aerial view of the property and street with the requested locations clearly marked. Simulations of a 
direct frontal street view, and views from Kingsbury Street in front of adjacent properties were specified 
by staff, 

Simulations were submitted on August 7, 2009, and the applicant has verified that what was submitted 
are the “final renderings”, although none show the direct street front view that was requested. The 
simulation from the other vantage point chosen by staff shows the existing rather than the proposed 
house. Staff believes that the appellant’s new simulations do not provide sufficient information to assist 
viewers with understanding and assessing the project in the context of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Demolition Requirements 
A standard Demolition Permit would be required as part of the Building Permit process for the 
demolition and removal of the existing dwelling at the project site. The process would include a special 
inspection by a building inspector to determine if the structure could potentially be removed and 
relocated elsewhere without demolition; if the structure is determined to eligible for this kind of re-use, 
its availability must be advertised. However, according to Building Department personnel, the 
determination to attempt removal rather than demolition is rarely made. 

For demolition of a single-family dwelling, no specific permit is required from the Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control District (APCD). However, the demolition would be subject to Air 
District Rule 439, Building Removals, which specify that there must be no visible emissions, and that 
work practice standards shall be followed that include wetting of the structure and debris to prevent 
emissions, techniques that would ensure that the walls and roof fall inward toward the building pad, and 
discontinuance of demolition activities when the peak wind speed exceeds 15 miles per hour. For a 
single-family dwelling, a pre-demolition asbestos inspection is not a requirement. 

Legality of Two Parcels 
Typically, County reviewers would not be asked to consider a proposed new single-family residence in 
contrast to a hypothetical, un-submitted two-dwelling project, but the applicant has discussed this 
alternative with neighbors and decision-makers based on the assertion that there are two legal lots within 
the subject parcel, and your Commission has requested additional information on that point. 

The original subdivision map for the property dates from 1926 and shows two lots. The existing single- 
family dwelling was built across the two lots in 1963, which at the time had two separate Assessors’ 
parcel numbers (APNs). Building permits for the existing house were issued under both parcel numbers. 
The two lots were subsequently combined by the Assessors’ office for tax records purposes, and maps 
from 4/23/68 and 1/23/70 show the lots combined under one APN. However, there is no evidence that 
the lots were ever combined by action of the owners, and there are only two minor building permits (for 
a re.-roofing and elecirical work) since 1968, which is the date after which obtaining a permit is 
considered to be a lot combination action by the owqer. i 

~ 
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If an application were to be submitted for the separate development of each lot, the first step would be to 
make a final determination of parcel legality, based upon provision of a chain of title and possibly other 
information that is not required under the current proposal. 

If two legal lots exist, the development of each would be subject to conformance with the required 
setbacks and lot coverage limitations of each separate parcel. Even if designed to maximum site 
standards, dwellings on two smaller lots would be substantially smaller and less massive than what is 
currently proposed. Without an application or at least a conceptual design for review, any discussion of 
a two-lot project is highly speculative. However, it is possible that two smaller dwellings could be more 
in conformance with the scale and character of the existing neighborhood than what is currently 
proposed. 

Conclusion and Recommendation 
As discussed above and in the attached Staff Report to the Zoning Administrator dated March 6, 2009, 
and in the April 29, 2009 letter to your Commission, the project as originally proposed and as later 
revised during the appeal process is not consistent with applicable codes and policies of the Zoning 
Ordinance and General P l d L C P  regarding visual compatibility with the existing neighborhood and 
compatible site design. Exhibit "B" ("Findings") of the March 61h Staff Report contains the full text of 
findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 

In spite of repeated hearing continuances and requests by the applicant to provide your Commission 
with new information to support their proposal, the information provided to date is inadequate to support 
a finding for neighborhood compatibility, The applicant has been largely non-responsive in following 
specific direction from your Commission and from staff in regards to provision of visual 
representations-n site and on paper-that would accurately allow for a clearer view of how the 
proposed dwelling would relate to the existing setting. While the applicant has made some design 
adjustments that would offer a measure of rellef to the private view concerns of some of the neighbors, 
the massing of the proposed residence as it would be viewed from most vantage points in the general 
context of the neighborhood has not changed. 

Therefore, staff recommendation to your Commission is that you: 

Certify that the proposal is exempt from further Environmental Review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and 

Uphold the DENIAL by the Zoning Administrator of Application 08-0373, based on the 
attached findings and conditions. 

Sincerely, 

\ Alice Daly 
Project Planner, Development Review 

rn 
Reviewed By: P - L  

Paia Levine 
Principal Planner 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
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Exhibits: 
1. April 14, 2009 Staff letter to the Planning Commission, including exhibits of March 

17, 2009 Appeal letter, Staff Report to the Zoning Administrator dated March 6,2009 
(with attachments), minutes of the Zoning Administrator and Late Correspondence 

Urban Designer memo dated July 22,2009 by Larry Kasparowitz 

Agenda, July 17, 2009 Special Meeting of the Planning Commission, including 
exhibits of revised plans and Late Correspondence. 

Area Calculations (updated square footage calculations) 

2. 

3 .  

4. 

5 .  Correspondence 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 
701 OCEAN STREET - 4’“ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

April 14,2009 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 
70 1 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Agenda Date: April 29,2009 
Item #: 8 
Time: After 9 AM 

Aprdication: 08-0373 
APN: 043-231-11 

Subject: Applicant appeal of the decision of the Zoning Administrator to deny a proposal to 
demolish an existing 3,656 square foot single-family residence, and to construct a new 6,995 
square foot two-story residence with an attached two-car garage, and a detached 3-car garage 
with a 609 square foot second floor accessory dwelling unit at 313 Kingsbury Drive in Aptos. 

Members of the Commission: 

On March 6,2009, the Zoning Administrator denied application # 08-0373, a proposal to demolish 
an existing 3,656 square foot 4 bedroom, 3 % bath single-family residence, and to construct a new 
6,995 square foot, two-story, 4-bedroom, 4 bath and two half-bath residence, including an attached 
61 1 square foot two-car garage, and a detached 634 square foot 3-car garage with a 609 square foot 
second floor accessory dwelling unit. 

The proposed project was found to be inconsistent with County Code Chapters 13.1 1.072 (Site 
Design) and 13.1 1.073 (Building Design) of the Design Review Ordinance, with regards to visual 
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. The project is also inconsistent with County Code 
Chapter 13.20.1 30.1 (Design Criteria for Coastal Development), as fully discussed inthe “ h a b s i s ”  
section of the staff report to the Zoning Administrator (Exhibit 1B). 

The current application was submitted on August 12,2008. On September 12,2008, the application 
was determined to be “incomplete” pending the provision of required grading and drainage 
information. On September 16, 2008, the applicant submitted an appeal of the requirement by 
County staff for this information. In a letter dated November 10,2008, Don Bussey, acting on behalf 
of the Planning Director, denied the appeal of the completeness determination and found the 
application incomplete. 

While the appeal regarding grading and drainage information was being processed, staff reviewed the 
design of the proposed new structures and determined that the proposal was inconsistent with county 
Code Chapters 13.1 1 and 13.20 with regard to neighborhood compatibility, siting, bulk and massing. 

The applicant was sent a letter dated October 23,2008, stating the Planning Department’s intent to 
bring the project forward with a recommendation for denial. The applicant requested a 90-day 
processing extension (to March 16, 2009) in order to meet with County staff and discuss options 
regarding the project. This request was granted8 

EXHIBIT I 
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The applicant met with County staff, including County Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz, and also 
held an informational meeting for neighbors. Revised plans were submitted on January 16 and 
February 5,2009 which again received full review and consideration by the Planning Department. 
Staff did not find a basis for changing its conclusion that the proposal was not compatible with the 
neighborhood. 

As a result, the project was scheduled for consideration by the Zoning Administrator on March 6, 
2009. The Zoning Administrator considered the staffreport (see Exhibit 1B) that includes as Exhibit 
F the County Urban Designer memos dated 9/9/08 and 2/17/09. These memos provide specific 
analysis of the elements that contribute to the determination of neighborhood incompatibility, 
including discussion of the structural massing and site layout. At the hearing, architect / applicant 
Cove Britton gave testimony and showed a presentation on compatibility issues. The hearing also 
included testimony from neighbors who commented on the size and siting of the proposed house 
relative to other homes in the neighborhood. The Zoning Administrator stated at the hearing that she 
had conducted a site visit, walked through the neighboring streets and driven throughout the wider 
vicinity in order to fully understand the proposal in the context of the existing neighborhood. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the project was denied by the Zoning Administrator.’ 

Appeal Issues 
The appellant’s letter dated March 17, 2009 (see Exhibrt 1A) asserts that ihe denial by the Zoning 
Adminrstraior is inconsistent with the applicable Counfy ordinances, thai the County has not 
complied with the requirements of its ordinance, and that the concept of “compatibili&” is 
problematic due to ambiguiv and unfair application. 

Neinhborhood Compatibility and Design Review Criteria Ordinance Standards 
As fully discussed in the attached staff report (Exhibit lB), the proposal is just below the highest 
threshold for every one of the ordinance site standards: floor area ratio (FAR), lot coverage and 
maximum height. The Urban Designer memo dated 2/17/09 states, “...While indeed these are 
maximum limits, they are not guaranteed. When pushed to near maximum, they become indicators 
that a design may not be compatible with neighboring structures ihat are obviously smaller and 
lower. ” 

County Code Chapter 13.1 1.050 specifies the County Design Review procedures that were adhered 
to for the review of this proposal, as consistently applied to all applications requiring design review 
and neighborhood compatibility determinations. Chapter 13.1 1.072 declares the objective of site 
design as “ _ . . t o  be visually compatible and integrated with the characier of surrounding areas”, 
and lists the specific elements of compatible site design. These elements of site design, “which must 
be balanced and evaluated in relation to theproposedproject site andsurrounding development .. ” 
include bulk, massing and scale, siting, landscaping, streetscape relationship and relationship to 
existing structures, and other elements, each ofwhich is considered by staff in reviewing all projects 
that require design review and neighborhood compatibility determinations. Chapter 13.1 1.073 offers 
similar specific guidance by listing the elements of compatible building design. 

I The hearmg audio can be accessed at: 
http://sccountvO 1 .co.santacruz.ca.us/plannin~plnmeetin~s/ASP/Dis~lay/SCCB Meeting Frarne.asa?TvDe=Aeenda 
&Date=20090306&MeetinzTvpe=2&IternNurnber=1 
Ms. Hill’s deliberation and decision can be heard b e g i T g  at 41 :I2 on the recordmg. 

http://sccountvO
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In addition, the “Definitions” section of Chapter 13.1 1 assigns specific meanings to such terms as 
“compatibility”, “building bulk” (the perceived physical size of a structure in relation to the site), 
“balance”, “complementary”, “massing” and “scale”, to name several relevant terms. Thus, counter 
to the assertion of the appellant, the ordinance does offer clear guidance for bringing consistency to 
the task of design and neighborhood compatibility review. 

‘?.reighborhood’’ is only referenced in 13.11 as follows: “Where the existing zoning allows the 
creation of new land use patterns. applicants are encouraged to provide an analysis of the 
surrounding neighborhood in support of their proposal for  a new rype of land use. The anabsis 
would include one block on each side oftheproposedsite, on each side of the street.“ 

Staff practice is for the Urban Designer to walk the neighborhood and take photographs of the 
project site and of all surrounding residences on either side of the street within a block. Often, 
depending upon street, block and parcel layouts, review may extend around the comers of the 
surrounding blocks. Staff evaluation is a consultative process. The project planner and the Zoning 
Administrator also make site visits to all proposed project sites in order to attain a first-hand 
understanding of the neighborhood context. 

Analysis 
The project is on a combined lot that has approximately twice the area of most surrounding parcels. 
Building to the maximum dimensions specified in the ordinance site standards could thus result in a 
proportionally larger house than would meet the same thresholds on smaller surrounding lots. But 
size alone would not be the basis for an incompatibility determination. Rather, the determination of 
incompatibility was not made due to any one factor but rather is based upon the cumulative analysis 
of multiple factors, including overall size, massing of second-story elements, and structural 
placement on site in relation to the street frontage, surrounding structures and the size of surrounding 
parcels. The neighborhood has a few residences on similarly larger-than-average lots, as well as 
some homes that exceed one or another of the maximum site standards. However, few if any other 
residences exceed or maximize all of the site standards to the same extent as the proposed project. 

The neighborhood contains a range of sizes and architectural styles, and the determination that the 
proposed home would not be compatible is also based on the formality and massive proportions of 
the architectural elements, i e. the execution of the proposed style, If a similar design was executed 
with different proportions and smaller overall massing, the project might appear less out of place in 
the neighborhood. Thus, it is important to make the distinction that the recommendation for denial 
was not based on a genre of architectural style, but rather upon how the particular execution Of a 
style for a home of a certain size may not fit into a neighborhood on the subject parcel. 

It can be acknowledged that mass, scale, bulk and site placement can also be subjectively 
experienced: for example, the written communications, phone calls and public testimony of 
neighbors who expressed concerns with the size and bulk of the proposed project did not link their 
observations about the project design to citations of specific code sections. However, there is ample 
direction in the ordinance language to allow the design and neighborhood compatibility review 
process to be conducted in a fair and consistent manner through review of the applicable site 
standards and analysis of the elements of building design that can contribute to compatibility. 

LU 
While helpfiil, this defmition is not applicable to this praject, as no new vpes of land use are bein 2 
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Summary and Recommendation 
Staff believes that neighborhood compatibility considerations were properly addressed by the 
decision of the Zoning Administrator to deny the application on March 6 ,  2009, based upon a 
comprehensive and consistent application of the requirements of County Code Chapters 13.1 1 and 
13.20. 

Planning Department staff therefore recommends that your Commission UPHOLD the Zoning 
Administrator's decision to DENY Application Number 08-0373. 

Sincerely, ~ 

Alice Daly 
Project Planner, Development Review 

Reviewed By: $k----h-- 
Paia Lkvine 
Principal Planner 
County of Santa C m  Planning Department 

Exhibits: 

1.4. 
1B. 
IC. 
ID Late Correspondence 

Appeal letter prepared by Cove Britton dated March 17,2009 
Staff report to the Zoning Administrator dated March 6, 2009 
Minutes ofthe Zoning Administrator, March 6,2009 
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March 17, 2009 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cimz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: NOTICE OF APPEAL of Decision of the Acting Zoning 
Zoning Acministrator on March 6,2009 
Application Number- 08-0373 
APN: 043231-11 
Owner: Trent & Michele West 
Owners’ Architect: Matson Britton 

Dear Commissioners: 

As agents of the owners, we hereby appeal the denial decision of the acting 
Zoning Administrator, Glenda Hill, regarding application 08-0375. 

Under section 18.10.030 no statement of reason is required for the notice of 
appeal. Our office person, Samantha Niesen, attempted to file a Notice of Appeal 
on March 16,2009, and was turned away by County staff for not having a 
statement regarding our basis of appeal. (See enclosed dated March 16, 2009) It 
appears that County staff applied the requirements found in section 18.10.3 10 that 
relate to “General Appeal Procedures” for “building permits.” 

In any event, we have included below the additional information as requested by 
County staff, although that requirement does not appear consistent with 
18.10.030. 

Glenda Hill (acting Zoning Adniinisfrcitor) denial of application 08-0373 is an 
abuse ofdiscretion in that her decision was inconsistenf with the County’s 
applicable codes and ordinances, was not fair and impartial and, in addition. was 
based on Counry codes and ordinances rhar both on their face. and as applied 10 
the applicants, violate the opplican, ’ r-ights under the U.S. Conslitution 



More specifically, but still in summary: ( I )  the only busis,for- (he Staff's 
Recommendation for denial and the Zoning Administr-ator S decision to deny M m s  
that the house ns designed was not "compcitible; " otherwise, the application was 
.fine: (2J the crirerion of "compatibility " has been recognized by well-respecred 
experts in rhe field and [heir "beslprnctices ' I  guidelines. by courts and by the 
public and their communiries as fraught with danger due to problems of 
vagueness, ambiguity, lack ofpredictability and unequal application; (3) what is 
clear is that the County must ut least coinply with the standards set forth in its 
own ordinance concerning the criterion of "compatibiliv. " not merely as a 
matter ofgood public policy andlor genet-a1 morality und.fuirness but in order lo 
meet obligations imposed on ir by the law; (d) thut the County has not complied 
with the standards set forth in its own ordinance, because rhe County 's stagfailed 
to identih the geographic boundaries of "the neighborhood" and failed to make 
any specific comparison of the West's design with the design of any individual 
home or set of homes in any such "neighborhood; and (5) in fact the west 
design contains most, i f  not all, ofthe 9 elements which the County ordinance 
itselfdeclares are elements of compatibility, any one ofwhich may make a design 
compatible. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Cove Britton 
Architect 



Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 08-0373 

Applicant: Matson Britton Architects 
Owner: Trent & Michele West 
APN: 043-231-11 Time: After 10:OO a.m. 

Project Description: Proposal to demolish an existing 3,656 square foot 4 bedroom, 3 95 bath 
single-family residence and to construct a new approximately 6,995 square foot, tWo-StOrY, 4- 
bedroom, 4 bath and two half-bath residence, including an attached 61 1 square foot two-carguage, 
and a detached 634 square foot 3-car garage with a 609 square foot second floor accessory dwelling 
unit above. Requires a Coastal Development Permit, a Residential Development Permit, a Level 5 
approval for a second dwelling unit over 17 feet in height and a Preliminary Grading Approval. 

Location: The property is located on Kingsbury Drive approximately 235 feet from the 
intersection with Rio Del Mar Boulevard at 313 Kingsbury Drive. 

Supervisorial District: Second District (District Supervisor: Ellen Pine) 

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
Technical Reviews: none 

Agenda Date: March 6,2009 
Agenda Item #: 1 

Staff Recommendation: 

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

Denial of Application 08-0373, based on the attached findings. 

Exhibits 
A. Project plans 
B. Findings 
C. Categorical Exemption (CEQA 

determination) 
D. Assessor's parcel map 
E. Vicinity and Zoning maps 

F. County Urban Designer memos 
dated 9/9/08 and 21 17/09 

G. Correspondence 
H. Letter to applicant dated 10/23108 

Parcel Information 
Parcel Size: 14,157 square feet 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: Residential 

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

EXHIBIT \e  1 4  



Application #: 08-0373 
APN: 043-23 I - I  I 
Owner Trent & Michele West 

Page 2 

Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 
Project Access: 
Planning Area: Aptos 
Land Use Designation: 
Zone District: . 

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

Residential 
From dnveway off Kingsbury Drive 

R-UL (Urban Low Density Residential) 
R- 1-6 (Single-family residential, minimum 6,000 square 
foot parcel size) 

Environmental Information 
Geologic Hazards: Mapped liquefaction area 
Soils: Not a mapped constraint 
Fire Hazard: Not a mapped constraint 
Slopes: Gently sloped 
Env. Sen. Habitat: Not mappedho physical evidence on site 
Grading: 11 cubic yards of cut; 149 cubic yards of fill 
Tree Removal: No trees proposed to be removed 
Scenic: Yes, mapped scenic area 
Drainage: Drainage plans not submitted; infomation not available 
Archeology: Not mappedlno physical evidence on site 

Services Information 
UrbadRural Services Line: x Inside - Outside 
Water Supply: Soquel Water District 
Sewage Disposal: County Sanitation District 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: Zone 6 

History 
The parcel is developed with an existing 3,656 square foot 4-bedroom 3.5 bath single-family 
residence that was built in 1964. A small portion of the footprint of the existing home is a 2-stoV 
element. 

The current project was initiated with planner consultation # 08-0060 on February 20,2008. Staff 
direction to the applicant was limited due to the fact that no plans were made available for the 
consultation. 

The current application was submitted on August 12,2008, without grading or drainage information. 
On September 12, 2008, the applicant was sent an “incomplete” letter requesting earthwork 
quantities (grading) and drainage information. On September 16,2008, the applicant submitted an 
appeal of the requirement by County staff for grading and drainage calculations. The appeal was 
adjudicated by Planner N Don Bussey, on behalf of the Planning Director. In a letter dated 
November 10,2008, Mr. Bussey denied the appeal of the completeness determination and found the 
application incomplete. 

During the time that the appeal was being processed, staff determined that the proposed new 
residence as designed was inconsistent with County Code Chapters 13.1 1 and 13.20, with regard to 

Aptos- La Selva Fire District 
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neighborhood compatibility, bulk and massing. The applicant was sent a letter dated October 23, 
2008, in which staff explained the intent to bring the project forward with a recommendation for 
denial. A copy of the letter is attached here as Exhibit H. The applicant requested a 90-day 
processing extension (to March 16, 2009) in order to meet with County staff and discuss options 
regarding the project. This request was granted. 

The applicant met with County staff, including County Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz, and also 
held a meeting for neighbors for discussion of the proposed project. Revised plans were submitted 
on January 16 and February 5,2009 for staff review. 

Project Setting 
The parcel is in an existing developed single-family residential neighborhood in Aptos, across the 
street from a coastal bluff. The parcel is mapped “Scenic Resources”, and thus is subject to review 
pursuant to the County Design Review Ordinance. Many of the surrounding residences are also two- 
story homes, though of lesser size and bulk than the proposed residence, and set back farther from 
the street frontage. The subject parcel consists of two combined parcels. Most of the surrounding 
parcels are smaller, in the 6,000-9,000 square foot range, and thus developed with smaller homes. 
The existing home on the property is a 1960s-era contemporary with a small 2-story element. There 
are distant views to the coastal public beach below. 

Analysis 
The proposed new residence and detached garage with a second-floor accessory dwelling unit is just 
below all of the maximum site standards: the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is .4998 (.50 is the 
maximum), lot coverage 28.23% (30% is the maximum) and the building height is 27’, 4%” (28’ is 
the maximum). The FAR dimensions for the main dwelling (which do not include a 148 square foot 
covered area that is proposed to be less than 7.5 feet high) fall just below the 7,000 square foot 
threshoId that would require the project to meet the findings required under County Code Section 
13.10.325(a), the Large Dwelling Ordinance. The Large Dwelling Ordinance excludes accessory 
buildings from the area calculations for determining “large dwelling” status. The adjusted floor area 
for the total proposed new development (including the detached 2-story structure not included in 
“Large Dwelling” calculations) comes to 7,181 square feet. 

In his memo dated 2/17/09 (see Attachment G), Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz states, “...While 
indeed these are maximum limits, they are not guaranteed. When pushed to near maximum, they 
become indicators that a design may not be compatible with neighboring structures that are 
obviously smaller and lower.” The project is on a combined lot that has approximately twice the 
area of most surrounding parcels. Building to the maximum dimensions allowed by these site 
standards for this double lot could thus result in a proportionally larger house than would meet the 
same tkresholds on surrounding lots. If the double lot was uncombined and two smaller houses 
were proposed, the result would be greater density, but with structures that might be more in 
proportion with the range of existing character and sizes of homes in the vicinity, depending upon 
the particular design. 

The established residential neighborhood contains a range of architectural styles, and the 
determination that the proposed home would not be compatible with the eclectic variety of 
surrounding dwellings is based largely on the formality and massive scale of the architectural 
elements, i t .  the execution of the proposed pyle.  If a similar design were to be carried out in 
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different proportions and with smaller overall massing, the project would not necessarily appear to 
be as out of place in the neighborhood. Thus, it is important to make the distinction that the 
recommendation for denial is not based on a genre of architectural style, but rather upon how a 
particular execution of a style for a home of a certain size may not fit into a neighborhood on the 
subject parcel. 
The determination of incompatibility with the existing neighborhood is based upon analysis of 
multiple factors, including size, massing of second-story elements, and placement in relation to the 
street frontage and surrounding structures. In the general area of the neighhorhood there are a few 
residences on other larger-than-average lots that are o f  similar size as what the applicant has 
proposed, as well as homes that are slightly above maximum site standard dimensions for their 
parcels. However, development on contiguous parcels and within the same block is smaller and 
presents less massing in proximity to the street frontage. While the detached garage with a second- 
floor accessory dwelling unit is excluded from “large dwelling” calculations, the placement o f  the 
second structure is in part determining the siting ofthe larger main residence closer to thestreet in a 
manner that will make the dwelling more of a singularly massive presence from the pedestrian 
streetscape. In addition, because the detached structure, like the main dwelling, presents atwo-story 
box-like mass from all elevations, it adds to the impression ofbeing out of character with the extent 
of development on neighboring lots. 

A recommendation for approval would not be supported by the applicable Ordinance sections that 
address compatible site design and building design. In Chapter 13.1 1.072(a), it is stated, “Itshall be 
the objective of new development to enhance orpreserve the integrity ofexisting land m e  patterns or 
character where those exist and to be consistent with village plans, communi@ plans and coastal 
special community plans as they become adopted, and to complement the scale of neighboring 
de.velopment where appropriute to the zoning district context. New development, where appropriate, 
shall be s.ited, designed and landscaped so as to be visually compatible and integrated with the 
character of surrounding areas. The scale and massing of the proposed new house are not visually 
compatible with, nor integrated into the character of, existing development in the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

The project is also inconsistent with County Code Chapter 13.20.130.1 (Design Criteria for Coastal 
Development), where it is stated, “A11 new development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to 
be visually compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas. 
The siting of the proposed new home toward the front of the parcel only emphasizes the manner in 
which the height, large massing of elements and formality of the proposed home contrasts with 
neighboring residential development. In addition, the proposed landscaping is not sufficient to 
mitigate the impression that the proposed residence is out of scale with its surroundings. 

I ,  

The required Development Permit finding (see Attachment B) under County Code Section 18.10.230 
cannot be made. Section 18.10.23O(a)(S) reads: “That theproposedproject will complement and 
harmonize with the existing andproposed land uses in the vicinity and will be compatible with the 
physical design aspects, land use intensities, and dwelling unit densities ojthe neighborhood.“ As 
stated above, the proposed residence is just below the maximum allowed for each of the three site 
standards that address mass and footprint relative to the lot (FAR, lot coverage and height). 
Maximizing these site standards on a double lot can result in a structure that looks out of place next 
to smaller lots and homes, even if given additional setback area. 
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Staff received correspondence (see Attachment H) and phone calls from neighbors who have 
expressed concerns about the size, style and siting of the proposed new house, based on viewing the 
project plans and upon their impressions of another project in the neighborhood of similar scale by 
the same architect. The applicant has made some revisions to the design, primarily by removing a 
second-floor turret element, that work toward maintaining the private views of abutting neighbors. 
However, staff has heard numerous requests for story poles, as residents remain concerned about the 
overall size and height of the proposed new home. 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 
The subject property is a 14,157 square foot lot, located in the R-1-6 (Single-family residential, 
minimum 5,000 square foot parcel size) zone district, a designation that allows residential uses. The 
proposed single-family residence is a principal permitted use within the zone district and the project 
is consistent with the site’s (R-UL) Urban Low Density Residential General Plan designation. 

The proposed new residence is not consistent with County Code Chapters 13.1 1.072 (Site Design) 
and 13.1 1.073 (Building Design) of the Design Review Ordinance, in regards to Visual compatibility 
with the surrounding neighborhood. The project is also inconsistent with County Code Chapter 
13.20.1 30.1 (Design Criteria for Coastal Development), as discussed above under the “Analysis” 
section of this staff report. 

Local Coastal Program Consistency 
The proposed single-family residence is not in conformance with the County’s certified Local Coastal 
Program, in that it has been determined that the structure is not sited and designed to be “visua& 
compatible and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood” according to 
Chapter 13.20.130(b)( 1). Developed parcels in the area contain single-family dwellings in a range of 
sizes, and while some of the surrounding homes are large, few are within the 6,000 + square foot size 
range, nor do they give the same appearance of overall unrelieved 2-story massing as does the 
proposed new dwelling. While size and architectural styles vary in the area, the massive and formal 
design submitted is not consistent with the existing “beach neighborhood” character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

The required Coastal Zone finding relating to design criteria, Chapter 13.20.1 10(c) states: 
“ ... c) That the project is consistent with the Design Criteria and special use standards and 
conditions of this Chapterpursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq. ‘ I  The finding cannot be made (see 
Attachment B), given that the proposed new dwelling is not compatible with, or integrated with the 
character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

The project site is located between the shoreline and the first public road but it is not identified as a 
priority acquisition site in the County’s Local Coastal program, and will not interfere with public 
access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water. 

Design Review 
The proposed single-family residence was reviewed by the County Urban Designer for consistency 
with the requirements oftbe County Design’Review Ordinance (Chapter 13.1 1) and Design Criteria 
for Coastal Zone Development (Chapter 13.20. Urban Designer Lany Kasparowitz’ memos dated 
September 9,2008 and February 17, 2009, were provided to the applicant and are attached to this 
staff report (Attachment G). 
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In response to the first memo, a meeting with County staff was requested by the applicant in order to 
facilitate further discussion of design concerns. This meeting took place on December 12,2008, and 
resulted ih a re-submittal by the applicant on January 13, 2009. In response to staff comments and 
recommendations and also in response to neighbor feedback, the applicant made some revisions and 
supplied additional materials. Project revisions included: 

smaller stone panels 

provision of photo-simulations 

new molding details and colors to break up the unrelieved two-story massing 
deletion of a second-story turret feature that would impact neighbors’ private views 
provision of a preliminary front yard landscaping plan 

The re-submittal was again given a full review by staff. As discussed in the Urban Designer memo 
dated February 17, 2009, the project as proposed is still determined to not be in scale with 
neighboring structures and the overall character of the neighborhood. The street-facing elevation 
still gives an impression of overwhelming bulk and massing, and all four elevations have high 
horizontal cornices and other elements that contribute to the overall sense of a box-like form and 
formality. The revised project still appears out of context with its immediate setting, particUlab 
given its size and siting on the parcel. The proposed landscaping does not sufficiently Soften the 
massing. 

Environmental Review 
Because the proposed new residence is being brought forward with a staff recommendation for 
denial, Environmental review of the proposed project per the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has resulted in the determination that the proposed project is 
exempt per CEQA Guidelines Section 15270: Projects Which Are Disapproved. Should a decision 
be made to approve the proposed project, a new environmental determination would need to be 
completed. 

Conclusion 
As proposed and conditioned, the project is not consistent with applicable codes and policies ofthe 
Zoning Ordinance and General Plan/LCP regarding visual compatibility with the existing 
neighborhood and compatible site design. Please see Exhibit “B” (“Findings”) for a complete listing 
of findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 

Staff Recommendation 

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

DENIAL of Application Number 08-0373, based on the attached findings and Conditions. 
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Supplementary reports and information referred to in this report are on f ie  and available 
for viewing at the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, and are hereby made a part Of 

the administrative record for the proposed project. 

The County Code and General Plan, as well as hearing agendas and additional information 
are available online at: WWW.Co.santa-cruz.Ca.us 

Report Prepared By: Alice Daly 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (83 1) 454-3259 
E-mail: alice.dalv@&o.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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Coastal Development Permit Findings 

The following findings cannot be made for the project as proposed: 

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

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed residence and detached two-story accessory 
structure are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, largely due to their unrelieved two- 
story massing and bulk. While surrounding lots are developed with single-family residences in a 
variety of sizes and styles, the proposed new residence will appear more massive and formal than 
surrounding dwellings, and thus out of character and not visually compatible with the existing 
surrounding neighborhood. The siting of the dwelling on the parcel contributes to the lack Of 

compatibility in that the two-story residence is proposed be placed right up to the Kingsbury Drive 
front setback line, thus exacerbating the sense of large massing from the street view that is Out Of 
scale with surrounding development. 

5. 

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed development is not sited and designed to be 
visually compatible, in scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood, as required by County Code Section 13.20.130. While residential uses are allowed 
uses in the R-1-6 (Single-familyresidential, minimum 6,000 square foot parcel size) zone district, as 
well as the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Urban Low Residential land use designation, the 
project as proposed is not consistent with the existing range of sizes and styles. It is larger, more 
massive in form and more imposing toward the streetscape than the structures in the immediate area. 
While the detached garage with a second-floor accessory dwelling unit is excluded from “large 
dwelling” calculations, the placement ofthe second structure is in part determining the siting of the 
larger main residence closer to the street in a manner that will make the dwelling more of a 
singularly massive presence from the pedestrian Street view. In addition, because the detached 
structure, like the main dwelling, presents a two-story box-like mass from all elevations, it adds to 
the impression of being out of character with the extent of development on neighboring lots. 

That the proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. 
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Development Permit Findings 

The following findings cannot be made for the project as proposed: 

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

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed development is not consistent with County Code 
Chapters 13.1 1.072 (Site Design) and 13.1 1.073 (Building Design) of the Design Review Ordinance, 
in regards to visual compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood. Chapter 13.1 I .072 requires 
that new development complement the existing bulk, mass and scale of neighborhood development, 
and the proposed new residence and two-story detached garage and accessory dwelling unit are not 
consistent with Chapter 13.1 1.072 requirements that there should be a compatible relationship with 
the streetscape and with existing stmctures in the vicinity. The large two-story massing right up to 
the front setback line would look out of place with the existing pedestrian streetscape because both 
placement and size would make the proposed residence seem out of scale with its neighbors. 

The project is also inconsistent with County Code Chapter 13.20.1 30.1 (Design Criteria for Coastal 
Development), where it is stated, “All new development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to 
be visually compatible and integrated with the character ofsurrounding neighborhoods or areas. , 
because the siting of the proposed new home toward the front of the parcel only emphasizes the 
manner in which the height, large massing of elements and formality of the proposed home contrasts 
with neighboring residential development. In addition, the proposed landscaping is not sufficient to 
mitigate the impression that the proposed residence is out of scale with its surroundings. 

3. 

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, in that the proposed residential use is not consistent with General Plan 
policy 8.1.2 that requires new development to conform to the Design Review Ordinance Chapter 
13.1 1. While the proposed project is in conformity with the use and density requirements specified 
for the Urban Low Density Residential (R-UL) land use designation in the County General Plan, it is 
incompatible with the existing neighborhood because of the massing and bulk. 

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

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

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed development is not compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood because of its unrelieved 2-story massing and bulk. While surrounding 
lots are developed with single-family residences in a variety of sizes and styles, the proposed new 
residence will appear more massive and formal than surrounding dwellings, and thus out of character 
and not visually compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The siting of the dwelling on the 
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parcel contributes to the incompatibility in that the 2-story residence is proposedbe placed right up 
to the Kingsbury Drive front setback line, thus exacerbating the sense of large massing from the 
street that is out of scale with surrounding development. The landscaping proposed for the front of 
the parcel does not sufficiently soften the impact of the massing and bulk. 

6 .  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. 

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed single-family residence and detached garage/ 
second dwelling unit will not be of an appropriate scale and design that will enhance the aesthetic 
qualities of the surrounding properties, and will appear more bulky and massive than other 
development in the vicinity. 

Chapter 13.1 l.O72(a) states, “Itshall be the objective ofnew development to enhance orpresewe the 
integriry of existing land usepatierns or character where those exist and to be consistent with village 
plans, community plans and coastal special community plans as they beconze 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 be visually 
compatible and integrated with the character ofsurrounding areas. The scale and massing ofthe 
proposed new house are not visually compatible with, nor integrated into the character of, existing 
development in the surrounding neighborhood. The street-facing elevation gives an impression of 
overwhelming bulk and massing, and all four elevations have high horizontal cornices and other 
elements that contribute to an overall sense of box-like size and formality that will appear out of 
context with the existing neighborhood. The project is on a combined lot that has approximately 
twice the area ofmost surrounding parcels, and thus building to the maximum FAR and lot coverage 
for this double lot can thus result in a proportionally larger house than would meet the Same 
thresholds on surrounding lots. Even with additional setback area, the house would appear massive 
compared to those on nearby single-width parcels. 

Chapter 13.1 l.O73(b) states, “It shall be an objective of building design io address thepresent and 
future neighborhood. community, and zoning district context. ” Chapter 13.1 1.073(l)(i) states, 
“Building design shall relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area.” As stated above, 
the size, bulk, height and horizontal massing of the proposed project does not easily relate to the 
existing beach community neighborhood context. 
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 
NOTICE OF EXEMPTION 

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

Application Number: 08-0373 
Assessor Parcel Number: 043-231-1 1 
Project Location: 3 13 Kingsbury Drive 

Project Description: proposal to demolish an existing 3,656 square foot single-family residence 
and construct a new 6,995 square foot 2-story residence with an attached 
611 square foot garage and a detached 634 square foot garage with a 609 
square foot accessory structure 

Person or Agency Proposing Project: Matson Britton Architects 

Contact Phone Number: 831-425-0544 

A. - 
B. - 

C. - 

D. - 

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 Project involving only the use of fixed standards or objective 
measurements without personal judgment. 
Statutory Exemption other than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 
I5260 to 15285). 

Specify type: 

E. - x Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: CEQA Section 15270: Projects Which are Disapproved 

F. 

The proposed project is not consistent with County Code and is recommended for denial. 

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

Reasons why the project i s  exempt: 

Date: 
Alice Daly, Project Planner 
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APPLICATION NO: 08-0373 

Date: September 9. 2008 

To: Alice Daly. Prolee: Planner 

Frwn: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

!?e: Npyi residence a! 313 Kipnchttn, nrive, S ~ n t a  Cruz J---', -. 

1. COMPLETENESS ITEMS (for design review only) 

none 

11. COMPLIANCE ISSUES 

A. Recommendation 

I do not believe that the Zoning Administrator could make the findings that this design is compatible 
with the neighborhood. 

B. Applicable Ordinances 

There are two chapters of the County of Santa CIUZ Code that pertain to the application. "he first 
pertains to the Coastal Zone (Chapter 13.20). 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developrnenk. 

(bl Entire 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 neighbomoods or areas 

The second portion of  the county of Santa Cmz Code that pertains to this application is the Design 
Review ordinance (Chapter 13.1 l), because the lot is mapped scenic. 

Section 13.11 .Oi2 Site design. 

(a) 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 with Village 
plans, communiv plans and coastal special community plans a s  they becurne adopted, 
and to complement the scale of neighboring development where appropriate to the zoning 
district context. New development, where appropliate, shall be sited. designed and 
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F l o o r  Area Ratio 1 Lot Coverage I BuildingHeight - 

Code Maximum .50 30% 1 7  28’-0 
Proposal .4998 28.23 2 7 ’ 4  %” 



Application No. 08-0373 September 9, 2008 

There are additional aspects o f  the design increase the image of bulk: 

The building is pushed io rhe kont setback and the rear half of the lot only contains the 
loggia and garage. T ~ E  increases the impact of the bulk to the street 

A11 faces of the buildlng ccntain two stov ::.zlls. This g k s  a large '%ox-like" 
appearance ~ uniformly two stones. 

. The cornice line of the building is almost continuous. This emphasizes the 21 ti. high 

Cement plaster is the primary mateiial for the walls. "Ills limits the contrast of 

A landscape plan was not submitted. It is unclear if the existing shrubs in the front 

plate lines. 

c 

materials that would reduce the visual impact. 

* 
are being kept which would decrease the visual impact from the street - new plantkg 
could assist in softening the massing and adding interest. 

NOTE: Revising the design to address the above issues is critical, but may not be sufficient to 
insure compatibility with the neighborhood 



INTEROFFICE MEMO 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0373 (second routing) 

Date February 17,2009 

To Alice Daly. Project Planner 

From Larry Kasparowtz. Urban Designer 

Re New residence at 313 Kingsbury Drive. Santa Cruz 

I. COMPLETENESS ITEMS (for design review only) 

none 

II .  COMPLIANCE ISSUES 

A Recommendation 

1 cannot suppott making findings that th~s design I S  compatible wlth the neighborhood 

8. Amlicable Ordinances 

There are two chapters of the County of Santa C m  Code that pertain to the application. The first 
pertains to the Coastal Zone (Chapter 13.20). 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developments. 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone. 

1. Vsual Compatibility. All new development shall be sited, designed and 
landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the character Of 
surrounding ne’ghbohods or areas 

The second portion of the county of Santa cruz code that pertains to this application is the Design 
Review ordinance (Chapter 13.1 l), because the kont portion of the lot is mapped ‘‘scenk”. 

Section 13.1 1.072 Site design 

(a) It shall be Me objective of new development to enhance or preserve the integrity Of 
existing land use patterns or character where those exlst and to be consistent with 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 
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Application No: 08-0373 (second routing) February 17,2009 

landscaped so as to be visually compatible and integrated with the character Of 
surrounding areas. 

(1) Compatible Site Design. 

I 
(i) The primary elemeats 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 indude: 

I 

13.11.073 Building design 

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

(1 ) Compatible Building Design. 

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

C. Amlicable Findings 

There are also two sets of findings that must be made for this application. The Coastal Zone finding 
pertaining to design is as follows: 

Section 13.20.110 Findings 

(C) That the project is consistent with the Des@ Criteria and special use standards and conditions 
of this Chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq. (see above). 

The other finding that must be made is for the Development Permit - 

__ 
Floor Area Ratio Lot Coverage Building Height 

-_______- 
Code Maximum .50 . 30% 
Proposal .4998 28.23 

Section 18.10.230 Findings required. 

(a) Development Permits 

(5) 
with the existing and proposed land uses in the vicinity and will be 
compatible with the physical desgn aspeas, land use intensities. and 
dwelling unit densities of the neighborhood. 

That the propsea project will complement and harmonize 

D. 

This residence is just below the maximum site standards as follows. 

Desim Issues / Urban Designer Comments 

Floor Area Ratio, Lot Coverage and Building Height are measures that are designed to limit the 
overall bulk and mass o fa  new residence. While indeed these are maximum h i t s ,  they are not 
guaranteed. When pushed to near maximum, they become indicators that a design may not be 
compatible with neighboring stmctures that are obviously small and lower. 
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Application No: 08-0373 (second routing) February 17,2009 

There are additional aspects of the design increase the image of bulk: 

* The building is pushed to the front setback and the rear half of the lot only contains the 
loggia and garage. This increases the impact of the bulk as seen fiom the street. . All faces of the building contain two story walls. Tllis gives a large “box-like” 
appearance that is uniformly hvo stones. 

The cornice line ofthe building is almost continuous. This emphasizes the 2.1 ft. kgh 
plate lines. 

. The new planting shown does not assist in softening the impact of the massing from 

The building elements are not in scale (one meaning of that term is that in relationship 

The entire building is also not in scale with the neighboring shuctures, and will seem 

the street. 

. 
to a person, they are out of proportion). 

. 
overwhelming at the street. 

NOTE: Revising the design to address the &ow ksues is critical, but may not be sufficient to 
insure compatibility with the neighborhood 





. .  

. .  

. I  

. ,  
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Alice Daly 
~ .. .~ ~ ~ ~ ~,~ ~ ~ ~ . 

From: 
Sent: 
To: Alice Daly 

Subject: Trent West's Kingsbury Development 

Dawn 8, Gary Martin [dawnandgary@corncast.net] 
Tuesday, December 23, 2008 4:31 PM 

Ms. Daly as you may know, on Dec 13th Cove Britton, architect on subject development held a neighborhood 
meeting to review plans for Mr.West's Kingsbury Dr development. While it appears the owner has taken into 
consideration to the extent possible the view of surrounding homeowners, attempting to visualize how t? 
structures will appear is difficult. During the meeting someone asked about the possibility Of Putting UP Story 
poles". While I realize this is added cost for the owners, it may help with his application if it removed Concerns 
that one neighbor expressed regarding her lose of view. 

Personally I have no serious issue with the development as presented. Yes the house will be large, but I would 
prefer one larger home on the two lots, then have the property developed as two separate parcels, which would 
likely eliminate most of the views of surrounding neighbors. Additionally there are a number of very large homes 
along Kingsbury, Seaview and Farley Drives. 

I do not favor moving the main house back from its proposed location as this too would jepordize surrounding 
views. 

During the meeting I suggested to Mr. Britton that I would not object to a request for a variance to the rear Set- 
back Of 15 feet vs 20 if it would help insure that neighbor's view from Florence St (east) elevation because Of the 
"granny" unit. As the plan is currently drawn the east elevation has the potential for the greatesl loss of View. 
However those views would also be lost if two homes were developed. I realize the County can't be concerned 
about views, but in the end the issues people raise for what ever reasohare made in an attempt to keeps those 
things they value most. Oceanviews to owners that have them are valuable things. 

You may make this email part of the file as my comments on the proposed developmeni 

Gary Martin 
306 Cliff Dr 
Aptos Ca 95003 8316890313 
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Alice Dalv 

From: lesa stock [lesastockl@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 
Subject: 313 Kingsbury Drive Aptos 

Monday, February 23, 2009 3:02 PM 

To Whom it May Concern, 
I Lesa Stock who has a house at 3 17 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos CA. 
would like to see story poles for project 08-0373(**) at 3 13 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos 
APN(S):043-23 1-1 1 .  
I understand Matson Britton Archtects have done the design. Being that said they should have no 
problem showing the lines of the roof on this project with story poles. 
Thank you for this consideration 
Lesa Stock 

212312009 



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

October 23,2008 

Matson Britton Architects 
728 N. Branciforte Ave 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

Subject: Complete Application - Application #: OS-0373 
Assessor’s Parcel #: 043-231-11, Owner: Trent and Michele West 

Dear Mr. Britton: 

This letter is to update you on the status of your application. On 8/12/08, the above referenced 
application was submitted for a Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
with the Santa Cmz County Planning Department. The initial phase of processing your application 
was an evaluation of whether enough information has been submitted to continue processing the 
application (the “completeness” determination). 

In a ‘letter dated September 12, 2008, your project was deemed incomplete, with additional 
information requested by Environmental Planning and DPW/ Drainage as detailed in that letter and 
its attachments. 

On September 16, 2008, you filed an appeal, and that appeal is currently under review. 

Also on September 16*, staff received a separate letter under the header “Completeness Issues 
Response”. In that letter, you stated that while you did not believe that the information requested by 
Environmental Planning and DPW/ Drainage were completeness items, you would “provide 
appropriate clarification, corrections and additional information that is appropriate for this level of 
review”. 

In an email to you on September 24, 2008, Principal Planner Paia Levine sought clarification on 
whether the “Completeness Issues Response” letter was intended as informational only, or whether- 
in spite of the reference to the provision of additional information-the letter was intended to be your 
re-submittal in response to our determination of 9/12/08, On 9/30/08, you clarified that we should 
consider the “Completeness Issues Response” letter to be your re-submittal. 

The information that is outstanding pending the review of your appeal would have been necessary 
to evaluate your project in typical circumstances. However, because we believe that the project is 
inconsistent with respect to County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1 regarding Design Review and 
Neighborhood Compatibility, and because staff will be recommending denial to the Zoning 
Administrator for that reason, the information is not necessary at this time. Therefore, your 
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application has been deemed complete for hrther processing 

I will be proceeding with the preparation of a Staff Report for the Zoning Administrator for agenda 
date December 5,2008. Your pending appeal will have been adjudicated by that time. 

Please note that you are now required to install signage on the subject property that notifies the 
public of your development permit application. Please refer to the Neighborhood Notification 
Guidelines for the standards for preparing your sign. The Neighborhood Notification Guidelines are 
online at: ww~~.sccoplannin~.com/brochures/nei~hbornotice.htm The required sign text is attached 
to this letter. 

Additional Issues 
A. Please again review the September 9,2008 memo from the County Urban Designer, which is 

attached for your convenience. You are encouraged to consider a re-design of your proposal 
based upon the recommendations of the Urban Designer in order to move the project toward 
greater compliance with County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1. We will not be able to 
recommend approval of the project as currently submitted. 

B. You are encouraged to submit a landscape plan for this project, as landscaping may soften 
the visual impact from the street, and is a site design element that would help to bring the 
proposed new home into conformance with Section 13.1 1.072. 

Should YOU have further questions concerning this application, please contact me at: 
(83 1) 454-3259, or e-mail: alice.dalv@.co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Sincerely, 

Alice Daly, AICP 
Project Planner, Development Review 

Attachments: 
County o f  Santa Cruz Urban Designer Memo dated September IO, 2008 
Sign text 
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County of Santa Cruz 
Zoning Minutes 

Planning Department, 701 Ocean Street, Suite 400, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Meeting Date : Friday, March 06, 2009 1O:OO AM 

Location : Board of Supervisors Chambers, Room 525 
County Government Center 
70 1 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

REGULAR AGENDA ITEMS 

313 KINGSBURY DRIVE, APTOS APN(S): 043- 

Proposal to demolish an 3,656 square foot, 4 bedroom, 3.5 bath single-family residence and 
to construct a new approximately 6,995 square foot, 2-story, 4 bedroom, 4 bath and two half 
bath residence with an attached 61 1 square foot two-car garage, and a detached 634 
square foot 3-car garage with a 609 square foot second floor accessory dwelling unit above. 
Requires a Coastal Development Permit, a Residential Development Permit, a Level 5 
approval of a second dwelling unit over 17 feet in height and a Preliminary Grading 
Approval. Property is located on Kingsbury Drive approximately 235 feet southeast from the 
intersection with Rio Del Mar Boulevard at 31 3 Kingsbury Drive. 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 2 

EMAIL: pln050@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
DENIED WITHOUT PREJUDICE 

PROJECT PLANNER: ALICE DALY, 454-3259 

1.1 ~~ 08-0373 (**) 313 KINGSBURY DRIVE, APTOS APN(S)I 
043-231 -1 1 

CONTINUATION OF NO. 1 AUDIO FOR FINAL DECISION 

2. 08-0367 (**) 202 BEACH DR., APTOS APN(S): 043-072-01 

Proposal to construct two six foot electric gates and fence at the entrance of an existing 
carport and removal of un-permitted railing on top of roof. Requires an amendment to 
Coastal Permit and Variance 88-0599 and a Residential Development Permit to allow a 
fence and gate to exceed three feet in the front yard at the entrance to an existing Carport 
with a zero front yard setback. Property located approximately 125 feet east of the Corner 
of Beach Drive and Rio Del Mar Blvd, at 202 Beach Drive, Aptos. 
SUPERVISORIAL DIST: 2 

EMAIL: plnl  1 O@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
CONTINUED TO MARCH 20, 2009; 8:30AM 

~ 

PROJECT PLANNER: MARIA PEREZ, 454-5321 

L 08-0440 51 HOLLINS DRIVE, SANTA CRUZ APN(S): 060-221 -09 

Proposal to demolish an existing attached garage (built to the side property line) and to 
construct an attached two-car garage and addition to an existing single-family dwelling. 
Requires a Variance to reduce the required 15 feet side yard setback to 5 feet and an 
Archaeological Site Review. Property located on the west side of Hollins Drive 
approximately 1,800 feet south of Pasatiempo Drive. (51 Hollins Drive) 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
- 

MEMORANDUM 

Date 5/28/09 

To 

From Alice Daly, Project Planner 

Re 

Members of the Planning Cornmission 

Additional Late Correspondence, 08-0373, 31 3 Kingsbuiy Drive 

The attached letters and emails were submitted either just prior to, or during the March 6, 2009 
hearing of the Zoning Administrator Because of their later receipt, they were not attachments to 
the ZA Staff Report, but were entered into the public record at the hearing, and were read and 
considered by the Zoning Administrator 

The letters should have been included as "late correspondence" to your Commission 
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Richard J. Andre 
310 Kingsbuly Dr. 

Aptos, CA 95003 

March 6, 2009 

Re: application # 08-0373 by Matson Britton Architects 
for Trent and Michelle West 

I have a few simple recommendations and requests. 

Recommendations: 
1. The Wests should fire the architects and find an architect less interested in building 

monuments to himself or themselves. 
2. With a new architect, the Wests should reduce the size of their proposed mansion by 

about one-third (to about 4,650 square feet, allowing themselves ample bathrooms, 
garages, and view windows or decks. 

3. With the money saved, increase their philanthropy to help people who have zero to 
600 square feet and zero to one bathroom for living space. 

4. Plan to have the next meeting to gain the favor of neighbors at their present 3,656 
square foot house at a time more than two weeks from a major holiday. 

Reauests: 
1 .  

2. 

3. 

~ 

Make consideration of the neighbors--including placement of story poles--more 
important than increasing their carbon footprint in a time when we should be reducing out - 
caibon footprint. 
Include in their buildincl contract, restoration of Kinqsburv Drive to its present condition, - 
not raising the level d the pavement. 
Assure neighbors like my wife Ramona and me, who have special needs, that they will 
follow all precautions assiduously during demolition and construction to contain/control 
ALL dust and/or toxic chemicals. 

Richard J. Andre 
Thank you, 

, 
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County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 04/29/09 
Agenda Item: # 8 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

Additions to the Staff Report for the 
Planning Commission 

Item 8: 08-0373 

Late Correspondence 
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Alice Daly 

From: Ilmccrabb@msn com 
Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 
Subject: FW 313 Kingsbury Drive 

Monday, March 02, 2009 8 11 AM 

From: Ilmccrabb@msn.com 
To: pln050@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
Subject: 313 Kingsbury Drive 
Date: Mon, 2 Mar 2009 08:08:04 -0800 

Alice Daly 
Project Planner 

Dear Ms. Daly, 

The sign for the proposed development of the 313 Kingsbury residence has been down for over a 
month now. However, I received the notice of the March 6th public hearing, so obviously they are 
moving forward. 

The massive size of this proposed project does not appear to be compatible with the look and feel 
of our neighborhood. I 've heard negatived comments about the 4,000 square foot home Cove 
Britton built a t  337 Kingsbury a few years ago. The mammoth they are now proposing is almost 
double that size. 

I ' m  concerned about the size and height of these structures and the negative impact they will have 
on my residence in relationship to sunlight, air flow, as well as ocean views. I would like to see 
story poles put up so we can see the exact height and mass of the structures they would like to 
build. Of  course, they should also take into consideration any land fill they may be adding and 
show hows that also would increase the actual height. 

My neighbors on Kingsbury Drive have beautiful white water views. Although my views are not as 
spectacular as my neighbors, I enjoy my ocean view very much. My home is a big investment for 
me, and their massive project wili not only obliterate my views, but also adversely affect the value 
of my home. 

I would hope they would try to be considerate of a close-knit neighborhood. 

Thank you for taking the time to  review my concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Linda White 
105 Florence Drive 

I 

! Aptos, CA 95003 
! (831)685-2063 

1 .  
i 

3/2/2009 ' 

55 EXHIBIT \-9 

mailto:Ilmccrabb@msn.com


Page 1 of 1 

Alice Daly 

From: mtash@sbcglobal net 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 
Friday, March 06, 2009 1 10 AM 

Subject: 313 Klngsbury Dnve. Aptos 

Dear Alice, 

I'm writing to you regarding the proposed house on 313 Kingsbury Drive in 
Aptos. I would like to voice my strongest opposition against this project. My house which is 1565 sf will 
be dwarfed by this 6995 sf single family residence with an attached 61 1 sf two car garage, and a 
detached 634 sf 3 car garage with a 609 s f  dwelling unit above. I definitely don't think this is compatible 
and consistent with our neighborhood. 

I find it extremely disturbing that a house of this size would even be considered in our area. Due to the 
elevation, structure height, and square footage of this project, this will obstruct and possible eliminate 
ocean views my neighbors have enjoyed over the years. 

Before any type of approval or modification I would like the contractor to erect story poles at the site. 
That would sure be helpful for me. 

Sincerely, 

Mark Tashima 



A 
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Richard and Ramona Andre 
310 Kingsbuty Dr. 

Aptos, CA 95003 

April 29, 2009 

To: Planning Commissioners 

We don't approve of the present West property plan. 

Whatever plan is approved eventually must stipulate that maximum measures must 

be required to protect us, our property, and the environment in general from toxic pollution 

and contamination. We want to see the plan in advance. 

Richard J. Andre 
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April 16, 2009 

Planning Commission 
County Government Center 
Attn: Ms. Nice Daly 
70 1 Ocean Street, 4“ floor 
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060 

RE: Item 8 on the Agenda for April 29Ih, 2009 with the Board of Supervisors 
Application: 08-0373 
Situs: 3 13 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos APN: 043-231-1 1 

I Dear Ms. Daly 

YOU and I spoke about the project referenced above right after the March 6” Board of 
Supervisors meeting. At that time, I expressed our concerns about such a huge house 
being built on top of the cliff, in the direction of our house located at 327 Beach Drive. 

As you know, the drainage on Kingsbury Drive is not well designed. Any water drainage 
towards the cliff could possibly have huge consequences of hill sliding over our property 
and our neighbors’ properties causing, therefore, huge problems. It has happened more 
then once in the past 20 years. 

In addition, we also question possible disturbance of stability of the hillside as a result of 
such construction which requires a huge displacement of dirt. 

This is quite a big project, with a lot of square footage in the main house as well as 
additional garages, living quarters, etc. I am not sure that it redly fits the neighborhood. 
A month ago, we were at a meeting with the Coastal Commission and they expressed 
concerns about big houses in the neighborhood. I believe that this fits their description of 
“unsightly”. 

We first received notification of a meeting at their architect’s office back in November 
2008. Because we could not attend, we mailed a letter expressing our concerns. I am 
sending you a copy of our response. 

We hope that the Planning Commission will protect the neighborhood. Thank YOU for 
your cooperation. 

Sincerely, 

Grace Pires 
327 Beach Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 
408-674-7447 
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April 23, 2009 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cmz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cmz, CA 95060 

Re: Appeal of denial by the Zoning Administrator of West Application No. 08-0373 
Agenda Date: April 29, 2009 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 
Item No. 8 
APN: 043-231-11 

Members of the Commission: 

I am the architect of record for ApplicantsiAppellants Trent West and MICHELE West 
(hereinafter “Applicants” or “Mr. and Mrs. West”) and am submitting this on their behalf 
in support of their appeal of the denial of their Application (No. 08-0373) for a Coastal 
Development Permit and a ResidentiaI Development Permit by the Planning Department 
of the County of Santa Cmz, through its acting Zoning Administrator. This submission 
will be supplemented by the presentation made at the time of the hearing. That 
presentation will be made by me and may be aided by a combination of power point and 
the submission of copies of documents and photographs. 

I. 

Applicants, Mr. and Mrs. West, respectfully request a continuance of the hearing on their 
appeal. ..__- They believe that they have not E i i c i e n t  tl<g review and respond- 
submission by the Planning Department, dated April 14, 2009 (postmarked April 21, 
2009), and not available on the Santa Cruz County internet site until Wednesday, April 
22, 2009 . In addition, they believe that the submission by the Planning Department does 
not include all relevant material submitted by the applicants and available at the time the 
Zoning Administrator denied the applicants’ application. (E.g., see Exhibit 1 -a “Tracking 
Dropped off Materials” form and Exhibits 2 ,3  and 4 that were some of the things Mr. 
and Mrs. West submitted on January 16,2009 and before the March 9,2009 Zoning 

REQUEST FOR CONTINUANCE AND PROCEDURAL OBJECTION 

/ 
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Administrator hearing) The applicants, therefore, specifically raise these circumstances 
as procedural objections. 

11. INTRODUCTION 

On March 6, 2009, Glenda Hill (acting Zoning Administrator) denied Mr. and Mrs. 
West’s application No. 08-0373. The application sought approval to replace a somewhat 
dilapidated and out-of-style home located on two existing lots of record with a new home 
that had the design features and size that Mr. and Mrs. West believed would best suit 
them and Mrs. West’s mother, who they wished to have continue to live with them, as 
well as avoid any unlawful or inappropriately harmful effect on their neighbors. It is 
respectfully submitted that the denial by the Zoning Administrator of Mr. and Mrs. 
West’s application was an abuse of discretion in that her decision was inconsistent with 
Santa Cruz County’s applicable codes and ordinances, was not fair and impartial and, in 
addition, was based on County codes and ordinances that both on their face, and as 
applied to the applicants, violate the applicant’s rights under the Constitution of the 
United States. 

More specifically, but still in summary: (1) the only basis for the StafFs 
Recommendation for denial and the Zoning Administrator’s decision to deny was that the 
house as sited and designed was not “compatible;” otherwise, the application was fine; 
(2) the criterion of “compatibility” has been recognized by well-respected experts in the 
field and their “best practices” guidelines, by courts and by the public and their 
communities as fraught with danger due to problems of vagueness, ambiguity, lack of 
predictability and unequal application; (3) what is clear is that the County must at least 
comply with the standards set forth in its own ordinance concerning the criterion of 
“compatibility,” not merely as a matter of good public policy and/or general morality and 
fairness but in order to meet obligations imposed on it by the law; (4) that the County has 
not complied with the standards set forth in its own ordinance, because the County’s staff 
failed to identify the geographic boundaries of “the neighborhood” or “surrounding 
area(s)” and failed to make any specific comparison of the West’s design with the design 
of any individual home or set of homes in any such “neighborhood” or “surrounding 
area(s); and (5) in fact the West design contains most, if not all, of the 9 elements which 
the County’s Code in section 13.1 1.073 itself declares are elements any one of which 
may make a design “compatible.” 

111. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

The ApplicantsiAppellants, Mr. and Mrs. West, are husband and wife. Petitioner Trent 
West is a well-known and respected jeweler and entrepreneur, his wife is a well-known 
and respected oil canvass artist. Petitioner West’s story of his hard work as a jeweler and 
Y STORE owner in the Carmel Plaza, Capitola and Aptos, his ultimate invention and 
patenting of a process with tungsten carbide wedding bands that has become the popular 
and financially rewarding rage in the jewelry business, his several cases for patent 
infringement that he was forced to file in federal courts in California, Texas, Colorado 
and New York and pursue and great length and cost to protect his invention, his ultimate 
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success in those cases across the United States and his eventual purchase of his and his 
wife’s dream property overlooking the beach and ocean on the coastal bluff of Santa Cruz 
is the epitome of an American inventor’s story. It is after their purchase of their dream 
property that their nice American story has been interrupted by the difficult, extremely 
subjective and vague design review process implemented by the Planning Department 
and its acting Zoning Administrator. That process, by its very nature, gives little 
guidance to applicants and their architects or designers, causes significant additional 
financial costs and leads to potentially unjustified, unequal treatment among applicants.. 

In February, 2008, Petitioners purchased real property (APN #043-23 1-1 1) in the 
County of Santa Cruz with the address of 3 13 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos (the “Kingsbury 
property”). The property consisted of two lots of record on which was located a 
somewhat dilapidated house that did not have features needed by Mr. and Mrs. West. 
The Wests purchased the property with the intent to build a new house and other 
improvements on the property and, therefore, retained a licensed architect, a licensed 
geotechnical engineer, a licensed structural engineer and other qualified professional 
consultants to assist them. All these were knowledgeable professionals who had worked 
in Santa Cruz County and specifically on beach bluff properties for many years. 

From February to August, 2008, MI. and Mrs. West worked with their retained award 
winning architectural firm, Matson Britton, to select a site and design plan for a new 
house that would please them and MIS. West’s elderly mother, who they wished to have 
live with them. The Wests found the building owned by Monterey Mushroom Company 
and visible fiom Highway 1 near Airport Blvd., in Watsonville to be very appealing, and 
requested Matson Britton architects to use that building’s style for the new house. 
Matson Britton interpreted that style as a contemporary version of Italian Renaissance 
and Spanish Eclectic. (See Exhibit No. 2- a “response letter“ from architect Britton to 
Project Planner Alice Daly, dated January 13,2009, with its attachment for examples, 
including two well respected California examples located in residential neighborhoods: 
(1) the John G. Kennedy House in Palo Alto, designed by Julia%rgan, and (2) the Leask 
House, designed by William Weeks in the City of Santa Cruz). So, Matson Britton came 
up with a beautiful design to capture that style (See Planning Department’s 4/14/09 
submission at pp. 16-17) It is respectfully submitted that what Matson Britton designed 
is not only very attractive but also consistent with general design features found in some 
of the houses in the immediate neighborhood, including the house next door to the Wests’ 
house. (See Exhibit 3-Photo realistic of the Wests’ planned new house and their 
neighbor’s existing house) 

It was also Mr. and Mrs. West’s intent not to have the site and design of their new house 
unlawfully or inappropriately harm their neighbors. So, Matson Britton sited the house 
and its two story sections to the front of the property as much possible and with extra set 
back space on its side and back boundaries, angled the house’s wings, created a 
“shielded” patio and strategically placed its two story elements so as protect as much as 
possible the privacy and views that the immediate neighbors currently have. (See Exhibit 
2- Cove Britton’s letter, dated January 13, 2009, to Project Planner Alice Daly at p. 3 and 
Exhibit 4-Memorandum from neighborhood facilitator Ms. Bowden to Cove Britton, 
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dated January 14,2009, reporting on Mr. and Mrs. West’s neighborhood outreach efforts 
and “follow up” letters dated December 19,2008 including letter to Linda White 
requesting a meeting to address options that may lessen impacts to her view). 

On or about August 12, 2008, Mr. and Mrs. West’s retained architect, Cove Britton, filed 
Petitioners’ Application for a Coastal Development Permit with Santa Cruz County’s 
Planning Department (hereinafter the “Planning Department”). The application 
coritained all the plans and information required by the County’s codes and written 
policies to accompany such an application. 

On September 12, 2008, a Project Planner for the Planning Department wrote a letter to 
architect Britton stating that “[alt this stage you r application is considered incomplete” 

necessary.” (Exhibit 5 )  The Planning Department contended that the applicant was 
required to submit grading and drainage information to be deemed “complete.” 
Mistakenly, the Planning Department now asserts that “the applicant submitted an appeal 
of the requirement by County Staff for this information.” (See Planning Department’s 
4/14/09 submission at p. 1, paragraph 3). Mr. and Mr. West did not do so. Rather on 
September 16, 2008, Mr. and Mrs. West appealed, pursuant to California Health & Safety 
Code, to the Local Building Appeals Board certain Environmental Planning and DPW 
grading and drainage comments. (See Exhibit 6-Bntton’s letter to Project Planner Daly, 
dated September 16,2008) The applicants believe that this appeal should have been 
heard by the County’s Local Building Appeals Board. Their appeal may yet come before 
the Local Building Code Appeals Board for determination, but the jurisdictional and 
substantive issues concerning that appeal is not an issue in this appeal. 

On October 23,2008, during the time that the appeal of the ‘‘incompleteness’’ finding was 
being processed, the Planning Department staff informed the applicants that their 
“application has been deemed complete for further processing.” (See Exhibit 7-letter 
from Planner Daly to Matson Britton). The Department also determined that the 
proposed new residence as designed was inconsistent with County Code, Chapters 13.11 
and 13.20 with neighborhood “compatibility” and notified the applicants of the intent to 
bring the project forward with a recommendation for denial. (Ibid.) 

In response to the Planning Department’s letter of October 23,2008, the applicants 
requested a 90-day processing extension to March 16,2009 in order to meet with the 
Staff and discuss options for a revised design. 

On December 12,2008, the applicants’ architect (Cove Britton) and attorney (Gerald v. 
Barron) met with various members of the Planning Department’s Staff (specifically: 
Assistant Planning Director Mark Deming, Principal Planner Paia Levine, Project Planner 
(Alice Daly) and County Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz) and Assistant County 
Counsel Chris Cheleden). 

On December 13,2008, a meeting with neighbors was held at Matson Britton with Ms, 
Kay Archer Bowden acting as a facilitator, (Exhibit 4) 

because “[ilt has been determined that additiona ca information and/or material is 

6 4  

EXHIBIT 



On January 16, 2009, architect Cove Britton submitted to the Planning Department’s 
Project Planner certain revised design plans and additional information, along with his 
cover letter summarizing these. (See Exhibit 1). These submissions, with their 
substantial design changes, were made in the good faith belief that the Staffs 
“compatibility” concerns or issues had been adequately addressed and resolved by these 
submissions. 

On February 5,2009, architect Cove Britton provided additional submissions to the 
Planning Department. (See Exhibit 8).  

Nevertheless, shortly before the March 6 ,  2009, Zoning Administrator’s hearing on this 
application, the Planning Department Staff issued the “Report to the Zoning 
Administrator” and recommended denial. (See Exhibit 9) The Staff described the 
reason for their recommendation with various phrases. Their reason, distilled to its 
essence, was that they did not find the design “compatible” with the neighborhood or 
surrounding area(s). For example, they stated at page 5: 

“While size and architectural styles vary in the area, the massive 
and formal design submitted is not consistent with the existing 
‘beach neighborhood’ character ofthe surrounding neighborhood.’’ 

On March 6, 2009, the Acting Zoning Administrator denied the application. She did so 
by essentially adopting the recommendation and hare conclusion of the Staff that the 
design was not “compatible” with the neighborhood or the surrounding area(s). Although 
the Zoning Administrator announced at the hearing that she had inspected the 
neighborhood and some other area(s) to determine whether the West house was 
“compatible,” she never indicated what she determined to be the neighborhood or 
relevant areas or what site or design features any specific neighborhood house had and 
with which the West house was incompatible. Furthermore, neither the Staff nor the 
Zoning Administrator were able to rebut the evidence that Mr. and Mrs. West produced 
of actual houses in the immediate vicinity that had site and design features not 
substantially different than the house proposed by them. This included evidence of 
houses: (1) having as eclectic or unique a style as the West house has (2) having as many 
square feet as the West house has, ( 3 )  taking up far greater percentages of the lot than the 
West house, (4) sited as close or closer to the street as the West house, (5) having as 
many stories as the West house, and (6)  having a continuous roof line at the front of the 
house as the West house has. 

IV. 

The decision of the Zoning Administrator should be reversed. Mr. and Mrs. West should 
be allowed to build the house as sited and designed, or at least something very close to it 
as approved by this Honorable Planning Commission. 

REASONS TO GRANT THE APPEAL 
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County of S.anta Cruz 
Planning Department 

General Information Desk 
Sania CNZ: 354-3252 Aptos: 454-7576 Felton: 461-7450 

Tracking Dropped Off Materials 
Screening at the Building and Zoning Counter is needed for the following materials: 

Applications for all new projects 

Revisions of projects that alter the permit description 

Applications for revisions of projects I change orders for issued permits 

Any submittal which requires a fee to be paid 

Please ask the general information desk for assistance. 

m 
0' 
m 
v) 

S 0 
V 

ate Stamp: 
Exhibit #I 

- 
Building Application #: 

Discretionary Application #: 0 - 037 3 
\v  (if Discretionary) Project Planner: fi\ \ce rn 

Other: 

'0 track material that does not need to 
e screened at the zoning Counter, 
#lease compiete this form and have it 
?viewed at the general information 
lesk. A copy will be attached to the 
naterial and a receipt will be given to 
'ou once completed 

Today's Date: \ /I 5/07 

Parcel Number (APN): 6 4 9 *3 L - 1 1 

Indicate number of copieslsets submitted 

Is Code Compliance Involved No Yes 0 Investigator 

Destination of Material: Person: h\ ia  a\ 
' ~ t e :  All discretionary project material will be 
ewed by the project planner first. then will 

r -sssed on to the final destination) 

3 

Original Receipt Canary Routed Pink GIDfiie 

acking form (Excel) pln 1001 - 12120102 67 
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January 13,2009 

Alice Daly 
Project Planner 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4‘” Floor 
Santa Cruz. CA 95060 

RE: West Residence 
3 13 Kingsbury Drive 
APN 043-231-1 1 

Dear Ms. Daly, 

Thank you for our meeting of December 12,2008 ((Assistant Planning Director 
Mark Deming, Principal Planner Paia Levine, County of Santa Criiz Urban 
Designer Larry Kasparowitz (Architect), County Counsel Chris Cheleden, Gerald 
Banon (attorney for Trent and Michelle West) and my self attending)). I believe it 
was a productive meeting and I appreciate county staff input on the project. We 
have made a number of changes to the design and we are providing additional 
information (a preliminary landscape plan, photo simulation. and revised plans), 
both at s ta f fs  request and also resulting from interaction with the neighbors who 
attended a meeting that we held for their input. 

In response to per Larry Kasparowitz’s comments and recommendations we  have 
provided the following design revisions: 

A. We have made the stone panels smaller. because Larry commented that the 
larger stone panels seemed to be too large for the house. I would a:ik that Larry 
take another look at the issue, since I am a little concerned the change may have 

r i a  N O R T H  
B R l N C l i O R l t  

I l H l U  C R U I  

( 1  V 1 0 6 2  

6 1 1 - 8 1 1 - 3 1 9 1  
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had the opposite affect o f  Larry’s intention as i t  may make the front of the house 
appear larger? 

B. We have also added a “belly band” molding detail with a darker color below 
and a lighter above, since Larry recommended some break up to the look of the 
height of the front exterior. 

C. We have provided a preliminary front yard landscaping plan and photo 
simulation reflecting the proposed front yard landscaping, in order to further 
address Larry’s recommendation as well as Alice’s comment about the need for 
some landscaping ideas for the front of the house. 

D. We have also eliminated the second floor art studio’s closet and bathroom, 
though this is not in response to a comment from Larry (or any other staff) but in 
response to view concerns of the neighbors to the rear. 

In response to s t a f f s  request for a written version of my verbal description of our 
design approach for this project please see below: 

The home design for Trent and Michelle West is a product o f  many factors, but 
the three basic concepts that w e  started with are the following: 

Style 
Privacy 
Preservation of neighboring ocean views where practical. 

1. Style 

Stylistically the Wests noted the building popularly known a s  the “mushroom” 
building (visible from highway 1 near Airport Boulevard in Watsonville) as a 
style they found appealing. We have interpreted that style as a coritemporary 
version of Italian Renaissance and Spanish Eclectic. Rather than have a long 
winded description of this style, I believe that Mr. Kasparowitz is familiar with A 
Field Guide to American Houses and can assist staff in more detailed information 
in regards to these styles. I have enclosed some copies o f  various homes of this 
style including two well respected California examples located i n  i j  residential 
neighborhood; the John G. Kennedy House in Palo Alto (designed by Julia 
Morgan), and closer to home, the Leask house (designed by William H.  Weeks) in 
the city of Santa Cruz. 
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Both the California homes noted above have continuous eaves (something that is 
typical of the style). And as can be observed in the various photos (and is typical), 
"massing" is an integral element ofthis style. 

2. Privacy 

A typical feature of this style of home is to have two projecting wings that are 
forward of the central block ( A  Field Guide IO American Houses). We angled 
these wings in order to assist in preserving views for the down coast neighbor, to 
avoid placing the full two story mass at the front setback, and to create a 
"shielded" area for the front patio. In addition, due to the concentrated massing 
style (versus a rambling home) we were able to keep the primary mass away from 
the neighbors. Proposed side yards are two to three times wider than required and 
rear yard setback is over double of that required. Essentially the style of the home 
allowed the proposed project to pull its mass away from the adjacent homes 
which appear all to be at, or near, their minimum setbacks. 

3. Preservation of neighboring ocean views where practical. 

While our clients, and my office, is aware the County does not generally attempt 
to protect private views, we have attempted to accommodate existing views that 
certain neighbors have. As noted above, the angled wing and large side yard 
setback assist in preserving the down coast neighbors' up coast view. Presently, 
three neighbors' homes to the inland side of this property have angled views over 
the rear yard of the West property (and over the property of the up coast neighbor 
of the West residence). By pulling the home towards the front of the property it 
appears we are able to preserve at least a portion of this view for at least two of 
these homes. Unfortunately one neighbor's present view will be blocked. Based 
on a meeting with the neighbors, Trent and Michelle West requested that our 
ofice explore what revisions could be done that would assist in the preservation 
of that view. Towards that end we have designed a potential design revision 
which removes the second story accessory dwelling and places it at ground level 
and also revises Michelle West's art studio space to assist in preserving the view 
for this adjacent neighbor. Through Kay Bowden Archer (who acted as the 
facilitator for our neighborhood meeting) we have invited a couple of the affected 
neighbors to review this possible revision: unfortunately we have not heard back 
at this time and for the time being have tabled that revision. 

As staff is aware, our office has designed a large number of remodels and new 
homes in this neighborhood (approximately 13 in the immediate neighborhood 
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with another 9 in the process); including three other homes down the street from 
this one. I think that staff will agree, and based on our experience. there is a wide 
variety of size and style existing in the neighborhood, with most o f  the newer 
homes meeting (or even exceeding) maximum FAR and lot coverage. While the 
house we are proposing has more square footage than the majority of homes, it is 
consistent with heights, FAR, and lot coverage, with the majority of homes in this 
neighborhood. I understand that staff prefers styles and/or sizes that are “small” in 
character, but hopefully i t  is helpful to point out (and we pointed (his  out to the 
neighbors also) that the subject property is actually two lots of record. If the 
Wests chose to do two homes consistent with the homes directly adjacent, those 
two homes would result in more total ‘ h a s s ”  (i.e. not “smaller” i n  character, style 
or actual square footage) than is currently proposed, also these two new homes 
would be significantly closer to their neighbors than the proposed home and 
would clearly block the views that we are trying to preserve. 

Thank you again for staffs’ consideration and input. 

Please do  not hesitate to contact me with any additional questions or concerns 
regarding this project. 

Sincerely, 

Cove Britton 
Architect 



First, the Zoning Administrator’s decision was not based on any clearly identifiable 
“neighborhood.” The geographic boundary of any such purported “neighborhood’ was 
never identified. Second, the Zoning Administrator’s decision was not based on any 
clearly identifiable site’or design features of any such purported general “neighborhood” 
or other area. Third, the Zoning Administrator’s decision was based on the premise that 
there existed some neighborhood features with which Mr. and Mrs. West’s house was not 
“compatible,” but never identified any specific house or houses with such specific 
features and overlooked or ignored houses with features identical or not substantially 
different than those of Mr. and Mrs. West’s house. No greater proof of this is needed 
than the concession made by the Planning Department Staff when they stated: 

“The established residential neighborhood contains a range of 
architectural styles, and the determination that rhe proposed home would 
not be compaiible with the eclectic variety of surrounding dwellings is 
based largely on the formalip and massive scale ofthe architectural 
elements, i.e. the execution of the proposed style .... (See Exhibit 7-Staff 
Report to Zoning Administrator a1 p ,  3)” 

Such an approach by the Zoning Administrator was flawed. It ignored the County‘s own 
codes (E.g., see Santa Cnu. County Code section 13.11.073-which sets forth 9 building 
elements, any one or more of which if met by a house’s design may make the house 
“achieve the appropriate level of compatibility”) The Zoning Administrator‘s approach 
also potentially violated the rights of Mr. and Mrs. West that are guaranteed to them 
under the United States Constitution. Mr. and Mrs. West are aware that California 
appellate courts have given to public entities a significant degree of latitude to create and 
implement local codes that protect visual resources. However, they are also aware that 
whether the legal limits of that latitude have been crossed by local codes that are 
unconstitutionally vague in language or by application or that impermissibly result in 
unequal protection under the laws is always a question that must be answered on a case 
by case basis. Mr. and Mrs. West do not believe that the County’s codes, at least as 
applied to them, will withstand legal scrutiny and analysis. 

Let me conclude by thanking in advanced this Commission for taking the time to address 
this mater. I will be pleased during the hearing to answer any questions that any member 
of the Commission may have. 

Sincerely yours, 

Cove Britton 
Architect 
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TO: Cove Britton 

FROM: Kay Archer Bowden 

DATE: January 14,2009 

You asked me to coordinate and facilitate neighborhood 
outreach efforts for the project proposed at 31 3 Kingsbury in Rio del 
Mar. I recornmended that you hold a meeting to allow people to 
raise issues and get answers to questions. I recommended that you 
invite everyone on the list that the County would require for any 
heating on the project. This report summarizes the implementation of 
those recommendations. 

INVITATIONS TO DECE 
I mailed personal letters to owners and residents within 300 feet 

of 313 Kingsbury Drive. I used lists of owners and residents provided 
by Santa Cntz County Planning Department. 

The letters invited recipients to a meeting on Saturday, 
December 13, 2008 at 200 p.m. at the office of the project architect, 
Cove Britton, at 728 North Branciforte Avenue, Santa Cruz 95060, to 
discuss the proposed new house at 31 3 Kingsbury Drive. A copy Of 

R 13TH MEETING 

I 

1 the invitation is attached. 

RESPONSE TO tNVITATIONS 

RETURNED ENVELOPES 
Seventeen envelopes addressed to "Residents" were returned 
as undeliverable. None were returned from the owner lists. 

I 
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PHONE CALLS 
I received three telephone calls: 

Jerry Scattini, 325 Kingsbury Drive, said he is not 
opposed to the project, but is concerned about the effect 
of construction trucks (cement, lumber, etc. on the section 
of Kingsbury between Florence and Alba. 
Stephen Chen, 319 Beach Drive, SChenC$Teserra.com, 
408221.6683, would like a summary of plans for the 
hillside during the construction and afterwards. He is 
concerned about drainage and is assuming that the 
applicants will do some shoring up of the hillside. ' 
Albert Zecher, who owns property on Rio del Mar Blvd, 
wanted the parcel number so he could determine if the 
new house would have any effect on him. 

LE'ITERS 
I received a letter from Victor and Grace Pires, 327 Beach 
Drive. Their mailing address is 327 S. 1 sth Street, Renton, WA 
98055. Their cell phone is 992-9879. They are concerned 
ahut the effect of the construction on the stability of the road 
and the hillside. They stated that there have been problems 
over the last 20 years or longer with water drainage and hilt 
sliding. 

On January 7, I received a hand written letter from someone 
who identified herself as "Neighbor 101 Florence Drive". She 
was unable to attend the December 1 3'h meeting. She is 
concerned about the impact on neighbors and would like story 
poles installed. 

DECEMBER 13TH MEETING 

Nine people attended the December 13 meeting. An 

The Issues raised and discussed at December 13 2008 

attendance list is attached to this report. 

Meeting were: 

1. Construction Traffic 
Where will the trucks and workers park? 

http://SChenC$Teserra.com
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0 What will be the impacts on Kingsbury? 
o Kingsbury is not a County maintained road 
o Trucks will create noise 
o Trucks may damage road surface 

What will be the impacts on Florence and other nearby 
roads? 
How many trucks will be coming to the site at one time? 

impacts on views from other houses 

Size of the proposed house 

2. 

3. 

4. Consistency with the neighborhood 

5. Height of the Granny Unit (23' 8") 

FOLLOW-UP LETTERS AND EMAILS 

On December 1 gth I sent letters to everyone who attended the 
December 13'h meeting. I included the issue list shown above and 
invited them to call me if they had further concerns. A sample of the 
letter is attached. 

At the meeting, Linda White of 105 Florence Drive, was 
particularty concerned about the effect of the new structures on her 
view. I included in her letter an invitation to meet with the architect 
and the owner to discuss options that might lessen the effect on her 
view. I asked her to call me if she was interested in such a meeting. 
A copy of the letter is attached to this report. I have not received a 
call from her. When I did not hear from her, I emailed one of the 
neighbors who had expressed concern about the effect on Ms. 
white's view. i asked him to call me to discuss the options. He did 
not reply to the email and did not call 

C0NCLUSK)N 
Outreach efforts have included 
Letters, 
Telephone conversations, 
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A meeting where neighbors could ask questions and express 
opinions, 
Follow-up letters to meeting attendees summarizing the issues 
raised at the meeting and inviting them to call me if they had 
further concerns, 

0 A special invitation to Ms. White to discuss design options, 
An email to a neighbor concerned about the effect of the 
structure on Ms. White's view. 

I not received any responses to my follow-up letters and emails 
after the December 13th meeting. 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Attachments: 
Invitation Letter Sample 
Meeting Attendance List 
Sample FoIIow-u~ Letter 
Follow-up Letter to Linda White 
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November 25,2008 

Dear Neighbor: 

I am writing to you on behalf of your neighbors, Trent and Michele 
West. The Wests have asked me to invite you to a meeting at the office of 
their architect, Cove Britton, at 728 North Branciforte Avenue in Santa Cruz 
on Saturday, December 13" at 2:OO p.m 

Mr. and Mrs. West are p l w g  to replace thelr existing home at 313 
Kingsbury Drive in Rio del Mar and would like to discuss their plans with 
you. They have asked me to arrange and facilitate a meeting with their 
neighbors. The Wests' architect will be at the meeting to describe the plans 
and answer your questions. We hope you will be able to join us on 
December 13". 

If you have questions about the meeting, please call my office at 
(831) 425-3613. 

I look forward to meeting you on December 13". 

Sincerely, 

Kay Adder Bowden 
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AlTENDANCE LIST FROM DECEMBER 13 2008 MEETING 

John Barnickel 
302 Cliff Drive, Aptos 95003 
johnbarnickel@sbcalobal .net 
work phone: 415.545.5905 
cell: 925.872.3000 

Peter 8, Susan Canepa 

Richard 8, Colleen LeCour 

11 0 Florence Drive, Aptos 

306 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos 95003 

306 Cliff Drive, Aptos 95003 
Gary Martin 

Frank McNally 
41 20 Heritage Lane 
Mariposa, CA 95338 
Frank41 2O@!hotmail.com 
209.966.6270 

Robert Oram 
317 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos 95003 

963 Trifone Drive, San Jose 951 17 
Mark Tashima 

Linda White 
105 Florence Drive, Aptos 95003 

8 8  
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Robert Oram 
317 Kingsbury Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Dear Mr. Oram: 

Thank you for attending the December 1 3‘h meeting to discuss 
the proposed house at 31 3 Kingsbury Drive in Aptos. 

According to my notes, the issues raised and discussed at the 
meeting were 

The impacts of construction traffic on the roads and the 
neighborhood atmosphere, 
The impact of the new house on views from existing houses, 
The size and height of the house and the accessory dwelling 
unit, 
The consistency of the new house with the neighborhood. 

We tried to answer your questions at the meeting. However, if 
you have further questions or wish more information about the issues 
discussed at the meeting or any other issues, please call me at 
831.425.361 3. 

Ag in, thank you for taking the time to attend the December 

Sincerely, 
13‘h meet} % g. 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Sample of letter sent to neighbors who mended the December lfm Meeting 
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December 19,2008 

Linda Whiie 
105 Florence Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

Dear Ms. White: 

the proposed house at 313 Kingsbury Drive. 

meeting were 

Thank you for attending the December 1 3'h meeting to discuss 

According to my notes, the issues raised and discussed at the 

0 The impacts of construction traffic on the roads and the 
neighborhood atmosphere, 
The impact of the new house on views from existing 
houses, 

0 The size and height of the house and the accessory 
dwelling unit, 
The consistency of the new house with the neighborhood. 

house on your view. The architect and the owner would like to meet 
with you to discuss options that might lessen the effect on your view. 
If you are interested in such a meeting, please call me at 
831.425.361 3 to discuss convenient times and dates. 

13th meeting. 

You were particularly concerned about the effect of the new 

Again, thank you for taking the time to attend the December 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Follow-up Iener sent to Linda White. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET - qTH FLOOR. SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 TDO (831) 454-2123 

TOM B U R N S ,  PLANNING DIRECTOR 

September 12, 2008 

Matson Britton Architects 
728 N. Branciforte Ave 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

Subject: Incomplete Application - Additional Information Required 
Application #: 08-0373; Assessor's Parcel X :  043-231-11 
Owner: Trent  and Michele West 

Dear Matson Britton Architects: 

This letter is to inform you of the status of your application. On 8/12/08, the above referenced 
application was submitted for a Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
with the Santa CNZ County Planning Department. The initial phase of processing your application 
is an evaluation of whether enough information has been submitted to continue processing the 
application (the "completeness" determination). This is done by reviewing the submitted materials, 
existing files and records and input from other agencies, conducting a site visit and a preliminary 
review of whether there is enough information to evaluate the compliance of your proposal with 
current codes and policies. 

Completeness Issues 
It has been determined that additional information and/or material is necessary. At this stage, your 
application is considered incomplete. For your proposal to proceed, the following items should be 
submitted: 

I .  

2. 

3. 

Please list all earthwork quantities on Sheet C-l of your plans, as requested by 
Environmental Planning in the attached Discretionary Application Comments. Include a 
separate line item for over-excavation / re-compaction quantities 

Please directly contact Travis Rieber, Dcpnrtment of Public Works Storm Water 
Management Section at 454-2594, to discuss and resolve the DPW Drainage "Completeness 
Comments" itemized on the attached Discretionary Application Comments. Please note that 
items # 4, 5 ,  and 6 under "DPW Drainage Completeness Comments" are compliance rather 
than completeness issues. 

Please review the attached Discretionaiy Application Comments from all agencies. 
Comments listed under the heading "Completeness Comments" for each agency must be 
addressed and resolved prior to your application being considered complete and able to move 
forward with the review. Questions related to these comments can be addressed to each 
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separate agency. As stated above, be aware that  items ## 4, 5, and 6 under "DPW Drainage 
Completeness Comments" are compliance, not completeness issues. 

Please note that you will be required to install signage on the subject property that notifies 
the public of your development permit application. Please refer to the Neighborhood 
Notification Guidelines for the standards for preparing your sign. Please do not prepare or 
install the sign until all other completeness issues have been resolved as the description may 
change during the review process. Neighbol-hood Notification Guidelines online: 
www.sccoplannin~.co~nihro~hures~~iei~libomotice.ht~n If you require a paper copy, please 
let us know and one can be provided to you. 

4. 

You must submit the required materials to the Planning Deuartment at one time. Revisions to plans 
must be included in complete, updated sets of plans. All plan sets must be individually stapled and 
folded into an - 9" x 12" format (per Folding Plans handout). To reduce waste and to aid in 
recycling efforts, plan sets should be pi-inted on bond (white) paper and should not include colored 
binding material ofany kind. You h a ~ . ~  until 11/12/08, to submit all ofthe information required in 
this letter. Pursuant to Section 18.10.430 of the Santa Cruz County Code, failure to submit the 
required information may lead to abandonment of your application and forfeiture of fees. 

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

You have the right to appeal this determination that the application is incomplete pursuant to Section 
18.10.320 ofthe County Code and Section 65943 of the Government Code. To appeal, submit the 
required fee and a letter addressed to the Board Of Supervisors stating the determination appealed 
from, and the reasons you feel the determination is unjustified or inappropriate. The appeal letter and 
fee must be formally'submitted through the Zoning Counter o f  the Planning Department at 701 
Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, California no later than 5:OO p . m  on 9/26/08. 

Compliance Issues 
Design and Neighborhood Comuatibility 
Please carefullyreview the attached memo regarding your project from the County Urban Designer. 
You are encouraged to consider a re-design of your proposal based upon the recommendations of the 
Urban Designer in order to move the project toward greater compliance with the applicable 
provisions of County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 I .  We are unlikely to be able to make the 
required findings or recommend approval of the project as currently submitted. 

Additional Information 
In addition to evaluating the completeness of your application, the initial review has identified other 
issues that will affect the processing ofyour project. Although i t  is not necessary for you to address 
these items for your application to be declared complete, they will need to be dealt with in later 
stages of your application process. 

A.  You are requested to please fill out the attached Floor Ared  Gross Building Area worksheet 
in order to clarify the square footage calculations for your proposed project. 

You are encouraged to submit a landscape plan for this project, as landscaping may soften 
the visual impact from the street, and is a site design element that would help to bring the 

B. 
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proposed new home into confoimance with Section 13.1 1.072 site design standards for visual 
compatibility with sun-ounding development. Please review the attached Urban Designer 
memo. 

C. Please review the attached Discretionary Application Comments from all agencies, and the 
Aptos / La Selva Fire Protection District Memo dated August 21, 2008. Comments listed 
under the heading “Miscellaneous Comments” for each agency shall either be addressed as 
Conditions of Approval for this pennit, ifapproved, or will be required prior to approval of 
any Building or Grading Permit(s) for this project. Questions related to these comments can 
be addressed to each separate agency. 

Should you have further questions concerning this application, please contact me at: 
(83 1)  454-3259, or e-mail: alice.dalvGilco.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Sincerely, 

_ .  
Project Planner, Development Review 

Attachments: 
County of Santa Cruz Discretionary Application Comments 
County o f  Santa Cruz Urban Desiper Memo dated September 10, 2008 
Aptos / La Selva Fire Protection District Memo dated August 21, 2008 
Floor Area Ratio and Gross Building Area Worksheet 
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  

DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Pro.iect Planner: Al i ce  D a l v  
1 ~~ 

Application No.: 08-0373 
APN: 043-231-11 

Gate: September 11. 2008 
T i m e .  15:06:48 
Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 4 .  2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= ____  _ _ _  - - __- - - _ - -- 

1. The s o i l s  repor t  submi t ted I S  i n  review s t a t u s .  

2 .  Please l i s t  earthwork q u a n t i t i e s  on "Sheet C l "  
overexcavationlrecompaction q u a n t i t i e s .  

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

I n c l u d e  a seperate l i n e  i tem fo r  

R E V I E W  ON SEPTEMBER 4 .  2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= - __-- -___ - _ _  - - -__- 

The b i o t i c  resource mapped w i t h i n  t h i s  area i s  no t  p resen t  on t h i s  parcel  

Conditions o f  Approval: 

1. Submit a "Plan Review" l e t t e r  from the p r o j e c t  geotechn ica l  engineer fo r  review 
and approval 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT ?O PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 .  2008 BY T R A V I S  RIEBER ========= ___ _ _ _ _  _ _  ________-  
1. How i s  runo f f  from t h e  e x i s t i n g  impervious area c o l l e c t e d  and d i rec ted? Where 
does the  e x i s t i n g  ca tch  b a s i n  i n  t h e  driveway area d r a i n ?  Are the re  any problems 
w i t h  the  e x i s t i n g  dra inage system? 

2 .  Does t h i s  s i t e  c u r r e n t l y  rece ive  any r u n o f f  f rom adjacent /ups lope property? I f  
so. how w i l l  the  p r o j e c t  con t inue  t o  accept t h i s  r u n o f f  w i t h o u t  causing adverse i m -  
pacts t o  the  proposed st ruct .ure o r  adjacent/downstream p r o p e r t i e s .  

3. Continue the  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  the o f f s i t e  r o u t i n g  p a t h  a long Kingsbury D r i v e  t o  a 
safe p o i n t  o f  re lease.  

4 .  For impacts and fee  c a l c u l a t i o n s  please prov ide  t a b u l a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  impervious 
areas and new impervious areas r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  proposed p r o j e c t .  To receive 
c r e d i t  f o r  t h e  e x i s t i n g  imperv ious surfaces t o  be removed p lease prov ide documenta- 
t i o n  such as assessor-s reco rds ,  survey records.  a e r i a l  photos o r  o ther  o f f i c i a l  
records t h a t  w i l l  he lp  e s t a b l i s h  and determine the  da tes  they  were b u i l t .  

5 .  P r o j e c t s  a r e  requ i red  t o  min imize impervious s u r f a c i n g .  Th is  p r o j e c t  i s  proposing 
an extensive amount o f  paved driveway and pat.io a rea .  The requirement t o  minimize 
impervious sur fac ing  can be achieved by t h e  use o f  porous pavement where feas ib le .  

6 .  The app l ican t  i s  encouraged t o  discuss t h e  above comments w i t h  t h e  reviewer t o  
avoid unnecessary a d d i t i o n a l  r o u t l n g s .  A $200.00 a d d i t i o n a l  rev iew fee sha l l  be ap 
p l i e d  t o  a l l  re-submit . t .a ls start.!ng w1t.h the  t h i r d  r o u t i n g .  
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-- D i s c r e t i o n a r y  Comments - Continued 

Pro jec t  Planner: A l i c e  D a l j  
Appl icat ion No. :  08-0373 

APN: 043-231-11 

D a t e :  September 11. 2008 
Time: 15:06:48 
Page 2 

Note: A l l  r e - s u b m i t t a l s  s h a l l  be made through the  Planning Department. Mater ia ls  
l e f t  with Publ ic  Works may be re turned by m a i l .  w i t h  r e s u l t i n g  delays.  

Please c a l l  the Dept.  o f  Pub l ic  Works. Storm Water Management Sect ion.  from 8 : O O  am 
t o  12:OO noon i f  you have quest ions 

Dpw Drainage Miscel laneous Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 ,  2008 BY T R A V I S  RIEBER ========= ___--- -_ - ___ - -- -_ - 
1. A drainage fee  w i l l  be assessed on the  net  increase i n  impervious area. Reduced 
fees a r e  assessed f o r  semi-pervious sur fac ing  t o  o f f s e t  cos ts  and encourage more ex- 
t.ensive iuse o f  these m a t e r i a l s .  

2. A c i v i l  engineer has t o  inspect  t h e  drainage improvements on t h e  parcel  and 
provide publ ic  works w i t h  a l e t t e r  con f i rm ing  t h a t  the work was completed per the 
plans. Upon approval o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  a ho ld  w i l l  be p laced on t h e  permi t  t o  be 
released once a s a t i s f a c t o r y  l e t t e r  i s  rece ived.  

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 .  2008 BY RODOLFG N R I V A S  ========= -_____-__  -___ _ _ _ _  - 
NO COMMENT 

Opw Road Engineering Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 ,  2008 BY RODOLFO N R I V A S  ========= _______ _ _  - _ _ _ _ _ _  __  
NO COMMENT 

Dpw Sanitat ion Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 2.  2008 BY CARMEN M LOCATELLI ========= _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  --____-__ 
Sewer se rv i ce  i s  c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e .  

Dpw Sanitat ion Miscel laneous Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 2 .  2008 BY CARMEN M LOCATELLI ========= - _ _ _ _ _ _ _  - - __ _ _ _ _ _ _  
Proposed loca t i on  o f  o n - s i t e  sedei- l a t e r a l ( s ) .  c l e a n - o u t ( s ) .  and connect ion(s) t o  
ex is t ing  pub l ic  sewer must be shown on the  p l o t  p l a n  o f  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  appl ica- 
t i o n  
Ex is t ing  l a t e r a l ( s )  must be p roper l y  abandoned ( i n c l u d i n g  i n s p e c t i o n  by D i s t r i c t )  
p r i o r  t o  issuance of d e m o l i t i o n  permi t  or r e l o c a t i o n  o r  d isconnect ion  o f  s t ruc tu re .  
An abandonment pe rm i t  f o r  d isconnect ion work must be obta ined from the  D i s t r i c t .  
Show a i l  e x i s t i n g  and proposed plumbing f i x t u r e s  on f l o o r  p lans  o f  b u i l d i n g  appl ica- 
t i o n .  

Aptos-La Selva Beach Fire P r o t  D i s t  Completeness C 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 



m.. ..- 
I 

I 
Discre t ionary  Comments - Continued 

Project  Planner: Al i ce  Daly D a t e  September 11. 2008 
Appl icat ion No. : 08 0373 Time 15 06 48 

APN: 043-231-11 Page 3 
~~ 

REVIEW ON AUGUST 26. 2008 BY E R I N  K STOW ========= __ -- = = = = = --_- 
DEPARTMENT NAME:Aptos/La Selva F i r e  Dept 
All  F i r e  Department b u i l d i n g  requirements and fees w i l l  be addressed i n  the Building 
Permit phase. 
Plan check i s  based upon p l a n s  submitted t o  t h i s  o f f i c e .  Any changes or a l t e r a t i o n s  
s h a l l  be re-submitted f o r  review p r i o r  t o  cons t ruc t ion .  

APPRVED 

Aptos-La Selva Beach F i r e  P r o t  D i s t  Miscel laneous 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

REVIEW ON AUGUST 26 .  PO08 BY E R I N  K Sl~OW ========= __-_--_-- -_ - - _-_ _- 
NO COMMENT 
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Aptos/La Selva Fire Protection District 
6934 Soquel Dr ive  - Aptos, CA 95003 

Phone # 83 1-685-6690 Fax # 83 1-685-6699 

August 21,2008 

Planning Department 
County of Santa Cruz 
Attention: Alice Daly 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: APN: 043-231 -1 I /  Appl#O8-0373 
313 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Ms. Daly: 

AptoslLa Selva Fire Department has reviewed the plans for the above cited project and has no 
objections as presented 

A plan review fee of $50.00 is d u e  and payable to the Aptos/La Selva Fire Department 
PRIOR TO APPROVAL of building application. Reminder: the enclosed Permit/Service 
Fees form must be submi t ted to the Aptos/La Selva Fire Department at t ime of payment. 

Any other requirements will be addressed in the Building Permit phase 

Plan check is based upon plans submitted to this office. Any changes or alterations shall be re- 
submitted for review prior to construction 

In order to obtain building application approval, recommend you have the DESIGNER add 
appropriate NOTES and DETAILS showing the following information on the plans that are 
submitted for BUILDING PERMIT. 

The County of Santa Cruz Emergency Services DepartmenffAddressing must approve or assign 
an address before Fire Department approval is obtained. 

NOTE on the plans "the REQUlRED and AVAlLABLE NRE FLOW. FIRE FLOW requirements 
for this project is 2,250 gallons per minute. The AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW information can be 
obtained from the water company. The minimum fire-flow requirements for one- and two-family 
dwellings having a fire-flow calculation area which does not exceed 3.600 square feet (344.5 m2) 
shall be 1,000 gallons per minute (3785.4 Limin). Fire-flow and flow duration for dwellings having 
a fire-flow calculation area in excess of 3,600 square feet (344.5m2) shall not be less than that 
specified in Appendix Table B105.1 of the California Fire Code". 

SHOW on the plans a public fire hydrant within 600 feet of any portion of the building meeting the 
minimum required fire flow for the building. Hydrant shall be on a fire apparatus access road, as 
measured by an approved drivable route around the exterior of the facility or building. 
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APN: 043-23 I -  11  
APPL. #I 08-0373 
PAGE 2 of 3 

NOTE on the plans"Al1 buildings shall be protected by an approved automatic fire sprinkler 
system complying with the currently adopted edition of NFPA 13-0. and adopted standards Of the 
Aptoska Selva Fire Protection  district^" 

NOTE on the plans "the designer/installer shall submit three (3) sets of plans and calculations for 
the underground and overhead Residential Automatic Fire Sprinkler System to this agency for 
approval." 

NOTE on the plans "an UNDERGROUND FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM WORKING DRAWING 
must be prepared by the designer/installer. The plans shall comply with the UNDERGROUND 
FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEM INSTALLATION POLICY HANDOUT. Underground plan submittal 
and permit, will be issued to a Class 5. Class C-16, Class C-36 or ownerlbuilder. No exceptions." 

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

When a fire alarm system is proposed in lieu of 11OVlbattery backup smoke detectors, a Separate 
fire alarm permit and fee is required by the Aptos/La Selva Fire District. NOTE on the plans, 
"three sets of fire alarm plans shall be submitted and approved prior to commencing work." 

NOTE on the plans "building numbers shall be provided. Numbers shall be a minimum of four (4) 
inches in height on a contrasting background and visible from the street. Where numbers are not 
visible from the street. additional numbers shall be installed on a directional sign at the propedy 
driveway and the street." 

NOTE on the plans "the installation of an approved spark arrester on the top of the chimney. The 
wire mesh not to exceed 1/2 inch." 

NOTE on the plans "the roof covering shall be no less than Class "€3" rated roof." 

NOTE on the plans "a 30-foOt clearance shall be maintained with non-combustible vegetation 
around all structures or to the property line whichever is a shorter distance. 

EXCEPTION: Single specimens of trees, ornamental shrubbery or similar plants used as 
ground covers, provided they do not form a means of rapidly transmitting fire from native 
growth to any structure." 

One detector adjacent to each sleeping area (hall, foyer, balcony, or etc.) 
One detector in each sleeping room. 
One at the top of each stairway of 24" rise or greater and in an accessible location by a 
ladder. 
There must be at least one smoke detector on each floor level regardless of area 
usage. 
There must be a minimum of one smoke detector in every basement area. 

NOTE on the plans "the job copies of the building and fire systems plans and permits must  be on- 
site during inspections." 
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APN: 043-23 I -  1 I 
APPL. # 08-0373 
PAGE 3 of 3 

F i d  Prevention Division 
AptoslLa Selva Fire Protection District 

cc :  Trent Michele West 
563 Cuesta Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

cc: Matson Britton Architects 
728 N. Branciforte Avenue 
Santa Cruz. CA 95062 
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September 16, 2008 MATSON - 2008 SEP 17 Am Y $6 

Alice Daly 
Project Planner 
Planning Department 
County o f  Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street - 4 I h  Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: Appeals Board 
Application #:08-0373 
Assessor’s Parcel #:043-231-1 I 
Owners: Trent and Michele West 
Situs: 3 13 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos 

To Whom It May Concern: 

As agent of the owner, I hereby appeal (per 17020.5 o f  state Health and Safety 
code) the county staff determination of: 

I .  Robert S. Loveland - Environmental Planning comments provided from letter 
of Alice Daly, dated September 14, 2008. Mr. Loveland’s comments regarding 
earthwork is not consistent with (but not limited too) county code and ordinance. 

2. Travis Rieber - DPW Drainagc comments from letter of Alice Daly, dated 
September 14, 2008. Mr. Rieber’s comments regarding drainage are not 
consistent with (but not limited too) county code and ordinance. 

These issues are technical in nature and the project Ceotechnical and Structural 
Engineer shall provide additional information regarding this appeal. I do request 
that Mr. Loveland and Mr. Rieber provide specific code that they are basing their 
comments on in order to assist our project team to respond to their comments 
more concisely. 

Please do not hesitate to contact our office with any questions or concerns 
regarding this 

Sincerely, 

Cove Britton 
Architect 
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  

L- GOVERNMENTAL CENTER 701 OCEAN STREET S M A  CRUZ. CALIFORNIA 95060 

FAX (831) 454.2131 TDD (831) 454 2123 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION 

08-0373 APPLICATION NO. : 

PHONE: (831) 454-2130 
PRINT DATE: 09/17/2008 

APPLICATION DATE: 08/12/2008 

PARCEL NO. SITUS ADDRESS 
043-231-11 313 KINGSBURY OR APTOS 95003 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Proposal t o  demolish an e x i s t i n g  3.656 square f o o t  4 bedroom 3 . 5  
bath s ing le - fami ly  residence and t o  cons t ruc t  a new approximately 
6.995 square foo t  2 - s t o r y  4 bedroom 4 ba th  and two h a l f  ba th  
residence w i th  a n  attached 611 square f o o t  two-car  garage, and a 
detached 634 square f o o t  3 -car  garage w i t h  a 609 square f o o t  
second f l o o r  accessory dwe l l i ng  u n i t  above. Requires a Coastal 
Development Permit,  a Res iden t ia l  Development Permit and a Level 5 
for approval o f  a second dwe l l i ng  u n i t  over 17 f e e t  i n  h e i g h t .  

regarding Env. P1 anni ng 
dated Sept 12, 2008 

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL BY APPLICANT, MATSON-BRITTON ARCHITECTS, ON 9-17-08, 
and DPW Drainage Comments i n  Incompl e t e  L e t t e r  

1 

nIRECTIONS TO PROPERTY: TAKE HWY 1 TO RIO DEL MAR BLVD E X I T  GO WEST 1 3 N L E S  TO A LEFT ON KINGSBURY 
ORIVC GO 235 FEET TO 313 KINGSBURY DRIVE 

OWNER: WEST TRENT & MICHELE H/W CP 563 CUESTA DR APTOS CA 95003 
SEND HEARING NOTICE AND STAFF REPORT TO OWNER 

BUS PHONE (831)425-0544 
APPLICANT: MATSON BRITTON ARCHITECTS APPELLANTS 728 N BRANCIFORTE AVE SANTA CRUZ CA 95062 

SEND HEARING NOTICE AND STAFF REPORT TO APPLICANT 
STATEMENT OF INTEREST I N  PROPERTY: APPLICANT 

APPLICATION FEES: 
COB NOE ADMINISTRATIVE FEE 
COASTAL ZONE PERMIT nrr'''  

APPLICATION FEES: RECEIPT: 00113474 DATE PAID: 08/12/2008 
COB NOE ADMINISTRATIVE FEE 50.00 
COASTAL ZONE PERMIT - REGULAR 4626.00 #15244 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE - SFD URBAN 622.00 
SOILS REPORT REVIEW - MINOR 987.00 
MINT. GENERAL PLAN 23.01 
UPDATE GENERAL PLAN 15.34 
ENVIRONMENTAL EX EMPTION 145.00 
NON-HAB ACCESS STRUCTURE >1000 SQ FT 300.00 #15244 
NON-HAB ACCESS STRUCTURE > l o 0 0  SQ FT -300 .00  #15244 
NEWiREPLACE RES/MISC M I N O R  REV 250.00 
DPW ROAD PLAN REVIEW NEW SFD 398.00 
DPW ZONE 6 PLN CK NEW SFO T Y P I C A L  445.00 

500.00  #15244 
#15244 

URBAN DES REV PROJ SUBJ TO CODE SEC 1311 

*** TOTAL *** 7561.35 *** URBAN DES REV PROJ SUBJ TO CODE SEC 1311 - 5 0 0 . 0 0  

NON-HAB ACCESS 5 ~ ~ 

NON-HAB ACCESS STRUCTURE > l o 0 0  Sd FT 
NEWiREPLACE RES/MISC M I N O R  RFV 
DPW ROAD PLAN REVIEb. .._.. -. - 
DPW ZONE 6 PLN CK NEW SFO T Y P I C A L  
URBAN DES REV PROJ SUBJ TO CODE SEC 1311 
URBAN DES REV PROJ SUBJ TO CODE SEC 1311 
*** TOTAL *** 

23.01 
15.34 

145 nn 
#15244 

.300 .00  #15244 
250.00 

445.00 
500.00  #15244 
500.00  #15244 

COPY - APPLICANT 
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.................................................................................. _ .............................................................................. 

............................................................. = = = ~ = ~ ~ = ~ ~ = = ~ = ~  .............................................................. 

............................................................................... - ............................................................................... 
_.__.....__j._____._...._____________________________~~~~~~~~-~~~~~__ ........... ................................................................................ 

CDUWTY OF SANTb CBUZ - &LI!S 3.0 C.ASHIER: LIIJ 
RECEIPT FOR PAYHENI DATE: 0 ’ 3 / i i l 0 8  

WPLICATIOH NO.: 08-0373 IIHE: 10:43:?.3 
KECEIPT NO: OU!i4!bII 

’AHCEL NO.: 013-231-11 O E P O S I I  NO: UB?biP! 

-................. ............................................................. 
IWAtlSRCTION FUNDING FOR DESCRIPTION FEE AHOUNT 

c7-  PERSONW CHECK 7261 HATSON RRITTON RRCHITECTS ,, , .no 
= = = = ~ = = ~ = ~ = = = ~ =  

= = ~ = = = = = = ~ = = = = ~ =  ...................................................... 
................................................................................. ............................................................................... 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DE PA RTM ENT 

701 OCEAN STREET - 4” FLOOR, SANTA CRU2, CA 95060 
(831) 454 2580 FAX (831) 454-2131 T O O  (831) 454-2123 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

September 12, 2008 

Matson Britton Architects 
728 N. Branciforte Ave 
Santa Cruz. CA 95062 

Subject: Incomplete Application - Additional lnformation Requi red  
Application #. 08-0373; Assessol’s Parcel #: 043-231-11 
Owner: T ren t  and  Michele West 

Dear Matson Bntton Architects: 

This letter is to inform you of the status o f  your application. On 8/12/08, the above referenced 
application was submitted for a Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
with the Santa Cruz County Planning Department. The initial phase ofprocessing your application 
is an evaluation of whether enough information has been submitted to continue processing the 
application (the “completeness” determination). This is done by reviewing the submitted materials, 
existing files and records and input from other agencies, conducting a site visit and a preliminary 
review of whether there Is enough information to evaluate the compliance of your proposal with 
current codes and policies. 

Completeness Issues 
It has been determined that additional information and/or material is necessary. At this stage, your 
application is considered incomplete. For your proposal to proceed, the following items should be 
submitted: 

1 .  Please list all earthwork quantities on Sheet C-l of your plans, as requested by 
Environmental Planning in the attached Discretionary Application Comments. Include a 
separate line item for over-excavation / re-compaction quantities. 

2. Please directly contact Travis Rieber, Department of Public Works Storm Water 
Management Section at 454-2594, to discuss and resolve the DPW Drainage “Completeness 
Comments” itemized on the attached Discretionary Application Comments. Please note that 
items # 4,5,  and 6 under “DPW Drainage Completeness Comments” are compliance rather 
than completeness issues. 

3.  Please review the attached Discretionary Application Comments from all agencies. 
Comments listed under the heading “Completeness Comments’’ for each agency must be 
addressed and resolved prior to your application being considered complete and able to move 
forward with the review. Questions related to these comments can be addressed to each 
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separate agency. As stated above, be aware that  items # 4, 5 ,  a n d  6 under "DPW Drainage 
Completeness Comments" are compliance, not completeness issues. 

Please note t h a t  you will be  required to install signage on the subject property that notifies 
the public of your development permit application. Please refer to the Neighborhood 
Notification Guidelines for the standards for preparing your sign. Please do not prepare or 
install the sign until all other completeness issues have been resolved as the description may 
change during the review process. Neighborhood Notification Guidelines online: 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ c c o ~ l a n r i i n ~ . c o i n ~ h r o c h u r e s ~ n e i ~ i b o m o t i c e . h t m  If you require a paper copy, please 
let us know and one can be provided to you. 

4. 

You must submit the reauired materials to the Plannine. Department at one time. Revisions to plans 
must be included in complete, updated sets of plans. All plan sets must be individually stapled and 
folded in to  an - 9" x 12" format (per Folding Plans handout). To reduce waste and to aid in  
recycling efforts, plan sets should be printed on bond (white) paper and should not include colored 
binding nnterial of any kind. You  haT.e until ! 1!12/05, to s-bmit a!! of the infxmation required in 
this letter. Pursuant to Section 18.10.430 of the Santa CNZ County Code, failure to submit the 
required information may lead to abandonment of your application and forfeihre of fees. 

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

You have the right to appeal this determination that the application is incompletepursuant to Section 
18.10.320 o f  the County Code and Section 65943 of the Government Code. To appeal, submit the 
required fee and a letter addressed to the Board Of Supervisors stating the determination appealed 
from, and the reasons you feel the determination is unjustified or inappropriate. The appeal letter and 
fee must be formally submitted through the Zoning Counter of the Planning Department at 701 
Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, California no later than 5 : O O  p.m. on 9/26/08. 

CompLiance Issues 
Desim and Neiehborhood Compatibility 
Please carefully review the attached memo regarding youi-project from the County Urban Designer. 
You are encouraged to consider a re-desigc ofyour proposal based upon therecommendations ofthe 
Urban Designer in order to move the project toward @-eater compliance with the applicable 
provisions o f  County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1.  W e  are unlikely to be able to make the 
required findings or recommend approval of the project as currently submitted. 

Additional Information 
In addition to evaluating the completeness ofyour application, the initial review has identified other 
issues that will affect the processmg ofyour project. Although i t  is not necessary for you to address 
these items for your application to be declared complete, they will need to be dealt with in  later 
stages of your application process. 

A.  You are requested to please fill out the attached Floor Area/ Gross Building Area worksheet 
in order to c la r ih  the square footage calculations for your proposed project. 

You are encouraged to submit a landscape plan for this p!-ojec.t, as landscaping may soften 
the visual impact from the street, and is a site design element that would help to bring the 

B. 
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proposed new home into coiiforniancc with Section 13. I 1,072 site design standards for visual 
compatibility with surrounding development. Please review the attached Urban Designer 
memo. 

C. Please review the attached Discretionary Application Comments from all agencies, and the 
Aptos / La Selva Fire Protection District Memo dated August 21, 2008. Comments listed 
under the heading “Miscellaneous Comments” for each agency shall either be addressed as 
Conditions of Approval for this permit. if approved, or will be required prior to approval of 
any Building or Grading I’ennit(s) for this project. Questions related to these comments can 
be addressed to each separate agency. 

Should you have hr ther  questions concerning this application, please contact me at: 
(831) 454-3259, or e-mail: alice.dalv~co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Sincerely, 
i‘ir ~ ‘ r  

~. 

Project Planner, Developmeiit Review 

Attachments: 
County of Santa Cruz Discretionary Application Comments 
County of Santa CIUZ Urban Designer Memo dated September 10, 2008 
Aptos / La Selva Fire Protection District Memo dated August 21, 2008 
Floor Area Ratio and Gross Building Area Worksheet 

1 0 7  



C O L I  T Y  0 . F  S A N T A  C U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Pro jec t  Planner: A l i c e  Daly 
2ppl i c a t  ion No. : 08-0373 T i m e -  IS :  0 6 :  48 

D a t e .  September 11. 2008 

APN: 043- 231 - 11 Page: 1 

Environmental Planning Completeness Comments 

R E V I E W  ON SEPTEMBER 4 2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELAND ========= - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1 The s o i l s  repo r t  submi t ted i s  i n  review s ta tus  

2 Please l i s t  earthwork q u a n t i t i e s  on "Sheet C i "  
overexcavatiordrecompaction q u a n t i t i e s  

Environmental Planning Miscel laneous Comments 

Inc lude a seperate l i n e  item for  

R E V I E W  ON SEPTEMBER 4 ,  2008 BY ROBERT S LOVELANO ========= - - - - __ - - _ ~ _ ~  _ _ _ _ _  

The b i o t i c  resource mapped w i t h i n  t h i s  area i s  n o t  present  on t h l s  parcel  

Condi t ions of Approval :  

1 .  Submit a "Plan Review" l e t t e r  from t h e  p r o j e c t  geotechnica l  engineer fo r  review 
and approval 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

-------E= - - - _ _  - REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 ,  2008 BY T R A V I S  RIEBER ========= 

1 .  How i s  r u n o f f  from the e x i s t i n g  impervious area c o l l e c t e d  and d i rec ted? Where 
does the  e x i s t i n g  ca tch  b a s i n  i n  t h e  driveway area d r a i n ?  Are  t h e r e  any problems 
w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  dra inage system? 

2 .  Does t h i s  s i t e  c u r r e n t l y  rece ive  any runo.ff f rom adjaCent/UpslOpe proper ty? If 
so. how w i l l  the  p r o j e c t  con t inue t o  accept t h i s  r u n o f f  w i thou t  causing adverse i m  
pacts t o  the  proposed s t r u c t u r e  or adjacent/downstream p roper t i es  

3 .  Continue t h e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  o f f s i t e  routing p a t h  along Kingsbury Dr ive t o  a 
safe p o i n t  o f  re lease.  

4 
a reas  and new impervious areas r e s u l t i n g  from t h e  proposed p r o j e c t .  To receive 
c r e d i t  f o r  t h e  e x i s t l n g  impervious surfaces t o  be removed p lease prov ide docurnenta- 
t i o n  such as assessor-s  reco rds .  survey records,  a e r i a l  photos or other  o f f i c i a l  
records tha t  w i l l  h e l p  e s t a b l i s h  and determine t h e  dates they were b u i l t .  

5 .  Pro jec ts  are requ i red  t o  minimize impervious s u r f a c i n g .  This p r o j e c t  i s  proposing 
an extensive amount of paved driveway and p a t i o  a rea .  The requirement t o  minimize 
impervious su r fac ing  can be achieved by the use o f  porous pavement where feas ib le .  

6 The app l ican t  i s  encouraged t o  discuss the  above comments w i th  the  reviewer t o  
avo id  unnecessary a d d i t i o n a l  r o u t i n g s .  A $230.00 a d d i t i o n a l  rev iew fee s h a l l  be ap- 
p!jed t~ a i !  re-suDm5ttal .s s t a r t i n g  w i t h  the t h i r d  ! -out ing.  

For impacts and f e e  c a l c u l a t i o n s  please p rov ide  t a b u l a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  impervious 
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Discrf m a r y  Comments - Continued 

P r o j e c t  Planner:  A l i c e  Daly 
Applicat ion No.: 08-0373 

APN: 043-231-11 

Date September 11, 2008 
T i m e  15 06 48 
Page 2 

Note. A l l  r e -submi t ta l s  s h a l l  be made through the Planning  department^ Mater ia ls  
l e f t  w i t h  Pub l ic  Works may be re tu rned by m a i l .  w i t h  r e s u l t i n g  delays.  

Please c a l l  the  Dept.  o f  Pub l ic  Works, Storm Water Management Sect ion.  from 8:OO am 
t o  12:OO noon i f  you have quest ions 

Dpw Drainage Misce l l aneous  Comments 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

1 A drainage fee w i l l  be assessed on t h e  net  increase i n  impervious area. Reduced 
fees are assessed f o r  semi-perv ious su r fac ing  t o  o f f s e t  cos ts  and encourage more ex 
tensiw use of these m a t e r i a l s  

2 .  A c i v i l  engineer has t o  inspec t  the  drainage improvements on t h e  parcel  and 
provide pub l i c  works w i t h  a l e t t e r  con f i rm ing  tha t  t h e  work was completed per t h e  
p lans .  Upon approval o f  t h e  p r o j e c t  a h o l d  w i l l  be p laced on the permit  t o  be 
released once a s a t i s f a c t o r y  l e t t e r  i s  rece ived.  

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 .  2008 BY T R A V I S  RIEBER ========= - -_ -_- - -_ - -_ -_ - - _ _  

Dpw Road Engineer ing Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 3 .  200s BY RODOLFO N R l V A S  ========= _ _ - _  - _- -_  - - - - - - -- - 
NO COMMENT 

~ p w  Road Engineer ing M i s c e l l a n e o u s  Comments 

R E V I E W  ON SEPTEMBER 3 .  2008 BY RODOLFO N R l V A S  ========= -_- -_ - - - - - - - - - _- - - 
NO COMMENT 

Dpw S a n i t a t i o n  Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 2 .  2008 BY CARMEN M LOCATELLI ========= - _ --____- - - - __- - - - 
Sewer serv ice i s  c u r r e n t l y  a v a i l a b l e .  

Dpw S a n i t a t i o n  M i s c e l l a n e o u s  Comments 

REVIEW ON SEPTEMBER 2 .  2008 BY CARMEN M LOCATELLI ========= - - __-_ _ _ _  - - - _- - _ _  
Proposed l o c a t i o n  o f  o n - s i t e  sewei- l a t e r a l ( s 1 .  c l e a n - o u t ( s ) .  and connect ion(s) t o  
e x i s t i n g  p u b l i c  sewer must be showri on t h e  p l o t  p l a n  o f  t h e  b u i l d i n g  permi t  app l i ca-  
t i o n  
Ex is t i ng  l a t e r a l ( s 1  must be p r o p e r l y  abandoned ( i n c l u d i n g  i n s p e c t i o n  by D i s t r i c t )  
p r i o r  t o  issuance o f  d e m o l i t i o n  pe rm i t  o r  r e l o c a t i o n  o r  d isconnect ion  of S t ruc ture .  
An abandonment pe rm i t  f o r  d isconnect ion  work must be ob ta ined  from the D i s t r i c t .  
Show a l l  e x i s t i n g  and proposed plumbing f i x t u r e s  on f l o o r  p lans  o f  b u i l d i n g  app l ica-  
t i o n .  

Aptos-La Se lva  Beach F i r e  P r o t  D i s t  Completeness  C 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 
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D i s c r t  >nary Comments - Continued 

Pro jec t  Planner:  A l i c e  Daly 
App l i ca t i on  N o . :  08-0373 

APN: 043-231-11 

D a t e  September 11. 2008 
Time 15 06 48 
Page: 3 

R E V I E W  OW AUGUST 2 6 .  2008 BY E R I N  K STOW ========= _ _  - - -- - - - _ _  - -___  - - 
DEPARTMENT NAME:Aptos/La Selva F i r e  Dept APPRVED 
A l l  F i r e  Department b u i l d i n g  requlrements and fees w i l l  be addressed i n  the Bui ld ing 
Permit phase 
Plan check i s  based upon plans submi t ted  t o  t h i s  o f f i c e .  Any changes or a l te ra t ions  
s h a l l  be re-submi t ted f o r  rev iew p r i o r  t o  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

Aptos-La Selva Beach Fire Pro t  D i s t  Miscel laneous 

LATEST COMMENTS HAVE NOT YET BEEN SENT TO PLANNER FOR T H I S  AGENCY 

R E V I E W  ON AUGUST 26 .  2008 BY E R I N  K STOW ========= - _- _ _ _  - - - - - -_ - - 
NO COMMENT 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN S T R E W ,  SlJlTE400, SANTA CRUZ, C A  95060 
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123 

TOM BURNS, DIRECTOR 

Cove Britton 
728 North Branciforte 
Santa Cruz. CA 
95062 

November IO,  2008 

SUBJECT: Application No.: 08-0373 
Appellant: Cove Britton 
Applicant: Cove Britton 
Owner: Trent and Michele West 

Situs: 
APN: 043-231-1 1 

313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos, CA 

Dear Mr. Britton, 

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of my determination regarding your appeal ofthe action on 
the noted Building Permit application. Tom Burns. the Planning Director, has directed me to act on 
his behalf for this appeal. My determination is based upon a review of all correspondence, a review 
Of any applicable ordinances, discussions with staff and a review of the application and associated 
file. Meetings set with you on October 15.2008 and October 31,2008 were cancelled by you or your 
representative. You did not attend the meeting set for November 10, 2008. 

This project involves a proposal to demolish an existing single family dwelling on the noted parcel 
and to construct a new single family dwelling with an attached garage and a detached structure that 
includes a garage and an accessory dwelling unit. 

APPEAL ISSUES 
From my review of the record, you are appealing the basis of the information request by the 
Environmental Planning Section and the Department of Public Works Drainage Section. The key 
points contained in your appeal are as follows: 

1. “Robert S. Loveland - Environmental Planning comments provided from letter ofAlice Daly, 
dated September 14, 2008. Mr. Loveland’s comments regarding earthwork is not COnSiStenl 
with (but not limited too) county code and ordinance.” 

2. “Travis Rieber - DPW Drainage comments from letter of Alice Daly, dated September 14, 
2008. Mr. Rieber’s comments regarding drainage are not consisfent with (but notlimited too) 
county code or ordinance.” 

The specific completeness comments in question are as follows: 

Environmental Planninq ComDleteness Comments/ Mr. Loveland 

, The soils report submitted is in review status. 
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. Please list earthwork quantities on "Sheet CI" .  Include a separate line item for over 
excavation/ recompaction quantities. 

DPW DrainaQe Completeness Comments/ Mr. Rieber 

1. How is runoff from the existing impervious area collected and directed? Where does the 
existing catch basin in the driveway area drain? Are there any problems with the existing 
drainage system? 

2. Does this site currently receive any runoff from adjacenthpslope property? If so. how will the 
project continue to accept this runoff without causing adverse impacts to the proposed structure 
or adjacentldownstream properties? 

3. Continue the description of the offsite routing path along Kingsbury Drive to a safe point of 
release. 

4. For impacts and fee calculations please provide tabulation of existing impervious areas and 
new impervious areas resulting from the proposed project. To receive credit for the existing 
impervious surfaces to be removed please provide documentation such as assessor's records, 
survey records, aerial photos or other official records that will help establish and determine the 
dates they were built. Project is proposing an extensive amount of paved driveway and patio 
area. 

5. Projects are required to minimize impervious surfacing. This project is proposing an extensive 
amount of paved driveway and patio area. The requirement to minimize impervious surfacing 
can be achieved by the use of porous pavement where feasible. 

6. The applicant is encouraged to discuss the above comments with the reviewer to avoid 
unnecessary additional routings. A $200.00 additional review fee shall be applied to all re- 
submittals starting with the third routing. 

As you are aware, the soils report review was completed on October 9, 2008. The remaining 
information requests include information that was required in the LORI. 

BACKGROUND/ ANALYSIS 
Chapter 18.10 outlines the requirements of any submittal to the Planning Department, These include 
'wcb information and reports as may be required by the Section or by other applicable ordinances 
or by tbe Planning director or approving body in order io make ihe required findings". Clearly, the 
objective of the submittal requirements is to not only to comply with applicable code, but also to 
provide the decision maker with sufficient information to address all concerns and questions and 
make the required findings. For a Level 5 application such as this, Section 18.10.210 (a) and (b) 
outlines the minimum information required. Again, these sections provide forthe Planning Directorto 
determine the information necessary for any application, with this detailed in the List of Required 
Information (LORI) maintained by the Planning Department. 

The Coastal Development Permit application, which includes a Residential Development Permit, 
was submitted to the County on August 12, 2008. A LORI for the Coastal Permiff Residential 
Development Permit Application was prepared for this proposed project on May 16,2008. The LORI 
clearly noted under the section titled Site Plan that grading quantities are required. It is our 
experience that replacement structures require over excavation/ re-compaction of the soils after the 
demolition has been completed. Completion of the soils report review would allow the Environmental 
Planning staff the ability to determine if grading is required on the site after the existing house is 
demolished. Knowing the grading requirements allows the project to be properly advertised with the 
estimated grading quantities (especially for a Coastal Development Permit). Finally, under the 
section titled Stormwater Management Plan, the LORI listed requirements that cover the requested 
information. 
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The soils report review comment was in response to the soils reports submitted with the application. 
As noted on the Soils Report Requirements Guidelines handout, a soils report is required for a 
single-family dwelling. As stated earlier, the soils report review was completed on October 9,2008. 

CONCLUSION 
The appellant has not demonstrated that the County has acted unjustifiably or inappropriately, Or 
that there was a lack of a fair or impartial analysis in the determination that the additional information 
was required to have a complete application. Further, it has not been demonstrated that there was 
an error or an abuse of discretion on the part of staff, or that the decision is not supported by the 
facts presented for consideration or available to staff in making the decision to declare this 
application incomplete for further processing. 

Therefore, I am upholding the determination of the staff planner dated September 12, 2008 and 
DENYING your appeal. This determination is final and cannot be further appealed except as 
provided for in County Code Section 18.10.350 (Special Consideration by Board of Supervisors). 

Sincerely, 

Planner IV 

Attachments: 
1. Letter of Appeal received 09/17/08 
2. Incomplete letter for Application 08-0373 dated 09/12/08 
3. LORI for APN: 043-231-11 dated 05/16/08 (on file with the Planning Department) 
4. Excerpts from the County Code 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

October 23,2008 

Matson Britton Architects 
728 N. Branciforte Ave 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

Subject: Complete Application - Application #: 08-0373 
Assessor’s Parcel #: 043-231-11, Owner: Trent and Michele West 

Dear Mr. Britton: 

This letter is to update you on the status of your application. On 8/12/08, the above referenced 
application was submitted for a Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
with the Santa Cruz County Planning Department. The initial phase ofprocessing your application 
was an evaluation of whether enough information has been submitted to continue processing the 
application (the “completeness” determination). 

In a letter dated September 12, 2008, your project was deemed incomplete, with additional 
information requested by Environmental Planning and DPW/ Drainage as detailed in that letter and 
its attachments. 

On September 16,2008, you filed an appeal, and that appeal is currently under review 

Also on September 16*, staff received a separate letter under the header “Completeness Issues 
Response”. In that letter, you stated that while you did not believe that the information requested by 
Environmental Planning and DPW/ Drainage were completeness items, you would “provide 
appropriate clarification, corrections and additional information that is appropriate for this level of 
review”. 

In an email to you on September 24, 2008, Principal Planner Paia Levine sought clarification on 
whether the “Completeness Issues Response” letter was intended as informational only, or whether- 
in spite ofthe reference to the provision of additional information-the letter was intended to be you  
re-submittal in response to our determination of 9/12/08. On 9/30/08, you clarified that we should 
consider the “Completeness Issues Response” letter to be your re-submittal. 

The information that is outstanding pending the review of your appeal would have been necessary 
to evaluate your project in typical circumstances. However, because we believe that the project is 
inconsistent with respect to County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1 regarding Design Review and 
Neighborhood Compatibility, and because staff will be recommending denial to the Zoning 
Administrator for that reason, the information is not necessary at this time. Therefore, your 
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application has been deemed complete for hrther processing. 

I will be proceeding with the preparation of a Staff Report for the Zoning Administrator for agenda 
date December 5,2008. Your pending appeal will have been adjudicated by that time. 

Please note that you are now required to install signage on the subject property that notifies the 
public of your development permit application. Please refer to the Neighborhood Notification 
Guidelines for the standards for preparing your sign. The Neighborhood Notification Guidelines are 
online at: www.sccoDlannins.com/brochures/nei!2hbomotice.htrn The required sign text is attached 
to this letter. 

Additional Issues 
A. Please again review the September 9,2008 memo from the County Urban Designer, which is 

attached for your convenience. You are encouraged to consider a re-design of your proposal 
based upon the recommendations of the Urban Designer in order to move the project towad 
greater compliance with County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1. We will not be able to 
recommend approval of the project as currently submitted. 

B. You are encouraged to submit a landscape plan for this project, as landscaping may soften 
the visual impact from the street, and is a site design element that would help to bring the 
proposed new home into conformance with Section 13.1 1.072. 

Should you have hrther questions concerning this application, please contact me at: 
(831) 454-3259, or e-mail: alice.daly@,co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Project Planner, Development Review 

Attachments: 
County of Santa Cruz Urban Designer Memo dated September 10,2008 
Sign text 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

APPLICATION NO. 08-0373 

Date September 9,2008 

To Alice Daly. Project Planner 

From Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re New residence at 313 Kingsbcry Drive. Santa Crur 

1. COMPLETENESS ITEMS (for design review only) 

none 

II. COMPLlANCE.ISSUES 

A. Recommendation 

I do not believe that the Zoning Administrator could make the findings that this design is compatible 
with the neighborhood. 

6. Applicable Ordinances 

There are two chapters of the County of Santa Cruz Code that pertain to the application. The first 
pertains to the Coastal Zone (Chapter 13.20). 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developments. 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone. 

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

The second portion of the County of Saita Cruz Code that pertains to this application is the Design 
Review ordinance (Chapter 13.1 I ) ,  because the lot is mapped scenic. 

Section 13.11.072 Site design. 

(a) It shall be Vle objective of new development to enhance or preserve the integrity of 
existing land use padems or character where those exist and to be consistent with Village 
plans, community plans and mastat special community plans as they become adopted, 
and to complement the scale of neighboring development where appropriate to the zoning 
district conteul. New development. where appropriate. shall be sited, designed and 
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Application No: 08-0333 September 9,2008 

Code Maximum 

landscaped so as to be visually compatible and integrated with the character Of 
surrounding areas. 

(1) Compatible Site Design. 

ii) The pnmary elements of sile design whlch must be balanced and 
evaluated in relation to the proposed project site and surrounding 
development in order to create compatible development include: 

13.1 1.073 Building design 

(b) It shall be an objective of building design to address the present and fulure 
neighbohood. community and zoning distnct context. 

(1) Compatible Building Design. 

(1) Building design shall relate to adjacent development and the 
sunounding area. 

C. Applicable Findings 

There are also two sets of findings that must be made for this application. The Coastal Zone finding 
pertaining to design is as follows: 

Section 13.20.110 Findings 

(c) That Ihe project is consistent wth the Design Criteria and special use standards and Wndikm 
of this Chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq. (see above). 

The other finding that must be made is for the Development Permit - 

.50 

Section 18.10.230 Findings required, 

(a) Development Pemits 

(5) 
with the existing and proposed land uses in the vicinity and will be 
compatible with the physical design aspects, land use inlensilies, and 
dwelling unit densities of the neighbohood. 

That the proposed project will complement and hamnize 

D. 

This residence is just below the maximum site standards as follows - 

Desim Issues / Urban Desimer Comments 

1 Floor Area R 

Floor Area Ratio, Lot Coverage and Building Height are measures that are designed to limit the 
overall bulk and mass of a new residence. While indeed these are inaxi~num limits, they are not 
guaranteed. When pushed to near maxunum, they become indicators that a design may not be 
compatible with neighboring shuctues that are obviously small and lower. 
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Application No: 08-0373 September 9,2008 

There are additional aspects of the desigr increase the image of bulk: 

. The building is pushed to the front setback and the rear halfof the lot only contains the 

All faces of the building contain two story walls. This gives a large ‘%ox-like” 

The cornice line of the building is almost continuous. This emphasizes the 21 ft. high 

Cement plaster is t.he primary material for the walls. This limits the contrast of 

A landscape plan was not submitted. It is unclear if the existing shrubs in the front 

loggia and garage. This increascs the impact of the bulk to the street 

. 
appearance ~ unifonnly two stories. 

. 
plate lines. 

. 
materials that would reduce the visual impact. 

. 
are being kept which would decrease the visual impact kom the street - new planting 
could assist in softening the massing and adding interest. 

NOTE: Rev&@ the design to address the above issues is critical, but may not be sufficient io 
insure compatibility with the neighborhood 

c. 
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County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department 

General Information 
Aptos. 454-7576 Sonto Cruz: 454-3252 

Date Stamp: --T--== 
@($FEE 5 Pfl P 88 

I - u Staff Initials: 
! 

Routing Form 
(For Tracking Dropped Off Materials) 

- .. . ~ .. . . 

Instructions for this Form: 
To track material that does not need to be screened at the Building and Zoning Counters, please 
complete this form and have i t  reviewed at the General Information Desk. A copy will be 
attached to the material and o receipt will be given to you Please ask the General Information 
Desk for assistance. 

Note: Screening at the Building and Zoning Counter is  required for the following materials: 
Applications for 011 new projects 
Revisions of projects that alter the permit description 
Applications for revisions of projects / change orders for issued permits 
Any submittal which requires a fee to be paid 
.~ . .  

Please provide all information as necessary: 
i: /r j /oq 

04 3 '- 'L31- \ I  
Today's Date: 

Assessor's Parcel Number: 

Application Number: 0% - 03' 
Other [if no current application): 

r,( 1 N\fL?v7 T P 

Name of person dropping off material: - d l  r ~ \ l ~ . ~ ~ \  

Contact name (if different from above]: 

Contact phone #: si\- 4152 .'' c54-4 
'_  k s  ,?( ~ \ @ &  Description of Material: 1 ccLThrLt 9- 

k 

( 2 )  % ' / 2  x \ \  y p A i bLfii#j) s PC I 

/+ -, ,. 1-.. . i 

yxp h I Q J  

Number of copies / sets submitted: % 1 i PLh ft7~.4,L~&1-fd btj, Y \ ~ ~ ~ ~ Q  N 

Person to receive material: ~ 

Note: all material relating to current discre- 
'>nary applications wii/ be reviewed by the 

i 
.reject planner first 

1 2 2  
3riginal: Receipi Canary: Routed Pink: GlD file pln-1001 form revised: 9-30-08 
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Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 08-0373 

Applicant: Matson Bntton Architects 
Owner: Trent & Michele West 
APN: 043-231-1 1 

Project Description: Proposal to demolish an existing 3,656 square foot 4 bedroom, 3 % bath 
single-family residence and to construct a new approximately 6,995 square foot, two-story, 4- 
bedroom, 4 bath and two half-bath residence, including an attached 61 1 square foot two-car garage, 
and a detached 634 square foot 3-car garage with a 609 square foot second floor accessory dwelling 
unit above. Requires a Coastal Development Permit, a Residential Development Permit, a Level 5 
approval for a second dwelling unit over 17 feet in height and a Preliminary Grading Approval. 

Location: The property is located on Kingsbury Drive approximately 235 feet from the 
intersection with Rio Del Mar Boulevard at 31 3 Kingsbury Drive. 

Supervisorial District: Second District (District Supervisor: Ellen Pine) 

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
Technical Reviews: none 

Agenda Date: March 6,2009 
Agenda Item #: 1 
Time: After 1O:OO a.m. 

Staff Recommendation: 

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

Denial of Application 08-0373, based on the attached findings 

Exhibits 
A. Project plans F. County Urban Designer memos 
B. Findings dated 9/9/08 and 2/17/09 
C. Categorical Exemption (CEQA G. Correspondence 

D. Assessor’s parcel map 
E. Vicinity and Zoning maps 

determination) H.  Letter to applicant dated 10/23/08 

Parcel Information 
Parcel Size: 14,157 square feet 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: Residential 

County of Santa CIUZ Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4” Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 
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Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 
Project Access: 
Planning Area: Aptos 
Land Use Designation: 
Zone District: 

Coastal Zone: - x Inside - Outside 

Residential 
From driveway off Kingsbury Drive 

R-UL (Urban Low Density Residential) 
R-I -6 (Single-family residential, minimum 6,000 square 
foot parcel size) 

Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm. J- Yes - N O  

Environmental Information 
Geologic Hazards: Mapped liquefaction area 
Soils: Not a mapped constraint 
Fire Hazard: Not a mapped constraint 
Slopes: Gently sloped 
Env. Sen. Habitat: Not m a p p d n o  physical evidence on site 
Grading: I I cubic yards of cut; 149 cubic yards of fill 
Tree Removal: No trees proposed to be removed 
Scenic: Yes,  mapped scenic area 
Drainage: Drainage plans not submitted; information not available 
Archeology: Not mappedino physical evidence on site 

Services Information 
UrbadRural Services Line: - x lnside - Outside 
Water Supply: Soquel Water District 
Sewage Disposal: County Sanitation District 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: Zone 6 

Aptos- La Selva Fire District 

History 
The parcel is  developed with an existing 3,656 square foot 4-bedroom 3.5 bath single-family 
residence that was built in 1964. A small portion of the footprint of the existing home is a 2-story 
element 

The current project was initiated with planner consultation # 08-0060 on February 20,2008. Staff 
direction to the applicant was limited due to the fact that no plans were made available for the 
consultation. 

The current application was submitted on August 12,2008, without grading or drainage information. 
On September 12, 2008, the applicant was sent an “incomplete” letter requesting earthwork 

’ quantities (grading) and drainage information. On September 16,2008, the applicant submitted an 
appeal of the requirement by County staff for grading and drainage calculations. The appeal was 
adjudicated by planner IV Don Bussey, on behalf of the Planning Director. In a letter dated 
November 10,2008, Mr. Bussey denied the appeal of the completeness determination and found the 
application incomplete. 

During the time that the appeal was being processed, staff determined that the proposed new 
residence as designed was inconsistent with County Code Chapters 13.1 1 and 13.20, with regard to 
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neighborhood compatibility, bulk and massing. The applicant was sent a letter dated October 23, 
2008, in which staff explained the intent to bring the project forward with a recommendation for 
denial. A copy of the letter is attached here as Exhibit H. The applicant requested a 90-day 
processing extension (to March 16, 2009) in order to meet with County staff and discuss options 
regarding the project. This request was granted. 

The applicant met with County staff, including County Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz, and also 
held a meeting for neighbors for discussion of the proposed project. Revised plans were submitted 
on January I6 and February 5, 2009 for staff review. 

Project Setting 
The parcel is in an existing developed single-family residential neighborhood in Aptos, across the 
street from a coastal bluff. The parcel is mapped “Scenic Resources”, and thus is subject to review 
pursuant to the County Design Review Ordinance. Many of the surroundingresidences are also two- 
story homes, though of lesser size and bulk than the proposed residence, and set back farther from 
the street frontage. The subject parcel consists of two combined parcels. Most of the surrounding 
parcels are smaller, in the 6,000-9,000 square foot range, and thus developed with smaller homes. 
The existing home on the property is a 1960s-era contemporary with a small 2-story element. There 
are distant views to the coastal public beach below. 

Analysis 
The proposed new residence and detached garage with a second-floor accessory dwellingurd is just 
below all of the maximum site standards: the Floor Area Ratio (FAX) is .4998 ( S O  is the 
maximum), lot coverage 28.23% (30% is the maximum) and the building height is 27’, 4%” (28’ is 
the maximum). The FAR dimensions for themain dwelling (which do not include a 148 square foot 
covered area that is proposed to be less than 7.5 feet high) fall just below the 7,000 square foot 
threshold that would require the project to meet the findings required under County Code Section 
13.1 0.325(a), the Large Dwelling Ordinance. The Large Dwelling Ordinance excludes accessory 
buildings fiom thearea calculations for determining “large dwelling“ status. The adjusted floor area 
for the total proposed new development (including the detached 2-story structure not included in 
“Large Dwelling” calculations) comes tu 7, I81 square feet. 

In his memo dated 2/17/09 (see Attachment G), Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz states, ‘ I . .  .While 
indeed these are maximum limits, they are not guaranteed. When pushed to near maximum, they 
become indicators that a design may not be compatible with neighboring structures that are 
obviously smaller and lower.” The project is on a combined lot that has approximately twice the 
area of most surrounding parcels. Building to the maximum dimensions allowed by these site 
standards for this double lot could thus result in a proportionally larger house than would meet the 
same thresholds on surrounding lots. If the double lot was uncombined and two smaller houses 
were proposed, the result would be greater density, but with structures that might be more in 
proportion with the range of existing character and sizes of homes in the vicinity, depending upon 
the particular design. 

The established residential neighborhood contains a range of architectural styles, and the 
determination that the proposed home would not be compatible with the eclectic variety Of 

surrounding dwellings i s  based largely on the fomality and massive scale of the architectural 
elements, i.e. the execution of the proposed style. If a similar design were to be carried O u t  in 
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different proportions and with smaller overall massing, the project would not necessarily appear to 
be as out of place in the neighborhood. Thus, it is important to make the distinction that the 
recommendation for denial is not based on a genre of architectural style, but rather upon how a 
particular execution of a style for a home of a certain size may not f i t  into a neighborhood on the 
subject parcel. 
The determination of incompatibility with the existing neighborhood is based upon analysis of 
multiple factors, including size, massing of second-story elements, and placement in relation to the 
street frontage and surrounding structures. In the general area of the neighborhood there are a few 
residences on other larger-than-average lots that are of similar size as what the applicant has 
proposed, as well as homes that are slightly above maximum site standard dimensions for their 
parcels. However, development on contiguous parcels and within the same block is smaller and 
presents less massing in proximity to the street frontage. While the detached garage with a second- 
floor accessory dwelling unit is excluded from “large dwelling” calculations, the placement of the 
second structure is in part determining the siting ofthe larger main residence closer to the street in a 
manner that will make the dwelling more of a singularly massive presence from the pedestrian 
streetscape. h addition, because the detached structure, like the main dwelling, presents a two-story 
box-like mass from all elevations, it adds to the impression ofbeing out of character with the extent 
of development on neighboring lots. 

A recommendation for approval would not be supported by the applicable Ordinance sections that 
address compatible sitedesign and building design, In Chapter 13.1 1.072(a), it isstated, “Itshallbe 
the objective ofnew developmenf to enhance orpreserve the integrity of existing land usepalterns or 
character where those exisf and to be consistent with village plans, communiiy plans and coastal 
special community plans as they become adopted, and to complernenl rhe scale of neighboring 
development where appropriate to the zonirgdistrict conrexf. New development, where appropria le. 
shall be sited. designed and landscaped so as to be visually compafible and integrated with the 
character ofsurrounding areas. The scale and massing of the proposed new house are not visually 
compatible with, nor integrated into the character of, existing development in the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

Theproject isalso inconsistent with County Codechapter 13.20.13O;l (Design Criteriaforcoashl 
Development), where it is stated, “Ail new developmenf shall be sited, designed and landscaped to 
be visually compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas. ‘’ 
The siting of the proposed new home toward the front of the parcel only emphasizes the manner in 
which the height, large massing of elements and formality of the proposed home contrasts with 
neighboring residential development. In addition, the proposed landscaping is not sufficient to 
mitigate the impression that the proposed residence is out of scale with its surroundings. 

The required Development Permit finding (see Attachment B) under County Code Section 18.10.230 
cannot be made. Section 18.1 0.230(a)(5) reads: “Thaf theproposedproject will complement and 
harmonize with the existing andproposed-land uses in the viciniv and will be compatible with the 
physical design aspects, land use intensities, and dwelling unil densifies of the neighborhood.” As 
stated above, the proposed residence is just below the maximum allowed for each of the three site 
standards that address mass and footprint relative to the lot (FAR, lot coverage and height). 
Maximizing these site standards on a double lot can result in a structure that looks out ofplacenext 
to smaller lots and homes, even if given additional setback area 

. 



Applica1,on # 08-0373 
A P N  043-231.11 
Owner Trent & Michele W a i  

Page 5 

Staff received correspondence (see Attachment H) and phone calls from neighbors who have 
expressed concerns about the size, style and sitingof the proposed new house, based on viewing the 
project plans and upon their impressions of another project in the neighborhood of similar scale by 
the same architect. The applicant has made some revisions to the design, primarily by removing a 
second-floor turret element, that work toward maintaining the private views of abutting neighbors. 
However, staffhas heard numerous requests for story poles, as residentsremain concerned about the 
overall size and height of the proposed new home. 

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 
The subject property is a 14,157 square foot lot, located in the R-1-6 (Single-family residential, 
minimum 5,000 square foot parcel size) zone district, a designation that allows residential uses. The 
proposed single-family residence is a principal permitted use within the zone district and the project 
is consistent with the site’s (R-UL) Urban Low Density Residential General Plan designation. 

The proposed new residence is not consistent with County Code Chapters 13.1 1.072 (Site Design) 
and 13.1 1.073 (Building Design) of the Design Review Ordinance, in regards to visual compatibility 
with the surrounding neighborhood. The project is also inconsistent with County Code Chapter 
13.20.130.1 (Design Criteria for Coastal Development), as discussed above under the “Analysis” 
section of this staff report. 

Local Coastal Program Consistency 
The proposed single-family residence is not in conformance with the County‘s certified Local Coastal 
Program, in that it has been determined that the structure is not sited and designed to be “visually 
compatible and integrated with the character of [he surrounding neighborhood according to 
Chapter 13.20.1 30(b)(l). Developed parcels in the area contain single-family dwellings in arangeof 
sizes, and while some ofthe surrounding homes are large, few are within the 6,000 + square foot size 
range, nor do they give the same appearance of overall unrelieved 2-story massing as does the 
proposed new dwelling. While size and architectural styles vary in the area, the massive and formal 
design submitted is not consistent with the existing “beach neighborhood” character of the 
surrounding neighborhood. 

The required Coastal Zone finding relating to design criteria, Chapter 13.20.1 lO(c) states: 
“... C) Thai the project is consistent with ihe Design Criieria and special use standards and 
conditionsofthis Chapterpursuani lo Section 13.20.130 el seq. ” The finding cannot be made (see 
Attachment B), given that the proposed new dwelling is nof compatible with, or integrated with the 
character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

The project site is located between the shoreline and the first public road but it is not identified as a 
priority acquisition site in the County’s Local Coastal Program, and will not interfere with public 
access to the beach, ocean, or other nearby body of water. 

Design Review 
The proposed single-family residence was reviewed by the County Urban Designer for consistency 
with the requirements ofthe County Design Review Ordinance (Chapter 13.1 1) and Design Criteria 
for Coastal Zone Development (Chapter 13.20. Urban Designer Larry Kasparowitz’ memos dated 
September 9, 2008 and February 17, 2009, were provided to the applicant and are attached to this 
staffreport (Attachment G). 
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In responseto the first memo, a meeting with County staffwas requested by the applicant in order to 
facilitate further discussion ofdesign concerns. This meeting took placeon December 12,2008, and 
resulted in a re-submittal by the applicant on January 13,2009. In response to staff comments and 
recommendations and also in response to neighbor feedback, the applicant made some revisions and 
supplied additional materials. Project revisions included: 

smaller stone panels 

provision of photo-simulations 

new molding details and colors to break up the unrelieved two-story massing 
deletion of a second-story turret feature that would impact neighbors' private views 
provision of a preliminary front yard landscaping plan 

The re-submittal was again given a full review by staff. As discussed in the Urban Designa memo 
dated February 17, 2009, the project as proposed is still determined to not be in scale with 
neighboring structures and the overall character of the neighborhood. The street-facing elevation 
still gives an impression of overwhelming bulk and massing, and all four elevations have hgh 
horizontal cornices and other elements that contribute to the overall sense of a box-like form and 
formality. The revised project still appears out of context with its immediate setting, particularly 
given its size and siting on the parcel. The proposed landscaping does not sufficiently soften the 
massing. 

Environmental Review 
Because the proposed new residence is being brought fonvard with a staff recommendation for 
denial, Environmental review of the proposed project per the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has resulted in the determination that the proposed project is 
exempt per CEQA Guidelines Section 15270: Projects Which Are Disapproved. Should a decision 
be made to approve the proposed project, a new environmental determination would need to be 
completed. 

Conclusion 
As proposed and conditioned, the project is not consistent with applicable codes and policies ofthe 
Zoning Ordinance and General PladLCP regarding visual compatibility with the existing 
neighborhood and compatible site design. Please see Exhibit "B" ("Findings") for a complete listing 
of findings and evidence related to the above discussion. 

Staff Recommendation 

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

. DENIAL o f  Application Number 08-0373, based on the attached findings and conditions. 

1 2 9  
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Supplementary reports and information referred to in this report are on f i e  and available 
for viewing at the Santa Cruz County Planning Department, and are hereby made a part of 
the administrative record for the proposed project. 

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

Report Prepared By: Alice Daly 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa CIUZ CA 95060 
Phone Number: (831) 454-3259 
E-mail: alice.dalv@co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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3. That the project is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and 
conditions of this chapter pursuant to section 13.20.130 et seq. 

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed residence and detached two-story accessory 
structure are not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, largely due to their unrelieved two- 
story massing and bulk. While surrounding lots are developed with single-family residences in a 
variety of sizes and styles, the proposed new residence will appear more massive and formal than 
surrounding dwellings, and thus out of character and not visually compatible with the existing 
surrounding neighborhood. The siting of the dwelling on the parcel contributes to the lack of 
compatibility in that the two-story residence is proposed be placed right up to the Kingsbury Drive 
Front setback line, thus exacerbating the sense of large massing from the street view that is out of 
scale with surrounding development. 

i 

Coastal Development Permit Findings 

The following findings cannot be made for the project as proposed: 

5. 

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed development is not sited and designed to be 
visually compatible, in scale with, and integrated with the character of the surrounding 
neighborhood, as required by County Code Section 13.20.130, While residential uses are allowed 
uses in the R-1-6 (Single-family residential, minimum 6,000 square foot parcel size) zone district, as 
well as the General Plan and Local Coastal Program Urban Low Residential land usedesignation, the 
project as proposed is not consistent with the existing range of sizes and styles. It i s  larger, more 
massive in form and more imposing toward the streetscape than the structures in the immediate area. 
While the detached garage with a second-floor accessory dwelling unit is excluded from “large 
dwelling” calculations, the placement of the second structure is in part determining the siting of the 
larger main residence closer to the street in a manner that will make the dwelling more of a 
singularly massive presence from the pedestrian street view. in addition, because the detached 
structure, like the main dwelling, presents a two-story box-like mass from all elevations, it adds to 
the impression of being out of character with the extent of development on neighboring lots. 

That the proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. 
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Development Permit Findings 

The following findings cannot be made for the project as proposed: 

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

This finding cannot he made, in that the proposed development is not consistent with County Code 
Chapters 13.11.072 (Site Design) and 13.1 1.073 (Building Design) ofthe Design Review Ordinance, 
in regards to visual compatibility with the sunounding neighborhood. Chapter 13.1 1.072 requires 
that new development complement the existing bulk, mass and scale of neighborhood development, 
and the proposed new residence and two-story detached garage and accessory dwelling unit are not 
consistent with Chapter 13. I 1.072 requirements that there should be a compatible relationship with 
the streetscape and with existing structures in the vicinity. The large two-story massing right up to 
the front setback line would look out ofplace with the existing pedestrian streetscape because both 
placement and size would make the proposed residence seem out of scale with its neighbors. 

The project is also inconsistent with County Code Chapter 13.20.130.1 (Design Criteria for Coastal 
Development), where it is stated, “All new development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to 
be visually compatible and integrated wirh the character ofsurrounding neighborhoods or areas. . 
because the siting of  the proposed new home toward the front of the parcel only emphasizes the 
manner in which the height, large massing ofelements and formality of the proposed home contrasts 
with neighboring residential development. Ln addition, the proposed landscaping is not sufficient to 
mitigate the impression that the proposed residence is out of scale with its surroundings. 

3. 

I ,  

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, in that the proposed residential use’is not consistent with General Plan 
Policy 8.1.2 that requires new development to conform to the Design Review Ordinance Chapter 
13.1 1 .  While the proposed project is in conformity with the use and densityrequirements specified 
for the Urban Low Density Residential (R-UL) land use designation in the County General Plan, it is 
incompatible with the existing neighborhood because of the massing and bulk. 

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

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

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed development is not compatible with the 
surrounding neighborhood because of its unrelieved 2-story massing and bulk. While surrounding 
lots are developed with single-family residences in a variety of sizes and styles, the proposed new 
residence will appear more massive and formal than surrounding dwellings, and thus out of character 
and not visually compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The siting of the dwelling on the 
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parcel contributes to the incompatibility in that the 2-story residence is proposed be placed right up 
to the Kingsbury Drive front setback line, thus exacerbating the sense of large massing from the 
street that is out of  scale with surrounding development. The landscapingproposed for the front o f  
the parcel does not sufficiently soften the impact of the massing and bulk. 

6. 

~ 

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 o f  this chapter. 

This finding cannot be made, in that the proposed single-family residence and detached garage/ 
second dwelling unit will not be of an appropriate scale and design that will enhance the aesthetic 
qualities of the surrounding properties, and will appear more bulky and massive than other 
development in the vicinity. 

Chapter 13.1 1.072(a) states, “It shall be the objective ofnew development to enhance orpreserve the 
integrity ofexisting land use patterns or character where those exist and to be consistent with village 
plansls. 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 be visualk 
compatible and integrated wifh ihe characfer of surrounding areas. The scale and massing of the 
proposed new house are not visually compatible with, nor integrated into the character of, existing 
development in the surrounding neighborhood. The street-facing elevation gives an impression O f  

overwhelming bulk and massing, and all four elevations have high horizontal cornices and other 
elements that contribute to an overall sense o f  box-like size and formality that will appear out of 
context with the existing neighborhood. The project is on a combined lot that has approximately 
twice the area of most surroundingparcels, and thus building to the maximum FAR and lot coverage 
for this double lo! can thus result in a proportionally larger house than would meet the same 
thresholds on surrounding lots. Even with additional setback area, the house would appear massive 
compared to those on nearby single-width parcels. 

Chapter 13.1 1.073(b) states, “It shall be an objective of building design to address the present and 
future neighborhood, community, and zoning district context. ” Chapter 13.1 1.073(l)(i) states, 
“Building design shall relate to adjacent development and the surrounding area.” As stated above, 
the size, bulk, height and horizontal massing o f  the proposed project does not easily relate to the 
existing beach community neighborhood context. 

c f -  j 
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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 from 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: 08-0373 
Assessor Parcel Number: 043-231-1 1 
Project Location: 313 Kingsbury Drive 

Project Description: proposal to demolish an existing 3,656 square foot single-family residence 
and construct a new 6,995 square foot 2-story residence with an attached 
611 square foot garage and a detached 634 square foot garage with a 609 
square foot accessory structure 

Person o r  Agency Proposing Project: Matson Britton Architects 

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 Project involving only the use of fixed standards or objective 
measurements without personal judgment. . .  

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

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

Specify type: CEQA Section 15270: Projects Which are Disapproved 

F. 

The proposed project is not consistent with County Code and is recommended for denial 

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

Reasons why the project is exempt: 

Date: 
Alice Daly, Project Planner 
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II?TE!?@FFICE MEMO 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0373 

Date: September 9.2008 

TO: Alice Daly, Project Planner 

F i m :  Larry Kasparowitz. Urban Designer 

Re: New residence 21 313 Kingsbuc, Dri?e, Santa CwZ 

1. COMPLETENESS ITEMS (for design review only) 

none 

11. COMPLIANCE ISSUES 

A. Recommendation 

1 do not believe that the Zoning Administrator could make the findings that ehis design is compatible 
with the neighborhood. 

B. Applicable Ordinances 

There a r e t w o  chapters of the County of Santa CIUZ Code that pertain lo the application. The first 
pertains to the Coastal Zone (Chapter 13.20). 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developments. 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone. 

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

The second portion of the County of Santa Cruz Code that pertains to this application is the D e s i p  
Review ordinance (Chapter 13.1 I), because the lot is mapped scenjc. 

Section 13.1 1.072 Sile design. 

(a) It shall be the objective 01 new development to enhance or preselve the intwrib of 
existing land use panems or characler h e r e  those exist and lo be wnsislenl with Village 
plans, community plans and coastal special community plans as they become adopted. 
and lo complement lhe scale 01 neighbonng developmeni h e r e  appropriate to the Zoning 
districl context New development. where appropriate. shaU be sited. designed and 
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I 
Code Maximum 
Proposal 

September 9,2008 

Floor Area Ratio ' Lot Coverage 1 BuildingHeight 
2 8 ' - 0  .50 30% 

,4998 28.23 2 7 ' 4  %" 

landscaped so as 10 be visually compatible and integrated wilh lhe character of 
surrounding areas. 

(1) compatible Site Design. 

0 7 he pnriiary e tcmmts  01 s IC. oesrgn when musl be oalanced an0 
e m ~ a t e o  in re.alion 10 !he proposed p ro jM si18 ana sunoundlng 
dc~eloprnent In cider IO crE;:e coml)a:ible dt!ve.opmenl inC:Lle 

13.1 1.073 Building design I 
(b) It shall be an objective of building design lo address the present and future 

neighborhoad. comrnunily. and zoning dislrict wnlexi 

(1) Compatible Building Design. 

(0 Building desgn shall relale lo adjacenl developmenl and Ihe 
surrounding area. 

C. Aodicable FindinEs 

7here are also two sets of findings that must be made for t h i s  application. The Coastal Zone finding 
pertaining to design is as follows: 

Section 13.20.110 Findings 

(c) That the projecl is consistent with the Design Crileria and special use standards and conditions 
of lhis Chaplet pursuant10 Section 13.20.130 e l  seq. (see above). 

The other finding that must be made is for the Development Permit - 

Section 18.10.230 Findings required. 

(a) Development Permils 

( 5 )  
wilh the existing and proposed land uses m the vicjflity and will be 
compatible with lhe physical design aspects. land use inlensities. and 
dwelling unit densities of the neighborhood. 

Thal the proposed project will complement and harmonize 

D. 

This residence is iust below the maximum site standards as f ~ l l o w s  - 

Desim Issues / Urban Desimer Comments 
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Application Po: 08-0373 September 9,2008 

There are additional aspects of the design increase the image of bulk: 

The building is pushed to the 6ont setback and the rear halfof rhe lot only contains the 
loggia and garage. This increases the impact of the bulk to the stTeet 

. P.11 faces of the building contain two story *.vslls. ‘ h s  @ves a ]age  %ox-like” 
appearance - uniformly two stories. 

The cornice line of the building is almost continuous. This emphasizes the 2 1 A. Ill& 
plate lines. 

Cement plaster is the primary inateiial for the walls. This limits the contrast of 
materials that would reduce the visual impact. 

A landscape plan was no! submjtted. It is unclear if the existmg shrubs in the front 
are being kept which would decrease the visual impact fiom the sweet - new planting 
could assist in softening the massing and adding interest 

. 

a 

NOTE: Revising fhe design io nddress the above issues i s  critical, but may not be suljicienf IO 
insure compatibility with the neighborhood 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0373 (second routing) 

Date: February 17,2009 

To: Alice Daly, Project Planner 

F m :  Lany Kasparowitz. Urban Designer 

Re: New residence at 313 Kingsbury Drive, Santa Cruz 

1. COMPLETENESS ITEMS (for design review only) 

none 

11. COMPLIANCE ISSUES 

A. Recommendation 

1 cannot support making findings that Ihj5 desi@ is compatible with the neighborhood. 

B. Applicable Ordinances 

There are two chapters of the County of Santa Cruz Code that pertain to the application. The fmt 
pertains to the Coastal Zone (Chapter 13.20). 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developments 

(b) Entire Coastal Zone 

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

The second portion of the County of Santa C m  Code that pertains to this application is the Design 
Review ordinance (Chapter 13.1 I), because the front portion of the lot is mapped “scenic”. 

Seclion 13.11.072 Site design. 

(a) 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 with Village 
plans, community plans and masial special community plans as they become adopted, 
and to complement the Scale of neighboring development where applOpnate to the zoning 
districl context. New development. where appropriate. shall be sited. designed and 
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Application No: 08-0373 (second routing) February 17,2009 

landscaped so as to be visually compatible and inlegraled with the character Of 
surrounding areas. 

(1) Compatible Site Design. 

f i )  The primary elements of site design which must be balanced and 
evaluated in relation lo the proposed project site and surrounding 
development in order lo create compatible development include: 

13.1 1.073 Building design. 

(b) II shall be an objective of building design lo address the present and fuhm 
neighborhood. community. and zoning district context 

(1) CompaUble Building Design. 

0) Building design shall relate to a@acent development and the 
surrounding area. 

C. Applicable Findin@ 

There are also two sets of findings that must be made for t h i s  application. The Coastal Zone finding 
pertaining to design is as followsC 

Sedon 13.20.1 10 Findings 

(c) That the projea is consistent with the Design Criteria and special use standards and conditions 
of this Chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq. (see above). 

The other finding that must be made is for the Development Pernit - 

Floor Area Ratio Lot Coverage 

Code Maximum .50 30% 
Proposal ,4998 28.23 

Building Height 

27'4 %" 
28' -0  
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February 17.2009 -,-~p~ti~.at&,,, NO: 08-0373 (second routing) 

There are additional aspects of the design increase the image of bulk: 

’ The building is pushed to the front setback i d  the rear half of the lot only contains the 
l o e a  and garage. T ~ E  increases the impact of the bulk as seen 60m the street. 

All faces of the building contain two story walls. Th~s gives a large ‘box-like” 
appearance that is uniformly two stories. 

. The cornice line of the building is almost continuous. This emphasizes the 21 .ft. high 
plate lines. 

The new planting shown does not assist in softening the impact of the massing tiom 
the street. 

The building elements are not in scale (one meaning of that tam is that in relationship 
to a person, they are out of proportion). 

The entire building is also not in scale with the neighboring sbuctures, and will seem 
overwhelming at the street. 

. 

. 
9 

NOTE: Revising the design to address the above issues is critical, but may not be sufficienl to 
insure compatibility with the neighborhood 
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Alice Daly 
__ ~~ ~ ~ . . ~  ~.~ ~ ~ 

From: 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 

Subject: Trent West's Kingsbury Developmenl 

Dawn 8 Gary Marlin [dawnandgary@comcast.net] 

Tuesday, December 23, 2008 4:31 PM 

Ms. Daly as you may know, on Dec 13th Cove Britton. architect on subject development held a neighborhood 
meeting to review plans for Mr.Wesl's Kingsbury Dr development. While it appears the owner has taken into 
consideration to the extent possible the view of surrounding homeowners, attempting lo visualize how the 
structures will appear is difficult. During the meeting someone asked about the possibility Of putting up "StOW 
poles". While I realize this is added cost for the owners, il may help wilh his application if it removed concerns 
that one neighbor expressed regarding her lose of view. 

Personally I have no serious issue with Ihe development as presented. Yes the house will be large, but I would 
prefer one larger home on the two lots, lhen have the property developed as two separate parcels, which would 
likely eliminate most of the views of surrounding neighbors. Additionally there are a number of very large homes 
along Kingsbury, Seaview and Farley Drives. 

I do not favor moving the main house back from its proposed location as this too would jepordize surrounding 
Views. 

During the meeting I suggesled to Mr. Britlon that 1 would not object to a request for a variance to the rear Set- 
back of 15 feet vs 20 if it would help insure that neighbor's view from Florence SI (easl) elevation because Of the 
"granny" unit. As the plan is currently drawn the easl elevation has Ihe potential for the greatesl loss of view. 
However those views would also be lost if two homes were developed. I realize the County can't be concerned 
about views, but in the end the issues people raise for what ever reason,are made in an attempt lo keeps those 
lhings lhey value most. Oceanviews to owners that have lhem are valuable things. 

You may make this email part of the file as my comments on the proposed development, 

Gary Martin 
306 Cliff Dr 
Aptos Ca 95003 8316890313 
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- Alice Daly 

From: 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 

Subject: 313 Kingsbury Drive Aplos 

lesa stock [lesastockl @sbcglobal net] 
Monday, February 23. 2009 3 02 PM 

To Whom it May Concern, 
I Lesa Stock who has a house at 3 17 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos CA. 
would like to see story poles for project 08-0373(**) at 31 3 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos 

1 understand Matson Britton Architects have done the design. Being that said they should have no 
problem showing the lines of the roof on this project with story poles. 
Thank you for this consideration 
Lesa Stock 

APN(S):043-231-11. 

. *- 2/23/2009 
- *  .--.*”. 
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COUNTY OF S A N T A  CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

701 OCEAN STREET qTH FLOOR, SANTA CRuZ. CA 95060 
(831) 454 2580 FAX (831) 454 2131 TDD (831) 454-2123 

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

October 23,2008 

Matson Britton Architects 
728 N. Branciforte Ave 
Santa CNZ, CA 95062 

Subject: Complete Application - Application #: 08-0373 
Assessor’s Parcel #. 043-231-1 1, Owner: Trent and Michele West 

Dear Mr. Britton: 

This letter i s  to update you on the status of your application. On 8/12/08, the above referenced 
application was submitted for a Coastal Development Permit and Residential Development Permit 
with the Santa Cruz County Planning Department. The initial phase ofprocessing your application 
was an evaluation of whether enough infomation has been submitted to continue processing the 
application (the “completeness” determination). 

In a ‘letter dated September 12, 2008, your project was deemed incomplete, with additional 
information requested by Environmental Planning and DPWI Drainage as detailed in that letter and 
its attachments. 

On September 16,2008, you filed an appeal, and that appeal is currently under review. 

Also on September 1 6h, staff received a separate letter under the header “Completeness lssues 
Response”. In that letter, you stated that while you did not believe that the information requested by 
Environmental Planning and DPWI Drainage were completeness items, you would “provide 
appropriate clarification, corrections and additional information that is appropriate for this level of 
review”. 

In an email to you on September 24, 2008, Principal Planner Paia Levine sought clarification on 
whether the “Completeness Issues Response” letter was intended as informational only, or whether- 
in  spite of the reference to the provision of additional information-the letter was intended to be your 
re-submittal in response to our determination of 911 2/08. On 9/30/08, you clarified that we should 
consider the “Completeness Issues Response” letter to be your re-submittal. 

The information that is outstanding pending the review ofyour appeal would have been necessary 
IO evaluate your project in typical circumstances. However, because we  believe that the project is 

_.. inconsistent with respect to County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1 regarding Desigm Review and 
&orhood Compatibility, and because staff will be recommending denial to the Zoning 
drnihistrator for that reason, the information is not necessary at this lime. Therefore, your 



I 
PMribkYg. 

application has been deemed complete for further processing. 

I will be proceeding with the preparation of a Staff Report for the Zoning Administrator for agenda 
date December 5,2008. Your pending appeal will have been adjudicated by that time. 

Please note that you are now required to install signage on the subject property that nolifies the 
public of your development permit application. Please refer to the Neighborhood Notification 
Guidelines for the standards for preparing your sign. TheNeighborhood Notification Guidelines are 
online at: www.sccoplanninr.com/brochures/neirhbomotice.htm The required sign text is attached 
to this letter. 

Additional Issues 
A.  Please again review the September 9,2008 memo from the County Urban Designer, which is 

attached for your convenience. You are encouraged to consider a re-design o f  your proposal 
based upon the recommendations ofthe Urban Designer in order to move the project toward 
greater compliance with County Code Chapters 13.20 and 13.1 1. We will not be able to 
recommend approval of the project as currently submitted. 

B. You are encouraged to submit a landscape plan for this project, as landscaping may soften 
the visual impact from the street, and is a site design element that would help to bring the 
proposed new home into conformance with Section 13.1 1.072. 

Should you have further questions concerning this application, please contact me at: 
(831) 454-3259, or e-mail: alice.dalv@,co.santa-cmz.ca.us 

Sincerely, 

_ _  
Project Planner, Development Review 

Attachments: 
County of Santa CNZ Urban Designer Memo dated September 10,2008 
Sign text 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 
~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0373 (revised design) 

Date: July 22, 2009 

To: Alice Daly, Project Planner 

From: Lany Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: New residence at 313 Kingsbury Drive, Santa Cruz 

Applicable Ordinance Sections 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developments. 

(b) Entire 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 

Section 13.11.073 Building design 

(b) it shall be an objective of building design to address the present and future neighborhood 
community, and zoning district context. 

(1) Compatible Building Design, 

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

Applicable Findings 

Section 13.20.110 Findings (Coastal Permit) 

(c) 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. (see above). 

Section 18.10.230 Findings (Development Permit) 

(a)@) 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. 
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Application No: 08-0373 (revised design) July 30,2009 

Site Plan 

The revised plan moves the second unit off the top of the garage and attaches it to the lower floor of the 
main unit. There is now a one-story wing along the northerly property line that extends from the main 
two-story residence. 

Urban Desipners Comments - 

Moving the second unit reduces the mass of ihe garage. It certainly is preferable to have the garage be 
one story, however the north elevation becomes longer and extends the lower wall plane. 77zis merely 
transfers the massporn the rear property line to the side property line. While the neighbors to rear may 
appreciate this, it extends the wall viewedporn the west. 

Front Elevation 

The front elevation is unchanged from the exhibit that was considered at the Zoning Administrator’s 
hearing. The entire mass of the house was move back M e r  on the lot by approximately four feet. 

Urban Desipers Comments - 

Without any revisions to thefiont elevation, the commentsfi.otn the previous submittal still upply. The 
public view porn the street remains one of a large mass - moving the house back four feet does not 
relieve this impact. The amount of two story walls and the continuous cornice line emphasize the 
height of the building. All$ces of the building contain two story walls. This gives a large “box-like” 
appearance that is uniformly h V 0  stories. The cornice line of the building is almost continuous This 
emphasizes the 21ji. high plate lines 

n e  landscape plan that was submitted hm not included plants (which would have to be judiciously 
placed) that would large enough to reduce the impact of the house to the street. Plant selections, which 
are vertical in form, could msist the appearance of the massing. 
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INTEROFFICE MEMO 

APPLICATION NO: 08-0373 (revised design) 

Date: August 20, 2009 

To: Alice Daly, Project Planner 

From: Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: New residence at 313 Kingsbury Drive, Santa Cruz 

Applicable Ordinance Sections 

Section 13.20.130 Design Criteria for Coastal Zone developments. 

(b) Entire 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. 

Section 13.11.073 Building design 

(b) it shall be an objective of building design to address the present and future neighborhood. 
community, and zoning district context. 

(1) Compatible Building Design. 

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

Applicable Findinqs 

Section 13.20.1 10 

(c) 

Findings (Coastal Permit) 

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. (see above). 

Section 18.10.230 Findings (Development Permit) 

(a)(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. 
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Application No: 08-0373 (revised design) August 20,2009 

Site Plan 

The revised plan moves the second unit off the top of the garage and attaches it to the lower floor of the 
main unit. There is now a one-stow wing along the northerly property line that extends from the main 
two-story residence. 

Urban Desimers Comments - 

Moving the second unit reduces the mass ojthe garage. While if certainly ispreferable to have the 
garage be one stov, the north elevation of the residence becomes longer and the lower wall plane is 
extended This merely transfers the massfi-om the rearproperty line to the side properly line. k?%ile the 
neighbors to rear may appreciate this, it extends the wall viewed by ihe public from the west. 

The photomontage which was submitted does not show the new residence in place of the existing 
residence. The view from the corner at Kingsbury after turningfrom CliffDrive is ofparticular concern 
to staff and has noi been addressed. 

Front Elevation 

The front elevation is unchanged ftom the exhibit that was considered at the Zoning Administrator’s 
hearing. The entire mass of the house was move hack further on the lot by approximately four feet. 

Urban Desimers Comments - 

Without any revisions to thefront elevation, the commentsfrom the previous submiital still apply. The 
public viewfi-om the streei remains one oja large mass - moving the house back four feet does not 
relieve this impact. 

The amount oftwo story walls and ihe continuous cornice line emphasize the height ofthe building. 
While the front is ariiculaied and faceted, the massing is a continuous two story faqade. This gives a 
large “box-like” appearance. The cornice line of the building is almost unbroken. This emphasizes 
the 2l f t .  high plate lines. 

The landscape plan that was submitted has not includedplanis (which would have to be judiciously 
placed) that would large enough to reduce the impact of the house io ihe street. Plant selections, which 
are vertical in form, could assist the appearance of the massing. Given the existingplanting which 
forms a “base” to the existing house (see photos), the new planting will not provide a similar effect. 

The attachedphoios will give the commission the base for comparison of the proposed residence in 
conhasi to the existing residences to each side. The three facades should be thought of as seenfrom the 
street. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
P L A N N I N G  C O M M I S S I O N  A G E N D A  
Planning Department- 701 Ocean Street - Santa Cmz, CA - Phone (831) 454-2580 

-Special Meeting- 
Special Meeting Date: 

Time: 

Friday, July 17,2009 

1:30 PM, followed by a recess.for transport to the site. Meeting 
will reconvene after 2:OO PM at 313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos. 

Meeting begins in the Eoard o i  Supervisors Chambers: 
County Government Center 
701 Ocean Street, Room 525 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
Meeting will continue at 313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos. 

Locations: 

The  meeting starts a t  1:30 p.m. with the first item and proceeds through the items in 
consecutive order unless otherwise noted. Al1,items are subject to continuance. No notices of 
continued or rescheduled hearing dates are mailed. Please contact the project planner for hrther 
information on specific applications. 

I .  Roll Call 
2. Planning Director’s Report 
3. County Counsel Report 
4. 
5. 

Additions and Corrections to Agenda 
Oral Communications - Planning Commission will hear brief (5-minute maximum) 
statements regarding items not on this agenda. 

Scheduled Item 

6 .  08-0373(**) 313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos APN: 043-231-11 
Special Meeting of the Planning Commission to conduct a study session in conjunction with 
an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s denial of a proposal to demolish an existing single 
family dwelling and construct a new two story, 6,995 square foot, single family dwelling, 
two garages, and accessory dwelling unit. The Study Session will occur at the project site 
located at 313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos. Public comment will be taken both at the starting 
location (County of Santa Cmz Board Chambers, 701 Ocean Street, 5th floor, Santa Cmz) 
and the project site. Transportation will be available for limited members of the public. 
The project requires a Coastal Development Permit, approval of an accessory dwelling unit 
over 17 feet in height, and Preliminary Grading Approval. 
Property located at 3 13 Kingsbury Drive, approximately 150 feet west of the intersection 
with Florence Drive, Aptos. 
Owner: Trent & Michele West 
Appellant/Applicant: Matson Britton Architects 
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Santa  Cruz County Planning Commmlon Agenda 
Page 2 

Supervisorial District: 2 
Project Planner: Alice Daly 
Email: pln05O~~co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Appeal Information 
Denial or approval of any permit by the Planning Commission IS appealable to the Board of Supervisors. The 
appeal must b e  filed with the required appeal fee within 14 calendar days of action by the Planning 
Commission. To file an appeal you must write a letter to the Board of Supervisors and include the appeal fee. 
For more  information on appeals, please see the “Planning Appeals” brochure located in the Planning 
Department lobby, or contact the project planner. 

Appeals of Coastal Proiects 
(**) This project requires a Coastal Development Pennit. Denial or approval of the Coastal Development 
Permit i s  appealable to the Board of Supervisors; the appeal must be filed within 14 calendar days of action 
by the Planning Commission. After all local appeal periods have ended (grounds for appeal are listed in the 
County Code Section 13.20.1 IO), approval o f  a Coastal Development permit is appealable lo the California 
Coastal Commissioc. The appeal mus! be fi!d with the Coastal Commissic?r? withi! !@ b:>sLness days of 
receipt b y  the Coastal Commission of notice of final local action. 

Note regarding Public bearing items: If any person challenges an action taken on the foregoing matter(s) in 
court, they may be  limited to raising only those issues raised at the public hearing described in this notice or 
in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission at or prior to the public hearing. 

Agenda documents may be reviewed at the Planning Department, Fourth Floor, County Government Center, 
701 Ocean Street, Santa CNZ, CA 95060. 

on the basis of disability, and no person shall, by reason of a 
disability, be denied the henelits ofits services, programs or activities. The Board of  Supervisdrs chambers i s  
located in an accessible facility. If you require special assistance in order i o  participate, please contact the 
ADA Coordinator at  454-3055 (TTD number is 454-2123) a i  least 72 hours in advance of the meeting to  make 
arrangements. As a courtesy to those persons affected, please attend the meeting smoke and scent free. 

1 7 4  



MEMORANDUM 

Date: July 2, 2009 

To: Planning Commissioners 

From: Alice Daly, Project Planner 

Re: Special Meeting of the Planning Commission on 7/17/09 re: Appeal of # 08-0373 

The applicant has made some revisions to the pioposed pioject beiiig reviewed by YOiji  

Commission under appeal. The revised plans were routed lo you as full-size plan sets, and will 
also be postea' online so that the revisions may be accessed by the public. 

The proposed revisions, in summary, are: 

The street-front elevation of the proposed main residence, previously shown on the 20-foot 
front setback line, has been moved approximately 4 'A feet further back from the street. 

The accessory dwelling unit that was previously proposed as a second story above the 
detached garage is now proposed as a first-floor addition to the rear portion of the main 
dwelling. The detached garage near the rear of the parcel is now proposed as a I-stow 
structure. 

Staff will be available at the July 1 7Ih Special Meeting to answer any questions 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: 7/16/09 

To: Planning Commissioners 

From: Alice Daly, Project Planner 

Re: Special Meeting, 7/17/09 for appeal of 08-0373, 313 Kingsbury Drive, APN 043-231-1 1 

Members of the Planning Commission: 

Late correspondence received by staff regarding t h e  above project is attached. 
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Alice Daly 

From: Lani Garcia 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 

Subject: FW Letter regarding West properly 

Wednesday, July 15,2009 8 15 AM 

For the 711 7/09 Planning Commission. 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Richard Andre [mailto:randre@cruzio.corn] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2009 10:14 PM 
To: Lani Garcia 
Subject: Letter regarding West property 

Richard and Ramona Andre 
310 Kingsbury Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 

July 15. 2009 

To: Planning Staff and Commissioners 

Here are some additional problems to consider with the massive West project that we want addressed. 
Ocean bluffs are very fragile. Exlra weight machines, vibrations, and excessive water are worrisome far stability of the bluff, 
especially during El Nino years. Growing up in this Central Coast area and living 30 years on these particular bluffs in a 
mndominium and now a house. we have experience. Slippage has been caused by construction many times. 
We want county geologist Joe Hanna to evaluate this total situation for increased slippage risks on our propedy since he 
inspected our bluffs in 2007. 
Some questions we want answered: 
1. Is there anything that could contribute to destabilizing or weakening the bluff across from the project on our 320 foot 
section? 
2. We want all water from the West property (roof and soil) drained sa that it won’t percolate inlo the bluff. How will this be 
accomplished? 
3. We object to any machinery that will cause vibrations, W a f  machines will be used? For what? If we can feel them, the 
vibrations will be too strong and destabilizing for the bluffs. from our experience. 
For us. this project is too risky for our bluffs and property. There is a need for extreme caution here by county, architect. 
builder. and owners. 

Sincerely. 
Richard J. Andre and Ramona E. Andre 

CC: Cove Britton. architect 
Alice Daly, planner 

mailto:randre@cruzio.corn


Alice Daly 
- ___ 

From: Lani Garcia 

Sent: 
To: Alice Daly 
Subject FW Agenda Comments 

Tuesday, July 14,2009 4 20 PM 

-----Original Message----- 
From: PLN AgendaMail 
Sent: Tuesday, luly 14, 2009 12:04 PM 
To: PLN AgendaMail 
Subject: Agenda Comments 

Meeting Type : Planning Commission 

Meeting Date : 7/17/2009 Item Number : 6.00 

Name : Gary Martin Email : dawnandgary@comcast.net 

Address : 306 Cliff Or Aptos Phone : 8316890313 

Comments : 
The revised plan, while prehaps conforming more to County requirements, seem to negatively 
impact more homeowners. The original plan impacted the view of Linda Miller's house to the 
south of the project, while the modified plan appears to negatively impact the views of not only 
Ms. Miller, but those of 306 Cliff DR; the Martins, and 302 Cliff Dr, John Barnickel. Additionally 
the revised plan will likely cost the homeonwer more to build. Granted the addtional4 foot 
setback would be more eye pleasing from the road, but moving the in-law unit does nothing 
other than meet the County's height requirement while at the expense of the views of two 
adjacent parcels. As a adjacent homeowner I prefer the original plan to the modified plan. 
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Alice Daly 

From: John D Barnickel ~ohnbarnickel@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: 
To: Alice Daly 

Subject: 313 Kingsbury Drive - Proposed Plan 

Tuesday, July 14, 2009 154  PM 

Dear Ms. Daly - 1 live in the house directly behind 3 13 Kingsbury Drive (302 Cliff Drive is the location 
of my house). I am writing to express my concern regarding the revised building plan for the proposed 
residence at 3 13 Kingsbury Drive. In my assessment, it appears this latest revision will negatively 
impact several neighbors more than the original plan. In fact, many neighbors views will be obstructed 
by the proposed building. I have discussed this project with many neighbors who agree that the original 
plan i s  less disruptive to the neighborhood than the plan currently under review. 1 would much rather 
support minor modifications to the original design than support this current revision. 

Please call me if you have any questions. Thanks in advance for your consideration 

Respectfully, 

John Barnickel 
925-872-3000 (Cell) 
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___ Alice Daly 

From: 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 

Subject: RE. Application 08-0373, 313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos, APN 043-231-1 1 

Vic & Grace Pires [vic.grace@comcast.net] 

Friday, July 10, 2009 6:49 PM 

Dear Ms. Daly 
I received a letter from Kay Bowden as well as the county notice, inviting neighbors for a site visual demonstration 
on July 17Ih. 
We are not going to be in California at that time but, even if we were and met at the site, there isn't anything that 
can be said to change our opinion about this major construction. What the neighbor proposes to build is huge for 
the location and for the lot. This construction will result in a major disturbance of the hilltop/hillside whose stability 
is already dubious. For the last 20 years, we have seen the drainage from the hilltop neighborhood lots and roads 
causing serious problems on the hillside to the detriment of properties on Beach Drive at the toe of the hill. 
We do not believe that this major disturbance will be in the best interest of the neighbors on Beach Drive, directly 
below and to the sides, and we hope that Santa Cruz County will not authorize such major construction. In 
March, we attended a Coastal Commission meeting.in Monterey where the size of houses vs. size of lots 
around that neighborhood as well as Beach Drive was discussed. There was a decisive vote to considerably 
reduce the ratio of house to lot so we do not believe that this can really be authorized unless you authorize a 
variance. 
Thank you so much for your assistance in this matter 
Sincerely 
Grace Pires 
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Alice Daly 

From: Susan Canepa [susan@cannon-canepa.corn] 

Sent: 
To: Alice Daly 

cc:  Peter Canepa 

Subject: Application 08-0373 

Thursday, July 16, 20092:17 PM 

Re: Special Meeting Friday, July 17, 2009 
APN: 043-231-11 
Project Planner: Alice Daly 

Dear Alice, 
My husband, Peter Canepa, attended one of the early meetings concerning this project. We are concerned with 
the traffic flow of the construction vehicles. We are concerned with lung health and noise issues. We think the 
route that would impact fewer neighbors and which would be more direct, would be Rio del Mar Blvd. to 
Kingsbury Drive(passing 6 homes). The alternate route would be Rio del Mar Blvd to Cliff, right on Florence 
Drive, and finally, right on Kingsbury Drive (passing 16.17 homes). The gasoline and diesel fuel exhausts, not to 
mention the dust and noise would adversely affect our lives during the construction phase. 

Is this an issue that can be addressed by the Planning Commission? I would appreciate your help with this if 
possible. 

Best regards, 
Susan Canepa 
110 Florence Drive 
Aptos. CA 95003 

Susan Canepa 
Certified Interior Designer ft0776 
Cannon & Canepa Interior Design 
P.O. Box 909 
Aptos. CA 95001-0909 
T :  831-458-0129 
T: 831-684-2768 
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.... ~. .~ ~ 

From: PLN AgendaMail 

Sent: 
To: PLN AgendaMail 

Subject: Agenda Comments 

Friday, July 17, 2009 3:43 PM 

... ~ . ~ .  ,.. .. ~. ...~. . . . ~ . ..~. .~. .. . . ~ 

Meeting Type : Planning Commission 

Meeting Date : 7/17/2009 

Name : Gary Martin 

Address : 306 Cliff Dr Aptos 

Page 1 of 1 

Item Number : 6.00 

Ernail : dawnandgary@comcast.net 

Phone : 8316890313 

Comments 
This aflernoon I attended the planning session at 313 Kingsbury Dr Aptos. Since I arrived early Cove 
Britton invited me to tour the roof to see the project ouiline. In our tour Mr. Britton agreed to lower the hip of 
the mother-in-law unit and the detached garage by a foot and 112. This reduction will improve our view 
towards Capitola from what would have been much less than we have today. Reducing the Hip of the 
garage will leave our view to the south west better than today. As a neighbor I am concerned that if two 
properties were built on the two lots our view and those of the neighbors will be totally eliminated. I woulc' 
much rather have a single home on the two lots with most of my view than 2 homes on the lots without a 
view. Building two homes would mean that neighbors would have to go through the construction process 
twice. No one wants that. 
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313 Kingsbup Area Calculations 

Floor Area and Lot Coverage 
Based upon the most recent building dimensions provided by the applicant, the total floor area 
calculation for the proposed new residence is approximately 6,600 square feet, and the detached garage 
is an additional 635 square feet, For the purposes of determining whether the project meets the 7,000 
square foot Large Dwelling ordinance threshold, the detached garage structure is not included. The 
project is thus not subject to the ordinance findings for large dwellings. 

Floor area ratio (FAR): 49.5 % (7,235 s.f. floor area/ 14,605 s.f. parcel area) 

Lot coverage: 35.9 YO (5,252 s.f. footprint/ 14,605 s.f. parcel area) 

The lot coverage area calculation does not include any of the uncovered patios or stairways, such as the 
stairway on the street-facing elevation, as the applicant has stated that all of these areas will be less than 
I8 inches high. Plans, including elevations, would need to be revised so as to verify that all of these 
areas would be under 18 inches in height. The floor area calculation uses the standard ordinance- 
specified adjustments to deduct the first 225 square feet of the attached garage, the first 140 square feet 
of unenclosed covered area, and does not include the 306 square foot loggia area that would need to be 
less than 7'6" in height. 

Calculations by staff are as follows: 

I" floor: 3,023 square feet 
(@ including 306 s.f. loggia area, 530 s.f. area over 16' in height, or 61 1 s.f. attached garage 
Includes the 639 s.f. attached second dwelling unit) 

Area of is' floor over 16' high (x2): 
(530s.f. open to second floor, counted twice) 

2nd noor: 2,123 square feet 
(not including the 530 s.f. area open to 1'' floor) 

Attached garage, adjusted: 
(61 1 s.f. actual size, minus 225 s.f. per ordinance) 

1,060 square feet 

386 square feet 

Unenclosed, covered areas, adjusted: 
(148 s.f. actual, minus 140 s.f. per ordinance. Note: the 306 s.f. loggia area is not included as the 
plate height will be less than 7 'h feet) 

8 square feet 

Total adiusted floor area, residence: 
Floor a rea ,  detached garage: 

6,600 square feet 
635 square feet 

Total floor area for site: 7,235 square feet 

Total building footprint area: 
(includes all garage areas, loggia and covered areas) 

5,252 square feet 
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my-26.2009 14:X FR0M:MRTSON BRITTON FIRCHI 

May 26,2009 

Alice Daly 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street, 4' Floor 
Sanra Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: 3 13 Kingsbury 

1 8 3 1 4 2 5 4 7 3 5  TO: 4 5 4 2 1 3 1  

Dear Ms. Daly: 

As noted in my e-mail of today (see below for text), 1 am requesting a one ( I )  
month continuance. 

I have met with neighbors of Mr. West (Oick and Ramon Andre, Ma* Tashima. and Lindi 
White- Robert Oram and Linda Stock declined to meet.) and agreed to set up a weekend 
date to do some sort of site visual for them. 

As Mark and Linda were not able to meet until the 1 fn of April it put a somewhat limited 
time frame for setting a weekend day up for the site visual. 

As a resull we will be again requesting a lmonth continuation in order to schedule that 
meeting with neighbors. Tentatively l am looking at June dh. 

We have also agreed to push the main structure 4 feet back and relocate the second 
dwelling unit to the lower level (resulting In a one story detached garage). 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or concern regarding this 
matter. 

P.2'2 
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- Alice Daly 

From: Brett Schuman [brettschurnan@yahoo.com) 

Sent: 

To: Alice Daly 

Subject: 313 Kingsbury Drive, Aptos (PAN 043-231-11) 

Wednesday, May 27, 2009 10.00 AM 

Dear Ms. Daly, 

I own the property at 108 Florence Drive, Aptos. I regret that 1 will not be able to attend tonight's 
meeting regarding the application for proposed redevelopment of 3 13 Kingsbury Drive, but I wanted to 
add my voice to the chorus Of Others who object to the proposed plans. Put simply, in my view the 
proposed structures are substantially too large - massive, actually - and completely out of character with 
the community in which they would be situtated. If permitted, the main structure would be the 
new poster-child for the "McMansior? that so many find objectionable. 

Take my home for example. 1 am only a few lots away from the proposed development. 1 appreciate 
that my lot is much smaller than 313 Kingsbury, but my home is only about 1350 square foot, single 
story. The very premise of planning and zoning is to achieve some consistency among neighboring 
properties and structures. Allowing the owneddeveloper of 313 Kingsbury to more than double the 
square footage of the existing structure on that lot, by adding multiple structures and increasing the 
square footage of the structures on that lot to more than -.. times the square footage of the structure on 
my lot, seems totally inconsistent with any nation of consistency or community standards. 

I appreciate that, as a planner, part of your task is to look not just at the current surrounding homes but 
also to try to envision where the community might be headed years down the road. Still, it is hard to see 
how allowing such a massive structure (with a secondary structure) into the neighborhood will ever be 
consistent with the neighborhood. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration of my views. 

Brett Schuman 

. A b  



County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 9/9/09 
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~ KATHLEEDJ 
ARCHER 

BOWDEN 
A S S O C I A T E S  225 Ross Street, Santa Cru2. California 95060 - 831 425 3613 - kay@cruzio corn 

May 8,2009 

TO: Cove Britton 

FROM: Kay Archer Bowden 
V 

RE: Neighborhood outreach on 313 Kingsbury project 

The purpose of this report is to summarize efforts to contact and meet 
with interested neighbors of the 313 Kingsbury project. 

You asked me to schedule and to facilitate meetings with Linda 
White, Mark Tashima, and Robert Oram and Lesa Stock. You asked 
me to facilitate a meeting you had scheduled with Dick and Ramona 
Andre. The Planning Commission continued the hearing on this 
project until May 27, 2009. Since I will be out of town between May 9 
and May 30, I tried to schedule meetings for the week of May 4. 

Outreach Efforts 
I sent letters to Linda White, Mark Tashima, and Robert Oram 

stating that we would like to meet to discuss possible design changes 
to the project. I followed up with emails to Ms. White, Mr. Tashima, 
and to Lesa Stock. I telephoned Linda White as well. I did not have 
telephone numbers for Mr. Tashima, Mr. Oram, nor Ms. Stock. 
Copies of the letters and emails are attached. 

I eventually spoke with Ms. White, Mr. Tashima, Mr. Oram, and 
Ms. Stock by telephone. Mr. Oram and Ms. Stock declined the 
invitation to meet. They both told me that they both want the 
applicant to do whatever the County wants him to do. They also both 
expressed support for having story poles erected. 



Ms. White and Mr. Tashima could not meet before my 
scheduled trip, but agreed to meet with you later in May. 

I facilitated a meeting with Dick and Ramona Andre on May 5. 
They had both visual impact concerns and health impact concerns. 
We discussed possible design changes that included an additional 
front yard set back and arrangements for procedures to address their 
health concerns. A letter to the Andres summarizing specific 
concerns and agreements is attached. 

Cc: Alice Daly, County Planning Department 

2 
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KATHLEEN 
ARCH€R 

ROWDEN u - . . -  ' 
A S S 0  I AT E S  225 Ross Street, Santa Cruz, California 95060 . 831.425.3613 m kay@cruzio.com 

May 7,2009 

Dick and Ramona Andre/ 
3 10 Kingsbury Drive 
Rio del Mar, CA 

Dear Dick and Ramona: 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with Cove Britton and me on 
May 5 to discuss your concerns about the proposed house at 3 13 Kingsbury 
Drive. The purpose of this letter is to summarize our discussion and my 
understanding of your concerns. Your concerns fall into two broad 
categories: visual impact concerns and health impact concerns. 

Visual huac t  Concerns 
You are primarily concerned about the visual impact of the front part 

of the house. Your preference would be to have the house further back from 
Kingsbury. You would like to have story poles put up to help you visualize 
the house. You like the juniper bush that is on the property next to 313 
Kingsbury and hope it will remain intact. 

Health ImDact Concerns 
Ramona is sensitive to air pollution, dust, and chemical odors and 

residue because of prior chemical damage. You hope that the timefiame for 
the project will be as short as possible because you may need to leave your 
home during construction. 

You are concerned about dust and air pollution that might occur 
during demolition of the existing house. You are particularly womed about 
any asbestos that may be part of the existing house. You are also concerned 
about strong chemicals, such as those used to finish wood floors, that may be 
used during construction. You would like to be notified in advance of 
activities that may cause dust or a strong chemical odor so you could arrange 
to be away from your property during those events. You would like to know 

214 
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who to contact during project construction to discuss the schedule and 
methods that will be used. 

Possible Chanpes and Arrangements 
Cove Britton told you that one possible design change would be to 

move the proposed structure back farther on the lot and increase the front 
yard setback by 4 feet. That would result in a 24 foot fiont yard set back and 
make the house less visible kom the street. Cove is willing to meet with you 
on the site to help you understand the design and location of the house. 
Please call him if you would like such a meeting 

When a contractor is selected, Cove will give you hidher name and 
telephone number. He will inform the contractor of your concerns and ask 
himher to contact you. If you encounter difficulties with the contractor, you 
may call Cove Britton at 425-0544 and he will contact the contractor. 

Thank you again for taking the time to meet with us. Since I will be 
leaving on vacation on May 9, you should call Cove Bitton if you have any 
comments or questions about this letter. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Cove Britton 
Alice Daly 
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KATHLEEN 
ARCHER 

BOWDEN 
A S S O C I A T E S  225 Ross Street. Santa Cruz. California 95060 s 831 425 3613 kay@cruzio corn 

I May 1,2009 

Linda White 
105 Florence Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

RE: 313 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Ms. White: 

I met you last December at the meeting regarding the proposed 
house at 313 Kingsbury Drive. 

Cove Britton, the architect, has asked me to meet with you 
again next week to discuss possible design changes. We can be 
available at your convenience either during the day or the evening. I 
would like to schedule it next week because I will be out of town from 
May 9 until May 30. ’ 

Would you please call me at 831 425-3613 to discuss times 
next week when it would be convenient for you to meet with Cove 
Britton and me. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Cc: Cove Britton 
Alice Daly 
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KATHLEEN 
ARCHER 

BOWDEN 
A S S  O C  I AT E 5  225 Ross Slreer. Sanra Cruz. California 95060 . 831 425 3613 . kay@cruzia corn 

May 6,2009 

Linda White 
105 Florence Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

RE: 31 3 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Ms. White: 

I left a message on your answering machine confirming your 
meeting with Cove Britton at his office at 728 N. Branciforte Avenue, 
Santa Cruz on Sunday, May 17 at 3:OO p.m. This letter is to make 
sure you received the phone message. The purpose of the meeting 
is to discuss possible design changes to the 313 Kingsbury project. 

I’m sony I won’t be able to join you at the meeting. I will be out 
of town from May 9 until May 30. I’m sure you will have a productive 
meeting with Cove. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer B 

Cc: Cove Britton 
Alice Daly, County Planning 

wd n 
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KATHLEEN 
ARCHER 

BOWDEN 
A S S O C I A T E S  225 Ross Sireer, Sanla Cruz, California 95060 . 831 425 3613 m kay@cruzio corn 

May 1,2009 

Robert Oram 
317 Kingsbury Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

RE: 31 3 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Mr. Oram: 

I met you last December at the meeting regarding the proposed 
house at 313 Kingsbury Drive. 

Cove Britton, the architect, has asked me to meet with you 
again next week to discuss possible design changes. We can be 
available at your convenience either during the day or the evening. I 
would like to schedule it next week because I will be out of town from 
May 9 until May 30. 

Would you please call me at 831 425-361 3 to discuss times 
next week when it would be convenient for you to meet with Cove 
Britton and me. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Cc: Cove Britton 
Alice Daly 
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Kay Archer Bowden 

From: "Kay Archer Bowden" <kay@mzio.com> 
To: cLesastock1 @sbcgbbal.neh 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Wednesday. May 06.2009 8:12 PM 
Can we meet re. 313 Kingsbury 

Lesa: 
I hope you received my last email inviting you to set up a meeting with Cove 
Britton and me to discuss possible design changes to 31 3 Kingsbury. The 
Planning Commission only continued the hearing for a month, and unfortunately I 
am leaving on a long-planned trip on May 9. If at all possible, we would like to 
set up a meeting with you on either May 7 or May 8. 

If you have no available time on either of those days, you could meet with 
Cove after I leave. Please call me at 425-3613 to set up a meeting. If you can't 
call before I leave, please call Cove at 425-0544, ext 2 to arrange a meeting at 
your convenience. 

I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Kay Archer Bowden 

May 1,2009 
Lesa Stock, 
I am attaching and pasting in a letter I mailed this afternoon to Robert Oram. I 
facilitated a meeting last December about 313 Kingsbury that Robert attended. 
You were not at the meeting, but I understand that you are also interested. I 
don't have an email address for Robert, but the Planning Department file had 
your address in the file. I would like to invite you and Robert to meet with Cove 
and me next week to discuss possible design changes. 

Would you please call me at 831 425-3613 to discuss times next week 
when it would be convenient for you to meet with Cove Britton and me. I look 
forward to hearing from you soon. 

Thanks, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

The letter I mailed this afternoon: 
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May 1,2009 

Robert Oram 
317 Kingsbury Drive 
Aptos, CA 95003 

RE: 313 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Mr. Oram: 

I met you last December at the meeting regarding the proposed house at 

Cove Britton, the architect, has asked me to meet with you again next week 

31 3 Kingsbury Drive. 

to discuss possible design changes. We can be available at your convenience 
either during the day or the evening. I would like to schedule it next week 
because I will be out of town from May 9 until May 30. 

when it would be convenient for you to meet with Cove Britton and me. I look 
forward to hearing from you soon. 

Would you please call me at 831 425-361 3 to discuss times next week 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Cc: Cove Britton 

The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link attachments: 
May 1 Oram letter 

Alice Daly 

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent 
sending or receiving certain types of file attachments. Check your e-mail 
security settings to determine how attachments are handled. 
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KATHLEEN 
ARCHER 

BOWDEN 
A S  S O  C I A T E 5  225 Ross Sweet, Santa Crur,  California 95060 u 831 425 3613 - kay@cruzio coni 

May 1,2009 

Mark Tashima 
963 Trifone Drive 
San Jose, CA 951 17 

RE: 313 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Mr. Tashima: 

I met you last December at the meeting regarding the proposed 
house at 31 3 Kingsbury Drive. 

Cove Britton, the architect, has asked me to meet with you 
again next week to discuss possible design changes. We can be 
available at your convenience either during the day or the evening. I 
would like to schedule it next week because I will be out of town from 
May 9 until May 30. 

Would you please call me at 831 425-3613 to discuss times 
next week when it would be convenient for you to meet with Cove 
Britton and me. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Cc: Cove Britton 
Alice Daly 
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Kay Archer Bowden 

From: "Kay Archer Bowden" ~kay@cNzio.com> 
To: <Mtash@sbcgbbal.neb 
Sent: 
Subject: Meeting re. 313 Kingsbury 

Wednesday, May 06.2009 8:18 PM 

May 6,2009 

Mark, 
I hope you received my letter and my last email. I'm pasting them in below just in . .  

case you didn't get them. 

Cove Britton and I would like to meet with you to discuss possible design 
changes to 313 Kingsbury. The Planning Commission only granted a one month 
continuance, and unfortunately, I am leaving on a long-planned trip on May 9 and 
won't return until May 30. Could you meet with us some time on Thursday, May 
7 or Friday, May 8? Please call me at 425-361 3 to set up a meeting on either 
day or email me your preferences. 

If those dates won't work for you, you could meet with Cove while I am gone. 
You can call him at 831 -425-0544, ext. 2. 

Hope to year from you soon. 

Kay Archer Bowden 

May 1,2009 

Mark Tashima: 
I am pasting in and attaching the letter I mailed to you today. I'm trying to set up 
a meeting with you next week. Please give me a call at 831 425-361 3 so we can 
find a time to meet that is convenient for you. Thanks. 

Kay Archer Bowden 

May 1,2009 
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Mark Tashima 
963 Trifone Drive 
San Jose, CA 951 17 

RE: 313 Kingsbury Drive 

Dear Mr. Tashima: 

I met you last December at the meeting regarLlg the proposed house 

Cove Britton, the architect, has asked me to meet with you again next week 

313 Kingsbury Drive. 

to discuss possible design changes. We can be available at your convenience 
either during the day or the evening. I would like to schedule it next week 
because I will be out of town from May 9 until May 30. 

when it would be convenient for you to meet with Cove Britton and me. I look 
forward to hearing from you soon. 

Would you please call me at 831 425-361 3 to discuss times next week 

Sincerely, 

Kay Archer Bowden 

Cc: Cove Britton 
Alice Daly 
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