
COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

December 6,2006 

Planning Commission 
county of santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Agenda Date: January 10,2007 
Item #: 9 
Time: After 9 AM 

Application: 05-081 3 
APN: 032-223-09 

Subject: A public hearing -3 consider an appeal of the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve 
application 05-0813; a proposal to demolish an existing one-bedroom single-family dwelling and 
construct a two-bedroom single-family dwelling with attached garage. 

Members of the Commission: 

This item was heard before your Commission on 11/8/06. Public testimony was taken, followed with a 
discussion by your Commission. The item was continued to 1/10/07 with a request from your Commission 
that the applicant redesign the southwest comer of the front elevation to reduce the visual bulk and mass of 
the proposed residence. The specific areas to be addressed were the overall height of the southwest corner, 
the amount of area covered by windows, the stone materials used, and the inclusion of additional landscape 
screening. 

Plan Revisions 

The applicant and owner met with Planning Department staff to review some sample sketches, and discuss 
proposed design changes. With the feedback from the meeting with staff, the applicant submitted revised 
drawings on 12/1/06 with the following revisions: 

Reduced Height of Residence at Southwest Comer 

The applicant has reduced the height of the southwest comer section of the proposed residence. In the 
previous design this has been the tallest section of the front elevation, resulting in a unbalanced front 
elevation. The plate height has been reduced 2 feet and the roof line now matches the other roof sections 
of the front elevation. 

Reduced Window Area 

The lowered height of the southwest corner resulted in the removal of two window areas. The applicant 
has further reduced window area in this section of the proposed residence. The large windows on the first 
and second floors have been reduced in area. A band of the quartz veneer is proposed to separate the 
windows in the first and second floors. 

Lighter Stone Material 

The applicant displayed the proposed stone materials for the feature at the southeast comer of the proposed 
residence. It appears as though the renderings, and even the material sample made this material appear 
blockier than it actually is in reality. This material will be a manufactured stacked stone, which will give 
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this area a contrasting texture to the quartz veneer and stucco used elsewhere in the design. In order to 
reduce the darkness of the stone material, the applicant has selected a lighter stone color which will be 
more compatible with the quartz and stone elements of the proposed design. 

Additional Landscaping 

The applicant has proposed additional landscaping to soften the visual impact of the proposed residence. 
A mixture of low and tall shrubs, and one tree, are proposed to provide additional screening of the 
southwest comer of the proposed residence. 

Summary 

The plans submitted by the applicant have been reviewed by staff and appropriate changes to the design 
and appearance of the southwest comer of the residence have been made. These changes appear to address 
the concerns of your Commission regarding the visual bulk and mass of the proposed residence. 

Recommendation 

Planning Department staff recommends that your Commission: 

1. OVERTURN the Zoning Administrator's prior decision to deny the application; 

2. Certify that the proposal is exempt from M e r  Environmental Review under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and 

3. APPROVE Application Number 05-0813, per the revised findings and conditions. 

Sincerely, 

Rankall Adams 
Project Planner 
Development Review 

Reviewed By: 

Assistant Director I 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 

Exhibits: 

2A. Revised Findings 
2B. Revised Conditions 
2C. 
2D. 
2E. 
2F. 

California Environmental Quality Act Exemption 
Letter regarding plan revisions, prepared by Martha Matson, dated 12/1/06. 
Planning Commission Minutes, November 8,2006 public hearing. 
Letter to the Planning Commission, November 8, 2006 agenda date, with exhibits. 
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Application #: 05-08 13 

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

Coastal Development Permit Findings 

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

This finding can be made, in that the property is zoned R- 1-4 (Single Family Residential - 4,000 
sq. Et. minimum), a designation which allows residential uses. The proposed residence is a 
principal permitted use within the zone district, consistent with the site's R-UM (Urban Medium 
Density Residential) General Plan designation. 

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

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

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

This finding can be made, in that the site is surrounded by lots developed to an urban density; the 
colors and materials shall be natural in appearance arid complementary to the site; landscaping has 
been provided to screen a portion of the proposed residence. 

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

This finding can be made, in that the project site is not located between the shoreline and the first 
public road with beach access on East Cliff Drive. Consequently, the residence will not interfere 
with public access to the beach, ocean, or any nearby body of water. Further, the project site is not 
identified as a priority acquisition site in the County Local Coastal Program. 

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

This finding can be made, in that residential uses are allowed uses in the R-1-4 (Single Family 
Residential - 4,000 sq. ft. minimum) zone district of the area, as well as the General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program land use designation. Developed parcels in the area contain single family 
dwellings. Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area, and the design submitted is not 
inconsistent with the existing range. 
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Application #: 05-08 13 

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

Development Permit Findings 

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

This finding can be made, in that the project is located in an area designated for residential uses 
and is not encumbered by physical constraints to development. Construction will comply with 
prevailing building technology, the Uniform Building Code, and the County Building ordinance to 
insure the optimum in safety and the conservation of energy and resources. The proposed 
residence will not deprive adjacent properties or the neighborhood of light, air, or open space, in 
that the structure meets all current setbacks that ensure access to light, air, and open space in the 
neighborhood. 

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed location of the residence and the conditions under 
which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent County ordinances 
and the purpose of the R- 1 -4 (Single Family Residential - 4,000 sq. ft. minimum) zone district in 
that the primary use of the property will be one single family residence that meets all current site 
standards for the zone district. 

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed residential use is consistent with the use and density 
requirements specified for the Urban Medium Density Residential (R-UM) land use designation in 
the County General Plan. 

The proposed residence will not adversely impact the light, solar opportunities, air, and/or open 
space available to other structures or properties, and meets all current site and development 
standards for the zone district as specified in Policy 8.1.3 (Residential Site and Development 
Standards Ordinance), in that the residence will not adversely shade adjacent properties, and will 
meet current setbacks for the zone district that ensure access to light, air, and open space in the 
neighborhood. 

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

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed residence will constructed as a replacement to the 

- 4 -  EXHIBIT 2A 



Application #: 05-08 13 

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

existing residence. The expected level of traffic generated by the proposed project is anticipated to 
remain at one peak trip per day ( 1  peak trip per dwelling unit), and will not adversely impact 
existing roads and intersections in the surrounding area. 

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed structure is located in a mixed neighborhood 
containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed residence is consistent with the land 
use intensity and density of the neighborhood. 

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 can be made, in that the site is surrounded by lots developed to an urban density; the 
colors and materials shall be natural in appearance and complementary to the site; landscaping has 
been provided to screen a portion of the proposed residence. 
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Application #: 05-0813 

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

Conditions of Approval 

Exhibit A: Architectural plans prepared by Matson Britton Architects, dated December 2 1, 
2005 (revised 3/28/06 & 12/1/06). 
Topographical Survey prepared Bowman and Williams, dated July 1 1,2003 

I. This permit authorizes the demolition of an existing one story single-family residence and 
the construction of a new two story single-family residence with attached garage. Prior to 
exercising any rights granted by this permit including, without limitation, any 
construction or site disturbance, the applicantlowner shall: 

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

B. ~ Obtain a Demolition Permit from the Santa Cruz County Building Official. 

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

D. Obtain an Encroachment Permit from the Department of Public Works for all off- 
site work performed in the County road right-of-way. 

11. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit the applicantlowner shall: 

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

B. Submit final architectural plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Department. The final plans shall be in substantial compliance with the plans 
marked Exhibit "A" on file with the Planning Department. Any changes from the 
approved Exhibit "A" for this development permit on the plans submitted for the 
Building Permit must be clearly called out and labeled by standard architectural 
methods to indicate such changes. Any changes that are not properly called out 
and labeled will not be authorized by any Building Permit that is issued for the 
proposed development. The final plans shall include the following additional 
information: 

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

2. Grading, drainage, and erosion control plans. 

3. For any structure proposed to be within 2 feet of the maximum height limit 
for the zone district, the building plans must include a roof plan and a 
surveyed contour map of the ground surface, superimposed and extended 
to allow height measurement of all features. Spot elevations shall be 
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Application #: 
APN: 
Owner: 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

05-08 I3 
032-223-09 
William and Alane Swinton 

provided at points on the structure that have the greatest difference 
between ground surface and the highest portion of the structure above. 
This requirement is in addition to the standard requirement of detailed 
elevations and cross-sections and the topography of the project site that 
clearly depict the total height of the proposed structure. 

4. A landscape plan showing all proposed landscaping. 

5. Details showing compliance with fire department requirements. 

Submit four copies of the approved Discretionary Permit with the Conditions of 
Approval attached. The Conditions of Approval shall be recorded prior to 
submittal, if applicable. 

Meet all requirements of and pay Zone 5 drainage fees to the County Department 
of Public Works, Drainage. Drainage fees will be assessed on the net increase in 
impervious area. 

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

Submit 3 copies of a plan review letter prepared and stamped by a licensed 
geotechnical engineer. 

Pay the current fees for Parks and Child Care mitigation for one bedroom. 
Currently, these fees are, respectively, $1,000 and $109 per bedroom. 

Pay the current fees for Roadside and Transportation improvements for one 
bedroom. Currently, these fees are, respectively, $733 and $733 per bedroom. 

Provide required off-street parking for three cars. Parking spaces must be 8.5 feet 
wide by 18 feet long and must be located entirely outside vehicular rights-of way. 
Parking must be clearly designated on the plot plan. 

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

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

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

B. All inspections required by the building permit shall be completed to the 
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Application #: 
APN: 
Owner: 

C. 

D. 

05-08 13 
032-223-09 
William and Alane Swinton 

satisfaction of the County Building Official. 

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

Pursuant to Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100 of the County Code, if at any time 
during site preparation, excavation, or other ground disturbance associated with 
this development, any artifact or other evidence of an historic archaeological 
resource or a Native American cultural site is discovered, the responsible persons 
shall immediately cease and desist from all further site excavation and notify the 
Sheriff-Coroner if the discovery contains human remains, or the Planning Director 
if the discovery contains no human remains. The procedures established in 
Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100, shall be observed. 

IV. Operational Conditions 

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

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

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

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

1. 

2. 

Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to pay or 

B. 

COUNTY bears its own attorney’s fees and costs; and 

COUNTY defends the action in good faith. 

C .  
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Application #: 05-08 13 

OWnfX: William and Alane Swinton 
APN: 032-223-09 

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

D. Successors Bound. “Development Approval Holder” shall include the applicant 
and the successor’(s) in interest, transferee(s), and assign(s) of the applicant. 

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

Please note: This permit expires on the expiration date listed below unless you obtain the 
required permits and commence construction. 

Approval Date: 

Effective Date: 

Expiration Date: 

Mark Deming Randall Adams 
Assistant Director Project Planner 

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

Commission in accordance with chapter 18.10 of the Santa Cruz County Code. 
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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: 05-08 13 
Assessor Parcel Number: 032-223-09 
Project Location: 2-35 15 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz 

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

Person Proposing Project: Martha Matson 

Contact Phone Number: (83 1) 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 Proiect involving only the use of fixed standards or objective measurements 
without personal judgment. 
Statutow Exemption other than a Ministerial Project (CEQA Guidelines Section 15260 
to 15285). 

Specify type: 

E. - X Categorical Exemption 

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

F. Reasons why the project is exempt: 

Replacement of an existing single family dwelling in an area designated for residential uses. 

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

Date: 
Randall Adams, Project Planner 
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December 1,2006 
MRTSON . .  

Randall Adams 
Project Planner 
Development Review 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Application #05-08 13; APN 032-223-09 
The Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East Cliff Drive 

Dear Randall: 

In response to the comments from the Planning Commission, our informal discussion 
with Commissioner Bremner after the hearing, and our meeting with you and Larry 
Kasporowitz on November 2 1 St, we respecthlly submit these changes to the proposed 
Swinton Residence: 

1. Landscaping: In order to soften the impact of the left side of the south elevation we 
are proposing the addition of a tree (birch), low shrubs (English lavender), and two tall 
shrubs (New Zealand Flax) on the corner. See the Site Plan 1 -P2 and the elevation 3-P2. 

2. Materials: The stone wall at left south elevation is now to be faced with “alderwood” 
stacked stone. This stone is lighter in color than the previous choice and contains 
elements of light grays and light browns. We have also altered the exterior elevation to 
better represent the overall appearance of this material. See sheet P-5 and the revised 
materials board. 

3. Mass and Bulk: In order to reduce the impact of the left side of the south elevation, 
which is the faqade closest to the street, we have lowered the plate height by two feet. 
This two foot drop will also strongly be felt on the west elevation as that element spans 
twenty six feet. See sheet P-5. 

4. Fenestration: a. By reducing the height of the front structure on the left side of the 
south elevation, we have taken out 2’-0” of glass that wrapped all the way around the 
building. See west, south, and east elevations on sheet P5. 

7 2 8  N O R T H  
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b. We have also raised the second floor living room windows above the floor level by 
1 '-6" and lowered the header height of the downstairs bedroom windows 1 '-0". In the 
space between we have added a stone spandrel to match the stone on the first floor. See 
south and east elevations on sheet P5. 

Gerry and 1 also wanted to take this opportunity to thank you and Larry for meeting with 
us on the 21" and discussing the options we brought forth. We appreciate that you were 
helpful in finding solutions which at the same time, maintained the integrity of the 

' 

design. 

Sincerely: A 

Martha Matson 
Architect 
MATSON BRITTON ARCHITECTS 
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Planning Commission Minutes- 11/08/06 

Proceedings of the Santa Cruz County 
Planning Commission 

Volume 2006, Number 20 

November 8,2006 

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

Action Summary  Minutes 

Voting Key 

Commissioners: Bremner, Aramburu, Chair Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd 
Alternate Commissioners: Messer, Hancock, Hummel, and Britton 

Commissioners present were Bremner, Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, Shepherd and Hummel Gfor item 7). 

Consent Agenda 

6. Approval of minutes 
To approve the minutes of the October 25, 2006 Planning Commission meeting as submitted by the 
Planning Department. 

Approved minutes. Bremner made the motion and Aramburu seconded. Voice Vote carried 5-0, with ayes 
from Bremner, Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

6.1 Approval of minutes 
To approve the minutes of the October 11 , 2006 Planning Commission meeting as submitted by the 
Planning Department. 

Approved minutes. Bremner made the motion and Aramburu seconded. Voice Vote carried 5-0, with ayes 
from Bremner, Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

6.2 04-0089 4401 Yardarm Ct., Soquel APN: 102-441-19 
Findings for denial for an application to construct a 6-foot masonry wall with 6 foot 8 inch stone 
piers and to construct 1 vehicular gate with decorative pilasters to a maximum height of 8 feet 8 
inches and a pedestrian gate with a wrought iron arch to 8 feet 8 inches. Requires a Residential 
Development Permit to exceed the maximum 3-fOOt height limit for walls within the required 40- 
foot front yard setback. Property located on the Southwest side of the intersection of Yardarm 
Court and Mainsail Place (4401 Yardarm Court). 
Project Denied by Zoning Administrator April 7,2006. 
Applicant Appealed decision April 14,2006. 
Provisionally denied by Planning Commission on October 25,2006, pending findings for denial. 
Owner: Hess, Martin L eta1 
Appellant/Applicant: Matson Britton Architects 
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Supervisorial District: 1 
Project Planner: Robin Bolster-Grant, 454-5357 
Email: plnl 1 1 ($co.santa-cri1z.ca.w 

Adoptfindings to approve application and deny appeal. Bremner made the motion and Aramburu seconded. 
Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

Continued Items 

There were no continued items 

Scheduled Items 

7. 05-0813( **) 2-3515 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz APN: 032-223-09 
Appeal of the Zoning Administrator's September 17,2006 action to deny application 05-0813, a 
proposal to demolish an existing one-bedroom single-family dwelling and construct a two-bedroom 
single-family dwelling with attached garage. Requires a Coastal Development Permit. Property 
located on the north side of East Cliff Drive, about 60 feet east of 35th Ave. 
Appellant/Owner: William & Alane Swinton 
Applicant: Martha Matson 
Supervisorial District: 1 
Project Planner: Randall Adams, 454-321 8 
Email: plnS 1 S($co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Continued to January 10,2007 for redesign of southwest corner (to soften) andfindings for approval. 
Bremner made the motion and Shepherd seconded. Roll call vote carried 4-1, with ayes from Bremner, 
Hummel, Shepherd and Gonzalez. Aramburu voted no. 

8. 01-0572 1399 Olive Springs Road, Soquel APNs: 099-171-03 & 099-251-01 
Permit Review for compliance with conditions of Mining Approval 88-0233. A proposal to amend 
Mining Approval 88-0233 to modify conditions of approval that require certain drainage and 
operating activities and to delete conditions that have been satisfied. Update of the 1992 
Revegetation Plan is also included. Requires a Minor Amendment to Mining Approval 88-0233. 
Owner: CHY Company 
Applicant: Powers Land Planning 
Supervisorial District: 1 
Project Planner: Dave Carlson, 454-3 173 
Email: pl1il44(~!co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Continued to January 24,2007 for neighborhood meeting on traffic issues and revised conditions. Bremner 
made the motion and Shepherd seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, Aramburu, 
Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

9. 05-0797 2541 & 2615 Soquel Avenue, Santa Cruz APNs: 025-131-14,15, & 16 
Proposal to combine Assessor's Parcel Numbers 025-131-14 and 025-131-16, to demolish an existing 
960 square foot retail flower shop, to construct a mixed use building consisting of 2,049 square feet 
of retail on the first floor, one 1,822 square foot residential unit on the second floor and residential 
parking at the basement level, to grade approximately 5,000 cubic yards, to rezone the properties 
(parcels 025-131-14,025-131-15, & 025-131-16) from the C-4 zone district to the C-2 zone district, 
and to amend the General Plan land use designations for the three parcels from Service 
Commercial (C-S) to Community Commercial (C-C). Requires a General Plan Amendment, 

- 1 4 -  



Santa Cruz County Planning Commission Minutes 
Page 3 

Rezoning, Commercial Development Permit, Riparian Exception, and an exception to the onsite 
driveway width standards (from 18 feet to 12 feet) 
Owner: Henry Nguyen, Hanh Vo Thi, and Robert Davidson 
Applicant: Powers Land Planning 
Supervisorial District: 3 
Project Planner: Robin Bolster-Grant, 454-5357 
Email: plnl 1 1 ($co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

Approved staff recommendation with amended conditions and adopted resolution recommending approval to 
the Board of Supervisors. Aramburu made the motion and Bremner seconded. Voice vote carried 4-0, with 
ayes from Bremner, Aramburu, Holbert, and Gonzalet. Commissioner Shepherd was absent. 

10. 06-0452(**) No Situs APN : 038-08 1-36 
Proposal to divide a 2.95-acre parcel into two parcels of 1.70 acres and 1.25 acres, in order to create 
two separate future sites for affordable housing and a park. Requires a Minor Land Division; a 
General Plan/LCP Amendment to change the land use designation from C-V (Commercial-Visitor 
Accommodations) to R-UH (Urban High Density Residential) on 1.70 acres and to the 0 - R  (Parks, 
Recreation and Open Space) on 1.25 acres and to revise the Coastal Priority Site designations of 
APNs 038-081-34, -35, -36; an amendment to the Seacliff Village Plan; a Rezoning from the VA-D 
(Visitor Accommodations - Designated Park Site) to RM-2.5 (Multi-family residential, 2,500 s f h i t )  
on 1.70 acres and to PR (Parks, Recreation and Open Space) on 1.25 acres; and a Design Review 
waiver. Property located on the northwest corner of Searidge Road and McGregor Drive in 
Seacliff. 
Owner: South County Housing Corporation 
Applicant: County of Santa Cruz 
Supervisorial District: 2 
Project Planners: 
Steve Guiney, 454-3 172 
Email: pln950($co. sant a-cruz. ca. us 
Randall Adams, 454-321 8 
Email: plnj 1 S(&co.santa-cmz.ca.us 

Approved staff recommendation and adopted resolution recommending approval to the Board of Supervisors. 
Aramburu made the motion and Gonzalez seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, 
Aram buru, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

11. Public Hearing to consider proposed ordinance amendments to County Code Chapter 13.10 that 
would: 
a) modify County Code Section 13.10.323(b), the Residential Site and Structural Dimensions 

Chart, to increase the maximum lot coverage from 30% to 40% on residential lots that are 
5,000 to 15,000 square feet in size; 

b) add new County Code Section 13.10.323(e)7 to allow front yard averaging on residential lots; 
and 

c) modify County Code Section 13.10.700-S by amending the definition of “Site Area, Net” for 
residential properties to exclude coastal bluffs, beaches, and submerged Monterey Bay areas 
from being considered in a parcel’s size when determining lot coverage and floor area ratio 
maximums. 

The Proposed amendments to County Code Chapter 13.10 are amendments to the Local Coastal 
Program implementing ordinances. 
Applicant: County of Santa Cruz 
Supervisorial District: County Wide 
Project Planner: Steve Guiney, 454-3 172 
Email: pln950($co.santa-cruz.ca.us 

- 1 5 -  



Santa Cruz County Planning Commission Minutes 
Page 4 

Approved staff recommendation and adopted resolution recommending approval to the board of supervisors. 
Section a, Shepherd made the motion and Gonzalez seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, 
Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. Section b, approved concept with amendment for first floor onb. 
Bremner made the motion and Shepherd seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, 
Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. Section e, approved staff recommendation with the direction to 
add a definition of “beaches. ” Shepherd made the Motion and Gonzalez seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0 with 
ayes from Bremner, Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

12. Public Hearing to consider ordinance amendments to sections 13.10.215 and 17.10.030 of the Santa 
Cruz County Code regarding adding a very low income affordability component for housing units 
created by conversion of non-residential land to residential land. (County Code Chapters 13.10 and 
17.10 are Coastal Program implementing ordinances). 
Applicant: County of Santa Cruz 
Supervisorial District: County Wide 
Project Planner: Sarah Neuse 454-3290 
Email: pln320~~co.s~ita-cruz-ca-us 

Approved staff recommendation and adopted resolution recommending approval to the board of supervisors. 
Aramburu made the motion and Gonzalez seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, 
Aramburu, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

13. Public hearing to consider revisions to Chapters 13.03,14.01, and 14.02 of the Santa Cruz County 
Code regarding the conversions of residential units to condominiums or townhouses. County Code 
Chapters 13.03 and 14.02 are Local Coastal Program implementing ordinances. 
Applicant: County of Santa Cruz 
Supervisorial District: County Wide 
Project Planner: Don Bussey, 454-3 182 
Emai 1 : pl n40 1 (uko. santa-cruzxa .us 

Approved staff recommendation and adopted resolution recommending approval to the board of supervisors. 
Shepherd made the motion and Gonzalez seconded. Voice vote carried 5-0, with ayes from Bremner, 
Aram buru, Holbert, Gonzalez, and Shepherd. 

1 6 -  





COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 1/10/07 
Agenda Item: # 9 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

APPLICATION NO. 05-0813 

STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT 21;' 



COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

September 28,2006 

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

Agenda Date: November 8,2006 
Item#: 7 
Time: After 9 AM 

Application: 05-0813 
APN: 032-223-09 

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

Members of the Commission: 

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

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

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

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



Appeal of Application Number 05-08 13 
Agenda Date: November 8,2006 

Page 2 

Design Issues 

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

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

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

Appeal Issues 

Substantial Evidence and Facts 

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

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

Staff Report Findings 

The appellant has stated that the Zoning Administrator did not properly identii, errors in the 
staffreport$ndings and did not properly interpret or cipplj~ the Cotinty Code. 

The Zoning Administrator reviewed the staff prepared findings and did not find a need to make 
changes to the staff prepared findings or identify any errors in interpretation of the County Code 
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Appeal of Application Number 05-08 13 
Agenda Date: November 8,2006 

Page 3 

prior to taking final action on this application. 

Proper Discretion 

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

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

Summary 

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

Recommendation 

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

Sincerely, 

%- 
Randall Adams 
Project Planner 
Development Review 

Reviewed By: 

Assistant Director 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 

Exhibits: 

1 ~ .  
1B. 
1 C. 

Appeal letter, prepared by William G. & Alane K. Swinton, dated 9/22/06. 
Staff report to the Zoning Administrator, 9/15/06 public hearing. 
Additional correspondence & materials presented at the 911 5/06 public hearing. 
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William G. & Alane K. Swinton 
2-35 15 East Cliff Drive 
Santa C m ,  CA 95062 

September 22, 2006 

VLA HAND DELIVERY 

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

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

Dear Commissioners: 

As property owners of 2-3515 East Cliff Drive, we appeal the Zoning Admmstrator’s denial of Application 05- 
0813. Enclosed is our check, numbered 5232, payable to the County of Santa C m  in the amount of $2,566.00 for 
the appeal fee, per MI. Swinton’s telephone conversation with Planner Adam on September 2 1,2006. 

The Zoning A k s t r a t o r  (“ZA”) erroneously construed and ignored the evidence and the law, abused h s  
discretion, and made a decision that was not supported by the substantial evidence and facts in the record. The 
ZA’s adoption of the proposed findmgs set forth in the Staff Report recommending denial as the basis for his 
decision provides multiple bases for this appeal, including, but not limited to: 

0 The decision to deny the application was not based on the substantial evidence and facts, presented in the 
hearing, presented in the application, and provided by the applicant andor owner to the Planning 
Department during the processing of the application, as were incorporated into the record. 

0 The 2 ’ s  evaluation of the Planning Department Staff Report findings, and the recommendations 
contained therein, was in error for multiple reasons.including, but not limited to, failure to properly 
identify errors in analysis of evidence and facts, and failure to properly identify the lack of proper 
interpretation and application of existing code in the Coastal Development Permit Findings and 
Development Permit Findings. 

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

Sincerely, c illiam .Swinton 
& r & d  Alane K Swint n 

Letter and Check #5232 received by the County of Santa Cruz 

by - on September ~, 2006. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 1 1 /8/06 
Agenda Item: # 7 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

APPLICATION NO. 05-0813 

STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT 1B 
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Staff Report to the 
Zoning Administrator Application Number: 05-0813 

Applicant: Martha Matson Agenda Date: 9/15/06 
Owner: William and Alane Swinton Agenda Item #: 6. 
APN: 032-223-09 Time: After 1O:OO a.m. 

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

Location: Property located on the north side of E.Cliff Drive, about 60 feet east of 35th Ave. 
(2-35 15 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz) 

Supervisoral District: First District (District Supervisor: Janet Beautz) 

Permits Required: Coastal Development Permit 

Staff Recommendation: 

Denial of Application 05-08 13, based on the attached findings. 

Exhibits 

A. Project plans E. Site Photos & Photo-simulations 
B. Findings F. Comments & Correspondence 
C. Assessor's Parcel Map 
D. Location, Zoning & General Plan 

maps 

Parcel Information 

Parcel Size: 
Existing Land Use - Parcel: 
Existing Land Use - Surrounding: 
Project Access: 
Planning Area: 
Land Use Designation: 
Zone District: 

Coastal Zone: 
Appealable to Calif. Coastal Comm 

4,085 sq. ft. 
Single family residential 
Single family residential neighborhood 
East Cliff Drive 
Live Oak 
R-UM (Urban Medium Density Residential) 
R-1-4 (Single Family Residential - 4,000 sq. fi. 
minimum) 
X Inside - Outside 
X Yes - No 

County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor, Santa Cruz CA 95060 
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Application #: 05-08 13 
APN: 032-223-09 and - 1  1 
Owner: William and Alane Swinton 

Front vard setback: 

Page 2 

R-1-4 Standards Proposed Residence 
15 feet minimum 15 feet (at SE corner) 

Environmental In forma tion 

Geologic Hazards: 
Soils: 
Fire Hazard: 
Slopes: 
Env. Sen. Habitat: 
Grading: 
Tree Removal: 
Scenic: 
Drainage: 
Archeology: 

Not mappedno physical evidence on site 
Report reviewed & accepted 
Not a mapped constraint 

Not mappdno physical evidence on site 
No grading proposed other than building foundation 
No trees proposed to be removed 
Scenic beachhluff viewshed 
Existing drainage adequate 
Not mappedno physical evidence on site 

2-5% 

Services Information 

UrbdRural Services Line: - X Inside - Outside 
Water Supply: 
Sewage Disposal: 
Fire District: 
Drainage District: 

City of Santa Cruz Water District 
Santa Cruz County Sanitation District 
Central Fire Protection District 
Zone 5 Flood Control District 

Project Setting 

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

Zoning & General Plan Consistency 

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

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

SITE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TABLE 

5 feet & 5 feet 
(with Fireplace allowed in SW setback) 5 feet minimum Side yard setbacks: 
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Application #: 05-081 3 Page 3 
APN: 032-223-09 and - 1  1 
Owner: William and Alane Swinton 

Rear yard setback: 

Lot Coverage: 
Building Height: 

15 feet minimum to alley 
(Double frontage) 

20 feet minimum to garage 
40 YO maximum 34 Yo 

28 feet maximum 

16 feet to residence 
21 feet to garage 

26 feet 8 inches 

0.5: 1 maximum (50 YO) Floor Area Ratio 
(F.A.R.): 49 Yo 

This development proposal also includes a 6 foot high stucco fence within the rear yard setback 
facing the alley. Although the alley is a vehicular right of way, 6 foot hgh fences typically front 
on alleyways and the proposed fence is consistent with other existing fences fronting on the alley. 

Parking 

Design Issues & Local Coastal Program Consistency 

3 (1 8' x 8.5') spaces required 
(for a 2 bedroom residence) 

2 in garage 
2 uncovered in driveway 

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

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

The preliminary review of this application by the County Urban Designer did not identify the 
concerns listed above, however, further review of the neighborhood compatibility has clearly 
indicated that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with the existing residence or 
the majority of the residences in the surrounding area. Architectural styles vary within the 
surrounding area, but there are consistent features which are not found in the proposed design. 
The majority of existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stories that are 
stepped back from the street, with pitched roofs, stucco or wood siding, and smaller window 
areas to break up visual mass. The materials proposed, and the configuration of the of the 
structure with a tall two s t o j  element at the front are not typical of the architectural style of the 
surrounding residences. Additionally, the proposed residence will replace an existing structure 
that is one story in height, that has smaller window areas, and wood siding. The proposed 
replacement residence will be a significant change in visual character and architectural style from 
the existing residence. 

A letter was prepared by Planning Department staff, dated 5/23/06 (Exhibit F), which described 
the above listed issues to the architect and property owners. The letter suggested some possible 
modifications in the design of the residence to reduce the apparent bulk and mass of the proposed 
residence, improve the streetscape relationship, and achieve better consistency with existing 
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Application #: 05-08 13 
APN: 032-223-09and-l l  
Owner: William and Alane Swinton 

Page 4 

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

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

Conclusion 

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

Staff Recommendation 

0 DENIAL of Application Number 05-0813, based on the attached findings. 

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

The County Code and General Plan, as well as hearing agendas and additional information 
are available online at: www.co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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Report Prepared By: Randall Adams 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 
Phone Number: (83 1) 454-32 18 
E-mail: pln5 15@,co.santa-cruz.ca.us 
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Application #: 05-08 13 

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

Coastal Development Permit Findings 

3. That the project is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and 
conditions of this chapter pursuant to section 1 3.20.130 et seq. 

This finding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with 
Local Coastal Program requirements related to building design, neighborhood compatibility, or 
development within visual resource areas. 

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

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.20.130(d)l 
(Blufftop Development) & General Plan Policy 5.1 0.12 (Development Visible from Urban Scenic 
Roads) related to landscaping and protection of visual resources, in that the current design does not 
use taller landscaping (in the form of trees and shrubs) to soften the appearance of the proposed 
development from view. Landscaping is necessary to break up the apparent mass and scale of the 
proposed residence and reduce visual impacts to scenic resources (East Cliff Drive & Monterey 
Bay viewshed). 

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

This finding can not be made, in that the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or 
integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development 
Permit Finding #3, above. 
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Application #: 05-081 3 

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

Development Permit Findings 

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

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

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 
13.1 l.O72(a)( 1) (Compatible Site Design) related to site design and streetscape relationship, in that 
the two story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical 
glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the majority of the 
existing homes that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. These vertical elements will create 
an apparent bulk and mass which will not match the streetscape relationship common to existing 
residential development within the surrounding neighborhood. 

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.1 1.073 
(Building Design) related to compatible building design, proportion of vertical elements, finish 
materials, or human scale, in that the two story stone element on the southwest comer of the 
residence and the extensive vertical glass panes on the remainder of the front elevation are not 
consistent with the majority of the existing homes that front along this section of East Cliff Drive. 
The majority of existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stories that are 
stepped back from the street, with pitched roofs, stucco or wood siding, and smaller window areas 
to break up visual mass. The proposed structure will not include features that create an adequate 
visual transition between the structures immediately adjacent to the proposed residence and the 
proposed residence. Additionally, the vertical features and extensive use of glass and dark stone 
will be out of proportion with features found in surrounding development and will result in a 
structure that does not relate well to the human scale for pedestrians on East Cliff Drive. 

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 13.1 1.075(a) 
(Landscape Design) related to landscaping, in that the current design does not use taller 
landscaping (in the form of trees and shrubs) to soften the appearance of the proposed development 
from view. Landscaping is necessary to break up the mass and scale of the proposed residence. 

The current proposal is not consistent with the requirements of County Code section 1 3.20.1 30 
(Design Criteria for Coastal Development) or County Code section 13.20.1 30(d)l (Blufflop 
Development) as described in Coastal Development Finding #3, above. 

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

This finding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with 
County General Plan requirements related to building design, neighborhood compatibility, or 
development within visual resource areas. 
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Application #: 05-08 13 

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

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

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

A 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 can not be made, in that the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or 

Permit Finding #3, and Development Permit Findings #2 & 3, above. 

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

- 1 8 -  EXHIBIT B 
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#I  : Photo taken from 2-3575 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street. 

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

#4: Photo taken from 2361 5 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street. 
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#5: Photo taken fiom 23635 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street. 

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

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

#IO: Photo taken from 23541 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was 
taken directly in front of 2354 1, on the inland side of East Cliff Drive. 
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#11: Photo taken from 23535 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was 
taken directly in front of 23535, on the inland side of East Cliff Drive. 

*.-. 
. , .., 

#12: Photo taken from 23471 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was 
taken directly in front of 23471 , on the inland side of East Cliff Drive. 
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#13: Photo taken from 23451 East Cliff Drive, facing 2-3575 East Cliff Drive. This photo was 
taken directly in front of 2345 1 , on the inland side of East Cliff Drive. 

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

#16: Photo taken from 23471 East Cliff Drive, facing inland from the ocean side of the street. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

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

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 

701 OCEAN STREET - qTH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

May 23,2006 

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

Dear Martha Matson: 

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

0 County Code section 13.1 1.072(aMl) (Compatible Site Design): The current proposal contains a 
large two story mass at the front of the residence. This two story element is not compatible with the 
immediately surrounding development or with the existing one story residence that the proposed 
structure will replace. The two story element could be reconfigured to reduce the bulk and mass 
(and to improve the streetscape relationship) of the proposed residence. 

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

0 County Code section 13.1 1.073 (Building Design) & County Code section 13.20.130 (Design 
Criteria for Coastal Development): In addition the bulk and mass issues above, the finish materials 
used on the front of the residence include large continuous expanses of glass and a bold two story 
dark architectural stone element. The use of these finish materials is not inappropriate, but the 
surface area of the glass should be broken up (perhaps by a horizontal band of stucco, wood trim, or 
the quartz stone used elsewhere) and the dark (El Dorado Nantucket) stone element will need to be 
reduced in height to create a sense of human scale at the street level. The current design creates a 
tall, powerful (almost tower-like) appearance relative to East Cliff Drive, which is out of proportion 
for this residential street (which is also a tourist attraction with a high volume of pedestrian traffic). 
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It is also recommended that some wood cladding materials be incorporated into the design (or 
materials with an appearance of wood) for consistency with surrounding homes. 

0 County Code section 13.1 1.075(a) (Landscape Design), County Code section 13.20.130(d)l 
(Blufftop Development) & General Plan Policy 5.10.12 (Development Visible from Urban Scenic 
Roads): In addition to the compliance issues listed above, the current design does not use 
landscaping to soften the appearance of the proposed development from view. Although the project 
is not located in an area where the structure should be entirely hidden from view by landscaping on 
the project site, it is recommended that some landscape elements be incorporated into the design to 
break up the mass and scale of the proposed two story residence. The use of small and medium sized 
shrubs and at least one tree (possibly deciduous) will be necessary to break up the mass and scale of 
the proposed residence and reduce visual impacts to scenic resources (East Cliff Drive & Monterey 
Bay viewshed). The intent of the landscape requirement is to balance the screening of the proposed 
structure with the streetscape relationship by softening the structure and providing a bridge from the 
two story elements down to a human scale. 

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Randall A d m  
Project Planner 
Development Review 



June 27,2006 

Randall Adam, Project Planner 
Development Review 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Your letter of May 23,2006 
Application #05-0813; APN 032-223-09 
The Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East Cliff Drive 

Dear Randall: 

We wanted to thank you and Cathy for meeting with us. We both appreciated our discussion. It is 
helpful when applicants are provided with an understanding of staffs concerns on any given 
project. We appreciate your acknowledgement that “Overall, the design of the structure is in 
compliance with residential site and development standards.. .”. 

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

In summary, your concerns and offered solutions are 

1. Code Section 13.1 1.072(a)(l) [Compatible Site Design]: In particular, your concern is 
that the southwest corner design element “is not compatible with the immediately 
surrounding development”, and its “apparent bulk and mass” and “streetscape 
relationship”. 

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

2. Code Section 13.1 1.073 [Building Design] & Section 13.20.130 [Design Criteria for 
Coastal Development] In particular, the design “creates a tall, powerful.. .appearance 
relative to East Cliff Drive, which is out of proportion for this residential street”. 

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

3 .  Code Section 13.1 1.075(a) [Landscape Design] & Section 13.20.130(d)l [Blufftop 
Development] and General Plan Policy 5.10.12 [Development Visible From Urban 
Scenic Roads); In particular, “the current design does not use landscaping to soften the 
appearance of the proposed development fiom view”. 

Staff is recommending the following changes: “The use of small and medium sized 
shrubs and at least one tree.. .”. Staff would like the inclusion of a tree in the yard facing 
East Cliff. 

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

1. Compatible Site Design Code Section 13.1 1 .O72(a)( 1) 

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

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

It should be noted that most of the existing structures (65%) have non-conforming setbacks; 
many have two story masses that are within 15’ front yard setback (42% with an average of 
approx. 5’). The proposed 2nd story component at the southwest comer, which staff suggests 
should be set further back, has a minimum front yard setback of 18’-2” and a maximum of 
24””. The mass is at an angle to East Cliff Drive. Code calls for a 15’-0” front yard 
setback. In fact, if the front yard setback of all the structures in the viewshed were averaged, 
this average setback would be significantly less than 15””. [Our data shows this average is 
approx. 1 O’.] Therefore, the proposed two story mass is placed significantly back from the 
street, has a greater than the code required set back, and is further back than many of the 
existing structures. In fact, the proposed home is located 13’“’’ back from the existing 
residence’s facade. Any impact of the proposed home’s apparent mass is greatly reduced by 
this generous set back. 

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

We feel that the southwest corner element is in keeping with coastal design, giving a sense of 
connection to an older, now gone structure, perhaps a old harbormaster’s residence. The stone 
is a good neighbor to the cliffs in front of the project. The front faqade of this southwest 
element is not massive. I n  fact, the faqade staff suggests be broken up is only 13’-3” across 
at the top and 15’-0” at the bottom. The largest unbroken window in this element is 7’-0” 
wide, which is the same size as other picture windows along East Cliff. With respect to the 
overall design, staff‘s suggested change actually increases the apparent bulk and mass, by 
removing the vertical articulation that is being used to treat this subjective issue, creating a 
larger continuous mass (27’) on the second floor. Additionally, staffs suggestion introduces 
an unfinished, single story rectangle that is dis-contiguous to the purposeful vertical 
articulation of the proposed design. Our proposed design, as submitted, uses the very 
techniques called out in the code: “The perception of bulk can be minimized by the 
articulation of the building walls and roof: ” [Section 13.1 1.030(b) Definitions] 

Size and architectural styles vary widely in  the area, and the design submitted is not 
inconsistent with the existing range. A few one story (1 5%) and a majority of two story 
(85%) homes in the viewshed are present in a variety of sizes and massing. In general, our 
studies and the historical findings of the Planning Department indicate that the neighborhood 
lacks any defining architectural character or design. 
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Given the generous setbacks and the careful use of the above-described architectural 
techniques, the proposed design effectively addresses the subtle apparent bulk and mass 
concern of staff. In  fact, taken as a whole, the proposed design actually enhances the 
viewshed. It complements the scale of neighboring development. 

2. Building Design Code Section 13.1 1.073 & Design Criteria for Coastal 
Development Code Section 13.20.1 30 

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

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

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

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

3. Landscape Design [Code Section 13.1 1.075(a)], Blufftop Development [Code 
Section 13.20.1 3O(d)], & Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads [General 
Plan Policy 5.10.121 

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

We would also like to state that this application was submitted with numerous letters of support 
from the neighbors; in fact, we now have in hand over three dozen. We expect even more and, 
once all are received, will provide them to you in a single package. The Swintons have lived in 
this house for over 20 years, understand their neighborhood first hand, and have met informally 
with many of their neighbors. They have been overwhelmed by the preponderance of positive, 
supportive responses. They are holding a community meeting on site to further discuss this 
project 011 July IS”. They have sent formal invitations to all neighbors within 300’, as well as 
staff and Jan Beautz. 

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

It is our sincere hope that this letter, and the additional insight and data herein, clarifies and 
mitigates the concerns in your letter of 23 May 2006. In light of . The above specifics, . The insight of the dozens of the Swinton’s actual neighbors, who are practical experts in 

understanding Compatibility in  the neighborhood the live in, 
The current ordinances in the Code, and 
The positive, expert evaluation by the Urban Planner in early January, . 

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

Sincerely: 

Martha Matson 
Architect 
MATSON BFUTTON ARCHITECTS 

for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners 
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July 13, 2006 

Randall Adams. Project Planner 
Development Review 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Our letter of June 27.2006 
Application #05-08 13; APN 032-223-09 
The Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East Cliff Drive 

HAND DELIVERED 

Dear Randall: 

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

These letters are from our neighbors, who, 1 submit, are practical experts in neighborhood 
compatibility and the East Cliff Drive environs. Please review them as they represent a broad and 
diverse insight into this project. Please understand that each neighbor had an opportunity to 
review the project plans, including the site survey, photo simulations, elevations, floor plan, etc. 
Additionally, a few ofthe neighbors contacted were supportive but not of the disposition to 
become involved in  a written maimer. To date, i n  all our discussions with our neighbors, we have 
yet to find any objections; i n  fact, we have been amazed at the very positive reaction to, and 
understanding of, the design, site plan, and architecture. 

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

Additionally, after the letters, you will find a chronological file. This was included as this 
package will be part of the materials available to our neighbors during our community meeting, 
this Saturday, 15 July 2006, to which you have previously received an invitation. 

Sincerely: 

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

cc: 
Cathy Graves, Santa Cruz County Planning 
Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer, Santa Cruz County Planning 
Tom Burns, Director, Santa Cruz County Planning 
Jan Beautz, Supervisor, Santa Cruz County 
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20051 214-gleason-letter 111 (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

\ 
t may concern: 
-3515 East Cliff Drive, S.C. 

ghted to learn of the new home the Swintone are planning. 
been wonderful neighbors for many years a d  we h o w  they 

s to upgrade their current structure. 

ased that the new home will be set back according to code and 
increased. As next-door neighbors, we fully support 

only improve our neighborhood. 
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2006031 3-atkinson-letter 111 (2528x3300~2 tlrr) 

3/3/0 6 
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2006031 5-bodnar-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

March 15, 2006 

! Bodnar 

:a Cruz, CA 95062 
34Lh Avenue 

Jhom it may concern: 

ias come to my attention that the Swintons intend to 
cove their property on East Cliff Drive. It is clear 
n the plans that the Swintons have put a lot of effort 
thought into the proposed project. I feel that the 
y e  yet modest architecture will be a nice addition to 
neighborhood. I particularly like the combination of 
xal stone and stucco in the design, which I feel will 
3lement existing homes in the area. The plan also 
zars to address a number of existing non-conformance 
Jes and improves off-street parking, much needed in our 
3hborhood. 

e l l y ,  as an owner-resident in the Live Oak community, I 
sncouraged by other owner-residents who wish to improve 
ir properties and remain in the neighborhood. Owner- 
idents take pride in their homes, take care of their 
es and make good neighbors. 

ase consider this letter my formal endorsement of the 
posed Swinton project. 

pect f ully , 

I-iiDiT F - 4 6 -  



2006031 5-dini-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

March 15,2006 

county of Santa cruz 
Planning Dept. 

Our names are Matt and Michael Dini and we live in the Pleasure Point neighborhood. 
We have reviewed the drawings of the new home designed for the Swintons. In our 
opinion we believe the new home would be a wonderful addition to the neighborhood. It 
has all the design features that we think would blend in very nicely with the existing 
homes on the street. 

Sincerely yours, ,q 

Matt and Michael Dini 
425 Larch Lane 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
Home Ph 83 1.464.8547 
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20060315-snyder-letter ti1 (2528x3300~2 tiff? 

s on your new house design. Susie and I have looked at the proposed 

Id house and built a new home about three years ago. It 
to get out of that old drafty house and in to the new one. Our heating bill 
and it was great to be able to park our automobiles in a real garage. 

with your new project. We look forward to observing the construction as you 
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20060322~honorio~leter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

PAGE HONOR10 
31 9 35 TH AVE 
SANTA CRUZ,CA 95062 

ro SANTA CRUZ COUNTY PLANNING DEPT 

ro WHOM IT MAY CONCERN .I AM A NEIGHBOR OF WII 

3/22/2006 

IAM AND ALANE SWINTON 
I HAVE SEEN THE PLANS FOR THERE REPLACEMENT HOUSE. I WOULD WELCOME 
THE NEW HOUSE AND BELIEVE IT IS GOING TO IMPROVE ARE NEIGHBOR HOOD 

THANK YOU 

PAGE HONOR10 
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20060323-resteigen-letter.tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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rch 23,2006 

n t a  cruz Planning mpt. 
a t a  Cruz, C4 

Whom I t  May Concern: 

m writing this le t te r  to state my views on the Project for 
Iliam and AJane Swinton's Replacement House at 2-3515 
st Cuff Drive, Santa Cruz, CA 95062. 

r name is 30 Ann Resteigen and I own the property at 
0 - 3BLh Avenue (Parcel Number: 032-223-41)) and share 
e alley with William and Mane Swinton. 1 have gone over 
e plans and drawings for the proposed project and find 
em to be beautifully designed. What a IoveIy addition 
is will be to our neighborhood. I am particularly pleased 
see the inclusion of 4 parklng places (two in the garage 
id two on the property). This will be greatly appreciated 
those of us who must use the alley to get to our own 

wages. 

lope tbat this project wUl be@ soon and look forward 
1 watching it progress. 

1 Ann Resteigen 
)o - 35" Avenue 
lnta Cruz, CA 95062 



20060324-dark-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

Santa bruz County Planning Department 

RE: ROJECT 
Willia and Alane Swinton's Replacement House 
2-351 East Cliff Drive 
Santa ruz. CA 95062 

To W m It May concern; 

We bo h concur that William and Alane Swinton are doing to the best of their abili to 
enha e our neighborhood by remodeling their home by the guidelines of Santaxruz 
Coun . This is something that we both have viewed on their proposed plans and have to 
agree at the prqect is to our liking. 

Respe i tfully; 
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20060324-haggen-letter ti1 (2528x3300~2 err) 
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20060529-ewing-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

.-. 

- 5 5 -  



Transcript of voice message rcv’d early June 2006 from 

Bill O’Neill 
2-3701 E. Cliff Dr 
and 
2-3705 E. Cliff Dr 

“Hi Gerry. My name is Bill O’Neill. I’m at 2-3705. You sent me or you called me I believe regarding 
you’re building something. I’m out of town; I’m out of town most of the time. Hey listen, I have no 
objection to you doing what you want to do on your property -- nothing no objection whatsoever. So there 
you go. You can put my name do as - or something on the petition; whatever you want to do. 
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20060601~lewis~letter 111 (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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20060601~spence~letter.tif (2528x3300~2 t i f )  

f - 5 ~  Spence 
831 475-4617 
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20060602-book-letler.tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

I O  WLjom I I  tv~ay Concern: 

: 1 reside at 328 35Ih A\c. .  Santa Cruz. and M ~ S  rccen~ly contacted by Mr. Willinm."Gc-rr!" 
Swint(n regarding Ius above-referenced replncenieni honir. I write 1 4 )  inform you that Mr. Swinton 
has shown me his proposed plans. including an :iflist rendering ol'the conip!ctcd rqlaceinent home. 
and 1 cbnnot find anvthiiig relating to the project ~ l u c h  would he ohjcctionzble or iiiconsisienr wi th  
the character ol the surrounding ncighhni-hood. 

1 ani Iiupef~il i1i;ii the Pl;inning Dcpartmcnt :rill allu\\ Ihc' SwintorLs' project ro prmtxd.  3'1 

I fccl i t  \ \ i l l  cnli:iiicr. Ihc are;) Thank you. 

BOOK & ROOK.  LLI' 
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20060603~trowbndge~letter ti1 (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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20060604-blackburn-letter 111 (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

I 
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20060604-cubillo-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tlff) 

I 
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20060605~hessonrichard~lettet tlf (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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20060605~hessonrobin~letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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20060607-sextonhogan-letter.tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

Sam Sexton and Diane Hogan 
?433 Saint Deyns 

Santa C r u  CA 95092 
u SA 

Home Phone USA 1-831- 476-6081 

Dear SI; or ~ a d a m e  

bh Sw+lon. a nearby nelglitur. approached in) %lie and j wtlt his plans for replaclng hls current honie \VC 
have I I +  In our hoiue for more than 3 0  yews He has becn 111 hlr for more than 20 y m  He Indicated that 111s 
lm wi)s cbnfontung aitd that he !XIS NOT requestt~cq a vanzne ot zny type Ire wll be below allowdble hmdr!, he 
~ l l  h,wd all building setbachs equal IO or grfSter than currenlh rerlutred iiliniinunls He has plmn for a grwe 
and OR street parkmg He does not h a c  plans lor E "gra~u~y U I I I ~ '  , nor does he have p l a ~ s  for B thlrd floo~ deck 
In rmev/?ng :he plans he prowied, the home appeared m&st i n  si7e and appears to both fit the size of the lot dnd 
the surr?nidllrg Smictures 

kly *lfe slid 1 supprl 111s proposed building plaiis and encow3ee the Coinily and the Coast31 Comnusslon to 
approve Itis request 

Sincerely 

I 

, 
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20060608~bwkdennis~oan~letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

June 8, 21106 

LIZ County l'laiming Department 

kc: Willinin and Alane Swinlon's Replacement Home 
2-3515 East Cliff Drive 
Santn Cmz, CA 95062 
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20060609-rephart-letter.tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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20060610-mcsherry-letterttif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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2006061 0-noto-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tig 
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2006061 Z-boyd_letter.t~f (2528x3300~2 tiff) 
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200606 12-chargin-letter.tif (2528x3300~2 tiffJ 

230 E Empire St 
Grass Valley. Ca 95945 
June 12, 2006 

Santa 6ruz Planning Dept 

To Whbm It May Concern. 

I repre' ent the owners of the house at 301 35th St I have reviewed the proposed 
projec$of William and Alane Swinton to replace their current house at 2-3515 Easrt Clm 
Drive with a new building We do not have any objections to the proposed pfOJeCt 

I 
I 

Sincerbly, 

I\ 

;j/ 
j_ I- t C- -* & C ,- ,- ,i:P-?---- 

I 
Jhmes'E Chargin Trustee 
Ellen Chargin Trust 
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20060612-friday-lener. tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

June 12, 2006 
I 

The ianta Cnrz County Planning Department. 
Santd Cruz, California 

I 
I 

To Whom it May Concern, 

2-3515 Ea& Cliff 
to give my total support for 

One f the best things of living in Pleasure Point is that we are an eclectic 
neigkorhood. Everyone has a unique home My home doesn’t look like 
anyb4dy else’s and I like that The Swinton’s new home will be unique as 
well, land I feel it’s a huge positive for the neighborhood to Have a new 
and eautiful home. 

I’m e4trernely lucky in that I’m living in my dream home on Pleasure Point 
Seriopsly, it couldn’t get any better living by the  ocean in a wonderful‘area 
I fully] encourage and support the Swintons with their project, and hope 
that $ou grant them the necessary permits to begin the construction af their 
dreah home. 

f’d be happy to provide any other information 
Thanh you very much, 

ti 

~ 

Pleasure Point Resident 

cell 408-455-9453 
I 
I 

I 



2006061 2-wells-letter. tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 



16 June 2006 
Message !?om Claire St. Laurent, St. Laurent Enterprises LLC 
2-3505 E. Cliff Dr 
& 
2-3665 E. Cliff Dr. 

Message from Ms. Laurent’s assistant 

* Am out of town 
Assistant authorized to talk on behalf 
Have no disagreement / problem with project. Will not object in any way to county 
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200606 17-stevens-letter Iif (2528x3300~2 t i f f) 

I 

June I?, 701% 

r 
Re / \Vil l iarn B Alan<, Sivinlon'r licplac rnent I io i i ie 

\+a Cruz Co Planning Ikpt  

To Whoin I t  May Concc.in 

81 have bved in Pleazure Pomt at niy current residence for 21 yeais and before that have lived 
on $,,Poult on and oft since 1961 I havr seen the i o n t ~ i ~ o ~ s  change that our neighlwrhooii'jiors 
thrgugh This ronhnuous change LS an ewmClal elcoimt of the c-haracter ot Pleasire Point II i s  
a tapgible and vlsrble sign of the freedom thdt  rnrlxxlies thls neighborhood 

1 walk the length of kast  Cldf Lhve alnirrsl everydab 1 ser the c??lechr imx  01 shucturrs, I 
%omc ut iiur eustmg h o m e  are the last of 

In an flvewiew. our 
awhhe histow and the change that IS clemerrtnl herr 
rnr v vdriltmn honics 
neighborhood LS d rnndwii niir r d  random styles o l  v n ~ l o ~ i s  ages 

Some ,ire siniplv large buw5 right on the street I 
1 

~Regardmg the 5,winton home, 1 havc rrvienrd them plans mi1 simulated imagps 1 hntl the 
tie gn pleasing It 15 not a huge hnme The Swmtuns wdI live u1 i t  It IS  not d spec hoine - whdt 
a $ndcrful concept' It is tasteful and subtly inmi~nal When finished, it will bq a wondbrful 
en@meiit to East Cliff Drive 

I 

; I hnd that the Swiiitonz' design is exiephondly pleasing to the eye the chulce of rolot, Lhr 
v a e h o n  in the facade, as the house \kps  bwh into to t h ~  lot -- all ot these hrr mspiring, 
re$esenhng a wondcrhl arrhitectural interesl I whollv support their design and fmd it to hr 
codipahble with our eclechc iieighhorhood I t  w l l  iniprovc the visual qualit? of E Clltf Drivr 

I Furthermole, it represenb welconie diversih, esperiilll\ given the seining ovcrwliel~mng 
ad ihon of ICpetihW pseudo Spanish / (>range County new 5pec ronshuchon thal has r&itl\ 
dp eared [The 7 iiew hi,usm east ot 38Ih Ave and tlir 2 n e w  spec houses behvern the lagoon d t  

Ih tbeach and 260' Avrnur arc notable examples of this massive rc'pehhve theine 1 
f 

I 111 sumni.ir\ 1 am tulh \uppiirti\e $ 1 1  t h i .  dcsrw 111 115 current  toirn a i ~ d  uigr all i on~-rned t? 

I 
ap$rovc this pioject 

Sincerely, 

24451 E. Cliff Dr. 
Sanla Cruz, CA 95062 
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I 
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2006061 9-sutherland-letter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

! 
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20060626-christensen-letter Ilf (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

June 26,2006 

Rand411 Adams, Projcct Planner 
Counly of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department 
701 d p u i  Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Lruz, CA 95060 

Re: dpplication No. 05-0813 Assessor's Parcel No. 032-223-0 Owner: Swioton 

Dear tkr. Adams: 

I 

1 mi viriting lo express my view of the above relerenred project 1 am neighboring property 
ownerhid have reviewed the Swrnton's plans 1 ani lully supportive of their design As p i  

how,/ the  prqect is in compliance with iesident:il and develcpment siandarda !n a:L:ttw the 
project is situated within all the proper setbacks. especidflv with respec1 to its streetscape 
relatiohship with East Cliff Dnve 

I have keen your letter to the Swinton's regarding the Plannmg staffs concerns with the project 
I stron$ly disagree w t h  the opimon that the design is not compatible with surrounding 
developinent Furthemiore, the proposed design i s  neither inassive nor bulky The use of glass 
and stane actually gives the structure a graceful appeardnce The window appointment makcs the 
structuie transparent. The gaze of a pedestrian looking at the structure would be drawn directly 
through the glass into the heart of the house It is human in scale 

I also like the relationship of the second floor family room as it  currciitly situated over bedroom 
# I  and bould not Like to see it pulled back to line up with the dinmg room Doing this would 
destroy/ the elegant archtecture As IS. the design bcales back beautifully from the front west 
comer &levation to the front east corner elevation On the whole, the front elevation has the 
feeling bf a gentle undulation I feel the use of stone md  glass is simplistic, modest and vexy 
attract i i e  

1 hope you will take my opinion into Consideration As a neighbor, long time Pleasure Poult 
residen! and properly owner, 1 believe thc design is conipdtihle with our neighborhood and will 
snh:uice the scenic beautj along East Clift Dri\ e Pledse approbe the project dcsrgn as subrmtted 
dnd do (1.1 request that the owner iiiahe any changes to the oiiginsl design. 

Thank i o u  for your consideration i n  this mater 

1 

I 

sy--\--/-- 
Ph lis bhnstensen 

Santa ctw. CA 95062 
3 32": Avenue 

cc: Jan Bcautz, District 1 Supervisor 
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20060627~schrnidl~leter tif (2528x3300~2 tiff) 

Date: June 27. 2006 

Santa Cruz County Planning Department & Whom I t  May Concern 

William and Alane Swinton's Replacement Honle at 2-35 I5 East Cliff Dr.. SC, 
52 

have revie*ed the plans Ibr the replacement home of William and lilarie Swinton and 
nleased with the design As homeowners in Pleasure Point, we feel the neq home 
 be a welcome addition to the neighborhood and will improve the look of East Cliff 
re. 

Sinccrcly. 

David and Suzanne Schmidt 
220 3qLh Avenue 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

I 
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July 20,2006 

Randall Adams, Project Planner 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Community Meeting held 15 July 2006 at 
The Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East Cliff Drive 
Application M5-08 13; APN 032-223-09 

Dear Randall: 

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

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

Over 35 people attended the meeting. It was so busy that we had a hard time keeping up with the 
sign-in sheet - we missed some of the attendees. Attached please find a copy of this sheet with 
25 sign ins. Several passer-bys also dropped in. Supervisor Beautz was kind enough to attend, 
along with her assistant Mr. Reetz. She and h4r. Reetz stayed for the entire, almost 2-hour 
meeting, and were able to hear first hand the neighbors’ views concerning the proposed project. 
Further on in this letter, we will summarize these views. 

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

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

. 
9 

These exhibits did indeed stimulate vigorous discussion amongst residents and with our 
supervisor. The discussion was exclusively one-sided with sentiments, as best we were able to 
capture, such as 

“...it’s beautiful.. .”, 
“. . .fits in.. .”, 
“....what’s wrong with it ? it’s fine by me and others I’ve talked to.. .”, 
‘&...it’s not very big at all. ...”, 
“. ..what’s the problem.. .I can’t wait for it to be finished.. .”, 
“. . .when will this be approved.. .“, 
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‘ & ,  . .the Swintons have done a good job.. .”, 
“. . .compared to the other houses on the street, this is pleasing to the eye.. .”, 
“. . .it’s really a lot further back than the existing structure or the other houses on the 
street.. .” 
“. . .when do you get started.. .what’s the holdup. . .” 
‘ & .  . .what are the next steps.. .” 
etc. 

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

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

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

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

for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners 

cc: 
Annette Olson, Planner 
Cathy Graves, Planner 
Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 
Tom Bums, Planning Director 
Jan Beautz, Santa Cruz County Supervisor 
Martha Matson, Architect 
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July 24,2006 

Randall Adams, Project Planner 
County of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
701 Ocean St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Additional Inforination re Community Meeting held 15 July 2006 at 
The Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East Cliff Drive 
Application #05-0813; APN 032-223-09 VIA E-MAIL and U.S. MAIL 

Dear Randall: 

After sending you the report on our Community meeting, I realized that it may be helpful for you 
to visually understand the siting of the home, especially with respect to the existing home to the 
west, as the generous setback of the southwest comer of our proposed home was much discussed 
topic at the meeting. Please recall from my previous letter of the 20th of July, that during the 
community meeting, many of the neighbors, when on a walking tour of the site, were amazed at 
the generous and ifitentianal setback af this cleii-ien; ofthe design. 

Attached please find some snapshots taken from the approximate position of the southwest corner 
of our design. mote: The current structure is only 4’ from the west property line, and thus, I was 
unable to actually stand at the comer of the new design as this corner is 1’ east into the existing 
home. 

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

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

Again, In light of 
The above information, 
The insight of the dozens of the Swinton’s actual neighbors, who are practical experts in 
understanding compatibility in the neighborhood the live in, and the neighbors’ 
overwhelmingly positive response received at the community meeting, 
The proposed design’s modest size and full conformance with all setback, height, FAR, 
and site coverage ratios, 
The current ordinances in the Code, and 
The positive, expert evaluation by the Urban Planner in January, 

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

for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners 

cc: 
Annette Olson, Planner 
Cathy Graves, Planner 
Larry Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 
Tom Burns, Planning Director 
Jan Beautz, Santa Cruz County Supervisor 
Martha Matson, Architect 
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palm over 25’ feet away 
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property -Note: Front, south faqade of our proposed home begins at a position that is only 
approximately 3’  forward of the rear of the existing, neighboring structure to the west 
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C O U N T Y  O F  S A N T A  C R U Z  
DISCRETIONARY APPLICATION COMMENTS 

Project P1 anner : Randa 1 1 Adams 
Application No. : 05-0813 

APN: 032-223-09 

Date: August 14, 2006 
Time: 11:18:58 
Page: 1 

Environmental P1 anni ng Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 13, 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= _ - __ - - - - - --_------ 

Please show on t he  s i t e  p lan the e n t i r e  w id th  o f  East C l i f f  Dr ive  and the edge o f  
the b l u f f .  Measure on the  s i t e  p lan distance from ex i s t i ng  house t o  edge o f  b l u f f ,  
and distance from proposed house t o  edge o f  b l u f f .  

This p ro j ec t  w i l l  requ i re  a s o i l s  repor t ,  please submit two copies o f  the repor t  
when complete. A l i s t  o f  recommended s o i l s  engineers i s  ava i lab le  upon request. C a l l  

Received revised plans, replacement SFD w i l l  be located 55-60 f e e t  from edge o f  
b l u f f ,  w i t h  E . C l i f f  Dr ive  i n  between. This d istance i s  s u f f i c i e n t  enough t o  
e l iminate  the  requirement f o r  the  100-year determination. The s t ruc tu re  t o  be r e -  
placed i s  cu r ren t l y  45 f ee t  from the  edge o f  the b l u f f .  

So i l s  repor t  has been reviewed and accepted. 

454-3162. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 21, 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 

Environmental Planning Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 13, 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 
UPDATED ON APRIL 21, 2006 BY JESSICA L DEGRASSI ========= 

___--_--- _________ 
________- -___-_--- 
A p lan review l e t t e r  from the s o i l s  engineer w i l l  be required a t  bu i l d i ng  permit 
stage. 

An erosion cont ro l  p lan  w i  11 be requi red a t  bui  l d i n g  permit  stage. 

Dpw Drainage Completeness Comments 

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

The proposed stormwater management p lan i s  approved f o r  d i sc re t ionary  stage Storm- 
water Management r e v i  ew. P1 ease see m i  scel 1 aneous comments f o r  i terns t o  be addressed 
i n  t he  bu i l d i ng  app l i ca t ion  stage. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 24. 2006 BY DAVID W 
No new comment. 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 24, 2006 BY DAVID  W SIMS ========= -_------ - ______-- 

SINS ========= 

. .  

Dpw Drainage Miscellaneous Conunents 

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

REVIEW ON JANUARY 24, 2006 BY DAVID W SIMS ========= __------ - ____-__-- 
Miscellaneous: Items t o  be addressed w i t h  the  bu i l d i ng  p lans.  

General Plan p o l i c i e s :  h t t p :  //www.sccoplanning.com/pdf/generalplan/toc.pdf 7.23.1 
New Development 7 .23 .2  Minimizing Impervious Surfaces 7.23.4 Downstream Impact As- 
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Discretionary Comments - Continued 
Project Planner: Randal 1 Adams 
Application No. : 05-0813 

APN: 032 - 223 - 09 

Date: August 14. 2006 
Time: 11:18:58 
Page: 2 

sessments 7.23.5 Control Surface Runoff 

The p lan  was found t o  need the  fo l low ing  add i t iona l  in format ion and rev is ions ,  
consi s ten t  w i t h  the  pol  i c i  es 1 i sted above, p r i o r  t o  approvi ng bui 1 d i  ng p l  ans . 

1) Please provide an i temized t a b l e  o f  a l l  impervious sur fac ing f o r  e x i s t i n g  and 
proposed condi t ions.  I nd i ca te  m i t i g a t i o n  measures t o  t r e a t  new impacts from the  
redevelopment, e f f e c t i v e l y  hold ing runo f f  l eve l s  t o  pre-development ra tes .  The d i s -  
charge o f  downspouts t o  splashblocks i s  a bene f i c i a l  measure t o  l i m i t  impacts, but  
may not  be s u f f i c i e n t  as the  only  means. 

2) The f lagstones set  i n  sand help t o  meet goals t o  minimize impervious sur fac ing.  
Please provide a sectioned construct ion d e t a i l  w i t h  the  bu i l d ing  p lans.  

3) Please f u l l y  descr ibe and i l l u s t r a t e  on the  plans the  o f f s i t e  rou t i ng  o f  a l l  run- 
o f f  t o  a County maintained i n l e t ( s ) .  Note any inadequacies i n  these f lowpaths. such 
as ponding. Note the  presence and t r a n s i t i o n  between d i tches,  curbs, e t c .  . . along 
the  length  o f  t he  f lowpaths. 

4) The property slopes a t  approximately a 1% grade from the  NE corner t o  t he  SW 
corner .  I nd i ca te  where there  i s  a po ten t i a l  f o r  runo f f  t o  be received onto t h i s  
proper ty  o r  t o  be released onto neighboring proper ty .  Provide any necessary measures 
t o  con t ro l  harmful impacts. 

5) County p o l i c y  requi res topography be shown a minimum o f  50 feet beyond the  
p r o j e c t  work l i m i t s .  Please provide in format ion t o  these extents,  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  
eval uate 1 oca1 drainage pat te rns .  

6) Appl icant should prov ide drainage in format ion t o  a l eve l  addressed i n  t he  
"Drainage Guidelines f o r  S ingle Fami ly  Residences" provided by the  Planning Depart- 
ment. This may be obtained on l ine :  h t t p :  //www.sccoplanning.com/brochures/drain. htm 

A drainage impact fee w i l l  be assessed on the  net increase i n  impervious a rea .  The 
fees are cu r ren t l y  $0.90 per square f o o t ,  and are assessed upon permit  issuance. 
Reduced fees are assessed f o r  semi -pervious sur fac ing t o  o f f s e t  costs and encourage 
more extensive use o f  these mater ia ls .  

You may be e l i g i b l e  f o r  fee c r e d i t s  f o r  p re -ex i s t i ng  impervious areas t o  be 
demolished. To be e n t i t l e d  f o r  c r e d i t s  f o r  p re -ex i s t i ng  impervious areas, please 
submit documentation o f  permi t ted s t ructures t o  es tab l i sh  e l i g i b i l i t y .  Documenta- 
t i o n s  such as assessor's records, surveys records, orother  o f f i c i a l  records t h a t  
w i l l  he lp  es tab l i sh  and determine the  dates they were b u i l t ,  the  s t ruc tu re  f oo t -  
p r i n t ,  o r  t o  conf i rm i f  a bu i l d ing  permit  was prev iously  issued i s  accepted. 

Because t h i s  app l i ca t i on  i s  incomplete i n  addressing County requirements, r e s u l t i n g  
rev i  sions and addi t ions w i  11 necessi tate f u r t h e r  review comment and possib ly  d i  f - 
fe ren t  o r  add i t iona l  requirements. 

A l l  resubmit ta ls  sha l l  be made through the  Planning Department. Mater ia ls  l e f t  w i t h  
Publ ic  Works may be returned by m a i l .  w i t h  r e s u l t i n g  delays. 
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Discretionary Comments - Continued 

Project Planner: Randal 1 Adams 
Application No. : 05-0813 

APN : 032 - 223- 09 

Date :  August 14, 2006 
T ime:  11:18:58 
Page: 3 

Please c a l l  t he  Dept. o f  Publ ic  Works, Stormwater Management Section. from 8:OO am 
t o  12:OO noon i f  you have quest ions. ========= UPDATED ON APRIL 24, 2006 BY D A V I D  W 

No new comment. 
SINS ========= 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 5,  2006 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Driveway i s  o f f  o f  a non-county maintained road, there fore ,  no comment 

Dpw Driveway/Encroachment Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 5,  2006 BY DEBBIE F LOCATELLI ========= - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
No comment. 

Dpw Road Engineering Completeness Comments 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 25, 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= _-------- _----- _-- 
We recommend 22 f e e t  from the  face o f  t he  garage t o  the  property l i n e  t o  prov ide 
adequate space f o r  vehicles parked i n  f r o n t  o f  t he  garage t o  back out i n t o  the  a l -  
l e y .  Spec i f i c  driveway d e t a i l s  w i t h  respect t o  composition an d s t ruc tu ra l  sect ion 
can be addressed w i t h  the  b u i l d i n g  permi t .  

UPDATED I f  you have any questions please c a l l  Greg Mar t in  a t  831-454-2811. ========= 
ON JANUARY 25. 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

The western s ide  o f  t he  stucco w a l l  proposed adjacent t o  t he  driveway obstructs  
s igh t  distance f o r  vehicles backing ou t .  The w a l l  i s  recommended t o  be located f i v e  
f e e t  from the  edge o f  t he  driveway. The driveway surface should spec i f ied .  A per-  
v i  ous surface i s acceptable. 

UPDATED ON APRIL 21, 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= - - - - - - - -_ __ - - - - - - - 

Dpw Road Engineering Miscellaneous Comments 

REVIEW ON JANUARY 25. 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 
UPDATED ON APRIL 21. 2006 BY GREG J MARTIN ========= 

----- ---- --- ------ 
- - - - - - - -_ - - - - - - - - - 
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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 

April 21, 2006 

Martha Matson 
728 N. Branciforte Drive 
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

Subject: Review of Geotechnical Investigation by Haro, Kasunich & Associates 
Dated March 27,2006; Project #: SC9159 
APN 032-223-09, Application #: 05-081 3 

Dear Applicant: 

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

1. 

2. 

All construction shall comply with the recommendations of the report. 

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely, 

Kevin Crawford 
Civil Engineer 

Cc: Haro Kasunich and Associates Inc. 
William and Alane Swinton, Owner 

' i  Jessica deGrassi 
Resource Planner 
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Telephone (831) 420-5210 , 

I Cell: - 4 .< I I -  

PROJECT ADDRESS: 2-351 5 East Cliff Dr 

. c I  / 

SECTION I EXISTlNG k-IN AM) SERVICES Main S~zeil'fluAge: (6" PVC 1991 / ~ ~ e v a t i o n  zone 

Active' 314" 086-391 0 sfd 

t t  

No connection fee credit(s) for services inactive over 24 m o n t h  

SECTION 2 FIREFLOWS 

ADDITIONAL 
COMMENTS 

Hyd # 120501 SizelType: [ T I  Static Res Flow Flow w/20# Res. 1'1 FF Date 

List of SCWD approved service installation contractors enclosed for your use. 
* work order sent to flow test hydrant 

Location: @ 215 35th Ave 

Hyd # I] SueIType: j Static Res 0 Flow a Flow d 2 0 #  Res. I] FF Date r-1 
Location: 

SECTION 3 WATER SERVICE FEES Backflow 
Service Service Meter Meter # MeterEng Plan Permit RVW Permit Water Sewer Zone 

Type Size Size Type SloS lnst Review lnsp Fee Type Fee System Dev Connection Capacity 

Domestic 

DomlFire 

Irrigation 

- ___ - - . .  - __ - - - - . - 

.- . -. - 
- - - . . -  - - - _.- 

- _- - . - - 
. . - - - - - 

Business 

Fire Svc 2 518 Disc 1 $263 $50 __ - - . __ 

WATER SERVICE FEE TOTALS 

Street Opening Fee Irr Plan Review Fee Total - Credits GRAND TOTAL 

SECTION 4 QUALIFlCATlONS 
I S a m c  w l  be fumshd upon 

mla and rcgulanons of the Smla Cnu Warn Rpanmnt and tbe appopnac Fm b c t  and any renrXOOllli thm m) be rn cffecl m the fmx apphcawn for s t m c  B d c  
2 Fecs and charges noled ahovc arc wnunle Y oflhc dale hereof, and arc suwl to change at my tunc aichoul nolzc Io applican 

(1) pymm of the r q d  Rcs due aI the tm s e m c  B rcquesrcd (a tu* prrrmt Is rcquacd). and (2) mswllalnn of Ibe adequately sued water senxes, watm mans and (ire hydnns ns rquired for the projccr d a  !he 

______ 
BP# (-1 PLAN APP # 105-0813-1 PLANNER 7 1  REVIEWED BY IM. Fisher 1 

NOTICE 7)us form docs not m any way obligntc the C v  It IS pmndcd only m an ~ n r m t c  to wst you m pur  p h n g  and ns a rtmrd for thc Water Dqmnmm1 ?%e rcqurarrntr sel fonh on ihls fmn ma) be changed or 
corrected a1 any tunc Mthout pnwr nOflce Fecs collmcd by ahr agm~s arc nn ncludad on Iha form 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

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

TOM BURNS, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
_- - - - - _  - - - 

- 
. . 

I :  -$qg 
Y 4 &.-&ka Project Comment Sheet 

Date: January 3,2006 

- Accessibility 

- Code Compliance 

- 1 Environmental Planning Jessica deGrassi 

2 Fire District Central Fire Protection 

- Housing 

- Long Range Planning 

2 Project Review 

- 1 Urban Designer Lawrence Kasparowitz 

- Planning Director 

X Maps - Level 5 
To be Mailed: 
- 1 Santa Cruz City Water 

Elizabeth Hayward 

Dept. of Public Works 

- 1 Drainage District 

1 Driveway Encroachment 

- 1 Road Engineering / Transportation 

': 1 Sanitation 

- Surveyor 

- Environmental Health 

- 1 RDA 

1 Supervisor Janet K. Beautz 

- Other 

1 Coastal Commission 
I - 

From: Development Review Division 

Project Planner: Annette Olson Tel: 454-3134~ 
Email: phl43@,co.santa-cruz.co.us 

Subject APN: 032-223-09 
Application Number: 05-0813 

See Attached for Project Description 

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

Please Submit Your Comments to the Project Planner Via the 
Comments/Review Function in A.L.U.S. 

Please Complete by: Januarv 20,2006 z 
s%+ 
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I 
Upon prelimina r d e w  of Y O U  of santa cnu. j 
Sanitation District finds that: 

The County Sanitation Review Fees are not applicable for your project 

This project requires review by the County of Santa CTUZ Sanitation District. The following 
fee will be charged by the Planning Department at the time you submit your discretionary 
application: 

Residential Remodel (remodel expanding fmtprint, 
retaining wall) 

SC2 Residential New or Miscellaneous (right-of-way issues, lot line adjustment) 

Minor Commercial (remodel) 

accessory building 
sc1- ,* 

I 

- 9 5 -  



CENTRAL 
FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

of Santa Cruz County 
Fire Prevention Division 

930 I 7'h Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
phone (831) 479-6843 fax (831) 479-6847 

Date: January 10,2006 
To: William and Alane Swinton 
Applicant: Martha Matson 
From: Tom Wiley 
Subject: 05081 3 
Address 23515 E. Clii  Dr. 

occ 3222309 
Permit: 20060007 

APN 032-22349 

We have reviewed plans for the a,ove subject project. 

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

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

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

The FIRE FLOW requirement for the subject property is 1000 gallons per minute for 120 minutes. NOTE on the 
plans the REQUIRED and AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW. The AVAILABLE FIRE FLOW information can be obtained 
from the water company. 

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

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

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

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

0 

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. 

HIBIT F 
Serving the communities o f  Capitola, Live Oak, and Soquel 
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There must be a rl,,,iimum of one smoke detector in every baselllent area. 

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

NOTE on the plans the installation of an approved spark arrestor on the top of the chimney. Wire mesh not to 
exceed % inch. 

NOTE on the plans that the roof coverings to be no less than Class "B" rated roof. 

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

If you should have any questions regarding the plan check comments, please call me at (831) 479-6843 and 
leave a message, or email me at tomw@centralfRd.com. All other questions may be directed to Fire Prevention 
at (83 1 )479-6843. 

CC: File & County 

As a condition of submittal of these plans, the submitter, designer and installer certify that these plans and 
details comply with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, agree that they are solely 
responsible for compliance with applicable Specifications, Standards, Codes and Ordinances, and further agree 
to correct any deficiencies noted by this review, subsequent review, inspection or other source. Further, the 
submitter, designer, and installer agrees to hold harmless from any and all alleged claims to have arisen from 
any compliance deficiencies, without prejudice, the reviewer and the Central FPD of Santa Cruz County. 
3222309-01 1006 
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MEMORANDUM 

Eva1 uat ion Meets criteria Does not meet 
Criteria In code ( t4 ) criteria ( ) 

Application No: 050813 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

Date: January 17,2006 

To: Annette Olson, Project Planner 

From: Lawrence Kasparowitz, Urban Designer 

Re: Design Review for a new residence at 2-351 5 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz 

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

GENERAL PLAN / ZONING CODE ISSUES 

See additional 
comments below. 

r/ 

Design Review Authority 

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

Design Review Standards 

13.20.130 Design criteria for coastal zone developments 

Minimum Site Disturbance 
Grading, earth moving, and removal of 
major vegetation shall be minimized. 
Developers shall be encouraged to 
maintain all mature trees over 6 inches 
in diameter except where 
circumstances require their removal, 
such as obstruction of the building 
site, dead or diseased trees, or 
nuisance species. 
Special landscape features (rock 
outcroppings, prominent natural 
landforms, tree groupings) shall be 
retained. 
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Application No: 05-0813 

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

January 17,2006 

N/A 

N/A 

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

9 ? 

Development shall be located, if N/A 

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

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

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

Structures shall be designed to fit the I NIA 
topography of the site with minimal 
cutting, grading, or filling for 
construction 
Pitched, rather than flat roofs, which 
are surfaced with non-reflective 
materials except for solar energy 
devices shall be encouraged 

- 9 9 -  
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January 17,2006 Application No: 05-0813 

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

N/A 

Design Review Authority 

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

13.1 1.040 Projects requiring design review. 

Urban Designer’s 
Evaluation 

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

Location and type of access to the site 

Building siting in terms of its location and 

Building bulk, massing and scale 

Parking location and layout 

Relationship to natural site features and 
environmental influences 
Landscaping 

orientation 

13.1 1.030 Definitions 

J 

J 

J 

i4 

J 

J 

(u) ‘Sensitive Site” shall mean any property located adjacent to a scenic road or within the viewshed 
of a scenic road as recognized in the General Plan; or located on a coastal bluff, or on a 
ridgeline. 

Streetscape relationship 
Street design and transit facilities 
Relationship to existing structures 

Design Review Standards 

13.1 I .072 Site design. 

NIA 
N/A 

J 

Relate to surrounding topography 

Retention of natural amenities 

Siting and orientation which takes 
advantage of natural amenities 

4/ 

J 

4/ 

Page 3 
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Application No: 05-0813 January 17,2006 

Ridgeline protection NIA 

Protection of public viewshed 

Minimize impact on private views 
J 

J 

13.11.073 Building design. 

Reasonable protection for adjacent J 
properties 

occupied buildings using a solar energy 
system 

Reasonable protection for currently b4 

Reasonable protection for adjacent 
properties 

J 

Evaluation Meets criteria Does not meet 
Criteria Incode( 9 ) criteria ( 9 ) 

Page 4 

Urban Designer's 
Evaluation 

- 101 - 

Massing of building form 

HlBlT 

J 

F 

Building silhouette J 
Spacing between buildings 

Street face setbacks 
J 
J 

Building scale 

Proportion and composition of projections 
and recesses, doors and windows, and 
other features 
Location and treatment of entryways 

Finish material, texture and color 

J 

J 

J 

J' 

Scale is addressed on appropriate levels 

Design elements create a sense 
of human scale and pedestrian interest 

J 

J 

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

J 



Application No: 05-0813 

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

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

January 17,2006 

r/ 

r/ 

URBAN DESIGNER’S COMMENTS: 

m Thk location k a neighborhood in transition and neighborhood compatibili@ i s  dzriult to establkh. 

The apphant should submit two photomontages of the proposed residence - from both east and west directions 
looking along East CliflDrive. 

- 1 0 2 -  
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Application No: 05-0813 

Large agricultural structures 

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

1 Feasible elimination or mitigation of 1 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

January 17,2006 

Signs 
Materials, scale, location and 
orientation of signs shall harmonize 
with surrounding elements 
Directly lighted, brightly colored, 
rotating, reflective, blinking, flashing or 
moving signs are prohibited 
Illumination of signs shall be permitted 
only for state and county directional 
and informational signs, except in 
designated commercial and visitor 

- 

__ 

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

NIA 

serving zone districts 
In the Highway 1 viewshed, except 
within the Davenport commercial area, 
only CALTRANS standard signs and 
public parks, or parking lot 
identification signs, shall be permitted 
to be visible from the highway. These 
signs shall be of natural unobtrusive 
materials and colors 

NIA 

N/A 

- 103- 
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Application No: 05-0813 

Beach Viewsheds 
Blufftop development and landscaping r/ 
(e.g., decks, patios, structures, trees, 
shrubs, etc.) in rural areas shall be set 
back from the bluff edge a sufficient 
distance to be out of sight from the 
shoreline, or if infeasible, not visually 
intrusive 
No new permanent structures on open 
beaches shall be allowed, except 
where permitted pursuant to Chapter 
16.10 (Geologic Hazards) or Chapter 
16.20 (Grading Regulations) 

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

The design of permitted structures r/ 

January 17,2006 

NIA 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

DATE: January 18,2006 
TO: 
FROM: 
SUBJECT: Application 05-0813, APN 032-223-09,23515 East Cliff Drive (near 35* Ave), Live Oak 

Annette Olson, Planning Department, Project Planner 
Melissa Allen, Planning Liaison to the Redevelopment Agency 

The applicant is proposing to demolish an existing one-bedroom single-family bedroom and construct a 
two-bedroom single-family dwelling with attached garage. The project requires a Coastal 
Development Permit. The property is located on the north side of E. Cliff Drive, about 60 feet east of 
35th Avenue (235 15 E. Cliff Drive). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

6.  The applicantlowner should note that there is a fiture RDA project planned for improvements to 
h s  portion of East Cliff Drive. RDA can be contacted at 454-2280 for additional information on 
tlvs future improvement project as needed. 

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

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

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 1 1 /8/06 
Agenda Item: # 7 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

APPLICATION NO. 05-0813 

STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

EXHIBIT 1C 
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Page 1 of 1 

From: mike guth [mguth@guthpatents.corn] 

Sent: 

To: Randall Adams 

Subject: Comments for the record - 05-0813 

Thursday, September 14, 2006 4:09 PM 

Dear Mr. Adams. 

I would like to supply the following comments for the record recording application number 05-081 3 for APN 032- 
223-09 and-? 1. 

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

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

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

Michael A. Guth 
2-2905 East Cliff Drive 

Yours Sincerely, 
:%ichd,Z. Guth 
Attorney a t  Law 

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

Warning: The informalion contained in this electronic mail message is intended only for the personal and confidential use of the designated recipient(s) 
named above. This message may be an attomey-client communication, may be protected by the work product doctrine, and may be subject to a 
protective order. As such, this message is privileged and confdential. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient or an agent 
responsible for delivering it to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that you have received this message in error and that any review, 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this message is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us 
immediately by telephone and e-mail and destroy any and all copies of this message in your possession (whether hard copies or electronically stored 
copies). 
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_ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~  __-____ ___ __ 

From: PLN AgendaMail 

Sent: 
To: PLN AgendaMail 

Subject: Agenda Comments 

Saturday, September 09, 2006 10:12 PM 

- - _- - 

Meeting Type : Zoning 

Meeting Date : 9/15/2006 Item Number : 6.00 

Name : Charles Paulden-People for the Preservation of Pleasure 
Point 

Email : Not Supplied 

Address : Not Supplied Phone : Not Supplied 

Comments : 
05-081 3 (**) 
351 5 E. CLIFF DRIVE, SANTACRUZ APN(S): 032-223-09 

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

Pleasure Point is in the process of defining it neighborhood character, to defend itself from 
this large type of building. 
Pleasure Point is an historic example of a coastal beach community and is a world destination 
for its small eclectic charm. 
Please do stand your ground on the preservation of not too large houses and protect the 
cottage style environment that many love. 
There are many examples where community character has been lost on the coast. 
Please help preserve it here. 
Thank you 
Charles Paulden 
People for the Preservation of Pleasure Point 

- 1 0 8 -  
9/11 /2006 



September 26, 2006 

Don Bussey, Zoning Administrator 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean St. 
4'h Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Zoning Administrative Hearing, Friday 15 September 2006 
Item #6 
Application #OS081 3; APN 032-223-09 
Swinton Residence, 2-35 15 East Cliff b v e  
CLARIFICATION / CORRECTION 

VIA U S .  MAIL 

Dear Mr. Bussey, 

In review of the audio transcript of the hearing of the above item, there is mention of my 
correspondence with you on September 6,2006, wherein I submitted written comments from the 
public regarding the above item. Specifically, when you mention the receipt of the public 
comments, Planner Adams states that there was already a copy of the letters in the record. 

In fact, the set of written public comments sent to you included six (6) additional letters received 
after the initial submission to Planner Adams on July 13. 2006. 

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

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

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

Thank you for your attention to these details. 

Sincerely: 

for William G. and Alane K. Swinton, Owners 

cc: Planner Adams 
- 109-  
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 1 1 /08/06 
Agenda Item: ## 7 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

ADDITIONS TO THE STAFF REPORT 
FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

ITEM 7: 05-0813 

LATE CORRESPONDENCE 



October 27,2006 Agenda Date: November 8,2006 

VIA HAND DELIVERY and E-MAIL 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

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

Members of the Commission: 

As property owners of 2-35 15 East Cliff Dnve, my wife, Alane, and I have appealed the Zoning 
Administrator’s denial of Application 05-08 13. 

Introduction 

Alane and I are long-term residents of Santa Cruz County - Alane for her entire lire, I for my entire adult life. I 
lived on Pleasure Point for 26 years, Alane for a few years less. We’ve owned our home at 2-35 15 East Cliff 
Dnve for 20 years. We’re homeowners with, we believe, a deep understanding of our neighborhood hstory, 
our neighborhood character, and our neighbors. 

We’re applyng to replace our aging home, whch was built in, we believe, the 1920s as a 2’“ /vacation home. 
In 2005, we spent months worlung on a design that was hctional, aesthetically pleasing, and, most 
importantly, fully compliant with all the county codes and policies. It is a home we intend to live in for many 
years to come. 

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

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

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

Basis of Staff Report and Zoning Administrator’s Denial Grounds 

AI1 of the findings in the Staff Report, and, as the ZA incorporated the Staff Report as the denial grounds, 
the ZA’s denial are based on the following single line of reasoning: 

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

Regarding the single line of reasoning in the Staff Report, it is our position that there is no foundation 
in existing code that requires consistency with the maiority of existing homes to achieve Site 
Compatibility and Building Design Compatibility in a neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, where 
there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm. The Planning 
Department’s historical analysis and our analysis uphold this assessment of neighborhood character. 
Given that this single line of reasoning, which has no foundation in the law, is used as the foundation for 
all the findings in the Staff Report, it is our position that the Staff Report is in error. In adopting the 
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findings in the Staff Report as the basis for denial of application 05-0813, the ZA erred by failing to 
properly identify errors in analysis of evidence and facts, and by failing to properly identify the lack of 
proper interpretation and application of existing code in the Coastal Development Permit Findings and 
Development Permit Finding in the Staff Report. Thus, the denial of the application was made in error, as 
it does not have basis in existing law. 
Consequently, in this appeal, we urge the Planning Commission to objectively evaluate our application 
using: 

0 
0 

The specific criteria in existing code 

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

The consistent, historical findings of the Planning Department regarding the actual character of 
our neighborhood, whch has been reQeatedly found by the Planning Department to lack any defining 
architectural character or design, and that 

“...the wide range of architectural styles, sizes, massing and conJiguration of structures in this 
neighborhood will accommodate a broad range of designs that could be considered 
complementary if not compatible. r’2 

The written, overwhelmingly positive comments from dozens of our neighbors, who are practical 
experts III neighborhood compatibility. 

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

0 

0 

. To evaluate the single line of reasoning in the Staff Report, and to find that has no foundation in 
existing code, and 

To find that the proposed application does comply with existing code. 
Finally, for completeness, in Exhibit C attached, each of the Staff Report findings is sequentially 
reviewed in detail. 

Discussion 

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

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

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

http://www.sccoplanning.com/design.htm
http://www.sccoplanning.codresolution.htm
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Project History 

In December 2005, Application No. 05-0813, a Proposal to demolish an existing one-bedroom single 
family dwelling and construct a two-bedroom single family dwelling with an attached garage within the 
Coastal Zone, was submitted. 

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

Five months after application submission, and over four months after initial 30-day review period, held in 
department publications as an important process step, in the fourth week of May, something appeared to 
change in evaluation processes and criteria. On May 22,2006, a new, third planner, Mr. Adams, who 
typically handles the Aptos area, was assigned to the project. In a letter of May 23,2006, Planner Adams 
effectively discarded the findings of the expert Urban Designer and pointed out, for the first time, 
significant “compliance issues”. During a subsequent meeting on May 3 1,2006 with department staff 
and the applicant, it became clear that staff had adopted a new internal model of neighborhood 
compatibility for Pleasure Point. To address staff concerns regarding “apparent bulk and mass”, the staff 
held that the sole remedy would be that wood must be used as a finish material and that the second story 
must be pulled back in relationship to the first story. Planner Adams asserted that these are key design 
elements of compatibility in Pleasure Point. In the record of previous applications in this area, no 
similar analysis may be found. In further conversation, when questioned about staffs fundamental 
problem in supporting the application, Mr. Adams explained that there was fear of “setting a precedent”. 
The owner, Mr. Swinton, pointed out that each project must be judged in the present on its individual 
merits, not on anticipation of possible future code changes. The specific changes, held by staff as 
required, would represent a substantial re-architecture and significant changes to materials. As pointed 
out to Planner Adams at the meeting, and as is discussed in the following sections of this letter, & 
suggests a variety of techniques to treat such architectural concerns. many of which were already 
incorporated in the desinn. 

The applicant, to avoid any possibility of error or oversight, undertook an extensive study of the 
neighborhood, collecting detailed data on material, architecture, sitinghetbacks, materials, landscaping, 
etc. In a letter to Planner Adams, dated July 13, 2006, the applicant provided detailed analyses based on 
this study, in an attempt to help the Planner understand that, in fact, the application, as submitted, was 
fully code compliant. The applicant respectfully disagreed with the new staff assessment, given the 
applicant’s understanding of the neighborhood, of the historical findings of the Planning Department, and 
of existing code. The applicant’s decline to substantially re-architect the design, which was previously 
found to be compatible, led to a Staff Report with recommendation for denial. On September 15, 2006, 
the ZA adopted of the Staff Report recommendation, as his denial basis, and denied Application 05-08 13. 

Project Overview 

The project is redevelopment of a residential lot within a row of developed properties on the north side of 
East Cliff drive, across the roadway from with the coastal bluff. The property is within the appealable 
jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission. The property is not a code-defined special coastal 
community, which have special design standards. The 4,085 square foot lot is a basically rectangular, 
essentially level building site. The proposed home meets all of the site development standards for the R- 
1-4 zone district. The height of the proposed dwelling ranges from 25.5 to 26.6 feet with no architectural 
element reaching the 28-foot height limit. Additionally, a private road, APN 032-223-1 1, at the rear of 
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15 feet minimum Front yard setback 
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Proposed Residence 
15 feet (at SE comer) 

the lot allows the garage to be positioned on this north side, thus freeing the south, East Cliff Drive fagade 
of the home from the need to have a 20-24’ wide mass for a garage door. 

The Planning Staff Report recommended denial of the application based on incompatibility with the 
neighborhood in design and scale (Chapter 13.20, Coastal Regulations and Chapter 13.1 1, Design Review 
ordinance). Several neighbors testified at the public ZA hearing in support of the project. Dozens of 
letters supporting the project, including several dozen from residents within the 300’ notice zone, as may 
be seen on the map in Exhibit A, are part of the record. These letters held the design as neighborhood 
compatible. The record also includes the report from a neighborhood meeting held on July 15,2006, 
where all residents with the 300’ notice zone, Planning Staff, the Planning Director, and the 1st District 
Supervisor were invited. Over 35 neighbors attended, as did Supervisor Beautz. The overwhelming 
sentiment of the neighbors was fully supportive of the design, recognizing it as a positive, compatible 
addition to the eclectic Pleasure Point neighborhood. The neighbors expressed no negative sentiment of 
any kind. 

Side yard setback 

Rear yard setback 

Lot coverage 
Floor Area Ratio 
(FAR) 
Parlung 

Compatible Site Design, Placement and Setbacks 

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

24.5 feet (at SW comer) 
5 feet (east) 

5 feet (west, with fireplace allowed) 
16 feet to residence 
21 feet to garage 

5 feet minimum 

15 feet minimum to 
alley (double 

frontage) 
20 feet minimum to 

garage 
40% maximum 34% 
0.5: 1 maximum 49% 

(5 0%) 
3 (18’ x 8.5’) spaces 

(for 2 bedroom 
residence) 

2 in garage 
required 2 uncovered in driveway 

Total: 4 parking spaces 
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As a reference point, the proposed home is located 13”” back fiom the existing residence’s facade. If 
indeed, any of the design elements of the south faqade were to actually represent an apparent bulk and 
mass issue, when site design compatibility is evaluated, any possible impact of such is greatly reduced by 
this generous set back. In fact, only at a single point at very SE comer of the home, does the structure lie 
on the 15’ minimum front yard setback. 

Other evidence in the record also shows that the proposed Site Design is compatible under existing code 
criteria. In the record, in the report of the county’s expert Urban Designer, it was found that the 
proposal “Meets criteria in code” for Compatible Site Design 113.1 1.0721 elements, including 

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

Relate to surrounding topography, 
Retention of natural amenities, and 
Siting and orientation which takes advantage of natural amenities. 

Protection of public viewshed and 
Minimize impact on private views 

Natural Site Amenities and Features, including 

Views, including 

As building design and site design are, in some situations, potentially interrelated, it is important to note 
that the south faqade incorporates several architectural techniques, including vertical articulation, multiple 
fenestration, variation of material, and visual delineation of the first and second stories to address any 
possible apparent bulk and mass aesthetic issues. The proposed design, as submitted, uses the very 
techniques called out in the code: “The perception of bulk can be minimized by the articulation of the 
building walls and roof’’ [Section 13.1 1.030(b) Definitions] 

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

Thus, the Drouosal is consistent with the requirements of Countv Code section 13.1 1.072(a)(l) 
(Compatible Site Desim) et seq. 

Compatible Building Design, Massing and Size 

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

Architectural Character, Design, Materials, and Neighborhood Compatibility 

For this proposal, the applicable neighborhood is best described as East Cliff Drive from 32nd Avenue to 
41st Avenue, and those structures along Pleasure Point Drive that are visible from East Cliff Drive. This 
neighborhood consists of an assortment of styles and sizes of homes ranging from older ranch style 
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homes, bungalows, split-levels, contemporary, Spanish colonial revival, and some more modem homes 
with mixtures of these elements. Both one and two story homes are present in a variety of sizes and 
massing. On East Cliff Drive, the 70% of the homes are two story. In general, the neighborhood lacks 
any defining architectural character or design. Consequently, there are a number of dwellings in this 
neighborhood that can individually be considered unique in their size, scale, design and/or massing. 
Additionally, when the greater Pleasure Point neighborhood, from 4 1 st Avenue to the east and 23rd 
Avenue to the west, is considered, the above analysis is even more accurate. 

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

The southwest comer element is in keeping with coastal design, giving a sense of connection to an older, 
now gone structure, perhaps an old harbormaster’s residence. The stone with its brown colors is a good 
neighbor to the cliffs in front of the project. The front faqade of this southwest element is not massive. In 
fact, the southwest element subjectively characterized in the Staff Report as “bold” is only 13’”’’ across 
at the top and 15”” at the bottom. The largest unbroken window in this element is 7’-0” wide, which is 
similar in size as other picture windows along East Cliff Drive. Additionally, as discussed in the prior 
section, this element is setback much further than the code-specified minimum. In fact, there are several 
residences along East Cliff Dnve with two story facades massed along the very front of the parcels. The 
wide range of architectural styles, sizes, massing and configuration of structures in this neighborhood 
accommodates a broad range of designs that could be considered complementary if not compatible.. Code 
Section 13.1 .I 6 states, “Complementary development does not necessarily mean the imitation or 
replication of adjacent development.” Neighborhood compatibility is highly subjective, particularly in 
more eclectic neighborhoods, such as this. The proposed project balances building bulk, mass and scale, 
within a neighborhood that has a range of architectural styles and structure sizes. 

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

Regarding material compatibility and the code-specified means of achieving compatibility through 
repetition of certain design element from other structures [ 13.1 1.73(b)( l)(ii)]: Although there are many 
homes finished with wood siding (53%), a significant number (43%) are finished with only stucco andor 
stone. On the 1 st floor, the white quartz stone effectjvely breaks up the glass surfaces, and, on both 1 st 
and 2nd floors, vertical articulation and multiple fenestration add to this treatment of apparent mass. The 
proposed stone surfaces are compatible with the natural beach setting. In fact, the southwest stone 
element is complementary both color to the cliffs and in height to the design. The design, with an eye 
towards long-lasting aesthetic appeal, employs materials such as stone, stucco, and copper that will 
weather beautifully and are natural materials. Recall code holds that a hndamental purpose of Chapter 13 
is to “Promote ... stimulating creative design for individual buildings and ... encouraging innovative use of 
materials”. The proposed design embraces this. 

The proposed building design incorporates the elements specified in code sections 13.1 1.30(b) and 
13.1 1.30 (v) for the purpose of creating human interest and reducing apparent scale and bulk. These 
include variation in wall plane, roofline, roof plan, detailing, materials, appropriate siting and the 
incorporation of building projections. 

The Design Review ordinance states under the definition of bulk, “Landscaping can also be used to 
minimize the perceived bulk of a building. ” Regarding this aspect of the proposal, in the submitted 
landscape plan, there are shrubs and perennials along East Cliff and along the west border, including 
significant planting along the southwest elements. This proposed landscape plan is intended to addresses 
the Code requirement that “landscaping suitable to the site shall be used to soften the visual impact of 
development in the viewshed.” [code 13.1 1.075(a) Landscape Design, code 13.20.130(d), Blufftop 
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Development & General Plan Policy 5.10.12 Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads]. 
Onginally, it was felt that this plan was adequate, especially since in our survey, we have found that 70% 
the homes in the viewshed use only shrubs, groundcover or hardscape to soften visual impacts. The 
applicants have, after a conference with staff, agreed to add a tree in spite of neighbors’ concerns that it 
would block their views. If the Planning Commission conditions approval with the addition of a tree, the 
landscape plan would be amended to do so. 

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

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

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

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

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

Several nearby homes have two story masses on East C l i e  some are vertically linear, some are 
articulated. The proposed design uses vertical articulation, as suggested by code [ 13.1 1.30(b) and 
13.1 1.30 (v)], to properly treat apparent mass and bulk. The desim is compatible. 

Size and architectural styles vary widely in the area. Homes in the viewshed are present in a 
variety of sizes and massing. Our studies and the historical findings of the Planning Department3 

indicate that the neighborhood lacks any defining architectural character or design. Several 
nearby homes are contemporary in design. The proposed home is contemporary with a neo- 
craftsman feel incorporating hipped roof structures, stone base, and multi window fenestration. 
The desim is compatible 

’ 

’ 

’ 

9 

Other evidence in the record also shows that the proposal’s Building Design is compatible under existing 
code criteria. In the record, in the report of the county’s expert Urban Designer, it was found that the 
proposal “Meets criteria in code” for 4 Design Review Criteria for Coastal Developments [code 
13.20.1301, including 

Visual Compatibility, including the following design elements: 
Visual compatible and integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood 

Minimum Site Disturbance, including 
Grading, earth moving, and removal of major vegetation shall be minimized, 
Retention of mature trees, and 
Retention of special landscape features (rock outcroppings, prominent natural landforms, 
etc.) 

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

For example, see applications: 02-0271 for new homes on E.Cliff, east of 381h Ave. (postal address 3834 Moana 
Way).; 05-0743 for vacant lot on 241h Ave. south of E. Cliff; 02-0600 for 2-3030 Pleasure Pt. Drive 
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In the record, in the report of the county’s expert Urban Designer, it was found that the proposal 
“Meets criteria in code’’ for Building Design Criteria [code 13.11.0731 elements, including 

Comuatible Building Design, including the following design elements: 
Massing of building form, 
Building silhouette, 
Spacing between buildings, 
Street face setbacks, 
Character of architecture, 
Building scale, 
Proportion and composition of projections and recesses, doors and windows, and other 
features, 
Location and placement of entryways, and 
Finish material, texture and color 

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

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

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

Scale, including 

Buildinp articulation, including 

Solar Design, including 

Thus, the proposal is consistent with the requirements of Countv Code section 13.1 1.073. Compatible 
Building Design, 13.20.130(d), Blufftop Development, and General Plan Policy 5.10.12, Development 
Visible from Urban Scenic Roads. 

Permit Review Standards 
The Design Review ordinance states under “Building design” [Section 13.1 1.0731 that, “It shall be an 
objective of building design that the basic architectural design principles of balance, harmony, order and 
unityprevail, while not excluding the opportunity for a unique design. Successful use of the basic 
design principles accommodates a full range of building designs, from unique or landmark buildings to 
background buildings” (emphasis added). The proposed design is in fact not unique. Historically, as 
original vacation homes have been replaced over the past 25 or so years, the new homes have typically 
been of styles which were considered contemporary for the time. This design follows that pattern. 

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

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

(A) Massing of building form. 
(B) Building silhouette. 
(C) Spacing between buildings. 
(0) Street face setbacks. 
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(E) Character of architecture. 
(F) Building scale. 
(G) Proportion and composition ofprojections and recesses, doors and windows, and 
other features. 
(H) Location and treatment of entryways. 
(I) Finish material, texture and color. 

Therefore, meeting any combination of these elements, and in some cases it may be only one or two of 
these criteria, can achieve neighborhood compatibility, depending on the cohesiveness of the 
neighborhood. The Design Review ordinance [ 13.1 1.0301 defines compatibility as a relative term, 
requiring the analysis of site, building, and landscape design in relationship to adjacent development. 
Section 13.1 1.030 further states, “Compatibility is established when there are consistent design and 
functional relationships so that new development relates to adjacent development. Achieving 
compatibility does not require the imitation or repetition of the site, building and landscape design of 
adjacent development (emphasis added). ” For a more homogeneous neighborhood, most of the 
aforementioned criteria would need to be met in order to achieve neighborhood compatibility. 
Conversely, establishing non-compatibility is difficult in the context of a diverse neighborhood, such as 
this one, as there is not a consistent design or a clear functional relationship between the existing 
structures. Elements of this design as well as similar scale and massing are present in this neighborhood. 

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

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

Another large, contemporary home, 3 homes to the west of the proposed design at 2-347 1 East Cliff 
Drive, also incorporates significant, 2 story vertical glass elements; this home also has a non-conforming 
front yard setback. Four blocks to the east, at 2-391 1 East Cliff Drive, we find two homes that almost 
exclusively use glass as the front wall material on the East Cliff Drive streetscape. 

Moreover, there are several examples of the larger scale use of glass in the greater Pleasure Point 
neighborhood, specifically at 11 Rockview Drive, the newly approved home at 2-3030 Pleasure Point 
Drive, 103 24” Avenue, and 330 lSth Avenue, to mention a few. 

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

According to County Code Section 13.1 I .072 “the objective of site design is to enhance or preserve the 
integrity of existing land use patterns or character where those exist and to complement the scale of 
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neighboring development where appropriate to the zoning district context. New development, where 
appropriate, shall be sited, designed and landscaped so as to be visually compatible and integrated with 
the character of surrounding areas. ” For compatible site design, the Design Review regulations state: 

The primaly elements of site design which must be balanced and evaluated in relation to the 
proposed project site and surrounding development in order to create compatible development 
inch de: 

(A) Location and type of access to the site. 
(B) Building siting in terms of its location and orientation. 
(C) Building bulk, massing and scale. 
(D) Parking location and layout. 
(E) Relationship to natural site features and environmental injluences. 
(F) Lands cap ing. 
(G) Sireetscape relationship. 
(H) Street design and transit facilities. 
(I) Relationship to existing structures. 

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

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

Summary and Recommendation 

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

We respectfully ask that the Planning Commission, please 

Uphold our appeal and approve Application 05-081 3, adopting the proposed Coastal Zone and 
Residential Development Findings, as proposed in Exhibit C. 

Sincerely, 



October 27,2006 
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EXHIBIT C. Detailed Analysis of Staff Report Findings & Applicant-supplied draft language for 
Findings that may properly and fairly be made based on the facts and the record 

Coastal Development Permit Finding #3 (That the project is consistent with the design criteria and 
special use standards and conditions of this chapter pursuant to Section 13.20.1 30 et seq.): 

The ZA determined that 
9 “the proposed residence includes a dominant two story element at the front of the residence that is 

not consistent with the surrounding pattern of development ” 

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

“The majority of existing residences in the area are either one story or have second stones that are 
stepped back from the street, with pitched roofs, stucco or wood siding, and smaller window areas to 
break up visual mass. ’’ 

Analysis: As discussed previously in this letter, there is no foundation in existing code that requires 
consistency with the maioritv of existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.20.1 30 et seq. in a 
neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, where there is no dominant or defining architectural character 
or design paradigm. 

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

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

“These vertical elements will create an apparent bulk and mass which will not match the streetscape 
relationship common to existing residential development within the surrounding neighborhood. ” 

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

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

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

. 

8 

The single-family dwelling is consistent with the design criteria and special use standards and 
conditions of County Code Section 13.20.130 et seq., in that the project proposes no grading, is 
not on a prominent ridge, and is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding urban 
residential neighborhood. Section 13.20.130(b)l. of the County Code which provides the visual 
compatibility design criteria for development in the coastal zone, states that all new development 
shall be sited, designed and landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the 
character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas. Section 13.20.1 30(c) provides the design 
criteria for projects within designated scenic resource areas. This regulation states that 
development shall be located, if possible, on parts of the site not visible or least visible from the 
public view and that development not block public views of the shoreline. The project is not 
directly on the coastal buff, as a public road separates it from the bluff. Given the flat lot, it is 
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impossible to locate the project where it cannot be viewed from East Cliff Drive. The project is 
located within a neighborhood containing significant disparity in the sizes, styles and massing of 
the various structures. This particular area is a densely developed urban residential neighborhood 
and the proposed project is consistent with the pattern of new development in the area. 

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

With the addition of a tree to the landscape plan, the current proposal is consistent with the 
requirements of County Code section 13.20.13O(d)(l) (Blufftop Development) & General Plan 
Policy 5.10.12 (Development Visible from Urban Scenic Roads) related to landscaping, in that 
the current design does use landscaping to effectively improve the visual quality of the 
development . 

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

“...the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or integrated with the character of the 
surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development Permit Finding #3, above, ” 
Analysis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed structure is in conformity 
with the certified Local Coastal Program. 

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

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

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

This finding can he made, in that the proposed structure is located in a mixed neighborhood 
containing a variety of architectural styles, and the proposed single-family dwelling is consistent 
with the land use intensity and density of the neighborhood, 
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Development Permit Finding # 2 (That the proposed location of the project and the conditions under 
which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent County ordinances and the 
purpose of the zone district in which the site is located.): i 

October 27,2006 

“...is not consistent with the requirements of 13.11.072(a)(1) Compatible Site Design ... the two story 
stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the extensive vertical glass panes on the 
remainder of the front elevation are not consistent with the majority of the existing homes that front 
along this section of East CliffDrive. These vertical elements will create an apparent bulk and mass 
which will not match the streetscape relationship common to existing residential development within 
the surrounding neighborhood”. 

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

Analysis: As discussed above, there is no foundation in existing code that requires consistency with 
the of existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.1 1.072 et seq. in a neighborhood such 
as Pleasure Point, where there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm. 

“...is not consistent with the requirements of 13.11. 073 Compatible Building Design ... not 
consistent with the majority ... ” 

Analysis: There is no foundation in existing code that requires consistency with the maioritv of 
existing homes to meet the requirements of 13.1 1.130 in a neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, 
where there is no dominant or defining architectural character or design paradigm. 

“...vertical features and extensive use of glass and dark stone will be out ofproportion with features 
found in surrounding development ” 

Analvsis: As discussed previously in this letter, there is substantial evidence in the record that the 
proposed structure is in proportion, in both mass and scale and in streetscape setbacks, to the 
surrounding development. 
‘“‘..,is not consistent with the requirements of 13.11. 075(a) Landscape Design.. does not use taller 
landscaping (in the form of trees and shrubs) to sojien the appearance for the proposed development 
from view” 
Analysis: The applicable section of the code simply reads “The required yard (setback) adjoining a 
street shall incorporate appropriate landscape and/or hardscape. Appropriate landscape elements 
may include trees, shrubs, and groundcover. ” It is important to note that there is wide latitude with 
respect to the landscape elements to be used; the specific term “taller” is not found. As discussed 
previously in this letter, the proposed landscape plan does include significant shrubs and groundcover 
and that, the applicant, in spite of concerns of neighbors, will include a tree in the East Cliff Drive 
yard. 

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

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

This finding can be made, in that the proposed location of the single-family dwelling and the 
conditions under which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all pertinent 
County ordinances and the purpose of the R-I -4 (Single-family residential, 4,000 square foot 
minimum site area) zone district in that the primary use of the property will be one single-family 
dwelling that meets all current site standards for the zone district. 
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Development Permit Finding #3 (That the proposed use is consistent with all elements of the County 
General Plan and with any specific plan which has been adopted for the area.) 
The ZA determined that 
8 “...ThisJinding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with 

County General Plan requirements related to building design, neighborhood compatibility, or 
development within visual resource areas. 
Analysis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed structure is in conformity 
with the certified County General Plan. 

8 “...General Plan Policy 8.4.1 (Neighborhood Character) or General Plan Objective 8.6 (Building 
Design) related to consistency with existing residential character, architectural style, neighborhood 
context, and scale of adjacent development, in that the proposed residence includes a dominant two 
story element at the front of the residence that is not consistent with the surrounding pattern of 
development. The bold two story stone element on the southwest comer of the residence and the 
extensive vertical glass panes on the remainder of the front elevaiion are not consistent with the 
majority of the existing homes that front along this section of East CliffDrive. 
Analysis: As discussed above, the code definition of “consistency” is specifically defined as it relates 
to this issue. The ZA’s finding is in error with respect to this definition. Earlier discussion has 
clearly demonstrated that the proposed structure is sited in compliance with code. 
Analvsis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, there is no foundation in existing code that 
requires consistency with the maiority of existing homes to meet the requirements of the applicable 
General Plan policies in a neighborhood such as Pleasure Point, where there is no dominant or 
defining architectural character or design paradigm 

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

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

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

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

Development Permit Finding #5 (That the proposed project will complement and harmonize with the 
existing and proposed land uses in the vicinity and will be compatible with the physical design aspects, 
land use intensities, and dwelling unit densities of the neighborhood.): 
The ZA determined that 
* “This finding can not be made, in that the structure is not visually compatible, in scale with, or 

integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood as stated in Coastal Development 
Permit Finding #3, and Developmenr Permit Findings #2 & 3, above. ’’ 
Analysis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed structure visually compatible, 
in scale with, or integrated with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. 

Conclusion: The ZA’s basis of Development Permit Finding #5 Is erroneous. as it simulv incornorates 
other erroneous Finding bases, which have been shown above to not suuuorted by the law and the 
substantial evidence in the record. 

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

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

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

~~~~~~ ~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ 

Development Permit Findinn #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.): 
The ZA determined that 
8 “This finding can not be made, in that the design of the proposed residence is not consistent with the 

County Code requirements related to compatible site design, building design, or landscaping, as 
described in Development Permit Finding #2, above. ” 
Analvsis: As discussed above and previously in this letter, the proposed residence is consistent with 
all requirement. 

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

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

hap lfwww sc coplanntng.com/desrgn htm 

October 27,2006 

Design Review i s  mnsldemd to  be an in tegrd  par t  of t he  Planning pmcess in Santa 
O u z  County. S ON  DrOjectS are reviewed in terms of site planning. architectural 
design and landscape design. Many projects submitted t o  the County of Santa C r U Z  
are not required to be reviewed for design (for example; building permits with no  
dscretionary review). 

The primary projects which must be reviewed are: all commercial. all industrial, all 
institutional and dl county pmjerts.  Resident id development projects a n  reviewed 
i f  a) they involve three units or more, b) they occur in a minor land division within 
the urban or Rural Servtces Lines, c) they oaur in a minor land division which affects 
sensitive sbtes, or d) they w e  part of a land division of 5 lots or  more. 

Smgle fan i ly  residences w i l l  be reviewed f o r  design If: a) they we over 7,000 sq. ft., 
b) they a m  within coastal 5p11aal communities, or  c) within sensitive sit05 (adjacent 
to a scenic road, within the viewshed of a scenic road, on a masta l  bluff, or on a 
ndpeline) 

Additions of 500 sq ft or more w e  reviewed If they o w r  within sansltive sites 
(adJaant  t o  a sccnbc road within t h e  viewshed of e scen8c road, on  a coastal bluff, o r  
(*I a ridgelme) or within Ldlastdl specml communities (these ure defined in the COunty 
Code and General Plan) 

The cnteria for svaluatinp promcts for design rewew is mntmnsd within t he  County of 
Santa C r u z  Code rn Chapter 13 11.There ere also ssd ions  of the Coastal Zone 
Regulations 
Some cornm%s tn the county, such a5 Ben Lomand, Boulder Creek, Felton, 
Soquel and Aptos have thew awn Town Plan which includes design elements 

The process o f  desngn review beg~ns dunng the  f i rst  thir ty (30) days after submittal 
of a p m j ~ c t  to the County. The U h a n  Designer reviews the  p ropc t  In respect t o  the 
applicable o r d n a c e s  and will write a memo t o  t he  Project Planner As with all those 
involved in commentmg on the pmject, them may be comments made tn regard to 
t h e  completeness of the submittal It IS the responsib~lity of the Project Plsnner to 
incorporate dl comments (includmg Design Review) into thew compl&eness review 
and eventually into the staff report for t he  public hearing. 

e r  13.20) which pertain t o  the m w e w  of the design of projects. 

I *+ 
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Select a Topic 2i 
Resolution Establishing County Policies for Permit Processing 

WHEREAS the psople of the County of Santa Cruz Adopted by  vote in 1978, a comprehensive growth 
managemAnt end environmental pmtection S T S t m ;  and 

WHEREAS, the ~ o a r d  of Supervisors has implemented such a growth management system through a variety of 
ordinanacs. regulations, and policies; and 

WHEREAS, the mncepts of growth management and environmental protection continue to be uttically important 
for and broadly supported by  our mmrnuntty; and 

WHEREAS, it is  equally important that the permit processing s y s t e m  which, in part, nmplements gmwth 
management and envimnmental protection policies, be as broadly supported e+ the  policies thanselver; and 

WHEREAS, the B o a d  of Supervisors has undertaken an aggressive program of reforming the psrmrt prowsslng 
system of the Santa Cruz County Plannlng Department; and 

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

WHEREAS, mors progress needs to be ma& conarn lng permlt processing reform, and the  Board of SuperflsoE 
IS taking actions to achieve such progress; end 

WHEREAS, an essential element of a meaningful permit  processing re form &oh IS  for the County t o  provlde 
dear and helpful information t o  applicants fur permlts; and 

WHEREAS, It 1s in the best Interests d t he  people of t he  County o f  Santa Ou2  to  now set forth poltaes for the 
processing of permit applications by t he  County of Santa Cruz in a manner whjch will have the effect of 
upholding all of t he  polines of gmwth management and environmental protection, while, at the same t ime 
establishing a reliable set d permst processing guidelines, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of t ha  County of Santa Cruz that the following 
polici;~ are hareb; adopted for t he  praesstng of permit appl icdions b y  the County of Santa CNZ: 

1. M applicant IS t o  be provided with complete information concerning the process which wdl be fdlowed 
mgrvdlng the uppiscatton, tndudtng specific steps in t h e  process end estwnated t ime frames for each 
step; 

2. An apphcant IS t o  recssve at the earllest possible t ime all of the elements requlrsd by t he  County of Santa 
o u z  whach would constitute a complete application; 

cv, applicant is t o  be pmvided with clear and spsufic ul terta whid, will be used by the County of Santa 
O u z  in making densions pertaining to the application; 

3. 

4 .  Am applicant is t o  be pmvidsd with information cuncerning any and all appeals processes available 
mncerning dedsionr made by t he  County of Santa Crur which relate t o  t he  application; 

5 .  An applicant IS t o  be entitled to request and be provided with a ‘rrnqle Point of contact” for procesanQ 
the applrcution; 

6 .  An applicant IS  t o  be pmvided, at the earltest possible bme, w i th  notice regarding any delays in 
processing the application beyond the t ime frames established b y  the County of Santa CNI  for 
processing the permit. 

ncTxvxrv ANNOUNCEMENT 
The County of Santa Cruz Plannmg Department does not  discriminare on  the basis of a disabilay, and no person 
shall, b y  reason of a disability, be denied the benefits o f  its SWVIQS, prngrams or actrvtties. The Planning 



October 27,2006 Agenda Date: November 8,2006 

VIA HAND DELIVERY and E-MAIL 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

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

Members of the Commission: 

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

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

Please add these to this record. 

Please consider this citizen input. These citizens have taken time evaluate the proposed 
development, and are, arguably, practical experts in neighborhood compatibility and the Pleasure 
Point and East Cliff environs. 

Sincerely: 

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



Re. W & m  & Alme Swinton's Rrplacment Home @I 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

TO. Santa Cruz Co. Plvlning Dept. & Whom I t  u l y  Concern: 

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

It replaces an old, ddapidatcd structure, with a nice home that will be a welcome addition to out 
neighborhood, which is a mix of homea of various stylea, uses and ages. 

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



Re: W h  & Alane Swinton's Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

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

I have reviewed the plans of my neighbors, Waam and Alane, for their replacement home. I am pleased 
with the desw.  

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

When completed as d e w e d ,  it will improve E Cliff Drive. 
. I  

_- 
Sincerely, 



Re. W*am & Alane Swinton’s Replacmcnt Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

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

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

It replaces an old, structure, wth a p~ home that unll be a welcome adhaon to ow 

neighborhood, whch is a INX of homes of vanous styles, uses and ages * 
When completed as designed, It udl improve E Chff Dnve 



Re: W ~ m  & Alane Swinton's Replament Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

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

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

It replaces an old, ddapidated strucwe, with a nice home that wdl be a welcome addition to our 
neighborhood, whch is a mix of homes of various styles, uses and ages. 

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

.d 

Sincerely, 



Re: William & Alane Swkton’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cltff Dr, SC 95062 

T O  Smta Cruz Co. Planning Dept. &Whom It May Concern: 

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

It replaces an old, ddapidated structure, with a nice home that will be a welcome addition to OUI 

neighborhood, which is a mix of homes of vadous styles, uses and ages. 

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



Re: William & Alane Swinton’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

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

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

It replaces an old, ddapidated structure, with a nice home that d be a welcome addition to our 
neighborhood, whch is a mix of homes of various styles, uses and ages. 

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

Sincerely, 



Re: William & Mane Swinton’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

TO Smta Cruz Co. Plvlning Dept. & Whom It May Concern: 

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

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

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



Re: Wdbm & Alane Surinton’s Rcplacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

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

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

It replaces an old, dilapidated strucme, With a nice home that will be a welcome addidon to OW 

neighborhood, which is a rmx of homes of various styles, uses and ages. 

When completed as designed, it will improve E Chff Drive 



Lani Freeman 

From: Randall Adams 
Sent: 
To: Lani Freeman 
Subject: 

Wednesday, October 25,2006 7:29 AM 

FW: I support the original findings-2-351 5 East Cliff 

pat9043468 pat1631785863 pat1692118147 pat1787476653 pat1858623239 

Additional Correspondence for 
05-0813 - 11/8/06 PC 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Charles paulden [mailto:yogacharles@yahoo.coml 
Sent: Tuesday, October 24, 2006 9:35 PM 
To: Randall Adams 
Subject: I support the original findings-2-3515 East Cliff 

7. 05-0813(**) 2-3515 East Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz 
APN: 032-223-09 

I support the original findings of not fitting with 
the neighborhood character. 
Even though these homes were built not as a bland sub 
division, it was built as a beach cottage community. 
Please see the attached. 
The project is in the Breakers beach Subdivision and 
is part of the historic Pleasure Point beach 
community. 
The County is in process of protecting this area from 
over development. 
Please let this process go forward so that this unique 
area maybe preserved. 
Turn down the appeal. 
There are many designs to that will work in this area. 
Look to Capitola, or the Sea Bright Neighborhood plan. 
Thank you 
Charles Paulden 
People for the Preservation of Pleasure Point 

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

The project is in the Breakers beach Subdivision and 
is part of the historic Pleasure Point beach 
community . 
The County is in process of protecting this area from 
over development. 
Please let this process go forward so that this unique 
area maybe preserved. 
Thank you 
Charles Paulden 
People for the Preservation of Pleasure Point 

Appellant/Owner: William & Alane Swinton 
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Applicant: Martha Matson 

Supervisorial District: 1 

Project Planner: Randall Adams, 454-3218 

Do You Yahoo!? 
Tired of spam? 
http://mail.yahoo.com 

Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around 
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COUNTYOFSANTACRUZ 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission 
Meeting Date: 1 1 /8/06 
Agenda Item: # 7 
Time: After 9:OO a.m. 

ADDITIONS TO THE STAFF REPORT 
FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

ITEM 7: 05-0813 

LATE CORRESPONDENCE 



October 29,2006 Agenda Date: November 8,2006 

VIA U.S. MAIL and E-MAIL 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: 2-3515 East W D r i v e ,  Application 05-0813, APN: 032-223-09 
Request for use of Projector for personal computer based presentation 

Members of the Commission: 

During the public hearing for our agenda item, I have prepared an informative PowerPoint 
presentation, which would be most easily seen and appreciated by the Commission if it were to be 
pmjected on the screen. 

It is my understanding that it is proper to inform the Commission in advance when this equipment 
is needed. This letter serves that purpose. 

I have my own laptop, which is easily connected to a projector. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely: 

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



November 6,2006 Agenda Date: November 8,2006 

VIA E-MAIL 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

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

Members of the Commission: 

Attached please find 5 additional letters of support regarding the above application. 
With the addition of these, you should find a total of 56 letters of support attached or 
included in the Staff Reports. 

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

Please add these to this record. 

Please consider this citizen input. These citizens have taken time evaluate the proposed 
development, and are, arguably, practical experts in neighborhood compatibility and the 
Pleasure Point and East Cliff environs. 

Sincerely : 

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



Rt: W i  & Alme Swinton's Replaunrnt Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

TO: Santp Cruz C a  Plvlning Dept. &Whom It  May Concern: 

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

11 replaces an old, dilapidated s~ucturc .  with a nice home that wdl be a welcome addition to our 
neighborhood, amlch is a mix of homes of Gous styles, uxs and ages. 

when completed as dcsgned, it will improve E Chff Dnve 



Re: Willivn 8c dane Subton's Replacmat Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

TO: Saata Cruz Co. Phning Dept. & Whom It May Concern: 

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

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

When completed as designed, it will improve E Cbff 'Drive. 

.J 

Sincerely, 



Rc: William & Alvle Swinton’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr. SC 95062 

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

I have reviewed the plans of my naghbors, Willivn and &ne, for their replncement home. I am pleased 
with the design. 

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

When completed as designed. it will improve E CEff Drive. 



Re: William & Alnae Swintom’s Replacment Home @ 2-3515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

TO. Smta C m  Ca mnnning Dept. & Whom It May Concern: 

I have reviewed the pkna of my neighbors, W h  and b e .  for thdr replacement home. I un pleased 
with the design. 

It replaces an old, dilapdated structure, with a Nce home that wiU be a welcome addition to ow 
neighborhood, which is a mix of home of various styles, uses and ages. 

When completed u designed, it will improve E Cliff D&e. 

Sincerely. 

yzdN.clrsrL 



Re William h Alane Sarinton’s Rcphcment Home @ 23515 E Cliff Dr, SC 95062 

TO Santa C w  Co. Planning Dcpt. & Whom It M a y  Concern: 

I have reviewed the plans of my naghbors. William and Alane, for th& replacmenr home. I am pleased 
with the design. 

It replaces an old, dilapidated structure, with a nice home that will be a vekome addition to our 
neighborhood, which is a mL of homes of various style% we3 and ages. 

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


