
To: Zoning Administrator 
From: Jenny Tucker  
Date: 2/11/26 
Re: Proposed construction at 31 Rockview Drive, Santa Cruz 
                          Meeting Date: Friday, 2/13/2026 
 

To be read into the record/minutes for the meeting of 2/13/26                                                  

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

Dear Administrator and Meeting Attendees: 

My name is Jenny Tucker.  My mother, Karen Tucker, is the owner of the property adjacent to the 

proposed development (33 Rockview Drive).  She has already written to address her concerns regarding 

the proposed new home build.  I would like to register my own significant concerns.  

This is the second meeting regarding the development of 31 Rockview.  At the first meeting on 12/5/25, 

it was stated that the proposed deviations from code appeared to be an over-encroachment on 33 

Rockview, and Applicants were asked to modify their proposed plans out of concern that the reduced 

setbacks would make it feel like 31 Rockview was “on top of” our property. Applicants have done so 

only incrementally. Particularly, in the space where we have our outdoor socializing area (I will call it 

the side yard), the proposed second-story set back is now at six and seven feet, still in violation of the 

required ten feet by a full three to four feet along that area.  The side yard is where our family has 

routinely hosted afternoon get-togethers, and the house was built with large windows and glass doors 

along that area to let in natural light.  Failing to honor the code-required setbacks would significantly 

affect our enjoyment of that area.  

Applicants have also stated the need for a larger-than-code cantilevered deck off the front of their 

property since the proposed square footage of their house does not allow for much of a yard. I believe 

the proposed deck continues to be in violation. The solution to not having a sufficient yard is not to 

encroach on your neighbors’ space or views, it is to build a smaller home. This is what my parents did 

when they complied with the codes in building our house, with its side yard, in the mid-nineties.  

What Applicants are asking to do is to build at the expense of their neighbors. It is at our expense as we 

suffer from feeling hemmed in by a looming second story on a house built too big for the neighborhood 

and adjacent lot. And it is at our literal expense as our home values will diminish when prospective 

buyers, rightly, perceive cramped space and less desirable homes.  

Applicants have reached out to us to express hopes that we can work in a neighborly manner to meet 

everyone’s needs. We hope for this too, and would like goodwill with the future residents of 31 

Rockview. Their proposed house is beautiful.  But, in order to be fair to everyone, it needs to comply 

with code and not unfairly disadvantage surrounding homes.  There are only two ways this can be 

accomplished; 1) buy a bigger lot, or 2) build a smaller home.  

pln987
Text Box



 1 

Steven Graves Land Use Consulting 
775 Estates Drive 
Aptos CA 95003 
(831) 325-1219 

          February 11, 2026 
Zoning Administrator 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
Re: # 251178 – 31 Rockview Dr. Revised House Design Plans – Response to Staff Report for 2.13. Hearing Item #. 
 
Dear Zoning Administrator:     
 
We are providing this letter in response to the current staff report for the redesigned Lopes Residence at 31 Rockview Avenue.  As 
a result of your comments and public testimony at the December 10th hearing, the home was redesigned to address the issues 
raised as follows: 
 
Size.  The home was reduced in size on both the lower and upper floors. The County typically uses FAR and lot coverage to gage 
whether a home fits appropriately on a given site. The previous project complied with both standards and the reduced size of the 
redesigned home results in a FAR of 57.31% (60% is allowed), and a Lot Coverage of 33.57% (45% is allowed).  The redesigned 
residence is a modest 1,888 sf.  This does not include the 2 car garage and the ADU which is supported by the County and State 
Law.  The lot coverage is far below what could be allowed. 
 
Massing, Second Story Setbacks and Articulation. As suggested at the hearing, we shifted the building more toward the South 
side since there is zero shading potential on that side and since with the proposed 6’ upper story setback, there is a total of 18’ 
from the second story to the adjacent residence.  Here’s a brief summary of each elevation: 
 
North Side Front 

 
 
 
The front of the house has been moved back 1.5’ resulting in the upper story being 16’5 setback from the P/L which is an additional 
10-12’ from the edge of the street.  This will set this house back further than any of the other 5 homes in the “study area”.  Here 
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are the setbacks for each of those homes for the front yard and decks (per the Mid Coast Engineers plan in Exhibit A) and permit 
records in Exhibit B.  As shown, the average front yard setback for both the homes and decks are far below what is being proposed 
with the redesign. 
 
Project Address  Front Setback from House to P/L            Setback Deck to P/L 
29 Rockview   8.5”    2.5” 
31 Rockview (Redesign)  16’5”    6’ 
33 Rockview   14’8”    8’4” (w/railing) 
37 Rockview   7’ +/-    5’ 
41 Rockview   9’ +/-    6’ 
43 Rockview   8’    2’      
Average w/o Subject Project 9’ 52”    4’ 75” 
 
 
This side of the new house design has significantly expanded the upper story setbacks, starting with a 9’6” setback to the second 
floor for a significant portion of the upstairs great room.  The 9’ 6” setback to the second story applies to the first 29’ of the north 
side second story setback (in addition to another 10’-12’ distance from the property line to the street), setting back the second story 
within 9’6 at least 40’ from the street.  By eliminating the exterior ADU stair case wall, there is a 10’ 6” setback to the rear of the 
building.  In total, only 28’ of the property’s 100’ width along this side has less than a 9’ 6” setback. The use of the lower metal roof 
and the two tone stucco colors accentuate the second story setback and the 3 varying wall plains along this elevation creating a 
high level of articulation.  It should also be noted that the lack of windows on this elevation will protect the privacy of the residents 
at 33 Rockview. 
 
North Side Rear 

 
 
This rendering highlights how much removal of the exterior wall previously enclosing the ADU stairs has opened up the rear portion 
of the structure. The small 1’ x 4’ 7” popout architecturally increases articulation, screens the ADU landing from the Rockview view 
and provides a space for the interior elevator.  The French balcony reduces bulk and mass while providing ample light and 
ventilation to the ADU. 
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South Side Front 

 
 
 
This side elevation Illustrates many of the featured architectural elements of the revised design including several wall plains, 
increased second story setback, 2’ wide lower metal roof, chimney chase, and the featured corner glass windows. The Aged Ash 
Trespa horizontal wood composite siding frame the full length corner windows and along with the accent soffit make for a stunning 
design.  
 
South Side Rear 
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This perspective highlights how important the sloped roof is to break up the mass of the structure and also highlights the multiple 
wall plains and the minimizing of the ADU impact on top of the garage. 
 
Staff Recommendations 
 

1. Increase the side yard setback on the south side from 6’ to 7’.  There is no justification for this condition. This side of the 
house has a zero potential for shading year round and therefore, should not be subject to the PPDG second story 
setbacks. The redesign shows a well articulated south elevation including a 1’ offset to the second floor combined with 
multiple wall plains. In addition, there is already an 18’ setback from the proposed second floor to the residence to the 
south.  This adjacent parcel is also 5,227 sf. in size so they will have no problem meeting the PPDG if its redeveloped in 
the future.  This recommended condition will not improve the design, will take away from it by:  a. Reducing the 
architectural integrity and beauty of the corner windows by shrinking them to a narrow dimension that will look out of 
place with the elegance of the house. b. The upstairs area comprised of the pantry, ½ bath and stacked laundry areas 
will be compromised or eliminated which would be a huge impact, c. further increasing the setback will throw off the 
symmetry provided by both side lower roofs currently being 2’ wide.  The example project approved in 2022 at 122 24th 
Avenue (see Exhibit C) had the exact condition and used the lack of shading (almost but not zero) to justify a 5’ setback 
to both floors to accommodate interior stairs. We are already redesigned to higher standard than that recently approved 
project on the exact same size lot, and are being asked to go even further than this recent approval. 

 
2. Eliminate the 1’ x 4’8” area on the north side by increasing the setback to 7’ from 6’.  Again there is no justification for 

this condition other than a continued attempt to extract more compromises from the applicants.  This small pop out 
provides several functions: a.  It provides increased articulation on this elevation with multiple wall plans and roof jog, b.  
It allows just enough area for the elevator which may not work without this additional 1’, and this area provides weather 
protection and screening for the ADU landing/entry area.  Under the redesign the elimination of the exterior wall of the 
staircase greatly increased setbacks , reduced shading, and this elevation is ideal as it is and any further reductions are 
unwarranted. 
 

3. Redesign the home with a flat roof at 22’. This recommendation is nonsensical, would destroy the architectural integrity 
of the design, and is totally inappropriate at this point in the planning process.  The gently sloped roof on the Rockview 
fronting half of the building has never been questioned by staff, the ZA, or the public, and in fact that original design was 
supported by staff with the only recommendation being reduction of the 5’ roof eave in front to 3’.  To suggest that this 
project should be redesigned to meet the PPDG pertaining to a lot width of less than 35’ is non sensical. The project site 
width is 37.5’.  The criteria being applied by staff doesn’t apply to this project and should not even be considered.  The 
height of the facia at the front elevation with the 5’ overhang is only 24’, which is 4’ less than that allowed by the zoning 
ordinance. 
 

4. Reduction of the front roof eave from 5’ to 3’.  This was a left over condition of the previous proposal. The house has 
been moved back 1.5 feet and this portion of the roof eave is already within 6” of meeting the 10’ setback in the most 
extreme application of the PPDG.  To suggest that this 2’ difference in the roof eave would have any noticeable impact 
on the already deemed nonsignificant shading impact to the neighbor to the north is unfounded.  This architectural 
nitpicking would take away from the elegance of the design and also the quality of the outdoor deck area. 
 

5. Reduction of the 6’ variance request to 3’.  By moving the house back 18” we were able to gain 1’6” of deck area. This 
change was made in a direct response to the comments from the December hearing and increased the front yard setback 
places the upstairs farther back than any other house in the group of houses evaluated. Just because the owners 
sacrificed living area to make this change they shouldn’t be penalized by being forced to have a smaller deck.  The deck 
cantilevers 6’ into the first floor setback which is consistent with the intent of the ordinance but because the upstairs 
setback is greater than the first floor setback staff interpreted this to require a variance which was supported in the initial 
project.   
 

Neighborhood Compatibility 
 
As shown in the attached streetscape rendering this house will be a stunning addition to the neighborhood, designed and 
constructed to the highest standards, adding beauty, value, and an updated modern design that once completed will be appreciated 
by neighbors and those passing by.  The house is well below the lot coverage, FAR, and height standards and even with the 
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variance, the front yard deck will be setback equal to or further than the 4 of the 5 adjacent homes reviewed.  A detailed analysis 
of the permit history of these existing homes (see below) demonstrates that variances were issued on most of these properties 
and every one of them would be inconsistent with the current PPDG and front yard setbacks. 
 
Streetscape Rendering 
 

 
 
 
Adjacent Home Permit History  
 

1. 43 Rockview (APN 028-304-48) – Permit issued in 1993 for conversion of carport to a garage, variances issued to reduce 
min 10’ street side yard to about 6’6” and distance to garage from 20’ to 15’.  Predates PPDG however, non street side 
yard is 5’ on both stories. Front yard setback approx 8’ to P/L and approx. 2’ from to deck from P/L. 

 
2. 41 Rockview (APN 028-304-49)- Permit issued in 1989 for an addition included variances to reduce the garage setback 

from 20’ to 2’ and to increase lot coverage. Variance to reduce side yard to 3’.  Note lot is 2700 sf in size and although it 
predates PPDG side yard setbacks are 5’ for both stories. Non conforming front yard and deck setbacks to both stories. 

 
3. 37 Rockview (APN 028-304-14) – Permit issued in late 70’s for a remodel.  House is max built for lot, 2770 sf not including 

garage, 5’ setbacks to both sides and storied, non conforming front yard for both stories and deck. Approx. 7’ to both 
stories front yard and 5’ to deck. The lots size is 5227 sf. 
 

4. 33 Rockview (APN 028-304-15).  This adjacent parcel is smaller than the subject lot, its 3,484.8 sf. v. 3,750 sf for Lopes 
property.  The house on the parcel was constructed in 1995 before the PPDG and was designed very close to the max 
lot coverage and FAR allowed at that time (pre ADU regs).  The house is 1,593 sf. not including the garage. No variances 
were required. 
 

5. 29 Rockview (APN 028-304-18).  This two story home is a box design (no second story setback) and predates permits.  
The lot is 5227 sf, the existing house is 12’ from the shared property line, and the front yards are significantly non-
conforming 8.5’ both floors to P/L and 2.5’ to deck from P/L. 
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(Copies of Permit Records are Attached for each property as Exhibit B) 

 
 
2022 Coastal Permit for New Residence at 122 24th Ave 
 

1.  122 24th Ave.  As shown in the attached staff report this brand new home was approved in Jan. of 2022, on a 4000 sf. 
lot (40’x100’) under CDP# 211066 to allow for the following:  2,075 sf SFD, 798 sf, and 248 sf garage = 3,121 sf. total.  
Exceptions were granted for a 5’ side yard PPDG exception, and an exception to Lot coverage and maximum allowed 
ADU sf.  As shown in the staff report, similar to the 5’ side yard (both stories) was allowed based upon close to zero 
shading impacts on the north side.   This recent approval sets a precedent for exceptions to the PPDG, especially since 
the lot is 40’ wide (vs. 37.5’ for the subject parcel) and lot is 4,000 sf. (vs. 3750 sf for the subject parcel). 

 
(Copies of Permit Records are Attached for 122 24th Ave as Exhibit C) 

 
Conclusion 
 
The original project was supported by staff but encountered some public opposition which resulted in the ZA expressing the desire 
that we consider a redesign to address the concerns that were raised.  The redesign does exactly that and goes beyond what 
could have been proposed, the result is an extraordinary home design that will be a gorgeous asset to the neighborhood.  The 
additional conditions proposed by staff are unwarranted and would take away from the proposed design.  Justification for the PPDG 
exceptions are already solidly described in the staff report and are further supported by the 2022 approval of the 122 24th Avenue 
project which was a larger project on a larger lot with far less restrictions then that applied to this project. 
 
We urge you to support the redesign project as it currently is proposed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Steven Graves 
 
Cc:  Alexandra Corvello, Project Planner 

 
 
Exhibit A – Mid Coast Engineers Map showing front Yard Setbacks of Neighboring Homes 
Exhibit B – Permit Records for Neighboring Homes 
Exhibit C – CDP for 122 24th Avenue 
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Exhibit A – Mid Coast Engineers Map showing front Yard Setbacks of Neighboring Homes 
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Exhibit B – Neighboring Home Permit Records 
 
43 Rockview 
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41 Rockview 
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37 Rockview Drive 
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33 Rockview 
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Exhibit C - CDP for 22 24th Avenue 
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Permit# 251178, Address: 31 Rockview Dr, Santa Cruz, CA 95062 

Dear Zone Administrator, 

We respectfully submit this letter in support of our application to build a new home on our 

property on 31 Rockview Dr. 

We moved to Santa Cruz in 2017 and quickly fell in love with this community. Being here 

during COVID reaffirmed that this is where we want to live the rest of our lives. In 2024, we 

invested our life savings into purchasing our property on Rockview because it is our dream to 

build a home in this special place where we can grow old and be part of a community we cherish. 

We are at a stage in life where we must thoughtfully plan to age in place and stay close to family 

and friends. While the existing house has charm, it is nearly 100 years old and comes with 100 

year old problems. Our intention is to build a safe, comfortable, and sustainable home that will 

allow us to remain here long term. Our goal is to build stability and permanence which is why 

including an ADU is especially meaningful to our family. Like many in Santa Cruz County, our 

son — who serves as a wildland firefighter protecting communities across California — cannot 

afford a home locally. My sister is also currently moving from one family member’s home to 

another because stable housing is financially out of her reach. The ADU would allow us to 

provide stability and support to our family members while contributing modestly to local 

housing availability.  

We would also like to respectfully address concerns raised by neighbors. The home immediately 

north of us is a two-story rental property with 100% unobstructed views into our bedrooms and 

backyard (remodeled in the 1990s.) The previous owners of our home installed ten-foot canvas 

privacy curtains between the properties to shield our living spaces and yard. Problem with these 

curtains is that they also completely shade our bedrooms and backyard. Ironically these same 

neighbors are concerned about the impact our rebuild may have on their property. 

It is also worth noting that the ONLY two other full-time owner-occupied homes on Rockview 

have not objected to our project. We value being part of a real, lived-in neighborhood. This will 

not be a vacation home or rental property for us. We intend to live out our later years here, invest 

in our home, and continue building meaningful relationships within the Pleasure Point 

community. We have always prioritized respectful relationships with neighbors and will continue 

to do so. 

We respectfully ask for your support of our project so that we can move forward with building 

the home where we hope to spend the rest of our lives. 

Thank you sincerely for your time, your service, and your thoughtful consideration. 

Luis & Helda Lopes 
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