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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that the Commission approve a coastal development permit
for a modified and substantially reduced project. Major issues are summarized
below; detail is provided in the substantive findings of this report.

Project Background

This project proposes to renovate and expand a former agricultural packing shed to
support a mixed use development of a restaurant, retail shops, conference meeting
rooms, micro-juicery, warehouse, offices, five overnight accommodations, and a spa.
The project is located between Highway One and the ocean, in the Town of Davenport
in northern Santa Cruz County — a town of approximately 200 people surrounded for the
most part by rural agricultural lands. The town is dominated by the presence of the
Davenport Cement Plant, but is also a popular whale watching location and visitor-
destination. Apart from the cement plant industrial facility, there are approximately
20,000 square feet of commercial, warehousing and manufacturing uses on the inland
side of the highway. The existing building to be expanded is the only significant
structure seaward of the Highway. Prior to this proposal, it was used for juice
manufacturing and distribution.

The expansion would increase the total usable square footage of the building from
13,127 to 22,918 square feet, although the footprint of the building would only be
increased by 234 square feet. It would also increase the profile of the building from 3-6
feet and thus the overall mass of the building as well. The project would include a 66-
car parking lot on an open blufftop field, adjacent to the existing building, to support the
new mixture of uses approved by the County. This field has been used informally for
parking for many years by people who stop to visit Davenport, or to access the beach,
and coastal bluffs, and to enjoy the views of the ocean provided at this location.

On May 13, 1999 the Commission found that a substantial issue was raised by the
appeal. Although the Commission’s findings recognized many positive aspects of the
project, including its visitor-serving nature and its provision of public access, substantial
issues were raised by the project's impacts on community character and visual
resources; balance of appropriate uses; public access; water and sewer supply;
nonpoint source pollution; and cumulative impacts. The impact of the parking proposed
for the upper portion of the site on visual resources and community character raised
particular concern.

Recommendation

The project primarily involves competing LCP policy objectives in a rural community--
provision of visitor-serving facilities and protection of visual resources and community
character. Based on further review, staff is recommending approval of a substantially
reduced project that limits increased use of the site to the existing building footprint and
profile; and that limits parking to the lower portion of the site. The local coastal program
is clearly supportive of visitor-serving (and other) uses on the Highway One frontage in
Davenport. However, it is also protective of visual resources, especially along the
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shoreline. In this case, it is possible to have a substantial level of visitor-serving uses in
scale with Davenport's community character and not compromise the visual resource.
This is best achieved by keeping new development within the confines of the existing
building envelope.

Overall, as conditioned herein, the approved project would preserve significant public
ocean vistas as well as the special character of the Davenport community.
Recommended conditions limit the reuse of the existing building to its current footprint
(minus the intrusion into the Caltrans right-of-way) and profile. This will protect the
existing shoreline vista as seen from Highway One, and as nearly as feasible maintain
the visual “status quo” of the community’s character and scale. (e.g., Conditions 1.D,
IV.A, VI.B ) Regarding kinds of uses, recommended conditions require that the mix of
uses ultimately pursued maintains an adequate visitor-serving component. (Conditions
1.B, VI.A)

Concerning other issues, for public access, the essence of a County condition to ensure
that the existing accessway remains publicly available is retained. (Condition Ill.A)
With regard to services, recommended conditions require the applicants to either design
a project that could be served by their existing water and wastewater service amounts
or to provide guarantees that the necessary improvements will be in place prior to the
issuance of their building permits (Conditions IV.B, IV.C). With the conditions that
require a substantial reduction in the size of the parking lot, as well as drainage
conditions, the project is consistent with the LCP policies concerning nonpoint source
runoff. (Conditions Ill.G, V.B, VI.C) Conditions requiring following the geotechnical
recommendations render the project consistent with LCP grading, hazard and erosion
policies. (Conditions II.C, lll.F, IV.A.11, V.D, V.J.3). Regarding habitat protection, a
recommended condition is for an open space restriction on a riparian zone to the south
of the building. (Condition Ill.C)

Effect of Reduced Parking Recommendation on Project Uses and Design

The staff recommendation retains the use flexibility that the County allowed and gives
the applicant the opportunity to redesign the project to maximize parking in the lower
area.. Currently, the project shows 13 spaces below. By removing planned loading and
some landscaped areas, it may be possible to fit about 20 cars (an earlier site plan
showed 18 spaces). A further option may be to devote part of the lower floor of the
building to parking as well and yield another 15 spaces or so.

The current building coverage is 13,127 square feet. The applicants had proposed
adding a partial second story; (9,557 square feet). With a slight increase in proposed
lower floor coverage, the total floor area would be 22,918 square feet. However, with
the recommended reduction in parking to approximately 20 spaces, the total square
footage of the proposed renovation would need to be reduced. This is because under
the LCP parking ratios, 20 parking spaces can only support a limited amount of square
footage, no matter what the use. At bottom, a two-story project is probably not
achievable unless part of the first floor was used for additional parking.



A-3-SC0O-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project ' Page 4

For a one-story project there would be roughly 656 to 1,010 square feet per parking
space. Uses would have to be limited to manufacturing, warehousing, visitor-serving
accommodations, or some combination to meet minimal parking standards. The
optimal project from a Coastal Act perspective would be a facility consisting of overnight
studio and/or one-bedroom visitor units, each of which requires one parking space. If
the facility were to be one story, the applicants could elevate the floor (since the building
is 24 feet high) and optimize views from inside. This would leave a ground floor that, as
noted, may be available to use for parking (this would require a redesign of the building,
perhaps compromising its design character, but this elevation is largely screened from
Highway One passersby). With the additional parking spaces generated, it may then be
possible to allocate some space to a small retail and /or food service establishment in
the project. The remainder of the lower floor not used for parking would have to be
devoted to no uses, storage, or manufacturing (the latter, as well as retail, however,
require a loading area which reduces parking space potential).

Another concern with this scenario would be that a retail and/or food service use would
generate increased traffic, and the lower parking lot is not conducive to this given poor
site distances at its entry to Highway One. Even without such more intensive uses,
Caltrans will almost certainly require a left-turn lane on Highway One at the project
entrance, if there is only this one lower parking lot. This could be a costly undertaking
and involve further environmental review since it would entail widening the highway in a
steep and potentially environmentally sensitive location.

As to the upper area of the site, this recommendation would not aliow development of a
formalized parking lot. Currently, it is partially used for informal public parking, which
also extends onto the Caltrans right-of-way and the adjacent parcel, only about one-
third of the dirt lot is on the applicants’ property. Hopefully, the Community Planning
process now underway in Davenport would lead to some decision on the best ways to
accommodate public parking within the scenic and community character context. Thus,
this issue may be revisited in the future.
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I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON COASTAL PERMIT

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve the Bailey- .
Steltenpohl coastal development permit with conditions.

MQTION: Staff recommends a “YES” vote on the following motion:

“I move that the Commission APPROVE coastal development permit A-3-
SCO0-98-101, subject to the conditions below.”

A majority of Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.
RESOLUTION:

The Commission hereby grants a permit for the proposed development as
conditioned below, on the grounds that, as conditioned, it will be in
conformity with the certified Santa Cruz County Local Coastal Program,
that it is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of
Chapter Three of the Coastal Act, and that there are no additional feasible
mitigation measures that would lessen any significant adverse effects on
the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

Il. RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS

Standard Conditions

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development
shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized
agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions,
is returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from
the date this permit is reported to the Commission. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension
of the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the proposal as
set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special conditions set forth below.
Any deviation from the approved plans must be reviewed and approved by the staff and
may require Commission approval.

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be
resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and the
project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice.
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6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee
files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to bind all future
owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

Special Conditions

Note: Given that the County action involved a local commercial development permit as
well as a coastal permit and to illustrate the effect of this Commission action, changes to
County conditions are shown with strikeeut and underline. Conditions in italics are
imposed by the local government pursuant to an authority other than the Coastal Act
and remain in full force and effect. No changes shall be made to those conditions in
italics that change the effect of any of the other conditions in plain text, without a coastal
permit amendment.

l. The development approved by this permit and the special reporting requirements
are specified below.

A. This permit authorizes the -construction of a commercial mixed use
building with up to two residential dwelling units to be constructed in up to
three phases and associated parking areas—aceording-to-Exhibit-A—and
any the grading necessary io—construct—the—hew—parking—area in
accordance with a full set of revised plans (see condition I.D below)

Exhibit-B. The permit includes a Variance to reduce the front yard setback
to O feet for a 53 Ilneal foot portion of the building Jhe—construction




|©

This permit supersedes all previous discretionary permits approved for this
parcel.

If the applicants elect to construct the project in phases, tLhis permit shall
be reviewed by the Planning Commission at the end of each development
phase to determine if all permit conditions have been adequately
implemented. In the case of simultaneous implementation of phases 1
and 2, the Planning Commission shall review the project initially, upon
completion of the 66—vehisle parking lot and sequentially after the
completion of all phase 1 and 2 requirements. The Planning Commission
shall schedule the public hearing review of this permit if, during the
Commission’s review of a status report prepared by Planning staff, it is
determined that a public hearing will facilitate compliance with the
requirements of this permit.

The entire set of plans in Exhibit A, Architectural Plans and Exhibit B
Grading Plans must be revised as follows and submitted for Executive
Director review and approval, PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT:

1. All structural improvements shall be made within the existing
footprint and profile of the main building, except for decks and
outbuildings. The footprint shall be reduced to conform to the plans
in Exhibit 2 and the Variance approval, removing the portion in the
Caltrans right-of-way to a setback of four feet at ground floor level.
The profile of the main building is established by the existing
elevation of the highest point of the roof above sea level.

2. Parking (and any loading) associated with the building must be
shown within the lower area of the property, as depicted on Exhibit
4, (the lower floor of the building may be used for parking).

3. All detached structures, including the proposed greenhouse, boat

house, and storage shed, must be shown on the final plans,
including elevations.

4. All off-site improvements must be shown.

Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit, including without limitation,
any construction or site disturbance, the applicant/ owner shall provide evidence

to the Executive Director that the following have occurred:
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Sign, date, and return to the Planning Department one copy of the
approval to indicate acceptance and agreement with the conditions
thereof.

Obtain a Building Permit for Rhase—i-of the project from the Santa Cruz
County Bu:Id/ng Ofﬂc:al Const;ust-pon—d-;a-wmgs—fo:—phaseA—shaﬂ-eenﬁo&m

Obtain a Grading Permit, if necessary, from the County of Santa Cruz
Planning Department. This requires submittal of a grading permit
application to the building counter of the Planning Department, including
two copies of complete grading, drainage, and erosion control plans in
conformance with minimum County standards. The permit fee in effect at
the time of submittal shall be paid. Final Grading Plans shall conform to
Exhibit B, as will be revised. (Refer to Condition ¥EIV.A.11). Submit final
engineered drainage plans to County Planning for review and approval as
part of the Grading Permit application submittal.

Pay a Negative Declaration filing fee of $25.00 to the Clerk of the Board of
the County of Santa Cruz as required by the California Department of Fish
and Game mitigation fees program.

M. Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit and a Building Permit for
phase-1-of the project the applicant/owner shall:

A

Execute and record a document, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director, which shall dedicate to Santa Cruz County a
permanent public easement for public pedestrian access toward the
shoreline. The area of dedication shall consist of a corridor at least ten
feet wide encompassing the existing trail located southeast of the existing
building extending from the northern to southern property line as shown on
Exhibit 4. The recorded document shall include legal descriptions of both
the applicants’ entire parcel and the area of dedication. The document
shall be recorded free of prior liens and any other encumbrances which

the Executlve Director determlnes may affect the mterest belng conveyed

document shall be rev:ewed and approved by County Plann/ng staff and
County Counsel prior to recordation of the document.
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Execute and record a deed restriction in a foﬁn and content acceptable to the

Executive Director, reflecting the restriction on uses limited to those specified
in Condition VI.A. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the
applicants’ entire parcel. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding
all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens that the
Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction.
This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission
amendment to this coastal development permit.

Gounty@muasal—pa&-to—decument—me:dahon—Execute and reccrd a deed

restriction in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director,
reflecting the following restriction on development in the designated riparian
open space area as shown in Exhibit 4. The riparian corridor and its
associated buffer area to be protected is shown in Exhibit 4;alternatively, the
riparian corridor and buffer may be more precisely delineated by a qualified
biologist and the resulting mapped area submitted to the Executive Director
for review and approval. Such delineation shall be in accordance with the
provnscons of County Code Section 16.30.030 (definitions of riparian corridor
and riparian woodland).

No development, as defined in section 30106 of the Coastal Act, other than
that specifically authorized by these permit conditions, shall occur in the open
space area except for. vegetation removal for fire management, removal of
non-native vegetation, or planting of native vegetation. Rail transport and
public access improvements and use are permitted are on the trails and rail
line. The area subject to this restriction shall be kept free of debris.

The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of both the applicants’
entire parcel and the open space area. The deed restriction shall run with the
land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior
liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of
the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without
a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit.

D. Obtain an Encroachment Permlt from Caltrans for any work wuthm lts right-
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E. Obtain a Building Permit for the construction of any public pedestrian
stairway to traverse the slope at the corner of the site as shown on sheet
A-3.1 of Exhibit A. The construction drawings shall be reviewed and
approved by a geotechnical engineer.

F.
No land clearing, grading or excavating shall take place between October
15 and April 15 unless a separate winter erosion-control plan is approved
by the Planning Director.

G.

Einal-grading
plans—shau-confemo-gth-&of—thw-pemmcmde on the submitted

plans provisions to accomplish the following: To prevent discharges from
carrying silt, grease and other parking lot contaminants, the final drainage
plan shall incorporate a silt and grease trap at the most downstream inlet
of the parking lot drainage facilities.

IV.  Prior to the issuance of a coastal development permit and prior to issuance of a

Building Permit forany-of-the-3-constriction-phases; the owner/applicant shall:

A. Submit construction drawings that are in substantial conformance with
Exhibit A, as will be modified pursuant to condition |.D and which include
the following:

1. Exterior elevations identifying finish materials and colors in
conformance with condition IV.A.12 of this permit.

2. Floor plans identifying each room and its dimensions, the intended
use of each room (from the list in condition VI.A), and the required
parking. The building plans and uses shall not generate a parking




A-3-SC0-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project Page 12

demand greater than the amount of parking allowed by condition
1.D.2 and shown on the revised site plan.

3. Provide complete screening from public view of all rooftop
mechanical and electrical equipment.

4. A site plan showing the location of all site improvements, including
but not limited to, points of ingress and egress, parking areas,
loading areas, turnarounds, trash and recycling enclosures, utility
connections, easements and-pedestrian trail routes, and other
access-related features.

5. All new electrical power, telephone and cable television service
connections shall be installed underground. Pad mounted
transformers shall not be located in the front setback or in any area
visible from public view unless they are completely screened by
walls and/or landscaping or installed in underground vaults. Utility
meters, such as gas meters and electrical panels shall not be
visible from public streets or building entries.

6. A final sign plan showing dimensions, location, material and colors.
No sign illumination is allowed. Plastic shall not be used as a sign
material. Commercial signage shall be limited to one freestanding
sign at eash the project entrance and one at the upper portion of
the site. Both signs shall be designed to be consistent with the
architectural character of the main building and as an integral part
of the landscape area. Both signs must be set back 5 feet from the
edge of the Highway 1 right-of-way and shall not obstruct sight
distance of motorists or pedestrians. The maximum height of each
sign is 7 feet above grade. The maximum total aggregate sign area
of beth the lower entrance signe is 825 square feet_and of the
upper sign is 12 square feet.

8. The twe parking areas shall include #8 sufficient parking spaces (of
which 40% may be designed to compact car standards) to meet the
requirements of current County Code Section 13.10.552 (i.e., 1
space per 1000 sq. ft. of restaurant/café; 1 space per 600 ft. of
manufacturing; 1 space per 1000 sq. ft of warehouse; 1 space per
200 sq. ft. of office; 1 space per 33 sq. ft. of conference and
seminar meeting rooms; 1 space per 200 sq. ft. of retail sales; 1
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space per 200 sq. ft. of public buildings and grounds, 2 spaces per
one bedroom residential dwelling unit and 1 space per Type A
overnight accommodation habitable room) . Eeur One of the
spaces must be designed as a handicapped accessible parking
space. Jhess This spaces shall be lecated—as shown on the

required revision of Exhibit A. JFwentythree—b Bicycle parking

spaces shall also be provided as and shown on Exhibit A according
to Code Section 13.10.552. All spaces and Ioadmg berthg_) shall

eenecete—su#aemg—and def ned by wheel stops The size of each
standard parking space shall be not less than 18° X 8-1/2".

Compact spaces shall be at least 16' X 7-1/2'. Handicapped
accessible spaces shall be 18' X 14'. Each bicycle space shall be
6' X 2' in size and equipped with a parking rack to support the
bicycle and be of sufficient material and strength to prevent
vandalism and theft.

9.——Addeast-2 Loading spaces (sized 45' X 14)) shall be provided, if

10.

11.

necessary (i.e., if retail or warehouse use is included) and designed
in accordance with sections 13.10.570 -.571 of the County Code.

The hghtmg of all parkmg and curculatton areas shau-be-hmﬁed-te

hght&ng—shalf be mnmmuzed to the amount necessary for safety
purposes. One light standard on each side of eaeh the driveway
entrance to the project shall be permitted. Other lighting shall be
located where necessary to allow safe pedestrian use of the
parking area at night. All lighting shall be designed so it does not
produce any glares off-site.

Follow all recommendations of the geotechnical report prepared by
Reynolds and Associates for this project dated May 5, 1997 and its
addendum, regarding the construction and other improvements on

the site, ircluding-the—requiremeni—that—all-grading—and—paving

pa:-eeL-All pertment geotechnlcal report recommendattons shall be
included in the construction drawings submitted to the Executive
Director of the Coastal Commission and the County for a Building
Permit. All recommendations contained in the County acceptance
letter(s) dated November 3, 1997, shall be incorporated into the
final design. A plan review letter from the geotechnical engineer
shall be submitted with the plans stating that the plans have been
reviewed and found to be in compliance with the recommendations
of the geotechnical engineer.
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12.  To further minimize the visual impact of the main project building to
insignificant levels and allow ocean vistas to be retained at the
northwest portion of the parcel, these features shall be incorporated
into the project:

a. The exterior colors at the main project building shall be
earthen tone colors that blend with the surrounding
landscape or corrugated metal siding replicating an

agricultural building, beth-ef-which-have-beer—approved-by
Counby-Rlanning;

b. The landscape plan prepared for this project prepared by
Franks Brenkwitz and Associates dated March 4, 1998
(sheet A-3.1 of Exhibit A) shall be modified to conform to the
required revised design and shall be implemented prior to
final inspection and clearance of the Building Permit for
phase-1-ofthe project. No additional landscaping that blocks
views of the ocean from Highway One shall be shown on or
fronting the upper portion of the site; additional screening
vegetation shall be shown fronting the main building where
the existing driveway entrance will be replaced and fronting
any other structures that are exposed to public view by the
new driveway entrance;

C. Any fencing in the vicinity of the parking-let upper meadow
area shall be limited to the rustic split rail fencing design
shown on the landscape plan that restricts access to the

edge of the bluff southwest-ofthe-parking-lot:

13.  Final plans shall note that Davenport Water and Sanitation District
will provide water service and sewer service and shall meet all
requirements of the District including payment of any connection
and inspection fees as specified in the two following conditions
below. Final engineered plans for water and sewer connection
shall be reviewed and accepted by the District.

domest;e-water-s-u-pply-,-the-owne#applmant-shau Provnde rewsed calculatlons

of water use based on the required revised plans and provide the necessary
improvements to the District water treatment plant as determined by the
District for an the additional 3,088 number of gallons/day of domestic water
use that is calculated. The installation of improvements may be spread over a

t|me perlod specnf ed by the D|stnct as-leng-as,—at—least—one—haﬁ—oi—the

phase-&occupancy If the rewsed calculatlons result in a prolected water use




A-3-SC0O-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project Page 15

greater than 4,216 gpd (as verified by County Public Works Department),
then the applicants shall submit a revised, updated written commitment from
the water purveyor guaranteeing that the required level of service for the
project will be available prior to the issuance of building permits.
Alternatively, the permittee may construct the project in phases, with Phase 1
uses limited to requiring an estimated water use of 4,216 gpd and subsequent
phases linked to updated written service commitments for the corresponding
amount of projected additional water use.

C. To prevent over capacity problems from being exacerbated from project
sewage discharges into the Davenport Water and Sanitation District’s
sewer system, the owner/applicant shall pay the appropriate sewer
connection charges, as calculated by the District, to pay for the necessary
sewer system upgrades. The applicants shall provide revised wastewater
calculations based on the revised water calculations. If the revised
calculations result in a projected wastewater generation of greater than
1,455 gpd (as verified by County Public Works Department), then the
applicants shall submit a revised, updated written commitment from the
wastewater agency guaranteeing that the required level of service for the
project will be available prior to the issuance of building permits.
Alternatively, the permittee may construct the project in phases, with
Phase 1 uses limited to generating an estimated 1,455 gpd and
subsequent phases linked to updated written service commitments for the

correspondlng amount of prOJected addltlonal wastewater generatlon At

Planning for any construction phase until the planned sewage system
improvements have been completed by the Davenport Water and
Sanitation District.

D. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the
applicant shall provide evidence that the following measures have been
satisfied:

1.Meet all requirements and pay the appropriate plan check fee of the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection.

&- 2.—Pay the Santa Cruz County Park Dedication fee in effect at the time
of Building Permit issuance for phase 3. On March 25, 1998, this
fee would total $ 538.00 for a 1 bedroom single-family dwelling.
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£ 3.—Pay the Santa Cruz County Child Care fee in effect at the time of
Building Permit issuance. On March 25, 1998 the fee is calculated
as follows:

I

$0.12/square foot of warehouse floor area;

2.b  $0.23/square foot of floor area for all other approved
commercial and visitor-serving uses; and

3.c  $109.00/bedroom for single-family dwellings {(phase-3)-

G- 4.

Meet all requirements of the Department of Public Works and pay
all fees for Zone 4 Santa Cruz County Flood Control and Water
Conservation District including plan check and permit processing
fees.

H- 5. ——-Submit a written statement signed by an authorized representative
of the Pacific School District and the Santa Cruz High 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 in which the project is located.

V. All construction shall conform to the approved plans

issued-for-a-Grading-Resmit
and-separate-Building-Remmits. The following requirements shall be met during

all grading and construction activities:

A. To prevent this project from contributing to accelerated filling of either the
City or County of Santa Cruz landfills, the owner/applicant shall have the
all excess fill material from grading activities that is removed from the site
transported to Big Creek Lumber Company on Highway 1 for use as 6
inch cover on the surface of their staging yard or transported to another
County approved fill site. If the fill site is in the coastal zone, then its use
for receiving fill must be authorized by a coastal development permit or by
a valid County permit that predates the California Coastal Act.

B. To control all surface drainage and prevent erosion impacts, the
owner/applicant shall implement an engineered drainage plan that
conforms to the preliminary engineered drainage plan prepared for the
project by Bowman and Williams dated March 4, 1998 (Exhibit B) for the
areas allowed by this permit to be paved. The final approved plan shall be
implemented as part of the Grading Permit for this project. A silt and
grease trap shall be installed as discussed in condition 1lIl.G above at the
same time other drainage improvements are installed. All improvements
specified in the approved plan shall be installed prior to final inspection
and clearance of the Building Permit for phase 1 of the project.
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C. To minimize dust impacts to surrounding properties during-excavation-for
the-rew-parking-lot; the owner/applicant shall have a water truck on the

site during all major grading activities and shall have all exposed earthen
surfaces water sprayed at frequencies that prevent significant amount of
dust from leaving the project site.

D. To prevent increased erosion of the steep bluff face that borders the
southwestern edge of the parcel from increased pedestrian traffic, the
owner/applicant shall may construct a pedestrian stairway to traverse this
bluff face and repair the three areas of pedestnan |nduced erosxon on the

bluffface o - - Slearahc :

#mn#mﬁhwsst—eoms;—af—ﬂne—mw—pa;kmg%b The stalrway shallbe

constructed according to the approved Building Permit plans for this
improvement (Refer to condition lIl.E)

E. To minimize noise impacts to insignificant levels to users of the project
building, all building construction shall meet noise insulation requirements
for residential and commercial buildings as specified in the Uniform
Building Code.

F. To prevent operational conflicts from occurring from project generated
traffic, the owner/applicant shall make the following improvements prorte

otionof chase.2 oft oot

a. Realign the south project entrance driveway to be located directly
opposite Davenport Avenue fto create a “4-legged” intersection with
Highway 1 according to Caltrans specifications; and

b. Provide striping and signage on Highway 1 as approved by
Caltrans which advises northbound motorists that northbound left
turns into the south driveway entrance fto the project are disallowed
and/or

c. Comply with any modified or additional County Public Works
Department or CALTRANS requirements regarding project access.

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

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

I 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
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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.

All construction shall be performed in accordance with the approved plans.
The applicant shall provide evidence to the Executive Director (within 5
days of their completion) that the following conditions have been satisfied.
Prior to final building inspection and building occupancy for each
construction phase, the owner/applicant shall meet the following
conditions;

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

2. All inspections required by the Building Permit shall be completed
fo the satisfaction of the County Building Official;, and

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

VI. Operational Conditions.

A.

This permit constitutes a Master Occupancy Program for the project site.
Those “C-1" and “CT" zone district uses specified below shall be
authorized to occupy the subject building provided that a Level 1 Change
of Occupancy Permit is issued by the County of Santa Cruz Planning
Department. No use or combination of uses will be allowed which
requires more parking than available on site confined to the areas
designated for parking pursuant to condition I.A and consistent with the
limitation of condition IV.A.2. In no case shall more that 50% of the
parking spaces be allocated to non-visitor serving uses (see definition of
visitor-serving in Glossary of 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal
Program for the County of Santa Cruz.) The “C-1" and “CT” zone district
uses allowed on the site are as follows:

1. Restaurant/cafe

2. Micro-juicery and warehouse associated with a restaurant and/or
café in the “vicinity” of the project site, which shall mean in this case
the town of Davenport
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3. Offices, not to exceed 50% of the floor area of the building, and
associated with the permitted restaurant/café, conference, seminar,
visitor-oriented retail, spa, or visitor accommodation uses or associated
with agricultural or marine products.

4. Conference and seminar facilities

5. Neighborhood scale retail sales (See County Code Section
13.10.332)

7. Two residential dwelling units

8. Day spa, sauna, hot tub uses

9. “Type A" overnight visitor accommodations (See County Code

Section 13.10.332)

B. All landscaping shall be permanently maintained with the species
specified on the landscape plan. Replacement of any tree or shrub
fatalities shall be done with the same species as shown on the plan or a
specnes with nearly tdentlcal charactenstlcs as approved by the Executave

Shrubbery shall be mamtamed in good condmon to prov:de maximum
screening, but at no time shall it separately block the view of the shoreline
at the base of the cliffs as seen from Highway One. All hedges
surrounding the project buildings shall be permanently maintained as
follows. The Monterey cypress hedge at the southeast and northwest
ends of the building shall be maintained with a cut height of 7 feet and a
maximum growth height of 9 feet. The Myoporum hedge parallel to
Highway 1 shall be maintained with a maximum height that does not
exceed the height of the main building. The maintenance of landscaping
shall include the following practices:

1. Soil Conditioning. In new planting areas, soil shall be tilled to a
depth of 6 inches and amended with six cubic yards of organic
material per 1,000 square feet to promote infiltration and water
retention. After planting, a minimum of 2 inches of mulch shall be
applied to all non-turf areas to retain moisture, reduce evaporation
and inhibit weed growth.

2. Irrigation Management. All required landscaping shall be provided
with an adequate, permanent and nearby source of water which
shall be applied by an installed irrigation, or where feasible, a drip
irrigation system. lrrigation systems shall be designed to avoid
runoff, overspray, low head drainage, or other similar conditions
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where water flows onto adjacent property, non-irrigated areas,
walks, roadways or structures.

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

4. Plants having similar water requirements shall be grouped together
in distinct hydrozones and shall be irrigated separately.

5. The irrigation plan shall show the location, size and type of
components of the irrigation system, the point of connection to the
public water supply and designation of hydrozones. The irrigation
schedule shall designate the timing and frequency of irrigation for
each station and list the amount of water, in gallons or hundred
cubic feet, recommended on a monthly and annual basis.

6. Landscape irrigation should be scheduled between 6:00 p.m. and
11:00 a.m. to reduce evaporative water loss.

C. All installed drainage facilities shall be permanently maintained. The silt
and grease trap shall be maintained on a regular basis according to the
following monitoring and maintenance procedures:

1. The trap shall be inspected to determine if it needs to be cleaned
out or repaired at the following minimum frequencies:

a. Prior to October 15 each year;
b. Prior to April 156 each year; and

c. During each month it rains between November 1 and April 1.

2. A brief annual report shall be prepared by the trap inspector at the
conclusion of each October 15 inspection and submitted to the
property owner and to County Public Works staff within 15 days of
this inspection. This monitoring report shall specify any repairs that
have been done or that are needed to allow the trap to function
adequately.

earthern pedestrian traile described in conditions Iil.A ard-l-B above shall
be maintained free from erosion and obstructions by the property owner. .

alafata ataio - - "l alWalaValus - -




A-3-SC0-98-101 Bailey/Steitenpohl Mixed Use Project Page 21

Vil

E.

Any live or recorded music played on the premises shall not be heard
beyond the subject property. No music shall be played within the 66-
vehicle parking lot.

The hours for retail and public food serving uses shall be limited to 6:00
a.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Busses must park in the lower parking lot ard-orly-use-the-new-66-vehicle

A separate coastal permit or
amendment to this permit is required for any additional “development,” as
defined in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, of the upper meadow area.

In the event that there is non-compliance with any Conditions of this
approval or any violation of the County Code, the owner shall pay to the
County the full cost of such County inspections, including any follow-up
inspections and/or necessary enforcement actions, up to and including
permit revocation.

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

A

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

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

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

2. COUNTY defends the action in good faith.

Settlement. The Development Approval Holder shall not be required to

pay or perform any settlement with regard to the County unless such
Development Approval Holder has approved the settlement. When




A-3-SCO-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project | Page 22

representing the County, the Development Approval Holder shall not enter
into any stipulation or settlement modifying or affecting the interpretation
or validity of any of the terms or conditions of the development approval
without the prior written consent of the County.

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

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

VIll. Mitigation Monitoring Program

The mitigation measures listed under this heading have been incorporated into
the conditions of approval for this project in order to mitigate or avoid significant
effects on the environment. As required by Section 21081.6 of the California
Public Resources Code, a monitoring and reporting program for the above
mitigations is hereby adopted as a condition of approval for this project. This
monitoring program is specifically described following each mitigation measure
listed below. The purpose of this monitoring is to ensure compliance with the
environmental mitigations during project implementation and operation. Failure
to comply with the conditions of approval, including the terms of the adopted
monitoring program, may result in permit revocation pursuant to Section
18.10.462 of the Santa Cruz County Code.

A Mitigation Measure: Conditions lIL.F and IV.A.11 (Prevention of Soil
Instability)

Monitoring Program: The Grading Permit and Building Permit for phase 1
will not be issued by County Planning until a geotechnical engineer’s
review and approval letter is submitted specifying plan conformance with
the geotechnical report. Planning staff inspection for the Grading Permit
will include verification of the required 25-foot setback from the top of the
steep slope. Neither the Building Permit nor the Grading Permit will be
finaled without a final inspection and approval letter from the project
geotechnical engineer. All review letters shall be permanently retained in
the project file.

B. Mitigation Measure: Conditions Ill.G, V.B. and VI.C (Provide and Monitor
Silt and Grease Traps

Monitoring Program: The Grading Permit and Building Permit for phase 1
will not be issued by County Planning without the appropriate number of
silt and grease traps identified on the final drainage plan. Planning staff




A-3-SC0-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project Page 23

inspection of the Grading Permit and sign-off for the Building Permit will
not occur until the traps have been installed according to the approved
plans. The owner/applicant shall submit monitoring reports, as specified
by condition VI.C to the Drainage Section of the County Public Works
Department. Public Works will advise County Planning of any problems
with trap maintenance or non-receipt of monitoring reports. In that case,
Planning will contact the property owner and take appropriate enforcement
action to correct the problem.

Mitigation Measure: Condition IV.A.12 (Minimization of Visual Impacts)

Monitoring Program: The requirements of this condition will be checked
during plan review (“Zoning Plan Check”) of the construction drawings
submitted for Building Permits. A Building Permit for phase 1 and
subsequently phase 2 will not be issued until the drawings conform with
the requirements of this permit condition.  Planning staff will verify all
requirements have been met in the construction of the project before holds
on the Building Permits for each construction phase have been released.
Photos of each completed phase of the project will be taken at the time
the hold is released and permanently retained in the project file.

Mitigation Measure: Condition IV.B (Improvements to the Water Treatment
facilities of the Davenport Water and Sanitation District)

Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall enter into an agreement
with the DWSD to provide the needed improvements to the domestic
water system as required by condition IV.B. The Building Permit for each
phase of construction will not be issued by County Planning until a written
notification from the DWSD staff has been received specifying that an
agreement between the owner/applicant and DWSD has been approved.
Requirements to implement the agreement shall be specified in this
notification. Final inspection and clearance of the Building Permit for each
phase shall not be granted until all requirements have been adequately
implemented to the satisfaction of the DWSD staff. Another written
notification shall be submitted to Planning by DWSD when all
improvements required at each construction phase are completed. All
notifications from DWSD shall be permanently retained in the project file.

Mitigation Measure: Condition IV.C (Improvements to sewer facilities of
the Davenport Water and Sanitation District)

Monitoring Program: The Building Permit for each construction phase shall
not be issued by County Planning until all fees are paid as required by
condition IV.C. DWSD shall notify County Planing in writing when the
appropriate fees have been paid. This notification shall be permanently
retained in the project file. These fees will be added to other monies
secured by the DWSD to finance sewer replacements. DWSD will advise
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County Planning and the owner/applicant in writing when the sewer
improvements are completed.

Mitigation Measure: Condition V.A (Transport of Excess Fill to Approved
Fill Site)

Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall inform Big Creek Lumber
at least 30 days prior to making an application for a Grading Permit to
confirm that the excess fill material can be deposited at Big Creek’s
lumber yard. If Big Creek no longer wants the material, the
owner/applicant shall find another appropriate fill site to propose to County
Planning. The Grading Permit shall not be approved until written
permission from the fill recipient is provided and the site has been
approved by County Planning for inclusion into the Grading Permit. If the
fill site is in the coastal zone, then its use for receiving fill must be
authorized by a coastal development permit or by a valid County permit
that predates the California Coastal Act. The owner/applicant shall submit
written verification from the fill material recipient (Big Creek Lumber or
other approved fill site) to County Planning staff specifying the
approximate volume of fill material received from the project during phase
1 construction. The hold on the Building Permit for phase 1 will not be
released nor the Grading Permit finaled by County Planning until this letter
is received. This documentation shall be permanently retained in the
project file.

Mitigation  Measure: Condition  V.B. (Installation of Drainage
Improvements)

Monitoring Program: The hold on the Building Permit for phases 1 and 2
shall not be released by Planning staff until all drainage improvements
have been installed according to the approved plans.

Mitigation Measure: Condition V.C (Minimization of Dust During
Construction)

Monitoring Program: County Planning staff, including the area Building
Inspector, shall observe dust containment measures on the site during
construction at all regular inspections. Any observed problems will be
communicated immediately to the work crew and owner/applicant for
rectification in 24 hours. A follow-up inspection will occur in 24 hours to
verify the problem has been corrected.
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Mitigation Measure: Condition V.E (Noise Insulation)

Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall include information of the
construction drawings for phases 1, 2 and 3 describing how highway noise
reduction will be achieved for interior spaces. Building Permits for each
phase shall not be issued until noise insulation measures have been
approved by Building Plan Check staff. The area Building Inspector shall
verify that noise insulation/reduction measures have been adequately
installed during regular construction inspections. The Building Permit will
not be finaled without noise reduction measures being approved.

Mitigation Measure: Condition V.F (Improvements to Avoid Traffic
Conflicts)

Monitoring Program: The construction drawings fer phase—2 shall include
the improvements specified by condition V.F as well as a letter from
Caltrans demonstrating that the agency has reviewed and approved the
plans for these improvements. The Building Permit will not be issued until
these requirements have been met. Planning staff will inspect the site to
verify that the improvements have been installed as approved. The hold
on the Building Permit for—phase—2 will not be released until the
improvements have been adequately installed. Photos documenting the
improvements will be taken and permanently retained in the project file.

Mitigation Measure: Condition VI.B (Maintenance of Landscaping)

Monitoring Program: Planning staff shall observe the condition of
landscaping during each site inspection. Enforcement staff shall respond
to citizen complaints regarding landscape maintenance. Any problems
shall be immediately communicated to the owner/applicant with follow-up
inspections to verify resolution of problems.

Ill. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

. The Commission finds and declares as follows:
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A. Background

1. Setting

The proposed development is on the seaward side of Highway 1 in the unincorporated
Town of Davenport, approximately ten miles north of the City of Santa Cruz. The site is
located on the coastal terrace overlooking Davenport Beach and the Pacific Ocean. The
subject 3.04 acre parcel is a long rectangle (approximately 140 by 900 feet) with its eastern
length contiguous to Highway 1 (see Exhibit 1). A Union Pacific railroad easement crosses
the parcel at its western boundary extending the length of the parcel. The southerly third of
the parcel, at elevations of 30-60 feet Mean Sea Level (MSL), is a portion of the upper
slope of San Vicente Creek and is vegetated with riparian species. The center of the
parcel, at elevations of 65-72 feet MSL, contains an existing 13,127 square foot building
and associated parking (referred to as the “lower level” in this report). The northerly third of
the parcel is an undeveloped fragment of coastal terrace at elevations of 80-94 feet
(referred to as the “upper level” in this report). It is currently comprised of an open field on
the southern half and an informal dirt parking area used by the general public on the
northern half.

Across this upper level, southbound travelers on Highway 1 through Davenport can view
distant cliff faces to the south, glimpses of whitewater where the surf crashes against the
shoreline, and a broad expanse of bluewater representing the outer reaches of Monterey
Bay, as they pass the upper site. Adjacent on the northwest of the subject site on the
oceanside of the Highway is a vacant property owned by RMC Lonestar where many
people park informally to view the ocean or access various trails that meander across the
adjacent coastal bluffs. The land to the southeast of the riparian portion of the site rises to
a marine terrace and is also vacant. Farther to the southeast this bluff top area is farmed in
row crops. To the west beyond the railroad right-of-way are a vacant marine terrace,
Davenport Beach, and the Pacific Ocean.

Access trails crisscross the coastal bluffs. An existing trail to the southeast of the
applicants’ building on the subject site is used by pedestrians to access the beach. A less
direct route to the beach is achieved by traversing one of four eroded foot trails from the
vacant northwest portion of the site down a steep slope to the railroad. These trails
converge at a trail that parallels the railroad tracks which continues to the beach.

Davenport is a small coastal town in Santa Cruz County’s North Coast planning area.
Other than an abandoned building owned by RMC Lonestar north of the project site, the
existing building on the project site is the only development on the coastal side of Highway
1 in Davenport. The town's residential population of approximately 200 generally live in
modest single-family dwellings. Aside from the cement plant industrial facility, there are
approximately 20,000 square feet of commercial, warehousing and manufacturing uses on
the inland side of the Highway. Restaurants, a grocery, and a bed and breakfast currently
serve visitors traveling the scenic coastline. Davenport is overshadowed by the RMC
Lonestar Cement Plant, a major industrial facility to the north of town. Except for the
presence of the cement plant, this commercial frontage could be described as “eclectic
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frontier rustic” in character. There is a variety of building styles, mostly two stories or

equivalent height, none looking architect-designed.

2. Project Approved by County

The proposed project is to reconstruct an existing 13,127 square foot structure and to
construct a 9,791 square foot addition on the structure. The additional 9,791 square
feet of floor area is primarily achieved by converting the existing mezzanine to a full
second story. The height of the building is increased by three to six feet to achieve the
interior clearance for a second story floor space within a portion of the building. The
structure was a former agricultural packing shed that was converted to a dwelling and
several workshops in 1974 under County Use Permit 74-124-U. The County permit was
amended in 1984 to allow a juice manufacturing and wholesaling business to locate on
the site. A portion of the building is currently leased to the juice company for use as a
regional distribution facility. The building also continues to provide residential use.

The County approval includes a Master Occupancy Program for a mixed use project of
22,918 square feet; a permit for excavation of 1,350 cubic yards of earth to construct a
parking lot on the northern site to serve the proposed use; a rezoning of the property
from the “C-1" (Neighborhood Commercial) Zone district to the “SU” (Special Use) zone
district to allow mixed uses on the site; and a Variance to reduce the front yard setback
to 0 feet for a 53 lineal foot portion of the building. Also approved were a separate
greenhouse, boat-shaped residence, shower building, and tool shed.

The County approval is for a specific, three-phase project that includes exact uses and
interior partitions (see Exhibit 2). The following phases are approved under the County
permit (as specified in Condition. L. A):

Phase 1- Reconstruction of the northwest half of the existing building to include
restaurant/café, retail shops and conference meeting rooms on the upper floor
and micro-juicery and warehouse and three offices on the lower floor and the
new 66 vehicle space parking lot [on the northerly third of the parcel].

Phase 2 -Reconstruction of the southeast half of the existing building to include
one office and three visitor accommodation units on the upper floor (studio units)
and one office, a day spa, two visitor accommodation units and one caretaker
dwelling unit on the lower floor (two rooms with kitchens) and renovation of the
existing parking [adjacent to the building] to provide for 13 vehicle spaces.

Phase 3 - Construction of a detached greenhouse of 750 square foot and a “boat
house” [in the form of a] dwelling.

In addition, the County also approved Master Occupancy Program (Permit Condition
V1.) that specifies more generally the range of uses allowed by the permit over time: (1)
restaurant/café; (2) micro-juicery and warehouse associated with a restaurant or café;



A-3-SCO-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project Page 28

(3) offices not to exceed 50% of the floor area of the building; (4) conference and
seminar facilities; (5) neighborhood scale retail sales; (6) two residential dwelling units;
(7) day spa, sauna, hot tub uses; (8) Type A overnight visitor accommodations (which
are hotels, inns, pensions, lodging houses, bed and breakfast inns, motels, and
recreational housing units). Thus, the exact mix and location of uses listed in the three
phases above and shown on the approved plans could change in the future. An
administrative permit (but no coastal permit amendment) is required to allow changes
that fit within these parameters of the Master Occupancy Program.

Finally, as approved by the County, the project includes dedication of two existing
access trails, required construction of an access stairway, provision of benches on the

west side of the parking lot for public viewing use, and granting of a right of way for a
possible future connection from the parking lot to the adjacent parking area.

B. Analysis of Project Consistency with Local Coastal Program and Coastal Act

1. Special Coastal Community and Visual Issues

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Provisions:

The following provisions of the 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County
of Santa Cruz are especially applicable:

8.8.2 Coastal Special Community Designation: Maintain a Coastal
Special Community Designation for...Davenport...

2.13.4 Expansion of Neighborhood Commercial Designation: Only
allow Neighborhood Commercial uses that are small scale, and appropriate
to a Neighborhood or visitor service and will not have an adverse traffic,
noise and aesthetic impacts on the adjacent residential areas...

2.13.6 Compatibility with Adjacent Development. Ensure compatibility
between Neighborhood Commercial development and adjacent areas
through Commercial Development Permit procedures to regulate siting,
design, landscaping, signage, parking and circulation, drainage, and
access. (See Chapter 8 Community Design).

2.16.7 Design of Visitor Accommodations: Ensure quality of design for
visitor accommodations through Commercial Development Permit
procedures, including the Zoning ordinance, to regulate density, signage,
landscaping, buffering, on-site circulation and access, parking, and site and
building design.

5.10.10 Designation of Scenic Roads: The following roads and highways
are valued for their vistas. The public vistas from these roads shall be




A-3-SCO-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project Page 29

afforded the highest level of protection. State Highways: Route 1 — from
San Mateo County to Monterey County...

5.10.2 Development Within Visual Resource Areas. Recognize that
visual resources of Santa Cruz County possess diverse
characteristics....Require projects to be evaluated against the context of
their unique environment and regulate structure height, setbacks and
design to protect these resources consistent with the objectives and policies
of this section. Require discretionary review for all development within the
visual resource area of Highway One, outside the Urban/Rural boundary, as
designated on the GP/LCP Visual Resources Map and apply the design
criteria of Section 13.20.130 of the County’s zoning ordinance to such
development.

5.10.3 Protection of Public Vistas. Protect significant public vistas...from
all publicly used roads and vistas points by minimizing disruption of
landform and aesthetic character caused by grading operations,...
inappropriate landscaping and structure design.

5.10.6 Preserving Ocean Vistas. Where public ocean vistas exist, require
that these vistas be retained to the maximum extent possible as a condition
of approval for any new development.

5.10.9 Restoration of Scenic Areas. Require on-site restoration of
visually blighted conditions as a mitigating condition of permit approval for
new development. The type and amount of restoration shall be
commensurate with the size of the project for which the permit is issued.
Provide technical assistance for restoration of blighted areas.

Objective 5.11 Open Space Preservation: To identify and preserve in
open space uses those areas which are not suited to development due to
the presence of natural resource values or physical development hazards.

Objective 8.8 Villages, Towns and Special Communities: To recognize
certain established urban and rural villages as well as Coastal Special
Communities for their unique characteristics and/or popularity as visitor
destination points; to preserve and enhance these communities through
design review ensuring the compatibility of new development with the
existing character of these areas.

8.8.4. Davenport Character: Require new development to be consistent
with the height bulk, scale, materials and setbacks of existing development:
generally small scale, one or two story structures of wood construction.

Program (p. 8-12): Enhance Davenport as a visual focus along Highway 1.
Prepare a landscaping and design plan, in accordance with the policies of
this section, to achieve the following objectives: Clear, coordinated
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circulation including: Clear definition of stopping spaces (parking) along the
highway frontage for both cars and bicycles; Clearly articulated pedestrian
crossings; Adequate parking off Highway 1, nearby, for existing and new
uses, and for visitors; Bicycle parking facilities to make the town a more
attractive bicycle destination/stop over point. Landscaping to enhance
commercial areas, and to assist in definition of parking spaces and
walkways, and in screening of parking as appropriate. Emphasis on the
area’s whaling history and whale viewing opportunities. Elimination of
visually intrusive overhead wires. Screening of the cement plant and its
parking lot from the residential area to the north.

Additionally, for the Davenport Bluffs Priority Sites (058-0723-01,02,03) which are
adjacent to the subject site Figure 2-5 Coastal Priority Sites — North Coast has
Special Development Standards: to depress and landscape parking areas to limit
visibility from Highway 1 and to maintain unobstructed coastal views; to use low growing
vegetation that will not obstruct views; to eliminate roadside parking along the property
frontage; and to provide interior pedestrian circulation to separate pedestrians from
Highway 1.

Implementing provisions are found in the County Code. County Code Section
13.20.143 contains “Davenport Special Community Design Criteria,” including:

(c) Highway 1 Frontage: Development along Davenport's Highway 1
frontage shall conform to the following objectives; .

1. Davenport shall be emphasized as a rural community center and as a
visitor serving area including:

(i) Site design shall emphasize the historic assets of the town, its whaling
history and whale viewing opportunities;...

(ii) Landscaping shall tie together and accent the commercial uses, and
assist in the definition of walkways and parking areas, and/or screens
parking.

2. Clear, coordinated circulation shall be developed including:...

(iiiy adequate parking off Highway 1, for existing and new uses, and for
visitors...

County Code Section 13.20.130d specifies:

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

1. Blufftop Development. Blufftop development and landscaping...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.
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County Code Section 13.101.383 contains “Development Standards for the Special Use
“SU” District” and states in part:

...For structures other than single-family dwellings and accessory
structures, the building height limits, required site area, required yards, and
other regulations for any use shall be in keeping with the requirements,
restrictions or regulations provided in this Chapter (13.10) for the most
restrictive district within which the use is allowed.

The following are the proposed project's non-residential uses, the most restrictive
zoning district in which they are allowed, and the associated “maximum average height:”

Restaurant/café PR 28’
Micro-juicery (manufacturing) & warehouse M-1,PAVACT,C-1,C-2 35
Offices VACT,C-1,C-2,C-4 35
Conference and seminar facilities PR, R-A, R-R, R-1, R-M 28
Retail sales, neighborhood-scale PR (not full range of uses) 28’

VA,CT,C-1,C-2,C4 35
Day spa, sauna, hot tub PR 28’
Type A overnight visitor accommodations PR 28’

Similarly, Section 13.10.384, also pertaining to the “SU” district, states that ,“The design
criteria for all other [than residential] uses shall be as provided in thls Chapter for the
most restrictive district within which the use is allowed.”

Chapter 13.11 contains general “Site, Architectural and Landscaping Design Review.”
Of special relevance is the first part of Section 13.11.074(b):

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

(1) Parking Lot Design

(i) The site design shall minimize the visual impact of pavement and
parked vehicles. Parking design shall be an integral element of the site
design. Siting building toward the front or middle portion of the lot and
parking areas to the rear or side of the lot is encouraged...

(i) parking areas shall be screened from public streets using landscaping,
berms, fences, walls, buildings, and other means...

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

The County’s Land Use Plan policies taken together require in effect that the impacts of
new development in view of Highway 1 be minimized, and that new development in
Davenport conform to existing community character. For example, Policy 2.13.4
requires that new neighborhood commercial development be small scale. Other
policies require that new development be designed and integrated into the existing
community character and aesthetic. In addition, with respect to rural beaches, Section
13.20.130d of the zoning ordinance requires that blufftop development be located out of
sight from the shoreline.

The questions of “small-scale” and Davenport's “community character’ are thus central
to the Commission’s review of this project. Currently, the immense Lone Star Industries
cement plant dominates Davenport. The character of the adjacent, tightly clustered
residential and commercial development reflects its working heritage: whaling industry,
agricultural shipping and processing, cement manufacture. In its layout and simplicity of
architecture-- devoid of pretense--it is strongly reminiscent of other “company” mining or
logging towns in the West. Today, the quarrying and processing of limestone for the
manufacture of cement remain the economic backbone of the community. Some
diversification is offered by small-scale artisan industries (e.g., glassblowing). And, the
two-block commercial strip along the highway frontage continues the process of
awakening to the opportunities afforded by the tourist industry.

Ignoring the presence of the cement plant, this commercial frontage could be described
as “eclectic frontier rustic” in character. There are a variety of building styles, mostly
two stories or equivalent height, none looking architect-designed. Within the County’s
defined Davenport urban enclave, the project site contains the only significant existing
building on the seaward side of the highway.

Main Building

When evaluating the character of an individual building as it relates to other buildings in
a community, a number of factors need to be considered, including the building's
proportions, layout, exterior finish and any architectural embellishments. Equally
important are height, bulk, and other considerations of scale.

In this case, the existing building--which until recently housed the Odwalla juice works--
is a long, low-profile wooden structure built as a railroad shipping shed and formerly in
use as an agricultural packing and processing plant. It is visible in public views from the
highway as well as the beach below. The exterior of the building reflects its industrial
purpose. It presents a totally functional, straightforward, unadorned appearance. As
such, it is entirely consistent with—and contributes to—the previously-described
community character.

In terms of scale, the building’s “footprint” (13,127 sq. ft.) combined with its height (24
feet above grade) make it the largest existing building (outside the Lone Star cement
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plant) along Davenport’'s Highway 1 frontage. Therefore, in both architectural style and
in scale, this building plays an important role in defining Davenport’s special character.
In particular, as the biggest building of its kind, it establlshes the appropriate limits of
scale in this small-scale community.

As discussed in the substantial issue findings for this project, the County-approved
project raises is problematic because it would enlarge the existing building and intensify
development on the relatively undeveloped coastal bluffs of Davenport. At the same
time, the proposed development would rehabilitate and modify the existing structure to
accommodate (mostly) new uses--some of which would be visitor-serving uses. In
addition, the rebuilt structure will occupy for the most part the existing building footprint
and will be limited to two stories in height--consistent with the prevailing two-story
equivalence of the Davenport commercial frontage. It also will be sheathed in wood
siding or corrugated metal, and as approved by the County would maintain the overall
exterior architectural character of the former agricultural packing shed. Such adaptive
reuse of older buildings--especially those that contribute to community character and
visitor-serving uses in this way--is generally encouraged and welcomed.

Nonetheless, in order to accommodate the new uses, certain exterior architectural
modifications are proposed. The County-approved plans show that these modifications
include increasing the roof height at the north end of the structure by three to six feet,
resulting in a somewhat bulkier appearance and an increased “skyprint” (i.e., profile
against the sky). Also, the footprint of the existing structure would be increased by 234
sq. ft. Thus the effort to accommodate the new and increased level of uses results in a
somewhat larger building profile, which in turn increases the amount of development
between Highway 1 and the scenic shoreline of the Santa Cruz County coast.
Additionally, the higher profile would result in a slight increase in the amount of
development visible from the beach.

Two fundamental strategies for protecting the coast’s scenic resources, as reflected in
the LCP policies cited above, are to (1) minimize the amount of new development
seaward of Highway 1; and (2) insure that new development is appropriately scaled to
fit into existing small-scale coastal communities. In contrast, the approved project
would intensify development between the highway and the sea, and “raise the
threshold” with respect to what should be the maximum scale for new visitor-oriented
commercial buildings in the small-scale community of Davenport. And, to the extent
that the increased profile of the building would result in [additional] development visible
from a rural beach, the project is inconsistent with the LCP’s Beach Viewshed protection
ordinance (County Code Section 13.20.130d) as well.

Furthermore, there is a technical issue with regard to height limit. The County staff
report says that the zoning which most closely corresponds to the General Plan
designation applies. However, the cited Code section actually requires use of the most
restrictive zoning district. The Code section is not explicit in addressing which most
restrictive district to use in the case of multiple uses with varying most restrictive
districts. It can be read as directing that the most restrictive of the zoning districts for
any of the uses applies. In this case, the predominant uses are permitted in the PR
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district, which has the most restrictive height limit of 28 feet. (The lower portion of the
property where the riparian corridor is and adjacent properties to the south and east are
also designated “PR.”) The building is currently at 24 feet. The County approved a 30
foot height without a variance, based on using the standards of the “C-1" district, which
are not the most restrictive for the uses in question.

With regard to the main building, the primary way to satisfy the visual and community
character policies is to not enlarge its size. It is already large by Davenport standards
and intrudes somewhat into the beach and Highway viewshed. Therefore, any changes
to the main building should be of a rustic appearance with earthen tone colors that
blend with the surrounding landscape or corrugated metal siding replicating an
agricultural building. This can be accomplished by retaining County Conditions IV.A.1
and IV.A.12.a. Additionally, other specific design measures that the County required
are necessary. Night lighting shall be minimized, signing shall be controlled, and
landscaping shall shield the structure and parking area, while being maintained so that it
does not become overgrown and further block shoreline views. Also, new utility
services shall be undergrounded, and rooftop equipment and trash receptacles should
be screened. These measures can be accomplished by retaining County conditions
IV.A10, IV.AB, IV.A12.b, VIB, V.G, IV.A4, IV.A3, and IV.A.5 respectively.

Upper Parking

Beyond the main building, the proposed 66 car parking lot on the upper portion of the
site entails significant impacts on visual and community character resources in
Davenport. The difficulty with the parking lot is that it directly raises the conflict between
the promotion of visitor-serving uses, which tend to be parking intensive, and the
protection of visual resources and community character. Whatever uses are approved
on the site, the project needs to meet County parking standards. Therefore, in order to
accommodate the proposed new types of use, the County's approval provided for
expanded parking facilities. These facilities include approximately 13 spaces on the
already-paved lower level, and a larger (66-space) parking lot on the upper level (see
finding below for more detail on parking requirements).

However, the County-required upper-level parking facility would significantly impact
Davenport's community character. At present, the upper level is an unpaved,
undeveloped fragment of coastal terrace, on part of which the owner allows informal
public parking. The project as approved by the County would result in this vacant area
being converted to a formal, paved, landscaped parking lot paralleling the seaward side
of Highway 1. This is in contrast to the extremely informal rural look of parking that
exists in the rest of the town.

While mitigations (recessing, landscaping, lighting limitations, and stamped concrete)
were required by the County, they are not sufficient to conceal the assembled mass of
motor vehicles and will inevitably alter the informality of the existing parking lot. Such
upscale improvements are driven by the need to accommodate the increased intensity
of use, but will also tend to change the existing community character. This alteration of
community character will result both from substituting a prettified “improved” landscape
for one which is rough, dirty, and therefore “rustic’—and from increasing the collected
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presence of parked motor vehicles in public view. In other words, the County’s parking
standards for the proposed kinds and intensities of uses dictate that the entire usable
Highway 1 frontage of the parcel be converted to a formal parking lot.

The local coastal program also dictates that public view protection is paramount at this
site. Again, there are elements of the project, especially lowering of the upper parking
lot and the proposed and required landscape screening, that attempt to satisfy this
policy directive. However, the project does not adequately conform with the policy .
5.10.6 requirement to retain public ocean views to the maximum extent possible.
Specifically, the proposed parking lot, when occupied by vehicles, will detract from the
overall seaward view enjoyed by southbound travelers and will partially block significant
ocean views as seen from Highway 1 as it passes through Davenport. This southbound
public view includes distant cliff faces to the south, glimpses of whitewater where the
surf crashes against the shoreline, and a broad expanse of bluewater representing the
outer reaches of Monterey Bay.

While the finished grade of the lot will be partially recessed below the existing dirt
surface and entirely below the adjacent profile of the highway, the parked cars will still
be in plain sight. Reflective glare from the sun shining on the vehicles will especially
detract from the visitor experience. In addition, the amassed vehicles in the parking lot,
when full, will directly impede the whitewater component of this vista. Thus, the public
viewshed will be impaired both by the “visual clutter” effect of the parked automobiles,
and by direct blockage of the line of sight to the shoreline, for both travelers on the
highway and pedestrians.

Overall, there are three visual imperatives related to the approved upper parking lot.
One is the necessity to protect the view corridor to the rocky shoreline from where it is
visible from Highway One. The second is the general necessity to protect the blufftop’s
open space character. The third is to maintain Davenport's rustic, small-scale
community character. These objectives can be met by eliminating the formalized,
paved parking lot (Conditions 1.D.2, VI.G). Eliminating the parking lot allows a larger
portion of this upper meadow to retain its open space character. Also, by remaining
free of structural development and screening vegetation, the important view corridor to
the shoreline can be preserved. There are, no doubt, other balances that might be
struck between the provision of new uses, particularly visitor-serving uses, and the
protection of views. These are discussed in more detail in the parking findings below.
Nonetheless, eliminating the upper parking lot will still allow some visitor-serving uses to
be pursued, while protecting visual resources and community character to the maximum
extent feasible.

Other Structures and Driveway Entrance

Since the proposed driveway entrance is to be moved southerly, the existing entrance
area will allow a view of the parking lot and building. This can be mitigated by extending
the existing hedge to the south within the Caltrans right-of-way, provided Caltrans
approves an encroachment permit allowing this. The new driveway entrance may
expose the other existing and proposed free-standing structures on the site. Again, they
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can be screened by low-growing vegetation. Thus, the required landscape plan can be
modified to address these project elements, as conditioned (IV.A.12.b).

Signing .

With regards to signing, the substantial issue findings determined that the standards of
the “PR” district, not the “C-1" district govern. The former standards limit a site to only
one sign up to 12 sq. ft., rather the 50 sq. ft. of the C-1 district, as indicated in condition
IV.A.6. Therefore, a variance is needed to allow additional signs or greater size. A
variance is appropriate for several reasons. Given the hidden nature of the lower
entrance and the fact that it is on the far end of the property when going south on
Highway One, it is appropriate to allow a second sign on the upper lot. Given that the
allowed uses are visitor-oriented commercial, not just public recreational; there are
potentially multiple uses; the site was previously zoned C-1; and the building itself is.
largely hidden, it is appropriate to allow a larger sized sign. The County approved two
signs totaling 50 square feet, or an average of 25 square feet. This size is appropriate
at the main entrance for the reasons just stated; however, the upper area’s sign should
be no more than 12 square feet, the limit established in the PR zoning district, due to its
visual sensitivity and the conditioned parking restriction. The signs need to be designed
and sited so as to minimize intrusion on the view, as conditioned (IV.A.6). Thus, the
variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of zoning objectives and
will not be materially detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare or injurious to
property or improvements in the vicinity. The variance is also appropriate because
there are special circumstances applicable to the property and because it does not
constitute a grant of special privileges for the same reasons as indicated in the County
setback variance findings (see Exhibit 2), which are incorporated by reference in this
approval (with the substitution of the “PR” standards for the “C-1 standards, and the
greater sign area for the setback).

Vegetation and Views

Concerns were also raised at the substantial issue hearing and by citizens regarding
vegetation. At the upper portion of the lot, there is little substantial vegetation. There
are some low-growing shrubs near the existing building, mostly in the Caltrans right-of-
way. Some additional screening vegetation was planned, but would not be necessary if
no formalized parking is to occur in this area. There are cypress hedges on both sides
of the building which the County has required be maintained at no more than 9 feet
high. The appellants desire that these be replaced with a low-growing species so that
maintenance will not be an issue. However, these trees provide valuable screening
while not impinging on views to the ocean from Highway One. Although not native to
this area, they are a typical landscaping species, drought-tolerant and well-suited to the
ocean climate. Replacing them would be disruptive and not necessary to mitigate
project impacts. Similarly, there is a hedge of Myoporum within the Caltrans right-of-
way in front of the building. The County required that it be maintained at a height not
exceeding that of the building. Even if maintenance is lax, no significant views of the
ocean are jeopardized and they would not naturally grow much taller. Again, they are a
good landscape tree for the area being drought- and wind-tolerant. As to views down
Davenport Road to the ocean, they will be opened somewhat, by the necessity to cut
some of the willows to move the driveway opening southward. More distant cypress on
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the site would tend to continue to block ocean views somewhat, but no more so than the
existing willow hedge. There are existing and proposed structures (i.e., boathouse,
shed, and greenhouse) that would be exposed by the new driveway entrance. They
could be screened with low-growing shrubs as can the portion of the parking lot at the
location of the existing driveway entrance.

In sum, as so conditioned in all of the ways mentioned, the proposed project is
consistent with the cited visual resource and special community policies of the 1994
General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz and the Local
Coastal Program development standards contained in the County Code.

2. Types of Land Use

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Policy Provisions:

The governing 7994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa
Cruz land use plan map designates the site as “Neighborhood Commercial” within the
“Rural Services Line.” In addition to the Special Community provisions cited above, the
following provisions are applicable to this issue:

Objective 2.13, Neighborhood Commercial Designation To provide
compact, conveniently-located, and well-designed shopping and service
uses to meet the needs of individual urban neighborhoods, rural
communities and visitors.

2.13.2 Location of Visitor Serving Neighborhood Commercial Uses:
Designate on the General Plan and LCP Land Use Maps Neighborhood
Commercial areas specifically suitable for visitor serving commercial uses,
based on: proximity to public beaches, the yacht harbor, state parks, or
other tourist or recreational attractions.

2.13.3 Allowed Uses in the Neighborhood Commercial Designation:
Allow a variety of retail and service facilities, including neighborhood or
visitor oriented retail sales, recreational equipment sales, personal services,
limited offices, restaurants, community facilities including child care
facilities, schools and studios, rental services, and similar types of retail and
service activities.

2.13.4 Expansion of Neighborhood Commercial Designation. Allow
only uses that are small scale and appropriate to a neighborhood or visitor
service area, and will not have an adverse traffic, noise and aesthetic
impacts on the adjacent residential areas. Allow the expansion of
Neighborhood Commercial land use designations only where: A need and
market exists, and the use will not adversely affect adjacent residential
neighborhoods. \
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2.13.5 Visitor Services within Coastal Special Communities.
Encourage the provisions of visitor serving commercial services within
Coastal Special Communities as follows: (a) Davenport: Highway 1
frontage...

2.16.1 Location of Visitor Accommodation Designations: Designate on
the General Plan LCP Land Use Maps those areas existing as or suitable
for Visitor Accommodations. Require all visitor serving facilities to be
located where adequate access and public services and facilities are
available, to be designed and operated to be compatible with adjacent land
uses, including residential uses, to utilize and complement the scenic and
natural setting of the area, and to provide proper management and
protection of the environment.

2.16.4 Allowed Visitor Accommodations in Urban Residential Areas:
Allow small scale Visitor Accommodations such as inns or bed and
breakfast accommodations in urban residential areas and within the Rural
Services Line where the use would be compatible with neighborhood
character, surrounding densities, and adjacent land uses.

2.22.1 Priority of Uses Within the Coastal Zone: Maintain a hierarchy of
land use priorities within the Coastal Zone: First Priority: Agriculture and
coastal-dependent industry; Second Priority: Recreation; visitor serving
commercial uses; and coastal recreation facilities; Third Priority: Private
residential, general industrial, and general commercial uses.

2,22.2 Maintaining Priority Uses. Prohibit the conversion of any existing
priority use to another use, except for another use of equal or higher
priority.

8.8.3 Tourist Commercial Concessions: Encourage the provision of
tourist commercial services with Coastal Special Communities, as follows:
(a) Davenport: Highway 1 frontage...

b. Applicable Local Coastal Program Implementing Regulations: |

County Code Section13.10.331(e) provides:

Specific “C-1” Neighborhood Commercial District Purposes. To
provide compact and conveniently located shopping an service uses to
meet the limited needs within walking distance of individual urban
neighborhoods or centrally located to serve rural communities.
Neighborhood Commercial uses and facilities are intended to be of a small
scale, with a demonstrated local need or market, appropriate to a
neighborhood service area, and to have minimal adverse traffic, noise, or
aesthetic impacts on the adjacent residential areas.
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Uses allowed include gas stations, banks, meeting halls and conference rooms, barber
and beauty shops, community facilities, offices, fithess centers and spas, retail shops,
schools, and the like (Code Section 13.10.332).

The Code also contains the following rezoning standards:

Consistent Zone Districts. ...Rezoning of property to a zone district
which is shown in the following Zone Implementation Table as
implementing the designation applicable to the property, shall not constitute
an amendment of the Local Coastal Program. (Code Section 13.10.170(d))

Land Use Designation Implementing Zoning District Principal Permitted Uses
C-N Neighborhood Commercial | C-1 Neighborhood Commercial Neighborhood - serving small scale
commercial services
CT Tourist Commercial and retail uses
PA Professional and administrative | Visitor Serving uses and facilities
offices
Professional and Administrative
Offices.
All Land Use Designations PF Public Facilities Various public uses
SU Special Use No principal permitted uses in SU

Zoning Plan Amendment ...The Planning Commission shall recommend
approval of a rezoning only if it determines that:

1. The proposed zone district will allow a density of development and types
of uses which are consistent with ...the adopted General Plan;

2. The proposed district is appropriate to the level of utilities and community
services available to the land; and

3. One or more of the following findings can be made:

i)  the character of development in the area where the land is located
has changed or is changing to such a degree that the public interest
will be better served by a different zone district;

i) the proposed rezoning is necessary to provide for a community
related use which was not anticipated when the zoning plan was
adopted; or,

iii) the present zoning is the result of an error; or,
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iv)  the present zoning is inconsistent with the designation shown on the
General Plan. (Section 13.10.215)

Section 13.10.170 further provides:

e zoning and regulations shall be in harmony with and compatible with the
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan and implement its objectives,
policies, and programs; and

e zoning and regulations shall not be amended out of conformance with the
General Plan.

The following Code sections, in part, govern the SU Special Use district:
Purposes of the Special Use “SU” District ...

(a) General. To provide for and regulate the use of land for which flexibility
of use and regulation are necessary to ensure consistency with the General
Plan, and to encourage the planning of large parcels to achieve integrated
design of major developments, good land use planning, and protection of
open space, resource, and environmental values...

(c) Mixed Uses. To provide for the development of lands which are
designated on the General Plan for mixed uses, and where the specific
portions of the land reserved for each use have not yet been specified or
determined in detail. (Code Section 13.10.381)

Uses in the Special Use “SU” District
(a) Allowed Uses...

1. All uses allowed in the RA and R-1 Zone District shall be allowed in
the Special Use “SU” Zone District. Where consistent with the General
Plan...

2. All uses allowed in Zone Districts other than RA and R-1 shall be
allowed in the Special Use “SU” Zone District where consistent with the
General Plan and when authorized at the highest Approval Level...

(b) Principal Permitted Uses. The allowed uses in the Special Use “SU”
District are not principal permitted uses...for purposes of Coastal Zone
appeals pursuant to Chapter 13.20, Coastal Zone Regulations, of the
County Code. Actions to approve any uses in “SU[“]Zone District in the
Coastal Zone are appealable to the Coastal Commission...(Code Section
13.10.382) '
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c. Governing Coastal Act Policies

Coastal permits, even on appeal, must also be found consistent with Coastal Act
Chapter 3 Public Recreation policies. These relevant policies include:

30221: Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected
for recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future
demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the
area.

30222: The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial
recreational facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal
recreation shall have priority over private residential, general industrial, or
general commercial development, but not over agriculture or coastal-
dependent industry.

30223: Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be

reserved for such uses, where feasible.
d. De Novo Coastal Permit Findings

In order to approve a coastal permit for this site, the proposed project must be
consistent with the above governing local coastal program and Coastal Act policies. It
is clear from a reading of all of these local and state policies that visitor uses should be
emphasized but, as discussed in the previous finding, the incorporation of visitor-serving
uses should not compromise scenic protection. In general the mix of uses as allowed by
the County satisfies these policies. However, as just discussed, the project needs to be
scaled back to reduce adverse scenic and community character impacts. In order to
determine the appropriate mix of uses for a scaled-back project, though, a closer
examination of the relationship between the parking requirements, other parking
alternatives, and various potential uses is needed. This is because the types of uses
allowed, even in the existing building, is fundamentally constrained by the required
parking ratios for various uses. Indeed, the table below indicates the number of parking
spaces that would be required for each type of use, if all of the proposed square footage
approved by the County were allocated to each use alone. As illustrated, the visitor-
serving uses tend to be more parking intensive. More detail on parking policies and
restrictions of the LCP are provided in the next finding as well.
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County Parking Lower Floor Upper Floor Total Parking
Standard (13,000 Sq. Ft.) (9,560 Sq. Ft.) Needed
1 space/1000 sq. ft of 13 10 23
warehouse
1 space/habitable room | 22 (with 600 Sq. 16 38
of a visitor ft. rooms)
accommodation
1 space/600 sq. ft. of 22 16 38

manufacturing with a
minimum of 2 spaces

1 space/200 sq. ft. of 65 48 113
office retail :

1 space/200 sq. ft. of 65 48 113
public buildings and
grounds

1 space/100 sq. ft. of 130 plus 96 plus 216
restaurant plus
.3lemployee

1 space/33 sq. ft. of 390 288 678
meeting room

One alternative balance between uses and resources impacts related to parking
development is the County approval. This mix of uses and parking was predicated on
shared use at different times of the week, and the amount of parking provided (79
spaces) was already below what County standards would require if parking
requirements for each of the separate approved uses were combined. Also, the parking
arrangement approved by the County did not account for continued informal beach
access parking not associated with the facility that might be displaced. The County
~ approval emphasized significant site utilization and addressed visual impacts through
design measures. The project included a restaurant/café, retail shops, conference
meeting rooms, micro-juicery, warehouse, five offices , five visitor accommodation units,
a day spa, one caretaker dwelling unit a 750 square foot detached greenhouse, a
dwelling in the form of a “boat house,” accessways, and benches, served by two parking
lots totaling 79 spaces.

In the previous substantial issue recommendation, Coastal Commission staff had
recommended a reduced upper parking alternative that would have preserved more of
the upper meadow area and further mitigated the visual impact of parked vehicles
(through cutting the upper parking area by about two thirds; shortening and narrowing
and further recessing it). The result would have been a less intensive development,
while still allowing some mix of uses and further emphasizing those of a visitor nature.
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For example, one possible configuration of such an alternative is: (1.) 2,000 sq. ft.
restaurant, four offices, 1,100 sq. ft. of retail, the boat house, and 10 to 15 inn rooms
with a day spa, or (2.) a bed and breakfast or motel of some 25 to 35 rooms (some
“units” may be comprised of more than one room). Nonetheless, this alternative would
not eliminate the visual intrusion or impact to community character of new formalized
parking on the upper portion of the lot.

Another alternative discussed at the May 13, 1999 hearing is the “no upper parking
area” recommendation. This would eliminate the visual concerns associated with a new
developed parking lot and further reduce the intensity of use of the building. As with the
County’s alternative, this approach does not address overall public parking issues in the
area (see finding below for more detail). More important, under this alternative, the
allowable uses would need to be scaled back considerable. This is because there are
no other parking options available to the applicants except the lower site. The
Commission is not aware of any other opportunities for alternative parking or access to
the site and the applicants have indicated that there is none. Any parking on the inland
side of Highway One would be problematic, because it would require patrons to cross
the busy highway with fast moving traffic and limited sight distance at that location.
Furthermore, there does not appear to be any available space in the vicinity. The
parking across the street is used by the Davenport Cash Store, and the applicants have
ascertained that overflow parking from that facility park on their site. Sites further away
would likely require some type of shuttle system, which would appear to be impractical.
Use of the railroad tracks is cost-prohibitive. The County is now the midst of
determining whether to bring rail service back between Watsonville and Santa Cruz at
an estimated cost of $300 million. A project from Santa Cruz to Davenport could,
therefore, be expected to be comparatively costly with miniscule revenue generation,
and is not even being contemplated by local transportation authorities.

A final option to completely deny the proposed project, as requested by several citizens,
would not address the need to provide some guidance for the site. The current
approved use is for a non-priority juice manufacturing facility that has moved away and
for transition to visitor uses. Thus, there is an obligation for decision-makers to provide
future direction through an updated coastal permit.

Overall, in order to approve a project that both meets minimal County parking
standards, and that provides less parking to protect views and community character
consistent with the LCP, the types and amount of approved uses must be de-intensified.
Without the upper parking lot, there will be approximately 13 to 20 parking spaces below
to serve the main building in addition to the outbuildings (consisting of a boat house,
greenhouse, and shed). The exact number of parking spaces will depend on a revised
configuration that the applicant will have to prepare consistent with County standards.
Thus, there will have to be a commensurate scaling back of the intensity of uses. The
least intensive of these uses from a parking perspective are warehousing (1 space/1000
sq. ft.) and manufacturing (1 space/600 sq. ft.). However, these uses are not
necessarily appropriate for the subject oceanfront location, under the local coastal
program or Coastal Act. The County approved them only in conjunction with a (visitor-
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serving) restaurant and juice bar operation. However, such food service operations
require substantial parking (1 space/100 sq. ft.).

The most logical and supportable use of the facility given all of the constraints is for
overnight accommodations. If the applicants do not add a second story, they would
have 12,919 square feet (13,127 existing minus 208 to be removed from Caltrans right-
of-way). They had proposed overnight units averaging approximately 600 square feet.
They had also proposed a 1,105 square foot spa (which does not generate separate
parking demand). With some redesign of the lower parking area to eliminate a
proposed loading dock and some landscape areas, they may be able to fit in 20 parking
spaces, which would allow 20 visitor units averaging 600 square feet. Thus, there could
be a substantial visitor-serving facility that satisfies the LCP’s priority use objectives,
while also not compromising its visual protection imperatives.

Although an overnight establishment is a possible and desirable outcome from the
noted conditions, there is no harm in retaining some use flexibility in case the applicants
can make a different scheme work within the confines of this approval. What must be
assured is that visitor-serving uses take priority. This can be accomplished by requiring
that no more than 50% of the parking spaces be allocated to non-visitor-serving uses
(Conditions |I1.B, IV.A.2, VI.A). Also, if other uses that the County approved might
possibly be part of a mixed use project, then the following considerations are applicable.

Regarding warehousing and/or manufacturing, the County's condition linked their use to
a food service use so that they could at least be considered as supporting a visitor-
serving use. However, since there may not be sufficient parking spaces for a viable
restaurant and/or juice bar on the project site, this condition is modified to apply
anywhere in Davenport; i.e., manufacturing and warehousing could continue to occur on
this site to support another restaurant in Davenport, not necessarily one that has to be
on-site. By retaining the condition (VI.A.2) that the otherwise non-priority warehousing
and manufacturing uses be linked to visitor-serving uses, the priority of use objectives of
the local coastal program and Coastal Act are achieved.

The other proposed non-priority uses are residential and, potentially, office. One
residence is proposed in a separate small structure (a boat) and hence does not affect
overall project mix. It only requires one parking space. The other residence is
proposed in the main building to be a caretaker unit. Thus, it is related to the priority
uses. By retaining the County condition to limit to the site two residential dwelling units
(VLLA.7) overall priority use of the site should not be compromised.

With regard to offices, the County condition (VI.A.3) to limit them to not exceed 50% of
the floor area of the building helps ensure that priority uses are maintained. Further
assurance can be gained by tying allowed offices to only those that support priority
uses, either the other permitted visitor uses or agricultural or maritime uses, which are
also priorities under the Coastal Act.

As so conditioned in all of these ways, the proposed project is consistent with the cited
local coastal program and Coastal Act policies.
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. 3. Parking, Circulation and Public Access

a. Applicable Coastal Act Provisions

For projects, such as the subject one, which are located seaward of the nearest public
road, the Coastal Act's access policies, as summarized below, are germane to an
appeal:

Section 30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of
the California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people
consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public rights,
rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse.

Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of
access to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization,
including, but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches
to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. '

Section 30212. (a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the
shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects

. except where:

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the
protection of fragile coastal resources,

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or,...

Section 30212.5. Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities,
including parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area
so as to mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding
or overuse by the public of any single area.

Section 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be
protected, encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments
providing public recreational opportunities are preferred...

b. Applicable Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Provisions:

The following 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa
Cruz provisions are especially applicable to this contention:

Objective 3.3 Balanced Parking Supply. To require sufficient parking to
meet demand, but limit parking supply and use available parking as
. efficiently as possible to support trip reduction objectives.
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3.6.1 Transit Friendly Design. Locate and design public facilities and
new development to facilitate transit access, both within the development
and outside it.

3.6.2. Recreational Transit Facilities. Require new recreation and visitor-
serving development to support special recreation transit service where
appropriate, including but not limited to, construction of bus turnouts and
shelters, parking spaces for buses and shuttle service, and bus passes for
employees and subsidies for visitor serving transit services.

3.10.1 Pathways: Require pathways for pedestrian and bicycle use
through cul-de-sac and loop streets where such access will encourage
these modes of travel as part of new development.

3.10.4 Pedestrian Traffic. Require dedication and construction of
walkways for through pedestrian traffic and internal pedestrian circulation in
new developments where appropriate.

3.10.5 Access. Ensure safe and convenient pedestrian access to the
transit system, where applicable in new developments.

3.10.7 Parking Lot Design. Provide for pedestrian movement in the
design of parking areas.

7.6.2 Trail Easements. Obtain trail easements by private donation of land,
by public purchase, or by dedication of easements...

7.7.1 Coastal Vistas. Encourage pedestrian enjoyment of ocean areas
and beaches by the development of vista points and overiooks with
benches and railings, and facilities for pedestrian access to the beaches...

7.7.15 Areas Designated for Primary Public Access. The following are
designated as primary public access, subject to policy 7.6.2: North
Coast...Davenport bluff, Davenport Beach...

7.7.10 Protecting Existing Beach Access. Protect existing
pedestrian...access to all beaches to which the public has a right of access,
whether acquired by grant or through use, as established...Protect such
beach access through permit conditions such as easement dedications...

7.7.11 Vertical Access. Determine whether new development may
decrease or otherwise adversely affect the availability of public access
to...beaches and/or increases the recreational demand. If such impact will
occur, the County will obtain as a condition of new development approval,
dedication of vertical access easements adequate to accommodate the
intended use, as well as existing access patterns, if adverse environmental
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County Code Section 13.10.552 requires the following amount of vehicular parking

impacts and use conflicts can be mitigated, under the following conditions:
(a) Outside the Urban Services Line: to pocket beaches if there is not other
dedicated vertical access; ...; to bluffs which are large enough and of a
physical character to accommodate safety improvements and provide room
for public use as a vista point...

c. Applicable Local Coastal Program Implementation Program Provisions

spaces:

1 per 200 sq. feet of office, retall

1 per100 sq. feet of restaurant plus .3 pér employee

1 per habitable room of a visitor accommodation

1 per 1,000 sq. feet of warehouse

1 per 600 sq. feet of manufacturing with a minimum of 2
1 per 33 sq. feet of meeting room

1 space per 200 sq. ft. of public buildings and grounds
2 per one-bedroom residence.

Bicycle parking, loading facilities, and handicapped parking are also required.
. The following Code Section 13.10.553 allows a variance to these standards:

(b) Reductions in Required Parking Parking facilities for two or more
uses that participate in a parking agreement may be shared thereby
reducing the overall parking requirement for the uses if their entrances are
located within three hundred (300) feet of the parking facility, if their hours
of peak parking do not coincide, and /or it can be demonstrated that the
nature or number of uses of the facilities will result in multipurpose trips.

Reductions in the total number of parking spaces may be made according
to the following table:

Number of independent property users  Reduction allowed

2-4 10%
5-7 15%
8 or more 20%

Code Section 15.01.060(b) provides:

Trail and Beach Access Dedication: As a condition of approval for any
permit for a residential, commercial, or industrial project, an owner shall be
required to dedicate an easement for trail or beach access if necessary to
implement the General Plan or the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan.
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The following Secﬁon 15.01.070(b)1 sets the standards:
(i) Shoreline access easement shall be a minimum of five feet wide.

(i) Easements along proposed trail corridors or adopted trail corridors of for
bluff top lateral access shall be a minimum of ten feet wide.

Code Section 13.11.074(a)2 provides:

Standard for Pedestrian Travel Paths: (i) on-site pedestrian pathways
shall be provided from street, sidewalk and parking areas to the central use
area. These areas should be delineated from the parking areas by
walkways, landscaping, changes in paving materials, narrowing of
roadways, or other techniques.

d. De Novo Coastal Permit Findings

In order to approve a coastal permit, the cited access, parking, and traffic provisions
have to be met.

Public Access Trails: The project included two trails from the Highway and one
connecting trail along the railroad tracks, as approved by the County. One of the trails
shown on the plans and specified in Condition 11I.C is located in the lower portion of the
property south of the building. This trail already exists and provides a key link for
accessing Davenport Beach from Highway One. A previous County permit
requirement (County permit 74-124-U, condition #6) for this site required permanent,
unobstructed public access. However, that condition did not actually require a
recorded dedication and that earlier permit will be superceded by this new permit.
Therefore the County required a legal dedication pursuant to the cited access
provisions, specifically mentioning policy 7.7.15 in its findings and concluding, “the
project has been conditioned to require that a permanent pedestrian easement be
placed over this trail to ensure that public access along the trail continues in
perpetuity.” It is appropriate to retain the essence of this condition (lll.A) in order to be
consistent with the cited policies and with nonsubstantive changes to conform to the
Commission’s practices concerning document recording.

The plans show and the County also required an access dedication on the upper,
northern portion of the property from Highway One, down the bluff, and along the
railroad tracks. Since, the Commission’s conditions of approval require no parking
development in this upper part of the property and hence a smaller development, there
is no compelling reason to actually require the public access in this area. However, the
applicants should not be precluded from installing these improvements if they still wish.
As conditioned for them to submit final site and landscape plans, the opportunity to
develop non-intrusive access amenities (trails, benches) is available (Conditions 1.D,
lIl.E, V.D).

With régard to the building setback variance, the current building is significantly non-
conforming under the County Code because it extends beyond the property line. No
major reconstructions are allowed to significantly non-conforming structures without
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specific findings being made under section 13.10.265.. Given that the right-of-way into
which the current building intrudes may be needed in the future for public or vehicular
access purposes, it would be difficult to make such findings. Instead, the County the
granted a variance to allow for a “0” setback, thereby requiring the portion of the
building within the Caltrans right-of-way to be removed, as shown on the applicants’
plans. Actually, the County-approved plans show about a four foot setback from the
property line at the Highway One right-of-way to the base of the structure. The roof of
the building extends closer. This leaves some room for an accessway on the property
by the building, if necessary. Therefore, with a condition (1.D.1) that there be a four
foot setback from the property line, the variance is appropriate for the reasons stated in
the County’'s findings (see Exhibit 2). These are incorporated by reference with the
substitution of the “PR” setback of 30 feet being varied, not the “C-1" district’'s 10 foot
setbacks.

Parking: In order to meet the visual policies, conditions are imposed to reduce the
area available for parking, as described above. This means that the existing informal
parking area will not be converted to a permanent lot. Although counts are not
available, site inspections and aerial photo review (1967, 1978, 1987, 1990) reveal the
continuous pattern of use on this parking area. The appellants indicated, and staff has
observed, that between three and ten cars is common; whether they are all on the
subject site or partially on the adjacent site is unknown. Similarly, the applicants’ traffic
consultants stated that on Tuesday October 1, 1997 and Saturday September 28, 1996
(both clear and sunny days) they “observed no more than 10 parked vehicles in this
parking area at any time although the parking area has the capacity to store more than
10 vehicles.” The Davenport Beach and Bluffs Addendum to the General Plan for the
North Coast Beaches estimates 40 vehicles parked in the area during summer
weekends. The effect of the applicants’ proposal is uncertain. It appears to potentially
offer an opportunity for some continued and improved public parking (e.g., paving,
safer ingress/egress, connection to neighboring site shown for public parking in
General Plan for the North Coast Beaches). However, the Commission found (in
determining Substantial Issue):

As approved by the County, the proposed project theoretically needs every
one of the designated 79 spaces, including spaces on the upper bluff level
historically used by the public. None would be left over for the public who do
not patronize the project. Only some of the uses proposed are visitor-
serving and whether they will cater to the drive-by public is uncertain. There
is nothing in the County approval to prevent site owners from privatizing the
parking; e.g., requiring all who park there to patronize the establishment.
Furthermore, with all possibility of public parking potentially precluded, the
motoring public who wishes to stop will have to park elsewhere, thereby,
generating a cumulative parking and visual issue, as discussed in other
findings.

Elimination of the proposed upper parking lot is appropriate here due to the concerns
with applicants’ proposal detailed above and the overarching need to protect the public
viewshed. There is still available parking on the adjacent Caltrans right-of-way and the
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adjacent lot (the applicants’ land only contains about one-third of the this informal
parking area), and the County is in the process of studying this issue. In approving this
permit for a modified project, the Commission recognizes that there is a need for
continued and improved public parking in the Davenport area. In addition to public
parking provisions being built into specific project reviews, the current Davenport Town
Planning exercise under the official auspices of the Board of Supervisors needs to be
completed. In particular, there should be a focus on reexamining the General Plan for
the North Coast Beaches’ proposals together with other possible parking strategies,
including the use of areas across the railroad tracks where automobiles might be
hidden. A future coastal permit could revisit the issue of parking for this particular site.

With regard to the parking that will still be provided for the project’s patrons, a condition
is necessary to ensure that the site’s uses do not generate a demand (based on County
standards) that exceeds the available parking area (Conditions IV.A.2, IV.A.8). This will
involve a two-step process. First, the applicants will have to redesign the parking area,
based on County standards, and calculate the amount of spaces available. Then, these
will have to be allocated among uses. The essence of County conditions IV.A.8 and
IV.A.9 regarding parking lot requirements can be retained; however, the required bicycle
spaces, loading areas, etc., have to be recalculated based on the final approved uses of
the permit. And, given the reduction in parking area, only one handicapped space is
necessary.

Traffic: The conditioned reduction in project intensity will serve to reduce the amount of
traffic generated on the site. This will mean somewhat less traffic on Highway One than
projected for the project as originally proposed. And, this greater amount did not result
in any policy inconsistency. The Commission, thus, concurs with the County finding that,
“These increases in peak hour volumes will not change the operational level of service
on this segment of Highway One from its current LOS rating of ‘C.”" Furthermore, to
ensure smooth traffic flow and minimize impacts, County conditions lll.D and V.F,
developed in consultation with Caltrans regarding encroachments and a “4-legged”
intersection with Highway One, can be retained.

This conditioned approval eliminates the proposed upper parking lot, meaning that all
parking will occur on the existing lower lot. The County approval had retained use of
the lower parking lot area. However, left turns into this lot from Highway One
northbound are prohibited by Caltrans and the County condition (V.F) reiterated that
prohibition. Since this will now be the only parking lot serving the project site, the
County conditions may have to be adjusted, as provided for in this approval. One
option would be to accommodate left turn movements into the project site. This will
require the applicants to construct a left-turn lane on Highway One, which entails
widening Highway One to the south. This may be problematic, given the steep slopes
and possible riparian vegetation present. Another option would retain the left turn
prohibition, requiring northbound patrons to travel further north and then make a U-turn.
In that case installing directional signage to show how legal access to the site is to be
accomplished would be helpful. Some residents have expressed concerns that patrons
will instead circle through Davenport streets to access the site. If this occurs and adds
excessive traffic to the local streets, it could lead to traffic controls on these streets. In
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conclusion, the Commission recognizes that there are complications to limiting parking
and hence site access to one location. However, this has been the historic parking and
access as the site use has evolved, and is the most screened location from a visual
resource perspective. Therefore, the applicants will have to comply with whatever
requirements are imposed by the County and Caltrans. Since this will entail different
plans than submitted with the application, there is a need for the applicants to submit
final off-site improvement plans for review, as conditioned (1.D.4).

As so conditioned in all of these ways, the proposed project is consistent with the cited
local coastal program and Coastal Act policies regarding access, parking, and traffic.

4. Public Services: Sewer and Water

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Provisions:

The following 7994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa
Cruz provisions are applicable to these contentions:

2.1.4 Siting of New Development. Locate new residential, commercial, or
industrial development, within, next to, or in close proximity to existing
developed areas with adequate public services and where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on
environmental and natural resources, including coastal resources.

2.2.2 Public Infrastructure (Facility and Service) Standards for General
Plan and Local Coastal Program Amendments and Rezonings: For
all...rezonings that would result in an intensification of...land use, consider
the adequacy of the following services, in addition to those services required
by policy 2.2.1 [water, sewer, etc.] when making findings for approval. Allow
intensification of land use only in those areas where all service levels are
adequate, or where adequate services will be provided concurrent with
development...

5.6.1 Minimum Stream Flows for Anadromous Fish Runs. Pending a
determination based on a biologic assessment, preserve perennial stream
flows at 95% of normal levels during summer months, and at 70% of the
normal winter baseflow levels. Oppose new water rights applications and
time extensions, change petitions, or transfer of existing water rights which
would individually diminish or cumulatively contribute to the diminishment of
the instream flows necessary to maintain anadromous fish runs and riparian
vegetation below the 95%/70% standard.

5.6.2 Designation of Critical Water Supply Streams Designate the
following streams, currently utilized at full capacity, as Critical Water Supply
Streams: Laguna, Majors, Liddell, San Vicente, Mill, and Reggiardo
Creeks;... Oppose or prohibit as legal authority allows, new or expanded
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water diversion from Critical Water Supply Streams. Prohibit new riparian or
off stream development or increases in the intensity of use, which require an
increase in water diversions from Critical Water Supply Streams. Seek to
restore in-stream flows where full allocation may harm the full range of
beneficial uses.

Program G [under Chapter 5.6] Develop more detailed information on
streamflow. characteristics, water use, sediment transport, plant and soil
moisture requirements, and habitat needs of Critical Water Supply Streams
and streams located in the coastal zone. Use this information to formulate a
more detailed strategy for maintenance and enhancement of streamflows on
Critical Water Supply Streams and to better understand the role of
streamflows in watershed ecosystems and provide a basis for cooperative
management of watershed ecosystems/

Objective 7.18b Water Supply Limitations. To ensure that the level of
development permitted is supportable within the limits of the County’s
available water supplies and within the constraints of community-wide goals
for environmental quality.

7.18.1 Linking Growth to Water Supplies. Coordinate with all water
purveyors and water management agencies to ensure that land use and
growth- management decisions are linked directly to the availability of
adequate, sustainable public and private water supplies.

7.18.2 Written Commitments Confirming Water Service Required for
Permits. Concurrent with project application require a written commitment
from the water purveyor that verifies the capability of the system to serve the
proposed development. Project shall not be approved in areas that do not
have a proven, adequate water supply. A written commitment is a letter from
the purveyor guaranteeing that the required level of service for the project will
be available prior to the issuance of building permits. The County decision
making body shall not approve any development project unless it determines
that such project has adequate water supply available.

7.18.3 Impacts of New Development on Water Purveyors. Review all new
development proposals to assess impacts on municipal water systems,
County water districts, or small water systems. Require that either adequate
service is available or that the proposed development provide for mitigation of
its impacts as a condition of project approval.

7.19.1 Sewer Service to New Development: Concurrent with project
application, require a written commitment from the service district. A written
commitment is a letter, with appropriate conditions, from the service district
guaranteeing that the required level of service for the project will be available
prior to issuance of building permits... The County decision making body




A-3-SC0-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpoh! Mixed Use Project Page 53

shall not approve any development project unless it determines that such
project has adequate sewage treatment plant capacity.

7.20.1 Community Sewage Disposal Systems, ... Within the Rural Services
Line. ...Community sewage disposal systems should be sized to serve only
the buildout densities for lands within the RSL.

b. De Novo Coastal Permit Findings

In order to approve a coastal permit for the project, the cited local coastal program policies
have to be satisfied. As conditioned to limit the intensity of use (by the parking limitations
discussed above), the amount of water used and wastewater generated will likely be less
than projected in the county permit file. For example, if the use of the building was a bed
and breakfast or motel of 20 rooms (some “units” may be comprised of more than one
room) and a day spa, then projected water use would be approximately 4,510 gpd instead
of the projected 5,293 gpd. Wastewater generation would be correspondingly reduced. (It
would be about 500 gpd less, which is the amount of water use projected for irrigation.)

When the juice plant was in operation in the late 1980's and early 1990’s, average daily
water use was in the range of 10,000 gallons per day, since then, as noted, it has been
2,300 gpd. Therefore, the project will result in more water use than recently, but much less
than in the previous period. According to the County permit file, the owners actually have
paid for a water connection for 4,216 gpd. They may be able to stay within this amount of
use under the noted permit conditions. If not, then to comply with 1994 General Plan and
Local Coastal Program policy 7.18.2, they will need an updated written commitment from
the Davenport Water and Sanitation District guaranteeing that the required level of service
for the project will be available prior to the issuance of building permits, as conditioned.

With regard to wastewater the County permit file indicates that the property owners paid a
sewer service connection fee for 1,405 gpd (prior to that time the parcel utilized an on-site
septic system). The Sanitation District estimated that the proposed project would generate
4,792 gpd and thus required a connection fee (equaling $43,038) based on the difference,
after a 50 gpd credit for one residential unit. Just as for water, the applicants will need an
updated service commitment letter for any amount of wastewater to be generated above
the 1,405 gpd in order to satisfy policy 7.19.1, as conditioned. The Sanitation District has
secured the necessary funding for the sewer replacement project and is now advertising for
bids to construct the project.

The County conditioned the project to be completed in three phases. Such phasing seems
unnecessary, especially with the required revisions to the project. But, if the revised water
calculations exceed the 4,216 gpd figure or the revised wastewater calculations exceed the
1,405 gpd figure, then phasing the project and hence the building permits, would be a way
of allowing some construction to occur before all the system improvements are completed.
Since the day spa consumes much water, it could be deferred or eliminated, if necessary.
The essence of County conditions IV.A.13, IV.B, and IV.C regarding paying for the water
and wastewater system improvements can be retained; the required payments would have
to be recalculated based on this conditional approval. Furthermore, County condition VI.B
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can be retained to require water conservation practices for landscape irrigation. As so
conditioned in all of these manners, the project is consistent with the relevant local coastal
program policies.

5. Nonpoint Source Pollution

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Provisions

The following 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz
provisions are applicable to this topic:

5.4.14 Water Pollution from Urban Runoff. Review proposed development
projects for their potential to contribute to water pollution via increased storm
water runoff. Utilize erosion control measures, on-site detention and other
appropriate storm water best management practices to reduce pollution from
urban runoff.

5.7.4 Control Surface Runoff. New development shall minimize the
discharge of pollutants into surface water drainage by providing the following
improvements or similar methods which provide equal or greater runoff
control: (a) include curbs and gutters on arterials, collectors and locals
consistent with urban street designs; and (b) oil, grease and silt traps for
parking lots...or commercial ...development.

5.7.5 Protecting Riparian Corridors and Coastal Lagoons. Require
drainage facilities, including curbs and gutters in urban areas, as needed to
protect water quality for all new development within 1000 feet of riparian
corridors or coastal lagoons.

7.23.1 New Development. ...Require runoff levels to be maintained at
predevelopment rates for a minimum design storm as determined by Public
Works Design Criteria to reduce downstream flood hazards and analyze
potential flood overflow problems. Require on-site retention and percolation
of increased runoff from new development in Water Supply Watersheds and
Primary Groundwater Recharge Areas, and other areas as feasible.

7.23.2 Minimizing Impervious Surfaces. Require new development to limit
coverage of lots by parking areas and other impervious surfaces, in order to
minimize the amount of post-development surface runoff.

7.23.5 Control Surface Runoff: Require new development to minimize the
discharge of pollutants into surface water drainage by providing the following
improvements or similar methods which provide equal or greater runoff
control:...(b) construct oil, grease and silt traps from parking lots...or
commercial ...development. Condition development project approvals to
provide ongoing maintenance of oil, grease and silt traps.
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b. De Novo Coastal Permit Findings

In order to approve a coastal permit for the project, all of the cited local coastal program
policies have to be satisfied. This can be accomplished by retaining the County conditions
.G, V.B, and VI.C regarding drainage and erosion control. Also, as conditioned to
eliminate the upper parking lot, policy 7.32.2’s call for minimizing impervious surfaces is
met. Therefore, as conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with the relevant local
coastal program policies.

6. Archaeological Resources

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Provisions:

The following 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz
provisions are applicable to this topic:

5.19 Archaeological Resources Objective: To protect and preserve
archaeological resources for their scientific, educational and cultural values,
and for their value as a local heritage.

5.19.2 Site Surveys: Require an archaeological site survey as part of the
environmental review process for all projects with very high site potential as
determined by the inventory of archaeological sites, within the Archaeological
Sensitive Areas, as designed on General Plan and LCP Resources and
Constraints Maps filed in the Planning Department.

5.19.4 Archaeological Evaluations: Require the applicant for development
proposals on any archaeological site to provide an evaluation, by a certified
archaeologist, of the significance of the resource and what protective
measures necessary to achieve General Plan and LCP Land Use Plan
objectives and policies.

Regarding Implementation, County Code Chapter 16.40 has detailed provisions to protect
"Native American Cultural Sites.”

b. De Novo Coastal Permit Conditions

In order to approve a coastal permit for the project, the cited local coastal program policies
have to be satisfied. This can be accomplished by retaining County condition V.| regarding
ceasing work if archaeological resources are found. As so conditioned, the project is
consistent with the relevant local coastal program policies.
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7. Cumulative & Growth-Inducing Impacts

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Policies

The following 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz
provisions are applicable to this topic:

2.1.3 Maintaining a Rural Services Line. Maintain a Rural Services Line to
serve as a distinct boundary between rural areas and existing enclaves with
urban densities. Prohibit the expansion of the Rural Services Line.

2.1.4 Siting of New Development. Locate new residential, commercial or
industrial development, within, next to, or in close proximity to existing
developed areas with adequate public services and where it will not have
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on
environmental and natural resources, including coastal resources.

2.3.5 Areas Within the Rural Service Line: Utilize a Rural Services Line
(RSL) to recognize and delineate Davenport, Boulder Creek, ...as areas
which exist outside the Urban Services Line but have services and densities
of an urban nature. Allow infill development consistent with designated urban
densities only where served by a community sewage disposal system...

2.23.2 Designation of Priority Sites: Reserve the sites listed in Figure 2-5
for coastal priority uses as indicated. Apply use designations, densities,
development standards, access and circulation standards as indicated.

2.23.3 Master Plan Requirements for Priority Sites. Require a master plan
for all priority sites. Where priority use sites include more than one parcel, the
master plan for any portion shall address the issues of site utilization,
circulation, infrastructure improvements, and landscaping, design and use
compatibility for the remainder of the designated priority use site. The Master
Plan shall be reviewed as part of the development permit approval for the
priority site.

Figure 2-5 Coastal Priority Sites — North Coast:

e Identifies the Davenport Bluffs, Parcels 058-072-01,02,03, as a priority use site.

e The Designated Priority Use is existing Parks, Recreation and Open Space with
development of coastal access overlook, parking and supporting facilities.

e Special Development Standards require depression and landscaping of parking
areas to limit visibility from Highway 1 and to maintain unobstructed coastal views and
the use of low growing vegetation that will not obstruct views. Eliminate all roadside
parking along the property frontage and provide interior pedestrian circulation to
separate pedestrians from Highway 1.

¢ Circulation and Public Access Requirements Coordinate improvements with the
parking on parcel 058-121-04. Provide safety improvements for pedestrians crossing
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Highway 1 and the railroad right-of-way, improved trails to the beach and bluffs
. including safety barriers on the bluffs and near the railroad tracks.

The North Coast Beaches Unified Plan, which is contained in the County General Plan
also discusses this property adjacent to the subject site. The Enhancement Plan for
Davenport Bluffs shows a 23 -26 space unpaved parking lot directly adjacent to the
subject project’s proposed parking lot. Also shown is a loop trail (along the edge of the
bluff and along the railroad tracks) on the property seaward of the subject site.

Regarding Implementation, County Code Section 13.11.072(a)2(i) provides:

Coordinated Development: Coordinated site design (including shared parking
and circulation systems...) shall be encouraged on adjacent parcels with similar
uses. In such cases, mutual access easements granted to each property owner
are necessary. Site plans which allow for future shared use between adjacent
parcels are encouraged,,,

b. De Novo Coastal Permit Conditions

In order to approve a coastal permit for the project, the cited local coastal program
policies have to be satisfied. With regard to minimized impacts on adjacent recreational
lands, construction-related impacts need to be addressed. County condition V.C
regarding dust control can be retained. Also, to ensure that excess material is not
dumped on recreationally-used lands, the essence of County condition V.A regarding

. proper disposal of fill materials can be retained. This condition additionally needs to
specify that disposal sites are properly permitted.

With regard to opening the adjacent site to increased use via the parking lot connection,
visually-related conditions to eliminate the proposed parking lot will result in this
connection not being approved at this time. As discussed above, the question of more
parking in the vicinity should be left to a future planning process which can address
cumulative impacts. The visually-related conditions also serve to demonstrate that any
visible rural development west of Highway One must be carefully designed to meet all
local coastal program policies. As so conditioned, the project is consistent with the
relevant local coastal program policies and will not set an adverse precedent for any
similar future proposals.

8: Geotechnical

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Policies

Chapters 16.10 “Geologic Hazards" and 16.20 “Grading” of the County Code enumerate the
relevant geotechnical requirements to be followed.
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b. De Novo Coastal Permit Conditions

In order to approve a coastal permit for the project, local policies addressing structural
stability and erosion control have to be satisfied. These can be met by retaining County
conditions II.C, Ill.F, IV.A.11, V.D, and V.J.3 regarding geotechnical review.

9. Biological

a. Applicable Local Coastal Program Policies

Several 1994 General Plan and Local Coastal Program for the County of Santa Cruz policies
primarily in Chapter 5.2 (“Riparian Corridors and Wetlands”) and corresponding ordinance
provisions primarily in Code Chapter 16.30 (“Riparian Corridor and Wetland Protection) apply.
In particular, Section 16.32.090 of the County Code states in part:

(b) The following conditions shall be applied to all development within any
sensitive habitat area....

2.. Dedication of an open space or conservation easement or
equivalent measure shall be required as necessary to protect the
portion of a sensitive habitat which is undisturbed by the proposed
development activity or to protect a sensitive habitat on an adjacent
property....

b. De Novo Coastal Permit Conditions

In order to approve a coastal permit for the project, policies addressing biological
resources have to be satisfied. This means that the riparian corridor on the property,
relating to San Vicente Creek, has to be protected. Most of this area is designated on
the land use plan and is zoned “Parks, Recreation and Open Space.” No development
is shown to occur in this area, which is the southeastern portion of the parcel. However,
if a left-turn lane on Highway One needs to be constructed, this area may be impacted.
Therefore, it is necessary to require final off-site improvement plans to be submitted. In
order to satisfy Code Section 16.32.090(b)2, a condition (lll.C) is necessary to provide
protection of the riparian corridor. The corridor has only been generally mapped. Since
no development is planned to occur in this area, protecting the entire portion of the
property shown on Exhibit 4 is sufficient. As an alternative, site-specific resource and
buffer mapping could occur to determine a more precise area to protect. As so
conditioned, the project is consistent with the relevant local coastal program policies.
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C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

The County issued a Negative Declaration with 11 mitigation measures under CEQA for
this project on February 24, 1998. A mitigation monitoring program was part of the final
project approval (See Exhibit 2). By and large County conditions providing
environmental mitigation measures have been retained in this approval. However, this
report has identified and discussed certain additional potential adverse impacts not fully
addressed by the local government. Additional or modified conditions have been
attached to this permit to address these. Without these conditions, the project would
not be the least environmentally damaging feasible project that could occur on the site.
There are no additional feasible mitigation measures that would lessen any significant
adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Therefore, the project is found consistent with CEQA.
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Permit 85-0685
A.P.N.58-121-04

ReFsaEncs # 23 SCO” W
A pewion (0] 30 !}IZ/.%_’!M %
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL — =

Commercial Development Permit No. 95-0685

Applicant and Property Owner: Greg Steltenpohi and F red Bailey
~ Assessor's Parcel No. 58-121-04 |
Property location and address: Southwest side of Highway 1 opposite the
'highway’s intersections Mth Davenport Avenue and Center street (3500
Coast Highway 1, Davenport) in the North Coast Pignning Area

EXHIBITS

Exhibit A - Architectural Plans prepared by Franks Brenkwitz and Associates dated
March 4, 1988 consisting of g shests:

Sheet A-1 - Title Sheet

Sheet A-2 - Site Plan ;

Sheet A-3 - Landscape of Entire Site

Sheet A-3.1 - Landscape Plan of New Parking Lot
Sheet A-4 - Existing Floor Plan of Building

Sheet A-5 - Lower Floor Plan

Sheet A-6 - Upper Floor Plan

Sheet A-7 - Exterior Elevations

Sheet A-8 - Exterior Elevations -

Exhibit B - Preliminary Grading and Drainage Plans prepared by Bowman and .
Williams dated March 4, 1998 consisting of 3 sheets:

Sheet C-1 - Plan View of Northwestern Portion of Site
Sheet C-2 - Plan View of Central Portion of Site
Sheet C-3 - Cross-sections

CEIVED
0CT 29 1998

GALIFORNIA
0ASTAL COMM!Ssion
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- CONDITIONS

. The development approved by this permit and the special reporting requirements
are specified below.

A. This permit authorizes the construction of a commercial mixe_d use
building with two residential dwelling units to be constructed in three
phases and associated parking areas according to Exhibit A; and the '
grading necessary to construct the new parking area in accordance with
Exhibit B. The permit includes a Variance to reduce the front yard
setback to O feet for a 53 lineal foot portion of the building. The
construction phases are as follows:

Phase 1 - Reconstruction of the northwest half of the existing building to
include restaurant/cafe, retail shops and conference meeting rooms on
the upper floor and micro-juicery and warehouse and 3 offices on the
lower floor and the new 66 vehicle space parking lot.

Phase 2 - Reconstruction of the southeast half of the existing building to
include 1 office and 3 visitor accommodation units on the upper floor and -
1 office, a day spa, 2 visitor accommodation units and 1 dwelling (for
caretaker) on the lower floor and renovation of the existing parking lot to
provide for 13 vehicle spaces

Phase 3 - Construction of a detached greenhouse of 750 square foot

greenhouse and “boat house” dwelling as shown on sheet A-3 of Exhibit
A : '

Phases 1 and 2 may be implemented either separately or simultaneously.
However, separate implementation will require total completion of phase 1
before commencing phase 2. In any case, phase 3 shall not occur until
phases 1 and 2 are completed.

B. This permit supérsedes all previous discretionary permits approved for
"~ this parcel.

C. This permit shall be reviewed by the Planning Commission at the end of
each development phase to determine if all permit conditions have been
adequately implemented. In the case of simultaneous implementation of
phases 1 and 2, the Planning Commission shall review the project initially,
upon completion of the 86 vehicle parking lot and sequentially after the
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completion of all phase 1 and 2 requirements. The Planning Commission
shall schedule the public hearing review of this permit if, during the
Commission's review of a status report prepared by Planning staff, itis
determined that a public hearing will facilitate compliance with the
requirements of this permit.

Prior to exercising any rights granted by this permit, including without i mltatson
any construction or site disturbance, the applicant/ owner shall:

A

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

"~ thereof.

Obtain a Building Permit for Phase 1 of the project from the Santa Cruz
County Building Official. Construction drawings for phase 1 shall conform
tc Exhibit A. Building Permits for phases 2 and 3 of the project shall be
required. Construction drawings for these two phases shall also conform
to Exhibit A. Building Permits for these construction phases shall be
issued after the Building Permit for phase 1 has been finaled if phases 1
and 2-are constructed separately.

Obtain a Grading Permit from the County of Santa Cruz Planning

Department. Final Grading Plans shall conform to Exhibit B. (Refer to
Condi’ucn HLF).

Pay a Negative Declaration filing fee of $25.00 to the Clerk of the Board
of the County of Santa Cruz as required by the California Department of
Fish and Game mitigation fees program.

~ Prior to issuance of a Building Permit for phase 1 of the project the

app licant/owner shall;

A

Dedicate a permanent public easement for pedestr an beach access over

~ the existing trail located southeast of the existing building. The easement

document shall be reviewed and approved by County Planning staff and
County Counsel prior to recordation of the document.

Dedicate a permanent public easement over the existing trail paralleling
the coastal side of the rail road tracks and a route that joins this trail to -
Highway 1 that includes the new stairway described in conditions 11l.E and
V.D for pedestrian beach access. This easement will include 4 foot wide
strip of land across the parking lot from the stairway to the Highway 1
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right-of-way. The easement document shall be feviewed and gpproved
by County Planning staff and County Counsel prior to recordation.

Dedicate a permanent right-of-way over the driveway entrance to the 66
vehicle parking lot and a connecting route of a least 20 feet in width tp -
adjoin with A.P.N. 58-121-03 for the purpose of providirig shared vehicle
access with A P.N. 58-121-03 if that parce! is developed in the future.
The right-of-way document shall be reviewed and approved by County
Planning staff and County Counse! prior to document recordation.

Obtain an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans for the instaliaﬁign and
maintenance of landscaping as shown on sheet A-3.1 of Exhibit A

Obtain a Building Permit for the construction of a public pede§trian ,
stairway to traverse the slope at the northwest comer of the site as §hown
on sheet A-3.1 of Exhibit A. The construction drawings shall be reviewed

’and approved by a geotechnical engineer.

Pase ¥ of Exhihit %

Obtain a Grading Permit. This requires submittal of a grading permit .
application to the building counter of the Planning Department, incluc_img
two copies of complete grading, drainage, and erosion control plans in
conformance with minimum County standards. The plans shall conform to

Exhibit B of this permit. The permit fee in effect at the time of submittal ™ -
shall be paid.

To prevent any soil of bluff instability problems on the project site, all
project development shall follow the recommendations of the geotechnical
report prepared for this project by Reynolds and Assacidtes dated May 5,
1997 and its addendum report, including the requirement that all grading
and paving associated with the new parking lot be set back & minimum of
25 feet from the edge of the bluff that borders the southwestern edge of
the parcel. All requirements of the approved Grading Permit are, by
reference, hereby incorporated into the conditions of this permit.

No land clearing, grading or excavating shall take place between October
15 and April 15 unless a separate winter erosion-controt plan is approved
by the Planning Director.

Submit final engineered drainage plans to County Planning for review and
approval as part of the Grading Permit application submittal. Final
grading plans shall conform to Exhibit B of this permit. To prevent
discharges from carrying silt, grease and other parking lot contaminants,
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the final drainage plan shall incorporate a silt aryc} grease trap at the most
downstream inlet of the parking lot drainage facilities. :

V. Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit for any of the 3 construction phases,
the owner/applicant shall:

A Submit construction drawings that are in substantiai conformance with
Exhibit A and whigh include the following:

1.

Exterior elevations identifying finish materials ar‘td colors in
conformance with condition IV.A.12 of this permit.

Floor plans identifying each room and its dimensions.

Provide complete screening from public view all rooftop mechanical
and electrical equipment.

A site plan showing the location of all site improvements, including
but not limited to, points of ingress and egress, parking areas,
loading areas, turnarounds, trash and recycling enclosures, utility
connections, easements and pedestrian trail routes. '

All new electrical power, telephone and cable television service
connections shall be installed underground. Pad mounted
transformers shall not be located in the front setback or in any area
visible from public view unless they are completely screened by
walls and/or landscaping or installed in underground vaults. Utility
meters such as gas meters and electrical panels shall not be

sible from public streets or buridmg entries.

A final sign plan showing dimensions, location, material and colors.
No sign illumination is allowed. Plastic shall not be used a sign
material. Commercial signage shall be limited to one freestanding

sign at each project entrance. Both signs shall be designed to
consistent with the architectural character of the main building and
as an integral part of the landscape area. Both signs must be set
back & feet from the edge of the Highway 1 right-of-way and shall
not obstruct sight distance of motorists or pedestrians. The
maximum height of each sign is 7 feet above grade. The total
aggregate sign area of both signs is 50 square feet.

Parking, loading and circulation areas shall be surfaced with z
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10.

Page 7 of Exhibit 2.

11.

minimum of 2 inches of concrete finished as colorized stampgd
concrete as specified in Exhibit C of this permit. The pedes‘gr;an
route from the edge of Highway 1 to the stairway described in
condition 1l1.F shall be defined with another type of paving material
such as interlocking concrete paver block.

The two parking areas shall include 79 parking spaces (of which
40% may be designed to compact car standards). ' Four of Fhe
spaces must be designed as handicapped accessible parking

| spaces. These spaces shall be located as shown on Exhibit A

. Twenty-three bicycle parking spaces shall also be provided as

shown on Exhibit A. All spaces and lcading berth shall be
delineated by a variation in the color and pattern of the stamped
concrete surfacing and defined by wheel stops. The size of each
standard parking space shall be not less than 18° X 5—112‘.
Compact spaces shall be at least 168' X 7-1/2'. Handicapped
accessible spaces shall be 18' X 14'. Each bicycle space shall be
6' X 2' in size and equipped with a parking rack to support the
bicycle and be of sufficient material and strength to prevent
vandalism and theft.

At least 2 loading spaces ( sized 45' X 14') shall be provided and

’designed in accordance with sections 13.10.570-.571 of the

County Code.

The lighting of all parking and circulation areas shall be limited to

- pedestrian oriented lighting not to exceed 3 feet in height. This

lighting shall be minimized to the amount necessary for safgty
purposes. One such fight standard on each side of each driveway
entrance to the project shall be permitted. Other lighting shall be
located where necessary to allow safe pedestrian use of the
parking area at night. All lighting shall be designed so it does not
produce any glares off-site.

Follow all recommendations of the geotechnical report prepared by
Reynolds and Associates for this project dated May 5, 1897 and its
addendum, regarding the construction and other improvements on
the site, including the requirement that all grading and paving
associated with the parking lot be setback a minimum of 25 feet
from the edge of the biuff that borders the southwestern edge of
the parcel. All pertinent geotechnical report recommendations
shall be included in the construction drawings submitted to the
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12.

13.

County for a Building Permit. All recommendations contained in
the County acceptance letter(s) dated November 3, 1997, shall be
incorperated into the final design. A plan review letter from the
geotechnical engineer shall be submitted with the plans stating that
the plans have been reviewed and found to be in compliance with
the recommendations of the geotechnical engineer.

To minimize the visual impact of the main project building to
insignificanit levels and allow ocean vistas to be retained at the
northwest portion of the parcel, these features shall be
incorporated into the project:

a The exterior colors at the main project building shall be

‘earthen tone colors that blend with the surrounding
landscape or corrugated metal siding replicating an
agricultural building, both of which have been approved by
County Planning;

b. The landscape plan prepared for this project prepared by
Franks Brenkwitz and Associates dated March 4, 1998
(sheet A-3.1 of Exhibit A) shall be implemented prior to final
inspection and clearance of the Building Permit for phase 1
of the project; : ,

c. Any fencing in the vicinity of the parking lot shall bé limited
to the rustic split rail fencing shown on the landscape plan
that restricts access to the edge of the biuff southwest of the
parking lot.

Final plans shall note that Davenport Water and Sanitation District
will provide water service and sewer service and shall meet all
requirements of the District including payment of any connection
and inspection fees as specified in the two following conditions
below. Final engineered plans for water and sewer connection
shall be reviewed and accepted by the District.

To prevent over utilization of the Davenport Water and Sanitation
District's domestic water supply, the owner/applicant shall provide the
necessary improvements to the District water treatment plant as
determined by the District for an additional 3,000 gallons/day of domestic
water use. The installation of improvements may be spread over a time
period specified by the District as long as, at least one-half of the
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necessary improvements are installed prior to the final inspection and
clearance of the Building Permit for phase 1 of the projec_t and a}i
remaining improvements are completed prior to the final inspection and
clearance for phase 2.

C. To prevent over capacity problems from being exacert{atgd frorp p.roj}ect»
sewage discharges into the Davenport Water and Samta}:on District's
sewer system, the owner/applicant shall pay the appropriate sewer
connection charges, as calculated by the District, to pay for the
necessary sewer system upgrades. At least 50% of the total fee charges
shall be paid prior to the issuance of a Building Permit for phase 1 of the
project. An additional payment of at least 43% of the total charges shali
be paid prior to issuance of the Building Permit for phase 2 gorzs’cruct{on.
The remaining 7% of the total charges shall be paid prior to issuance of
the Building Permit the phase 3 construction. A Certifica‘te of Occupar?cy
shall not be issued by County Planning for any construction phase until
the planned sewage system improvements have been completed by the
Davenport Water and Sanitation District.

D. Meet all requirements and pay the appropriate piar} check fee. of the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

E. Pay the Santa Cruz County Park Dedication fee in effect atthe time of

Building Permit issuance for phase 3. On March 25, 1988, this fee wogld
- total $ 538.00 for a 1 bedroom single-family dwelling.

F. Pay the Sénta Cruz County Child Care fee in effect at the time of Building
Permit issuance. On March 25, 1998 the fee is calculated as follows:

1. $0.12/square foct of warehouse floor areg;

2. $0.23/square foot of floor area for all other approved commercial
~and visitor-serving uses; and

3. $109.00/bedroom for single-family dwellings (phase 3).
G. Meet all requirements of the Department of Public Works and pay glf fees
' for Zone 4 Santa Cruz County Flood Control and Water Conservation

District including plan check and permit processing fees.

H. Submit a written statement signed by an authorized representative of the
Pacific School District and the Santa Cruz High’ School District in which
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the project is located confirming payment in full of all applioab.le ;iex{eIoper
fees and other requirements lawfully imposed by the school district in
which the project is located.

All construction shall conform to the approved plans issued for a Grading Permit
and separate Building Permits. The following requirements shall be met during
all grading and construction activities:

A

A Tohilie &

To prevent this project from contributing to accelerated filling of either the
City or County of Santa Cruz landfills, the owner/applicant shall have the
all excess fill material from grading activities that is removed from the site
transported to Big Creek Lumber Company on Highway 1 for use as 6
inch cover on the surface of their staging yard or transported to another
County approved fill site.

To control all surface drainage and prevent erosion impacts, the
owner/applicant shall implement an engineered drainage plan that
conforms to the preliminary engineered drainage plan prepared for the
project by Bowman and Williams dated March 4, 1988 (Exhibit B). The
final approved plan shall be implemented as part of the Grading Permit for
this prqect A silt and grease trap shell be installed as discussed in
condition 111.G above at the same time other drainage improvements are
installed. All improvements specified in the approved plan shall be
installed prior to final inspection and clearance of the Building Permit for
phase 1 of the project.

To minimize dust impacts to surrounding properties during excavation for
the new parking lot, the owner/applicant shall have a water truck on the

site during all major grading activities and shall have all exposed earthen
surfaces water sprayed at frequencies that prevent significant amount of
dust from Xeavmg the project site.

To prevent increased erosion of the steep biuff face that borders the
southwestern edge of the parce! from increased pedestrian traffic, the
owner/applicant shall construct a pedestrian stairway te traverse this bluff
face and repair the three areas of pedestrian induced erosion on the bluff
face prior to final inspection and clearance of the Building Permit for
phase 1 of this project. The stairway shall be located to provide access
from the southwest corner of the new parking lot. The stairway shall be
constructed according to the approved Building Permit plans for this
improvement (Refer to condition H1.E)
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Page /¢ of Exhibit 2

To minimize noise impacts to insignificarit levels to users 'of the prqect
building, all building construction shall meet noise insulation re_»quzrements
for residential and commercial buildings as specified in the Uniform
Building Code.

To prevent opefationa! conflicts from occurring f;_'om'project generate;j :
traffic, the owner/applicant shall make the fc;nowmg improvements ‘prlor to
completion of phase 2 of the project:

a. Realign the south project entrance driveway to be !qcated dfrectiy
opposite Davenport Avenue to create a “4-!egged" intersection with
Highway 1 according to Caltrans specifications; and

b. Provide striping and signage on Highway 1 as approved by
Caltrans which advises northbound motorists that northbound left
turns into the south driveway entrance to the project are
disallowed. A .

. All new electrical powef; telephone, and cable teievi‘sion service

connections shall be installed underground.

All im'provements shall comply with applicable provisions of th_e _
Amerlcans With Disabilities Act and/or Title 24 of the State Building
Regulations.

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 Sh‘eriﬁ-Comner_ if the
discovery contains human remains, or the Planning Director if i}he ‘
discovery contains no human remains. The procedures established in
Sections 16.40.040 and 16.42.100, shall be observed.

All constfucticn shall be performed in accordance with the approved |
plans. Prior to final building inspection and building occupancy for each

construction phase, the owner/applicant shall meet the following
conditions:

1. All site improvements shown on the final approved Building Permit
plans shall be installed;
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2. All inspections required by the Building Permit shall be completed

A

to the satisfaction of the County Building Official;, and

3. - The project geotechnical engineer shall submit a letter to the
Planning Department verifying that all construction has been 7
performed according to the recommendations of the accepted geo-
technical report: -A copy-of the letter shall be kept in the project file
for future reference. ' :

Operational Conditions.

This permit constitutes & Master Occupancy Program for the project site.
Those *C-1"and “CT" zone district uses specified below shall be
authorized to occupy the subject building provided that a Level 1 Change
of Occupancy Permit is issued by the County of Santa Cruz Planning
Department. No use will be allowed which requires more parking than
available on site. The “C-1"and “CT” zone district uses allowed on the
site are as follows:

1. Restaurant/cafe
2. Micro-juicery and warehouse associated with a restaurant and or
cafe . ‘

3. Offices, not to exceed 50% of the floor area of the building

4. Conference and seminar facilities

5. Neighborhood scale retail sales (See County Code Section
13.10.332) ‘ X

7. Two residential dwelling units

8 Day spa, sauna, hot tub uses .

8. ‘Type A" overnight visitor accommodations (See County Code

Tttt %Y

Section 13.10.332)

Al landscaping shall be permanéntly maintained with the species
specified on the landscape plan. Replacement of any tree or shrub
fatalities shall be done with the same species as shown on the plan ora
species with nearly identical characteristics as approved by County
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Planning. Parking lot landscaping shall always be limited to ground cover
and low growing (less than 2-1/2 feet in height) shrubs. All hedges
surrounding the project buildings shall be permanently maintained as
follows. The Monterey cypress hedge at the southeast and northwest
ends of the building shall be maintained with a cut height of 7 feet and a
maximum growth height of 9 feet. The Myoporu‘m hedge parallel to
Highway 1 shall be maintained with a maximum height that does not
exceed the height of the main building. The maintenance of landscaping
shall include the following practices:

1. Scil Conditioning. In new planting areas, soil shall be tilled tc? a
depth of 6 inches and amended with six cubic yards of organic
-material per 1,000 square feet to promote infiltration and water
retention. After planting, a minimum of 2 inches of mulch shall be
applied to all non-turf areas to retain moi sture reduce evaporation
and inhibit weed growth.

2. Irrigation Management. Ail required landscaping shall be provided
with an adequate, permanent and nearby source of water which .
shall be applied by an installed irrigation, or where feasible, a drip
irrigation system. Irrigation systems shall be designed to avoid.
runoff, overspray, low head drainage, or other similar conditions
where water flows onto adjacent property, non-irrigated areas,
walks, roadways or structures. ~

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

4. Plants having s;mnar water requirements shall be grouped together
in distinct hydrozones and shall be irrigated separately.

S. The irrigation plan shall show the location, size and type of
components of the irrigation system, the point of connection to the
public water supply and designation of hydrozones. The irrigation
schedule shall designate the timing and frequency of irrigation for
each station and list the amount of water, in gailons or hundred
cubic feet, recommended on a monthly and annual basis.

8. Landscape irrigation should be scheduled between 6:00 p.m. and
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11:00 a.m. to reduce evaporative water loss.

C. All installed drainage facilities shall be permanently maintaine;‘. The silt
and grease trap shall be maintained on a regular basis according to the
following monitoring and maintenance procedures:

1. The trap shall be inspected to determine if it needs to be cleaned
out or repaired at the following minimum frequencies:

a. Prior to October 15 each year;
b. Prior to Apfil 15 each year; and
c. During each month it rains between November 1 and April 1.

2. A brief annual report shall be prepared by the trap inspector at the
, conclusion of each October 15 inspection and submitted to the
. property owner and to County Public Works staff within 15 days of

this inspection. This monitoring report shall specify any repairs
that have been done or that are needed to allow the trap to
function adequately.

D.  .The stairway discussed in condition V.D above shall be permanently
maintained in good condition by the property owner.  Similarly, the
earthern pedestrian trails described in conditions 1ll.A and 1ll.B above

shall be maintained free from erosion and obstructions by the property
owner.

E. Any live or recorded music played on the premises shall not be heard
beyond the subject property. No music shall be played within the 66
vehicle parking lot.

F. The hours for retail and public food serving uses shall be limited to 6:00
am. to S:00 p.m.

G. Busses must park in the lower parking lot and only use the new 66 vehicle
parking lot to discharge passengers.

H. In the event that there is non-compliance with any Conditions of this
. approval or any violation of the County Code, the owner shall pay to the
County the full cost of such County inspections, including any follow-up
inspections and/or necessary enforcement actions, up to and including
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permit revocation.

VIl As a condition of this development approval, the holder of this dev'elopme'nt
approval ("Development Approval Holder"), is required to defend, indemnify, and
hold harmless the COUNTY, its officers, employees, and agents, froﬁm and ,
against any claim (including attorneys' fees), against the CQ}JNTY, it officers,
employees, and agents to attack, set aside, void, or annul th|s.deveicpmeni
approval of the COUNTY or any subsequent amendment of this development
approval which is requested by the Development Approval Hpider.

A. COUNTY shall promptly notify the Development Approval Holder of any
claim, action, or proceeding against which the COUNTY seeks to be
defended, indemnified, or held harmless. -COUNTY shall cooperate fully
in such defense. If COUNTY fails to notify the Development Appr{zva!
Holder within sixty (B0) 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.

B. Nothing contained herein shall prohibit the COUNTY from participating in

the defense of any claim, action, or proceeding if both of the following
oceur:

1. COUNTY bears its own attorney's fees ar;d costs; and
2. COUNTY defends the action in good faith.

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

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

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

Mitigation Monitoring Program

The mitigation measures listed under this heading have been incorpora?tecj into
the conditions of approval for this project in order to mitigate or avoid significant
effects on the environment. As required by Section 21081.6 of the California
Public Resources Code, a monitoring and reporting program for the above .
mitigations is hereby adopted as a condition of approval for this project. This

- monitoring program is specifically described following each mitigation measure

listed below. The purpose of this monitoring is to ensure compliance with the
environmental mitigations during project implementation and operation. Failure
to comply with the conditions of approval, including the terms of the adopted
monitoring program, may result in permit revocation pursuant to Section
18.10.462 of the Santa Cruz County Code.

A Mitigation Mea'swe: Conditions I1l.F and IV.A.11 (Prevention of Soil

Instability)

Monitoring Program: The Grading Permit and Building Permit for phase 1
will not be issued by County Planning until a geotechnical engineer’s
review and approval letter is submitted specifying plan conformance with
thé geotechnical report. Planning staff inspection for the Grading Permit
will include verification of the required 25 foot setback from the top of the
steep slope. Neither the Building Permit nor the Grading Permit will be
finaled without a final inspection and approvel letter from the project
geotechnical engineer. All review letters shall be permanently retained in
the project file.

B. Mitigation Measure:Conditions I11.G, VB and VI.C (Provide and Monitor
_Silt and Grease Traps

Monitoring Program: The Grading Permit and Building Permit for phase 1
will not be issued by County Planning without the appropriate number of
silt and grease traps identified on the final drainage plan. Planning staff
inspection of the Grading Permit and sign-off for the Building Permit will
not oceur until the traps have been installed according to the approved
plans. The owner/applicant shall submit monitoring reports, as specified
by condition VI.C to the Drainage Section of the County Public Works
Department. Public Works will advise County Planning of any problems
with trap maintenance or non-receipt of monitoring reports. In that case,
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Planning will contact the property owner and take appropriate
enforcement action to correct the problem.

C. Mitigation Measure: Condition IV.A.12 (Minimizétion of Visual Impacts)

Monitoring Program: The requirements of this condition will be checked
during plan review (“Zoning Plan Check”) of the construction drawings
submitted for Building Permits. A Building Permit for phase 1 and
subsequently phase 2 will not be issued until the drawings conform with
the requirements of this permit condition. Planning staff will verify all
requirements have been met in the construction of the project before
holds on the Building Permits for each construction phase have been
released. Photos of each completed phase of the project will be taken at
the time the hold is released and permanently retained in the project file.

D. © Mitigation Measure Condition f\f B (lmprcvements to the Water
B Treatment facilities of the Davenport Water and
Samtatlon District)

Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall enter into an agreement
with the DWSD to provide the needed improvements to the domestic
water system as required by condition IV.B. - The Building Permit for each .
phase of construction will not be issued by County Planning until 2 written
notification from the DWSD staff has been received specifying that an
agreement between the owner/applicant and DWSD has been approved.
Requirements to implement the agreement shall be specified in this
notification. Final inspection and clearance of the Building Permit for
each phase shall not be granted until all requirements have been
adequately implemented to the satisfaction of the DWSD staff. Another
written notification shall be submitted to Plarining by DWSD when all
improvements required at each construction phase are completed. All
notifications from DWSD shall be permanéntly retained in the project file.

E. Mitigation Measure: Condition IV.C (] (Improvements to sewer facilities of
the Davenport Water and Sariitation District)

Monitoring Program: The Building Permit for each construction phase
shall not be issued by County Planning until all fees are paid as required
by condition IV.C. DWSD shall notify County Planing in writing when the
appropriate fees have been paid. This notification shall be permanently
retained in the project file. These fees will be added to other monies
secured by the DWSD to finance sewer replacements. DWSD will advise
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County Planning and the owner/applicant in writing when the sewer.
improvements are completed.

Mttzgatron Measure: Condition V. A (Transport of Excess Fill to Approved

- Fill Site)

I?ﬂ Ll s .4 AR

Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall inform Big Creek Lgmber
at least 30 days prior to making an application for a Grading Permit to
confirm that the excess fili material can be deposited at Big Creek'’s
lumber yard. If Big Creek no longer wants the material, the
owner/applicant shall find another appropriate fill site to propose to
County Planning. The Grading Permit shall not be approved until written
permission from the fill recipient is provided and the site has been
approved by County Planning for inclusion into the Grading Permit. The
owner/applicant shall submit written verification from the fill material
recipient (Big Creek Lumber or other approved fill site) to County
Planning staff specifying the approximate volume of fill material received
from the project during phase 1 construction. The hold on the Building
Permit for phase 1 will not be released nor the Grading Permit finaled by
County Planning until this letter is received. This documentation shall be
permanently retained in the project file.

Mitigation Measure: Cond tion V.B. (Installation of Drainage Improve-
ments)

Monitoring Program: The hold on the Building Permit for phases 1 and 2
shall not be released by Planning staff until all drainage improvements
have been installed according to the approved plans.

Mitigation Measure: Condi tion V.C (Mm mization of Dust During
Construction) . :

Monitoring Program: County Planning staff, including the area Building
Inspector, shall observe dust containment measures on the site during
construction at all regular inspections. Any observed problems will be
communicated immediately to the work crew and owner/applicant for
rectification in 24 hours. A follow-up inspection will occur in 24 hours to
verify the problem has been corrected.

Mitigation Measure Condition V.D (Construction of Pedestnan Stairway
and Prevention of Erosion on Slope)
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Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall submit engineered plans
and a geotechnical report for a Building Permit application to congtruct
the stairway described in condition V.D. The plans and geotechnical
report shall be approved and the Building Permit issued before any pther
Building Permits are issued for this site. The construction of the stairway
shall be completed and a final inspection letter from the geotechnical
engineer submitted to County Planning before the hold on phase 1
construction is released.

J. Mitigation Measure: Condition V.E (Naise Insulation)

Monitoring Program: The owner/applicant shall include information of the
construction drawings for phases 1, 2 and 3 describing how highway
noise reduction will be achieved for interior spaces. Building Permits for
each phase shall not be issued until noise insulation measures have been
approved by Building Plan Check staff. The area Building Inspector shall

 verify that noise insulation/reduction measures have been adequately
installed during regular construction inspections. The Building Permit will
not be finaled without noise reduction measures being approved.

K. Mitigation Measure: Condition V.F (Improvements to Avoid Traffic Con-
flicts)

Monitoring Program: The construction drawings for phase 2 shall include
the improvements specified by condition V.F as well as a letter from
Caltrans demonstrating that the agency has reviewed and approved the
plans for these improvements. The Building Permit will not be issued until
these requirements have been met. Planning staff will inspect the site to
verify that the improvements have been installed as approved. The hold
on the Building Permit for phase 2 will not be released until the
improvements have been adequately installed. Photos documenting the
improvements will be taken and permanently retained in the project file. ‘

L. Mitigation Measure: Condition VI.B (Maintenance of Landscaping)

Monitoring Program:; Planning staff shall observe the candition of
landscaping during each site inspection. Enforcement staff shall respond
to citizen complaints regarding landscape maintenance. Any problems
shall be immediately communicated to the owner/applicant with follow-up
inspections to verify resolution of problems.
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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 '!""ERMIT EXPIRES TWO YEARS FROM DATE OF APPROVAL
UNLESS YOU OBTAIN YOUR BUILDING PERMIT AND COMMENCE
- CONSTRUCTION. ‘

*

Gregfde wpd/pindSs

e D AN . s )
D) AT N A M % 0 1% 1% e N % 1 T RAY AT Mt .1



Greg Steltenpohl and Fred Bailey
Permit 85-0685
. APN.58-121-04

Affects to this property were not considered when this rezoning occurred. Therefore
this rezoning is necessary to allow the uses encouraged by the General Plan. -

COASTAL ZONE 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.

The mixed uses of visitor accommodations, restaurant, micro-j'uicery, o_fﬂceg (of lc_ess
than 50% the total floor space of the project building) and ancillary residential units are
allowed in the implementing zone districts of the parcel's General Plan designation of
“Neighborhood Commercial”.

2. THAT THE PROJECT DOES NOT CONFLICT WITH ANY EXISTING EASE-
MENT OR DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS SUCH AS PUBLIC ACCESS,
UTILITY, OR OPEN SPACE EASEMENTS.

The project has been designed so that it will not encroach or otherwi§e impact the -
existing 30 foot wide rail road right-of-way located along the southwestern gdge of the
parcel. Caltrans has given preliminary approval for a minor encroachment ujto the
Highway 1 right-of-way to maintain project landscaping along the highwayf side of the
new parking lot because it will be located in a part of the right-of-way that is not
planned for traffic use nor development.

3. THAT THE PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE DESIGN CRITERIA AND
SPECIAL USE STANDARDS AND CONDITIONS OF THIS CHAPTER PURSU-
ANT TO SECTION 13.20.130 et seq,

Subject to the concurrent approval of the proposed rezoning, the project is consistent
with the design criteria and special use standards and conditions of this chapter o
pursuant to Section 13.20.130 et seq., in that the project does not invq%ve excessive
grading, is visually compatible with the character of the surrounding Highway 1
commercial frontage of Davenport, has been designed to not block views pf the |
shoreline from public areas, has been sited and designed to place the main structure
within the basic footprint of the existing building thereby making the new building
subordinate to the character of the site. The project complies with the_ SP?G'?i stan-
dards of Section 13.20.143 (Davenport Special Community Design Criteria) in that the
project provides visitor serving uses, as encouraged by that Section and will provide
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adequate parking as determined by Sections 13.10.552 and .553. The_a project vyi!t
provide for bicycle parking and will also provide low growing landscaping that will help
screen recessed parking without obstructing ocean views.

4. THAT THE PROJECT CONFORMS WITH THE PUBLIC ACCESS, RECRE-
ATION, 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 COAST-
AL 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.

The project site, located between the shoreline and the first public road, contains one
public pedestrian trail to the beach that will not be affected by this project. General
Plan/Local Coastal Program policy 7.7.15 identifies Davenport Bluff and Davenport
Beach as areas designated for primary public access. The project has been condi-
tioned to require that a permanent pedestrian easement be placed over this trail to
ensure that public access along the trail continues in perpetuity.

Four other less used trails are located to the northwest of the trail described above.
These four trails traverse the steep biuff and have resulted in accelerated erosion on
this unstable slope. The continued use of any of these four trails would exacerbate the *
continued erosion problem. To solve the erosion problem and provide a second trail
access to the beach, the project has been conditioned to require that the applicant
construct a stairway down the steep slope to replace the four damaged trail routes.

The condition includes placing the stairway and a connecting trail under a permanent
pedestrian easement as well as a route that connects the stairway to Highway 1 so that

complete pedestrian access is provided from Highway 1 to the beach without causing
erosion problems on the steep slope.

The project design includes a coastal/marine viewing area on the coastal side of the -
new parking lot so people can utilize this area for whale watching or similar passive
recreational pursuits as now occur at the site. All of these provisions and design

features comply with General Plan/LCP policies 7.6.2, 7.7.1, 7.7.11 and 7.7¢ regarding
coastal recreation and beach access.

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

The proposed project is in conformity with the County's certified Local Coastal Program

e e . — me .
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in that: ‘

a. The project has been sited and designed to minimize visual impagts as much as
possible as discussed in detail in the Initial Study and staff report; —_—

b. No development will occur within the riparian corridor thereby protecting this
significant natural resource; C : e

c. Pedestrian access to the beach will be provided and improved frc’:m the SXIS’U?Q
situation and public trail easements will be secured for the public’s permanen
use; . , - '

d.  The project will provide visitor serving uses in accordance with the policies and .

standards of the Davenport Special Community.
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DEVELOPMENT PERMIT FINDINGS:

1. THAT THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDI-
TIONS 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, OR BE MATERIALLY INJURIOUS TO PROPERTIES OR
IMPROVEMENTS INTHE VI CINITY.

The 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 resi iding
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 improvement
. in the vicinity in that the project is located in an area designated for commercial uses
and project development will be located on areas of the site 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. In addition, the
. project was issues a Mitigated Negative Declaration on February 24, 1998. All 11
mitigation measures to avoid or significantly minimize environmental impacts have
been incorporated into the permit conditions for this project. .
2. THAT THE PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE PROJECT AND THE CONDI-
, TIONS UNDER-WHICH IT WOULD BE OPERATED OR MAINTAINED WILL BE
CONSISTENT WITH ALL PERTINENT COUNTY ORDINANCES AND THE
PURPQSE OF THE ZONE DISTRICT IN WHICH THE SITE IS LOCATED.

Upon rezoning the project as proposed, the project site will be located in the "SU" zone
district. One of the purposes of the “SU” zone district is to accommodate mixed uses
allowed by the parcel's General Plan designation, but would not be permitted in any
other zoning district; such is the case with this commercial mixed use project. The
conditions under which it would be operated or maintained will be consistent with all
pertinent County ordinances and the purpose of the "SU" zone district in that the
primary use of the property will be those commercial uses consistent with the General
Plan land use designation of the site of “Neighborhood Commercial”.

3. THAT THE PROPOSED USE IS CONSISTENT WITH ALL ELEMENTS OF THE

COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND WITH ANY SPECIFIC PLAN WHICH HAS
BEEN ADOPTED FOR THE AREA.

. The project is located in the “Neighborhood Commercial” land use designation. The
proposed mixed commercial and residential use is consistent with all elements of the
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General Plan in that all the uses are conditionally permitted in the *C-1" and "VA’" zone
districts which are both underlying zoning districts that correspond to the General Plan
designation of the property. The project is consistent with the General Plan in that the
project is required to provide the needed upgrades to domestic water and sanitation
service so the project can be adequately provided with these services without impacting
these services for other customers of the Davenport Water and Sanitation District.
Further, the use is not located in a hazardous or environmentally sensitive area and the

proposal protects natural resources by expanding in an area des@gna’ted for this type of
development. . :

The project is consistent with the North Coast Beaches Master Plan in that the project’
has been conditioned to maintain and enhance public pedestrian access to nggnport
Beach, as well as, facilitate safe and coordinated vehicular access to the adjoining

vacant parcel now owned by RMC Lonestar if that parcel is ever developed in the
future.

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

The use will not overload utilities and will not generate more than the acceptabie level
of traffic on the streets in the vicinity in that the commercial and residential uses of this
project will not use an inordinate amount of electricity or natural gas. Further, the

increase of traffic generated by the project at build-out will be 28 vehicle trips/weekday -

peak hour and 35 vehicle trips/weekend peak hour. These increase in peak hour

volumes will not change the operational level of service on this segment of Highway
from its current LOS rating of “C"...

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 NEIGHBORHOQD.

The proposed commercial mixed use/residential 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 in that visitor-serving commercial uses will continue to be provided on
the Highway 1 frontage of Davenport as encouraged by the General Plan and.County
Code. The design of the project continues to limit structural development on that
portion of the parcel where the existing building is located. This design preserves
coastal and marine views as well avoids other visual impacts that could be created by a
project with more structural development on the site. The project will increase the
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number of dwelling units from 1 dwelling to 2 dwellings at build-out. Both dwellings will
be accessory to the visitor-serving uses and other commercial uses of the project. Al
services can be provided to both dwellings in addition to the mixed commercial uses on
the site. -

6. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IS CONSISTENT WITH THE -
DESIGN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES (SECTIONS 13.11.070 THROUGH

13.11.076), AND ANY OTHER APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS
CHAPTER. :

The proposed development is consistent with the Design Standards and Guidelines of
the County Code in that the development:

a. Will be compatible with existing land use patterns as discussed in finding 5
above; ‘ ' : S
b. Includes architectural elements, exterior materials and colors that comply with

the *Coastal Special Communities” standards of the Genetral Plan/LCP and the

County Code;

. c. Includes a requirement for a right-of-way over the new project entrance to
benefit the adjoining parcel to the northwest so coordinated parking lot design
may occur with that parcel if it is ever developed in the future;

d. Will maintain the natural site amenity of a marine viewing area on the bluff
through incorporating a public open space with benches between the top of the
bluff slope and the new parking-lot; and

e. Has been designed to maintain coastal and marine views from public streets and
private properties with minimal effects;

In accordance with Section 13.11.053, an exception to the parking lot 1andscaping‘
standards of the Design Review Ordinance has been made to allow only low growing
shrubs and ground cover as proposed by the applicant instead of trees and high
growing shrubs which are the standard for commercial parking lots. This exception
recognizes the significant visual resource location of the site which provide coastal and
marine views for the public even when the viewing is done from Highway 1 or other
properties beyond the site. This exception will allow l[andscaping to installed in the
parking lot that does not obstruct views of the ocean and coastline.
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VARIANCE FINDINGS;

1. THAT BECAUSE OF SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES APPLICABLE TO THE
PROPERTY, INCLUDING SIZE, SHAPE, TOPOGRAPHY, LOCATION, OR
SURROUNDINGS, THE STRICT APPLICATION OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE
DEPRIVES SUCH PROPERTY OF PRIVILEGES ENJOYED BY OTHER PROP-
ERTY IN THE VICINITY AND UNDER IDENTICAL ZONING CLASSIFICATION.

The 2.9 acre project parcel contains several constraints that reduce the net develop-

~ able area of the site and reduce its 140 foot width to a lesser width for development
purposes. The parcel has a long narrow semi-rectangular shape that is encumbered by
a 30 foot wide rail road right-of-way along the entire coastward edge of the parcel.
Much of this right-of-way is bordered by a steep undevelopable slope that further
restricts the developable width of the parcel. The southeastern 33% of the parcel
contains a riparian corridor and is not developable land. These characteristics result in
parcel with about 1.45 acre of developable land. In addition, the property is located
between Highway 1, a designated scenic roadway, and the coast and therefore
occupies a significant visual resource area. Views of the coast and ocean are maxi-
mized when development is clustered on such properties.

2. THAT THE GRANTING OF THE VARIANCE WILL BE IN HARMONY WITH THE
GENERAL INTENT AND PURPOSE OF ZONING OBJECTIVES AND WILL NOT
BE MATERIALLY DETRIMENTAL TO PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, OR WEL-
FARE OR INJURIOUS TO PROPERTY OR IMPROVEMENTS IN THE VICINITY.

The granting of the Variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of
zoning objectives and will not be materially detrimental to public health, safety, or
welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity in that the Variance will
aliow the main project building to be located within the footprint area of the existing
building thereby avoiding a northwestern projection of the building that could impact
some coastal views. The reduction of the front yard setback to 0 feet for the
reconstruction of the main project buiiding will actually be an improvement over the
current situation where the existing building encraaches into the Highway 1 right-of-way
by at least 8 feet. A O foot front yard setback will be limited to a 53 foot long portion of
the main building, which is a part of the building with the least visual impact. A
substantial separation occurs between the site’s front property line and the roadbed of
Highway 1. Caltrans does not have any plans to widen the roadway in the foreseeable
future. Therefore, the separation that occurs between the front property line of the
subject parcel and the trave! lanes/shoulder of the highway will continue into the
foreseeable future, and this separation will provide a buffer similar to a front yard
setback between the building and traffic traveling on Highway 1.
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3. THAT THE GRANTING OF SUCH VARIANCES SHALL NOT CONSTITUTE A
GRANT OF SPECIAL PRIVILEGES INCONSISTENT WITH THE LIMITATIONS

UPON OTHER PROPERTIES IN THE VICINITY AND ZONE IN WHICH SUCH
IS SITUATED.

The granting of the Variance to reduce the front yard setback to 0 feet for a 53 hr)eal
foot portion of the structure will not constitute a grant of special privileges mcongstent
with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which such is
situated in that the physical characteristics and rail road right-of-way discussed in
finding 1 above result in development limitations that are not common with other
parcels in the area. In addition, the location of this property between Highway 1 and
the coast results in it occupying a more significant visual resource area than most other
properties in the area. The Variance will allow structural development to be clustered

within the area where the existing building is located and therefore minimize visual
effects to the scenic highway and coastline.
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A-3-8C0-98-101 BAILEY/STELTENPOHL MIXED USE APPEAL

EXHIBIT 3

SELECTED EXHIBITS FROM COUNTY APPROVAL

EXHIBIT A . ARCHITECTURAL PLANS PREPARED BY FRANKS
BRENKWITZ AND ASSOCIATES DATED MARCH 4, 1998
CONSISTING OF 9 SHEETS:
SHEET A-1 - TITLE SHEET (NOT REPRODUCED IN THIS
REPORT)
SHEET A-2 - SITE PLAN
SHEET A-3 - LANDSCAPE OF ENTIRE SITE (NOT IN THIS
REPORT)
SHEET A-3.1 - LANDSCAPE PLAN OF NEW PARKING LOT
(NOT IN THIS REPORT)
SHEET A-4 - EXISTING FLOOR PLAN OF BUILDING (NOT IN
THIS REPORT)
SHEET A-5 - LOWER FLOOR PLAN
SHEET A-6 - UPPER FLOOR PLAN
SHEET A-7 - EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
SHEET A-8 - EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS  ~
EXHIBIT B - PRELIMINARY GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLANS
PREPARED BY BOWMAN AND WILLIAMS DATED MARCH 4, 1998
CONSISTING OF 3 SHEETS:
SHEET C-1 - PLAN VIEW OF NORTHWESTERN PORTION OF
SITE (NOT IN THIS REPORT)
SHEET C-2 - PLAN VIEW OF CENTRAL PORTION OF SITE
(NOT IN THIS REPORT)

NOTES: FULL SET OF PLANS AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW AT
THE COMMISSION'S SANTA CRUZ OFFICE

PURSUANT TO RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS, THIS
COMPLETE SET OF PLANS WILL HAVE TO BE REVISED

A M M. A e me e "t ife 1, 112 d TTam Dl
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A-3-§C0-98-101 BAILEYISTELTENPOHL MIXED USE APPEAL

EXHIBIT 4

REVISIONS TO PLANS

THE FOLLOWlNG NEED TO BE INCORPORATED INTO ALL RELEVANT
SHEETS OF THE FINAL PLANS
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A-3-SC0O-98-101 BAILEY/STELTENPOHL MIXED USE APPEAL

EXHIBIT §
CORRESPONDENCE

NOT PREVIOUSLY DISTRIBUTED OR
RECEIVED SINCE MAY 13, 1999 HEARING

(PREVIOUS CORRESPONDENCE IS AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST FROM
: COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF)
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Cindy Geise California Coastal Commission
1711 Mlssion St. ~ 725 Front St., Suite 300 |
Santa Cruz ,CA 95060 Santa Cruz , Ca 95060

May,6 1999
Df;ar California Coastal Commissioners ,
I am writing to ycu to exprees‘ support for the proposed
‘project for 3500 }}}NYII urge you to support this project |
for two reasons . First ,because the project proposes the .
| renovation of an existing historical structure. Seeondly, if
approved and ‘actually completed this project would greatly

improve public coastal access to this area of the north coast.

ncerely

Dvielsy Sfecag,

Cmdy Geise
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MAY 11 1999
Davenport Resource Service Center CALIPORNIA
- GRASTAL ¢
ey st SR
Davenport, CA 95017 ” -
(831) 425-8115 M E“ A
}U/j‘ Ll ;

CU O way 101999
5-7-99 CALFORFMNIA _
; , . COASTAL COMMISEIT 4
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, Ca 94105-2219

Dear Coastal Commissioners,
This is a letter concerning the Bailey-Steltenpohl Pi'oject i Davenport.

The Davenport Resource service Center bas been a fairly neutral entity, )
more of an observer, in the controversy over the Bailey-Steltenpohl building. : .
However, as observed, it can be said that there are several strong concerns
among the majority of the residents of Davenport about thls or any other
project:
1. Keeping any new structures within the character of the town
according to height and appearance. '
2. Concerns about the obstruction of the view. Davenport has been,
traditionally, and is a whale watching vantage point.
3. Pollution stemming from excess parking and u'afﬁc
4. Traffic Safety :

I would urge the Coastal Commissioners to consider these factors while
deciding the outcome of this or any future projects. I thank you for your
attention.

Gr gg PafizyProgram Coordinator .
Davenport Resource Service Center
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California Coastal Commission, members and staff
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000

San Franicisco, CA 94105-2219 i
‘ LY Ay 101988

- T TR
C,A\ert'-f -

Honorable Members of the Commission,

This is letter is to strongly oppose the development planned for 22,018 square feet on the
Westside of Highway 1 in Davenport. What is priceless about this lot is that it offers an
unobstructed view of the ocean and paling whales. There are enough shops and restaurants on

. the other side of the highway, and that ‘s where any development should happen if the citizens of

Davenport should desire so. Who needs the shops, a conference center, etc. anyway?! They ex1s’c
in Monterey and Santa Cruz and in the Bay area. Why spoil this pristine area?!

Sincerely,
McLaughhn
pesmes. |34 A hﬁmmﬂ 5t

Santa Cruz Ca 95060
831/426-1597
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Hans and Diane Ernst
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CHARLOTTE MELSON
211 Chicago Avenue
Huntington Beach, CA 926438
714-536-5163 Home
714-536-6245 Fax
cherokey@earthlink.net Email

May 7, 1999

California Coastal Commission Members and Staff
45 Fremont Sireet, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Coastal Commission Members:

SUBJECT: Bailey-Steltenpoh! Proiect ~ Odwalla Packing Shed-Davenport. CA

I strongly oppose the development of tiw Odwalla Packing Shed (Bailey-Sicltenpohl Project) for
the following reasons: ) ' ‘

Last October 1998 my family and I had the opportunity to visit the little town of Davenport for a .
family reunion. This was our first visit to the area. Ilive in Huntington Beach, CA where

development has encroached many of our open spaces leaving us Southern Californians with less
arcas to enjoy open speces. What impressed me about Davenport was the incredible open spaces,

the panoramic views of the occan and the scene of farmland flowing down to the cliffs of the

_ ocean. The beauty and serenity was and is magnificent. The Hitle town is a step back in time with

all the houses perfectly preserved, the post office that you walk to to obtain you mail, the artisans,
the few restaurants, the bed and breakfast and the fact that only 200 people live there. A quaint
hitle town to savor and preserve. This little town was like a breath of fresh air to me and my
family and we plan to return soon to enjoy it once more.

1t is rape of the land fo me to even think of building a pazking lot out of the top of the cliff where
whale watching by the public has been enjoyed for decades. In addition the public access will
become severely limited to the ocean and views. The thought of a sixty-six (66) car parking lot
being built by paving the tops of the cliffs and adding two story development with retail shops and
a conference center makes no environmental sense to me. For one thing, the runoff of pollution

from thggarkigginiiruld Sigetegsthe CehneyTetonenpthy Mirelhoad Frgetand the Red legged

/%53 /2



Page Two

California Coastal Camnnssmn Members and Staff
SUBJECT: Bailey-Steltenpohl Project-Odwalla Packing Shed
May 7, 1999

frogs that are endangered species that reside in the San Vicente Creek where it meets the

the ocean. This project is foo big of a scale for this tiny quaint community that has rural
characteristics. This project could set a dangerous precedent for other rural communities in the
future. We need to ensure that all fiture generations to come can enjoy open space and glimpses
of rural communities as they once were. We need to ensure that all future generations can have
access to the beautiful views of the ocean and whale watching without obstruction of a
development that would block access and views, threaten cndangercd species and des‘(my the
natural ambience of the area.

This development would create a traffic nightmare for this area that has a scenic narrow highway

with beautiful views. In addition there may be earthquake faults that are unknown at this time that

could affect this proposed development in the future,
In closing I humbly implore you to consider VOTING NO on this dcvelopment in its entirety for

the sake of all of us today and all the future generations to come. Let us enjoy this delightful
community as it is now.

Respectfully yours, , P
kY %&%’b
Chaﬁatte Melson
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MAY 2 81399 Anina Van Alstine

CALIFORNIA 4980 Capitola Road

COASTAL COMMISSION Capitola, CA 95010
CENTRAL COAST AREA ;

|
California Coastal Commission | ,
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 - , B MAY 271999
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 | CALFORNIA

\./L\!\l S

' OASTAL COMMISSION
May 25,1999 COAS v

RE: Proposed Visitor serving development, Davenport,CA
Dear Sirs,

I am writing to you to request that you not approve the proposed commercial
development in Davenport. Currently, Davenport is a rare commodity: a small village,
without much traffic or commercial use. It may be an anachronism as a town, butitis a
well loved anachronism.

| cherish winter mornings, sitting in the “Cash Store” or “Whalers Cafe”,watching the
waves and, if I'm Iucky, the whales. The little park next to the old packing shed is a
great place for a picnic, and a wonderful entry way to the beach. Santa Cruz' Wharf,
only 10 miles away, provides plenty of opportunity for those tourists who need to
excercise their wallets. Most of those who stop in Davenport will either be going to or
coming from there anyway.

Thanks to the” Save the Redwoods League” the State of California, the “Santa Cruz
Land Trust” and other benevolent organizations, Gray Whale Ranch, Wilder Ranch
and the Coast Dairies Lands have been preserved as open space instead of being
developed into housing. Please keep to the spirit of preserving open space on the
North Coast.Do not approve this project and set a precedent for more development on
the West Side of Highway One.

Thank you.
Sincerely, |

Anina Van Alstine
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®  RAGHEL KADLAN

84 Valley Street - San Francisco, California 84110 USA -
Tel/Fax: 415-643-0469 - RachelKap@aol.com - § %gv

~JUN 02 1999

May 24, 1999

California Coastal Commission

Members and Staff CALIFOQ
45 Fremont Street ggﬁsm COi beS@Oi‘\i
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 ~ \

Dear Coastal Commission:

NO NO NO NO NO NO NO!!

on development of Highway 1 across from Davenport (the
Bailey—Steltenpom project). This is a terrible idea - not only does
d destroy what is beautiful about the California coast (already

ndangered by development and erosion), but it sets a terrible

precedent for the rest of the coast line. We don't want more
retaﬂ We want more earth, more birds, more water. Preserve
what we have. Do not destroy it. Think of future generations.
Think of the wealth the earth has to offer us, without destroymg
it W1’th disgusting developments.

NO NO NO NO NO NO NO!!
Please do the right thing.
Sincerelﬁf,

Rachel Kaplan
Concerned Citizen
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David H. and Audrey B. Fielding

14 Parsons Street ’ MAY 17 1999 .
San francisco, California 94118
{415) 752-7881 Fax: (415) 752-0431 CALIFQRNIA
fielding@sirius.com GC!\‘Q_TAL CINM ?SS ON
CENTRAL COAST AREA
May 10, 1999
IMPORTANT -- IMMEDIATE ATTENTION
California Costal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Re:  Objection to Bailey-Steltenpohl Project in Davenport, CA on west side of Hwy 1
Hearing scheduled for May 13, 1999 at Flamingo Hotel, Santa Rosa, CA

Dear Staff and Members of the California Costal Commission:

We would like to register our strong opposiﬁon to the proposed project referenced above. We are
sure the Commission is concerned about the potential impact such developments might have on the
spectacular coastline between Santa Cruz and Half Moon Bay. The coastline in question one of the great

. jewels of California and should not be marred by a commercial project on the West side of Highway 1.

The planned location is a well known local whale watching meadow and provides spectacular views
at a place where a small settlement and restaurants already co-exist modestly with sufficient development for
travelers to park and stroll and take advantage of the scenic area. To permit more substanial commercial
development, mcluding a par]gng lot on the scenic west side of the highway woxﬂd seem to make no sense
whatsoever.

T ask the Commission members to think shead 10 to 20 years into the future and decide whether they
wish to begin a commercialization process that would ruin the scenery for 4ll travelers along the coast for
generations to come. The Commission has been entrusted with grave responsibility to protect the wondrous
coastline, not to develop it in ways which would destroy its value to the rest of Californians. One need only
look at the commercial developments along Half Moon Bay to see the damage such development brings.

More cars, traffic congestion, losses of views andm essence a “Southem California-ization” of our beautiful
Northern California Coasthne

Please reject any development on the west side of the highway around Davenport or anywhere else
along the coast linebetween Santa Cruz and Half Moon Bay.

Yours ve:ry truly, E: Lj

Audrey Fieldin,

cc: San Francisco Chronicle, San Jose Mercury News
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CHARLEZN.EELLER . FENTON & KELLER OFCOUNSEL

JP— 1 1
RONALD F,SCHOLL PR LATION
THOMASH.JANISOR A PROFBESIONAL CORPARAT W LEWIEL, FENTON
LARRY E.HAYBS ATT A
o TTORNEYS ATL , o ADORESS
JOUN 3. 3RIDGDS 4401 MONTEREY-SALINAS HIGHWA e —
DENNIS G, MCARTIY C
JACQUELING P MeMANUS POST OFFICE BOX 791 lu(SuIX,H!TCONJUM
DAVIE G, SWEIGERT

f -0791
LORIE A ERUSE HONTB!EY,CALII‘DINIA 93942-078 FROM SALINAS
LONNIE TRUAX PACSIMILE (331) 373.741%

e W

CHRISTOPHEL E. PANGTTA
TELEFPHONE (#31) 373-1241 TELAPRONE (931) 7474587

May 10, 1999 | RECEIVED

VIA FACSIMILE " "1 1999
gOAsquLL/FoRN
peter Douglas, Executive Directox ENTRAL COMM%
california Coastal Commission COASTZS/O/V
A% Fremont Street, Suite 2000 RE4

san Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Permit No. A-3-5CQ-98-101 (applicants: Fred Balley
and Gred gteltenpohl)

* pear Mr. Douglas:

our firm represents the Applicants, Fred Bailey and Greg
Steltenpohl, in the above~entitled appeal before the California
Coastal Conmission gcheduled for the meeting of May 13, 1999.

The Staff Report for the appeal contains poth a staff
recommendation for a Determination of Substant:.:al issue, and a
staff recommendation on the De Novo Coastal‘ Permit .

The Applicants do not contest the ‘Substantial Issue
Determination, and therefore there is no necessity for & heaxring on
gubstantial Issue.

With respect to the staff recommendation on the De Novo
Coastal Permit, given the length, complexity, and other matters
related to the gtaff recommendation, the Applicants are not
prepared, and indeed it will be impossible, to respond to the staff
recommendation at the May 13, 1959, meeting. Therefore, upon the
Commission's petermination of substantial Issue; the Applicants
hereby exercise their right to a continuance and postponement of
+he hearing date on the De Novo Coastal Pexmit. The Agplicants
request and assume that this postponement of the hearing will be to
the next Northern california meeting gcheduled in San Ragael during
the period of July 13-16. The Applicants waive any applicgble time
1imits for Commisgaion action on the application. ,

VAWPDATAITSAICI016.LRG
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Inasmuch ag the Applicants do not contest the gubstantial

Tegue Determination and the De Novo Coagtal Permit nearing will be
automatically postponed, the Applicants will not be present at the
May 13 meeting in Santa Rosa. san Rafael is actually maore
proximate to the project area than ganta Rosa, so all concerned
parties will be more conveniently served by holding the 'full
hearing in San Rafael in July. We trust that the Commiqslon's
decision regarding the extent of any restimony to be entertained at

the May 13 meating will take these factors inteo accoun;.

Thank you very much.
Very truly yours.

FENTON & KELLER ‘
A Professional Corporatlon

Awowaih,

Thomas H. Ja&

THT:1g

ce:  {via fax): ‘
Sara Wan, Chair, ¢/o Flamingo Resort Hotel
Dave Dotter, Vice Chair, c/o Flamingo Resort Hotel

Ralph Faust, Esq.
Central Coast Section, Attn: Rick Hyman

Fred Bailey
Greg Steltenpohl

VAWPDATAIN\SASC2018. LRG
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June 15, 1999

JUN 1 81993
Coastal Commission - Central Coast Area Office o CALIFORNIA
725 Front Street - Suite 300 congTAl COMMITSION
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 .. CenTRA COAST AREA

CCC ref. # A-3-SC0-98-101
Bailey/Steltenpohi Davenport Building

Attention Commissioners:
This letter is in support of the present plan offered by Fred and Greg.

As a forty year resident of Santa Cruz County, 1am very concerned about th‘e land
between Santa Cruz city and Davenport. My family gave a substantial donation to
Save the Redwoods for the purchase of the Gray Whale Ranch. 1am glad
additional development will not take place on the ocean side of the highway and on
the other lands.

The Bailey/Steltenpohl project is not additional development. It is enhancing what is
already there. It is appropriate for the area and the town. It will draw the sort of
user who will appreciate the lovely view and the attractive surroundings that Fred
and his family have created. It is the very sort of visitor that the Chamber of
Commerce is trying to attract to Santa Cruz, over night guests who pick up l}tter,
appreciate the environment and spend a little more money than the day visitor.

Both the parking area and the increased elevation of the roof are improvements
within the range of appropriate. .

The view corridor from Half Moon Bay to Santa Cruz is lovely, a forty five minute
drive. The thirty seconds that it takes to drive through Davenport is a small
percentage of the total. I truly don’t understand why this small tasteful project _
requires so much time and money at the tax payer’s expense. This whole project has
taken on something more than following the county plan and having concern for
the environment. This has gone beyond the law and has become botn poliucat ana
personai.

I recommend that you visit the project in person and see how it makes the very coast
you are protecting available to the citizens and visitors of the coast. Please approve
this project. N

Sincerely,

WW

Carole McPherson
288 Moore Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831) 423-1683
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June 16, 1999

Coastal Commission - Central Coast Area Office
725 Front Street, Ste. 300
Santa Cruz, CA 85060

Re: CCC Ref. # A-3-8C0-98-101
Bailey/Steltenpohl Davenport Project

Dear Coastal Commission,

As a thirty-six year, and a fifth generation resident of Santa Cruz County, | am deeply interested in the
development of my community. | have known Fred Bailey for thirty years. | know that Fred is
committed to preserving the personality of Davenport while {eahzmg the changes and growth he has
witnessed since acquiring the Davenport building and property twenty-five years ago, have been for the
‘ prosperity of Davenport town. | am famxl jar with the Bailey/Steltenpohl project; haveng studxed the

R

town of Davenport, and of negligible impact to the coast!me_

The building and property in question are in need of updating and because this project is not grand in scale
‘it truly does suit the site and the community. | do ask that the Coastal Commission will consider how
appropriate and unintrusive this needed improvement project witl be. The current condition of the build-
ing and surrounding grounds is obvious proof of Fred Bailey's commitment to beautifying the area and to
his ability to create an environment for all to enjoy. It would be a mistake to disaliow this project to

pass. lf the project is allowed to pass as proposed, the improved site will prove to be a beautiful place
for residents and visitors to utilize and enjoy.

Finally, as a Santa Cruz County business owner | strongly feel that the community and governing bodies,
need to consider all proposed business venues. We don't have large corporations or industries looking to
our community as an attractive place to locate. Therefore, an opportunity to begin a low impact business
venture, such as proposed by the Bailey/Steltenpohl project, should be positively embraced as just the
sort of business and growth we want to attract to Santa Cruz County. ‘

SN

Very truly yours,

AT
. Morgan l\x‘f" %erson'Kost

Owner
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Carol Robertson

CEIVED

280 Moore Street JUN 171993

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

June 15, 1999 0

To the Coastal Commission
725 Front Street - Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

CCC Ref# A-3-SCO-18-101
Bailey / Steltenpohl Davenport Project

Dear Sirs:

I have been a Santa Cruz resident since 1966, am a lifetime member of Save the
Redwoods League, a Sierra Club member, and a deveted environmentalist. However I am
writing in support of the above project - or at least urging you in the name of fair play to
either approve or deny the whole thing now. It appears to me from what I have read in the
local papers that this is a plan which would do no environmental damage - it is a small
project which does not create a precedent of ocean-side development since the land in
question has been developed for many years. I might be quite wrong, but it does rather
appear that much of the opposition is organized (and over-stated) by individuals who
have a financial stake in keepmg competition away from Davenport.

I trust that your decision will be both fair and firm, giving closure to an issue that has

been batted back and forth for years, stretcmng the resources of the applicants
" unreasonably. ‘

Yours sincerely,

”écwé fd«wfs@\ _

Carol Robertson
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California Coastal commissi
Centeal Coast office JUN 17 1999

725 Front Street, suite 300 T ARNIA

Santa Cruz, 95060 COAS AL LM B ION
CENTRAL COAST AREA

Arty Mangan

12333 Irwin Way

Boulder creek, Ca.95006
Dear Coastal Commission,

As a twenty three year resident of Santa Cruz county I am writing in support of the proposed project by
Greg Steltenpohl and Fred Bailey on the 3500 Hwy. 1 site in Davenport. I believe the project will be an
economic and cultural enhancement to the community without negative environmental or visual impact.
In fact from what I know about the project, the design will be quite attractive and consistent with local
aesthetics. I was production manager for Odwalla Juice from 1986-1993. At that txmg there were 45
production employees as well as an estimated other 15 or so administrative people, using the upper
parking lot on a daily basis with no difficulty or impact on the surrounding community. The area is
capable of handling traffic and parking of that kind of volume without a problem. It seems to me, that in a
time of commercially redundant development with little regard for aesthetic design or community impact,
this is the kind of unique and well thought out project that the Coastal Commission would embrace.

‘ Sincerely,
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P.O. Box 252
Davenport, CA 95017
June 22, 1999

Mr. Rick Hyman

California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Ste. 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: A-3-SCO-98-101; Bailey-Steltenpohl project/Coastal Commission Staff Report
Dear Mr. Hyman:

This letter is a response to the Coastal Commission staff report on the propo_sed Bgiley—
Steltenpohl project ("Project”), as well as a comment on the applicants’ Project video
submitted to the Coastal Commission.

COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF REPORT:

We agree with the Staff recommendation that the Project be modified and
substantially reduced, and that the Project building remain at 24 feet high.l We
agree with the Staff's recommendation not to issue building permits for
developments before the water and sewer systems are upgraded to handle the
resulting demands. We also agree with the Staff's characterization of Davenport:
"dusty informality," "working heritage," "devoid of pretense," "eclectic frontier
rustic.” We have comments on other aspects of the report:

mercial ail building in town
. G rt Cash Store. a nacking shed. Davenport residents already
complain that the Cash Store is too large for Davenport (it is 8192 square feet); $O
perhaps Arros Country Store complex or the Whale City Bakery is more appropriate to
use as a measure for the upper end of "small scale." (The Coastal Commission Staff
Report notes that the Project building is "already large by Davenport standards and
intrudes somewhat into the beach and Highway viewshed.") .

The Project packing shed is inappropriate as a measure for the upper end of. "small-
scale” retail/commercial buildings in Davenport. The Brussels sprouts packmg shed
was not a commercial/retail building and it was never intended for the intensity of
commercial/retail use planned here: s

a) eleven parking spaces were sufficient to serve the needs of the building fq;'
its level of use until the proposed Project; _ ) ’

b) the packing shed was used seasonally, for two months of the year during
fall harvest;

c) using the packing shed, which is close to twice as large as the largest
commercial building in town (the shed is currently 13, 127 sq. feet and developers
wish to increase its size by 9,796 sq. ft.), would raise the existing threshold and
encourage other developers to develop projects the same size in Davenport;

1 The Coastal Commission Staff Report continues to allow a zero-foot setback for 53
lineal feet, caused by an illegal addition to the original packing shed. The packing
shed should retain its original footprint.
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d) using a farm building as a measure of scale encourages any coastal
landowners who might wish ag-conversion for their own parcels to build farm
buildings as large as possible as a springboard for future development {e.g., Santa
Cruz Biotechnology Application No. 970648, currently before the Santa Cruz County
Planning Commission, where applicants propose a 32-ft. high, 8,000-sq. ft. barn,
when barns are usually 10 to 20 feet high).

mamwmw The row of parkmg that the Staff Report allows

on the meadow still will obstruct and/or significantly degrade Davenport's public
ocean vista from scenic Highway 1 and its historic whale-watching meadow.

Without such a turn Iane traffic wﬂltend to turn nght to circle through town, thus
causing uncoordinated circulation and exacerabating current traffic problems at
Pacific Elementary School.

While Caltrans does not require a left-hand turn lane there, neither does it deny
applicants a left lane. Caltrans Development and Review Coordinator Larry Newland
said that Caltrans would permit two-way left-turn channelization if the Applicants
widened and restriped the highway there. Caltrans Development and Review
Coordinator Charles Larwood stated that currently no left-hand turn lane is permitted
at the southernmost access, but an updated traffic analysis would be required if any
major changes to the Project are made. (See Attachment 1, Mr. Larwood's Sept. 25,
1997 letter to County Planner Kim Tschantz, which states that "Caltrans will require
that left-turn channelization be added at the project entrance location if the
applicant wants left-turn movements into the project.")

the May 1974 COunty Pla.nmng Staff Report staff found that "The D B {Unclassxfled}
District will provide specific use permit review of any proposal to change the present
status of the packing house.” (See Attachment 2.) This was not done--there were 18
red tags on the illegal juice manfucturing conducted on site and there was no public
hearing to allow juice manufacturing as a permitted use. The permit was neither
termed a coastal permit nor forwarded to the Coastal Commission for review.

Further, it is arguable that even the May 1974 permitted use is questionable due to
insufficiency of public notice. Santa Cruz County only required one notice to be
published in the Santa Cruz County Sentinel. Only one member of the public, Mr. Ed
Davidson, a friend of developer Fred Bailey, appeared during the public hearing and
he spoke in favor of the proposed conversion of agricultural land. (See Attachment
3, Board of Supervisors' minutes from May 14, 1974, where zoning change is
approved )

recommended a 3 1/ 2’ fence to separate the public from the proposed shops.
Applicant Fred Bailey instead erected a 6' fence around the entire building, and
planted a cypress hedge to cover the fence and a Myoporum hedge in the Highway 1
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right-of-way. (The cypress hedge is now 30’ tall and encroaches on the southern
public access path. The Myoporum encroaches on a pedestrian access path in front
of the Project building which fronts Highway 1.) These obstructive plantings should
be removed to restore the 1974 scenic view of the ocean, both from Highway 1 and
down Davenport Avenue. To this end, the proposed greenhouse and boat residence
should not be allowed because they further obstruct the public scenic view down
Davenport Avenue, from the historic St. Vincent De Paul church.

6) Permitte e should remain at the permitted 1974 1 1se. which |
water usage for 15 people, (See Attachment 2, County Planning Staff Report: "The
Environmental Health Department is studying an application for a septic system
sufficiént to serve 15 people if the appeal is sucessful [Bailey contended that the cost

of connecting to the Davenport Sewer district was prohibitive, and so was appealing
to allow a septic system].")

The Davenport Water and Sewer District ("DWSD") lacks an appropriative right for
the water it diverts for Davenport, and thus a service commitment as required by the
Local Coastal Program, cannot be granted. Moreover, San Vicente and Mill Creeks, .
from which Davenport's water is supplied, are already utilized at full capacity; the
County is required to oppose or prohibit new or expanded water diversion from these
streams, Coastal Commission staff calculates Applicants' current right to water as
4,216 gpd and uses that figure to calculate what water rights they can be granted
given the current precarious right to divert. However, this 4,216 gpd figure is based
on the illegal juice manufacturing that took place in the late 1980's and early 1990's.
Therefore, the Applicants' water rights should be based on the amount of water usage
legally permitted in 1974 for 15 people.

precedent before the review of the General Plan ime i 1LY
Commission Staff Report, p. 53.) It is critical for the Coastal Commission to act now
because any parcel's zoning (except those zoned Agriculture) can be changed
without needing to be certified by the Coastal Commission just by slapping an SU

- designation on it. ’

The Project's SU zoning is not justified because the Project does not fit any-of the
circumstances specified by Santa Cruz County Code § 13.10.381 (See p. 49, Coastal
Commission Staff Report): ' : ‘ C

a) the character of the development in the area has not changed and is not
changing;

b). the proposed use was anticipated, discussed and discarded when the 1994
General Plan was adopted; .

¢) Neighborhood Commercial zoning ("NC," or "C-1") is not an error;

d) Neighborhood Commercial zoning (the 1994 GP zoning) is consistent with
the General Plan designation.

The current zoning is Neighborhood Commercial (C-1). Neighborhood Commercial
does not include Visitor Accommodations. A change in zoning to allow SU is a
dangerous precedent for the coastal zone because it allows developers to ignore gnd
override GP zoning anytime they want something not included in a parcel's zoning
designation,
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This is precedential: GIS/County Planner Levin said there are no ps_ircels in the
County zoned Visitor Accommodations with Neighborhood Commercial land use.
There is one property near the Summit (in the Santa Cruz Mountains) zoned
Neighborhood Commercial with a small portion of it SU. That property is outside the
Coastal Zone and it allowed SU for a pre-existing use. The use proposed here is new.

This SU zoning can also cause a significant impact within Davenport--existing

businesses on the east side of Highway 1 could use this as justification for requesting

the same SU zoning for their parcels; and legitimate neighborhood commercial uses
in Davenport could be displaced.

: i rve the visiti blic.
The warehouse and manufacturing are not appropriate neighborhood uses. Coastal
Commission Staff allows them as a continuation of a previcusly-approved use,
However, this use is invalid because the use was approved after the fact and there
was never a public hearing regarding this new use.

The Visitor Accommodations, as planned by Applicants, are not an appropriate use
because Applicants intend for the Visitor Accommodations to be open to the public
only on weekends as space is available. This applies also to the day spa, which is
available only to those using the Visitor Accommodations. Because the developers
successfully lobbied the County to remove the Project parcel from its standing as a
Coastal Priority site in 1993, the developers are able to make their visitor
accommodations semi-private. (See Attachment 4, Applicants' Land Use Planner
Richard Beale's letter to the County Planning Commission, where he requests that the
Project parcel be removed as a Coastal Priority Site.)

Many of the offices are inappropriate because many of the uses are oriented ‘indo_orS,
as opposed to the trails to the beach and overlooks. The offices also do not primarily
serve the Davenport neighborhood.

1) In making this video, the applicants used different focal lengths that ‘visually
manipulate and misrepresent the actual size of buildings and streets, noting the use
of such technical devices only toward the end of the video.

2) The applicants note that there are County plans to locate public parking just to the
north of the Project parcel, also along Highway 1 (see Addendum to the General Plan
for the North Coast Beaches, County of Santa Cruz/Davenport Beach and Bluffs,
produced in July, 1989). Itis not clear why Applicants cite this--whether to justify
their private parking lot that stretches along the front of Davenport, since some
public parking would then be available; or whether to note that since the County
planned to do this, why does it then matter that they wish to locate parking here also.
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In either case, Davenport is now in the Town Planning process, authorized by the
Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors, and supplied with the services of County
Planner John Akeman. Committees have been formed and are working on the Town
Plan, which is modeled after the Felton Town Plan. For the December 11, 1998 Town
Planning meeting, the Viewsheds and Vistas/Open Space and Recreation Committee
presented a report to the town, recommending a more sensitive design treatment for
parking: i.e., that beach parking be located north and south of Davenport "to protect
town viewshed." Specifically, it was recommended that parking be located to the
north on Highway 1 by expanding the cypress tree parking lot; and to the south on
Highway 1 by creating a parking lot in the turnout at the south end of town. Both of
these lots would lead to the beach and would not obstruct ocean views. (See
Attachment 5, Town Planning documents; including also committee document,
submitted to Davenport's County Supervisor, that describes Davenport's character,

favorite places and experiences, view corridors, historic resources, and Hwy. 1/Town
Design Guidelines.)

3) The applicants videotaped cars parked on the meadow, ordered as if they were
parked in formal parking spaces. However, cars do not currently park on the ,
meadow; some cars (up to 6 or 8) park informally for a few minutes just north of the
meadow so passengers can hop out and enjoy the ocean view.

Thank you very much.
Sincerely,
Susan Young, member
Citizens for Responsible
. North, Coast Planning .
Enclosures

cc: California Coastal Commission
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- . PETE WILSQN, Goveree
o ATE OF CALFORNIA — BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY =

PEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

B0 HIGUERA STREST
Ban LUIS OBISPO, CA S3403-8114

TELSPWONE: (805 3984111
.w (805) 345-2239

' September 25, 1997

5-8Cr-1-28.73
Odwalla Juice Company
ND SCH# 97081043

M. Kim Tschantz

Staff Planner

County of Santa Cruz Planning
701 Ocean Street Rm. 400
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

Dear Mr. Tschantz:

Caltrans District § Staff has reviewed the shove-referenced Initial Study which proposes to
remadel and expund wn unisling 1aiasd use pructurg adjacant to State Route 10 Navenport,
The following comments were generated as a result of this review: :

~ 8. Page 8 of the Initial Study states that the project has been redesigned to relocate the
perking lot drive as requested by Celtrans (Alternative B). However, Exhibit 8 in the

. Higgins Traffic Study {s still showing Alternative A as the recommended alternative.

Please change exhibit 8 to be consistert will the Initial Study. Additionslly, the new

driveway location in Alternative B will require an extensios of the existing lefi-turn
channelization.

-

b. Page 11 of the Initial Study concludes that widening for 2 left-turn lane is not warranted.
As discussed in our March 17, 1997 comrespondence, Caltrans will require that lefi-turn
channelization be added at the project enirance location if the applicant wants Jeft-tum
movements into the project. The proposed median striping modifications as shown in

Exhibit 9-1 are not acceptable. Please modify page 8 of the traffic study so that it is
consistent with exhibit 9.

¢. An encroachment permit must be obtained before any work can be conducted within the
Caltrans right-of-way. Please be advised that prior to obtaining an encroachment permit,
all design plans must be reviewed by this office accompanied by an approved
environmental document. Biological and archaeclogical surveys must specifically address
impacts in the state right-of-way. Should you have further questions regarding
encroachment permits, please contact Steve Senet, Permits Engineet, at (305) 341-3152
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Mr. Kim Tschantz

September 25, 1997
Page 2

Caltrans staff is available if the County or the project proponent wishes to discuss this project.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments on this proposed project. If you have aay
questions, please comtact me at (805) 549-3131.

 Sincerely,

Ople Ghomrd=

Charles Larwood
District 5

Tntergovernmental Review Coordinator

CDL:cd/

cc: . CBelsky, SCH
" N. Papadakis, AMBAG
1. Wilshusen, SCCRTC

File, 8. Chesebro, $. Strait, L Dolling, T Rochte, D Heumenn, A Delgado
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DATE April 3, 1974

SECTION!  4-T11s-R3W
SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT! 3ra
PROPOSED AMENDMENT:

SIZE! 0.98 acre

UTILITY:
x Electric

x ~Telephone
Sewer
x Water

- NATURAL CONDITIONS:

Contour -
Davenport Beach

'Geology -

Solls - Lockwood Loam
(Storie 64)

SUBJECT PROPERTY

ZONING HISTORY: A-20 (ord. 1691, 2/72§

Flat on terrace above

STAFF REPORT

AGENDA ITEM NO, 7 a & b

APPLICANT!  sourgmmy PACIFIC RAILROAD (by Fred Bailey)
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL MO!  59.121-04 (portion)

CONCURRENT ITEMS: - 74-124-U

FROM: a-~20 T0: u-BS-1 Acre

LOCATION: Between Highway 1 and SPRR tracks across
: from Center St. & Davenport Ave., Davenport

SERVICES!

Schocl District: Pacific Elementary; Santa Cruz Higi

Fire District: Davenport
Sanitary District: Davenport
Water District: Davenport

Vegetation - gradses, shrubs

Surface Water - none

Subsurface Wéter -

-

VICINITY

C-2 PD across ﬁighway 1 (2/72)
‘A-20 to west, south and east (2/72)

Agriculture (1961)

Visual corridor along Scenic Highway (PROS element, 1973)

GENERAL PLAN:
LAND USE:
: for processing.
of the structure.
PROPOSAL:

.. Packing house farmerly used for the preparation of Brussel Sprouts
Currently the applicant (Bailey) lives in a portion

To convert the Packing house to artisan workshops and studios, and

to maintain a watchman's living gquarters.

| Aachgert 2o

n
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L . Rezoning 74-123-2 _ Fred Bailey
for Southern Pacific Transportation Company
Use Permit 74-124-U
Page 3

FINDINGS (Use Pexmit)

1. The location of the propesed use is Jn accordance with the objective?
and purposes of the U-BS (Unclassified) District. The existing outside
appearance of the histcric packing house will be maintained except
for a fence to separate public beach access £rom the workshop.

2. The establishment and operation of the proposed use will not.be‘
detrimental to the people working and living in the area nor injurous
to property and improvements. :

3. The proposed use is consistent with the objectives of the Zoning
Ordinance and with the General Plan in that it is located within the
Davenport community adjacent to Commercial Zone D%stricts and near
commercial uses. )

RECOMMENDATION :

2pproval of Use Permit 74-124-U to Fred Bailey as lessee and the ?outhern
Pacific Transportation Co. as owner subject to the following conditions:

1. A1l reguirements of the Environmental Health Department will be met.
Additional leaching capacity for septic tanks will be needed if the
Board of Directors of Sewer Maintainance District No.l grants a V
variance requiring connection to the Davenport system. The Environmental
Health Department shall stipulate specific uses to be conducted
within the studics and designate type of effluent allowable.

2. NWo retall business ghall be conducted.

3. Ne advertising signs shall be displayed. The present agriculturél
appearance of the building shall be maintained ‘as nearly 35'90551b1§
except for the designation of formal parkingvand definition of public
from private use arsas. -

4. The maximum number of,workshopg shall not exceed 10. A watchman's
© living quarters is permitted.

5. There shall be 11 defined parking spaces within an englosea‘area for
the occupants. of the shop and the watchman.

‘6. A fence shall be erected according to plans on file to channel the
public gaining access through the property to pavenpori Beach. Nine
{8) parking spaces shall alsc be provided for the public wh%ch may
alsc be used by clients of tenants of the workshops if required.

7. Access to Highway 1 and surrounding landscaping shall be approved by
planning staff, Applicant is advised to design the parking lot with
only one ingress/egress point to Highway l.

Blghway 1 is designated on the General Plan as a scenic highwa¥ énd
properties between the highway and the Pacific Ocean are identified as
a Visual Corridor.

pPawl
3/28/74

f
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Rezoning 74-123-2 Fred pailey

v for Southern Pacif.. Transportation Company
Use Permit 74-124-U ’
Page 2 .
ANALYSIS:

The subject land is owned by the Southern Pacific Rallroad who is leasing
the area containing the packing shed to the applicant. The 0.98 a?r?
portion of this parcel has been leased in the past and can be specifically
described. The improvements are owned by the applicant and asses;eﬁ by the
County while the land is assessed by the State Board.of Equalization as
required for utilities (S.B.E. Mo. 872-44-13C-17). County Counsel has
determined that a use permit can be considersd, under eppropriate zoning,
without reguiring a minor land division for parcel scparation.

The property was zoned to the A-20 District early in 1972 in the North Coast
Zone Plan. The packing shed was used for the processing of agxicu%tural
products and represented a permitted use in the Agricultural.oistrl?t.

It does not, in staff opinion, represent land suitable for the growing of
agricultural products at a viable scale on such a small area.

The project is located within 200 feet of the County Sewer Maintainance
District Ne.l (Daveﬁport) across Highway 1. The applicant contends tbat
the cost involved in connecting to that District is prohibitive; therefore,
an appeal is expected to be presented to the Board of Superviscors as

Board of Directorsz of thé District. The Environmental Health Depagtme§ﬁ
is studying an application for a septic system sufficient to serve .

15 people if the appeal is successful.

The sheps are not intended to provide for retall sales and therefore the
need for public accommodations including parking for customers does not
appedl’ necessary. A designp is proposed that will provide 9 parking
spaces: for public use of . pavenport Beach and channel access to the beach
along the present pathway. A 3% foot high fence will separate the public
lot from the proposed shops. The applicant proposes rather extensive
landscaping. Staff feels that the existing scenic view of the ocean
should be maintaﬁneﬁ from the highway.

The applicant plans to rent space to approximatedly € tenants with no shop
to consist of less than 800 square feet. However, if it becomes necessary
he wishes the option to have a maximum 10 occupants in addition to the
waﬁchmah-caretaker‘s'quérters. The total gross floor area of the packing
house ig approximately 11,150 square feet. In ylew of the projected low
traffic generation the parking schedule could approximate one” car for
each 1,000 square feet of gross floor area (warehousing). If industrial
parking standards were applied the schedule is one space for gach 600
square feet of floor area. Staff recommends that 11 formal parking spaces
be provided for exclusive use of shopkeepers, their supplies {or clientele)
and the watchman-caretaker. If overflow parking is required on occasion it
could be accommodated in the 9 space public parking lot.

FINDINGS (Zoning}

1. The 0,98 acre portion of this property has been leased in the past as
a processing plant for agricultural products. Its continued use for
that purpose is no longer necessary since Brussel Sprouts are waghed
and packad in Santa Cruz. The building has been left unused for
several years but can étructurally be converted to another use.

2. The locaticon of the improvements adjacent to Davenport and major
transportation facilities as well as access to Davenport Beach points
toward its conversion to a non-agricultural use.

3. The U-BS District will provideispecific use permit review of any
Proposal to change the present status of the packing houss.

RECOMMENDATION :

Approval of the U-8S~l acre (Unclassified) District for a 0.98 acre portion

of Assessor Parcel 58-121-04. . . s h '
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COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ I il

STATE OF CALIFORKIA ‘ e S e
: - e QERTIETED ... COPY
DY THE BOA2D CF SUPERVISOLS SUPEDVISOR'S OBDER
Qa the date of May 14, 1974

(Ordinance rezoning Southern Pacific Railroad
(property in Davenport area approved in concept;
(moved to Consent Agenda of May 21, 1974 for
(final approval; Use Permit approved. . .

This being the time set for a public hearing to consider
the Planning Commissicn's recommendation on the application of.the .
Southern Pacific Railroad, by Fred Bailey, to rezonme property in the
Town of Davenport and for approval of a use permit to convert a pack-
-ing house to workshops . and.studios.and to maintain a watchman's ‘
living quarters, and notice having been given as evidenced by affi-
davit on file, Board proceeds with said hearing. Senior Planner
Dennis Pisila shows slides and describes the area under cong;deration.
The public hearing is open. Question is raised regarding display
signs. Mrs. Bailey advises that a simple wooden sign will be placed
in front of the building. Mr. Ed Davidson speaks in favor ?f the )
proposal. No one else eppearing before the Board, the public hearing
iz ¢losed. The Clerk reads tha title of the proposed ordlnénce.' Upon
motion of Supervisor Harry, duly secended by Supervisor Forbus, it 1s
ordered by the Board, by unanimous vote, that detailed reading of the
ordinance be and is hereby waived. Upon motion of Supervisor Harry,
duly seconded by Supervisor Forbus, it is ordered by the Board, by
unaniimous vote, that An Ordinance Amending the Zoning Ovdinance ?f
the County of Santa Cruz, Changing Certain Froperty From One Zoning
District to Another in the Vieinity of West Side of Highway Oune,
Approximately 200 Feet Easterly of Ocean Street, in the Town of .
Davenport be and is hereby approved in concept and moved to the Consent
Agenda of May 21, 1974 for final approval. Upon motion of Supervisor
“Harry, duly seconded by Supervisor Mello, it is ordered by the Foard,
by unanimous vote, that Use Permit No. 74-124-U to conver? a Qa§k1ng
house to workshops and studios and to maintain a watchman's living
quarters be and is hereby approved, subject to conditions listed in
Staff Report dated April 3, 1974 with No. 3 amended to include that
sign shall be limited to identification of the various crafts on the
premises and that prior to erection of the first sign, Board approval
be required. : ’ :

PLANNING

o

tete ef Califsenia, Couniy of Sauta Crisesza,
I, Toza M_Kelley, County Clerk end Ex-glilcio Clark of the Roard ¢f Super-
isors of tho Taunly of Saunta Crux, State of Caiderriz, dn heroby cortify thet the
ing 16 @ !rue gnd corr copy of the re modd omd entered in the
,:r.'.:.es‘ia! !nde ec1d Ssod ol Suz;ur;:&e:s. Ind s whereo! [ herra hersunio set
i arad and couzed he reul of s card of Supeivisors.
: VoL, #76

\ Mav 16, 1974 : .

Page ¢/ ExhilgiiGr. A«21900: 98 30+- BaileySteltenpohl Mixed Use Project

BS~3 e Deputy Clerk %30‘\\\1\(\6'5’\' 3




. : ' \ v
(408) 425-5999 : o /%

(FAX) 425-1563

RICHARD BEALE"

t - Land Use Planning ¢
Incorpurated . \ ‘

Doyle Street * Suite E- ‘ '

na Cruz, CA 93061

\

October 1, 19923 ' : o | . . .i?ff;*-(:ﬂ’

Planning Commission

c/o County.-Planning Department P NAR <o
701 Ocean Street , B _:;Ié i,y’.éuff“f'
Santa sz, CA 95060 ' I : Fothss

RE: BAILEY PROPERTY IN DAVENPOR’I APN 058 121-04

Dear Commissioners:

We have met with John Warren of the Planning Department on the future use
of the Bailey warehouse property in Davenport. He requested that we submit
to the Planning Commission a letter detailing the discussion we had with him
at that meeting regarding the future use of the property. The fcllowmg 1s a

-recapitulation of that discussion: )

The Balleys request that the Davenport Warehouse Site (APN 058-121-04)
be deleted as a coastal priority use site.- This would mean removing it

completely from the chart on Pag«: 2-37, Figure 2-5, Coastal Prionity Sites -
North Coast.

The issucs involved we believe are:

l. GENFERAL PLAN DESIGNATION: ‘

Designate the property as Neighborhood Commercial, as pzoposed but do not
further designate'the site as a coastal pdority use "visitor serving commarcial™
site. The Neighborhood Comirnercial designation will allow both visitor serving

~and neighborhood serving uses while the property use is being phased from

manulacturing to comunercial. Policy 2.13.5 would mest the County's desire to
eacourage visitor serving commercial services within Coastal Special
Communities. The Baileys need the flexibility of having tenants whosc uscs
are visitor scrving, as well as those whose uscs are non-visitor secving but
allowed by the C-1 zoae district.
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VIEWSHEDS AND VISTAS, OPEN SPACE AND RECREATIONS COMMITTEE
(Town Planning Process)

1. Protect Davenport's fragile oceanfront and marine vistas.
a. Leave marine terrace belonging to Lonestar U‘nlmFroved.

b. Leave terrace behind old hospital unimproved (also belongs to
Lonestar). : ' ‘

2. Locate soccer field/picnic area for Davenport.

3. Investigate locating beach parking north and south of Davenport to protect town
viewshed. V
‘ a. Expand cypress tree parking lot.
b. Expand parking in turnout south of town.

4. Protect historical resources. -+ -

a. Preserve whale-watching biuff. o

b. Investigate keeping the old hospital as an historic building. ;

c. Investigate the Union Pacific property north of the Bailey-Steltenpohl
property as a whale-watching site. o

d. Investigate the possibility of new structures, specificially the post
office, being designed with architecture historically consistent
with the townscape, as per the General Plan

5. Protect Davenport from visual consequences of new cement plant expansion buildings.
a. Inv&}e’;igat% how much further underground the dome and new building can be
ocated.

b. Will éhesr? new buildings really protect Davenport residents from noise and
ust”

6. Appreciating Davenport's townscapes and plantings: , .
ppa Licurgsi‘s trianzalar garden between Davenport Avenue and Old Coast Road '
©  b. Davenport Resource Center garden
.. C..the.town church’s fiowers N
d. flower boxes in front of Om Ware store
e. Cash Store landscaping

f. and any private gardens and other public gardens we have forgotten!
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VIEWSHEDS & VISTAS
Davenport Town Planning, Meeting #5, April 27, 1999
Visual Resources & Open Space Committee

(Modeled after Felton town planning process)
Describe Davenport's Character and Unigueness:

e on the oceanfront, famous for whale-watching on the town

meadow

¢ cultural diversity, social diversity

e small town atmosphere, true sense of community, neighbors who
know and trust one another: waving to each other, borrowing eggs
and ice, sharing treats like homemade cookies and bread

e sense of living history, with old jail, church, old pier, the cement
plant's connection to the rebuilding of San Francisco after the 1906
earthquake S

» place out of time, slower paced, nostalgic, "Davenport Days"

e individualistic, strong respect for privacy .

« fierce pride in living where we do, heartfelt protectiveness of our
home space, our community, and our school '

¢ rural--people keep goats, chickens, roosters

e isolated, but close to Santa Cruz, San Jose, and San Francisco

¢ folksy, working class ‘

e artists, artisans abound--avante garde performance artist Bruce
Lee, Lundberg glass, Bill Fravel's watercolors, David Boye's knives,
Matty Leeds' ceramics, Om Gallery's offerings

¢ quaint and quirky--not cutesy or upscale -

e dusty factory town with noise and pollutants 24 hrs/day, 7
days/week from the cement plant ~

e quiet--caters to tourists in the daytime, not for nightlife, nota
motel/hotel strip

e Steinbeck-like quality
¢ sense of wildness at the edges of town

Favorite Places:

e Davenport bluffs and cliffs

¢ Davenport meadow and the naked ladies lilies
e the cliffs above the pier

e San Vicente Creek

¢ local beaches

e my home, my own backyard

e neighbors

* where San Vicente Creek enters the sea

» tunnel pathway to the beach

Aﬁ—‘mokm?’ﬁ% S Cb)
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e glassworks and galleries

» Bruce Lee's house, for his famed "happy hour salons"
¢ vineyard on Fair Avenue

e riparian habitat, frogs

e Pacific Schoel—-school makes Davenport a town

+ Swanton Road, the thousands of acres behind Swanton and the
cement plant

F ite E . .
e being unified against nuclear power plant reviews

¢ having experience of knowing "old timers” and learning their life
styles

¢ running on San Vicente Creek and bluffs .

e picnicking on the cliffs, binoculars nearby to peer at whales

e walking down cliff to Davenport Beach

¢ walking on the beaches

e sunlight on the ocean/viewing the always changing ocean :
e walking around town, to Davenport Landing, between Old and New
Town

¢ bikeriding down Cement Plant Road into Davenport

¢ wading in the ocean

¢ whales, yes!

* seeing the lighthouse at Big Sur across Monterey Bay blink every
15 seconds

e listening to the clicking birds and owls at night, and the starhngs
_ and crows during the day; listening to birdsong in the cypress trees
(which drowns out the cement plant noise!)

e watching the moon rise over the hills above San Vicente Creek

¢ watching the fogbank move in over the bluffs ’

¢ watching the stars when the electricity goes out

» viewing the twisted and gnarled old trees behind the church and
up San Vicente Road
"e hearing the bell ring at the church

» watching the hawks soar above the cliffs

¢ watching tourists taking photos of the little church

e talking with Maria and Toni at the post office, oohing and ahhmg
together over packages just gotten in the mail

* buying a dozen "croissant cinnamon rolls" at the Whale City
Bakery and taking them to my office--everybody loves them!

e local celebrations: the Davenport Resource Center's Cinco de
Mayo, La Posada; events at Pacific School

¢ having neighbors like Enid--who took down Ann's drying clothes
when it began to rain, folded them, and put them inside Ann's
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house; having neighbors like Emma--who, after Claudia told her that
one of her cows had wandered into her yard, said, "What kind of
cow? I've just put my bread dough in the Cmsmart——keep it
company until I'm done!"

o cliff rescues by the Davenport Fire and Rescue volunteers; fear of
the cliff edges

e glass hunting on the beach, nicknamed by the children "Jewel
Beach"

e hearing visitors say, "This must be one of the best places on earth
to live!"

Davenport Scenic View Corridors We Enjov:

» unrestricted ocean views from town

¢ 360 degree view around Davenport

e Davenport meadow and the whitewater view of the ocean from
across the meadow, especially when the "naked lady" lilies are in
bloom

e San Vicente Creek watershed view from the marine bluffs
e mountain viewshed

e the view of the ocean and hills from my porch at sunset, with the
hills lit up in golden light and the ocean shimmering

¢ view from the coastal cliffs

e the view from among the cypress trees

 San Vicente Creek, from the tunnel at the beach and back
e Davenport Beach

* the view down Davenport Avenue toward the little church
¢ Swanton Road

» Cement Plant Road

e Davenport Landing without the restroom

mpor Davenport Hij i u
¢ whale migration past Davenport, the whaling industry
¢ the quarry--should be part of local access and story
* the trees--logging should be contained at a renewable pace
e the older, small one-story cottages in both Old and New Town
e Davenport jail, the church, the pier, the old hospital
e mourning the loss of the Foresters Hall -
¢ small established businesses like Lundberg Glass, the mill, the
boatyard ,
¢ Myrtle, George, the older families that live here--the Perezes,
Olympios, Celebrados, Orlandos
e old cheese barn on Cement Plant Road
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o Swiss-Italian (the church is a rephca of one in northern Italy, near
the Swiss border)

¢ small businesses to fit a small town

e cottage-style (no tear-downs for monster houses)
¢ simple--tile & stucco

¢ all colors--pink!

e stricter guidelines for the ocean front

e earth colors

e retain the simple style of architecture of older coastal towns
e tourist-oriented businesses should be restncted to those that
make short visits to Davenport (no elaborate dining places, no
overnight establishments, no more drinking facilities)

e contain development; identify threats to viewsheds, watersheds
and historic features
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CALIFORNIA
California Coastal Commission CoAgTAL C f.'(}fx{s Q‘i 5 f\:» {,i U 52
. ERTRAL COAST AREA

725 Front St. Suite 300 CeNTRAL LOASTZ

Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060
Dear Honorable Commissioners,

I would like to voice my opinion concerning upgrading of the existing Bailey property in
Davenport, Ca. '

I wrote to the Santa Cruz planning commission explaining my opinion regarding how 1

feel this would be a very positive addition to the coastal community of the Davenport

area. The people proposing the changes are attempting to add to the current environment
in an area already commercialized. There proposal will not degrade the current aesthetics
or environment of the area. Iurge you to support their efforts.

Reépectfully,

Ron Kennedy
Boulder Creek, Ca.
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California Coastal Commission ' %‘ ALIFQ

725 Front St. Suite 300 : Cig_ﬁ\:: AL COMMISSION
ENTRAL COAST AR
Sarnta Cruz, Ca. 95060 G I AREA

Dear Honorable Commissioners,

Concerning the Bailey property in Davenport. I would like show support of the
improvements to the existing property. Having worked in Davenport for 10 years and
having been a resident for 5 of those years I am aware that the disputed “meadow” is not
an eyesore only due the additionsto it by the landowners. It is neither pristine nor
natural. The railroad cut divides the area both visually and physically from the cogstal
experience. Mr. Bailey’s efforts to maintain the area by cleaning up the trash generated
by the customers of the retail businesses is what keeps the area inviting. I believe the
parking area Mr. Bailey intends to build will be at least as positive by removing dust and
clutter from the area.

Sincerely,
Ken Ignatowicz
Santa Cruz, Ca.
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June 21,1999

Cahforma Coastal Comxmssxon
Members and Staff

- 725 Front Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

) Déai Comm:'tssion Members' and Staff,

Ijust returned fmm a weekend spent in Davenport and the surroundmg‘ B
area. Ilearned of the Bailey- Steltenpohl Pro]ec’t durmg my stay at the

. Davenport Inn.

Count me among those who are opposed to the prO}ect To set the
preceden’c for commercial development on the West of Highway One in
that area is uresponszble use of our California coast. Don't let it happen.
'We know the inevitable will occur, otherwise. The connect-the- dot
" subsequent cominercial sprawl will leave very little, if any, pristine coast.

~Page 77 Exhibit 5 A-3-SCO-98-101 Bailey/Steltenpohl Mixed Use Project







