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Appeal number .............. A-3-WAT-01-067, Triad Utility Extension

Applicants .................... Triad Associates

Appellant..................... Triad Associates

I.ocal government .......... City of Watsonville

L scal decision................. Denial (June 12, 2001)

Project location............... A 4.2 acre portion of City Coastal Zone Area B located west of Highway One

at its intersection with Airport Boulevard in the City of Watsonville in south
Santa Cruz County (821 Airport Blvd, APN 018-352-05).

Project description ........ Extend water and sewer utility lines (from existing utility lines east of
Highway One in the City of Watsonville) across Highway One to serve City of
Watsonville Coastal Zone Area B west of the Highway.

File documents................ City of Watsonville Certified Local Coastal'Program; City of Watsonville
Coastal Development Permit Application Files U-13-89 (Pajaro Valley Inn)
and U-25-91 (Utility Extension).

Staff recommendation... No Substantial Issue

Summary of staff recommendation: In 1991, the City of Watsonville approved separate coastal
development permits (CDPs) to allow a motel/conference facility on the subject site (CDP U-13-89) and
an extension of sewer and water utilities westerly across Highway One (CDP U-25-91) to serve the
motel. The motel and utilities were never constructed and the CDPs were subsequently extended yearly
until 2001 when the City, finding that changed circumstances existed, denied the extension requests and
sc. the CDP applications for de novo hearings. Subsequently, the CDPs for both the utility extension and
tk: motel were denied by the City in June 2001. The Applicant then appealed the City denial of the
utility extensions to the Commission; the motel denial was not appealable because only major public
work facility denials can be appealed to the Commission.

The subject 4.2 acre site is undeveloped. Though used for agriculture in the past, the site has lain fallow
for some time. The LCP’s principal permitted use for the subject site is agriculture. The utility
extensions that are the subject of this appeal, if approved, would provide for sewer and water service to a
vacant agricultural parcel west of Highway One since the motel approval has not been extended by the
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City. The subject parcel also supports an unnamed wetland. The LCP provides strong policy direction to
protect ESHA and agricultural lands, and to maintain the rural agrarian character of the small portion of
the City, including the subject parcel, that lies west of Highway One. The LCP identifies Highway One
as the urban-rural boundary. The LCP’s public works policies specifically discourage the provision of
sewer and water service west of the Highway for these reasons, and require that such services only be
provided in conjunction and sized in accordance with the development that they are to serve.

An extension of water and sewer service to a vacant agricultural property to serve an unknown future
development is inconsistent with the LCP’s agricultural and public works policies. Staff recommends
that the Commission find that no substantial issue exists with respect to the City’s decision and decline
to take jurisdiction over the coastal development permit application for the proposed project.
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Exhibit A: Location Maps

Exhibit B: Proposed Site Plans

Exhibit C: Original CDP U-25-91 (as approved in 1991)

Exhibit D: MOU (regarding Pajaro Valley Inn) between City of Watsonville and Santa Cruz County

Exhibit E: City of Watsonville Denial Staff Report and Findings

Exhibit F: Appeal of Triad Associates

1.Local Government CDP History and 2001 CDP Denials

In 1991, the City of Watsonville approved a 100-unit motel/conference facility on the subject site (CDP
U-13-89). Subsequently, the City approved an extension of sewer and water utilities to the subject site
later that same year (CDP U-25-91; see exhibit C). The utility extension was preceded by a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) by and between the City and the County of Santa Cruz limiting
the size of the sewer line to 6 inches in diameter under the Highway and 4 inches in diameter from the
Highway to the motel site as a means to address potential growth inducement and agricultural
conversion issues within unincorporated Santa Cruz County adjacent to the site (see exhibit D).

After the CDPs were approved, project construction never commenced. Instead, the City processed a
series of one-year CDP extensions. For whatever reason, though not appropriately processed as CDP
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amendments, the City used the extensions to modify the project conditions for both CDPs, including
changes to the conditions that allowed for a larger sewer line size. The MOU between the City and the
County was also amended to allow for a larger sewer line size than originally permitted. After a series of
detailed correspondence with Commission staff on the topic, the City agreed in 2000 that the original
CDP conditions as approved in 1991, unamended, including the original sewer line sizing, were the
conditions that governed the subject permits.

The City ultimately extended the CDPs again in 2000. At that time, however, it was determined that the
site now contained an unnamed wetland (that had formed since the original approval or that had not been
identified at the time). After another series of detailed correspondence and meetings with Commission
staff and the Applicant regarding the wetland issue, the City rescinded the 2000 notice of extension. On
April 24, 2001, the City Council determined that changed circumstances existed and denied both CDP
extension requests, setting both applications for de novo public hearings. Subsequently, on June 12,
2001, the City Council denied CDPs U-13-89 and U-25-91 (see exhibit E for City’s denial staff report
and findings).

2.Appeal Procedures

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal of coastal development permit denials in jurisdictions
with certified local coastal programs only if the proposed development constitutes a major public works
project or a major energy facility. Because of this, the City’s denial on the motel project (CDP U-25-91)
cannot be appealed to the Commission and the local decision stands. The water and sewer line CDP
denial (CDP U-13-89), however, was appealable as a major public works facility.

Notice of the City Council’s action on CDP U-13-89 was received in the Commission’s Central Coast
District Office on June 21, 2001. The Commission’s ten-working day appeal period for the utility denial
action began on June 22, 2001 and concluded at Spm on July 6, 2001. One appeal (see below) was
received during the appeal period.

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development conforms to
the standards set forth in the certified LCP and the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo coastal development permit
hearing on an appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is
raised by such allegations. Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts a de novo hearing, the
Commission must find that the proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal
program. Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that the development is in
conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, if the project is
located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located within
the coastal zone. This project is not located between the nearest through public road (San Andreas Road)
and the shoreline and thus, this additional finding need not be made in a de novo review in this case.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are the
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Applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their representatives),
and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted
in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo stage of an appeal..

3.Appellant’s Contentions
The project Applicant, Triad Associates, submitted an appeal of the City’s denial on July 5, 2001. The
appeal states in full:

Permit U-25-91 was revoked by City of Watsonville as a trade-out for granting extension of
utilities to high school site. This permit was the subject of an MOU and had imposed a 1 foot
non-access strip to prevent extension of utilities beyond use proposed. It therefore had no
growth-inducing impacts. The LCP was modified without proper notice to us.

Please see exhibit F for Triad Associates’ complete appeal document.

4.Staff Recommendation on Substantial Issue |

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to

the grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of substantial issue would bring the project under

the jurisdiction of the Commission for hearing and action. .

Motion. I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-WAT-01-067 raises no
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under §30603 of
the Coastal Act.

. Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue. Staff recommends a yes vote. Passage of this
motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution
and findings. If the Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the
application de novo and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only
by an affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present.

Resolution To Find No Substantial Issue. The Commission hereby finds that Appeal A-3-WAT-
01-067 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed under §30603 of the Coastal Act.
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5.Recommended Findings and Declarations
The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A.Project Description

The proposed project would extend sanitary sewer and water service from east of Highway One, under
the Highway and to the subject roughly 4 acre site. As such, it involves portions of Coastal Zone Area R
(i.e., the Highway One right of way) and part of City Coastal Zone Area B located west of Highway One
at its intersection with Airport Boulevard (north of Area C and south of Area A). The site to which
utilities would be extended is one of two parcels within City of Watsonville Coastal Zone Area B; from
what the Commission understands, both of these parcels are owned by the Applicant.' The proposed
water line would be an 8 inch water line; the proposed sewer line would be 6 inches for that portion
running under the Highway and 4 inches for that portion then extending onto the subject site. Both lines
would connect into the City’s utility grid east of Highway One. No such urban utility service currently
exists at the subject location.

See exhibits A and B for project location and proposed site plan maps.

B. Substantial Issue Findings

1. Applicable LCP Policies

The 4.2 acre site to which utilities would be extended is currently undeveloped and is located west of
Highway One. The LCP identifies Highway One as the urban-rural boundary within Watsonville’s
coastal zone; urban on the inland side and rural on the ocean side.? Though used for agriculture in the
past, the site has lain fallow for some time. In any case, the LCP’s principal permitted use for the site
remains agriculture. Applicable LCP policies include those that apply to all City coastal zone areas

L APN 018-352-05 (approximately 4.2 acres) and APN 018-352-02 (roughly V2 acre).

2 The Commission has consistently recognized Highway One as the urban-rural boundary within Watsonville’s coastal zone; urban on the
inland side and rural on the ocean side. The LCP states that Highway One “serves that purpose {of an urban rural boundary] now, with
the exception of the industrial area at the crossing of Beach and Lee Roads” (this approximately 75 acre area west of the Highway
within the City limits was removed from the Coastal Zone in 1979 by the State Legislature, and it is currently developed with industry
and a new hotel and is served by public utilities). In considering whether the coastal zone boundary should be changed, the Commission
found that Highway One through Watsonville was the most stable urban-rural boundary. This determination was repeated in the
Commission’s findings for certification of the City's LUP, on December 2, 1982: “Since its construction Highway One has functioned
as an urban/rural boundary on the western edge of Watsonville.” The Commission findings of December 2, 1982 further state that, “the
Commission recognized this line in its decision to deny a permit for a recreational vehicle park in Area B in 1977 and in requiring that
sewer services not be extended into the City's Coastal Zone areas as a condition of approving a permit for a wastewater treatment plant
expansion in 1981.” In approving the permit for the wastewater treatment plant expansion the Commission found, “that abandonment of
Highway One as a stable urban/rural boundary by permitting development west of it could have adverse impacts on agriculture and
sensitive habitats.” The Commission further found, “that such development could only occur after the LUP process had examined the
cumulative impacts which could result and could propose appropriate land use intensities which could be found consistent with the
Coastal Act.” Most recently (through their adopted findings for LCP Major Amendment 1-99 in 2000) the Commission concluded as
follows: “therefore, to maintain conformance with the Coastal Act the urban-rural boundary should be retained at Highway One.”
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including (emphasis added):

LUP Policy 11.A.1. New development shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close
proximity to existing developed areas able to accommodate it......visitor-serving facilities that
cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas shall be located at selected points of
attraction for visitors. '

LUP Policy I1.A.2.(b). Lands suitable for agricultural use (i.e., Areas A, B, and C) shall not be
converted to non-agricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not
Seasible, or (2) such conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or development would
serve to concentrate development consistent with Policy II.A.1. This policy shall not supercede
specific policies I11.B.4 and II1.C.4 that apply to Areas B and C.

LUP Policy I1.C. Special districts or City utility department service areas shall not be formed or
expanded except where assessment for, and the provision of, the service would not induce new
development inconsistent with the preservation of agricultural land and other coastal
resources. ... Any such sewer and potable water utilities shall: be the minimum size necessary
to accommodate the permitted use; be designed and built without extra connection points (i.e.,
stub-outs) not necessary for the permitted use; be installed only in conjunction with actual
construction of the development that they are to serve; incorporate dedication of a one-foot or
greater non-access easement surrounding the parcel served by the utilities across which
extensions of sewer service and potable water are prohibited; be placed entirely within the City
of Watsonville City limits unless certain overriding exception circumstances are found; emanate
from one City sewer line under Highway One north of Beach Road unless certain overriding
exception circumstances are found; and not be developed if capacity is not available to serve the
permitted use.

Zoning Section 9-5. 705( g)(10). Utility Extensions.

(i) An application for a development that requires public wastewater or water lines shall
include: (aa) a plan showing the location and sizing of all water and wastewater facilities;
(ab) calculations indicating the amount of water needed and wastewater generated from
the development; (ac) calculations for the commensurate sizing of the utility lines; (ad) an
analysis of alternative use of on-site systems; and (ae) a financial plan showing estimated
costs and financing means of initial installation and future maintenance.

(ii) In order to approve any such public wastewater or water line, City staff shall have verified

that: (aa) the facilities are sized no greater than necessary to serve the permitted

" development; and (ab) the financial plan is sound and is not predicated on any third party
Sfunding that would induce growth inconsistent with this chapter.

(iii)Any permit to approve a public wastewater or water line must be conditioned to prohibit
installation to occur prior to the commencement of construction of the development that it
is to serve.
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The LCP also includes specific policies that apply within Area R (i.e., the Highway One right of way).
These policies dictate that utilities are allowed as a conditional use. Area R, however, does not contain
specific standards for such utilities itself. As such, the LCP’s general policies apply to such utilities.
More directive are the specific policies that apply to the individual coastal zone areas (e.g., Area B-
specific policies). LCP policies that apply solely to development within Area B include: '

LUP Policy IIL.B4 (reiterated by LCP Zoning Section 9-5.705(b)(4)). Visitor serving
commercial use [on Coastal Zone Area B] may be approved only if it is demonstrated that:

(A) public sewer and water services, if necessary, can and will be provided to the site, and only if
such services are:

(1) the minimum size necessary to serve the permitted development,; and

(2) provided by only one City sewer and water line under Highway One north of Beach Road
(i.e., this connection must be shared by any development on Area C that also is allowed
public sewer and/or water service) unless all of the following occur:

(a) Caltrans will not allow the placement of a utility line to be installed in the Caltrans
right of way within the City limits;

(b) the City makes a finding that there is a one foot non-access strip surrounding any
pipelines through County land which prohibits any tie-ins to the lines and which is
dedicated to a non-profit agency,

(c) the City makes a finding that any pipelines through County lands are located inland
of the Santa Cruz County Utility Prohibition QOverlay District adopted pursuant to the
MOU required by City-of Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99;

(d) the utility line(s) through the County is (are) found consistent with the County local
coastal program and have received an appealable County coastal permit; and

(e) the connecting lines within the City limits comply with all other applicable provisions
of this ordinance; and

(B) the proposed facility could not be located in an existing developed area and continued or
renewed agricultural use is not feasible.

In sum, the LCP defines an urban limit line at Highway One and reinforces this with policies generally
designed to protect agricultural, ESHA, and open space lands west of the Highway. The LCP specifically
protects Area B for agriculture and only allows utility extensions under certain exacting circumstances.
The subject 4.2 acre site is undeveloped. Though used for agriculture in the past, the site has lain fallow
for some time. In any case, by virtue of its rural undeveloped nature, it remains an entrance into the rural
agricultural lands of unincorporated Santa Cruz County immediately adjacent to the west.® The LCP’s
principal permitted use for the site remains agriculture. Because of this, though motels and restaurants
are identified in the LCP as a conditional use, the LCP requires a finding that “renewed agricultural use
is not feasible” before such conditional uses can be permitted. The LCP has an agricultural viability

3 .. . . .
The same can be said for the roughly ¥ acre parcel not a part of this appeal that makes up the remainder of Area B.
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reporting requirement for this purpose.

2. Analysis
The Appellant essentially makes three appeal allegations:*

Appeal Allegation 1: The LCP was modified without proper notice to the Applicant;

Appeal Allegation 2: The City denied the utility extension as a ‘trade off” for allowing utilities to be
extended to serve a public high school; and

Appeal Allegation 3: The proposed project had no growth inducing impacts because it was the
subject of an MOU and included a one-foot non-access strip.

Appeal Allegation 1

Coastal Act Section 30603 limits appeals of denials to allegations that the proposed project conforms to
the standards set forth in the certified LCP. As such, Appeal Allegation 1 is not technically a valid
appealable allegation inasmuch as it is not directly related to LCP conformance. In any case, from what
the Commission can infer from the allegation, the Appellant is arguing that they were not notified of the
most recent major amendment to the LCP that was approved by the Commission in March 2000 (LCP
Major Amendment 1-99).°> However, Commission LCP files indicate that the Applicant-Appellant was
noticed of the pending LCP amendment at the address that the Commission then had on file; the same
address listed in the appeal submitted.® Though immaterial to the case at hand, the Applicant appears to
have been properly noticed for LCP Major Amendment 1-99. The Commission finds that appeal
allegation 1 does not raise a substantial issue.

Appeal Allegation 2

The allegation that “trade-offs” were somehow made that resulted in the denial of this project to allow
for another project to move forward elsewhere is not technically a valid appealable allegation under
Coastal Act Section 30603. That said, however, from what the Commission can infer, the Appellant is
alleging that the City denied the subject utilities so that the City could instead allow utilities to serve the
proposed high school site that is located to the south on Coastal Zone Area C.” The Appellant appears to
be referring to the above-referenced LCP policies that allow water and sewer utilities to be extended

4
5

See exhibit F for the Appellant’s complete appeal document.

There have only been two LCP amendments to the City's LCP. The first, in 1998, expanded the types of public recreational uses that
would be permitted in Area A of the City’s coastal zone (in the northwestern comer of the City — not the subject site; Major Amendment
MNumber 1-98). Most recently, in 1999, LCP Major Amendment 1-99 provided for a public school use on Area C and a number of
additional LCP modifications. Because Amendment 1-99 was the most recent LCP amendment, because it involved changes applicable
throughout the City’s Coastal Zone, and because it allowed for a high school use on City Area C {to which the Appellant also separately
refers), it appears that this is the LCP amendment to which the Appellant refers.

P.O. Box 2472, Santa Cruz, CA 95062. See also appeal document in exhibit F.

The proposed high school has been approved by the City and is the subject of a separate pending éppeal at the Coastal Commission
(Appeal Number A-3-WAT-01-070). A public hearing has not yet been scheduled for the high school appeal.
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west of Highway One at only one location north of Beach Drive.?

This allegation lacks merit on three points.

First, the policies limiting Highway One utility crossings to a single location north of Beach Drive also
have a provision to allow more than one crossing if a series of findings can be made (see LUP Policy
II1.B.4 above). As such, the certified LCP provides a mechanism to allow a second utility line crossing,
under certain circumstances, if of course other applicable LCP conformance tests can be made to allow
the use that the utilities would then serve.

Second, although the high school project as approved by the City would provide for sewer and water
utility extensions at Harkins Slough Road, the City’s approval has been appealed and not yet heard by
the Commission. As such, there is no valid CDP yet for such an extension of utilities. In addition, since
the final disposition of this matter is unclear, the resultant location for any utility lines that may be
approved is likewise unclear.’

And lastly and most importantly, since the motel development to which the utilities were to be extended
was denied by the City, the utility extension that is the subject of this appeal would be to serve an
undefined future project on a site for which the principal permitted use is agriculture. If renewed
agricultural use is deemed infeasible, and if the site cannot be served by on-site services (i.e., well and/or
septic), the LCP requires that such services only be provided in conjunction with, and sized in
accordance to, the development that they are to serve (see LUP Policies II.C and III.B.4, and Zoning
Section 9-5.705(g)(10) above); since there is no approved development for which the utilities would be
provided, consistency with the LCP on this point is not possible. Accordingly, the Commission.finds that
appeal allegation number 2 does not raise a substantial issue.

Appeal Allegation 3

The Appellant argues that the growth inducing aspects of constructing sewer and water lines to the
subject site are addressed by the associated MOU and the required one-foot non-access strip. There are
several points to make here.

First, the MOU to which the Appellant refers was by and between the City of Watsonville and the
County of Santa Cruz and was entered into in 1991, and subsequently amended in 1997 (see exhibit D

8 Note that these policies are reiterated within the specific policies applicable to coastal zone Area C as well.

? Note that the City’s high school approval that has been appealed would place the water and sewer lines under Harkins Slough Road.
Such a location is south of the area to which the Commission directed the one line crossing in their adopted findings for LCP Major
Amendment 1-99. In Amendment 1-99, the Commission found as follows: “If there is only one line, then it will be the City’s
responsibility to site it appropriately. The candidate area appears to be an extension from the intersection of Westgate Drive and Anna
Street, This will then require a line paralleling the Highway One right-of-way for a few hundred feet. Caltrans only allows such line
placement under limited circumstances. It appears that such findings can be made, but the final decision will rest with Caltrans. If, for
some reason, a Caltrans right-of-way cannot be approved, an exception can be made to place a line on County lands, but only if
appropriately restricted to prohibit future tie-ins.” The intent being to place utility lines in such a way that they could be used to serve
both Area C and Area B, provided applicable LCP policy tests could be made to allow conversion of agriculture, and provided on-site

systems were not possible.
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for the MOU).'® Although the MOU refers to utility sizing, it specifically refers to the conditions
attached to the motel CDP (since denied) and not the utilities CDP action that is the subject of this
appeal. Though it may be argued that the MOU in some way could be inferred to apply to the utilities
CDP, the MOU refers specifically to conditions and permits that no longer exist (i.e., the motel CDP,
CDP U-13-89).

Second, because associated with the since denied motel CDP, the MOU and the sewer line sizing were
tied to the wrong permit action.'' In other words, all aspects of the utility extension (including sizing and
access restrictions) would need to be addressed within the context of a utility permit action; an action
that by virtue of being a “major public works facility” is appealable to the Commission.'? Because they
are not, the effectiveness of such instruments is limited.

Third, the one-foot access strip requirement to which the Appellant refers stems from CDP U-25-91
departmental condition number 4 (see exhibit C) that states:

To eliminate future requests for sewer access, a one-foot (1’) non-access strip around the
perimeter of the property shall be recorded.

Although this condition lacks specificity (i.e., it is not clear if the “strip” is an easement, a property
restriction, something else; it is not clear to whom such a strip would need to be offered, if at all; it is not
clear how the strip would be legally structured to disallow utility crossings; it is not clear to what
property the perimeter refers; etc.), it would certainly provide a modicum of protection against growth
inducement offsite. However, as discussed above, there is a fundamental LCP problem before one
arrives at the use a “strip” in that there is no corresponding approved development to which the utilities
would be extended. Absent the use, the required LCP policy tests cannot be met (see LUP Policies I1.C
and III.B.4, and Zoning Section 9-5.705(g)(10) above).

And finally, although the proposed extension of utilities to serve the subject site certainly raises concerns
about its potential to induce growth that may result in conversion of adjacent agricultural lands, a point
the Appellant appears to be arguing is addressed by the MOU and the 1’ non-access strip, the real issue
is the growth inducement and the potential for agricultural conversion of Area B itself. The LCP
identifies agriculture as the principal permitted use here; any development that would be proposed would

10 The MOU provided that if the utility sizing were restricted as defined in the MOU, then the County would not appeal the Pajaro Valley
Inn approval. However, the motel CDP action was not appealable at that time (it would be today based on the presence of the unnamed
wetland on the site). In any case, whereas the original 1991 MOU specified a 6 inch sewer line under the Highway with a 4 inch sewer
line extending onto the site, the 1997 addendum increased the sewer line size unilaterally to 8 inches. The CDP was not amended fo
reflect any such change. See also above permit history findings.

" The antificial separation of the motel and utility CDP actions for functionally related development remains a fundamental permitting
flaw related to the proposed motel development. The artificial separation made it so that the motel CDP action, at least at the time it was
originally approved, was not appealable to the Coastal Commission. Given the presence today of the unnamed wetland on the site, a
CDP action to approve a motel or similar project here in the future would be appealable to the Commission.

12 On this point, Commission staff engaged in a detailed correspondence with the City. If the City’s intent were to govern utility sizing
through the (now denied) motel permit, then the motel permit would need to be considered an appealable CDP as a major public works
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first need to show that renewed agricultural use is infeasible through the LCP-required agricultural
viability report. In addition, the LCP requires protection of the unnamed wetland located on the subject
site. The proposed water and sewer lines, if installed, would definitely make the subject property more
attractive for non-agricultural development. Such direction is contrary to the direction offered by the
LCP for the subject site.

The Commission finds that appeal allegation number 3 does not raise a substantial issue.

3. Conclusion

The LCP only allows sewer and water service west of the Highway to serve Coastal Zone Area B if:
renewed agricultural use has been determined to be infeasible; the utilities have been sized to the
minimum size necessary to serve the permitted development; and the utilities are developed only in
conjunction with development they are intended to serve. These LCP restrictions reinforce the LCP’s
direction for this agriculturally zoned site, and all of the City’s coastal zone, that the rural agricultural
nature of the City coastal zone west of the Highway be maintained. An extension of water and sewer
service to a vacant agricultural property to serve an unknown future development is inconsistent with the
LCP’s agricultural and public works policies. If any such utility extensions are contemplated for this site
in the future, the LCP dictates that such utilities be a functionally related component of any overall
permitting action to allow a non-agricultural use at this location, and not an artificially segmented
separate action that makes LCP conformance difficult to achieve on its own merits.

Therefore, and as detailed in the above findings, the Commission finds that the issues raised by the
Appellant do not raise a substantial issue with respect to the City’s decision to deny the utilities. As
such, the Commission declines to take jurisdiction over the coastal development permit application for
the proposed project.

«

California Coastal Commission
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Figure 1A: COASTAL ZONE AREA R - UTILITY PROHIBITION DISTRICT
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Site and Vicinity Map
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE

CITY COUNCIL
Special Use Permit No. U-25-91

APN: 18-352-05
Applicant: Triad Associates
Hearing Date: July 25, 1991

Effective Date: July 25, 1991

Applicant: Triad Associates
Address: 2734 Chanticleer Avenue - Santa Cruz, CA 95065

Project: Extension of water and sewer lines from Larkin Valley Road/
Westgate Road to 821 Airport Boulevard

Location: 821 Airport Boulevard
Purpose: Provide water and sewer service to proposed motel facility

Property Owner: Robert & Aylene Pennel, Et.al. c¢/o Malcolm D. Moore
Trust

Address: 2734 Chanticleer Avenue -~ Santa Cruz, CA 95065

The Coastal Permit (Special Use Permit) No. U-25-91 requested by the
applicant for the purpose stated above was reviewed at a public
hearing held on July 23, 1991, by the City Council and was approved
by adoption of City Council Resolution No. 264-91 (CMrogether with
Findings and Conditions, all attached hereto and made a part of this
Coastal Permit (Special Use Permit).

CITY COUNCIL
CITY OF WATSONVILLE

e ceer) /%&/

Maureen P. Owens
Planning Director

Distribution: Applicant: Santa Cruz County Assessor, Planning
Department, Building Department, all. departments or agencies requiring
conditions or considered affected by the issuance of the Special Use
Permit.

CAORIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXH? ﬂ' C : ORLQINAL CDP \}.z,s.c“ (10°¢ Paee)
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RESOLUTION NO. 264-91 (CM)

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY .
OF WATSONVILLE APPROVING CONDITIONAL APPROVAL

OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT/SPECIAL USE

PERMIT NO., U=-25-91 TO TRIAD ASSOCIATES

(Extension of water and sewer service lines

Property located at 821 Airport Boulevard,

Watsonville, California (APN 18-352-05)]

WHEREAS, Triad Associates have applied for Coastal Development
Permit/Special Use Permit No. U-25-91 requesting permission for
extension of water and sewer lines from Larkin Valley Road/Westgate
Road to 821 Airport Boulevard, Watsonville, California; and

WHEREAS, Section 9-5.704 of the Watsonville Municipal Code (WMC
Chapter 9-5), City Coastal Zone Implementation Plan provides that a

motel may be constructed in Coastal Zone "B" upon the approval of a

Coastal Development/Special Use Permit by the City Council of the City.

'of Watsonville after special findings are made; and

WHEREAE, Section 9-5.705 of the Watsonville Municipal Code (WMC
Chapter 9-5) requires that public sewer and water be provided to the
site; and

WHEREAS, the proposed development is in conformity with the
certified Local Coastal Program; and

WHEREAS, notice of time and place of hearing of the Coastal
Development Permit/Special Use Permit was given in accordance with
Chapter 9-5 of the Watsonville Municipal Code. The matter was called
for hearing; evidence both oral and documentary was introduced, was

received and the matter was submitted for decision.

703 COASTAL COMMISION
BIT (7, orc,)



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS:

Good cause appearing therefore and upon the Findings attached
hereto and marked Exhibit "A", and the Conditions attached hereto and
marked Exhibit "B", the City Council of the City of Watsonville does
hereby approve coastal Development/Special Use Permit No. U-25-91, to
Triad Associations to extend water and seweﬁ lines from Larkin
Valley Road/Westgate Road to 821 Airport Boulevard, Watsonville,

California.

hkkhhddkkhkkhkdhkhkkkhkdhhdthkhkkkkkhkdhk
The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of
the Council of the City of Watsonville, held on the  23rd day of

July , 19 91 | py council Member Eves '

who moved its adoption, which motion being duly seconded by Council

Member Murphy , was upon roll call carried and the

resolution adopted by the following vote:

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Bobeda, Eves, Milladin, Murphy,
Rios, McFarren
NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: None
ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Hurst
MAYOR
ATTEST:

A vt v Wk
City ClerZ/

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

(L3

STy REEoroeyS T A COASTAL COMMISION
”‘(H;Z%: c: (30re) -



CITY COUNCIL : Permit No.: U-25-%51

APN: 18-352-05 .

Applicant: Triad Associates
Hearing Date: July 23, 1991

Effective Date: July 23, 1991

FINDINGS:

1.

That the proposed development is consistent with the General
Plan, the Watsonville Coastal Land Use Plan and the City's
Coastal Zone Implementation Program.

Supportive Evidence:

The project will provide water and sewer services to the
approved proposed 100 unit motel facility.

That the proposed development will protect vegetation, natural
habitats and natural resources consistent with the Watsonville
Coastal Land Use Plan.

Supportive Evidence: _ .
The Final Pajaro Valley Inn EIR and the Final Subsequent Pajaro

Valley Inn EIR outline the measures necessary to protect the
Yegetation, natural habitats and natural resources.

That such use meets the general requirements of Section 9-5.704
of Article 7 of Chapter 9-5 of the Municipal Code.

Supportive Evidence:

Motels (DLU 6802) are permitted in Coastal Zone "B" with the
issuance of a Coastal Development/Special Use Permit and Section
9-5.705 of Chapter 9-5 of the Municipal Code requires that
public sewer and water be provided to the site.

That the proposed development complies with the specific
performance standards of Section 9-5.705 of Article 7 of Chapter
9-5 of the Municipal Code.

Supportive Evidence:

Coastal Zone Implementation Plan Performance Standards.

CALTCENIA. COASTAL COMMISION : ’
17 .
EXHIBIT € + (4 o) exrisir

Page __ /[ _of _Z ———

The proposed sewer and water service lines comply with the .




That all of the special findings can be made which are listed in

Section 9-5.705 of Article 7 of Chapter 9-5 of the Municipal
COde for each area.

Supportive Evidence:

The proposed project complies with each of the flve special
conditions and findings.

. , i Eg)<;f4!LE3l'1F _,inl—-

Page __-
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

-CITY COUNCIL Permit No.: U-25-91

APN: 18-352-05

Applicant: Triad Associates .

Hearing Date: July 23, 1991

Effective Date: July 23, 1991

General Conditions

1.

This Use Permit shall be null and void if not acted upon within
12 months from the effective date of the approval thereof. Time
extensions may be granted provided the applicant requests same at

least thirty (30) days in advance of a regular City Council
meeting.

After approval is granted, modifications to the project or to
conditions imposed may be considered in accordance with Section
14.10.609 of the City Zoning Ordinance.

Approval is subject to making findings and supportive evidence in
accordance with Section 14-10.607, with said Findings attached to
and made a part of the approved Special Use Permit.

The project shall be in compliance with Use Permit conditions,
all local codes and ordinances, Design Review Permit conditions,
appropriate development standards, and current City policies.
Any deviation will be grounds for review by the City and may .
possibly result in revocation of the Use Permit.

This Use Permit shall not be issued until after the time for
filing an appeal. In the event of an appeal, issuance of this
permit shall be withheld until after the final determination
thereof by the City Council.

This approval applies to plans marked Pajaro Valley Inn received
by the Planning Department on March 26, 1991.

mental Condit H

by
The proposed extension of water and sewer service lines does not
include service to the "future" restaurant shown on the site
plan.

Applicant shall obtain an encroachment permit from Caltrans in
accordance with their requirements.

For fire fighting purposes, the applicant shall provide an eight

inch (8") loop water main or an onsite 5,000 gallon water storage

To eliminate future requests for sewer access, a one foot (1')
non-access strip around the perimeter of the property shall be .

recorded,ALIFGRNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBITC : (¢ ore)

(7d-%0)triad EXH ' BIT &4 B’?
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MEMORARDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

THIS AGREEMENT, is made and entered into 1:}115',5‘1'3'f day of
0 ot , 1991, by and between the COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ,

" hereafter called "County®, and the CITY OF WATSONVILLE, hereafter

called "City*.
- | RECITALS

WEEREAS, on January 22, 1991, the City certified the Final
Subsequené Environmental Impact Report for the proposed 100 unit
Péjaro Valley Inh (hereafter the "Inn") located at B21 Alrport
Boulevard, Watsonville, California; and ’

WHEREAS, on February 12, 199), the City granted
c@nditianai approval to Coastal Development Peimit/Special Usge
Permit No, U-13-89 (hereafter the “Permit") to Triad Associates
for the development of the Inn; and )

wHEREAs; the extension of utilities to serve the Inn ‘
constitutes a major public works project which is subject to the
issuance of a separate Coastal Permit by City; and

WHEREAS, in the spirit of effic;ency'and cooperation,

County and City both desire to enter into a ﬁritten Memorandum of

Understanding to séecify cértaih duties and obligations and to

resolve al)l differences or disputes between City and County

concerning the proposed Inn.

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
AL YT (

i D»._MOU ((or.qr>
-]~ . 3463y



| 651
ROW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES HEREBY AGREE AS POLLOWS:
1, .The Parties agree to the foilowing interpretation of

City Resolution No. 63-91(CM) Departmental COnéitinn No. 39 of .
Exhibit "B, Séopted on February 12, 1991, Departmental Condition
No. 39 of said Resolution reads:

*Limit size of sewer lines to that necessary to

serve the project, in accordance with City

engineering requirements, and record a one-fopt

(1') non-aceess strip,*

(a) fThat a six (6") inch pipe under the Caltrans
right-of-way will be u;ed to partially extend the sewer line to
the Inn for maintenance'considerations and to allow detection of
problems with the use of a television camera. ‘

(b) That a four (4") inch pipe will be used to cdmpletg the
extension of the sewer line from the end of the six-inch séwer
line to the Inn.

{(¢) That the one-foot non-access strip shall be jointly .

conveyed to the City, the County, aﬁd'the California Coastal
Commission if the Commission is agreeable,

2, The parties further agree that any pernit for the
extension of water and sewer lines to the Inn as well as any
further extension of said lines wonld be consiag;ed a major

public works project subject to the issuance of a Coastal Permit
by the City and a& such is appealable to the California Coastal

Commission., .
3., Provided that City complies with this Memorandum of

Understanding, County agrees not to appeal City's approval of the

AR NiA COASTAL COMM@ON
Exiﬁ?%ﬁb Moy (zm@ ' ‘ .

Y e2- o | 34&3%“
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pajaro Valley Ind to the california Coastal Commission on any’
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.asis contained herein.

DATED: \;;-g!w 5 . 1991 CITY cyn\n%
. By: M%,/

TIty Nanager

, 1991  COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ

BY: ft:;:::Z;::7 ~— N

TRES KEELEY, Chair of the
poard of Supervisors

DATED: June 28

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

. APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DWI%%% &. RERR .

County Counsel

ke ile COMMISON .
4 D (;4n=4> | _
- . 3463y
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656
AMENDMENT TO MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING '

The parties hereto agree to amend that certain Memorandum of Understanding .
dated July 8, 1991, by and between the COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ and the CITY OF
WATSONVILLE, by amending paragraph 1. Of that Memorandum of Understanding to

read as follows:

“1.  The parties agree to the following interpretation of City Resolution No. 63-91
(CM) Departmental Condition No. 39 of Exhibit “B", adopted on February 12,
1991, Departmental Condition No. 39 of said resolution reads:

‘Limit size of sewer lines to that necessary to serve the
project, in accordance with City engineering requirements,
and record a one-foot (1') non-access strip.’

(@)  That an eight inch (8") pipe under the Caltrans right-of-way will be used to
partially extend the sewer line to the Inn for maintenance considerations
and to allow detection of problems with the use of a television camera.

(b)  That the one-foot non-access strip shall be jointly conveyed to the City,
the County and the California Coastal Commission if the Commission is
agreeable.”

All other provisions of said Memorandum of Understanding shall remain the same.

Dated: b -12-97 ‘ COUNTY OF SANT CRUM

Mardx Wormhoudt Chair
Board of Supervisors

Approved as to form:

Dwight LY Herr, County Counsel

Dated: S/fa/77 eIy OyATSO!;NILLE
o AT T
City Man;g’er

Approved as to f;ﬁrm: g
City Attorn@) NI

s.pajaro?

CALEGRMIA COASTAL COMMISION
STHET D i moy (4 oed)
50 ATTACHMENT
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City of Watsonville Endorsed for presentation
to the City Council
MEMORANDUM ) .
RECEIVELU
JUN 21
DATE: May 30, 2001 JUN 21 2001
. . CAL iFGR%\?E& o
TO: , Carlos J. Palacios, City Manager ({; fg %‘_‘{ Of«’\ %%P\ag% oASQg i
FROM: \@hn T. Doughty, Community Development Director
SUBJECT: Public Hearing of Coastal Development/Special Use Permit Applications U-13-89

and U-25-91 for a 100-Unit Hotel Development with Conference Facilities and a
Utility Extension at 821 Airport Boulevard.

AGENDA ITEM: June 12,2001 City Council

RECOMMENDATION
Adopt Resolutions denying Coastal Development/Special Use Permit applications U-13-89 and U-25-91
based upon the findings and information contained in the Staff Report and provided at the Public Hearing.

BASIC PROJECT DATA
APPLICATION NO.’s: U-13-89 and U-25-91
LOCATION: 821 Airport Boulevard A.P.N.: 18-352-05
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Coastal Development/Special Use Permit applications to construct a 100-

unit motel with confcrence facilities (U-13-89) and the associated extension of utilities (U- 23-91) ona4?2
acre site

GENERAL PLAN: Commercial ZONING: CZ-B (Coastal Zone-Area B)
EXISTING USE: Vacant/non-cultivated PROPOSED USE: Visitor.accommodations
ADJACENT USES: Highways, row crops, open space, offices, misc. industrial

ADJACENT GENERAL PLAN: General Commercial, Pubhc/Quam-Pubhc, Industrial, Coastal Zone,
Transportation/Communications/Utilities

ADJACENT ZONING: CO (Office Commercial), IP (Industrial Park), TCU (Transportation,
- Communications, & Utilities), CZ-A (Coastal Zone, Sub Area A), and County Zoning of CA (Commercial

- Agriculture CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBITE : ¢'1y or waATSonvILLE DENIAL

PACCPAKETccpkt-01106-12-01riad\triadstafTreportdenial. wpd May 31, 2001?1 1:21am) lab. # F" NO ‘Nqs ( 1 oF1 q—)



LOT SIZE: 4.2 acres

CEQA REVIEW: An Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring Program was certified on
February 12, 1991, in compliance with CEQA requirements for the project.

PROPERTY OWNER: James Thompson, Triad Associates, 116 Frederick Street, Santa Cruz, CA, 95062

REPRESENTATIVE: Barbara Moore, Triad Associates, 128 Frederick Street, Santa Cruz, CA, 95062

BACKGROUND/CONTEXT _ )
The two Coastal Development/Special Use Permit applications propose development of a 100-unit motel
with conference facilities and the associated extension of utilities under Highway One to the site. The first
of these two permits (U-13-89 for the motel and conference facilities) was originally approved and the
Environmental Impact Report certified on February 12, 1991. The second permit (U-25-91 for the utility
extension) was approved on July 23, 1991. A project Site and Vicinity Map is attached (see Attachment 1).

Since both permits were originally approved, a number of extensions have been requested by the applicant
and approved by the City. In each case, prior to approving the requested extensions, the City Council
considered whether the project remained consistent with the intent of the General Plan, Watsonville Coastal
Land Use Plan, and the City’s Local Coastal Implementation Program.

In 1998, the City Council approved an extension of U-25-91 which called for expansion of the proposed
sewer line diameter from six to eight inches. The Coastal Commission objected to this expansion on the
basis that the utility sizing was beyond that needed to serve the project. Consequently, on March 14, 2000,
the City Council approved extensions for both permits with modified conditions of approval to reflect a six-
inch diameter pipe size which was consistent with the original conditions for permit U-13-89 and the utility
permit recognized by the Coastal Commission.

Following the March 14, 2000, City Council approval of the permit extensions, the City received a letter
from the Coastal Commission (see Attachment 2) related to changed circumstances on the project site. In
this letter, Coastal Staff indicated that the project site appeared to havé wet areas that were not identified in

the original EIR for the project and that reexamination of the project might be warranted. They also

expressed concerns about processing irregularities relating to noticing requirements and requested that the
motel permit be readvertised as an appealable Coastal Development permit.

On April 13, 2000, the City advised the applicant that changed circumstances on.the motel site required

additional consideration including preparation of a wetlands delineation study to determine if project
modifications were needed to address the wetlands issue.

On August 22, 2000, the City Council extensively amended the City’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) to
address Coastal Commission concerns related to the Millenium High School project. The amendments were
certified by the Coastal Commission in October of 2000. In part, the amendments established clear criteria
for extending existing Coastal permits. The amendments state that a Coastal permit may be extended for
one year afer a duly noticed public hearing if the reviewing agency finds no change in circumstances
affecting the project’s consistency with the LCP. Absent that finding, the permit extension must be denied
and a new hearing set to ascertain LCPcAnsi{fatieyA ;ﬁ@ﬁp@m}})cmmnts establish strict

EXHIB!T B (tord | 7 ‘
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limitations on the utility extensions under Highway One in the Coastal Zone. Section 9-5.705 4 (ii) (ab) of
the City’s LCP limits the number of sewer line crossings of Highway One to a single point unless a series of
difficult findings can be made

On April 24, 2001, the City Council adopted resolutions denying the requested extensions of permits U-13-
89 and U-25-91 and scheduled a public hearing for June 12, 2001, to consider the original Coastal
Development/Special Use Permit applications (U-13-89 and U-25-91).

DISCUSSION

Application Description:

. U-13-89. The Pajaro Valley Inn project, as it was originally called, consisted of a 100-room motel
with conference facilities clustered in six buildings. A planned restaurant location, to be built at a
later date, appears on the 1985 Site Plan (see Attachment 3).

The project Site Plan was changed in 1990 to reflect five two-story buildings in lieu of six clustered
in a triangular configuration (see Attachment 4). Building three is proposed to contain 40 motel
rooms while the three other buildings (Buildings 2, 4 and 5) will each contain 20. Each room is
approximately 400 square feet in size. A swimming pool is planned in the center of the buildings.
Building one contains the motel office, manager’s unit and 3,600 square feet of conference area.
One hundred six (106) parking spaces are proposed; Lot coverage (the amount of impervious
surface) is 46 percent. A six-foot high landscaped masonry wall is planned along the Highway One
frontage. Access is via Highway One off of Airport Boulevard.

Approximately 1.1 acres of land in the western quarter of the site is proposed for future commercial
uses and a 150-seat restaurant.

. U-25-91. This application proposes extending water and sewer service lines to the proposed motel
site (U-13-89). Currently, the application proposes extending the sewer line by using a six-inch
diameter pipe. The water line will be extended by using an eight-inch diameter water main. The
highway crossing would be achieved using a bore and jack method with 18-inch steel casing.

Zoning/General Plan/Local Coastal Plan Consistency:

A detailed analysis dnd determination of zoning, General Plan and LCP consistency is provided in the
Resolution.

The zoning of the project site is Visitor Commercial (CV). The CV designation requires a Special
Conditional Use Permit for motels. The site is designated Commercial in the City’s General Plan.

The City’s LCP has been the governing planning document for the subject property since the City received
coastal permit authority from the California Coastal Commission in 1988. The LCP designation for the site
is Agriculture as the permitted use and Visitor Serving Commercial as a conditional use (allowing hotels,
motels, and restaurants subject to visitor serving commercial development criteria). The LCP, as recently
amended, sets forth development criteria and performance standards for this property which is identified as
Costal Zone Area B in the LCP (see Attachment 5).

As previously indicated, the 100-unit motel project was initially approved and subsequently extended nine
times based on findings of consistency with the City’s General Plan, Local Coastal Plan, and LCP

Implementation Program. However, during the last extension of permits, the California Coastal
Commission indicated that changed circumstances had ol &?Nﬁ MA&MMN‘W“

EXHIBIT £ (3619 ;
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in 1991 (see Attachment 2). The City Council must concur with the Coastal Commission that changed
circumstances exist. Changed circumstances for the motel project (U-13-89) would cloud the need for the

" utility extensions proposed by permit (U-25-91). ‘

Environmental Review:

Although an EIR was prepared and certified for the proposed motel and conference uses and extension of
utilities in 1991, several significant changes in circumstance have occurred since then requiring additional
analysis and project evaluation. These changes and their impact on the project are documented in the
Resolution.

CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis contalncd above and in the Resolution, Staff recommends that the City Council deny
the proposed application to construct a 100-unit motel with associated conference facilities and the proposed
application to extend utilities to said motel. In order to deny the Coastal Development Permit and Special
Use Permit Applications, the City Council must find that the proposed use does not conform to the
requirements and intent of the City’s General Plan, the LCP and the LCP Implementation Program.
Findings for denial are provided within Exhibit A of the Resolution.

Permit applications U-13-89 and U-25-91 could be resubmitted to the City as new applications that are
responsive in design and substance to the issues raised in this Staff Report and by the City Council. In that
case, revised findings would be forthcoming that could conceivably support the project. Alternatively,
should the City Council deny applications U-13-89 and U-25-91, the applicant could appeal this action to

the Coastal Commission since the Commission has indicated both Coastal Permit applications are
appealable.

STRATEGIC PLAN ' .

This project was approved and has been granted prior permit extensions because it met the economic
objectives of the City’s Strategic Plan. However, changed circumstances on the project site and

modifications to the Local Coastal Program have prompted a recommendation for denial of the existing
permits.

FINANCIAL IMPACT
Denial of permits U-13-89 and U-25-91 may reduce anticipated Trans1ent Occupancy tax revenue by SR

- approximately $160,000 per year.

ACTION

1. - Staff Report

2. Public Hearing - Accept public testimony
3. Adopt Resolution

ATTACHMENT(S)

1. Site and Vicinity Map

2. Letter from Coastal Commission to John Doughty dated March 20 2001
3. 1985 Proposed Site Plan

4. 1990 Proposed Site Plan

5. City of Watsonville Coastal Zoning Map

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
cc:  City Attomney FXHEB;T E ( 4 ar»n—)
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JTE OF CALIFORNIA ~ THE RESQURCES AGENCY H

ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NTRAL COAST DISTRICT QFFICE

GRAY DAVIS, Govemor

; FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 ey g‘% EE %
NTA CRUZ CA 95060 é‘%% w3 .
ONE: {831) 427-4863
X: {831) 427-4877
John Doughty, Director %Qf%STAL COM!
City of Watsonville Community Develop '
P.O. Box 50000

Watsonville, CA 95077-5000

Subject: City of Watsonville Coastal Permits for Pajaro Valley Inn (U-25-91 & U-13-89)

Dear Mr. Doughty:

Thank you for meeting with my staff last week to discuss issues associated with the above-
referenced City coastal permits and their irregular procedural history. The purpose of this follow-
up letter is to clarify the current processing status of coastal permits U-25-91 & U-13-89. As you
discussed with my staff, the notification of the City Council action to extend the subject coastal
permits to February 25, 2001 was never completely finalized due to both noticing deficiencies
and the City’s desire to allow any applicable Coastal Commission appeal periods relevant to the
Council’s action to run concurrently. Subsequently, the Applicant for the subject coastal permits

formally requested another coastal permit extension prior to the February 25, 2001 permit
expiration date.

In light of the irregular procedural history associated with these coastal permits (as previously
described in detailed correspondence between the City and the Commission), we agree that the .
best planning and public policy alternative at this time given the current circumstances is to
accept that the permits were extended until February 25, 2001 and for the City to proceed with a
hearing on the merits of the current extension request. That being said, we would again observe
that the subject permits should not be extended in light of the changed set of circumstances since
the permits were originally approved, including the newly identified wetland area present on the
subject site. In addition, the best way to address the past procedural irregularities and to address LT
site constraints consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Program would be for the Applicant to

pursue a revised project through a new coastal permit application with the City. Such an

application would allow for design of a modified -project,” updating of any applicable

environmental analyses, and evaluation of the project in light of the current circumstances
applicable to this coastal zone site.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact Dan Carl of my staff at (831) 427-
4893.

Sincerely,

(41 CAUFCRIIA COASTAL COMMISION
Charles Lester EXH,B'T B (6 oF | '-?)

Central Coast District Manager

an———————
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cc: Barbara Moore, Triad & Associates (Applicant) ‘

G:ACentral CoastiP & R\Wat\CDPs-LocalTriad - Pajaro Valley Inn\Letter to City Regarding the extenslon of U-25-91 and U-
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RESOLUTION NO. 144-01 (CM)

CALIFORT iﬁx
A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CIT%QQFR%L ¢o
WATSONVILLE DENYING COASTAL PERMITS/SPECIAL
USE PERMITS NO. U-13-89 AND NO. U-25-91 FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION OF A 100-ROOM MOTEL WITH
ASSOCIATED CONFERENCE FACILITIES AND EXTENSION
OF WATER AND SEWER SERVICE LINES AT 821 AIRPORT
BOULEVARD, WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA, FILED BY
TRIAD ASSOCIATES

[Project: Pajaro Valley Inn, APN 18-352-05]

WHEREAS, Triad Asso{:iates applied for Coastal Development/Special Use
Permits No. U-13-89 and U-25-91 for a 100-room motel with asséciated conference
facilities and extension of water and sewer service lines to be located at 821 Airport
Boulevard, Watsonville, California; and

WHEREAS, said Permit No. U-13-89 concerns the construction of a 100-room

mote! with conference facilities and Permit No. U-25-91, the extension of water and .

sewer service lines from Larkin Valley Road to 821 Airport Boulevard, Wétsonville,
California; and

WHEREAS, Triad Associates applied for extension (01-10) of Coastal
Permit!Speciél Use Permit No. U-13-89, originally approved by Council Resolution No.
63-21(CM) on February 12, 1991, and thereafter extended for niné (9) additional one
(1) year periods by Resolution No*'71-92 (CM) on Febr;ary 26, 1992, by Resolution
No. 37-83 (CM) on February 9, 1993, by Resolution No. 103-94 (CM} on April 26,
1994, by Resolution 65-95 (CM) on February 28, 1995, by Resolution No. 118-96

{(CM) on April 9, 1996, by Resolution 55-97 (CM) on_February 25, 1997, by

CERTIRCATION
Reso No. _144-01 (CM}
TEvrTH OF CALIFORMA
LACOUNCIL\2001 Meetings\0§1201\Triad U-13-89 U-25-91 D M SANTA CRZ
w283 s e e s o
g AL, STATE
‘ saviA COASTAL COMM@ON Twﬂgmmmﬁmmwmmm?/??ms |
WHIT B Ceeerd) AR ' ' ="

CLERK OF THE CITY OF



Resolution No. 60-98 (CM) on March 10, 1998, and by Resolution No. 93-99 (CM)
on March 23, 1999, and by Resolution 72-00 (CM) March 14, 2000; and

WHEREAS, Triad Associates also applied for extension (01-10) of Coastal
Permit/Special Use Permit No. U-25-31, originally effective August 10, 1991, adopted
by the Council of the City of Watsonville pursuant to Resolution No. 264-91(CM) on
July 23, 1991, and thereafter extended for nine (9) additional one (1) year periods
by Resolution No. 231-92 (CM) on July 14, 1292, by Resolution No. 217-93 (CM} on
July 27, 1993, by Resolution No. 102-94 (CM) on April 26, 1994, by Resolution 64-
95 (CM) on February 28, 1895, by Resolution No. 1192-96 (CM) on April 9, 1996, by |
Resolution 56-97 (CM) on February 25, 1997, by Resolution No. 61-898 (CM) on
March 10, 1998, and by Resolution No. 94-99 (CM) on March 23, 1999( and by
Resolution 73-00 {CM) on March 14, 2000; and

WHEREAS, Subsection (b) of Section 9-5.413 of the Watsonville Municipal
Code was modified on September 12, 2000, by Ordinance 1096-00 (CM) to only
allow Coastal Permits to be extended for an additional period not to exceed twelve
(12) months if it can be found that no changed circumstances have made the project
inconsistent with the policies of the Local Coastal Program after a public hearing by
the Council to consider such an extension; and )
WHEREAS, the City of Watsonville filed Final Action Notices on the extension

of permits U-25-91 and U-13-89 on March 28, 2000 in accordance with Coastal

Commission procedures; and

Reso No. _144-01 {CM) 2
LACOUNCILA2001 Meetings\061201\Triad U-13-89 U-25-91 Denial,wpd
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WHEREAS, the California Coastal Commission issued a Notification of Deficient
Notice on April 5, 2000 for permit U-13-89 (the 100-room hotel) because Coastal
Commission staff identified a changed circumstance which included an unmapped
wetland on the site which would affect the design of the hotel and requested that the
project be readvertised as an appealable item; and

WHEREAS, revisions recently adopted to the Local Coastal Program (“LCP")
prevent additional extension of permits that are found to have changed circumstances
that may affect the consistency of the development with the LCP; and

WHEREAS, unmapped wetlands have been identified in the southwestern
corner of the site and the recent LCP amendment has established new agricultural
buffer requirements affecting applicant’s property and other’s which constitute a
changed circumstance that make the current project inconsistent with policies of the
LCP; and |

WHEREAS, on April 24, 2001, the Council adopted Resolutions No. 101-01
(CM) and 102-01 (CM) denying a request for extension of such permits; and

WHEREAS, notice of time and place of hearing of the Coastal Permit/Special
Use Permits No. U-13-89 and U-25-91 was given in accordance with Chapter 9-5 of
the Watsonville Municipal Code; the matter called for he_aring, evidence both oral and

documentary introduced and received; and the matter submitted for decision; and

Reso No. _144-01 (CM) 3
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WHEREAS, due to changed circumstances of the project that make it
inconsistent with the LCP, it is deemed in the best interest of the City of Watsonville
to deny Coastal Permit/Special Use Permits No. U-13-89 and U-25-91.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
WATSONVILLE, CALIFORNIA, AS FOLLOWS:

Good cause appearing therefore and upon the Findings attached hereto and
marked Exhibit “A,” the City Council of the City of Watsonville does hereby deny
Coastal Permit/Special Use Permits No. U-13-89 and U-25-91 to Triad Associates for
the construction of a 100 unit hotel and conference facility and extension of water

and sewer service lines at 821 Airport Boulevard, Watsonville, California.

I E AR E R AR EEEEREEEERERE SR L EREREERSSENRS]

Reso No. 144-01 (CM} 4
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The foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the Council of the .

City of Watsonville, heldonthe ___12th dayof __ June _, 2001, by Council Member

de la Paz __, who moved its adoption, which motion being duly seconded by Council

Member Phares , was upon roll call carried 'and the resolution adopted by the

following vote:

AYES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: de la Paz, Doering-Nielsen,
Gomez, Phares, Carter

NOES: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Bobeda

ABSENT: COUNCIL MEMBERS: Lopez

ATTEST:

O

- City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO_\F\ORM:

City’fBrney

Reso No. 144-01 (CM) 5
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE
CITY COUNCIL

Application No.: U-13-89 & U25-91
A.P.N.: 18-352-05

Applicant: Triad Associates
Hearing Date: June 12, 2001

SPECIAL USE PEngpng&{é‘;&G§;%R DENIAL
1,

That the proposed development is inconsistent with the General Plan, the
Watsonville Coastal Land Use Plan (LCP) and the Watsonville Coastal Zone
Implementation Program. Although the project was found to satisfy this criterion
when approved in 1991, the project is now found inconsistent with the City's
Coastal Land Use Plan and Coastal Zone Implementation Program as amended
due to:

a)

b)

d)

noncompliance with the LCP’s 200-foot agricultural buffer requirement;

failure to provide a wetland delineation study and in its absence,
noncompliance with LCP wetland protection policies the 100" setback
requirement,

failure of the project and Environmental Impact Report documents to
acknowledge changed circumstances on and affecting the subject property
(such as possible existence of the Santa Cruz tarplant and applicable
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations/municipal airport
plans/operations);

noncompliance with the LCP’s 100-foot environmentally sensitive habitat
area buffer requirement;

failure to acknowledge changes in local, regional and cumulative traffic
impacts;

failure to assess currently viable, existing developed area alternatives for
the proposed visitor-serving project;

failure to produce an agricultural viability report to justify agricultural land
conversion; and
noncompliance with the terms of the Utility Prohibition Overlay District.

2. That the proposed development will not protect vegetation, natural habitats and
natural resources consistent with the Watsonville Coastal Land Use Plan, in that
the Final Pajaro Valley Inn EIR and the Final Subsequent Pajaro Valley Inn EIR

PACCPAKET\cepkt-01106-12-01\triad'SUP findings.wpd June 6, 2001 (l:27pm);EX-§.HJl§Q§NlA COASTA" COMMIEION
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fail to outline the measures necessary to protect the vegetation, natural habitats
and natural resources on the site. Work began on these documents nearly 13
years ago and much of the data and analysis is outdated. In addition, the
document conclusions predate recent amendments to the City's LCP and
implementing regulations so that current LCP policies and requirements are not
addressed by the project and/or environmental assessments of the project.

3. That the proposed development does not comply with the specific performance
standards of Section 9-5.705 of Article 7 of Chapter 9-5 of the Municipal Code, in
terms of size and lot coverage. The subject property is 4.2 acres in size, less
than the five-acre minimum lot area required. The Final Subsequent EIR
indicates that the project proposes a 46 percent lot coverage by impervious
surfaces, however, after subtraction of any wetland or Environmentally Sensitive
Habitat Areas from the site area, the resultant lot coverage calculation will likely
exceed the 50 percent maximum under current design.

4. None of the Five Special Findings can be made which are listed in amended
Section 9-5.705 of Article 7 of Chapter 9-5 of the Municipal Code can be made.

«  Special Finding 1. For nonagricultural uses, an agricultural viability report
has been prepared which indicates that continued agricultural use is
demonstrated to be infeasible. The permit applications propose a
nonagricultural use. An agricultural viability report has not been prepared

- demonstrating the infeasibility of agricultural uses as is required for the
proposed non-agricultural use.

«  Special Finding 2. That public sewer and water services, if necessary, can
and will be provided to the site and only if such services are the minimum
size necessary to serve the permitted development, provided by only one
City sewer and water line under Highway One north of Beach Road; for
example, this connection must be shared by any development on Area C
that also is allowed public sewer and/or water service unless all of the
following occur:

a) Caltrans will not allow the placement of a utility line to be installed in the
Caltrans’ right-of- way within the City limits; -

b) the City makes a finding that there is a one foot non-access strip surrounding
any pipelines through County land which prohibits any tie-ins to the lines and
which is dedicated to a nonprofit agency;

c) the City makes a finding that any pipelines through County lands are located
inland of the Santa Cruz County Utility Prohibition Overlay District adopted
pursuant to the Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) required by City of

Watsonville Local Coastal Amendmen(t: lz\l?l%RNl A COASTAL COMM!§!ON
PACCPAKET\ccpkt-01106-12-01\triad\SUP findings.wpd June 6, 2001 (1:27pm) lab EXH!B'T E (l ® 0F’l?>
o Attachment/Exhibit fo: SXHlBg /qf
Resolution No.144-¢]_(cm) age °




d)

the utility line(s) through the County is (are) found consistent with the County
local coastal program and have received an appealable County Coastal Permit;
and

the connecting lines within the City limits comply with all other applicable
provisions of this ordinance; and applied for as specified in Section 9-
5705(g)(10). No evidence has been provided indicating that the proposed utility
connections meet the minimum size requirements of this Finding. Both this
project and the proposed Millennium High School are each proposing utility
crossings of Highway One to service their respective developments. However,
the LCP as amended dictates that there be only one Highway One crossing for a
utility connection, and that the connection be shared by both Coastal Zone Area
C (the proposed Millennium School site) and Area B (the subject property)
unless several rigorous conditions are met. The City’s Public Works Department
prefers that the location of the single crossing of Highway One be at Harkins
Slough Road and TechnologyDrive (the High School proposal) not at Larkin
Valley and Airport Boulevard (proposed by U-25-91) based on existing facilities
and overall capacity issues.

Special Finding 3. That the proposed facility could not be located in an existing
developed area. No analysis more recent than the 1990 Final Subsequent EIR
has been submitted to assess whether the proposed project could be located to
an existing developed area. Given the City’s rate of development over the last
decade, this 1990 EIR fails to meet the necessary LCP performance standard.

Special Finding 4. That the development will utilize topographical shielding
and/or dense planting to minimize impact upon views from Highway One. No
plans for dense planting has been proposed by the project to meet the LCP
screening standard. Thus, the standard is not satisfied.

Special Finding 5. A field search for the endangered Santa Cruz Tarweed will be
conducted by a qualified botanist during the time of year in which the plant is
expected to be in bloom (between June and October) on the parcel(s) in
question before approval of any development. The report of such field
investigation shall be forwarded to the State Department of Fish and Game for
evaluation. If any portion of the site is confirmed to be an endangered plant
habitat, such area shall be treated as environmentally sensitive habitat, kept in a
natural state, and protected from the intrusion of humans, erosion, vehicular
traffic and other activities which could significantly disrupt the habitat. No field
search for the Santa Cruz Tarweed has occurred since the 1990 EIR.

CALFORNIA COASTAL COMMISION
EXHIBIT & (1rori?)
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STATE OF CALFORMIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY (plgn/e MW-«W
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
728 FRONT STREET, SUNE 300
SANTA CRU2, CA 95060

(B31) 427-4883

APFPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please review attached appeal information sheet prior to completing this form.

SECTION |. Appellant(s}:

Name, mailing address and telephone nurnber of appellant{s):
’ RARD A% foc LRTES
o Apk 22 T
S &R (VV?_L)’Z R YSbbe?
; (& 457- 7420
Zip Area Code Phcne No.
SECTION II. Decislon Being Appealed ~

1.  Name of local/port govamaem

N Uﬂ%w‘/u Lge

2. Brief description of development being appealed; :
M:w Dt INILITIES <0 L850 U
MATE ¢
DL OO A PPN, PElA . CoP 1289 .
Las ABEE 4}’_@{\;’0}(6&)

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel numbar, cross street, etc.:
p

T _[2LVDUANSOMVLC
22l 'Q“‘ﬁoigg— 8- 352 ~&5 G

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditicns: _
b. Approval with special conditions: _
c. Denial: __ ECIENS 8N Df Muwes -

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial demsions by a local govarnment cannot be

appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial decisions
by port governments are not appoatable.

TQ BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: .
Smetumess  RECEIVED
DISTRICT: .MQAEI’ ‘ JUL 05 2001

CALFORNIA COR W concCALIEORY: @
ot COASTAL COMMSION g0 871410,

i

EXH;B;T F: A‘PPGE ('”;) GENTHAL GAb ATREA

Appeat Form 1889.90¢
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAI. GOVERNIMENT (PAGE 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. ___ Planning Director/Zoning ¢. ___ Planning Commission
Administrator '
b. £§ City Council/Board of d. ___ Othern:
Supervisors s
M\ .- ’
6. Date of local government's decision: —J Ul\féb (7/3 Zﬁ?@j facied

7. Local government’s file number: (\e{}ﬁ‘ﬁ’)gL Perny (TS 1)-13-%9 f 0-25-91
SECTION Il Identification of Cther |nterested Persons

Give the names and addresses of tha foilowing pariies: (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

b #Hny 2472 _
SR Lz CA GoR42

—t

b. Names and mailing addresues as available of those who testified (either verbally or in
writing) at the city/county/port hearings (s). Include other parties which you know to be
interested and should recelva notice of this appeal.

(1) CANLERCE ,U«osq—z
776G CRESSNOT S 2P 189

M&M&_‘&L.S

(2) - ] ‘_ " "b.‘

3)

(4)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors
and requirements of the Coastal Act, Please review the appeal information sheet for
assistance in completing this section which continues on the next page. '

AIECINA COASTAL COMMISION

?""‘t i ,zs\g-\;-s RPN

LATT wm(un)




B7/685/2601 12:53  415-351-1941 ' PAGE

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (PAGE 3)

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Local Coastal
Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and requirements in which you beheve
the project is inconsistant and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. (Use ™
additional paper as necessary.)

'-f 4.3 [?f' AS __Z
G.n‘r. l“b A L"(-" » o ; A-A'l" b ~DL/T F (’;
ERXGENSIODN _ AFf Y78 Tes gD K
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;i ﬁ0%3 2& N A MY 05 -4
mzf ; \ ~ . p cmﬁ

L e Zintbac 7l

% L,C‘%:LEM'M -Duc NG zﬂ%ﬁfj ,
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Note: Tha above description need noi be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons
of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeali Is
allowed by law. The appeliant, subsequent fo filing the appeal, may submit additional
information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

t of my/our kj;&adga.
. Lt

lant(s) or Authorized Agent
_T-5-By
NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below.

SECTION VI. Agent Authorization

I/\We hereby authorize . to act as mylour’
representative and to bind me/us in all matters conceming this appeal. et

SECTION V. Cerification

The information and facts stated aboava are correct to the

Date

PRI
K B

KM
%3;3:?; T—- thnature of Appeliant(s)
('2’693) Date




