ALLIE R

May 2,2015

COPIES SENTTOSTAFF 4 @; E; WED

MAY 11208
California Coastal Commission CAL OE%AA
Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors Chambers POB%LAM ((”ﬂ et
105 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Agenda Number Th23c

Application #A-3-STC-15-0024

Commissioner Mark Vargas
45 Fremont St.

St. 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

I’'m in opposition to this project for the reasons stated below.

I’'m trying to understand the process that we have been going through for
the last several months in our attempt to stop the encroachment on our
beautiful view of the ocean. When I first looked at this property to purchase
several years ago I wasn’t too hot on buying in Santa Cruz. However when I
went out on the patio and looked at the bay and saw the spectacular view I
changed my mind. You could see to the west as far as the point where the
surfers were doing their thing. I couldn’t watch the sun set like I had hoped
too because the view is to the south not west, but never the less it was
beautiful.

Now with this proposed deck addition the spectacular view of the beach
will be hidden from us. I’1l still be able to see the horizon but the beautiful
view of the beach will be gone forever. When I purchased the unit there was
and still is an amendment to the Fee Title and Deed that states there can be
no encroachment on the Visual Corridor in any manner, forever. ’'m
including a copy of this document so you can see what the original owners
and builders wanted to preserve forever. The intent was to preserve the
“Visual Corridor”, meaning width as well as height for any future plans for
the property. I would think this is well within your jurisdiction as the
Coastal Commission. The owners of beach st inn knew this when they
bought the property but they have chosen to go ahead and violate that
agreement and it seems like the City of Santa Cruz doesn’t seem to really

lON



AL

May 2,2015

COPIES SENTTOSTAFF 3= C %%W ED

MAY 11200
California Coastal Commission CALY FOE“\\}‘F c «AON
Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors Chambers G QE\%LAM C((fw“ Y
105 E. Anapamu Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Agenda Number Th23c

Application #A-3-STC-15-0024

Commissioner Mark Vargas
45 Fremont St.

St. 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

I’m in opposition to this project for the reasons stated below.

I’m trying to understand the process that we have been going through for
the last several months in our attempt to stop the encroachment on our
beautiful view of the ocean. When I first looked at this property to purchase
several years ago I wasn’t too hot on buying in Santa Cruz. However when I
went out on the patio and looked at the bay and saw the spectacular view I
changed my mind. You could see to the west as far as the point where the
surfers were doing their thing. I couldn’t watch the sun set like I had hoped
too because the view is to the south not west, but never the less it was
beautiful.

Now with this proposed deck addition the spectacular view of the beach
will be hidden from us. I’ll still be able to see the horizon but the beautiful
view of the beach will be gone forever. When I purchased the unit there was
and still is an amendment to the Fee Title and Deed that states there can be
no encroachment on the Visual Corridor in any manner, forever. I'm
including a copy of this document so you can see what the original owners
and builders wanted to preserve forever. The intent was to preserve the
“Visual Corridor”, meaning width as well as height for any future plans for
the property. I would think this is well within your jurisdiction as the
Coastal Commission. The owners of beach st inn knew this when they
bought the property but they have chosen to go ahead and violate that
agreement and it seems like the City of Santa Cruz doesn’t seem to really



care. I realize most of the people in this building are from out of town, but it
seems like when there is a stipulation in the Deed not to do something, that
should be upheld by the powers that be, meaning you.

Not to be nitpicking but on the question of parking spaces it seems that
the required number for the property in question is 66 as stated by the City
Planning Dept. They only had 53 and were turned down by the City so they
went and re stripped the area and now have 54 for a gain of one space. With
that maneuver the City says they now have a net gain on one so it’s OK. I
wasn’t taught the New Math but what I did learn was 54 is less than 66 and
if that is what is required by Law then that is what they should have. There
is a space between our property and the East side of their property that
contains about 15 spaces but several are for the lessees of the shops on
Beach St. I would imagine as soon as this project is over the shop keepers
will be parking there again and the net gain will, once again, be several less
spaces than required by law for patrons of the Inn. They will be forced to
park on 2™ Street which is overcrowded now that the Arena has been built
along with the Aquarium. Most of the time there aren’t any spaces in front
of our building for any of our guests to park.

Last but not least, why do they need 1800 sq. ft. of decking anyway?
When you put that many young people together, mix in a little booze, there’s
bound to be some trouble. What’s next, an on sale liquor license? A permit
for dancing? The peace and quiet we’ve been experiencing is about to end.

If this isn’t a change in conditions that create a Substantial Issue I'd like
to know what does?

On reading some of the reasoning by the Planning Commission for giving
the OK for this project was the investing and beautifying of the property and
I would like to mention we are just finishing up with a renovation of the
exterior of our building at a cost of over $1,000,000. I would certainly hope
this wasn’t money wasted on something that will be diminished by a project
you approved that never should have been?

Thank you for your consideration,

o

Jim Emerson
Resident,
1B, Terrace Condominiums
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Important Hearing Procedure Note: This is a substantial issue only hearing. Testimony will be
taken only on the question of whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. Generally and at the
discretion of the Chair, testimony is limited to three minutes total per side. Please plan your
testimony accordingly. Only the Applicant, persons who opposed the application before the local
government (or their representatives), and the local government shall be qualified to testify.
Others may submit comments in writing. If the Commission determines that the appeal does
raise a substantial issue, the de novo phase of the hearing will occur at a future Commission
meeting, during which it will take public testimony.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The City of Santa Cruz approved a coastal development permit (CDP) to construct an
approximately 1,800-square-foot outdoor deck over a portion of an existing parking lot at the
Beach Street Inn located at 125 Beach Street. The approved project would also reconfigure
(restripe) the parking lot to accommodate the new deck, which will result in a net increase of one
parking space.

The Appellants contend that the approved project is inconsistent with City of Santa Cruz Local
Coastal Program (LCP) policies related to parking, community character and public views. After
reviewing the local record, Commission staff has concluded that the approved project does not
raise a substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformance with the City of Santa Cruz
LCP. First, in terms of parking, the approved development would not increase the demand for
parking, and would actually result in the net increase of one additional parking spot, and
therefore is not likely to negatively impact public access at or around the site. In terms of the
Appellants’ public view contention, the approved project does not block public views from any
public road, nor will it block any existing view of Monterey Bay. In terms of community
character, the project constitutes infill development, is comparable to and blends in with the
existing and surrounding built environment, and is consistent with all applicable site standards.
Finally, as the City staff report points out, the approved project will improve the amenities of the
hotel and therefore enhance the quality of the visitor-serving hotel development, consistent with
LCP requirements. In light of these facts, staff does not believe that the project raises a
substantial issue of LCP conformance.

As a result, staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal contentions do not
raise a substantial LCP conformance issue, and that the Commission decline to take jurisdiction

over the CDP for this project. The single motion necessary to implement this recommendation is
found on page 4 below.
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION

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 no substantial issue would mean that
the Commission will not hear the application de novo and that the local action will become final
and effective. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a YES vote on the
following motion. Passage of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the
local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by affirmative vote of a
majority of the Commissioners present.

Motion: | move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-STC-15-0024
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603. | recommend a yes vote.

Resolution to Find No Substantial Issue. The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-
3-STC-15-0024 does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which
the appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency
with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act.

1. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The City-approved project is located at 125 Beach Street in the Beach Hill area of the City of
Santa Cruz in Santa Cruz County. The project site is on the landward (north) side of Beach
Street, just east of the Pacific Avenue/Santa Cruz Municipal Wharf/West Cliff Drive/Beach
Street intersection. Access to the site is provided from Beach Street to the south and Second
Street to the north.

The project involves construction of an outdoor deck and reconfiguration of a portion of the
parking lot to accommodate the deck. The proposed deck will be approximately 1,800 square
feet (49°x 37’) and will be located at the southwest corner of the existing parking lot, adjacent to
the Beach Street driveway access. The surface of the deck will be flush with the existing level of
the lower parking lot grade, and will be accessed from its eastern edge. Because the parcel slopes
toward the driveway and Beach Street, portions of the supporting structure will follow the slope.
The structure will reach a height of 18°-4” at its highest point, including a 42” high guard rail.
The deck structure itself will consist of concrete retaining wall footings, 6”x 6” redwood posts,
42" high guard rails with horizontal cable, as well as a cable rail or wood lattice infill to screen
the under portions of the structure that would be visible from the driveway. Vines will be planted
to grow over the structure to enhance screening. In addition, new landscaping would be planted
around the deck and parking area.

Additionally, the existing parking lot at the Inn will be reconfigured to accommodate the deck by
converting diagonal spots to perpendicular, and through the use of compact spaces. The parking
reconfiguration will result in an overall increase of one parking space (54 total).
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See Exhibit 1 for a location map; see Exhibit 2 for photographs of the site and surrounding area;
and see Exhibit 3 for the approved project plans.

B. SANTA CRUZ CoOUNTY CDP APPROVAL

On February 4, 2015 the City of Santa Cruz Zoning Administrator (ZA) approved a CDP for the
proposed outdoor deck and parking lot reconfiguration. On February 12, 2013, a letter was
received by the City from the Vice President of the Terrace Condominium Homeowners
Association appealing the ZA’s decision to the City’s Planning Commission. The Planning
Commission heard the appeal on March 19, 2015, and after deliberation upheld the ZA’s
approval and denied the appeal.

The City’s Final Local Action Notice was received in the Coastal Commission’s Central Coast
District Office on Monday, April 6, 2015 (see Exhibit 4). The Coastal Commission’s ten-
working day appeal period for this action began on Tuesday April 7, 2015 and concluded at 5pm
on Monday April 20, 2015. One valid appeal (see below) was received during the appeal period.

C. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain CDP
decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP decisions
are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1) between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the
mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on
tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream,
or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive
coastal resource area; or (b) for counties, approval of CDPs for development that is not
designated as the principal permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any local action (approval
or denial) on a CDP for a major public works project (including a publicly financed recreational
facility and/or a special district development) or an energy facility is appealable to the
Commission. This project is appealable because it is located within 300 feet of the inland extent
of the City of Santa Cruz’s Main Beach.

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does
not conform to the certified LCP or to the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to consider a CDP for an appealed project
de novo unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised by such
allegations.* Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts the de novo portion of an
appeals hearing and ultimately approves a CDP for a project, the Commission must find that the

! The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or in its implementing regulations. In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial
issue determinations: the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources
affected by the decision; the precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its
LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide significance.
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial review of a
local government’s CDP decision by filing a petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil
Procedure, Section 1094.5.
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proposed development is in conformity with the certified LCP. If a CDP is approved for a project
that is located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water
located within the coastal zone, 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. This project is not located between the nearest public road and the sea and thus
this additional finding would not need to be made if the Commission were to approve the project
following the de novo portion of the hearing.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are
the 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 CDP
determination stage of an appeal.

D. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS

The Appellants contend that the City-approved project raises LCP consistency questions relating
to impacts to parking, visual resources, and community character. Specifically, the Appellants
contend that the approved project would violate applicable LCP policies because: 1) the project
will provide inadequate parking; and 2) the project will result in noise and privacy concerns,
inconsistent with IP Section 24.08.430 which requires that a site plan “reasonably protect against
external and internal noise, vibration and other factors which may tend to make the environment
less desirable.” Finally, the Appellants claim that the public view corridor from 2" Street
through Drift Way out towards Monterey Bay will be blocked. Please see Exhibit 5 for the
appeal contentions.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

Parking

The City of Santa Cruz LCP contains numerous policies to ensure that development contains
adequate parking and that traffic and circulation issues be addressed. For example, the Beach and
South of Laurel Area Plan (BSOL Plan), which is a component of the LCP’s Land Use Plan
(LUP), identifies parking and traffic circulation as major issues affecting public access and
recreation opportunities in the “Beach Area,” specifically with respect to Beach Street. BSOL
Plan Policy 3.2 requires that impacts of traffic circulation and parking on residences of Beach
Hill be limited and Policy 3.18 requires the evaluation of a parking assessment district in the
Beach and South of Laurel to provide new resources to construct additional parking:

BSOL Policy 3.2: Limit impacts of traffic circulation and parking on residents of Beach Hill
by maintaining the permit parking program to limit visitor parking, developing an early
warning system to monitoring changing traffic, parking and circulation impacts on Beach
Hill as the Beach Hill Commercial Area develops, and implementing proposed neighborhood
gateways to help define entries to the residential area and calm traffic.

BSOL Policy 3.18: Evaluate creating a parking assessment district in the Beach and South
of Laurel to provide new resources to construct additional parking.
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IP Section 24.12.240: Number of Parking Spaces Required

*k*k

0. Hotels, motels:

1 for each unit intended for separate occupancy, plus 1 for the resident owner or manager

*k*

X. Restaurants and other establishments selling food and beverages on the premises
(including bars and nightclubs without live entertainment)

1 for each 120 square feet of floor area

*kk

aa. Retail stores, shops, service establishments, including shopping centers other than
furniture and appliance stores

1 for each 250 square feet of floor area

At the same time, the LCP also contains policies that call for improving the amenities and
therefore the quality of the visitor- serving hotel development:

Land Use Element Policy 2.7.2: Improve the character and quality of visitor-serving
commercial areas to encourage more off-season overnight visits.

Economic Development Element Policy 5.2: Encourage upgrades of existing hotel facilities
and attract quality hotel and conference facilities in locations and scale appropriate to the
City’s character to enhance the quality of visitor serving areas and promote development of
the conference tourism market.

The Appellants contend that: 1) both the existing and approved hotel parking are nonconforming
with current parking requirements; 2) that the parking at times overflows into nearby streets; and,
3) that bringing the parking up to code requirements would help ease the crowded parking
situation both at the motel and in the Beach Hill area in general (see Exhibit 5 for the
Appellant’s contentions). In the Appellants’ view, the parking area approved to be used for the
outdoor deck should be maintained as parking.

As mentioned above, the approved outdoor deck would remove an approximately 1,800-square-
foot area of existing parking from parking use. However, the approved project also includes the
reconfiguration of the remaining parking area, which would result in a net increase of one
additional parking spot. Specifically, a portion of the hotel parking lot is being reconfigured to
accommodate the new deck, improve circulation and maximize available parking. The site
currently provides 53 off-street parking spaces. The following table demonstrates the current
parking requirements based on the City parking ordinance in IP Section 24.12.240:
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Use Square Feet Parking Ratio Parking Spaces Required
48 Room Hotel | n/a 1/rm + manager 49
Retail 2,550 1/250 10
Restaurant 850 1/120 7
66 - Total Required

Because the property currently provides only 53 of the 66 required spaces, the City considers it
to be “legal nonconforming” with respect to parking. However, according to the City, the deck
use is accessory to the hotel use and thus does not trigger any LCP requirement for additional
parking. In addition, with the approved parking lot reconfiguration, an additional parking space
has actually been added, bringing the total number of parking spaces to 54. Therefore, the
approved project does not reduce, but actually increases the number of parking spaces while also
meeting other LCP goals and policies, including improving the amenities and therefore the
quality of the visitor-serving hotel development consistent with Land Use Policy 2.7.2 and
Economic Development Policy 5.2. In light of these facts, the project does not raise a substantial
issue of LCP conformance with respect to parking.

Community Character and Neighborhood Compatibility

The LCP generally protects community character and neighborhood compatibility through a
suite of policies and IP standards that apply design criteria and require visual compatibility with
surrounding areas:

Community Design Element Policy 1.1: Infill and intensify land uses consistent with existing
neighborhood or commercial district patterns in developed areas currently served by
municipal services.

Community Design Element Policy 1.1.3: Develop design criteria to ensure compatibility of
infill development with existing neighborhoods...

Further, the LUP’s BSOL Plan sets forth a suite of policies specific to the community and
neighborhood in question, including, that design guidelines promote development that respects
the physical and environmental characteristics of the site (Community Design Policy 1.1) and
strengthen the residential quality and character of neighborhoods by improving the appearance of
architecture:

BSOL Community Design Policy 1.1: Maintain General Design Guidelines to promote
development that respects the physical environmental characteristics of the community and
the site, reflecting functional and attractive site planning and high quality design.

While these policies provide helpful guidance, there are no bright lines defining the concept of
“community character,” and the LCP does not provide explicit conformance tests beyond the
typical zoning standards, e.g., lot coverage, height, setbacks. Nevertheless, whether or not a
project is compatible and consistent with the community character of an area can be assessed by
answering whether or not the project (including how and where it is sited, designed and
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landscaped) blends appropriately into the established community aesthetic and ambiance of an
area (in this case the Beach Area of Santa Cruz.)

The Appellants contend that the approved project is incompatible with the character of the
neighborhood. Specifically, the Appellants cite to the site plan the requirements set forth in
Section 24.08.430 of the IP:

The site plan shall reasonably protect against external and internal noise, vibration and
other factors which tend to make the environment less desirable. The site plan should
respect the need for privacy of adjacent residents.

The Appellants assert that the approved outdoor deck will exacerbate noise and other
disturbances from the hotel and would therefore not respect the privacy of nearby residential
uses. The Appellants further contends that the public view corridor from 2™ Street through Drive
Way will be blocked by the addition of the deck along with its “umbrellas, chairs, tables and
whatever.”

As identified above, the approved project consists of an approximately 1,800 square-foot outdoor
deck located at the southwest corner of the existing parking lot, adjacent to the Beach Street
driveway access (see Exhibit 3). The staff report to the Planning Commission addressed
compliance with Section 24.08.430. That report states that the new deck would be located
approximately 300" from the condominium property and would be flush with the parking lot at a
scale that is accessory to the other existing hotel structures. The report also points out that LCP
protections for ocean and scenic coastal areas refer to views from public spaces (as opposed to
private views), and determined that the deck would be at an elevation below the peak of the roof
of the commercial building to the south, and therefore would not obstruct views of Monterey Bay
from Drift Way. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the City’s approval of the deck is
consistent with LCP Land Use Element Policy 2.7.2 and Economic Development Policy 5.2,
which encourages the enhancement of the character and the quality of visitor-serving hotel
amenities in the City.

The approved project complies with all applicable standards of the zoning district, including in
terms of height and setbacks and intensifies a land use in an existing developed district consistent
with BSOL Community Design Policy 1.1. Moreover, the project is located approximately 300
feet way from the Appellants’ residences, and will be at a lower elevation than the residences.
Thus, the privacy of the Appellants’ residences should not be impacted by the approved project.
With respect to views of the deck, the project also includes visual relief through the use of
screening and landscaping to help break up the mass of the deck.

In terms of noise from hotel patrons’ use of the deck, the approved project is located between
two other hotel facilities on Beach Street, i.e. the Casablanca Inn and the Edgewater Beach
Motel, and is across the street from the “Ideal Bar and Grill,” which is directly adjacent to Main
Beach, and the Santa Cruz Municipal Wharf. The Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk is located just
downcoast of the project site, and a number of visitor-serving shops are also found in the
immediate area. In other words, the approved project is located in a predominantly visitor-
serving commercial area. Thus, while there is certainly some potential for increased noise from
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hotel patrons’ use of the deck, such noise would be heard in the context of other visitor-serving
commercial uses (which, it bears noting, have priority under the Coastal Act over residential
development) in this highly visited area. Accordingly, the Appellants’ contentions do not raise
significant concerns with respect to community character and neighborhood compatibility.

In summary, as sited and designed the project would fit appropriately into the established
community character of this area of Beach Street. Further, the proposed enhancement of a
visitor-serving use is compatible with the character of surrounding development as required by
the LCP. For all the above reasons, this contention does not raise a substantial issue of LCP
conformance with respect to community character and neighborhood compatibility.

F. CONCLUSION

When considering a project that has been appealed to it, the Commission must first determine
whether the project raises a substantial issue of LCP conformity, such that the Commission
should assert jurisdiction over a de novo CDP for such development. At this stage, the
Commission has the discretion to find that the project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP
conformance. As explained above, the Commission is guided in its decision of whether the issues
raised in a given case are “substantial” by the following five factors: the degree of factual and
legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as
approved or denied by the City; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;
the precedential value of the City’s decision for future interpretations of its LCP; and, whether
the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide significance.

In this case, all five factors support the conclusion that this project does not raise a substantial
issue of LCP conformance, so no further weighing or balancing of factors is necessary to reach
the conclusion that the appeal raises No Substantial Issue. First, in terms of the public access,
while hotel parking would continue to be nonconforming, the approved development would
actually result in the net increase of one additional parking spot. In terms of the Appellants’
public view contention, the approved project will not block public views from public roads. In
terms of community character, the project constitutes infill development, improves a visitor
serving amenity, is comparable to and blends in with the existing and surrounding built
environment, and is consistent with all applicable site standards.

Thus, the City has provided a high degree of factual and legal support for its decision that the
approved development would be consistent with the certified LCP. The approved project is a
relatively modest outdoor hotel deck consistent with the recreation and visitor serving policies of
the LCP. Because the project is consistent with the LCP, a finding of no substantial issue will not
create an adverse precedent for future interpretation of the LCP. Finally, the project does not
raise issues of regional or statewide significance.

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-STC-15-0024 does
not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and is consistent with the certified LCP and the public
access policies of the Coastal Act.
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View from Beach Street
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA —THE RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH COAST DISTRICT OFFICE

1385 EIGHTH STREET, SUITE 130
ARCATA, CA 95521

VOICE (707) 826-8950 FAX (707) 826-8960

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

Name | JervrACE Cowo/omuv/wMS — HOA

Mailing Address: §/ ,2 vl $IR €€
City: SHwTH CRVZ, 4. ZipCode S0 69 phone j’?/—#ff«f%?&

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port government: | )
SHw1A CRY2 PL ﬁmww;l CHm mi St

2.  Brief description of development being appealed:
CorsTrY CTlon oF An outdwe deuck nref .y
f—(’CUT‘ ¢ w4 7LoM <9F 1z /901(7’0"” @ 7L&"< ﬂﬁz ?

Jo7 T Y trncorpora He olecd ("W/’(”’( l,fo0
Square F<el)

3.  Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.):

[2§ BedacH STR-ecT
San T8 crv2, C4:

RECEIVED

APR 14 2015

4.  Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

ﬁ( Approval; no special conditions

[0  Approval with special conditions:

O Denial CENTP\AL [.au: i hni".A

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEALNO:  A4- 3-~S7c~-45-002%
DATEFILED: _prr/ /Y P95

DISTRICT: Centra/ CoasT
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
Other

0¥ OO

6. Date of local government's decision: MueCH 19, 201¢
7. Local government’s file number (if any): CPIY¥-06164

SECTION IiI. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant: .
Bepcw sTR-e€T LTww Anvcd  Suites

|26 Beacd sTRECT B
<Ar7h CRU2, CA. qQx060

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

(I < Herric G-GM-C"I"“., viee ?/CYIO/PM"T’ TR rrAce COndomInvMS

qq2 Copperopolis R i
$TockTow , Ccd. 45215

) Dipve pud phllip SolLarl
5y awo( 574-6{7" # /B

S AnIE  CruZ, ch. q5069

Z4a
3) T oanne awf Tow w;é €S
1S awd STaeeT +H /

060
San7p crvt, CH- 1>

v

@ <K BRI and DAVA (yj,en
cis vl sTeeer, «Hzfﬂ :
SshnIn Crue, cia, Y06

5) Timm EWErSon
( 1006 2 E Comstock RA.

sTockTow,; CH qs 215
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal
PLEASE 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.

»  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 believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision warrants a new hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

* This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to support the appeal request.

See ATTACHMewT
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

%b & Ve Z{\ . Avthoened d&tlf

ignature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date: /fllpﬂ: LY Do/y
Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. %W? zs & M / %
Section VI. Agent Authorization
I/We hereby
authorize

to act as my/our representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date:

Exhibit 5
A-3-STC-15-0024
4 of 8




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL
GOVERNMENT (Page 3)
SECTION 1V. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

There are three major reasons to appeal the proposed deck construction project at 125
Beach Street — CP14-0166

1. Parking

The motel has a parking requirement of 66 spaces. Presently, there are 53 spaces and
with the proposed deck, and with a reconfigured parking scheme, the total will be 54
spaces. As a result of this proposal, the motel still remains /2 spaces short, and it
continues to be in an existing legal nonconforming parking situation. In addition, there
will be many more compact spaces created in an already crowded parking area.

The motel owners have not offered any Master Plan for the changes it has made in the
past and for changes it wishes to make now and into the future. Two years ago (April
2013) they proposed to neighbors a plan to add 15 additional units which they later
dropped. In December 2013 they changed their plan of direction by getting approval to
remodel several guest rooms, adding a conference room including a 204 square foot
office extension to the motel. After completing this project, in the Fall of 2014, they
began demolition of an existing large 2 story building on the property and are presently
reconstructing and enlarging the building to house additional motel rooms. It is a major
project as it is the most prominent building on the property. This February they returned
to the SC Planning Department with plans to add an 1800 square foot deck in a portion of
their present parking lot. In conversations with the owners, they have suggested that they
wish to move the swimming pool to a different location in the future but have declined to
move forward on this idea because of an estimated $300,000 expense.

The point is that there is no plan; everything is accomplished piecemeal. We feel that
this piecemeal approach is done deliberately so that they do not have to furnish the SC
Planning Department with a Master Plan, thus avoiding conformance with the current
parking code. Instead, they are creating more compact spaces in order to add one
additional space. This would be a logical time and a perfect opportunity for the motel to
maintain that area for parking and not a deck, particularly since they already have an
outdoor common area for guests. In a crowded situation, parking at times overflows onto
Drift Way (see photo). Bringing parking closer, if not to actual code, would help ease the
crowded parking situation not only at the motel, but in the Beach Hill area in general.

Exhibit 5
A-3-STC-15-0024
50f8




2. Unfair Representation in the Case Planner’s Report

Our representatives from Terrace Condominiums met with the SC Planning Department’s
Case Planner to present our case against the deck project. We argued that the deck would
be directly in front of our condominiums and there would be extra noise and privacy
issues. We stated to the Case Planner that we do not hear the noise or see people on
Beach Street because there is a bluff that separates the street from the motel and our
property. However, in his report, he stated that:

“Noise from the Boardwalk and traffic along Beach Street will exceed
any noise generated from the deck. Lastly, the pool for the hotel, which
tends to generate more noise than a deck, is actually located closer to the
condominiums than the proposed deck”

Certainly he did not visit the site and check out our point of view or he would have never
written this statement in his report. Not only do we not hear or see folks on Beach Street,
but he failed to mention that the noise from the pool is blocked because a wing of the
motel sits in between the pool and our condominium complex. It was a lopsided report
favoring the motel owners.

We spoke with the Assistant Director of Planning, and after discussion over these points,
he concluded that “we were misrepresented in the report” and that the work had been
“sloppy”. We did not get a fair shake.

3. Santa Cruz Regulations, Section 24.08.430, number 10.

This article specifically states that, “The site plan shall reasonably protect against
external and internal noise, vibration and other factors which may tend to make the
environment less desirable. The site plan should respect the need for privacy of adjacent
residents”. We fear that the proposed deck will not respect our privacy as adjacent
residents, and will exacerbate the noise and other disturbances that will make our
environment less desirable. Also, the public view corridor from 2" Street through Drift
Way will be blocked by the addition of the deck along with its umbrellas, chairs, tables,
and whatever.

In the original letter to the members of the Planning Commission, we pointed out the
history of the motel’s disturbances that violate the spirit of Section 24.08.430, number 10.
The proposed deck will not only cause more disturbances among its neighbors, but also,
block off much of the existing public view corridor at Drift Way and 2" Street.

At the Planning Commission meeting, the owners of the Beach Street Inn erroneously
stated that most of the condominium owners were not against their proposal. Terrace
Condominium owners voted 7-0 against their project.

Exhibit 5
A-3-STC-15-0024
6 of 8



Finally, the owners of the motel continually tell us about the amount of upgrades that
they are putting into their projects. While we can appreciate their efforts, it goes both
ways. Our condominium complex is completing a $1.5 million dollar renovation. Both
properties are being upgraded; the main difference is that our project will only enhance
the area and will have not adverse affects on our neighbors.

Sherri Genetti, Vice-President
Terrace Condominiums

515 2" Street
Santa Cruz, California

HApccl 14 20! Y
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