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Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for Th24c 

 Appeal Number A-3-SCO-16-0003 (Northpoint Investments Fund, LLC) 
 

The purpose of this addendum is to replace pages 65-79 of Exhibit 3 (County’s Final Local 
Action Notice) of the staff report dated prepared January 29, 2016. At the Santa Cruz County 
Planning Commission hearing on December 9, 2015, the Planning Commission approved the 
CDP subject to changes to several special conditions related to parking. While the staff report 
included the County’s approved CDP conditions in Exhibit 3, the Exhibit did not include all of 
these Planning Commission-approved parking condition modifications. Thus, this addendum 
replaces pages 65-79 of Exhibit 3 of the staff report (which reflected the pre-modified parking 
conditions) with the final Planning Commission-approved conditions (attached).  
 
The staff report’s analysis was based on the Planning Commission’s final approved condition 
language; thus, this addendum does not change staff’s recommendation, which is still that the 
Commission finds No Substantial Issue with respect to the County-approved project’s 
conformity with the Santa Cruz County LCP. 
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Hearing Date: 2/11/2016 

APPEAL STAFF REPORT: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
DETERMINATION ONLY 

Appeal Number: A-3-SCO-16-0003 
 
Applicant: Northpoint Investments Fund, LLC 
 
Appellants:  Charles Paulden; Save Pleasure Point 
 
Local Government: Santa Cruz County 
 
Local Decision: Coastal development permit (CDP) application number 141157 

approved by the Santa Cruz County Planning Commission on 
December 9, 2015.  

 
Location:  3800 Portola Drive (APNs 032-092-01 & 032-092-05) at the 

intersection of 38th Avenue and Portola Drive in the Pleasure Point 
area of Santa Cruz County. 

 
Project Description: Demolish and replace an existing vacant former lumberyard building 

with an approximately 20,800 square foot mixed-use building 
(including a commercial condominium unit on the lower floor with 
9,600 square feet of office/service commercial space, eight 
residential condominium units on the second and third floors totaling 
9,600 square feet, and 1,600 square feet of shared services area) and 
construction of a detached 2,033-square-foot residential parking 
structure.  

 
Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue 
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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. (See generally 14 
CCR § 13115.) 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. (Id. § 13117.) Others may submit comments in writing. (Id.) 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 the Commission will take 
public testimony. (Id. § 13115(b).) 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The County of Santa Cruz approved a coastal development permit (CDP) to demolish and 
replace an existing vacant former lumberyard building with an approximately 20,800 square-foot 
mixed-use building including 9,600 square feet of office/service commercial space on the lower 
floor; eight residential condominium units on the second and third floors totaling 9,600 square 
feet; and 1,600 square feet of shared service areas including a trash enclosure, public restrooms, 
mechanical equipment rooms, hallways, and access/circulation areas. The project also includes 
the construction of a detached 2,033 square-foot single-story residential parking structure. The 
project is located at 3800 38th Avenue at the intersection of Portola Drive in the Pleasure Point 
area of Santa Cruz County. 

The Appellants contend that the approved project is inconsistent with the Santa Cruz County 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies related to community character, parking/traffic, and water 
quality/water supply. 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 Santa Cruz County LCP. 

Specifically, in terms of community character, the project constitutes infill redevelopment of a 
vacant, former industrial lumberyard site into a mixed-use commercial and residential building 
within an urban community, and within walking distance to the neighborhood’s primary 
commercial districts along Portola Drive and 41st Avenue. The County-approved project is 
consistent with applicable site standards, and the necessary findings were made to support both 
an LCP-allowed Height Exception for slightly increased building heights for architectural design 
purposes, and a Variance for the residential parking structure’s reduced setback from adjacent 
residences due to an irregularity in the parcel’s configuration. In terms of the parking/traffic 
contentions, the LCP allows for an alternate parking plan in lieu of the number of spaces 
typically required for each individual type of use in order to ensure that parking is provided in an 
efficient manner for mixed-use developments, and the Planning Commission implemented 
numerous special conditions to mitigate potential parking congestion. Based on all of the 
required parking measures, the project will not result in negative impacts to traffic flow in the 
surrounding area, and, due to the project’s location inland from coastal accessways and beaches, 
will not impact public access to the coast. Finally, in terms of water quality and water supply, the 
approved project adheres to the LCP through the implementation of required best management 
practices (BMPs) and an approved drainage plan to protect against water quality impairment, and 
the applicable water purveyor has stated that there is adequate water to serve the project and has 
provided a will-serve letter.  
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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: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-3-SCO-16-0003 
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 
filed under Section 30603. I recommend a yes vote. 

Resolution to Find No Substantial Issue. The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-
3-SCO-16-0003 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. 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 
The County-approved project is located at the northern edge of the Pleasure Point community in 
Santa Cruz County. Pleasure Point is a unique, mostly residential community that is part of the 
larger unincorporated area of Santa Cruz County known as Live Oak. The Pleasure Point 
neighborhood is an approximately 320-acre area bounded roughly by the 41st Avenue 
commercial corridor on the east, the Portola Drive commercial corridor on the north, the eastern 
shore of Corcoran Lagoon on the west, and Monterey Bay on the south. Over the years, the 
Pleasure Point neighborhood has developed into a unique and eclectic enclave of irregular lots, 
modest homes, lush landscaping, and a network of neighborhood streets. Pleasure Point contains 
a high proportion of relatively small and/or narrow residential lots that contribute to its informal, 
eclectic, surf town-type character.  
 
The County-approved project is located at 3800 Portola Drive at the intersection with 38th 
Avenue, approximately four blocks north of East Cliff Drive and the Pacific Ocean. The 
surrounding area includes residential, commercial, and mixed uses. The commercial core of the 
area is focused on Portola Drive and 41st Avenue, with some commercial development located 
farther inland (or north) on 38th Avenue. Most of the remaining development in the Pleasure 
Point area is residential, composed of a combination of single-family dwellings, multi-family 
dwellings, and mobile home parks. A Public Storage facility is located directly adjacent to the 
project site on Portola Drive. Additional neighboring commercial development includes 
restaurants, markets, yoga and gym studios, a coffee shop, auto shops, and retail shops. 
 
The subject property is comprised of two parcels (APNs 032-092-01 & 032-092-05) with a 
combined total area of 35,365 square feet. Both parcels are zoned C-2 (Community 
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Commercial), which also allows for commercial and residential “mixed-use” onsite with 
discretionary approval from the Planning Commission. The proposed project would consist of 
9,600 square feet of commercial space on the first floor, with eight residential condominium 
units on the second floor and on the third floor, totaling 9,600 square feet. The project would also 
include 1,600 square feet of shared service areas including a trash enclosure, public restrooms, 
mechanical equipment rooms, hallways, and access/circulation areas. The specific uses that will 
take place in the 9,600 square feet of first floor commercial space remain undetermined at this 
time. The County’s approval also authorizes a Height Exception to allow a height increase from 
35 feet to approximately 38 feet 4 inches. The approval also includes Variances to reduce the 
required 30-foot setback from residential development to 5 feet along the southern property 
boundary (which borders a mobile home park), and to 27.5 feet along the western property 
boundary (which borders a single-family residence), to accommodate an eight-space garage 
parking structure for the condominium units.  
 
See Exhibit 1 for a location map; see Exhibit 2 for photographs of the site and surrounding area, 
as well as photo-simulations of the proposed project; and see Exhibit 4 for the approved project 
plans.  
 
 
B. SANTA CRUZ COUNTY CDP APPROVAL 
On December 9, 2015 the Santa Cruz County Planning Commission approved a CDP for the 
project. The County’s Final Local Action Notice was received in the Coastal Commission’s 
Central Coast District Office on Monday, December 28, 2015. See Exhibit 3 for the County’s 
Final Local Action Notice. The Coastal Commission’s ten-working day appeal period for this 
action began on Tuesday December 29, 2015 and concluded at 5pm on Tuesday, January 12, 
2016. Two valid appeals (see below) were 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. (See Pub. Res. Code § 30603(a)(1)-(4).) 
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. (Id. § 30603(a)(5).) This project is appealable 
because the residential components of the project are not a principally permitted use in the 
Community Commercial zoning district.  
 
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. (Id. § 
30603(b).) Therefore, the standard of review for this appeal is the Santa Cruz County LCP and 
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the public access policies of Chapter 3 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.1 (Id. § 
30625(b)(2).) 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 
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 opposed to the project and who made their views known before the local 
government (or their representatives), and the local government. (14 CCR § 13117.) Testimony 
from other persons regarding substantial issue must be submitted in writing. (Id.) Any person 
may testify during the de novo CDP determination stage of an appeal, if there is one. 
 
D. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS 
The Appellants contend that the County-approved project raises LCP consistency questions 
relating to community character, parking/traffic, water supply and water quality, as well as other 
miscellaneous contentions. Specifically, the Appellants contend that the County-approved 
project would violate applicable LCP policies and standards because: 1) the project provides 
insufficient parking, which may result in neighboring residents bearing the burden of overflow 
parking and hindering visitor’s coastal access due to the inability to park; 2) the project is 
visually obtrusive and out of scale with the surrounding neighborhood; 3) the height exception 
and the setback variances appear unwarranted; 4) the project will result in new water use which 
is not appropriate given the County’s ongoing water shortages; and 5) the project’s water quality 
protection components are insufficient given the project’s proximity to the coast and the 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary (Sanctuary). Please see Exhibit 5 for the appeal 
contentions. 
 
E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION 
Community Character and Neighborhood Compatibility 
The Appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with LCP standards related to Community 
Character and Neighborhood Compatibility, particularly with respect to the standards of the 
                                                 
1  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. (See Pub. Res. Code § 30801.) 
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Pleasure Point Community Design Combining Zone District (PP District). The Appellants also 
contend that the Height Exception and the Reduced Setback Variance granted by the County for 
the project are unwarranted. Please see Exhibit 5 for the Appellants’ contentions and Exhibit 8 
for the LCP provisions cited by the Appellants.2 
 
The standards of the Pleasure Point Community Design Combining Zone District (PP District – 
see Exhibit 8) are intended to provide residential design standards to protect and enhance the 
special character of the Pleasure Point community. These overlay design standards only apply to 
parcels zoned R-1 (Single Family Residential), RM (Multi-Family residential), and also apply to 
residential development on parcels zoned PR (Parks, Recreation and Open Space). However, the 
project site is zoned C-2 (Community Commercial), and thus, the standards of the PP District do 
not apply to this project. Therefore, the Appellants’ contentions in this regard do not raise a 
substantial issue of LCP conformance.  

With regard to “Community Character and Neighborhood Compatibility,” Implementation Plan 
(IP) Section 13.20.130 (Visual Compatibility) states, “All development shall be sited, designed 
and landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding 
neighborhoods or areas. Structure design should emphasize a compatible community aesthetic as 
opposed to maximum-sized and bulkier/boxy designs, and should apply tools to help provide an 
interesting and attractive built environment (including building  façade articulation through 
measures such as breaking up the design with some areas of indent, varied rooflines, offsets, and 
projections that provide shadow patterns, smaller second story elements set back from the first, 
and appropriate surface treatments such as wood/wood-like siding or shingles, etc.).” The 
County-approved project would provide “an interesting and built environment” with the varied 
roofs and open project design (see photographic simulations in Exhibit 2); however, the project 
does raise potential consistency issues with the LCP as it seeks a maximum-sized development 
rather than a development intended to mirror the surrounding character of the neighborhood.  

Indeed, the adjacent Pleasure Point neighborhood is largely single-story and two-story residential 
development, with a single low-level, two-story mixed-use development on the corner of 32nd 
Avenue and East Cliff Drive and a variety of commercial and mixed-use developments along 
Portola Drive. The mixed-used developments in the Pleasure Point area3 are two-stories rather 
than three, and are not “maximum-sized” to the extent of the County-approved development at 
issue here. Thus, the Appellants have raised a legitimate potential concern regarding whether the 
project aligns with the overarching objectives of IP Section 13.20.130 (i.e. to regulate the scale 
of new development and to ensure that new development corresponds to the surrounding 
neighborhood in terms of scale, style, and character).  

In terms of scale, the maximum height allowed in the C-2 zoning district is 35 feet. The County’s 
approval includes a Height Exception to allow a height increase to approximately 38 feet 4 

                                                 
2 In addition, the Appellants contend that the project is not consistent with the guidelines set forth in the County’s 
“Guidelines for Commercial Development in Our Neighborhoods.” However, this document is not a part of the 
certified LCP and therefore is not part of the standard of review. 

3 Specifically, Point Market at 23040 East Cliff Drive, Rip Curl surf store at 753 41st Avenue, Walt Eller Center at 
3912 Portola Drive, and Neil Simmons Photography at 745 41st Avenue. 
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inches. IP Section 13.10.510(D)(2)(General Site Standards) allows an additional 5 feet beyond 
the maximum building height in any commercial or industrial zone district if the following 
findings can be made: 1) the additional height complements or completes the architectural 
design; and 2) for properties located in the Coastal Zone, the proposed project complies with 
LCP policies, including policies protecting scenic corridors and public viewsheds. The County 
found that the additional 3 feet 4 inches in height will create a more open design with varied roof 
heights, high ceilings, and glass roll-up doors (for first-floor commercial vendors), and that these 
additional features will help create a more open and inviting outdoor commercial area. Thus, the 
County could reasonably find that the additional height approved under the Height Exception 
“complements or completes the architectural design” of the proposed development.  
 
In addition, the County found that the additional height will allow for pitched roofs, which are 
more visually appealing and which will ensure that the building does not appear bulky and boxy 
in shape. With respect to protecting important coastal views, the project site is located on Portola 
Drive, which is a highly urbanized commercial corridor located about 1,600 feet from the ocean. 
Thus, the approved project will not impact any coastal views. Even though the approved project 
will have a greater height than any development in the immediately adjacent area, because the 
necessary findings for the additional height were made (i.e., the additional height “completes the 
architectural design” and “protects scenic corridors and public viewsheds”) the Height Exception 
is allowable under the LCP. In other words, although the project as proposed would exceed the 
maximum height limit allowed in the C-2 zoning district, the County made adequate findings 
supported by substantial evidence to approve a discretionary Height Exception to the maximum 
height limit for this project, as allowable under the LCP. Thus, the Appellant’s contention does 
not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance. 
 
The County’s approval also includes variances to reduce the 30-foot required commercial 
setback from adjacent residential development to 5 feet (a 25-foot reduction) along the southern 
property boundary (which borders a mobile home park) and to 27.5 feet (a 2.5-foot reduction) 
along the western property boundary (which borders a single-family residence) to accommodate 
an eight-space single-story garage structure for the condominium units. The LCP allows for such 
variance approvals if the following findings can be made: (1) That because of special 
circumstances applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography, location, or 
surroundings, the strict application of the zoning ordinance deprives such property of privileges 
enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification; (2) That the 
granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general intent and purpose of zoning 
objectives and will not be materially detrimental to public health, safety or welfare or injurious to 
property or improvements in the vicinity; and (3) The granting of such variance shall not 
constitute a grant of special privileges inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in 
the vicinity and zone in which such is situated4.  
 
The County made each of the aforementioned findings. With respect to special circumstances, 
the County identified the peculiar lot configuration (i.e., the lot is not rectangular), as a reason 
that the strict application of zoning setback requirements is not warranted. The County also noted 
                                                 
4 IP Section 13.10.230 (Variance approvals) discusses the variance findings that must be made in order to grant a 
variance. 
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that an existing adjacent Public Storage Facility (also on C-2 zoned land) has a reduced setback 
from adjacent residential development. The County highlighted the relatively large size of the 
storage facility compared to the proposed single-story residential garage structure for which the 
setback variances are being applied in this case, suggesting that the impact of the residential 
parking garage upon adjacent residential development (a mobile home park) will be insignificant 
compared to the Public Storage Facility’s impact to its adjacent residential development. For the 
second required finding, the County determined that the granting of a reduced setback variance 
would be in harmony with the intent of the zoning objectives because the C-2 zoning is a broad 
zoning category that encourages mixed-use development, such as the County-approved project. 
Finally, the County found that the granting of the reduced setback variance will not constitute the 
granting of “special privilege” since the adjacent Public Storage facility benefits from a reduced 
setback to its adjacent residential development despite its large size relative to the proposed 
residential garages.  
 
Although County staff made the findings to support a Reduced Setback Variance for the 
residential parking structure, it is possible that the County’s findings may not be supported by 
substantial evidence. With respect to the “special circumstance” finding, it could be argued that 
the unique lot configuration was a known feature of the property when the current owner 
(Northpoint Investments Fund, LLC) purchased the subject property in 2013. In addition, the 
existing lumberyard structure will be demolished, leaving the Applicant with a large developable 
area (i.e. 35,365 square feet) and a blank slate for new development that would ideally conform 
to all zoning requirements, thus avoiding the need for a setback variance. Similarly, with respect 
to the “special privilege” finding, it could likewise be argued that a variance in this case 
constitutes a special privilege because there is a substantial developable area within which a new 
project could meet all zoning requirements.  
 
However, the purpose of the 30-foot commercial setback requirement from residential 
development is to ensure that residential structures do not suffer the negative consequences of 
massive and looming commercial development. In this case, the commercial components of the 
project are located outside of the 30-foot setback from adjacent residential properties. The 
structure located within the residential setback will be a relatively small, 10-foot-tall, one-story 
garage intended to serve the residential condominiums on this commercially-zoned site. The 
County found that a 30-foot setback is not necessary because the residential parking structure is 
relatively compact, and will not deprive adjacent residential properties or the neighborhood in 
general of light, air, or open space. In this case and for this project, these are reasonable 
conclusions to allow for mixed-use redevelopment of an existing, vacant, former industrial 
lumberyard site that will activate and enliven this particular portion of an eclectic, mixed-use 
community.  
 
In addition, the Commission nonetheless concludes that any potential LCP inconsistency issues 
resulting from reduced setbacks do not arise to the level of a “Substantial Issue” for the 
following reasons: first, the relatively-small, 10-foot high, one-story garage is relatively compact 
and will not significantly impact adjacent residential properties or the neighborhood in general 
with respect to visual resources, or access to light, air, and open space; second, the granting of 
the Reduced Setback Variance for the residential garage structure is consistent with the general 
intent and purpose of the zoning district’s objective, because although the 30-foot setback is 
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targeted at buffering encroaching commercial development, the C-2 zoning district allows the 
possibility of mixed residential use onsite, and the garage structure is specifically provided for 
the residential condominium uses, not the commercial uses (so the rationale for a 30-foot setback 
is not as relevant); third, the granting of the Reduced Setback Variance will not significantly 
impact the health, safety, or welfare of neighboring residential properties or the neighborhood 
generally; and fourth, the granting of the Reduced Setback Variance does not implicate any 
public coastal access, recreation, or impact issues relevant to the LCP, as the proposed 
development is approximately 1,600 feet inland from the ocean in a dense, urban area. 
 
For all of the above reasons, the approved project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP 
conformance with respect to Community Character and Neighborhood Compatibility. 
 
Parking and Traffic 
The Appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with LCP standards related to parking and 
traffic for the following reasons: 1) the project does not provide sufficient onsite parking and 
designated offsite parking, which will negatively impact adjacent residents and visitor access to 
the coast; 2) the project does not provide a safe traffic flow pattern to support access and egress 
to the multi-use project, specifically with respect to commercial truck deliveries; and 3) the 
project does not increase and/or improve parking as required by the LCP; rather, it increases the 
demand for parking in an already impacted area. Please see Exhibit 5 for the Appellants’ 
contentions and Exhibit 8 for the applicable LCP standards with respect to parking and traffic. 
 
The County-approved project provides 24 bicycle spots; 52 off-street parking spaces including 
38 regular parking spaces, four compact spaces, two accessible spaces, and eight residential 
spaces in the residential parking structure; and eight on-street striped spaces along 38th Avenue. 
There are two entrances/exits, one accessible from 38th Avenue, and the other accessible from 
Portola Drive. One of the proposed striped spaces along 38th Avenue will be designated as a 
limited-term loading zone between the hours of 7:00am and 1:00pm, Monday through Friday.  
 
With respect to truck deliveries to the commercial components of the project, the Appellants 
contend that the proposed loading zone (a single on-street space along 38th Avenue) is 
insufficient, particularly if the delivery trucks’ size ranges from 25 feet to 45 feet in length. IP 
Section 13.11.074 (Access, Circulation, and Parking) states that pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle 
circulation and parking shall be safe, convenient, and readily understandable to users. Section 
13.11.074(2) specifically states that “loading spaces shall be provided […] for commercial and 
industrial uses,” and that these loading areas “be designed to not interfere with circulation or 
parking, and to permit trucks to fully maneuver on the property without backing from or onto a 
public street.”  The analysis provided in the project’s traffic study, along with the Department of 
Public Work’s approval of the project’s Traffic Plan, indicates that the loading vehicles will be 
able to safely maneuver within the footprint of the project site and be able to unload in the 
designated loading zone and behind the building without issues. Furthermore, the Applicant’s 
response (see Exhibit 9) and the parking study (see Appendix A) indicates that most deliveries 
are expected to take place within the off-street surface parking area at the rear of the property in 
the early morning before business hours, thus avoiding on-street traffic impacts. The loading 
zone along 38th will serve as a secondary loading zone available for smaller delivery vehicles 
during business operating hours. In addition, the traffic study found that the project will not have 
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an adverse impact to traffic, specifically finding that the existing four-way stop at the corner of 
38th Avenue and Portola Drive will facilitate appropriate and safe egress and ingress at the site. 
The project is therefore consistent with IP Section 13.11.074 and thus this contention does not 
raise a substantial LCP conformance issue.  
 
An Appellant contends that the approved project does not contain adequate parking and will 
result in negative impacts to the adjacent residential neighborhood due to parking spillover onto 
adjacent residential streets, and will also impact parking for coastal visitors. IP Section 13.10.552 
(Schedule of Off-Street Parking Requirements) sets the standard for parking requirements for 
new development, including the number of required spaces per use (and if applicable, the 
intensity of use). Alternatively, Section 13.10.553 allows for a “parking plan,” which, if 
approved by the appropriate approving body, may supersede the parking requirements identified 
in Section 13.10.552 if certain findings are made, including that parking for visitor access will 
not be preempted. In this case, the Applicant prepared a detailed parking plan that was approved 
by the Planning Commission which reduces the number of parking spaces required by IP Section 
13.10.552. Nevertheless, there were substantial concerns expressed during the local planning 
process regarding insufficient parking for the project; specifically, that the number of parking 
spaces provided was not adequate considering the project’s size.  
 
Under the standards set forth in IP Section 13.10.552, an estimated 75 to 83 off-street parking 
spaces would have been required to accommodate the proposed mixed-use development, absent 
the parking plan “override.” This number is conservative, and excludes the .3 spaces per 
employee required for “high-level parking,” which accounts for approximately 3,200 square feet 
or 1/3 of the proposed commercial space5. The County-approved project will provide only 52 
off-street parking spaces, which amounts to a conservative estimate of 23 to 31 spaces short of 
the number that would be required by IP Section 13.10.552. However, as stated above, the 
County approved a parking plan under IP Section 13.10.553, which allows for a reduction in 
parking requirements if certain findings are made (i.e. if visitor access and parking will not be 
preempted). The Parking Plan prepared for the project determined that 52 off-street parking 
spaces would be sufficient given the diversity of the commercial businesses, and that a person 
that parks their vehicle for one use is likely to visit another use on the same site (therefore 
negating the need for both uses to provide a parking spot). Specifically, the parking analysis 
illustrated that peak parking demand will vary by business, and that 50 spaces would be 
sufficient to accommodate parking for all businesses throughout the day. The County made the 
requisite findings per IP Section 13.10.553, including that the parking will not interfere with 
public access to the beach, ocean, or any nearby body of water, and will not reduce visitor access 
or parking within the area (in part, because the development is located on a commercially-zoned 
site approximately 1,600 feet from the ocean). The significant distance between the approved 
development and the ocean limit the likelihood that the project will adversely impact coastal 
access and recreation.  
 

                                                 
5 IP Section 13.10.552 outlines the number of space required per commercial and residential use. Based on IP 
Section 13.10.552, the proposed mixed-use building would require 24 off-street residential spaces, 32 spaces for 
3,200 square feet of high-level commercial uses, between 10.67 to 16 spaces for non-food services uses, and 10.67 
spaces for office/ service commercial uses.  
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In addition, it is important to note that the Planning Commission modified the parking 
conditions, providing stricter and more responsive parking regulations in an effort to better 
manage the parking situation. Specifically, the Planning Commission required the following: 1) 
the addition of two regular off-street spaces; 2) a partially open interior design of the residential 
parking structure to ensure that the spaces are used for parking, and a specification that 
residential storage shall not encroach into the parking area of the residential garages; 3) a 
restriction that only one additional vehicle per condominium unit may be parked onsite within 
the unenclosed parking area; 4) the preparation of a Transportation and Parking Demand 
Management Plan that must be submitted for Planning Director review and approval, which will 
detail measures that may be employed to reduce parking demand for the project or provide 
additional off-site parking areas; 5) a requirement that the property management company shall 
monitor parking on site to ensure that sufficient parking is available for patrons, employees, and 
residents; 6) the management company may also adopt additional measures such as paid permits 
(or other methods as deemed appropriate) to allow for monitoring of residential vehicles 
associated with the condominium tenants; 7) one year following the completion of construction, 
and when occupancy has stabilized, the Applicant shall submit for review a parking analysis 
project, based upon the actual observed parking demand for the site, which will use mid-week 
and weekend parking figures (if the study identifies that there is insufficient parking, the report 
shall include recommendations in order to alleviate the identified parking insufficiency); and 8) a 
condition denoting that the Planning Director/Planning Commission has the ability to implement 
additional measures from the approved Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan to 
ensure that the parking demands created by the project can be effectively managed. The above 
special conditions will help alleviate any potential parking congestion and parking issues that 
may arise.  
 
Although the County-approved project will increase both on- and off-street parking 
opportunities, it is worth noting that the project will also increase the demand for parking in the 
area. The Appellants contend that this could potentially result in parking spillover in the adjacent 
Pleasure Point residential neighborhood, especially along 38th Avenue6, and may negatively 
impact parking access to the coast for visitors. The Appellants cite LUP Objectives 7.7a (Coastal 
Recreation) and 7.7b (Shoreline Access), and LUP Programs 7.7a and 7.7b. These LUP policies 
establish that existing parking shall be improved (via fencing, striping, landscaping, bike racks, 
and safety improvements). The intent of these LCP provisions is to ensure the maximization of 
coastal recreation opportunities, including through ensuring adequate coastal parking. However, 
the County-approved development is located on a commercially-zoned site approximately 1,600 
feet from the ocean. Given this distance, it is highly unlikely that the approved project will result 
in parking impacts for coastal visitors. Thus, this contention does not raise a substantial issue 
with respect to the LCP’s requirements to protect parking for coastal visitors.  
 
In conclusion, absent the parking plan “override” provision allowed by IP Section 13.10.553,  
significant questions would exist regarding whether the project provides adequate off-street 
parking, but IP Section 13.10.553 specifically allows for approval of a Parking Plan as an 
alternative to establishing otherwise applicable off-street parking requirements, and the special 
                                                 
6 It is important to note that parking along 38th Avenue is public parking; i.e., the parking spaces are not owned by 
the residential property owners on 38th Avenue.  



A-3-SCO-16-0003 (Northpoint Investments Fund, LLC) 

13 

conditions added by the Planning Commission further provide additional measures to monitor 
and mitigate any parking impacts that may arise due to the project as well as additional 
mitigations to address any identified parking impacts over time. In this case, the County 
determined that the Parking Plan met the requirements of 13.10.553 and the Parking Plan was 
approved by the Planning Commission.  
 
For all of the above reasons, the approved project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP 
conformance with respect to parking and traffic. 
 
Water Quality and Water Supply 
An Appellant contends that the project is inconsistent with numerous LCP policies and standards 
related to water quality and water supply (see Exhibit 5 for the appeal contentions and see 
Exhibit 8 for the applicable LCP policies and standards).7 The Appellant’s water quality 
contentions mirror staff’s comments in the comment letter to the County dated October 9th, 2015 
(see Exhibit 7); these comments strongly encouraged the County to ensure that the project 
protects water quality through the use of a variety of Best Management Practices (BMPs), as 
explicitly required by the LCP.  
 
LUP Policies 5.4, 5.4.14, 5.7.4 and 7.23.5, and IP Sections 7.70.220 and 16.22.070 establish 
standards to limit runoff through the implementation of BMPs. These policies are rooted in 
Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231 and require that erosion control measures be implemented 
to prevent siltation of streams and coastal lagoons, that discharge of polluted runoff be 
minimized, and that on-site detention and other appropriate storm water best management 
practices be used to reduce pollution from urban runoff.  
 
The County-approved project appears to comply with the technical requirements of the Water 
Quality policies in the LCP. Specifically, the project is conditioned to meet all drainage 
requirements of the Department of Public Works, Stormwater Management Services section 
including: 1) mandating that the detention system for runoff to the Portola Drive drainage area 
shall be designed to detain the 10-year storm; 2) requiring that the drainage be designed to 
discharge to an existing 12-inch storm drain pipe on Portola Drive; and 3) requiring that the 
detention system for 2 runoff to 38th Avenue be designed to detain the 25-year storm and that it 
will discharge via overland release from the driveway onto 38th Avenue.  
 
In addition, the project is conditioned so that prior to the issuance of a building permit or any 
ground disturbance, a detailed erosion control plan shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Department of Public Works and the Planning Department. The erosion control plans shall 
specifically include: 1) silt and grease traps; 2) an effective sediment barrier that will be placed 

                                                 
7 The Appellant contends that the County-approved project is inconsistent with the following LCP policies and 
standards: LCP Objective 5.4 (Monterey Bay and Coastal Water Quality), LCP Policy 5.4.14 (Water Pollution from 
Urban Runoff), LCP Policy 5.7.4 (Coastal Surface Runoff), LCP Policy 7.23.5 (Control Surface Runoff), LCP 
Policy 7.18.1 (Linking Growth to Water Supplies), LCP Policy 7.18.2 (Written Commitments Confirming Water 
Service Required for Permits), LCP Policy 7.18.3 (Impacts of New Development on Water Purveyors), and IP 
Sections 7.79.110 (Requirement to prevent, control, and reduce stormwater volume, runoff rate and pollutant load), 
and 16.22.070 (Runoff control). Section 7.79.110, however, is not part of the certified LCP. 
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along the perimeter of the disturbance area; and 3) spoils management that prevents loose 
material from clearing, excavation, and other activities from entering the drainage channel.  
The project is also conditioned to meet all requirements of the County Department of Public 
Works, Stormwater Management including providing analysis for water quality treatment and 
demonstrating compliance with either the State Water Resources Control Board Municipal 
General Permit or the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board Post Construction 
Requirements. In addition, the project is conditioned to require the Applicant to provide 
arrangements for ongoing maintenance of BMP mitigation facilities. Finally, the project as 
conditioned requires the collection of a drainage fee if there is any net increase in impervious 
area over the currently existing pre-development situation.  
 
Moreover, the County addressed Commission staff’s water quality comments by detailing that: 
1) drain rock filtration/storage will filter stormwater prior to leaving the site; thereby improving 
the water quality of any runoff from the project site; 2) the extensive retention system proposed 
will significantly reduce the rate and amount of stormwater runoff compared with the existing 
pre-development state (and explained the infeasibility of biofiltration and infiltration BMPs 
given the low filtration rates in the top 11 feet of the soil); and 3) the retention/detention system 
will provide adequate filtration to remove pollutants before water is released into the existing 
storm drain systems that eventually outfall to Moran Creek, Moran Lake, and the ocean. The 
County staff report also noted that roof runoff catchment systems are not required by the General 
Plan, Zoning Code, or LCP. 
 
That said, there are aspects of water quality and drainage plans that could better comply with: 1) 
the overarching intent of these policies and 2) some of the broader policies that call for the 
implementation of “Best Management Practices” (BMPs), for which Commission staff notified 
the County, but which the County did not adopt as part of this project. Indeed, during the local 
review process, Commission staff’s comment letters to the County provided specific examples of 
potential best management practices (such as a roof runoff catchment system and parking lot 
runoff catchment system for storage and reuse on site for landscaping irrigation; underground 
retention/detention units that include additional pre-filtration to remove hydrocarbons, metals, 
and other potential pollutants generated in the automobile use areas and prior to discharge into 
the County’s storm drain system) that could be implemented in order to incrementally help to 
improve the water quality of Moran Creek, Moran Lake, and the adjacent waters of the Pacific 
Ocean (see Exhibit 7). For example, rain catchment and reuse systems (e.g. rain barrels) could 
be incorporated into the project design to further reduce runoff (including potential runoff into 
the Sanctuary) and to offset impacts to water supply. The installation of water catchment systems 
could also reduce water use and runoff through the reuse of stormwater for landscape irrigation. 
Though catchment systems are not required elements of new development under the LCP, they 
are commonly integrated into projects that call for the implementation of BMPs. Given that the 
project site offers a blank slate for new development on a relatively large site, it would be 
possible to incorporate any and all BMPs in order to minimize the impact of the development, 
and to help set a precedent of responsible and ecologically minded new development in Santa 
Cruz County with respect to water reuse and protecting water quality. However, though 
additional improvements to the project would better protect water quality and water supply, the 
absence of the above-suggested additional BMPs, which are not specific requirements of the 
LCP, does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance. Because all technical LCP water 



A-3-SCO-16-0003 (Northpoint Investments Fund, LLC) 

15 

quality requirements appear to be met, and a number of Commission staff’s water quality 
comments were addressed through the County process as explained above, this project, as 
conditioned, can nonetheless be found consistent with the LCP’s water quality policies and 
standards. 
 
In addition to contentions regarding water quality, the Appellant also contends that the County-
approved project is inconsistent with LUP Policies 7.18.1 (Linking Growth to Water Supplies), 
7.18.2 (Written Commitments Confirming Water Service Required for Permits), and 7.18.3 
(Impacts of New Development on Water Purveyors). These LUP policies require that new 
development does not adversely impact water supply, and require written evidence of the water 
purveyor’s ability to provide water to proposed development.  
 
In this case, the City of Santa Cruz is the water purveyor for the Pleasure Point area. The City 
provided a “will-serve” letter dated July 16th, 2015 (see Exhibit 6) stating that there is adequate 
water to serve the project. This letter provides the required written evidence of the purveyor’s 
ability to provide water as required by LUP Policy 7.18.2. With respect to the requirement for 
linking growth to water supplies (LUP 7.18.1) and determining adequate water supply (7.18.3), 
the County-approved Mitigated Negative Declaration states that although the project will 
incrementally increase water demand, the City of Santa Cruz Water Department has indicated 
that the current water supply is sufficient and will be able to adequately serve the new 
development (see Appendix A). 
 
Given that there is confirmation of adequate water supply, and written evidence of sufficient 
water supply to support the development, the project is therefore consistent with LUP Policies 
7.18.1, 7.18.2, and 7.18.3. For all of the above reasons, the approved project does not raise a 
substantial issue of LCP conformance with respect to water supply. 
 
Other Contentions 
In addition to the contentions regarding Community Character & Design, Parking/Traffic, and 
Water Quality/Supply, an Appellant also contends that the County-approved development is 
inconsistent with several non-applicable LCP Sections and one Coastal Act Section.  
 
Specifically, the Appellant contends that the County-approved project is inconsistent with 
Coastal Act Section 30213, which requires the provision of lower cost visitor-serving and 
recreational facilities along the coast.  However, this allegation does not raise a substantial issue 
with respect to public access consistency under the Coastal Act because the proposed 
development is 1,600 feet inland of the ocean on a commercially-zoned site in a dense, urban 
area. 
 
The Appellant also contends that the County-approved project is inconsistent with LUP 
objectives and policies that pertain to property designated Neighborhood Commercial. However, 
the subject parcel is designated Community Commercial, and, therefore, the policies and 
objectives of the Neighborhood Commercial designation do not apply. 
 
Lastly, the Appellant raises contentions regarding the historic significance of the site. A Historic 
Assessment was completed by Reubén Menodoza, PhD (see Appendix A).  The report concluded 
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that the property does not have historic significance and that the site was found not to be eligible 
for the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historic Resources, or for 
listing in the Santa Cruz County Historic Resources Inventory. Although the project was not 
found to have historical significance, the Applicant has made an effort to retain some of the 
history of the site by naming the project “The Lumberyard” and by using some of the redwood 
framing from the original warehouse structure within the commercial area of the approved 
development. The appeal contentions thus do not raise a substantial LCP conformance issue with 
IP Chapter 16.42 (Historic Preservation). 
 
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 County; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the 
decision; the precedential value of the County’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, these five factors, considered together, support a conclusion that this project does 
not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance. First, in terms of the parking/traffic 
contentions, the LCP allows for an alternate parking plan in lieu of the number of spaces 
typically required for each type of development, and the County conditioned the project to 
address any future parking deficiencies that may arise. In terms of the Appellant’s water quality 
contentions, the approved project adheres to the water quality protection requirements of the 
LCP through the implementation of BMPs and an approved drainage plan. In terms of the 
Appellant’s water supply contentions, the City of Santa Cruz Water Department has stated that 
there is adequate water to supply the project and has provided a will-serve letter for the 
development. In terms of community character, the project constitutes infill development and is 
generally consistent with all applicable site standards, and the necessary findings were made to 
support a Height Exception and a Variance for a Reduced Setback from adjacent residential 
development. To the extent the County’s findings for the Reduced Setback Variance were not 
supported by substantial evidence, any LCP inconsistency did not arise to the level of a 
“Substantial Issue” as discussed above. With regard to the explicit language of the LCP, the 
project is found to be overall consistent.  

Thus, regarding the first factor, the County has provided adequate factual and legal support for 
its decision that the approved development would be consistent with the certified LCP. Though 
the proposed project could have better exemplified some of the broader LCP objectives relating 
to community character and BMPs and water quality, the project can be found consistent with 
the LCP, and therefore the Commission finds that the County-approved project raises No 
Substantial Issue.  Regarding the second factor, the approved project, although near the limit of 
appropriately-designed development in some regards, nonetheless represents an adequately-
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scaled infill, multi-use project situated in a commercially-zoned, dense, urban area of the 
County. Regarding the third and fourth factors, because the approved project is located four 
blocks and about 1,600 feet from the coastline, it is not anticipated that approval of this project 
will pose future LCP interpretation issues or have a significant impact to coastal resources. 
Finally, regarding the fifth factor, the project does not raise issues of regional or statewide 
significance.  

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-3-SCO-16-0003 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.  
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APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

1. Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for Northpoint Investments Fund, 
LLC by Santa Cruz County (September 2015) 
 
2.  Traffic Impact Study prepared for Hamilton Swift and Associates by Kimley Horn (January 
2015) 
 
3.  Shared Parking Analysis prepared for Hamilton Swift and Associates by Marquez 
Transportation Engineering (July 2014) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
PHONE: (831)427-4863 
FAX: (831) 427-4877 
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 

Todd Sexauer 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department . 
701 Ocean Street, 4111 Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: The Lumberyard Mixed Use Project 
Coastal Commission Staff Comments on Initial Study/MND 

Dear Mr. Sexauer: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

October 9, 2015 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) pertaining to the Lumberyard Mixed Use Project (Project). The 
Project proposes to demolish an existing lumberyard building and to construct a 9,600 square 
foot mixed-use building. Specifically, the Project proposes one commercial condominium unit 
on the lower floor that includes 3,200 square feet of restaurant use, 3,200 square feet of retail 
use, and 3,200 square feet of office/service commercial use. The Project includes eight 
residential condominium units totaling 9,600 square feet on the second and third levels, together 
with a detached 2,033-square-foot residential parking structure with eight separate garages, once 
for each condominium unit. According to the IS/MND, the Project requires a Coastal 
Development Permit; a Height Exception to allow for an increase in height from 35 feet to 38 
feet, 4 inches; a Variance to allow for two name signs for the Center; Design Review, and the 
approval of a parking plan. 

As a preliminary matter, Commission staff is highly supportive of mixed use projects on heavily 
used transit corridors such as Portola Drive. Our comments below are primarily intended to 
ensure that the project is designed to minimize impacts on protected coastal resources. 

Comment I: Water Quality 
Erosion Control and Drainage Plan; Water Quality BMPs 
Based on new/increased impervious surface and use, the project should include detailed erosion 
control and runoff control plans. (IP Sections 16.22.060 and 070.) 

The project proposes to maintain the existing drainage pattern and two underground 
retention/detention systems with silt and grease traps for each and implementation of a 
maintenance agreement for same. We would recommend the following water quality elements be 
incorporated into the project for LCP consistency (see LUP Policies 5.4.14; 5.7.5): 

1. Provide an updated drainage plan that shows drainage pattems across the entire site, as 
well as how the project will incorporate Low Impact Design standards, and meet the post-
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Lumberyard Mixed Use 
October 9, 2015 
Page2 

construction stormwater requirements for runoffretention in projects of this size, 
including minimizing storm water runoff, and onsite infiltration, retention and reuse of up 
to the 95th percentile rainfall event, including alteration of the existing drainage pattern to 
meet these standards; 

2. Ensure that the project will meet the peak stormwater runoff management requirement of 
meeting pre-project peak flows for the two- through ten-year storm events, and included 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to achieve this standard on the site 
drainage plan sheet(s); 

3. Incorporate a roof runoff catchment system and parking lot runoff catchment system for 
storage and reuse on site; 

4. Include biofiltration and infiltration BMPs in conjunction with the landscaping plari, 
particularly around the perimeter of the proposed parking lot, to minimize runoff and the 
pollutants carried in the runoff; 

5. Provide a current soils engineering report for the entire site in support of any exception to 
meeting the infiltration requirement; 

6. To the extent that biofiltration and infiltration might not be feasible (given that the 
existing soil condition may not be suitable for infiltration due to a high clay layer), the 
project should utilize a catchment system for storage and reuse of surface run-off from 
the parking areas; 

7. The proposed underground retention/detention units should include additional pre
filtration (prior to entry into the catchment system) to remove hydrocarbons, metals, and 
other potential pollutants generated in the automobile use areas, and prior to discharge 
into the County's storm drain system, which leads to Moran Creek, Moran Lake, and 
ultimately the ocean.· 

The final project should reflect these criteria and include a complete set of plans and narrative of 
the Water Quality BMPs, including treatments prior to discharge to Moran Creek (and Lake) and 
the ocean (runoff destinations per the Negative Declaration) as the lake is impaired for nutrients 
and bacteria, and the Pacific Ocean at Moran Lake/County Beach is 303( d) listed for indicator 
bacteria (Ocean at Moran Lake: Total and Fecal coliforms, E. coli and Enterococcus). As the 
project is further refined, it should include good housekeeping BMPs employed during 
construction, as well as the post-construction strategies for water quality and water conservation 
identified above. The Project should also include an Operations & Management component for 
all the permanent/post-construction BMPs in the final Water Quality documentation. 

Comment 2. Public Access 
Parking Plan 
The site is located near a public park and heavily-used beach access area. The IS/MND states 
that the project requires a Parking Plan but it is unclear whether County Parking requirements 
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Lumberyard Mixed Use 
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Page3 

will be met by the project because the proposed commercial uses have not been adequately 
identified. (IP Section 13.10.552). The Parking analysis appears to base project parking demand 
on generic standards as opposed to Implementation Plan requirements. (Id.) How does the 
Applicant propose to ensure that the condominium garages will be used for parking? Please 
ensure that the project will not impact visitor access and parking. (IP Section 13.10.553.) 

Public Right of Way 
The IS/.MND states that the Applicants intend to construct improvements that would include new 
sidewalks with street planting along the entire frontage of both Portola Drive and 38th Avenue, 
and that decorative bike racks would be included within the broad sidewalk running along 38th 
Avenue. Please ensure that the entire County right-of-way is used for public access 
improvements, including appropriate sidewalk areas and full-size bike lanes. 

Comment 3: Aesthetics/Community Character 
Height Exception and Variance appear unwarranted 
The Applicant is seeking a Height Exception and Variance for proposed signage. The parcel is 
zoned C-2, which imposes a maximum height limit of35 feet. (IP Section 13.10.333.) Given the 
substantial lot size and the fact that the Applicant proposes to demolish the existing building, we 
do not believe that the required findings for a variance to the height standard can be made. (IP 
Section 13.10.235(C)(4); 13.10.230(C)). Similarly, we do not understand the basis for a variance 
from the sign ordinance to allow two name signs for the center. (IP Section 13.10.581). 

Minimize/Mitigate Lighting Impacts 
The project proposes substantial new lighting for the property and the IS/MND acknowledges 
that the project would contribute to offsite and night lighting. Please consider conditioning the 
project to include appropriate lighting control requirements, including, but not limited to 1) 
automatic switching requirements; 2) automatic lighting reduction requirements; 3) total site 
lumen limits; 4) limits to offsite impacts (e.g. all parking lot lights shall have no light emitted 
above 90 degrees). 

Analyze consistency with LCP 
The Land Use and Planning section of the IS/.MND does not discuss the Project's consistency· 
with the Local Coastal Program, including with respect to the issues identified above. 

Thank you for the opporhmity to comment on the .MND. We look forward to continuing to work 
with the County and Applicant as this project moves through the local review process. If you 
would like to discuss the project, please do not hesitate to contact me at the address and phone 
number listed above. 

::~ne0 
Coastal Anal:St ( 
California Coastal Commission 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95066 
PHONE: (831) 427-4863 
FAX: (831) 427-4877 
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 

Planning Commission 
Santa Cruz County 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: The Lumberyard Mixed Use Project 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR 

December 7, 2015 

Coastal Commission Staff Comments on County Application No. 141157 

Dear Planning Commission: 

Please consider this letter to be the Commission staffs comments on the above referenced 
project. This letter follows our comments on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) which are attached hereto and incorporated by reference. As a preliminary matter, we 
wish to reiterate that Commission staff is highly supportive of mixed use projects on heavily 
used transit corridors such as Portola Drive, and that our comments below are intended to ensure 
that the project is designed and implemented in a way that avoids or minimizes impacts on 
protected coastal resources. 

Our prior comment letter addressed issues related to: 1) water quality; 2) coastal access; and 3) 
aesthetics and community character. Based on our review of the staff report, it does not appear 
that the issues identified in our October 8, 2015 comment letter have been addressed through -
meaningful project revisions. We have therefore attached that letter hereto for the Planning 
Commission's consideration. We would also like to take this opportunity to expand on the prior 
comments with respect to the issue of water quality. 

Water Quality 
The IS/MND indicates that the site currently drains into the County's storm drain system, which 
leads to Moran Creek, Moran Lake, and ultimately the Pacific Ocean. All three of these runoff 
destinations are impaired by nutrients and bacteria, and the Pacific Ocean at Moran Lake/County 
Beach is 303(d)1 listed for indicator bacteria2 (specifically for E. coli and Enterococcus). The 
project proposes to maintain the existing drainage pattern and to construct two underground 
retention/detention systems with silt and grease traps and to implement a maintenance agreement 
for same. However, we believe there are additional water quality protection measures that could 
be included as part of the project to improve the water quality of the above-mentioned water 
bodies. 

2 

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires the identification ofwaterbodies that do not meet water quality standards (i.e., 
impaired waterbodies). 

Indicator bacteria are types of bacteria used to detect and estimate the level offecal contamination of water. 
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The County's Land Use Plan includes several policies that require the protection and, where 
feasible, restoration of coastal water quality. These include: 

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

5.7.3 Erosion Control for Stream and Lagoon Protection 
(LCP) For all new and existing development and land disturbances, require the 
installation and maintenance of sediment basins, and/or other strict erosion control 
measures, as needed to prevent siltation of streams and coastal lagoons. (Also see Erosion 
policies in section 6.3.) 

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

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

These policies are rooted in Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231 and require that erosion 
control measures be implemented to prevent siltation of streams and coastal lagoons, that 
discharge of polluted runoff be minimized, and that on-site detention and other appropriate stonn 
water best management practices be used to reduce pollution from urban runoff. Our prior letter 
listed examples of potential best management practices (such as a roof runoff catchment system 
and parking lot runoff catchment system for storage; and reuse on site and underground 
retention/detention tmits that include additional pre-filtration to remove hydrocarbons, metals, 
and other potential pollutants generated in the automobile use areas, and prior to discharge into 
the County's storm drain system, which leads to Moran Creek, Moran Lake, and ultimately the 
Pacific Ocean) that could be implemented in order for the project to be found consistent with 
these policies and incrementally help to improve the water quality of Moran Creek, Moran Lake, 
and the adjacent waters of the Pacific Ocean. We continue to believe that such measures could 
reasonably incorporated into the project design. 

Thank: you for your consideration of these conunents. We look forward to continuing to work 
with the County and Applicant as tlus project moves tlu·ough the local review process. If you 
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would like to discuss the project, please do not hesitate to contact me at the address and phone 
number listed above. 

::inb 
District Supervisor 
California Coastal Commission 

Enclosure 
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1 
I 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA-NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
PHONE: (831) 427-4863 
FAX: (831) 427-4877 
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV 

Todd Sexauer 
Santa Cruz County Planning Department . 
701 Ocean Street, 4th Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: The Lumberyard Mixed Use Project 
Coastal Commission Staff Comments on Initial Study/lVIND 

Dear Mr. Sexauer: 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOI'EIINOI! 

October 9, 2015 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to review and comment on the Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/I:v1ND) pertaining to the Lumberyard Mixed Use Project (Project). The 
Project proposes to demolish an existing lumberyard building and to construct a 9,600 square 
foot mixed-use building. Specifically, the Project proposes one commercial condominium unit 
on the lower floor that includes 3,200 square feet of restaurant use, 3,200 square feet of retail 
use, and 3,200 square feet of office/service commercial use. The Project includes eight 
residential condominium units totaling 9,600 square feet on the second and third levels, together 
with a detached 2,033-square-foot residential parking structure with eight separate garages, once 
for each condomjnium unit. According to the IS/I:v1ND, the Project requires a Coastal 
Development Permit; a Height Exception to allow for an increase in height from 35 feet to 38 
feet, 4 inches; a Variance to allow for two name signs for the Center; Design Review, and the 
approval of a parking plan. 

As a preliminary matter, Commission staff is highly supportive of mixed use projects on heavily 
used transit corridors such as Portola Drive. Our comments below are primarily intended to 
ensure that the project is designed to minimize impacts on protected coastal resoUl'ces. 

Comment 1: Water Quality 
Erosion Control and Drainage Plan; Water Quality BJr;JPs 
Based on new/increased impervious surface and use, the project should include detailed erosion 
control and runoff control plans. (IP Sections 16.22.060 and 070.) 

The project proposes to maintain the existing drainage pattern and two underground 
retention/detention systems with silt and·grease traps for each and implementation of a 
maintenance agreement for same. We would reconm1end the following water quality elements be 
incorporated into the project for LCP consistency (see LUP Policies 5.4.14; 5.7.5): 

1. Provide an updated drainage plan that shows drainage pattems across the entire site, as 
well as how the project will incorporate Low Impact Design standar·ds, ar1d meet the post-

Exhibit 7 
A-3-SCO-16-0003 

Page 7 of 9



Lumberyard Mixed Use 
October 9, 2015 
Page2 

construction stormwater requirements for runoff retention in projects of this size, 
including minimizing storm water runoff, and onsite infiltration, retention and reuse of up 
to the 95th percentile rainfall event, including alteration of the existing drainage pattern to 
meet these standards; 

2. Ensure that the project will meet the peak stormwater runoffmanagement requirement of· 
meeting pre-project peale flows for the two- through ten-year storm events, and included 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to achieve this standard on the site 
drainage plan sheet(s); 

3. Incorporate a roof runoff catchment system and parking lot runoff catchment system for 
storage and reuse on site; 

4. Include biofiltration and infiltration BMPs in conjunction with the landscaping plari, 
particularly around the perimeter of the proposed parking lot, to minimize runoff and the 
pollutants carried in the runoff; 

5. Provide a current soils engineering report for the entire site in support of any exception to 
meeting the infiltration requirement; 

6. To the extent that biofiltration and infiltration might not be feasible (given that the 
existing soil condition may not be suitable for infiltration due to a high clay layer), the 
project should utilize a catchment system for storage and reuse of surface run-off from 
the parldng areas; 

7. The proposed underground retention/detention units should include additional pre
filtration (prior to entry into the catchment system) to remove hydrocarbons, metals, and 
other potential pollutants generated in the automobile use areas, and prior to discharge 
into the County's storm drain system, which leads to Moran Creek, Moran Lake, and 
ultimately the ocean.· 

The final project should reflect these criteria and include a complete set of plans and nan;ative of 
the Water Quality BMPs, including treatments prior to discharge to Moran Creek (and Lalce) and 
the ocean (runoff destinations per the Negative Declaration) as the lake is in1paired for nutrients 
and bacteria, and the Pacific Ocean at Moran Lalce/Com1ty Beach is 303(d) listed for indicator 
bacteria (Ocean at Moran Lalce: Total and Fecal colifom1s, E. coli and Enterococcus). As the 
project is further refined, it should include good housekeeping BMPs employed during 
construction, as well as the post-construction strategies for water quality and water conservation 
identified above. The Project should also include an Operations & Management component for 
all the pem1anent/post-construction BMPs in the final Water Quality documentation. 

Comment 2. Public Access 
Parking Plan 
The site is located near a public park and heavily-used beach access area. The ISI:MND states 
that the project requires a Parking Plan but it is unclear whether County Pmldng requirements 
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Lumberyard Mixed Use 
October 9, 2015 
Page3 

will be met by the project because the proposed commercial uses have not been adequately 
identified. (IP Section 13.10.552). The Parking analysis appears to base project parking demand 
on generic standards as opposed to Implementation Plan requirements. (Id.) How does the 
Applicant propose to ensure that the condominium garages will be used for parking? Please 
ensure that the project will not impact visitor access and parking. (IP Section 13.10.553.) 

Public Right of Way 
The IS/MND states that the Applicants intend to construct improvements that would include new 
sidewalks with street planting along the entire frontage of both Portola Drive and 38th Avenue, 
and that decorative bike racks would be included within the broad sidewalk running along 38th 
Avenue. Please ensure that the entire County right-of'-way is used for public access· 
improvements, including appropriate sidewalk areas and full-size bike lanes. 

Comment 3: Aesthetics/Community Character 
Height Exception and Variance appear unwarranted 
The Applicant is seeking a Height Exception and Variance for proposed signage. The parcel is 
zoned C-2, which imposes a maximum height limit of 35 feet. (IP Section 13.10.333 .) Given the 
substantial lot size and the fact that the Applicant proposes to demolish the existing building, we 
do not believe that the required findings for a variance to the height standard can be made. (IP 
Section 13.10.235(C)(4); 13.10.230(C)). Similarly, we do not understand the basis for a variance 
from the sign ordinance to allow two name signs for the center. (IP Section 13.10.581). 

Minimize/Mitigate Lighting Impacts . 
The project proposes substantial new lighting for the property and the ISIMND aclmowledges 
that the project would contribute to offsite and night lighting. Please consider conditioning the 
project to include appropriate lighting control requirements, including, but not limited to 1) 
automatic switching requirements; 2) automatic lighting reduction requirements; 3) total site 
lumen limits; 4) limits to offsite impacts (e.g. all parking lot lights shall have no light emitted 
above 90 degrees). 

Analyze consistency with LCP 
The Land Use and Plru.ming section of the IS/MND does not discuss the Project's consistency· 
with the Local Coastal Program, including with respect to the issues identified above. 

Thank you for the opporhmity to comment on the MND. We look forward to continuing to work 
with the County and Applicru.1t as this project moves through the local review process. If you 
would like to discuss the project, please do not hesitate to contact me at the address ru.1d phone 
number listed above. 

Sincerely, 

R;l3f:~ne0 
Coastal Anal:St ( 
California Coastal Cmmnission 
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APPLICABLE AND CITED COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ LOCAL COASTAL 

PROGRAM POLICIES AND ZONING ORDINANCE SECTIONS 

 

Community Character and Neighborhood Compatibility 

 

13.10.444 Purposes of the Pleasure Point Community Design PP Combining District 

The purposes of the Pleasure Point Community Design PP Combining District are to: 
(A)    Reduce the visual and shading impacts of new and expanded houses on neighboring 

parcels and houses; 
(B)    Encourage community interaction and orientation towards the street by providing 

an incentive for the creation of more front porches in Pleasure Point; and 
(C)    Reduce the visual impact of automobile-oriented features on residential building 

facades and in front yards. [Ord. 5063 § 3, 2010]. 
 

13.10.446 Residential development standards in the Pleasure Point Community Design PP 

Combining District 

In addition to the residential site standards found in SCCC 13.10.323(B), the following standards 
and incentives apply to residential development in the Pleasure Point Community Design PP 
Combining District. Where there are differences between this section and SCCC 13.10.323(B), 
the provisions of this section shall apply: 
(A)    Standards and Incentives Regarding Residential Building Mass and Height, and Access to 
Sun and Light. 

(1)    Second Story Setbacks. For new two-story residential structures or second story 
additions, or any new single-story structure or addition that exceeds 15 feet in height, the 
second story exterior side walls, or the portion of the single-story exterior side wall 
exceeding 15 feet in height, shall be set back from the side yard property line as follows: 

 

13.20.130(B) Visual Compatibility 

All development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated 
with the character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas. Structure design should emphasize a 
compatible community aesthetic as opposed to maximum-sized and bulkier/boxy designs, and 
should apply tools to help provide an interesting and attractive built environment (including 
building facade articulation through measures such as breaking up the design with some areas of 
indent, varied rooflines, offsets, and projections that provide shadow patterns, smaller second 
story elements set back from the first, and appropriate surface treatments such as wood/wood-
like siding or shingles, etc.). 
 

13.20.140 Special Areas Design Criteria 

Applicability. In addition to the criteria above that applies throughout the Coastal Zone; the 
criteria above that also applies within rural areas (as applicable); and the criteria above that also 
applies within beach viewsheds, the special area design criteria of SCCC 13.20.141 et seq. are 
applicable to all developments requiring a coastal development permit within each applicable 
area below as mapped and designated by the LCP Land Use Plan. 
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13.20.148 Pleasure Point Community Residential Design Criteria 

All residential development on parcels zoned R-1, RM or PR that are also zoned with the “PP” 
(Pleasure Point Community Design) Combining District shall be subject to the residential 
development standards in SCCC 13.10.446, unless granted an exception, as described in 
SCCC 13.10.447, or subject to SCCC 13.10.448 (reconstruction of destroyed non-conforming 
structures).  
 
13.10.510 Application of site standards. 

In any commercial or industrial zone district, a building may exceed the height limit as 
established by the zone district by up to five feet, subject to review and recommendation by the 
Urban Designer and approval by the Zoning Administrator following a public hearing. In 
addition to the findings required in Chapter 18.10 SCCC for discretionary approvals, the project 
shall be subject to the following additional findings: 

(a)    The additional height complements or completes the architectural design. 
(b)    For properties located in the Coastal Zone, the proposed project complies with LCP 

policies, including policies protecting scenic corridors and public viewsheds. 
 
13.10.230 Variance approvals. 

(A)    Description. A variance approval is a discretionary authorization of exceptions to the 
zoning district site and development standards for a property including design standards and 
guidelines and regulations for special uses. The power to grant variance approvals does not allow 
changes in use which are affected only by use approvals pursuant to SCCC 13.10.220, rezoning 
of the property pursuant to SCCC 13.10.215, or amendment to the regulations of this chapter. 
Variances to site area requirements may be approved only in the case where no new additional 
building sites would thereby be created (relief in which case may be provided only through 
rezoning of the property), or in any of the following instances: 

(1)    To facilitate certificates of compliance. 
(2)    To facilitate dedications of rights-of-way or other required improvements for public 
benefit. 
(3)    To allow the consideration of the creation of new lots when the size of the lot is 
within one percent of the zoning requirement and is consistent with the General Plan. 

 (C)    Findings. The following findings shall be made prior to granting a variance approval in 
addition to the findings required for the issuance of a development permit pursuant to 
Chapter 18.10 SCCC: 

(1)    That because of special circumstances applicable to the property, including size, 
shape, topography, location, or surroundings, the strict application of the zoning ordinance 
deprives such property of privileges enjoyed by other property in the vicinity and under 
identical zoning classification. 
(2)    That the granting of such variance will be in harmony with the general intent and 
purpose of zoning objectives and will not be materially detrimental to public health, safety 
or welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity. 
(3)    That the granting of such variance shall not constitute a grant of special privileges 
inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the vicinity and zone in which 
such is situated.  
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Parking/ Traffic 

13.11.74 Access, circulation and parking.  

It shall be an objective to design pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle circulation, and parking, to be 
safe, convenient, and readily understandable to users. Access, circulation and parking design 
shall relate to the proposed development on adjoining properties 

13.11.74 (2)   Service Vehicles/Loading Space.  
Loading space shall be provided as required in SCCC 13.10.570 through13.10.578, inclusive, for 
commercial and industrial uses. Loading areas shall be designed to not interfere with circulation 
or parking, and to permit trucks to fully maneuver on the property without backing from or onto 
a public street. 
 

13.10.552 Schedule of off-street parking requirements. 

Off-street parking spaces for residential uses shall be provided according to the type and size of 
residence as described below: 

(1)    Resident Parking. 

Number of Bedrooms 

Parking Spaces Required for Single-Family 

Dwellings and Mobile Homes Used as SFDs 

Outside of Mobile Home Parks Pursuant to 

SCCC 13.10.682 

Parking Spaces 

Required for 

Multifamily Dwellings 

1 2 2 

2 3 2.5 

3 3 2.5 

4 3 3 

Additional 1 each 0.5 each 

(B)    Off-street parking for nonresidential uses shall be provided according to the use and size as 
described in the table below: 

USE REQUIREMENTS 

  Auto Parking Spaces                          Bicycle Parking 

Spaces 

Business offices 1 per 300 square feet of gross 
floor area* 

1 per 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area*; 2 minimum 

Retail stores and service 1 per 300 square feet of gross 1 per 1,000 square feet of gross 
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establishments floor area* floor area*; 2 minimum 

Supermarkets, convenience 
stores 

1 per 200 square feet of gross 
floor area* 

1 per 1,000 square feet of gross 
floor area*; 2 minimum 

Restaurants, bars, soda 
fountains, and similar 
establishments 

1 per 100 square feet (9.3 square 
meters) of gross floor area*, and 
0.3 per employee 

1 per 400 square feet (37.2 
square meters) of gross floor 
area* 

 

13.10.553 Alternate parking requirements. 

The off-street parking requirements of this chapter may be satisfied or modified in 
alternate ways: 

(A)    Parking Plan. A specific parking plan initiated by the County and approved by the 
appropriate approving body may supersede those parking standards contained in SCCC 
13.10.552, if the purpose of this section is met, or in order to permit or preserve 
significant public amenities, and for either case in the Coastal Zone, a specific finding is 
made and supported that visitor access and parking will not be preempted. 

Objective 7.7a Coastal Recreation 

To maximize public use and enjoyment of coastal recreation resources for all people, including 
those with disabilities, while protecting those resources from the adverse impacts of overuse. 
 
Objective 7.7b Shoreline Access 

To provide a system of shoreline access to the coast with adequate improvements to serve the 
general public and the coastal neighborhoods which is consistent with the California Coastal Act, 
meets public safety needs, protects natural resource areas from overuse, protects public rights 
and the rights of private property owners, minimizes conflicts with adjacent land uses, and does 
not adversely affect agriculture, subject to policy 7.6.2. 
 

Programs 7.7a.  
Improve existing parking areas through the use of fencing, striping, landscaping, bike racks, and 
safety improvements; provide safe stairways for beach access as part of the program to upgrade 
vehicular parking. (Responsibility: Public Works, Board of Supervisors) 
 
Programs 7.7b. Increase parking opportunities to serve visitors to the Live Oak coastline in 
locations where such facilities are feasible and compatible with the neighborhood and the natural 
setting. Provide on-and-off-street parking improvements and facilities within walking distance of 
the beaches and bluffs, or located at more remote locations and linked by shuttle transportation. 
Identify appropriate locations and improvements in cooperation with the local community. 
(Responsibility: Board of Supervisors, Planning Department, County Parks, Public Works) 
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Water Quality/Supply 

 
Objective 5.4 Monterey Bay and Coastal Water Quality 

To improve the water quality of Monterey Bay and other Santa Cruz County coastal waters by 
supporting and/or requiring the best management practices for the control and treatment of urban 
run-off and wastewater discharges in order to maintain local, state and national water quality 
standards, protect County residents from health hazards of water pollution, protect the County’s 
sensitive marine habitats and prevent the degradation of the scenic character of the region. 
 
5.4.14 Water Pollution from Urban Runoff 

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

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

Require new development to limit coverage of lots by parking areas and other impervious 
surfaces, in order to minimize the amount of post-development surface runoff. 
 
7.23.5 Control Surface Runoff 

Require new development to minimize the discharge of pollutants into surface water drainage by 
providing the following improvements or similar methods which provide equal or greater runoff 
control: 
(a) Construct curbs and gutters on arterials, collectors and locals consistent with adopted urban 
street designs; and 
(b) Construct oil, grease and silt traps for parking lots, land divisions or commercial and 
industrial development. Condition development project approvals to provide ongoing 
maintenance of oil, grease and silt traps. 
 

7.18.1 Linking Growth to Water Supplies 

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

7.18.2 Written Commitments Confirming Water Service Required for Permits 

Concurrent with project application, require a written commitment from the water purveyor that 
verifies the capability of the system to serve the proposed development. Projects shall not be 
approved in areas that do not have a proven, adequate water supply. A written commitment is a 
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letter from the purveyor guaranteeing that the required level of service for the project will be 
available prior to the issuance of building permits, or in the case of a subdivision, prior to filing 
the Final Map or Parcel Map. The County decision making body shall not approve any 
development project unless it determines that such project has adequate water supply available. 
 
7.18.3 Impacts of New Development on Water Purveyors 

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

7.79.110 Requirement to prevent, control, and reduce stormwater volume, runoff rate and 

pollutant load. 

A)    Requirement to Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs). All responsible parties 
shall implement appropriate BMPs, including any BMPs identified by the County, as needed to 
minimize contribution to pollution or contamination of the storm drain system, receiving waters, 
groundwater or a body of standing water. 

(B)    New Development and Redevelopment. All responsible parties shall mitigate impacts due 
to development and implement BMPs per the County Design Criteria adopted by the County of 
Santa Cruz and Chapters 16.20 and 16.22 SCCC to control the volume, runoff rate, and potential 
pollutant load of stormwater runoff from new development and redevelopment projects to 
minimize the generation, transport, and discharge of pollutants, prevent runoff in excess of 
predevelopment conditions, and maintain predevelopment groundwater recharge. When such 
requirements are incorporated into the terms of land use entitlements or building permits, a 
violation of the conditions or construction specifications of such entitlement or permit is also a 
violation of this chapter. 

16.22.070 Runoff control. 

Runoff from activities subject to a building permit, parcel approval or development permit shall 
be properly controlled to prevent erosion. The following measures shall be used for runoff 
control, and shall be adequate to control runoff from a 10-year storm: 

(A)    On soils having high permeability (more than two inches/hour), all runoff in excess of 
predevelopment levels shall be retained on the site. This may be accomplished through the use of 
infiltration basins, percolation pits or trenches, or other suitable means. This requirement may be 
waived where the Planning Director determines that high groundwater, slope stability problems, 
etc., would inhibit or be aggravated by onsite retention, or where retention will provide no 
benefits for groundwater recharge or erosion control. 

(B)    On projects where onsite percolation is not feasible, all runoff should be detained or 
dispersed over nonerodible vegetated surfaces so that the runoff rate does not exceed the 
predevelopment level. Onsite detention may be required by the Planning Director where 
excessive runoff would contribute to downstream erosion or flooding. Any policies and 
regulations for any drainage zones where the project is located will also apply. 
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(C)    Any concentrated runoff which cannot be effectively dispersed without causing erosion 
shall be carried in nonerodible channels or conduits to the nearest drainage course designated for 
such purpose by the Planning Director or to on-site percolation devices. Where water will be 
discharged to natural ground or channels, appropriate energy dissipators shall be installed to 
prevent erosion at the point of discharge. 

(D)    Runoff from disturbed areas shall be detained or filtered by berms, vegetated filter strips, 
catch basins, or other means as necessary to prevent the escape of sediment from the disturbed 
area. 

(E)    No earth or organic material shall be deposited or placed where it may be directly carried 
into a stream, marsh, slough, lagoon, or body of standing water.  
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January 25, 2016 
 
Rainey Graeven 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
Re: Appeal #A-3-SCO-16-0003/APN: 032-092-01, -05   3800 Portola Drive Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
      "Save Pleasure Point" 
 
Following is our response to the appeal filed by "Save Pleasure Point". Contrary to the assertions of this 
appeal letter this project is consistent with the Local Coastal Plan, County General Plan, Zoning and the 
Pleasure Point Community Plan. The County Planning Commission confirmed the project's consistency 
with these land use policies with a 5-0 vote to approve the project. The Commission approved the 
project with amended conditions after extensive public testimony. Public testimony expressed both 
support for the project as well as concerns with the project. 
 
The comments by "Save Pleasure Point" are in bold.  Our responses are in italics. 
 
Significant issues were raised by the Pleasure Point neighborhood before and after approval.  

"The current design of this project affects/diminishes local and visitor access to our shoreline."  

The fundamental objections are: 

 
1.  Failure of the project to provide sufficient on-site parking and designated off-site parking 

creating an immediate reduction of street parking available for resident and visitor access for 

their coast and beach access. 

The Planning Commission found that the parking provided complies with the parking 

requirements set out in section 13.10.553 of the zoning ordinance. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 47-Subdivision Finding 3). A shared parking analysis based on 

ULI and ITE industry standards was prepared by Marquez Transportation Engineering. 

This analysis demonstrates that the peak demand for parking from the different uses of 

the building will occur at different times and that the 50 parking spaces proposed would 

be adequate to meet the parking demand. The Planning Commission, to address concerns 

expressed regarding the parking, required two(2) additional spaces to be added in an 

area previously designated for a plaza(Condition II.A.6& III.M.); the review and 

approval of a Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan prior to the 

issuance of Building Permits which may include the provision of additional parking 

within the area now designed as a plaza(Condition III.R); establishes a maximum of one 

additional vehicles per residential unit allowed to park in unenclosed surface parking 

area,(Condition VII.1); Internal visibility between the individual residential garages such  

 
                                                                                1
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that compliance with parking requirements may be verified,(Condition VII.I.a); one year 

after construction/stabilization requires a Planning Commission review of a parking 

analysis of the parking demand/supply and may require additional parking demand 

management measures. (Condition VII.I 2.,3). 

  

The project complies with ADA as follows: 

There are three ADA compliant parking spaces: two uncovered parking spaces on the 

west side of the parking lot adjacent to the building.  Of these two spaces, the southerly 

parking space is van accessible.  The third accessible parking space is located in the 

garage space at the northerly end of the garage building.  (When garage parking is 

provided, one must be ADA compliant, in this case)  

 
2.  Failure of the project to provide a coherent, safe traffic flow pattern to support access and 

egress to the multi-use project. 

This site has been used since the 1940s as a retail lumber yard. Lumber and material 

deliveries were made in large trucks on a regular basis. Retail truck and auto traffic 

occurred on a regular basis including weekends. This project is not adding any 

additional driveways. It is improving the two existing driveways, one on Portola and one 

on 38th Ave. The intersection of 38th and Portola is stop controlled and will provide gaps 

for project ingress and egress. This driveway configuration is not untypical of such an 

urban setting.   

The small neighborhood serving commercial uses that are anticipated to occupy this 

building will not require large delivery trucks. Delivery trucks are anticipated to be 

bobtail, UPS/Fed Ex style and pick-up trucks. The primary delivery area is expected to be 

within the surface parking area at the rear of the property. Delivery times are expected to 

occur primarily before the retail store or food businesses are in operation. This area is 

screened from the adjacent residences by the proposed building, detached garage 

structure, fencing and sound wall. The loading area on 38th provides a secondary 

loading zone that is available for smaller delivery vehicles during operating hours. The 

primary route for delivery trucks will be Hwy 1 to 41st Ave to the project site via Portola 

Drive.  There is no reason to believe that truck drivers will chose a circuitous longer 

route through other narrow residential streets.  

 

The Traffic Impact Study, prepared by Kimley Horn, found that the project will not 

generate significant impacts consistent with the standards and requirements of the 

County of Santa Cruz. 
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3.  Approval of significant height and set back variances that we believe unwarranted. 

The Planning Commission (5-0)  made the findings to approve the set back variances and 

the height exception . Findings for a height exception to allow an additional 3'4" were 

recommended by County staff and confirmed with a 5-0 vote by the Planning 

Commission.  (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 58). 

 

It should be noted that residential structures within the residential neighborhood are 

allowed to be 28' in height.  Commercial strucures in the C-2 zone district are allowed to 

be 35' in height by right  unless a greater height is allowed with an exception.  The roof 

eves of the proposed structure will be 31', below the 35' standard height.  The 38'4" 

occurs at the midpoint of the roof  and will only be perceived from considerable distance 

from the building. This additional height facilitates a superior design:  a more residential 

and softer appearing roof line and conventional retail ceiling heights of 14' in the ground 

floor commercial  space. The existing lumber building on the subject property has a 

height of 30'. The mini storage building adjacent to the property is 36' above grade at the 

high point. The proposed building is compatible with the commercial buildings in the 

area and will integrate with the residential area to the south consisting of a mobile home 

park, condominiums and homes. 

 

County Code section 13.10.333(A) requires side and rear setbacks of 0' for commercial 

zoned properties except where the property abuts a residentially zoned property in which 

case the setback is 30'. The mixed use building is setback 38' from the residential 

properties to the south at which point the building is one story. The three story portion of 

the building is setback 64'. A Variance for the setback from the proposed detached single 

story garage to the property line abutting a residentially zoned property was discussed 

extensively at the public hearing and approved with a 5-0 vote by the Planning 

Commission. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 60-62, Variance Findings)  The 

garages are for residential use only and are limited in height to one story. This portion of 

the property proposed to be used for the residential garages is only 48.5 feet wide and 

thus limited in how it can be used. The County Code allows uncovered parking within the 

30' setback. The enclosed 1 story residential garages were considered less impacting on 

adjacent residential properties than unenclosed parking spaces due to the reduction in 

noise and less frequent parking activity compared to general parking for the mixed use 

building.   

 

Thank you for reviewing our responses to this appeal. Please let me know if you have any 

questions. 

 

 

 

John Swift 
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January 25, 2016 
 
Rainey Graeven 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
 
Re: Appeal #A-3-SCO-16-0003/APN: 032-092-01, -05   3800 Portola Drive Santa Cruz, CA 95062 
 
Following is our response to the Appeal filed by Charles Paulden.  Contrary to Mr. Paulden's assertions 
this project is consistent with the Local Coastal Plan, County General Plan, Zoning and the Pleasure 
Point Community Plan. The County Planning Commission confirmed the project's consistency with 
these land use policies with a 5-0 vote to approve the project. The Commission approved the project 
with amended conditions after extensive public testimony. Public testimony expressed both support for 
the project as well as concerns with the project. 
 
Each issue raised by Mr. Paulden is in bold with our response in italics.  
 
Out of keeping with the special coastal community plan for Pleasure Point. 
The Pleasure Point Community Plan and Implementing Ordinances apply only to 

residential development. The Pleasure Point Community Design "PP" Combining 

District applies to residential zone districts of   R-1, R-M and residential development in 

the PR district (Parks and Recreation). 

 

However, although the Pleasure Point design guidelines do not apply to this mixed use 

project, located in the C-2 commercial zone district, the project team incorporated many 

design features consistent with the Pleasure Point Plan.  

- The building is stepped down to one story on the south side where the property is 

adjacent to a residential zone property as well as on the north side. 

-The perceived mass of the building is reduced by a variety of roof lines, variations in the 

setback of the exterior walls on the 2nd & 3rd floors, provision of decks for the 

residential units, shed roof over the walk way on the first floor and other architectural 

features and details. . 
 
Does not have suitable parking in a parking constrained coastal community. 

The Planning Commission found that the parking provided complies with the parking 

requirements set out in section 13.10.553 of the zoning ordinance. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 47-Subdivision Finding 3). A shared parking analysis based on 

ULI and ITE industry standards was prepared by Marquez Transportation Engineering. 

This analysis demonstrates that the peak demand for parking from the different uses of 

the building will occur at different times and that the 50 parking spaces proposed would 
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be adequate to meet the parking demand. The Planning Commission, to address concerns 

expressed regarding the parking, required two(2) additional spaces to be added in an 

area previously designated for a plaza(Condition II.A.6& III.M.); the review and 

approval  of a Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan prior to the 

issuance of Building Permits which may include the provision of additional parking 

within the area now designed as a plaza(Condition III.R); establishes a maximum of one 

additional vehicles per residential unit allowed to park in unenclosed surface parking 

area,(Condition VII.1); Internal visibility between the individual residential garages such 

that compliance with parking requirements may be verified,(Condition VII.I.a); one year 

after construction/stabilization requires a Planning Commission review of a parking 

analysis of the parking demand/supply and may require additional parking demand 

management measures. (Condition VII.I 2.,3) 

 
Is not a coastal dependent development. 

The LCP does not require that a project in this location be a coastal dependent 

development. The site has been used for a retail Lumber yard since the 1940s to 2010 

and for a commercial storage, office and truck parking facility in recent years. It is 

located approximately 1/4 mile from the Ocean, separated from the Ocean bluffs by 

extensive medium to high density residential development including single family 

residences, condominiums, multi residential and a mobile home park.  It is located on 

Portola Drive which is a major arterial corridor serving residential and commercial uses 

in the Live Oak, Pleasure Point and Capitola areas. 
 
Does not provide affordable housing or visitor accommodations in the coastal zone. 
Condition III.L of the County Permit 1415 requires the project to meet the Affordable 

Housing Guidelines and enter into an Affordable Housing Participation Agreement.   The 

affordable housing obligation applies to both the residential and commercial portions of 

the project. This property is not required to provide visitor accommodations. 
 
Does not follow the green guidelines for Bio Swalls and permeable pathways outlined in the 

Community planning which leads to water pollution in the MBMS. 

The property is currently completely covered with 100% impervious surface consisting of 

asphalt and buildings. The project proposes to reduce the amount of impervious paving 

by adding landscaped areas and pervious paving. Storm water retention and detention 

facilities are incorporated per County drainage standards and accepted as compliant by 

the RWQCB.   
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Exceeding height limits and out of Compatibility as expressed in the Special Coastal Community 

of Pleasure Point Plan. 

Pleasure Point Community Plan does not include height guidelines for commercially 

zoned property. 

The C-2 zoning on this property allows a height of 35' and up to 5 additional feet (40') is 

allowed in this zone district if findings for a height exception can be made. Findings for a 

height exception to allow an additional 3'4" were recommended by County staff and 

confirmed with a 5-0 vote by the Planning Commission.  (See PC staff report 12/9/15, 

Exhibit B, pg. 58). The high point of the ridge, (38'4"), will be setback from the wall line 

and will only be perceived from a considerable distance. The height of the eave is 31'6". 

Residential properties to the south are allowed heights of 28'. The existing lumber 

building on the subject property has a height of 30'. The mini storage building adjacent 

to the property is 36' above grade at the high point.  The additional height will allow for 

a pitched roof with a varied and attractive roof line while also providing ceiling heights 

of 14' on the ground floor that create an open, inviting and attractive commercial space. 

The proposed building is compatible with the commercial buildings in the area and will 

integrate with the residential area to the south consisting of a mobile home park 

condominiums and homes. 
  
Does not meet setbacks from surrounding properties. 

County Code section 13.10.333(A) requires side and rear setbacks of 0' for commercial 

zoned properties except where the property abuts a residentially zoned property in which 

case the setback is 30'. The main mixed use building is setback 38' from the residential 

properties to the south at which point the building is one story. The three story portion of 

the building is setback 64'. A Variance for the setback from the proposed detached single 

story garage to the property line abutting a residentially zoned property was discussed 

extensively at the public hearing and approved with a 5-0 vote by the Planning 

Commission. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 60-62, Variance Findings)  The 

garages are for residential use only and are limited in height to one story. This portion of 

the property proposed to be used for the residential garages is only 48.5 feet wide and 

thus limited in how it can be used. The County Code allows uncovered parking within the 

30' setback. 

The enclosed 1 story residential garages were considered less impacting on adjacent 

residential properties than unenclosed parking spaces due to the reduction in noise and 

less frequent parking activity compared to general parking for the mixed use building.   
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It is in the Pleasure Point Planning District, so it would seem that "Special Coastal Community" 

objective 8.8 would now apply. 

Objective 8.8 states: 

To recognize certain established urban and rural villages as well as Coastal Special 

Communities for their unique characteristics and/or popularity as visitor destination 

points...  

The operative word in Objective 8.8 is "certain". The Pleasure Point community is not 

listed as a Coastal Special Community. Policy 8.8.2 explicitly lists the Coastal Special 

Community and does not include Pleasure Point.  The communities listed include 

Davenport, Seacliff Beach Area, Rio del Mar Flats/Esplanade, Harbor Area, and East 

Cliff Village Tourist Area 
 

This project will be the largest Development in the Pleasure Point Plan Area, as well as the largest 

Project on the Counties new Development Plan for a Strip Mall, with up to 4 stories, from the 

harbor at 7th Ave, to the Shopping area at 41st Ave. 

It is speculative and inaccurate to allege that this will be the largest development in 

either the PPP Area or in the County's new "Development Plan for a Strip Mall..." We 

presume that the Mr. Paulden is alluding to the Sustainable Communities & Transit 

Corridors Plan accepted by the Board of Supervisors on Oct. 28, 2014.   This plan seeks 

to integrate land use plans with transportation with the intention of reducing Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) and Green House Gases (GHG) as directed by State legislation. 

To achieve these reductions greater density, taller buildings with mixed uses are 

anticipated along transportation corridors where employment, services, retail, and 

restaurants are in close proximity. The Coastal Commission staff's comments regarding 

the Initial Study/MND, dated Oct.9,'15,states the following: " As a preliminary matter, 

Commission staff is highly supportive of mixed use projects on heavily used transit 

corridors such as Portola Drive." 
   
This will further impact our crowded Coastal Village Roads of East Cliff Drive and Portola Drive. 

A traffic analysis was prepared per County and CEQA requirements and guidelines, and 

reviewed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer, Planning Dept and Planning 

Commission for this project and found that the impacts did not exceed the General Plan 

standards for the determination of a significant traffic increase. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pgs. 56,57, Development Permit Finding No.4). Traffic Mitigation 

Fees of $245,400 are required to be paid for improvements to the County road network 

included in the County CIP (Condition III.K.) 
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 It does not meet the guidelines for Neighborhood Compatibility in the Pleasure Point Plan or the 

Counties Guideline for Commercial Development in our Neighborhoods. 
The property has been zoned for and used as a commercial lumber yard for many 

decades and used for a commercial storage, office and truck parking facility in recent 

years. There has been a long history of intense commercial use along Portola Drive that                                                                         
interface with adjacent residential properties. This project does not conflict with the 

Pleasure Point Plan and is consistent with the County guidelines and standards for 

Commercial Development that is adjacent to a residential area. This was affirmed by a 5-

0 vote by the Planning Commision. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg.57&58, 

Development Permit Finding No.5&6).The building has been carefully designed to 

integrate with and compliment both the commercial corridor of Portola Dr. and the 

adjacent residential uses. The bulk, massing and scale of the building is minimized by the 

varied roof line, wall planes and different finish materials.  
 
It does not follow the General Plan protection of the Local Coastal Plan or the County Code 

Design criterial for Coastal Zone developments. 
 
   It impacts Coastal Parking. 

The Planning Commission found that the parking provided complies with the parking 

requirements set out in section 13.10.553 of the zoning ordinance. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 47-Subdivision Finding 3). A shared parking analysis based on 

ULI and ITE industry standards was prepared by Marquez Transportation Engineering. 

This analysis demonstrates that the peak demand for parking from the different uses of 

the building will occur at different times and that the 50 parking spaces proposed would 

be adequate to meet the parking demand. The Planning Commission, to address concerns 

expressed regarding the parking, required two(2) additional spaces to be added in an 

area previously designated for a plaza(Condition II.A.6& III.M.); the review and 

approval  of a Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan prior to the 

issuance of Building Permits which may include the provision of additional parking 

within the area now designed as a plaza(Condition III.R); establishes a maximum of one 

additional vehicles per residential unit allowed to park in unenclosed surface parking 

area,(Condition VII.1); Internal visibility between the individual residential garages such 

that compliance with parking requirements may be verified,(Condition VII.I.a); one year 

after construction/stabilization requires a Planning Commission review of a parking 

analysis of the parking demand/supply and may require additional parking demand 

management measures. (Condition VII.I 2.,3) 
 

   It adds to Urban Runoff. 

This project will reduce Urban Runoff . An engineered drainage plan was reviewed and 

approved by the County of Santa Cruz. The property is currently completely covered with  
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100% impervious surface consisting of asphalt and buildings. There is no storm water 

control on site presently. The project will reduce the amount of impervious paving by 

adding landscaped areas and pervious paving. Additionally storm water retention and 

detention up to the 25 year storm will be provided which does not currently exist on the 

property. 
                                                                                 
   It adds to demand for water in an already impacted area. 

The project is located within the Urban Services Line and the full range of urban services 

is available , including public water and sewer service. A water will serve letter was 

provided by the City of Santa Cruz Water Department. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, 

Exhibit B, pg.46, Subdivision Finding No.2) 
 

   It adds to traffic in an already crowded street. 

A traffic analysis was prepared per County and CEQA requirements and guidelines and 

was reviewed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer, Planning Dept and Planning 

Commission.  It was determined that the impacts did not exceed the General Plan 

standards for the determination of a significant traffic increase. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pgs. 56,57, Development Permit Finding No.4). Traffic Mitigation 

Fees of $245,400 are required to be paid for improvements to the County road network 

included in the County CIP (Condition III.K.) 

 
   It does not provide affordable housing or visitor accomodation. 

Condition III.L requires the project to meet the Affordable Housing Guidelines and enter 

into an Affordable Housing Participation Agreement.   The affordable housing obligation 

applies to both the residential and commercial portions of the project. This property is 

not required to provide visitor accommodations. 

 
   It does not recycle existing Redwood structure. 

Timber from the existing structure will be reused where posible in the new construction. 

Wood not used in the construction of the building on site will be recycled where possible.  

The CAl Green Building standards, enforced during the Building Permit process, require 

a minimum of 50% of the non hazardous construction and demolition material to be 

recycled or salvaged. A waste management and recycling plan for the demolition and 

construction is required to be reviewed and approved prior to issuance of the Building 

Permit.. 

 
           It adds to Noise and Light pollution in a neighborhood. 

Condition III.9. requires that all site and building lighting shall be directed onto the site 

and away from adjacent properties. Light standards will be a maximum of 15' high to 

reduce off-site illumination. Cut-off shields will be used on light fixtures to prevent direct 
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 illumination of adjacent homes. Condition IV .D.&E. requires the construction of 

masonry sound wall along the boundary of the residential property at 718 38th Ave.  

Lighting design compliant with this condition will be confirmed during the Building 

Permit application stage. The County will enforce the noise and lighting standards 

during the operation of the building. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg.9) 
                                                                                 
What do we want to look at as Coastal Concerns? 

 

Where community character is important, look to see whether the subdivision will create a density 

that is in keeping with the current development. Is the size and sitting consistent with surrounding 

development? It asks for an exemption to height and set backs. The surrounding Special Coastal 

Community Neighborhood is small Coastal Cottages  

This project is located on  a transportation corridor which has been designated for and 

developed with commercial uses for many decades. The uses along Portola Dr. are a mix 

of retail and service commercial uses including auto repair, strip commercial shopping 

centers, mini storage, restaraunts, bars, convenience stores, etc. This property was used 

as a lumber yard for over 60 years and for a commercial storage, office and truck 

parking facility recently. The surrounding neighborhood includes condominiums, multi 

residential, a mobile home park directly to the south and single family homes. This 

project will integrate and complement  both the Portola Dr. commercial corridor and the 

residential area to the south.The architecture is sensitive to the residential nature of the 

properties to the south including residential uses on the upper floors, significant 

architectural articulation one story elements on both the south and north sides and a 

pedestrian freindly design on the first floor that will encourage casual interactions 

amongst residential neighbors and patrons of  the commercial uses. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pgs.49-51, Subdivision Finding No.9) 

 
Will those uses be consistent with good coastal planning and/or consistent with protection of 

resources?  

The proposed building and neighborhood serving uses will be consistent with good 

coastal planning and the protection of resources. A thorough Initial Study was prepared 

and reviewed by multiple governmental agencies, and interest groups and a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration with extensive conditions was approved. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pgs.52,53, Coastal Development Findings) 

 
Does it promote land uses that are preferred under the coastal act, i.e. public recreation, visitor  

servicing uses or is it residential? 

This project is consistent with the Coastal Act. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, 

pgs.52,53, Coastal Development Findings) 
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Priority on lower cost visitor serving facilities? 

This project will provide a mixed use building consisting of neighborhood commercial 

uses and residential.  This project will replace an intensive lumber yard that was in 

operation for many years and a subsequent commercial storage, office and truck parking 

facility. There is no requirement that this site be a low cost visitor serving facility. 
       

Priority on coastal dependent recreational or visitor serving uses?  

Section 2.23.3 of the County GP & LUP  designates Priority sites. This propery is not 

included in Figure 2-5 which is a list of the designated Priority sites.  
 

 Will the project block or in any way prevent or diminish existing access? 

The project is located more than 1/4 mile from the coastal bluff on a heavily traveled 

commercial corridor, separated from the bluff by medium to high density residential 

development consisting of a mobile home park, condominiums and single family homes 

and will not in any way interfer with existing access to the bluff or beach. 
 

Will the project provide adequate parking or interfere in any way with the public's ability to park 

and use the beach? 

The Planning Commission found that the parking provided complies with the parking 

requirements set out in section 13.10.553 of the zoning ordinance. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 47-Subdivision Finding 3). A shared parking analysis based on 

ULI and ITE industry standards was prepared by Marquez Transportation Engineering. 

This analysis demonstrates that the peak demand for parking from the different uses of 

the building will occur at different times and that the 50 parking spaces proposed would 

be adequate to meet the parking demand. The Planning Commission, to address concerns 

expressed regarding the parking, required two(2) additional spaces to be added in an 

area previously designated for a plaza(Condition II.A.6& III.M.); the review and 

approval  of a Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan prior to the 

issuance of Building Permits which may include the provision of additional parking 

within the area now designed as a plaza(Condition III.R); establishes a maximum of one 

additional vehicles per residential unit allowed to park in unenclosed surface parking 

area,(Condition VII.1); Internal visibility between the individual residential garages such 

that compliance with parking requirements may be verified,(Condition VII.I.a); one year 

after construction/stabilization requires a Planning Commission review of a parking 

analysis of the parking demand/supply and may require additional parking demand 

management measures. (Condition VII.I 2.,3) 
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Will the project create traffic that will interfere with the public's ability to get to and use the  

shoreline?   

 A traffic analysis was prepared per County and CEQA requirements and guidelines, and 

reviewed and approved by the County Traffic Engineer, Planning Dept and Planning 

Commission for this project and found that the impacts did not exceed the General Plan 

standards for the determination of a significant traffic increase. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pgs. 56,57, Development Permit Finding No.4). Traffic Mitigation 

Fees of $245,400 are required to be paid for improvements to the County road network 

included in the County CIP (Condition III.K.) 

 
Does it meet the Requirement for BMP's and filtration, limit on an increase in runoff?  

This project will reduce Urban Runoff . An engineered drainage plan was reviewed and 

approved by the County of Santa Cruz. The existing property is 100% covered with 

impervious surface which includes and existing building and associated asphalt paving 

for parking. The current drainage condition of the site directs 100% of the run-off onto 

Portola Ave. and 38th Ave. There are no storm drain utilities or control measures 

presently on site. The project will reduce the amount of impervious paving by adding 

landscaped areas and pervious paving. Additionally storm water retention and detention 

measures as approved by the County and per the County's drainage manual was 

incorporated into the project.  

  
The developer, John Swift stated that if they met the Parking requirement,"it could be a 'project 

killer'" 

The Planning Commission found that the parking provided complies with the parking 

requirements set out in section 13.10.553 of the zoning ordinance. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 47-Subdivision Finding 3). A shared parking analysis based on 

ULI and ITE industry standards was prepared by Marquez Transportation Engineering. 

This analysis demonstrates that the peak demand for parking from the different uses of 

the building will occur at different times and that the 50 parking spaces proposed would 

be adequate to meet the parking demand. The Planning Commission, to address concerns 

expressed regarding the parking, required two(2) additional spaces to be added in an 

area previously designated for a plaza(Condition II.A.6& III.M.); the review and 

approval  of a Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan prior to the 

issuance of Building Permits which may include the provision of additional parking 

within the area now designed as a plaza(Condition III.R); establishes a maximum of one 

additional vehicles per residential unit allowed to park in unenclosed surface parking 

area,(Condition VII.1); Internal visibility between the individual residential garages such 

that compliance with parking requirements may be verified,(Condition VII.I.a); one year 

after construction/stabilization requires a Planning Commission review of a parking  
                                                                                9 

Exhibit 9 
A-3-SCO-16-0003 

Page 12 of 23



 

analysis of the parking demand/supply and may require additional parking demand 

management measures. (Condition VII.I 2.,3) 
 

The developers say this is an area of Small town, Beach Town Character; the Pleasure Point Plan 

does as well.  
This project is located on  a transportation corridor which has been designated for and 

developed with commercial uses for many decades. The uses along Portola Dr. are a mix 

of retail and service commercial uses including auto repair, strip commercial shopping 

centers, mini storage, restaraunts, bars, convenience stores, etc. This property was used 

as a lumber yard for over 60 years and for a commercial storage, office and truck 

parking facility recently. The surrounding neighborhood includes condominiums, multi  

residential, a mobile home park directly to the south and single family homes. 
 

This proposal will be the biggest and most Massive Development in the Mid County Coastal Area. 
 It is speculative and inaccurate to allege that this will be the largest development in 

either the PPP Area or in the County's new "Development Plan for a Strip Mall..." We 

presume that the Mr. Paulden is alluding to the Sustainable Communities & Transit 

Corridors Plan accepted by the Board of Supervisors on Oct. 28, 2014.   This plan seeks 

to integrate land use plans with transportation with the intention of reducing Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) and Green House Gases (GHG) as directed by State legislation. 

To achieve these reductions greater density, taller buildings with mixed uses are 

anticipated along transportation corridors where employment, services, retail, and 

restaurants are in close proximity.  The Coastal Commission staff's comments regarding 

the Initial Study/MND, dated Oct.9,'15,states the following: " As a preliminary matter, 

Commission staff is highly supportive of mixed use projects on heavily used transit 

corridors such as Portola Drive." 
 
This project brings commercial into a residential area and does not meet the County Guidelines 

for this type of development.  The County says it will be set back and two stories or less. 

This site has been a commercial use since at least the 1940s. This project is bringing 

residential uses into a commercial area and establishing a less intense commercial use 

where commercial use has existed for many decades .  The County Code allows 3 stories 

and 35' by right in the C-2 Zone District with an additional 5' if a Height Exception is 

granted.  The County Planing Commission made a very careful and deliberate evaluation 

of the Height Exception and approved the request 5-0. The main mixed use building is 

setback 38' from the residential properties to the south at which point the building is one 

story. The three story portion of the building is setback 64'. 
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Historical Review 
 
"The Pleasure Point Lumber Company warehouse does not retain integrit of feeling because the 

property does not embody Santa Cruz's small town, beach town character of single-family 

residences and commercial businesses nor does it reflect the 1850 - 1950 economic or commercial 

development of the city" 

 
New development should minimize impacts on adjacent residential uses. 

The project minimizes impacts on adjacent residential structures in that the building is 

stepped down to one story on the south side of the building adjacent to the residential 

zoned property and is set back 38' from the residential property. The three story portion 

of the building is set back 64' from the residential property. Fencing, including a sound 

wall and landscaping will be constructed along the property lines. 
 

Taller and larger building should be located away from adjacent homes, as illustrated. 

This project is setback from adjacent residential homes and located on a commercially 

designated property. The building is stepped down to one story on the south side  of the 

building adjacent to the residential zoned property and is set back 38' from the 

residential proeprty. The three story portion of the building is set back 64' from the 

residential property. 

 
Landscaped buffers are shown between parking lots and adjacent homes. 

Landscaping is provided as shown on the approved plans. 

 
Building that adjoin single family areas adjacent to homes are limited to two stories at the 

transition area and respect the surrounding residential character. 

There is no Zoning Code, General Plan Policy or Local Coastal policy that requires a 

commercial building adjacent to a single family residence to be limited to 2 stories. 

Policy 8.6.3 of the General Plan states that residential structures shall be limited to two 

stories in urban areas.The C-2 zoning allows 3 story structures. The proposed mixed use 

building has a one story element setback 38' and the 3 story element setback 64' from the 

adjacent home to the south. The detached garages are one story in height. 
 

LCP concerns and guidelines 

 
Objective 8.8, Villages, Towns and special Communities. to recognize certain established urban 

and rual villages as well as Coastal Special Communities for their unique characteristics and/or 

popularity as visitor destination points; to perserve and enhance these communities through 

design review ensuring the compatibility of new development withthe existing character of these 

areas. 

The operative word in Objective 8.8 is "certain". The Pleasure Point community is not 

listed as a Coastal Special Community. 
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Policy 8.8.2 explicitly lists the Coastal Special Community and does not include Pleasure 

Point. The communities listed include Davenport, Seacliff Beach Area, Rio del Mar 

Flats/Esplanade, Harbor Area, and East Cliff Village Tourist Area 
 

LUP Policy 8.8.1 Design Guideline for Unique Areas 

 

Develop specific design guidelines and/or standards for well-defined villages, towns and            

communities. 

The Pleasure Point Plan does provide specific guidelines for residenial development in  

the R-1, R-M and PR zone Districts. This property is zoned C-2 for which the PPP does 

not include design guidelines 
 

LUP Program 8.7 (c). 

 

Develop and maintain tree planting standards for new development to ensure adequate screening 

and softening of the effects of new buildings and to reduce the linear appearance of streets, 

sidewalks and buildings and to reduce the linear appearance of streets, sidewalks, and building 

planes. 

 

A detailed landscape plan was reviewed and approved by the County Planning Dept and 

Planning Commission as integral to this project. This plan includes street trees along 

38th Ave as well as within the parking area and around the perimter of the site  which 

will reduce the linear appearance of the street,  sidewalk, building planes as well as 

provide screening and a softening effect on the building and hardscape.. 
 

Design Criteria, Entire Coastal Zone 

 

LUP Sections 13.20.130 (b)(1)  Visual Compatibility. All development shall be sited, designed and 

landscaped to be visually compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding 

neighborhoods or areas. 

 

It was the unanimous opinion of the County Planning Commission that this building will 

be visually compatible and integrated into this neighborhood which includes both 

commercial and residential uses.   This project is located on  a transportation corridor 

which has been designated for and developed with commercial uses for many decades. 

The uses along Portola Dr. are a mix of retail and service commercial uses including 

auto repair, strip commercial shopping centers, mini storage, restaraunts, bars, 

convenience stores, etc. The residential area to the south includes single family homes, 

condominiums, multi residential and a mobile home park directly to the south. This 

property was used as a lumber yard for over 60 years and for a commercial storage, 

office and truck parking facility recently. This project will integrate and complement  
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 both the Portola Dr. commercial corridor and the residential area to the south.The 

architecture is sensitive to the residential nature of the properties to the south including 

residential uses on the upper floors, significant architectural articulation and a 

pedestrian freindly design on the first floor that will encourage casual interactions 

amongst residential neighbors and patrons of  the commercial uses. (See PC staff report 

12/9/15, Exhibit B, pgs.49-51, Subdivision Finding No.9) 
 

What the County Plan says for the Commercial development Neighborhood context. 
 

 
It was the unanimous opinion of the County Planning Commission that this building will 

be compatible with adjacent uses.   

See answers above  for further explaination.  
 

 
See answers above 
 

 
See answers above 
 

LUP Objective 2.22  Coastal Development 

 

 

 
This property has been used as a service commercial use for many decades . The  
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proposed use is consistent with the commercial General Plan, and zoning designations of 

the property.  This Property will replace an existing Third Priority use with another 

Third Priority use. 
 
 
 

 

 

This project does not convert an existing priority use to another lower priority use. It 

converts a site previuosly used for retail lumber yard to a mixed use development of 

neighborhood serving retail, service commercial and office along with 8 residential units. 

Both the previous and proposed uses are Third Priority uses. 
 

Parking 

 

Objective 7.7a  Coastal Recreation 

 
 
 

This project does not adversely affect coastal resources and will not result in their 

overuse. 

  
Objective 7.7b  Shoreline Access 

 
7.6.2 LUP Program 7.7a (Improve Parking) 
 
 
 
 

This project will not adversely affect  shoreline access.    
 

LUP Program 7.7b  (Increase Live Oak Parking) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

This project does not conflict with the provision of parking opportunities to serve visitors 

to the Live Oak coastline.  This property  has not provided parking for visitors to the 

coastline in the past. This site has not been identified in any planning document as an 

appropriate location for visitor parking 
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Water 

 

Objective 5.4 Monterey Bay and Coastal Water Quality 

 
 
 

 

 

 

This project will reduce Urban Runoff . An engineered drainage plan was reviewed and 

approved by the County of Santa Cruz. The property is currently completely covered with 

100% impervious surface consisting of asphalt and buildings. There is no storm water 

control on site presently. The project will reduce the amount of impervious paving by 

adding landscaped areas and pervious paving. Additionally storm water retention and 

detention up to the 25 year storm will be provided which does not currently exist on the 

property. Filtration will occur in the retention and detention systems.  BMPs are 

complied with given the unique circumstances of the site. 
 

 

 

 

 

This Storm Water Management Plan was thoroughly reviewed and approved  by the 

County Public Works engineers, Planning Dept. staff and the Planning Commission. the 

plan utilizes erosion control measures, on-site retention and detenrtion and other best 

management practices including pervious pavement to reduce pollution from urban 

runoff.  
 

 

 

     
 
 
This project will reduce Urban Runoff . An engineered drainage plan was reviewed and 

approved by the County of Santa Cruz. The property is currently completely covered with 

100% impervious surface consisting of asphalt and buildings. There is no storm water 

control on site presently. The project will reduce the amount of impervious paving by 

adding landscaped areas and pervious paving. Curbs and gutters are provided. 

Additionally storm water retention and detention up to the 25 year storm will be provided 

which does not currently exist on the property. Filtration will occur in the retention and 

detention systems.  BMPs are complied with given the unique circumstances of the site. 
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Runoff from this project will be reduced below the present conditions of the site which is 

100% covered with impervious pavement and buildings and has no storm waterr 

management facilities. The Planning Commission approved the allocation  of $40,000 in 

TIA fees($245,000 total) to the improvement of drainage on 38th Ave.(Condition III.K.2. 
 
 
 

 

The site is presently coverd entirely with impervious pavement and buildings. The project 

will reduce the amount of impervious pavement by adding landscaping and pervious 

pavement and will thereby reduce post-development runoff compared to predevelopment 

runoff. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

This project will reduce Urban Runoff . An engineered drainage plan was reviewed and 

approved by the County of Santa Cruz. The property is currently completely covered with 

100% impervious surface consisting of asphalt and buildings. There is no storm water 

control on site presently. The project will reduce the amount of impervious paving by 

adding landscaped areas and pervious paving. Curbs and gutters are provided. 

Additionally storm water retention and detention up to the 25 year storm will be provided 

which does not currently exist on the property. Filtration will occur in the retention and 

detention systems.  BMPs are complied with given the unique circumstances of the site. 
 

Low Cost housing 

Section 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, encourages and, 

where feasible, provided.  Developments providing public recreational opportunities are 

preferred. 
 

This project does not jeopardize lower cost visitor or recreational facilities. It is not 

feasible or desirable to provide  such facilities at this location. 
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See following for more supporting information that this project does not meet the Coastal Act 

Guidelines and Requirements    

  
13.20.140 Special areas design criteria 

The project is consistent with the Design Criteria applicable in the Coastal Zone as 

discussed above in the numerous responses.  The projects consistency was affirmed with 

a 5-0 vote by the Planning Commission. (See PC staff report 12/9/15, Exhibit B, pg. 

52,53Coastal Development Permit Findings). 

 

The building is sited and designed to be visually compatible and integrated with the 

character of the surrounding neighborhood consisting of residential and commercial 

uses. 
 

13.20.148  Pleasure Point Community residential design criteria 

 

All residential development on parcels zoned R-1, RM or PR that are also zoned with the "PP" 

(Pleasure Point Community Design) Combining District shall be subject to the residential 

development standards in SCCC unless granted an exception, as described in SCCC or subject to 

SCCC (reconstruction of destroyed non-conforming structures. 

 

This property is not zoned R-1, RM or PR. this property is zoned C-2, commercial.  This 

propety is not subject to these development standards. 

 

 (B)  This exclusion for commercial development does not include the following: 

    1.  Projects appealable to the Coastal Commission, including those projects that are not the 

principal permitted use under the applicable zone district. 

 

    2.  The construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration in the size of any commercial 

structure within a special area or on property designated as a Coastal Priority Site in teh General 

Plan and LCP Land Use Plan. 

 

    3.  A commercial change of use on property designated as a coastal priority site in the General 

Plan and LCP. 

 

Note: Section 13.20.148 does not include a subsection (B).  
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13.20.130  Design criteria for Coastal Zone Developments 

 

(B)  Entire Coastal Zone.  the following design criteria shall apply to projects located in the 

Coastal Zone: 

 

    1.  Visual Comptibility.  All development shall be sited, designed and landscaped to be visually 

compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods or areas.  Structure 

design should emphasize a compatible community aesthetic as opposed to maximum-sized and  

bulkier/boxy designs, and should apply tools to help provide an interesting and attractive built  

environment (including building facade articultion thorugh measure such as breaking up the 

design with some areas of indent, varied rooflines, offsets and projectinos that provide shadow 

patterns, smaller second story elements set back from the first, and appropriate surface 

treatments such as wood/wood-like siding or shingles, etc.) 

 

The building is designed to be compatible and with and integrated with the character of 

the surrounding neighborhood. the design includes varied rooflines, offsets and 

projections that will provide shadow paterns and visual interest.  Second story elements 

are setback fromt the first. 
 

13.20.150 Special Use Standards and conditions  

 

(D)(1) Improvements at Primary Public Shoreline Access Areas. The following improvements, at a 

minimum, shall be provided at primary public shoreline access areas: path improvements; 

recycling and garbage collection facilities; bicycle parking; automobile parking, or in an impacted 

neighborhood, an acceptable alternative such as a beach shuttle, transit service stop;  

 

Not relevant to this application. The project does not affect shoreline access. 
 

 

13.10.553 Alternate parking requirements 

 

The off-street parking requirements of this chapter may be satisfied or modified in alternate ways: 

 

(A)    Parking Plan. A specific parking plan initiated by the County and approved by the 

appropriate approving body may supersede those parking standards contained in 

SCCC 13.10.552, if the purpose of this section is met, or in order to permit or preserve significant 

public amenities, and for either case in the Coastal Zone, a specific finding is made and supported 

that visitor access and parking will not be preempted. 
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(B)    Shared Parking. Parking reductions for two or more uses that share parking may be 

authorized by a Level IV use approval. The total number of spaces required for all uses sharing 

the parking may be reduced to no less than the number of spaces required for the single use 

among those proposed which is required to provide the most parking. Where the shared parking 

involves two or more separately owned properties, the owners of the properties shall enter into a 

legal agreement that describes access, use and maintenance of the shared parking. The 

reduction(s) shall be quantitatively justified by one or more of the following criteria applied to the 

participating uses: 

A shared parking analysis was prepared by Marquez Transportation Engineering. This 

analysis demonstrates that the peak demand for parking from the different uses of the 

building will occur at different times and that the 50 parking spaces proposed would be 

adequate to meet the parking demand. The Planning Commission, to address concerns 

expressed regarding the parking, required two additional spaces to be added in an area 

previously designated for a plaza(Condition II.A.6& III.M.); the review and approval of a 

Transportation and Parking Demand Management Plan prior to the issuance of Building 

Permits,(Condition III.R); establishes a maximum of one additional vehicles per 

residential unit allowed to park in unenclosed surface parking area,(Condition VII.1); 

Internal visibility between the individual residential garages such that compliance with 

parking requirements may be verified,(Condition VII.I.a); one year after 

construction/stabilization requires a Planning Commission review of a parking analysis 

of the parking demand/supply and may require additional parking demand management 

measures.(Condition VII.I 2.,3) 
 

Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan 
We presume that the Mr. Paulden is alluding to the Sustainable Communities & Transit 

Corridors Plan accepted by the Board of Supervisors on Oct. 28, 2014.   This plan seeks 

to integrate land use plans with transportation with the intention of reducing Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) and Green House Gases (GHG) as directed by State legislation. 

To achieve these reductions, greater density, taller buildings with mixed uses are 

anticipated along transportation corridors where employment, services, retail, and 

restaurants are in close proximity   

The Sustainable Communities & Transit Corridors Plan has not been reviewed by the 

Coastal Commission.   The project is, however, consistent with this plan.  
 
Objective 2.13Neighborhood Commercial Designation(C-N) 

 

The property is designated as Community Commercial(C-C) not neighborhood 

Commercial(C-N)   The Policies listed are not applicable to this project. 
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We share many of the Concerns of Coastal staff and do not see that they are being addressed. 

Letter of Ryan Moroney Coastal Analyst.  October 9, 2015 

 

 A detailed response to the concerns of coastal staff was provided by the County Planning 

Dept and was included in the Planning Commission staff report of 12/9/'15 as Exhibit A3, 

pgs 30-34.  The Planning Commission considered these concerns and determined that the 

project, as conditioned, adequately addresses these concerns. 
 

 

Thank you for reviewing our responses to this appeal.  Please call me if you have any questions. We 
believe that the project, as approved and conditioned by the Planning Commission addresses the 
concerns of the appellant and is consistent with the Local Coastal Plan, County General Plan, Zoning 
and the Pleasure Point Community Plan.      
 
 
 
 
 
John Swift 
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