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The Watermark at Santa Cruz

LAND USE APPLICATION SUBMITTAL

OPPIDAN INVESTMENT COMPANY
1100 LINCOLN AVE  SUITE 382
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95125
CONTACT: ROGER BERNSTEIN
C: 760.419.8032

CALLISONRTKL INC
333 S. HOPE STREET SUITE C200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017
PROJECT ARCHITECT: DAUN St. AMAND AIA
PROJECT MANAGER: NATALIE RUIZ
O: 213.633.6000

DEVELOPER

ARCHITECT

IFLAND ENGINEERS INC
5300 SOQUEL AVE SUITE 101
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
CONTACT: JON IFLAND
O: 831.426.5313

CIVIL ENGINEER

ENGLEKIRK
888 S. FIGUEROA ST. 18th FLOOR
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017
CONTACT: TONY GHODSI
O: 714.557. 8551

STRUCTURAL ENGINEER

GLUMAC 
18200 VON KARMAN AVE SUITE 100
IRVINE, CA 92612
CONTACT: JOSEPH FONG
O: 214.555.5555

MEP ENGINEER

KGM LIGHTING
270 CORAL CIRCLE
EL SEGUNDO, CA 90245
CONTACT: DAVID McCARROLL
O: 310.552.2191

LIGHTING DESIGNERS
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COVER SHEET

CallisonRTKL Project No: 040-190064

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, SUITE C-200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
Tel: 213.633.6000

G-000

TMengineers for a sustainable f uture

THE FRESHWATER GROUP
2020 WEST RUDASILL ROAD
TUCSON, AZ 85704
CONTACT: JAMES GOEBEL
O: 520.615.5243

CCI CODE CONSULTANT INC
2301 ROSECRANS AVE SUITE 2155
EL SEGUNDO, CA 90245
CONTACT: ADEN MALEK STEPANIANS
O: 213.622.5880

MJS LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE
507 30TH ST.
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92663
CONTACT: DAN DELLE
O: 949.675.9964

CORSI ASSOCIATES
1489 BALTIMORE PIKE SUITE 109
SPRINGFIELD, PA 19064
CONTACT: DANIEL PERSON
O: 610.541.0822

OPERATOR

CODE CONSULTANT LANDSCAPE ARCHIECT KITCHEN/LAUNDRY

RESUBMITTED 10/15/21

CITY OF SANTA CRUZ GENERAL NOTE:
NATURAL GAS-FREE DESIGN AS REQUIRED BY SCMC6.100.
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RENDERINGS

CallisonRTKL Project No: 040-190064

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, SUITE C-200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
Tel: 213.633.6000

G-011

1
VIEW OF ENTRANCE FROM PELTON AVE LOOKING NORTH

2
VIEW OF ARRIVAL ENTRANCE AND PORTE-COCHERE

1

2
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CallisonRTKL Project No: 040-190064

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, SUITE C-200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
Tel: 213.633.6000

G-012

1
ON EUCALYPTUS AVE. LOOKING EAST

2
ON EUCALYPTUS AVE. LOOKING SOUTHEAST

1

2
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CallisonRTKL Project No: 040-190064

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, SUITE C-200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
Tel: 213.633.6000

G-013

1
VIEW OF SOCIAL COURTYARD LOOKING WEST

2
VIEW OF ACTIVITY COURTYARD LOOKING EAST

1

2
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CallisonRTKL Project No: 040-190064

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, SUITE C-200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
Tel: 213.633.6000

G-014

1
AERIAL VIEW LOOKING DINING COURTYARD

1
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CALCULATION AT (E) DWELLING:
(E) BLDG. 1ST FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
30% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=116.5’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 178.4’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 77.5'=255.9'>116.5'

(E) BLDG. 2ND FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
35% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=135.9’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 178.4’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 77.5'=255.9'>135.9'

CALCULATION AT (E) DWELLING:
(E) BLDG. 1ST FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
30% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=116.5’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 238.5’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 99.5'=338'>116.5'

(E) BLDG. 2ND FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
35% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=135.9’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 238.5’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 99.5'=338'>135.9'

LOT WIDTH (MC 24.22.526)

388' - 5"

CALCULATION AT (E) DWELLING:
(E) BLDG. 1ST FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
30% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=116.5’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 10’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 149.2'=159.2'>116.5'

CALCULATION AT (E) DWELLING:
(E) BLDG. 1ST FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
30% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=116.5’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 15’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 241.25'=256.25'>116.5'

(E) BLDG. 2ND FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 
35% OF 338.4’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=135.9’MIN.
INTERIOR (WEST) SETBACK 15’+ EXTERIOR (EAST) SETBACK 241.25'=256.25'>135.9'

1ST FLOOR INTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK

2ND FLOOR AND ABOVE INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

1ST FLOOR EXTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK

2ND FLOOR & ABOVE EXTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK

25
' -

 0
"

1ST FLOOR INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

2ND FLOOR AND 
ABOVE INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

1ST FLOOR INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

10
' -

 0
"

15
' -

 0
"

2ND FLOOR AND ABOVE INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

1ST FLOOR INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

2ND FLOOR AND ABOVE INTERIOR 
SIDE YARD SETBACK

10
' -

 0
"

15
' -

 0
"

20' - 0"

20
' -

 0
"

LOT DEPTH (MC 24.22.506)
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(E) 1-STORY CHAPEL BLDG.
APPROX. 15,220 SF

(E) 2-STORY 
DWELLING

APPROX. 4,146 SF

(E) 2-STORY 
DWELLING

APPROX. 4,512 SF(E) 2-STORY 
DWELLING

APPROX. 2,160 SF

(E) GARAGE
APPROX. 800 SF

(E) 
RESIDENTIAL

(E) 
RESIDENTIAL

(E) 
RESIDENTIAL

(E) 
RESIDENTIAL
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TOTAL SITE AREA INCLUSIVE OF PROPOSED LOT 1 AND LOT 2 = 6.97 AC (303,613 SF)
LOT 1 AREA = 3.97 AC (172,933 SF)
LOT 2 AREA = 3 AC (130,680 SF)

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) = .35
MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA ALLOWED PER FAR: 303,613 SF x .35 = 106,264 SF      

EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS ON LOT 1 = APPROX. 26,838 SF
FLOOR AREA PROPOSED FOR PROJECT ON LOT 2 = 74,218 SF
LOT 1 & LOT 2 TOTAL FLOOR AREA = 101,056 SF (26,838 SF + 74,218 SF)

TOTAL SITE FAR = .33 (101,056 SF / 303,613 SF)

LOT 2 FAR CALCULATION:

ALLOWABLE FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) = .35
FLOOR AREA ALLOWED PER FAR: 130,680 SF x .35 = 45,738 SF 

TRANSFERRED FLOOR AREA*: 28,500 SF
TOTAL FLOOR AREA ALLOWED: 45,738 SF + 28,500 SF = 74,238 SF

TOTAL FLOOR AREA PROPOSED: 74,218 SF (<74,238 SF TOTAL FLOOR AREA ALLOWED)

*THE CHURCH WILL PERMANENTLY TRANSFER UP TO 28,500 SF OF DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS 
(FAR) FROM LOT 1 TO LOT 2 PURSUANT TO A DEED RESTRICTION; BOTH LOT 1 AND LOT 2 
WILL BE HELD IN COMMON OWNERSHIP. 
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ARCHITECTURAL
SITE PLAN

CallisonRTKL Project No: 040-190064

333 SOUTH HOPE STREET, SUITE C-200
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071
Tel: 213.633.6000

AS-100
1" = 30'-0"

1
ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN

GENERAL NOTES:

-REFER TO CIVIL DRAWINGS FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

-THIS PROJECT SHALL COMPLY WITH REQUIREMENTS OF CFC. SEC. 510 FOR EMERGENCY 
RESPONDER RADIO COVERAGE

- ONLY RECIRCULATING WATER SHALL BE USED FOR DECORATIVE WATER FEATURES.

- OUTDOOR LIGHTING SHALL BE ENERGY-EFFICIENT, AND SHIELDED OR RECESSED SO THAT 
DIRECT GLARE AND REFLECTIONS ARE CONFINED TO THE MAXIMUM EXTENT FEASIBLE WITHIN THE 
BOUNDARIES OF THE SITE, AND SHALL BE DIRECTED DOWNWARD AND AWAY FROM ADJOINING 
PROPERTIES AND PUBLIC RIGHTSOF- WAY. NO PERMANENTLY INSTALLED LIGHTING SHALL BLINK, 
FLASH, OR BE OF UNUSUALLY HIGH INTENSITY OR BRIGHTNESS, AS DETERMINED BY THE ZONING 
ADMINISTRATOR.

-IN EACH REQUIRED REFUSE STORAGE AREA, SPACE SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR RECYCLABLE 
MATERIALS. A SEPARATE BIN FOR EACH TYPE OF RECYCLABLE MATERIAL COLLECTED IN THE AREA 
IN WHICH THE SITE IS LOCATED SHALL BE PROVIDED. THE BINS SHALL BE CLEARLY MARKED AS TO 
THE TYPES OF RECYCLABLE MATERIALS WHICH ARE TO BE PLACED IN THE BINS, AND A LIST OF 
MATERIALS FOR WHICH THE BIN IS PROVIDED SHALL BE ATTACHED TO THE BIN.

MINIMUM SET BACKS (MC 24.10.4230.4)
FRONT YARD SETBACK (EUCALYPTUS AVE)  20’ MIN 
         PLUS 40% AT 25’ MIN
INTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK: 1ST FOOR   10’ MIN
INTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK: 2ND FOOR   15’ MIN
EXTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK: 1ST FOOR:  20’ MIN
EXTERIOR SIDE YARD SETBACK: 2ND FOOR   25’ MIN
REAR SETBACK     20’ MIN

LOTS WITH MORE THAN 100 FEET WIDTH (MC 24.10.4230.4.B.(2))
CALCULATION AT SITE MID DEPTH:
1ST FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 30% OF 514’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=154’MIN.
INTERIOR (NORTH) SETBACK 20'-9 1/2’+ EXTERIOR (SOUTH) SETBACK 172'-2 1/2”=193'>154'-0"
2ND FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 35% OF 514’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=180’ MIN.
INTERIOR (NORTH) SETBACK 20'-9 1/2’+ EXTERIOR (SOUTH) SETBACK 172'-2 1/2”=193'>180'-0"

CALCULATION AT SITE FRONTING EUCALYPTUS AVE:
1ST FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 30% OF 514’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=154’MIN.
INTERIOR (NORTH) SETBACK 46'-1 3/4’+ INTERIOR (SOUTH) SETBACK 134'-10 3/4”=181'-6">154'-0"
2ND FLOOR COMBINED SETBACK: 35% OF 514’ (TOTAL SITE WIDTH)=180’ MIN.
INTERIOR (NORTH) SETBACK 46'-1 3/4’+ INTERIOR (SOUTH) SETBACK 134'-10 3/4”=181'-6">180'-0"

PARKING REQUIRED (MC 24.12.240)
COMMUNITY CARE RESIDENTIAL FACILITY USE: 1 SPACE FOR EVERY 5 GUESTS (BEDS), PLUS 1 
SPACE FOR EACH EMPLOYEE ON THE SHIFT WITH THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF PERSONNEL

ASSISTED LIVING (AL)  15 SPACES
42 1BD/STUDIO + 17 2BD = 59 UNITS (76 BEDS)
(76 / 5 = 15.2)

MEMORY CARE (MC) 4 SPACES
11 SINGLES + 4 DOUBLES = 15 UNITS (19 BEDS)
(19 / 5 = 3.8)

EMPLOYEE 16 SPACES

MULTIFAMILY USE: 1 SPACE FOR EVERY 1 BEDROOM, PLUS GUEST PARKING SPACES SHALL BE 
PROVIDED AT A RATE 10% OF THE ABOVE STANDARDS. FRACTIONAL SPACES WILL BE ROUNDED UP 
TO THE NEXT WHOLE NUMBER.

INCLUSIONARY UNIT (IU) 3 SPACES
2 1BD/STUDIO = 2 UNITS (2 BEDROOMS)
(2 * 1) + (2 * 10%) = 2.2

TOTAL    38 SPACES REQUIRED

PARKING PROVIDED 38 SPACES TOTAL EXCLUDING EV STALLS

STANDARD    19 SPACES
COMPACT 19 SPACES

ACCESSIBLE 2 SPACES INCLUDED IN TOTAL PROVIDED 
(PER CBC SECTION 1109A &11B-208)
(1 HC VAN  & 1 HC STANDARD)

EV STALL 5 SPACES (PER MC 24.12.241.3.a)
(4 SPACES + 1 VAN ACCESSIBLE SPACE)

BIKE PARKING 3 SPACES (PER MC 24.12.250)
(2 CLASS 1 + 1 CLASS 2) 

* AS CONFIRMED BY THE CITY OF SANTA CRUZ PLANNING DEPARTMENT, BICYCLE PARKING 
REQUIREMENTS APPLY ONLY TO THE AFFORDABLE UNITS FOR THIS PROJECT. 1 CLASS 1 SPACE 
PER UNIT AND 1 CLASS 2 SPACE PER FOUR UNITS. 

FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) CALCULATION:
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A-110

LAND USE APPLICATION RESUBMITTAL10.15.2021

40’20’

SCALE: 1” = 20’

10’5’0’

CONCEPTUAL 
LANDSCAPE PLAN

L-2

LAND USE APPLICATION SUBMITTAL
SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL

08.07.2020
08.21.2020

SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL08.05.2021

ASSISTED LIVING

MEMORY CARE UNITS

H13T12

H15

H16

H9

T7

T6

T3

OFFICE MC LIVING

MC DINING

EU
C

A
L Y

P
T U

S
 A

V E
.

P E L T O N  A V E .

OSJ CHAPEL

CAFE

ACTIVITY LAWN
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-4

BIORETENTION - PER CIVIL ENGINEER

FOUNTAIN COURTYARD
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-3

MEMORY CARE GARDEN
•	 see enlargement, 

sheet L-4

DOG PARK
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-4

PROJECT SIGNAGE (SEPARATE SUBMITTAL)

PROTECT EXISTING LANDSCAPE

GARDEN WALK
•	 shade trellis
•	 enhanced paving
•	 planting pockets

ENTRY LOGGIA
•	 porte cochere 
•	 enhanced paving
•	 benches

EXISTING TREE KEY
           HERITAGE TREE PRESERVED
   H# 
           TREE NUMBER PER ARBORIST REPORT

           TREE PRESERVED
   T# 
           TREE NUMBER PER ARBORIST REPORT

* SEE REPORT PREPARED BY NIGEL BELTON - CONSULTING 
   ARBORIST ON JULY 24, 2020

EXISTING PARKING LOT

SOCIAL COURTYARD
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-3

MEDITATION GARDEN
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-3

DISCOVERY

DINING

KITCHEN

LOUNGEMULTI-PURPOSE

FITNESS

LOBBY

SALON

ROOFTOP ENLARGEMENT
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-5

CAFE/BAR

W

M

RESIDENT GARDEN
•	 see enlargement, sheet L-4

BUTTERFLY GARDEN

RELOCATED MEDITATION GARDEN
•	 IRRIGATION TO TIE INTO EXISTING 

SYSTEM
•	 RELOCATE STATUES. FINAL DESIGN 

TBD.

NEW PARKING
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PAVING KEY
SITEWIDE CONCRETE PAVING
-GRACE TOPCAST 3 FINISH

CONCRETE PAVER FIELD
-QCP - FLATWORX 24” SQ. PAVER -WT2

CONCRETE PAVER BANDING
-QCP - FLATWORX 12” SQ. PAVER -WT1

CEMENT TILE CARPET
-CLE’ TILE - PATTERN SQUARE 8” SQ.

1

2

2

3

3

1

1
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2

2
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3

3

4

4

5

WOOD ACCENT PAVING
-ROBI DECKING BLACK LOCUST
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A-110L-3

LAND USE APPLICATION SUBMITTAL
SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL

08.07.2020
08.21.2020

SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL
LAND USE APPLICATION RESUBMITTAL

08.16.2021
10.15.2021

BUILDING A
ENLARGEMENT

SCALE: 1” = 10’

20’10’5’0’

KITCHEN

ALAL

EU
C

A
L Y

P
T U

S
 A

V E
.

SOCIAL COURTYARD
•	 loggia with enhanced paving
•	 dining terrace 
•	 heaters
•	 specimen trees
•	 cement tile carpet
•	 enhanced paving
•	 lounge furnishings
•	 fireplace 
•	 fountain
•	 multi-use turf

ENTRY LOGGIA
•	 porte cochere  / drop-off
•	 enhanced paving
•	 benches

FOUNTAIN COURT
•	 water feature
•	 wood paving

•	 lounge furnishings
•	 pollinator friendly planting     

(monarch butterflies)

AL

DINING

FITNESS

LOBBY

MEDITATION GARDEN
•	 water feature
•	 wood paving

•	 42” max privacy hedge
•	 lounge furnishings

SALON

W

M

LOUNGEMULTI-PURPOSE

CAFE/BAR

AL AL

AL AL

AL

AL

AL AL

AL

AL

AL

AL
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PAVING KEY
SITEWIDE CONCRETE PAVING
-GRACE TOPCAST 3 FINISH

CONCRETE PAVER FIELD
-QCP - FLATWORX 24” SQ. PAVER -WT2

CONCRETE PAVER BANDING
-QCP - FLATWORX 12” SQ. PAVER -WT1

CEMENT TILE CARPET
-CLE’ TILE - PATTERN SQUARE 8” SQ.

PET RELIEF TURF
FOREVER - K9 GRASS CLASSIC

FIRE LANE TURF
IMPERIAL SYNTHETIC TURF - IMPERIAL FESCUE 
90 OVER FIRE DEPARTMETN APPROVED BASE

1

1

1

2

3

4

5

6

5

6

5

6 4

3

2

2
2

1

40’20’

SCALE: 1” = 20’

10’5’0’
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A-110L-4

LAND USE APPLICATION SUBMITTAL
SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL

08.07.2020
08.21.2020

SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL
LAND USE APPLICATION RESUBMITTAL

08.16.2021
10.15.2021

BUILDING B
ENLARGEMENT

DOG PARK
•	 synthetic lawn
•	 trap fence
•	 benches
•	 dog wash
•	 privacy hedge
•	 existing canary island palms
•	 entry court with tree allee

CONNECTION TO OSJ CAMPUS

RESIDENT GARDEN
•	 raised planter beds
•	 citrus grove
•	 seating

MEMORY CARE GARDEN
•	 dining patio with shade
•	 multi-use lawn
•	 6’ min. tubular steel fence
•	 wind chimes
•	 seating nodes

ACTIVITY LAWN / FIRELANE
•	 synthetic lawn
•	 lawn games / tai chi
•	 low stone wall 
•	 lounge furnishings
•	 specimen tree
•	 shade trees
•	 festival lights
•	 fire lane
•	 seating nodes

AL

MC
MC DINING

MC LIVING

AL AL AL AL AL AL

MC MC

MCMC

MC MC

OFFICE 

MC MC

MC
MC

PANTRY

MCMC

MC MC
UTILITY
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TREES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QTY

ACER PALMATUM `BLOODGOOD` BLOODGOOD JAPANESE MAPLE 36"BOX 1

ARBUTUS MENZIESII PACIFIC MADRONE 24"BOX 3

ARBUTUS X `MARINA` ARBUTUS MULTI-TRUNK 36"BOX 11

BAUHINIA X BLAKEANA HONG KONG ORCHID TREE 36"BOX 5

CHORISIA SPECIOSA SILK FLOSS TREE 24"BOX 2

CITRUS X LIMON LEMON 15 GAL. 4

CYCAS REVOLUTA SAGO PALM 24"BOX 3

DIOSPYROS VIRGINIANA COMMON PERSIMMON 15 GAL. 4

EUCALYPTUS FICIFOLIA RED FLOWERING GUM 36"BOX 9

EUCALYPTUS SPATHULATA SWAMP MALLEE 24"BOX 3

FRUIT TREE FRUIT TREE - TBS. 15 GAL. 2

HESPEROCYPARIS MACROCARPA MONTEREY CYPRESS 36"BOX 1

JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS `TORULOSA` HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 24"BOX 7

LAURUS X `SARATOGA` SARATOGA HYBRID LAUREL 36"BOX 15

LIGUSTRUM JAPONICUM 'TEXANUM' TEXAS JAPANESE PRIVET 15 GAL. 34

LOPHOSTEMON CONFERTUS BRISBANE BOX 24"BOX 12

MAGNOLIA X SOULANGEANA SAUCER MAGNOLIA 24"BOX 2

MALUS X `PRAIRIFIRE` PRAIRIFIRE CRABAPPLE 24"BOX 7

METROSIDEROS EXCELSA NEW ZEALAND CHRISTMAS TREE 36"BOX 3

OLEA EUROPAEA `SWAN HILL` TM SWAN HILL OLIVE 48"BOX 8

PODOCARPUS ELONGATUS `MONMAL` TM ICEE BLUE YELLOW WOOD 24"BOX 14

PRUNUS CAROLINIANA `BRIGHT `N TIGHT` TM BRIGHT `N TIGHT CAROLINA LAUREL 24"BOX 70

QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA COAST LIVE OAK 48"BOX 3

QUERCUS VIRGINIANA SOUTHERN LIVE OAK 36"BOX 1

TRISTANIOPSIS LAURINA WATER GUM 36"BOX 8

PLANT SCHEDULE

PROPOSED TREE LIST
THIS PRELIMINARY PLANT PALETTE IS INTENDED TO REPRESENT A TYPICAL SAMPLE OF THE
PROPOSED PLANTS BUT DOES NOT INDICATE THE EXACT SPECIES WHICH WILL BE DEVELOPED ON THE
DETAILED PLANS. FINAL SELECTION OF STREET TREES TO BE COORDINATED WITH CITY ARBORIST,
LESLIE KEEDY.

ALL PLANTS ARE CAP-IPC NON-INVASIVE.THESE PLANTS ARE WATER CONSERVING and USED FOR
THEIR DEEP ROOT SYSTEMS WHICH STABILIZES SOIL and MINIMIZES EROSION IMPACTS.

LAND USE APPLICATION RESUBMITTAL10.15.2021

40’20’

SCALE: 1” = 20’

10’5’0’
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LAND USE APPLICATION SUBMITTAL
SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL

08.07.2020
08.21.2020

SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL08.05.2021

TREE PLAN

TREES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE QTY

ACER PALMATUM `BLOODGOOD` BLOODGOOD JAPANESE MAPLE 36"BOX 1

ARBUTUS MENZIESII PACIFIC MADRONE 24"BOX 3

ARBUTUS X `MARINA` ARBUTUS MULTI-TRUNK 36"BOX 11

BAUHINIA X BLAKEANA HONG KONG ORCHID TREE 36"BOX 5

CHORISIA SPECIOSA SILK FLOSS TREE 24"BOX 2

CITRUS X LIMON LEMON 15 GAL. 4

CYCAS REVOLUTA SAGO PALM 24"BOX 3

DIOSPYROS VIRGINIANA COMMON PERSIMMON 15 GAL. 4

EUCALYPTUS FICIFOLIA RED FLOWERING GUM 36"BOX 9

EUCALYPTUS SPATHULATA SWAMP MALLEE 24"BOX 3

FRUIT TREE FRUIT TREE - TBS. 15 GAL. 2

HESPEROCYPARIS MACROCARPA MONTEREY CYPRESS 36"BOX 1

JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS `TORULOSA` HOLLYWOOD JUNIPER 24"BOX 7

LAURUS X `SARATOGA` SARATOGA HYBRID LAUREL 36"BOX 15

LIGUSTRUM JAPONICUM 'TEXANUM' TEXAS JAPANESE PRIVET 15 GAL. 34

LOPHOSTEMON CONFERTUS BRISBANE BOX 24"BOX 12

MAGNOLIA X SOULANGEANA SAUCER MAGNOLIA 24"BOX 2

MALUS X `PRAIRIFIRE` PRAIRIFIRE CRABAPPLE 24"BOX 7

METROSIDEROS EXCELSA NEW ZEALAND CHRISTMAS TREE 36"BOX 3

OLEA EUROPAEA `SWAN HILL` TM SWAN HILL OLIVE 48"BOX 8

PODOCARPUS ELONGATUS `MONMAL` TM ICEE BLUE YELLOW WOOD 24"BOX 14

PRUNUS CAROLINIANA `BRIGHT `N TIGHT` TM BRIGHT `N TIGHT CAROLINA LAUREL 24"BOX 70

QUERCUS AGRIFOLIA COAST LIVE OAK 48"BOX 3

QUERCUS VIRGINIANA SOUTHERN LIVE OAK 36"BOX 1

TRISTANIOPSIS LAURINA WATER GUM 36"BOX 8

PLANT SCHEDULE

PROPOSED TREE LIST
THIS PRELIMINARY PLANT PALETTE IS INTENDED TO REPRESENT A TYPICAL SAMPLE OF THE
PROPOSED PLANTS BUT DOES NOT INDICATE THE EXACT SPECIES WHICH WILL BE DEVELOPED ON THE
DETAILED PLANS. FINAL SELECTION OF STREET TREES TO BE COORDINATED WITH CITY ARBORIST,
LESLIE KEEDY.

ALL PLANTS ARE CAP-IPC NON-INVASIVE.THESE PLANTS ARE WATER CONSERVING and USED FOR
THEIR DEEP ROOT SYSTEMS WHICH STABILIZES SOIL and MINIMIZES EROSION IMPACTS.
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H16

H9
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T6

T3

EXISTING TREE KEY
           HERITAGE TREE PRESERVED
   H# 
           TREE NUMBER PER ARBORIST REPORT

           TREE PRESERVED
   T# 
           TREE NUMBER PER ARBORIST REPORT

* SEE REPORT PREPARED BY NIGEL BELTON - CONSULTING 
   ARBORIST ON JULY 24, 2020
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OSJ CHAPEL
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EXISTING PARKING LOT

DISCOVERY

DINING

KITCHEN

LOUNGEMULTI-PURPOSE
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IRRIGATION HYDROZONES:
HYDRO-ZONE 1 - NORTH/WEST FACING - 15,719 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

HYDRO-ZONE 2 - COURTYARD - 5,985 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA: 38,789 S.F.

HYDRO-ZONE 3 - SOUTH/EAST FACING - 10,476 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

HYDRO-ZONE 4 - BIORETENTION BASIN - 6,609 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

IRRIGATION HYDROZONES:
HYDRO-ZONE 1 - NORTH/WEST FACING - 15,719 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

HYDRO-ZONE 2 - COURTYARD - 5,985 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

TOTAL LANDSCAPE AREA: 38,789 S.F.

HYDRO-ZONE 3 - SOUTH/EAST FACING - 10,476 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

HYDRO-ZONE 4 - BIORETENTION BASIN - 6,609 S.F.
IRRIGATION TECHNIQUE
TREES - BUBBLERS
SHRUBS - SUB SURFACE DRIP IRRIGATION

P E L T O N  A V E . 40’20’

SCALE: 1” = 20’

10’5’0’
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A-110L-11

LAND USE APPLICATION SUBMITTAL
SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL

08.07.2020
08.21.2020

SCHEMATIC DESIGN SUBMITTAL
LAND USE APPLICATION RESUBMITTAL

08.16.2021
10.15.2021

HYDROZONE PLAN

LANDSCAPE PLANS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABILITY AND REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 16.16
OF THE SANTA CRUZ MUNICIPAL CODE.

IRRIGATION ZONES:  IRRIGATION HYDRO-ZONES SHALL HAVE PLANTS GROUPED with SIMILAR
WATERING REQUIREMENTS.

DEPTH OF IRRIGATION LINES: ALL ON-GRADE LATERAL LINES SHALL BE BURIED TO A DEPTH OF 18" MIN.
ALL ON-GRADE MAINLINES SHALL BE BURIED TO A DEPTH OF 24" MIN.

BACKFLOW PREVENTER: BACKFLOW PREVENTER SHALL BE A REDUCED PRESSURE PRINCIPLE
BACKFLOW PREVENTER (FEBCO 825Y OR EQUAL) TYPE AS APPROVED BY WATER PURVEYOR and
SCREENED with LANDSCAPING from PUBLIC VIEW.

IRRIGATION EMITTERS: ALL SHRUB AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED USING DRIP TYPE IRRIGATION SYSTEM.
ALL TREES SHALL BE IRRIGATED USING BUBBLER AND/OR DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM.  ALL
GROUNDCOVER AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED USING DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM.

IRRIGATION CONTROLLER: CONTROLLER SHALL BE AUTOMATIC WITH MULTIPLE PROGRAMMING
CAPABILITY. CONTROLLER TO BE REPROGRAMMED SEASONALLY TO MINIMIZE RUNOFF AND OVER
WATERING. "SMART" CONTROLLER WEATHER TRACKING DEVICES SHALL BE UTILIZED TO CONTROL
IRRIGATION CYCLES ACCORDING TO SPECIFIC IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS.

CLASS OF IRRIGATION PIPE: ALL MAINLINE SHALL BE CLASS 315 PVC. ALL LATERAL LINE SHALL BE
CLASS 200 PVC.

* * * SPECIAL PROJECT IRRIGATION NOTES * * *

1.  THE IRRIGATION DESIGN SHALL COMPLY with THE CRITERIA of CITY of SANTA CRUZ WATER
CONSERVATION POLICIES and REQUIREMENTS.

2.  THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM SERVING LANDSCAPE and TREES in the PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY will be
CONNECTED to the ON-SITE WATER SUPPLY.

PURPOSE:  TO PROVIDE THE MAINTENANCE STAFF A MECHANICAL DEVICE TO DISTRIBUTE WATER AND
ENSURE PLANT SURVIVAL IN THE MOST EFFICIENT MANNER AND WITHIN A TIME FRAME THAT LEAST
INTERFERES WITH THE ACTIVITIES OF THE RESIDENTS.

CONCEPT:  THE SYSTEM WILL UTILIZE DRIP and BUBBLER IRRIGATION COMPATIBLE WITH THE AREA
BEING WATERED AND INFILTRATION RATES OF THE SOIL.  THE SYSTEM WILL BE CONTROLLED BY A
'WEATHER TRAK' or 'SMART' CONTROLLER.  VALVES PROGRAMMED FROM AUTOMATIC CONTROLLERS
WILL MAXIMIZE EFFICIENT WATER APPLICATION.

TO AVOID WATER RUNOFF, THE CONTROLS WILL BE OVERSEEN BY A FLOW MONITOR THAT WILL
DETECT ANY BROKEN BUBBLER HEADS or DRIP TUBING TO STOP THAT STATION'S OPERATION,
ADVANCING TO THE NEXT WORKABLE STATION.  IN THE EVENT OF PRESSURE SUPPLY LINE BREAKAGE,
IT WILL COMPLETELY STOP THE OPERATION OF THE SYSTEM.  ALL MATERIAL WILL BE NON-FERROUS,
WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE BRASS PIPING INTO AND OUT OF THE BACKFLOW UNITS.  ALL WORK WILL
BE IN THE BEST ACCEPTABLE MANNER IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE CODES AND STANDARDS
PREVAILING IN THE INDUSTRY.

IRRIGATION CONCEPT STATEMENT

WATER CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES

LANDSCAPING WILL BE OF THE TYPE AND SITUATED IN LOCATIONS TO MAXIMIZE OBSERVATION
WHILE PROVIDING A DEGREE OF AESTHETICS . SECURITY PLANTING MATERIALS ARE ENCOURAGED
ALONG PROPERTY LINES AND WALLS AND UNDER VULNERABLE WINDOWS.

TREES WILL NOT BE PLANTED CLOSE ENOUGH TO THE STRUCTURE TO ALLOW EASY ACCESS TO THE
ROOF, OR SHOULD BE KEPT TRIM MED TO MAKE CLIMBING DIFFICULT.

ALL LANDSCAPING WILL BE MAINTAINED IN A MANNER THAT ALLOWS FOR THE MAXIMUM COVERAGE
BY ADJACENT LIGHT FIXTURES.

LANDSCAPE SECURITY MEASURES:
.

.

.

LANDSCAPE NOTES:
1. LANDSCAPE WILL BE DESIGNED , DOCUMENTED, INSTALLED AND MAINTAINED IN CONFORMANCE TO THE

GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CITY OF SANTA CRUZ WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE REGULATIONS.

2. ANY TREE OR PALM WITHIN 5 FEET OF HARDSCAPE AREA WILL RECEIVE ROOT CONTROL BARRIERS.

3. ALL PLANTING AREAS WILL RECEIVE 3" THICK LAYER OF SHREDDED WOOD MULCH.

4. FINAL SELECTION OF STREET TREES TO BE COORDINATED WITH CITY ARBORIST LESLIE KEEDY AT THE PARKS AND
RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 420-5246.

5. NO SUB-DRAINAGE SYSTEM  REQUIRED FOR ARTIFICIAL TURF AREA.

LARGE SHRUBS

MEDIUM SHRUB

SMALL SHRUBS

CEANOTHUS SPP. CEANOT

ARCHOSTAPHYLOS 'EMERALD CARPET' MANZ
MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS DEER GR

HYDROZONE 3 - WATER CONSERVI

ARBUTUS UNEDO STRAWB

LEUCOPHYLLUM SPP. TEXAS R

FEIJOA SELLOWIANA PINEAPP

RHAMNUS CALIFORNICA COFFEEB

RHUS INTEGRIFOLIA LEMONA

KNIPHOFIA UVARIA RED-HOT

SALVIA CLEVELANDII CLEVELA

(common area not adjacent to the resid

BIORETENTION BASINS

JUNCUS PATENS WIRE GR

ACHILLEA MILLEFOLIUM COMMON
ZONE 'B' - SIDE SLOPES OF BASIN 

LEYMUS C. 'CANYON PRINCE' CANYON

ROMNEYA COULTERI MATILIJA

CEANOTHUS SPECIES CEANOT

BACCHARIS 'TWIN PEAKS' COYOTE

CAREX DIVULSA BERKELE

MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS DEER GR

CHONDROPETLUM TECTORUM SMALL C

LARGE SHRUBS

PHOTINIA FRASERI

MEDIUM SHRUBS

SMALL SHRUBS

COTONEASTER LACTEUS

RED-TIPP

PARNEY C

CEANOTHUS SPECIES CEANOTH

LIGUSTRUM J. 'TEXANUM' WAX LEA
RHAPHIOLEPIS INDICA 'CLARA' INDIA HAW
ROSA SPP. ROSE

TRACHELOSPERMUM JASMINOIDES STAR JASM

HEMEROCALLIS HYBRIDS DAYLILY

ROSEMARINUS PROSTRATUS DWARF RO

PYRACANTHA 'RED ELF' DWARF FI

HYDROZONE 1 - ENHANCED SHRUB

PITTOSPORUM SPP. PITTOSPO

DIETES BICOLOR BUTTERF

MAHONIA REPENS CREEPING

HYDROZONE 2 - ENHANCED SHRUB 
LARGE SHRUBS

LIGUSTRUM J. 'TEXANUM' WAX LEAF

MEDIUM SHRUBS
ARBUTUS UNEDO ' COMPACTA' DWF. STR
ASPARAGUS SPRENGERI ASPARAG

DIETES BICOLOR BUTTERF

PITTOSPORUM T. VARIEGATA VARIEGAT

SMALL SHRUBS

MAHONIA REPENS CREEPING
MYRTUS COMMUNIS 'COMPACTA' DWARF M

IRIS DOUGLASIANA PACIFIC C

BOTANICAL NAME COMMSYMBOL

PYRACANTHA SPECIES FIRE THO

ELEAGNUS PUNGENS SILVERBE

ALYOGYNE HUEGELI BLUE HIBI

SALVIA ALPINIA WHITE SA

HEUCHERA SANGUINEA CORAL BE

RHAMNUS C. 'EVE CASE' COFFEEB

ZONE 'A' -  BOTTOM OF BASIN INUND

BUTTERFLY GARDEN

BUDDLEJA DAVIDII BUTTERF

ABUTILON X HYBRIDUM FLOWER

ERICAMERIA ERICOIDES CA GOLD

CEANOTHUS THYRSIFLORUS BLUEBLO

ENCELIA CALIFORNICA CA BRITT

LOBELIA DUMNII VAR. SERRATA DUNN'S L

ERIGERON GLAUCUS SEASIDE

LANTANA MONTEVIDENSIS TRAILING

SALVIA LEUCANTHA MEXICAS

SALVIA MELIFERA BLACK S

ACHILLEA MILLEFOLIUM COMMON

VINES ATTACHED to ENTRY TRELLIS

PROPOSED SHRUB LIST

THIS PRELIMINARY PLANT PALETTE IS INTENDED TO
SAMPLE OF THE PROPOSED PLANTS BUT DOES NOT
SPECIES WHICH WILL BE DEVELOPED ON THE DETAI

ALL PLANTS ARE CAP-IPC NON-INVASIVE.

LANDSCAPE SETBACK REGULATIONS:
TOTAL FRONT YARD AREA = 7,049 SF
· 35% OF TOTAL FRONT YARD AREA MAY BE PAVED OR DEVELOPED IN NON-PLANT MATERIALS.
· MAX. 2,467 SF  NON-PLANT MATERIALS ALLOWED, 1,893 SF NON-PLANT MATERIAL PROVIDED IN FRONT YARD.

TOTAL SIDE YARD AREA = 3,423 SF
· 35% OF TOTAL FRONT YARD AREA MAY BE PAVED OR DEVELOPED IN NON-PLANT MATERIALS.
· MAX. 1,198 SF NON-PLANT MATERIALS ALLOWED, 842 SF NON-PLANT MATERIAL PROVIDED IN FRONT YARD

TREE MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS
· 2:1 TREE REPLACEMENT RATIO ON REMOVALS REQUIRED PER LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM POLICY.
· 11 OF 30 TREES PRESERVED ON SITE PER ARBORIST REPORT BY CALLISON RTKL DATED MAY 27, 2020.
· 7 OF 13 HERITAGE TREES PRESERVED ON SITE PER ARBORIST REPORT BY CALLISON RTKL DATED MAY 27, 2020.
· TOTAL 25 TREES ON SITE REQUIRING MITIGATION. 50 TREES REQUIRED AS REPLACEMENT PER THE LOCAL

LANDSCAPE PLANS ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE APPLICABILITY AND REQUIREMENTS OF CHAPTER 16.16
OF THE SANTA CRUZ MUNICIPAL CODE.

IRRIGATION ZONES:  IRRIGATION HYDRO-ZONES SHALL HAVE PLANTS GROUPED with SIMILAR
WATERING REQUIREMENTS.

DEPTH OF IRRIGATION LINES: ALL ON-GRADE LATERAL LINES SHALL BE BURIED TO A DEPTH OF 18" MIN.
ALL ON-GRADE MAINLINES SHALL BE BURIED TO A DEPTH OF 24" MIN.

BACKFLOW PREVENTER: BACKFLOW PREVENTER SHALL BE A REDUCED PRESSURE PRINCIPLE
BACKFLOW PREVENTER (FEBCO 825Y OR EQUAL) TYPE AS APPROVED BY WATER PURVEYOR and
SCREENED with LANDSCAPING from PUBLIC VIEW.

IRRIGATION EMITTERS: ALL SHRUB AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED USING DRIP TYPE IRRIGATION SYSTEM.
ALL TREES SHALL BE IRRIGATED USING BUBBLER AND/OR DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM.  ALL
GROUNDCOVER AREAS SHALL BE IRRIGATED USING DRIP IRRIGATION SYSTEM.

IRRIGATION CONTROLLER: CONTROLLER SHALL BE AUTOMATIC WITH MULTIPLE PROGRAMMING
CAPABILITY. CONTROLLER TO BE REPROGRAMMED SEASONALLY TO MINIMIZE RUNOFF AND OVER
WATERING. "SMART" CONTROLLER WEATHER TRACKING DEVICES SHALL BE UTILIZED TO CONTROL
IRRIGATION CYCLES ACCORDING TO SPECIFIC IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS.

CLASS OF IRRIGATION PIPE: ALL MAINLINE SHALL BE CLASS 315 PVC. ALL LATERAL LINE SHALL BE
CLASS 200 PVC.

* * * SPECIAL PROJECT IRRIGATION NOTES * * *

1.  THE IRRIGATION DESIGN SHALL COMPLY with THE CRITERIA of CITY of SANTA CRUZ WATER
CONSERVATION POLICIES and REQUIREMENTS.

2.  THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM SERVING LANDSCAPE and TREES in the PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY will be
CONNECTED to the ON-SITE WATER SUPPLY.

PURPOSE:  TO PROVIDE THE MAINTENANCE STAFF A MECHANICAL DEVICE TO DISTRIBUTE WATER AND
ENSURE PLANT SURVIVAL IN THE MOST EFFICIENT MANNER AND WITHIN A TIME FRAME THAT LEAST
INTERFERES WITH THE ACTIVITIES OF THE RESIDENTS.

CONCEPT:  THE SYSTEM WILL UTILIZE DRIP and BUBBLER IRRIGATION COMPATIBLE WITH THE AREA
BEING WATERED AND INFILTRATION RATES OF THE SOIL.  THE SYSTEM WILL BE CONTROLLED BY A
'WEATHER TRAK' or 'SMART' CONTROLLER.  VALVES PROGRAMMED FROM AUTOMATIC CONTROLLERS
WILL MAXIMIZE EFFICIENT WATER APPLICATION.

TO AVOID WATER RUNOFF, THE CONTROLS WILL BE OVERSEEN BY A FLOW MONITOR THAT WILL
DETECT ANY BROKEN BUBBLER HEADS or DRIP TUBING TO STOP THAT STATION'S OPERATION,
ADVANCING TO THE NEXT WORKABLE STATION.  IN THE EVENT OF PRESSURE SUPPLY LINE BREAKAGE,
IT WILL COMPLETELY STOP THE OPERATION OF THE SYSTEM.  ALL MATERIAL WILL BE NON-FERROUS,
WITH THE EXCEPTION OF THE BRASS PIPING INTO AND OUT OF THE BACKFLOW UNITS.  ALL WORK WILL
BE IN THE BEST ACCEPTABLE MANNER IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE CODES AND STANDARDS
PREVAILING IN THE INDUSTRY.

IRRIGATION CONCEPT STATEMENT

WATER CONSERVATION PRINCIPLES

LANDSCAPING WILL BE OF THE TYPE AND SITUATED IN LOCATIONS TO MAXIMIZE OBSERVATION
WHILE PROVIDING A DEGREE OF AESTHETICS . SECURITY PLANTING MATERIALS ARE ENCOURAGED
ALONG PROPERTY LINES AND WALLS AND UNDER VULNERABLE WINDOWS.

TREES WILL NOT BE PLANTED CLOSE ENOUGH TO THE STRUCTURE TO ALLOW EASY ACCESS TO THE
ROOF, OR SHOULD BE KEPT TRIM MED TO MAKE CLIMBING DIFFICULT.

ALL LANDSCAPING WILL BE MAINTAINED IN A MANNER THAT ALLOWS FOR THE MAXIMUM COVERAGE
BY ADJACENT LIGHT FIXTURES.

LANDSCAPE SECURITY MEASURES:
.

.

.

LANDSCAPE NOTES:
1. LANDSCAPE WILL BE DESIGNED , DOCUMENTED, INSTALLED AND MAINTAINED IN CONFORMANCE TO THE

GUIDELINES FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CITY OF SANTA CRUZ WATER EFFICIENT LANDSCAPE REGULATIONS.

2. ANY TREE OR PALM WITHIN 5 FEET OF HARDSCAPE AREA WILL RECEIVE ROOT CONTROL BARRIERS.

3. ALL PLANTING AREAS WILL RECEIVE 3" THICK LAYER OF SHREDDED WOOD MULCH.

4. FINAL SELECTION OF STREET TREES TO BE COORDINATED WITH CITY ARBORIST LESLIE KEEDY AT THE PARKS AND
RECREATION DEPARTMENT, 420-5246.

5. NO SUB-DRAINAGE SYSTEM  REQUIRED FOR ARTIFICIAL TURF AREA.

LARGE SHRUBS

MEDIUM SHRUB

SMALL SHRUBS

CEANOTHUS SPP. CEANOTH

ARCHOSTAPHYLOS 'EMERALD CARPET' MANZ
MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS DEER GR

HYDROZONE 3 - WATER CONSERVIN

ARBUTUS UNEDO STRAWB

LEUCOPHYLLUM SPP. TEXAS R

FEIJOA SELLOWIANA PINEAPP

RHAMNUS CALIFORNICA COFFEEB

RHUS INTEGRIFOLIA LEMONAD

KNIPHOFIA UVARIA RED-HOT

SALVIA CLEVELANDII CLEVELA

(common area not adjacent to the resid

BIORETENTION BASINS

JUNCUS PATENS WIRE GR

ACHILLEA MILLEFOLIUM COMMON
ZONE 'B' - SIDE SLOPES OF BASIN A

LEYMUS C. 'CANYON PRINCE' CANYON

ROMNEYA COULTERI MATILIJA

CEANOTHUS SPECIES CEANOTH

BACCHARIS 'TWIN PEAKS' COYOTE 

CAREX DIVULSA BERKELE

MUHLENBERGIA RIGENS DEER GR

CHONDROPETLUM TECTORUM SMALL C

LARGE SHRUBS

PHOTINIA FRASERI

MEDIUM SHRUBS

SMALL SHRUBS

COTONEASTER LACTEUS

RED-TIPP

PARNEY C

CEANOTHUS SPECIES CEANOTH

LIGUSTRUM J. 'TEXANUM' WAX LEAF
RHAPHIOLEPIS INDICA 'CLARA' INDIA HAW
ROSA SPP. ROSE

TRACHELOSPERMUM JASMINOIDES STAR JASM

HEMEROCALLIS HYBRIDS DAYLILY

ROSEMARINUS PROSTRATUS DWARF RO

PYRACANTHA 'RED ELF' DWARF FIR

HYDROZONE 1 - ENHANCED SHRUB 

PITTOSPORUM SPP. PITTOSPO

DIETES BICOLOR BUTTERF

MAHONIA REPENS CREEPING

HYDROZONE 2 - ENHANCED SHRUB 
LARGE SHRUBS

LIGUSTRUM J. 'TEXANUM' WAX LEAF

MEDIUM SHRUBS
ARBUTUS UNEDO ' COMPACTA' DWF. STRA
ASPARAGUS SPRENGERI ASPARAG

DIETES BICOLOR BUTTERFL

PITTOSPORUM T. VARIEGATA VARIEGAT

SMALL SHRUBS

MAHONIA REPENS CREEPING
MYRTUS COMMUNIS 'COMPACTA' DWARF MY

IRIS DOUGLASIANA PACIFIC C

BOTANICAL NAME COMMSYMBOL

PYRACANTHA SPECIES FIRE THO

ELEAGNUS PUNGENS SILVERBE

ALYOGYNE HUEGELI BLUE HIBI

SALVIA ALPINIA WHITE SA

HEUCHERA SANGUINEA CORAL BE

RHAMNUS C. 'EVE CASE' COFFEEB

ZONE 'A' -  BOTTOM OF BASIN INUND

BUTTERFLY GARDEN
ABUTILON X HYBRIDUM FLOWER

PROPOSED SHRUB LIST

THIS PRELIMINARY PLANT PALETTE IS INTENDED TO 
SAMPLE OF THE PROPOSED PLANTS BUT DOES NOT 
SPECIES WHICH WILL BE DEVELOPED ON THE DETAIL

ALL PLANTS ARE CAP-IPC NON-INVASIVE.

LANDSCAPE SETBACK REGULATIONS:
TOTAL FRONT YARD AREA = 7,049 SF
· 35% OF TOTAL FRONT YARD AREA MAY BE PAVED OR DEVELOPED IN NON-PLANT MATERIALS.
· MAX. 2,467 SF  NON-PLANT MATERIALS ALLOWED, 1,893 SF NON-PLANT MATERIAL PROVIDED IN FRONT YARD.

32.9 0.55
Hydrozone # / Planting 
Descriptiona

Plant Factor 
(PF)

Irrigation 
Methodb

Irrigation 
Efficiency (IE)c

ETAF 
(PF/IE)

Landscape Area 
(Sq. Ft.)

ETAF x 
Area

Estimated Total 
Water Use (ETWU)d

Hydrozone # 1 0.3 Drip 0.81 0.37 11,371 4211 85906

Hydrozone # 2 0.5 Drip 0.81 0.62 4,453 2749 56069
Hydrozone # 3 0.3 Drip 0.81 0.37 15,155 5613 114493
Hydrozone # 4 0.5 Drip 0.81 0.62 5,111 3155 64354

0.75 0.00 0 0

0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0

0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0

0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0

0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0
0.75 0.00 0 0

Totals 36090 15728 320823

1 0 0
1 0 0
1 0 0
1 0 0

Totals 0 0 0
320823

404890
ETAF Calculations
Regular Landscape Areas
Total ETAF x Area 15728
Total Area 36090
Average ETAF 0.44

Total ETAF x Area 15728
Total Area 36090
Average ETAF 0.44

All Landscape Areas

California Water Efficient Landscape Worksheet
Reference Evapotranspiration (ETo) Project Type

Special Landscape Areas

ETWU Total

Maximum Allowed Water Allowance (MAWA)e

Regular Landscape Areas

Average ETAF for Regular Landscape 
Areas must be 0.55 or below for 
residential areas, and 0.45 or below for 
non-residential areas.

ASSISTED LIVING

MEMORY CARE UNITS

OFFICE MC LIVING

MC DINING

OSJ CHAPEL

CAFE

EXISTING PARKING LOT

DISCOVERY

DINING

KITCHEN

LOUNGEMULTI-PURPOSE

FITNESS

LOBBY

SALON

CAFE/BAR

W

M
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OocuSign Envelope ID: B2D0ED2A-3950-4569-F' '-A686CBE3A88F 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ·- NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT ST., SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4508 
(831) 427-4863 
CENTRALCOAST@COASTAL.CA.GOV 

APPEAL FORM 

GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

Appeal of Local Government Coastal DevelopRltc~ED 

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY) 

District Office: Central Coast 

Appeal Number: A-:3-'Sr(-2'~-DD70 
Date Filed: \)~ember \ q, '>1Yn-
Appellant Name(s): .An nc 4 Robe,,,+- ~a,\ 

APPELLANTS 

DEC 19 2022 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal 
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal 
program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal 
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal 
what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal, and the 
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible 
for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations. 
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted . If you have any questions about any 
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission's contact page at 
https://coastal .ca .gov/contact/#/). 

Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that emailed appeals are accepted 
ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal Commission district office with 
jurisdiction over the local government in question. For the Central Coast district office, 
the email address is CentralCoast@coastal.ca .gov. An appeal emailed to some other 
email address, including a different district's general email address or a staff email 
address, will be rejected . It is the appellant's responsibility to use the correct email 
address, and appellants are encouraged to contact Commission staff with any 
questions. For more information, see the Commission's contact page at https:// 
coastal .ca .gov/contact/#/). 
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 2 

1. Appellant information1

Name:  _____________________________________________________ 

Mailing address:  _____________________________________________________ 

Phone number:  _____________________________________________________ 

Email address:  _____________________________________________________ 

How did you participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process? 

   Did not participate      Submitted comment      Testified at hearing     Other  

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making process, 
please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.g., if you did not 
participate because you were not properly noticed). 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise identify 
why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not follow proper 
CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local appellate CDP 
processes). 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________

1 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own contact and participation 
information. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 

Dr. Robert Segal and Dr. Anne Segal

214 Pelton Avenue Santa Cruz, CA 95060

520-591-9700 OR 520-820-3394

AnneSegal@gmail.com OR  RJSegal@Gmail.com

SEE ATTACHED "APPEAL FORM," PAGES 1-2 AND ASSOCIATED EXHIBITS 

AS THOUGH FULLY SET FORTH.  (In summary, Drs. Anne and Robert Segal 

 spoke at the Santa Cruz Historic Commission as well as at the Planning

Commission on Oct 6, 2022.  Anne and Robert Segal filed an appeal

N/A

SEE ATTACHED "APPEAL FORM, " PAGES 2-3 AND ASSOCIATED EXHIBITS

AS THOUGH FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN.  (In summary, Drs. Anne and

Robert Segal paid $690 filing fee.  Dr. Anne Segal testified, presented statements

and exhibits on Nov. 29, 2022 before Santa Cruz City Council.  The Appeal was denied 

✔
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 3 

2. Local CDP decision being appealed2

Local government name: __________________________________ 

Local government approval body: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP application number: __________________________________ 

Local government CDP decision:       CDP approval             CDP denial3 

Date of local government CDP decision: __________________________________ 

Please identify the location and description of the development that was approved or 
denied by the local government. 

Describe:  ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

 ____________________________________________________________ 

2 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP decision, including a 
description of the development that was the subject of the CDP application and decision. 

3 Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that are also require submittal of an appeal fee. 
Please see the appeal information sheet for more information. 

City of Santa Cruz

City of Santa Cruz City Council

CP-20-0088

November 29, 2022

SEE ATTACHED "APPEAL FORM" PAGES 4-5 AND ASSOCIATED EXHIBITS

 AS THOUGH FULLY FORTH HEREIN. The descriptions are inconsistent. In summary, 

the Notices of the Development to the adjacent community referred to "136 Pelton" and 

"126 Eucalyptus."  The Appealable Local Permit Notice refers to "544 Cliff Drive,"  but  

does not refer to the other addresses.  The project description is for non-residential demolition 

authorization permit, lot line adjustment, special use permit, Coastal Permit, design permit 

to reconfigure five lots into two, demolish...28,417 square feet and construct 

76 units...on a site listed on the historic building survey.  This development

description is different than the public notice. which referred to noticed provisions

identified as 136 Pelton and 126 Eucalyptus Avenues and Assessor Parcel

Numbers, APN 004-571-102; APN 00-428-134;APN00-428-134;APN 004-571-03-004-281-28

 authorizing Non-residential Demolition, Authorization Permit, Sequential

lot lines adjustment to be on lot lines, assessor parcel numbers and consolidation of lots 

referred to as Lots 1 and 2 and well as Special Use Permits, Coastal Permit

Design Permit, to reconfigure five lots into two...and SEEKING expiation under PRC CEQA

...Applicant Robert Bernstein, an employee of Oppidan Investment Company.

✔
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3. Applicant information

BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB ASSOLFaQt QaPe�V�� 

ASSOLFaQt AGGreVV� 
BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB 
BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

4. Grounds for this appeal4

For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the 
approved development does not conform to the LCP or to Coastal Act public access 
provisions. For appeals of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations 
that the development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions. 
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, as 
applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific provisions as 
much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to arrange their 
appeals by topic area and by individual policies.  

'eVFrLEe�  BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

 BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

4 Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the grounds for appeal. 

 "APPEAL OF LOCAL CDP DECISION, PAGE 4," Pages 6-23 AND

ACCOMPANYING EXHIBITS AS THOUGH FULLY SET FORTH HEREIN.

Summarily, eight substantial issues emerge that warrant de novo review:

1.  Authorizing realignment of five land lots into two, without a survey, creates a permanent reconfiguration of 

land use that defeats Coastal authority, density of zoning, negatively impacts coastal resources, traffic,

and community access, overuses residential lands and violates land use as deeded to the property owner.

2. The authorization of the Coastal Permit is in violation of CEQA exemption as the highly profitable development and the LCP,

directly, impacts adjacent environmental areas, such as the Light House Field Monarch Butterfly habitat

3.  The authorization for approval is in direct violation of a 2001 Order of the California Coastal

Commission directive that there be no ingress or egress onto Pelton Ave. The large entrance is on Pelton Ave.

4.  The residence for medical fragile elderly population is sited in a tsunami zone according to existing maps.

5.  The investment company project is not "in-fill," but a new development that requires full LCP & CCA compliance.

Roger Bernstein
DBA Oppidan/Watermark
400 Water St. St 200 Excelsior MN 55331

DocuSign Envelope ID: B2D0ED2A-3950-4569-BD62-A6B6CBE3A88F

Exhibit 5 
A-3-STC-22-0070 

Page 4 of 30



6. Appellant certification5

I attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are 
correct and complete. 

Print name_____________________________________________________________ 

Signature 

Date of Signature  _______________________ 

�. Representative authorization6

While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If 
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To 
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box 
to acknowledge that you have done so.   

I have authorized a representative, and I have provided authorization for them on 
the representative authorization form attached.

5 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own certification. Please attach 
additional sheets as necessary. 

6 If there are multiple appellants, each appellant must provide their own representative authorization form 
to identify others who represent them. Please attach additional sheets as necessary. 

Appeal of local CDP decision 
Page 5

5. Identification of interested persons

On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing 
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP 
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., other persons who 
participated in the local CDP application and decision making process, etc.), and check 
this box to acknowledge that you have done so.   

 Interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet 

Anne Segal.    Robert Segal

S/. Anne Segal.  /S/ Robert Segal

Dec 16, 2022 and Dec 19, 2022

DocuSign Envelope ID: B2D0ED2A-3950-4569-BD62-A6B6CBE3A88F
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GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNORSTATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
455 MARKET STREET, SUITE 300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE (415) 904-5200 
FAX (415) 904-5400  

DISCLOSURE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

If you intend to have anyone communicate on your behalf to the California Coastal 
Commission, individual Commissioners, and/or Commission staff regarding your coastal 
development permit (CDP) application (including if your project has been appealed to the 
Commission from a local government decision) or your appeal, then you are required to 
identify the name and contact information for all such persons prior to any such 
communication occurring (see Public Resources Code, Section 30319). The law provides 
that failure to comply with this disclosure requirement prior to the time that a 
communication occurs is a misdemeanor that is punishable by a fine or imprisonment and 
may lead to denial of an application or rejection of an appeal.  

To meet this important disclosure requirement, please list below all representatives who 
will communicate on your behalf or on the behalf of your business and submit the list to the 
appropriate Commission office. This list could include a wide variety of people such as 
attorneys, architects, biologists, engineers, etc. If you identify more than one such 
representative, please identify a lead representative for ease of coordination and 
communication. You must submit an updated list anytime your list of representatives 
changes. You must submit the disclosure list before any communication by your 
representative to the Commission or staff occurs. 

<our Name   _________________________________________________ 

CDP Application or Appeal Number ____________________________________ 

Lead Representative 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

<our Signature   __________________________________________________         

Date of Signature ________________________ 

DocuSign Envelope ID: B2D0ED2A-3950-4569-BD62-A6B6CBE3A88F

Exhibit 5 
A-3-STC-22-0070 

Page 6 of 30



2 

Additional Representatives (as necessary) 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________

Name  __________________________________________________________________________________
Title     __________________________________________________________________________________ 
Street Address.  ______________________________________________________________________ 
City _____________________________________________________________________________________ 
State, Zip  _____________________________________________________________________________ 
Email Address   _______________________________________________________________________ 
Daytime Phone  _______________________________________________________________________ 

<our Signature_______________________________________________         

Date of Signature ________________________ 

DocuSign Envelope ID: B2D0ED2A-3950-4569-BD62-A6B6CBE3A88F
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APPEAL FORM 
Appeal of Local Government Coastal Development Permit 

(Duplicated form by the Appellant for the Purpose of Filing This Appeal) 
 

Filing Information (STAFF ONLY) 
District Office: Central Coast 
Appeal Number: ________ 
Date Filed: ____________ 
Appellant Name(s) _____________________________________ 
 

APPELLANTS 
 

IMPORTANT. Before you complete and submit this appeal form to appeal a coastal 
development permit (CDP) decision of a local government with a certified local coastal 

program (LCP) to the California Coastal Commission, please review the appeal 
information sheet. The appeal information sheet describes who is eligible to appeal 

what types of local government CDP decisions, the proper grounds for appeal, and the 
procedures for submitting such appeals to the Commission. Appellants are responsible 

for submitting appeals that conform to the Commission law, including regulations. 
Appeals that do not conform may not be accepted. If you have any questions about any 
aspect of the appeal process, please contact staff in the Commission district office with 

jurisdiction over the area in question (see the Commission’s contact page at 
https://coastal.ca.gov/contact/#/). Note regarding emailed appeals. Please note that 
emailed appeals are accepted ONLY at the general email address for the Coastal 

Commission district office with jurisdiction over the local government in question. For 
the Central Coast district office, the email address is CentralCoast@coastal.ca.gov. An 

appeal emailed to some other email address, including a different district’s general 
email address or a staff email address, will be rejected. It is the appellant’s responsibility 
to use the correct email address, and appellants are encouraged to contact Commission 

staff with any questions. For more information, see the Commission’s contact page at 
https:// coastal.ca.gov/contact). 

 
1. Appellant Information 
Name:  Dr. Anne Segal and Dr. Robert Segal 
Mailing Address: 214 Pelton Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
Phone Number 520-818-8324 (message) 520-591-9700 
Email Address:  AnneSegal@gmail.com; RJSegal@gmail.com 
 
How did you participate in the local CDP application and decision-making 
process?  
Did not participate   Submitted comment   X Testified at hearing(s)    Other 
 
Dr. Anne Segal and Dr. Robert Segal participated by attendance in the virtual public 
hearing for the Santa Cruz Historic Preservation Commission meeting August 17, 2022. 
(Reset two times) Dr. Anne Segal made a statement objecting to the egress/ingress 
onto Pelton Avenue as adversely affecting the Monarch Butterfly habitat.  
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Dr. Anne Segal and Dr. Robert Segal participated by attendance in the virtual public 
hearing of the Santa Cruz Planning Commission October 6, 2022 (reset two times).  
 
Dr. Anne Segal filed a statement and made a statement objecting to the egress/ingress 
onto Pelton Avenue as adversely affecting the Monarch Butterfly habitat to the Planning 
Commission. (Exhibit One) All exhibits are incorporated herein as though fully set forth. 
 
Dr. Anne Segal filed an appeal (Exhibit Two) and testified for 20 minutes, with five 
minutes of rebuttal, at the November 29, 2022, Santa Cruz City Council meeting at 
which the Resolution was approved. No questions were asked by council members.  Dr. 
Robert Segal spoke for two minutes by telephone during public comment.   
 
If you did not participate in the local CDP application and decision-making 
process, please identify why you should be allowed to appeal anyway (e.g., if you 
did not participate because you were not properly noticed). Describe: 
 
N/A 
 
Please identify how you exhausted all LCP CDP appeal processes or otherwise 
identify why you should be allowed to appeal (e.g., if the local government did not 
follow proper CDP notice and hearing procedures, or it charges a fee for local 
appellate CDP processes). Describe: 
 
Dr. Anne Segal and Dr. Robert Segal filed an appeal October 17, 2022, and paid, over 
objection, a $699.00 fee. The City of Santa Cruz required payment of the fee to accept 
the appeal. Note: Said fee was in addition to a fee paid by the Applicant for the appeal 
on the Condition of Approval allocation for low-income housing. 
 
Dr. Anne Segal presented a statement and exhibits at the appeal hearing on November 
29, 2022. Dr. Anne Segal testified for 20 minutes, with five minutes of rebuttal, at the 
November 29, 2022, Santa Cruz City Council meeting at which the Resolution was 
approved. No questions were asked by council members.  Dr. Robert Segal spoke for 
two minutes by telephone during public comment   Exhibit Three with attached 
referenced Exhibits 1A, 2B, 3C, 4D ) 

Despite numerous written objections by the Appellants and without prior notice, 
the matter was set on the Tuesday after the Thanksgiving holiday. The hearing 
appeal was scheduled on a time and date that Appellant Dr. Robert Segal could 
not attend. Appellants asked for reasonable accommodations for the special 
hearing to be rescheduled. The objection was dismissed by Santa Cruz City 
Council staff and the matter proceeded without Dr. Robert Segal being present. 
Santa Cruz City staff failed to follow their codified policy hearing procedures  and 
set three matters during this special hearing session with presentations 
beginning at 4:00 p.m. Those matters concluded at 6:15 p.m. The Appellant’s 
special hearing was scheduled “5:30 or thereafter,” thereby chilling public 
comment and violating their stated policy of limiting the special setting to two 
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agenda items. Staff presented the council with a 774-page agenda packet with 
numerous items, of which the first 368 pages did not pertain to the items relating 
to the special-set noticed appeals, and, by the delay, limited public access that 
discouraged free and open comment on the appeals and a failure by the 
members of the Santa Cruz City Council to engage in meaningful debate 
following public comments. Council, therefore, was in session two hours before 
this matter was presented to them. (EXHIBIT FOUR) 
 
All postcard notices received by the Appellants regarding the Notice of Public 
Hearing described 136 Pelton and 126 Eucalyptus Avenues APN:004-571-02-04 
as the subject parcels. (EXHIBIT FIVE) The declaration for appealable Coastal 
Permits only refers to 544 Cliff Dr. Santa Cruz Apn: 06087-521-02.   
 
The Permit is issued in the name of  the Applicant Roger Bernstein.  Roger 
Bernstein, an employee of Oppidan Investment Company of Excelsior, MN, does 
not appear to have any ownership or leasehold interest in the properties 
identified as 136 Pelton Avenue, 126 Eucalyptus Avenue or 544 (West) Cliff 
Drive, Santa Cruz, CA. 
   This appears to create procedural errors with respect to Notice of the 
Proceedings. 
 
 

◼ Remaining portion of this document is intentionally left blank 
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Appeal of local CDP decision 
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Local CDP decision being appealed 
 
Local government name: City of Santa Cruz, California 
 
Local government CDP application number: CP-20-0068 
 
Local government CDP decision: XX CDP approval CDP denial  
 
Date of local government CDP decision:  November 29, 2022 
 
Attach additional sheets as necessary to fully describe the local government CDP 
decision, including a description of the development that was the subject of the CDP 
application and decision.  Very few local CDP denials are appealable, and those that 
are also require submittal of an appeal fee. Please see the appeal information sheet for 
more information. 
 
 Please describe the location and description of the development that was 
approved or denied by the local government. 
Describe: 
 
Project Description: (as referred to in the Appealable Local Permits notice) 
Non-residential Demotion Authorization Permit, Lot Line Adjustment, Special Use 
Permit, Coastal Permit, Design Permit and Heritage Tree Removal Permit to reconfigure 
five lots into two, demolish two existing school buildings (appatx. 28,417 square feet), 
remove six Heritage trees and construct a 76 units (including 13 dwelling units senior 
housing facility on a site listed on the historic building survey (Vol.1, pg. 39) and located 
in the R-1-5/WCD-O/CZ-O/SP-O (single family resident/West Cliff Drive Overlay/Coastal 
Zone Overlay/Shoreline Protection Overlay zone district. 
 
The description of the development which incorporates the public notice is as follows: 
  
Appeal of Planning Commission Approval of CP20-0068 identified as 544 Cliff Drive, 
Santa Cruz, CA, noticed provisions identified 136 Pelton and 126 Eucalyptus Avenues 
and Including, but not limited to the following what is believed to be Assessor Parcel 
Numbers, Parcel  APN 004-571-104 (136 Pelton Ave); APN 00-428-134 (inactive) 136 
Pelton Ave.; APN 00-457-102 (544 W. Cliff Drive) and  APN: 004-571-03 004-281-28 as 
[A]n action of authorizing a Non Residential Demolition Authorization Permit, Sequential 
Lot Line Adjustment, to be by unidentified lot line adjustments, unidentified assessor 
parcel numbers and unidentified consolidation of lots referred to as Lots 1 and 2 as well 
as unidentified Special Use Permits, Coastal Permit, Design Permit… to Reconfigure 
unidentified Five Lots into Two, Demolish Two Existing School Buildings (Approximately 
28,417 Square Feet)… Remove Six Heritage Trees, and Construct a 76-Unit (Including 
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13 Full Dwelling Units) Senior Housing Facility on a Site Listed on the Historic Building 
Survey (Vol. 1, p. 39) in the R 1 5/WCD O/CZ O/SP O (Single family residence/West 
Cliff Drive Overlay/Coastal Zone Overlay/Shoreline Protection Overlay) Zone District. 
(Environmental Determination: Categorical Exemption; and SEEKING Exempt under 
PRC CEQA Section 21083.3) Applicant: Roger Bernstein, Filed 8/10/2020 (PL) DBA  
Oppidan Investment Company and Watermark Retirement Communities …Italics and 
interlineation added by Appellant; Capitalized emphasis added by staff (EXHIBIT SIX) 
 
The findings of the Santa Cruz Zoning and Planning Staff to the Santa Cruz City Council 
on November 29, 2022, was approved by Resolution.   
 
It should be noted that the Santa Cruz City Council resolution denying the appeal of 
Anne and Robert Segal was presented prior to the Appellant’s oral presentation and 
submission of relevant exhibits as well as prior to the community’s comments as 
evidenced by a preprinted form in the Santa Cruz City Council Agenda Packet, page 
4.44 (page 393 of the Council’s Agenda packet). The denial of said appeal was a 
foregone conclusion as was the granting of the Applicants appeal prohibiting an 
increased allocation of low-income housing. (EXHIBIT SEVEN). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

◼  Remaining portion of this document is intentionally left blank 
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Page 4 
 

3. Applicant information  
Applicant name(s): Roger Bernstein, Vice President of Construction DBA 

Oppidan Investment Company 
Applicant Address: Redacted from documents provided to Appellants by 
the City of Santa Cruz.  Letterhead for Oppidan refers to the addresses as 
1100 Lincoln Avenue, Ste 382, San Jose, CA 95125; 400 Water Street, Ste 
200, Excelsior MN, 55331 and 2000 Regency Parkway, Ste 435, Cary NC 
27518 
 
Applicant name(s): Watermark Retirement Communities is referenced in 
the City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development website at 
https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/government/city-departments/planning-
and-community-development/planning-division/active-planning-
applications-and-status/significant-project-applications/126-eucalyptus-ave   
2020 as the primary developer  
Applicant Address:  2020 W. Rudasill Road, Ste. 200 Tucson, AZ 85704 (Dec 
6, 2022) (EXHIBIT EIGHT) 

 
4. Grounds for this appeal  
For appeals of a CDP approval, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that 
the approved development does not conform to the LCP (Santa Cruz Local 
Coastal Plan) or to California Coastal Act public access provisions. For appeals 
of a CDP denial, grounds for appeal are limited to allegations that the 
development conforms to the LCP and to Coastal Act public access provisions. 
Please clearly identify the ways in which the development meets or doesn’t meet, 
as applicable, the LCP and Coastal Act provisions, with citations to specific 
provisions as much as possible. Appellants are encouraged to be concise, and to 
arrange their appeals by topic area and by individual policies. 
 
 
The approved new development causes significant adverse effects individually and 
cumulatively on coastal resources. The California Coastal Commission is urged to find 
that substantial issues exist and direct a de novo review of this major project is 
warranted.  The City of Santa Cruz abused its discretion and violated delegated 
authority vested by the California Coastal Development Permit (CDP) process as well 
as the Local Coastal Program (LCP) by the approval of the Resolution of the Santa 
Cruz City Council in favor of the Applicant(s) that enables them to proceed. 
 
Jurisdiction for this appeal arises in the lot designation as it currently exists (APN004-
571-02) prior to the division of the parcel in question as being within 300 feet of the 
coastal bluff and 100 feet of the state land trust. If consolidation and realignment is 
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granted, Coastal Commission jurisdiction could be defeated. Santa Cruz Local Coastal 
Progarm(sic) 1990-2005E1. See also LCP-7. 
 
I. 
This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
 
The actions of the City of Santa Cruz violated California Coastal Act, Article 6, Public 
Resource Code (PRC), Development, §3025-(a) which provides: 
 

a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such 
areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services 
and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources.  

b) See also, Santa Cruz LCP EQ 1.1;3.2.4; CD 1.1 et.al;1.3, 1.31,1.3.1.2, 
1.3.2,1.4;2.1 et al;3.4;3.6;3.7;5.2,5.2.4;6.2.4;  1.1 (Lighthouse State Beach Plan)  

 
The proposed 74,000 square foot assisted living and locked memory care facility is a 
habitat for humans. Therefore, the resolution granting a sweeping zoning change from 
protective low-density shoreline residential housing to a high-density housing project is 
a violation of the coastal responsibilities to preserve natural resources for all 
communities.  The consolidation of the lots enables dense zoning authority with overt 
references to additional development that denies open and free access to all members 
of the community who rely upon and extensively use the limited, unstable, existing 
coastal resources that are adjacent at West Cliff Drive, Pelton Avenue,  Eucalyptus 
Drive, Manor Place, Manor Avenues W and E, Lighthouse Avenue, in Santa Cruz, 
California (hereinafter referred collectively as West Cliff Drive and/or Pelton Avenue). 
 
The plan also appears to divest the California Coastal Commission intentionally and 
deliberately from direct review of future development on this environmentally fragile site 
by dividing the large lot and placing the new development a few feet from mandated 
coastal jurisdiction. This is a permanent change in land use and, as such, its impact is 
essentially unending. The reconfiguration of the land parcels will last in perpetuity. The 
analysis for condemnation of such consolidation should consider the permanency of 
time and the forever impact on the community and the adjacent coastal region. 
 
The approval of Coastal development authorizes a combination of Santa Cruz 
Assessors parcels 1,2,3,4 to be combined into two Assessors lots thereby creating 
concentrated housing without regard to the impact.  By condoning the separation of the 
property at 544 West Cliff Drive by lease and re-allocation from the Oblates of St. 
Joseph church (owner and landlord of the property) in favor of the commercial, for-profit 
leasehold interests of developer Oppidan/property manager Watermark, the City of 
Santa Cruz implicitly authorizes restructuring zoning protections of the California 
Coastal Commission and Local Coastal Plan for Santa Cruz. This consolidation fails to 
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protect the adjacent neighborhood and community, the adjacent fragile environment of 
Lighthouse Field and the adjacent coastal resources which are tremendously popular 
visitor destination points for recreational use by jurisdictional manipulation. 
 
Furthermore, the Commission is urged to not ignore the reality that such a concentration 
of people at 544 W. Cliff Drive into a small area will overburden the existing heavily 
populated region. The proposed senior facility on the western side of 544 W. Cliff Drive 
is not compatible with the existing status of six to ten homes per acre in the surrounding 
old, settled residential community. Although existing residential designation authorizes a 
density range of 1.1 to 10 dwelling units per acre, the neighborhood homes are in the 
average of eight dwellings per acre density range. EXHIBIT NINE.   
 
The City of Santa Cruz Resolution for 76 dwellings on three acres of 433 W. Cliff Drive 
sanctions building residential density that is more than double the authorized allowable 
allocation in the current coastal zoning region.  As the for-profit commercial developers 
Oppidan/Watermark calculate only a bedroom unit equipped with a full kitchen is a 
designated dwelling, therefore there is a limited zoning adjustment.  Their calculations 
and allocations are misleading.  Each human habitat doorway-based dwelling, albeit 
small, uses water, utilities, public services, medical emergency services, roads, delivery 
services, fire equipment and coastal resources to the same degree of consumption, if 
not more, than single family residents. It is a fiction that the zoning reallocation is 
appropriate land use for the already heavily burdened region. The coastal resources are 
exhausted as evidenced by the recent collapse of the cliffs on Cliff Drive. (EXHIBIT 
TEN).  
 
Government Code Section 66411.7 requires ministerial consideration of urban lot splits 
in single-family residential zones in designated areas of the coastal zone when certain 
criteria are met. “[S]ubdivision . . . and any other division of land, including lot splits,” 
qualify as “development” under the Coastal Act, thereby triggering the need for a CDP 
or other appropriate authorization. (Pub. Res. Code § 30106.) Lot splits, and in this 
context, lot consolidation, for the purpose of enabling a denser development should also 
qualify for greater scrutiny because it constitutes a “change in the density or intensity of 
use of land.” (Id.) The City inaccurately characterized demolishing a school building and 
authorizing building twice the size and footprint as “infill.”  According to the Governor’s 
Office of Planning and Research, “the term infill development refers to building with 
unuse and underutilized lands within existing development patterns.” 
 
The Oppidan Investment and Watermark Retirement Company project is completely 
encircled and closed, thereby denies access to all other community residents.  The 
locked facility will not provide public admission, services, restaurants, community 
meeting halls or any benefit to anyone other than those residing within the locked and 
closed community.   Said combination of lots and reconfiguration of zoning is contrary to 
public policy and coastal protective provisions. (EXHIBIT ELEVEN.) 
 
Appellants also urge attention be directed to the comment within the resolution that 
considers the area to the east of this project at 455 W. Cliff Drive (4-21) “some 
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development remains on Lot One, [the site of the ocean-facing existing church area] 
that will allow it to be brought up to the density range in the future.” This resolution could 
enable even more future high-density residential occupancy without public review. 
 
The Applicant is Roger Bernstein, an employee of Oppidan Investment Company of 
Excelsior, MN, who does not have a named ownership interest in 136 Pelton Avenue, 
126 Eucalyptus Avenue or 544 (West) Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz. Oppidan and Watermark 
Retirement Management have not disclosed a leasehold interest nor the covenants of 
the Oblates Church of St. Joseph. Restrictive covenants condition the use of the parcels 
deeded for the Church’s benefit, Failure to name an Applicant with an ownership 
interest in the property is misleading pursuant to public notice. The failure to follow 
deeded covenants may be violation of authorized and deeded use of the church’s land.  

    
II. This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or 
exclusive, grounds for appeal.   
 
The resolution the City of Santa Cruz approved also grants the following: “SEEKING 
Exempt under PRC CEQA Section 21083.3” (emphasis provided in application) is an 
error.  The waiver of this critical requirement for a noticed public hearing fails to 
examine the impact of this far-reaching rezoning development at 455 W. Cliff Drive on 
the adjacent areas and ignores the critical environmental oversight of the protective 
provisions of the California Coastal Commission.  The request and resulting approval of 
the exemption creates substantial issues and warrants a de novo review of this entire 
project by the California Coastal Commission.  
 
The Oppidan/Watermark development is located in the Coastal Exclusion Zone B and 
the Coastal Appeal areas of the Coastal Zone Overlay district and therefore must be in 
compliance with Section 24.10.2430.  The development is also within the Shoreline 
Protection Overlay Zone District as described in the 2007 Santa Cruz Local Coastal 
Land Use Plan or LPC and is governed by the Local Coastal Implementation Program 
policies.  Santa Cruz City Planning Staff alleges that the plan is consistent with Local 
Coastal Land Use Plan and the Local Coast Implementation Policy Program.  L1.4 
requires projects to utilize the environmental review process to ensure, not estimate, the 
protection of natural resources, wildlife habits and scenic views.   
 
It is appealable error that it is the sole opinion of the staff, not the professionals who 
voiced their objections, inter alia, at the Zoning Commission hearing, that the project 
was adequately evaluated for its effect on coastal resources, such as biotic resources, 
visual resources and coastal access  and is exempt from review pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act or CEQA. The Staff report considered impact of the 
development on the site itself in reference to the site being infill.  CEQA review would 
require referenced study of the impact of this development on the adjacent open, 
wildlife rich open areas of Lighthouse Field or impact of the development on the coastal 
neighborhood and streets as well as those mandates within the Santa Cruz Local 
Coastal Plan (LCP).  Staff ignored the responsibility to consider the impact of this 
development on the area’s adjacent resources which have significant visitor 
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destinations as an area.  The large, substantial new structures are very different from 
the Planning staff characterization the parcel’s eligibility as an “infill project”  which is 
essentially exempt from environmental evaluation because “[T]he site has no value for 
endangered, rare, or threatened species based on results of a biotic resources report 
prepared for the project,” page 231 of Staff report.  
 
 Appellant argues that the adjacent land does, in fact, have value – significant value. 
The mandate for environmental review is substantiated by CEQA and  Santa Cruz LPC 
V. 1, item 3 (coastal habitat areas and sensitive species), item 4 (visual resources), item 
6 (orderly and balanced development as to the adjacent lands and not just the location 
of the proposed development.) The city’s misclassification that this project is “infill” 
bypasses and sidesteps all coastal development protections.  This is not a like-for-like 
improvement, but a massive change in land use that meets all of the CQEA exemptions.  
See judicial review of the impact of infill in Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of 
Berkeley, 60 Cal.5th 1086 (2015) 
 
Lighthouse Field, the Monarch Butterfly Habitat and Need for CEQA review: 
 
Applicable LCP Zoning Ordinances 24.14.080(2) provides: Precise Boundaries of 
Designated Areas. The precise boundary of areas identified in subsection (1) above 
shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by a biologist with relevant academic 
training and experience in instances of uncertainty.   
 
The adjacent area to the Oppidan/Watermark at 455 W. Cliff Drive is a beautiful, 
peaceful and tourist heavy destination of the protected Monarch Habitat within 
Lighthouse Field The Applicant describes the Habitat as being 300 feet from the 
entrance when it is less than 100 feet from the habitat parameter line.  The nesting area 
is steps from their proposed grand primary entrance and exit onto Pelton Avenue. 
(Additional arguments are presented in Item III.) Staff relied the findings of Ecoysystems 
West Consulting Group for the Bio-Pic to provide an expert opinion on the impact of the 
project.  Clearly the consultant considered butterflies on the project site. There is no 
documentation, contrary to the mandates of the LCP, that there is evidence that anyone 
trained as a lepidopterist, expert in moths and butterflies, was an employee or was 
engaged with Ecosystems West investigation or report to the City of Santa Cruz.  
 
Therefore, Santa Cruz City Council abused its discretion by failing to comply with the 
required environmental protections for the adjacent Lighthouse State Park LCP 
provisions as enumerated in regarding the habitation of Monarch butterflies LCP 4.5, 
(referencing Map EQ-9, EQ- 4.12, 4.5.3, 4.3.3.2   EXHIBIT TWELVE.  
 
Santa Cruz City Council also abused its discretion by failing to comply with the required 
environmental protections for the adjacent Lighthouse State Park LCP provisions 
regarding their direct responsibility to evaluate the impact of the development on nesting 
swifts. Nesting swifts are endangered birds which are described as highly protected in 
LCP Lighthouse Field State Beach Plan 1.5.4. (See also protections for Pigeon 
Guillemot habitat) Prior to construction activity along West Cliff Drive, the California 
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Department of Fish and Game must verify that the proposed activities will not 
significantly alter the black swift nesting site as a Condition of Approval. Construction is 
prohibited from May to August) No report from the California Game and Fish was 
submitted as is required by the LCP.  4.5.2, EXHIBIT TWELVE 
 
The substantial change in the density of the zoning and the impact on the adjacent 
areas of Lighthouse Field and Pelton Avenue cannot be ignored or dismissed and 
should not be exempt by allegations that an environmental study or any study of the 
impact of this large development by the Santa Cruz Planning staff is duplicative. 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) CHAPTER 2.6. General [21080 - 21098] as 
provided in 21083.3. ( Chapter 2.6 added by Stats. 1972, Ch. 1154. ) are currently 
applicable.   While there are citations to environmental reports, none address the impact 
that this substantial project in the context today’s climate of global warming and rising 
seas.  A more thorough, professional inquiry was conducted in 1990 when the 
landlord/property owner only sought to increase the size of a parking lot. In comparison, 
this new development on West Cliff Drive, which will house over 90 people adjacent 
Lighthouse Field, endangered species, the Monarch Butterfly habitat and deteriorating 
cliffs, appears to warrant less environmental consideration by the 2022 Santa Cruz 
Planning Staff than adding a parking lot required 20 years ago.   
 
There has not been a recent independent CEQA reports or analysis on the impact of 
development on the adjacent areas of Lighthouse Field, Pelton Avenue or the coastal 
region.  The magnitude of this new development merits a new, thorough, independent, 
thoughtful analysis of the impact of change with commercial development and the 
project should meet all of the requirements for a complete and independent CEQA 
analysis. 
 
III. 
 This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
 
The authorization of the approval pursuant to the Resolution is in direct and outright 
contradiction of the 2001 orders of the California Coastal Commission Appeal and 
De Novo Hearing, appeal number A-3-STC-01-045.  The relevant pages of the 
California Coastal Commission de novo review as EXHIBIT THIRTEEN. (Referenced as 
Exhibit “B” Conditions of Approval) 
 
The resolution of the 2022 City of Santa Cruz authorizes construction pursuant to a 
presented site plan which places the facility’s large and luxurious entrance directly onto 
Pelton Avenue (EXHIBIT FOURTEEN) The entrance for the development is in direct 
violation and in contradiction of specific orders of the California Coastal Commission as 
well as previous directives of the City of Santa Cruz in overseeing coastal owner 
improvements. 
 
On March 21, 2001, pursuant a request to add 17 parking lots to 544 West Cliff Drive, 
Assessor’s Parcel Number 004-571-02, the California Coastal Commission directed 
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specific Conditions of Approval.  The Commission accepted de novo review as the 
actions of the Santa Cruz City Council raised substantial issues that project conflicted in 
consistency and conformity with the City of Santa Cruz LCP.  The Commission 
accepted jurisdiction for the coastal development permit (CDP) for the project.   
 
Santa Cruz Local Coastal Protective Policy 2008 mandates protection of Lighthouse 
Field as a coastal region. The General Plan Glossary LCP EQ Policy 4.5 states: 
Continue the protection of rare, endangered, sensitive and limited species and the 
habitats supporting them as shown in Map EQ-9 or as identified through the planning 
process or as designated as part of the environmental review process.  (See Map EQ-9) 
6.0 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA). Section 13096 of the 
California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in conjunction 
with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent 
with any applicable requirements of CEQA. (Arguably, previous findings and 
applications of CEQA)  Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed 
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect 
which the activity may have on the environment. 
 
For this new development at 544 West Cliff Drive, the 2022 Santa Cruz City staff chose 
to ignore the 2002 unequivocal mandate and requirement of the California Coastal 
Commission to the City of Santa Cruz that prohibits permit egress and ingress onto 
Pelton Avenue.  The mandate and the refusal of the 2022 City Council to follow the 
precedence of a directive of the Coastal Commission cannot be ignored.  (The 
paragraph below is an exact duplication of the California Coastal Commission’s 
published comments:
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Throughout the orders and findings of the 2001 “Revised Staff Report: Appeal De 
Novo hearing at A-3-STC-o1-045, the California Coastal Commission repeatedly 
reiterates the statement that there “shall be no egress or ingress onto Pelton Avenue:”  

1. Page 4, item 3 (Landscaping shall provide a measure of screening from West 
Cliff Drive and Pelton Avenue that takes into account the safety of 
pedestrians); 

2. Section 4.3, page 6 of 64 “In response to Council direction, Applicants 
submitted three alternative plans…The modified alternative #3 was adopted 
by City Council. This alternative includes no access/egress from Pelton 
Avenue (see their Exhibit 6, condition #41);  

3. Section 4.4, page 7 of 64, This review is based on the original project plans, 
which included an additional 47 parking spaces, access/egress onto Pelton 
Avenue … the project has been reduced in size and scope to include 17 
additional parking spaces, with no access/egress onto Pelton Avenue… 

4. Section 5.12, page 9 of 64, … Since Dr. Bell's initial review letter, the project 
has been reduced in size and scope to include a total of 17 additional parking 
spaces, with no access/egress onto Pelton A venue and no tree removal 

5. Section 5.12, page 9 of the LPC states the same as the Coastal Commission 
directive: 

a. LCP EQ Policy 4.5 .3 calls for the adequate buffering of monarch 
butterfly overwintering sites. (see their Exhibit 2). Also as stated above, 
the City conditioned its approval so that there will be no access/egress 
to the parking lot from Pelton Avenue, which would have brought 
church traffic closer to the overwintering grove (see their Exhibit 6, 
Condition #41). 

6. Page 10 of 64 refers to there being no access onto Pelton Avenue 
7. Page 12 of 64 In conclusion, the City-approved project has been reduced to 

17 additional parking spaces with no access/egress from Pelton Avenue and 
no tree removal. 

8. See page 62-63, the letter from the Oblates to the City of Santa Cruz denying 
responsibility for environmental balance and community interest. 

 
In spite of this clear and consistent history, the Oppidan Investment and Watermark 
Retirement Community companies designed their imposing entrance into Monarch 
Butterfly Habitat. 

  
The Oppidan/Watermark building that directs ingress and egress onto Pelton Avenue 
violates the orders, the findings of the exercise of authority of the Coastal Commission 
directive of July 12, 2002, that is contained in the Conditions of Approval. 

 
In a historic review of the timelines of development for the Oblates regarding 
Eucalyptus, Pelton Avenue and West Cliff Drive church properties, the California 
Coastal Commission repeatedly directed compliance under Coastal Permit reviews – 
Section 24.08.250 that the “site plan as designed will not affect natural habitats and 
natural resources.” Cited from Agenda Report ZB 8/27/92, page 88 or 597. On July 
19,1990 the Oblates of St. Joseph agreed to provide 22 parking spaces in the existing 
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Church parking facilities which border West Cliff Drive. (pg. 224 of 597). Again, in the 
Conditions of Approval, their Exhibit “A,” the property owners in seeking permission for 
two classroom modular units be installed were required to meet the permit standards 
established by Chapter 24.12.200 in item 5, page 225-226 or 597 of the Santa Cruz 
Municipal code as to the emission of noise, odor, smoke, dust, vibration, waste, fumes 
or any publish nuisance arising or occurring incidental to its establishment or operation 
and not access Pelton Avenue. Again in 1998 Ralph Meyberg at 214 Lighthouse stated 
the main arterial should be West Cliff Drive, with traffic being diverted into the Oblates 
parking lot and then down the main street (referencing the development of two modular 
classrooms) (page 435 of 494 at the 98-152 &98-152.1 zoning board hearing.) 
 
The requirements that there be no egress or ingress onto Pelton Avenue is 
unambivalent and substantiated by the Santa Cruz LCP as well as by the declarations 
of the Coastal Commission: 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3: Protect Monarch butterfly over-wintering sites and 
ensure adequate buffering of these sites. LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.1. 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.2: Require development in the vicinity of designated 
Monarch sites to undergo environmental impact analysis and for development 
affecting sites prepare a management plan addressing preservation of the habitat 
that includes criteria such as: Prohibiting the cutting, thinning, pruning or removal 
of any tree or shrub (especially nectar plants used by Monarchs) except as 
necessary for safety of homes or persons and requiring replacement of 
comparable vegetation; prohibiting pesticide use and keeping all water sources 
clean; allowing construction only during the months when Monarchs are not 
present; and keeping smoke from infiltrating Monarch roosting sites. 

LCP 24.14.080(4)(d): Wildlife Habitats and Plant Communities. 
Construction, grading or removal of vegetation shall be permitted within wildlife 
habitats and plant communities where: (1) Existing vegetation is preserved to the 
maximum extent possible; (2) The integrity of the area as a habitat is not 
compromised; (3) Landscaping is designed to provide a natural buffer and 
provide native food-bearing plant species to the greatest extent feasible. 

 
If the Coastal Commission accepts de novo review of the entire project, a survey of the 
lots and parcels in essential.  Physical examination of one of the many parcels sought to 
be consolidated into the Oppidan Investment/Watermark companies now reveal a large 
curb cut onto Pelton Avenue from a grassy area.  There is no historic authorization of 
Santa Cruz Planning or Public Works that the curb cut was permitted and, if so, stands 
in violation of previous directives. The curb cut is mere steps from the Monarch Habitat. 
(EXHIBIT FIFTEEN) 
 
The blatant disregard for the previous orders of the California Commission is clear 
evidence of the investors/developers intention to disregard future environmental 
protective policies and thereby deny the importance of precedence and directives of the 
California Coastal Commission. The decision to place their primary entrance and exit 
onto Pelton Avenue rather than the designated address of “544 West Cliff Avenue” is an 
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indication of the lack of respect and unwillingness to abide by the rulings and mandates 
of the California Coastal Commission.  
 
IV 
 This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   

The Resolution of the Santa Cruz City Staff to approve the development proposed by 
Oppidan Investment and Watermark Retirement Management Companies violates LPC 
Section 7 (restated in Coastal Commission Policy) which provides:  

Coastal Hazard Area regulations focus on reducing risk from geologic (earthquake, 
landslide, cliff erosion), fire and flooding hazards within the coastal zone. Policies aim at 
designating appropriate land uses for areas subject to geologic and flood hazards; 
develop warning system for potential tsunami inundation areas; and developing 
appropriate setbacks and development criteria for bluff and cliff developments.  

 The entire project is in a Tsunami inundation zone.  (EXHIBIT SIXTEEN) 
The coastal area between Eucalyptus and Pelton Avenues bordered by 544 West Cliff 
Avenue lies within the Tsunami Inundation Zone according to the 2012 City of Santa 
Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. (Also used as an unreferenced map on page 30 of 
39 in Watermarks revised pre-application.)  (EXHIBIT SEVENTEEN) There are serious 
errors in the Santa Cruz City Planner’s Environmental Review, page 52 of the packet 
presented to the City Council on November 29, 2022.  Section 10-c{iv} d Flood Hazard 
Areas alleges that only the eastern portion of the project site is located in the flood 
hazard zone and refers to figure 4-7.2 and that no portion of the hazard zone would be 
developed for inhabited structures. These statements are incorrect. The truth is that the 
entire site is within the tsunami coastal inundation zone according to the current LCP 
approved maps.  (EXHIBIT EIGHTEEN) (Source: California Emergency Management 
Agency, University of Southern California Tsunami Research Center.  Reinforcing this 
reality is the reference to the 2012 City of Santa Cruz Local Hazard Mitigation Plan and 
the county GIS Tsunami area   (EXHIBIT NINETEEN) The map clearly shows the entire 
site would be inundated in a Tsunami. The inundation area is confirmed by the more 
recent California Department of Conservation Tsunami Hazard Area Map that the entire 
new development is essentially at the same elevation.  More importantly, raging and 
rising waters do not stop because of a map designation. There is no buffer between the 
Monterey Bay and the investors’ development at 455 Cliff Avenue other than the 
crumbling bluffs on Cliff Avenue. (See, FEMA maps) 
 
In January 2022 Executive Director of the California Coastal Commission Jack 
Ainsworth issued the Implementation of New SB 9 Housing Laws in Sea Level Rise 
Vulnerable Areas and published directives that proscribed a 4-step analysis 
condemning dense housing if there cannot be a guarantee that the development will not 
create hazards or pose risk in the event of an environmental catastrophes.  As the 
Administrative Director, Mr. Ainsworth clearly stated that the Commission should not 
accept “land projected to be negatively impact[ed] by a sea level rise in the foreseeable 
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future [as it] is not a sound way to minimize risks to life and property in areas with high 
flood and geographic hazards.” (See Pub.Res. Code § 30253.) (EXHIBIT TWENTY) 

Global warming and the rising seas increases the realistic likelihood of Tsunami danger. 
The Santa Cruz Sea coast is also prone to the danger of earthquakes, which can trigger 
high flooding waters.  This proposed new development by Oppidan Investments and 
Watermark Retirement Communities will place over 90 vulnerable people into harm's 
way; 30 of the most vulnerable adults in memory care could be in locked rooms should 
a Tsunami inundate the buildings.   In fact, as a Condition of Approval, the companies 
stated, “the stairs are locked and accessible only by staff.” (EXHIBIT TWENTY-ONE)   

The site is not safe for an assisted living and memory care residents and the property is 
not realistically safe for any new development. The undeveloped lots and parcels should 
not be industrialized for any purpose and remain an open space, but certainly not house 
a vulnerable population or large gathering facility in this location.    

As this project is essentially a new development proposal, any change in land allocation 
must: (a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard. (b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area 
or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter 
natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. Government Code Section 66411.7, Pub. Res. 
Code § 30106 

During the public comments of the Appeal, although Assistant City Planer Clara Stanger 
argued that the development was not within the flood hazard zone, another senior 
planner indicated that while it was, in fact, in a flood risk zone, but evacuation plans 
were available.  The Commission should take judicial notice that the roads leading to 
the project site are akin to paved horse paths.  Reliance on an orderly emergency 
evacuation plan for vulnerable, physically frail residents needing assistance or care due 
to memory infirmity to favor a profitable investment company so close to a coastal area 
is not realistic or achievable or humane. 

V. 
This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
 
The Commission generally allows a CDP waiver only when the Executive Director 
determines that the proposed development is de minimis (i.e., it is development that has 
no potential for any individual or cumulative adverse effect on coastal resources and is 
consistent with all Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act).  This analysis is not applicable 
to this project, characterized as a significant city project development by the Planning 
Staff for the City of Santa Cruz. EXHIBIT TWENTY-TWO.  See also, 
https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/government/city-departments/planning-and-
community-development/planning-division/active-planning-applications-and-
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status/significant-project-applications/126-eucalyptus-ave on the City of Santa Cruz 
website “Significant Project Applications.” 

The Santa Cruz City Council and Planning staff accepted a fiction that demolishing an 
existing school building, then building new construction is essentially an infill project and 
therefore is exempt from the Coastal Commission’s mandates to avoid adherence to 
new development standards and to provide independent evidentiary compliance with all 
of the requirements for new developments as set forth in California Public Resources 
Code (PRC) §30253 (2021): 
 
 As new development, the new units must minimize risks to life and property. (Pub. Res. 
Code §§ 30253, 30270; (see also following corresponding LCP provisions.) In this 
context, statute and policy require that new development do all the following: 
 

(a) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire 
hazard. (See EXHIBITS SEVENTEEN, EIGHTEEN AND NINETEEN) arguments 
and exhibits regarding the fact that the property is within the Tsunami inundation 
zone.) Realistic questions as to the access of fire and emergency equipment to 
the rear residential buildings should also be evaluated. 
(b) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute 
significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that 
would substantially alter natural landforms along bluffs and cliffs. (See EXHIBIT 
TEN West Cliff erosion that is already occurring.) 
(c) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or 
the State Air Resources Board as to each particular development.  (See Section 
IV regarding the runoff from the pavements and construction.) 
(d) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. regarding the 
Applicant’s flawed traffic report and lack of area-wide medical services. (See 
Section VI.) 
(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, 
because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for 
recreational uses. (See Section 1) 

(Amended by Stats. 2008, Ch. 179, Sec. 187. Effective January 1, 2009.)  
 
Also, new residential development must be consistent with both of the Chapter 3 
policies of the Coastal Act and these relevant LCP policies See also Pub. Res. Code § 
30240(b). The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, 
(2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other 
areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing non-automobile 
circulation within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing 
substitute means of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the 
potential for public transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and 
by (6) assuring that the recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby 
coastal recreation areas by correlating the amount of development with local park 
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acquisition and development plans with the provision of onsite recreational facilities to 
serve the new development. 

Moreover, City of Santa Cruz LCP adds additional requirements: The Coastal Act's 
basic goals for conservation and development in the coastal zone are: (1) protect, 
enhance, and restore the natural resources of the coast; (2) protect, enhance and 
restore the built resources of the coast — the special communities and neighborhoods 
that have unique cultural, historic, and aesthetic qualities; (3) give priority to coastal-
dependent development — uses of land and water that by their very nature require 
coastal sites — over other development on the coast; (4) maximize access to the coast 
for people of all income ranges consistent with the protection of coastal resources; and 
(5) encourage orderly, balances development that avoids wasteful sprawl by 
concentrating new growth in already developed areas with adequate public services or 
in other areas near major employment centers consistent with resource protection 
policies. (V.1, pg.1 1990-2005) 

The California Coastal Commission is urged to accept authority to enforce all of the new 
development policies authorized by the LCP as well as by the laws of the State of 
California for the Santa Cruz City Council and Planning staff has failed to do.  By 
recognizing that new development standards have basic goals that are inclusive of all 
standards and is not a cafeteria-style choice of five alternatives or options.  The failure 
of the development to adhere objectively and fairly to all of the legislative and 
administrative directives requires secondary accountability and independent oversight. 
For example, LCP Five directs that the investors Oppidan and Watermark concentrate 
their efforts to promote new growth in already developed areas that offer adequate 
public services.  Unfortunately, in the neighborhoods of 544 West Cliff Avenue, there 
are no immediate medical care facilities, nursing resources, nearby hospitals, 24-hour 
pharmacies or ready access to health care that can provide care for a high-risk, 
vulnerable elderly population with critical medical. The failure to meet this standard is 
equal to the failure by the project promoters to protect, enhance and restore the natural 
coastal resources. 
 
VI 
This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
 
A critical component to approval for the Oppidan Investment/Watermark Retirement 
Management Company is assuring that public access to the coastal region does not 
cause decreased parking or increased traffic in this highly used recreational area due to 
traffic going to and from the new development.  If employees and visitors to the 
development compound complications of limited parking in the adjacent coastal area, 
further review is essential.  
 
Traffic LCP Land Use Policy 5.6 states: Require land use development to integrate into 
the larger circulation system by introducing its system of roads, pedestrians and bike 
paths with existing facilities and also design access to nearby areas in a manner that 
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minimizes the necessity for automobile travel and California Coastal Commission  LCP 
Circulation Policy 1.7 states: As a condition of development, expansion or change of 
land use, developers or employers shall mitigate their impacts on circulation ...  provide 
incentives to enhance the use of alternative transportation, and when necessary shall 
prepare transportation impact studies and phase improvements to reduce traffic impacts 
and ensure that circulation facilities are adequate to serve the development.  
 

a. The applicants reported in their traffic study for this project three years 
ago, indicating that there is light traffic on Pelton and the addition of a 
few employees will be insignificant.  Their report is deeply flawed and 
misleading.  A traffic engineer reviewed the study performed by Keith 
Higgins.  That study was conducted on Thursday Nov 14, 2019, for 
only seven hours on a cloudy and overcast day with a nearby 
thunderstorm. The recorders are normally placed for 7 days; 
Watermark conducted the traffic density for part of one day. Also Mr. 
Higgins used an outdated manual to predict future traffic rather than 
the 11th edition of the ITE trip gen manual. (EXHIBIT TWENTY-
THREE)  

b. On page 10 of the Staff report, the Applicant estimate “a maximum of 
three deliveries per week, including deliveries from a refrigerated box 
truck.  The loading area is off Pelton with minimal expected 
commercial vehicle trips to assure compatibility with nearby uses.” 
Again, this is flawed.  There are 90 people living in the developers’ 
project as well as 25 staff members twenty-four hours a day, seven 
days a week. The delivery truck impact does not account for increased 
emergency vehicles, van transportations, mail order deliveries. 
 

VII 
This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
 

Water Quality Applicable City of Santa Cruz LCP policies regarding water 
quality are as follows: LCP Environmental Quality Policy 4.1: Protect the 
natural ecosystem of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary and the 
shoreline. LCP Environmental Quality Policy 4.1.5: Protect the quality of water 
discharged into the Bay and allow no dumping of materials into the Monterey 
Bay. LCP Environmental Quality Policy 2.3.1: Design and site development to 
minimize lot coverage and impervious surfaces, to limit post-development 
runoff to predevelopment volumes, and to incorporate storm drainage 
facilities that reduce urban runoff pollutants to the maximum extent possible. 
LCP Environmental Quality Policy 2.3.1.5: Ensure that all parking lots, roads, 
and other surface drainages that will flow directly to coastal waters have oil, 
grease and silt traps. LCP Environmental Quality Policy 2.3.1.6: Require a 
maintenance program and oil, grease and silt traps for all parking lots over 10 
spaces ... Due to increased runoff, water quality can be adversely affected by 
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an increase in paving surfaces. The proposed project is located within several 
hundred feet of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary.  
 
In preparation for the 2022 recommendation for approving the development 
for the Oppidan/Watermark residential project, Santa Cruz City Staff stated as 
follows “This amount of new paving is insignificant in comparison to the amount of existing 
paved surfaces within the developed neighborhood and along West Cliff Drive, including 
other parking areas …The project site currently consists of a grassy area with ruderal plants. 
This grassy area is occasionally used for overflow parking by the church and by Gateway 
School.” 

 
The Staff comments are misleading. The enormity of a development that spans over 
three acres creates solid ceilings of concrete.  A visual inspection of the parking lot to 
the south of the church also discloses brand new paving with a traditional asphalt that is 
not impervious and consists of a smooth dark surface that does not permit infiltrating 
storm waters. (EXHIBIT TWENTY-FOUR)  Again, the current status of the parking lot is 
contrary to the Conditions of Approval directed by the Coastal Commission in 2001.  
Also, while the adjacent streets are paved within the developed neighborhood along 
West Cliff Drive, the only evidence of new construction is that which was performed by 
the Church after the 2001 de novo review, which again, appears to be ignored. The 
current condition of the adjacent Pelton Avenue is akin to an elephant’s skin and has 
not been resurfaced in over 40 years. (EXHIBIT TWENTY-FIVE) 
 
VIII 
This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
 
Applicant put forth the name of an individual, Roger Bernstein, as the applicant of the 
multimillion dollar construction company identified as Oppidan Investment Company  
https://oppidan.com/ (We partner with Ebenezer, Minnesota’s largest senior living 
operator, and Watermark Retirement Communities to manage the care in each of our 
senior living communities and the multimillion dollar management company identified as 
Watermark,  https://www.watermarkcommunities.com/   Applicant indicated during 
testimony that he was an architect and resident on Pelton Avenue in Santa Cruz but 
failed to disclose  in writing as to his standing to respond to the appeal, his corporate 
authority to file an appeal or the nature of his stake in the leasehold interest of Oppidan 
and or Watermark and whether as an employee of one company if he has the legal 
authority to represent a corporation and bind the corporate entities to contractual, 
environmental, land use development and legal responsibilities.  
 
IX  
This ground for the appeal is intended to present separate, not conflicting or exclusive, 
grounds for appeal.   
  
The City of Santa Cruz failed to ascertain and implead the owner of the property and 
overall landlord of the property identified as 544 West Cliff Drive, Santa Cruz, California, 

Exhibit 5 
A-3-STC-22-0070 

Page 27 of 30

https://oppidan.com/
https://www.watermarkcommunities.com/


 21 

the Oblates of the Church of St. Joseph of Santa Cruz as a third and necessary parties 
to this action to assure full jurisdiction and authority over all parties to this action.  
 
The Rest of the Page is intentional left blank.  
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CONCLUSION: 
 
Appellants Dr. Anne Segal and Dr. Robert Segal argue there are Substantial Issues to 
warrant de novo review by the California Coastal Commission. 
 
There is a high level of uncertainty for the factual and legal support for the City Council 
of the City of Santa Cruz’s decision that the development is consistent with the LPC>  
 

1. Even with the Local Permit, it is impossible to determine which project parcels 
will be re-aligned to which property owners and what are residual interests from 
restrictive covenants versus lease stake holders.  No survey was presented or 
clarified as to what parcels are affected or re-dedicated.  One homeowner 
alleged a public use alleyway was being absorbed by the Applicant developer 
near Manor and Eucalyptus. 

2. This appeal raises local, state and regional concerns for uses of coastal land. By 
authorizing reconfiguration of the church-owned lots into private, for-profit use 
and then condoning the separation by distancing the development from 
government review encourages other demolition in the future.  This action 
creates a precedence that is contrary to thoughtful environmental protections for 
new development. 

a. Applicant relies on state mandates for increased housing but objects 
through appeal for any mandate to provide no more than minimal low-
income housing allocations within the retirement development. 

b. It should be noted here that a request for the disclosures of the 
designated staff senior planner Clara Stanger’s government-based 
emails between herself and the developers Oppidan were categorically 
denied.   

2. The location and consolidation will set off an adverse presence for future 
development of this coastal region without oversight. Approval as an “infill” 
without like-for-like use causes adverse impact to the adjacent habitats, visual 
resources and public access by authorizing a permanent change in the land 
allocations, zoning and reconfiguration of real properties of demolition without 
new development compliance. 

3. There is a significant impact on coastal resources.  The cliffs of Cliff Avenue 
are exhausted and collapsing.  Adding the stress of demolition of large 
buildings and the construction of even larger ones can and will impact the 
adjacent areas. 

4. It is essential that the Investment Developer acknowledge and take 
responsibility for building a home for the disabled and elderly mentally limited 
population in a tsunami zone. 

5. The Applicant Roger Bernstein, does not have any ownership interest in the 
property, despite being named the Applicant.  

Appeal of local CDP decision  
Page 5 
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5. Identification of interested persons  
 
On a separate page, please provide the names and contact information (i.e., mailing 
and email addresses) of all persons whom you know to be interested in the local CDP 
decision and/or the approved or denied development (e.g., other persons who 
participated in the local CDP application and decision-making process, etc.), and check 
this box to acknowledge that you have done so.  
X Interested persons identified and provided on a separate attached sheet 
 
6. Appellant certifications  
 
I attest that to the best of my knowledge, all information and facts in this appeal are 
correct and complete.  
Print name___Anne Segal and Robert Segal ____ 
Signature(s)                                  Date of Signature 12/10/2022 
 
7. Representative authorization   
While not required, you may identify others to represent you in the appeal process. If 
you do, they must have the power to bind you in all matters concerning the appeal. To 
do so, please complete the representative authorization form below and check this box 
to acknowledge that you have done so.  N/A 
 
___ I have authorized a representative, and I have provided authorization for them o on 
the representative authorization form attached. 
 

◼ Remaining portion of this document is intentionally left blank 
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