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March 26, 2003

	Location:
	140-158 Caldecott Lane (See map on reverse)

	Assessors Parcel Number:
	048H-7520-019-08

	Proposal:

Action to be Taken:
	Design Review Issues for the Caldecott Lane Residential Project: a 35-unit condominium project on a 2.03-acre site located at 140-158 Caldecott Lane originally approved by the City Planning Commission in 1989

No action to be taken, only review and discussion of major design issues.

	Appellant Owner:
	Athan Magganas

	General Plan:
	Hillside Residential

	Zoning:
	OS(SU), Open Space Special Use Park Zone; S-10, Scenic Route Combining Zone; S-14, Community Restoration Development Combining Zone; and S-18, Mediated Design Review Combining Zone.

(Previously zoned: R-40/ S-10 when project originally approved).

	Environmental Determination:
	Exempt; Section 15061(b), CEQA Guidelines (general rule, no possible effect on environment)

	Historic Status:
	Not a Designated Historic Property

	Service Delivery District:
	II-North Hills

	City Council District:
	1

	For further information: 
	Contact case planner, Edward Manasse, at 510-238-7733.


SUMMARY

On May 10, 1989, the City Planning Commission approved a Major Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to allow construction of five (5) detached residential buildings containing a total of 35 units on a vacant lot along the north side of Caldecott Lane, and directly west of the Parkwoods Condominium complex.  The approved plans for 140-158 Caldecott Lane called for a 3-unit building at the east end of the site, followed by four buildings containing eight units each.  The height of the larger buildings (labeled on site plan as Buildings #2, 3, 4 and 5) varied, with a three-story mid-section attached to two-story wings on each side.  The smaller building (Building #1) at the east end of the site and adjacent to the Parkwoods Condominiums would have two stories.

Building #2 is the only portion of the Caldecott Lane project that has been issued a building permit and is currently under construction.

On November 6, 2002, the City Planning Commission held a meeting to hear an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Determination that development permits and zoning approvals for four (4) of the five (5) Caldecott Lane condominium buildings originally approved by the City Planning Commission in 1989 have expired and are now invalid (see Attachment A, staff report for case file A02-459, dated November 6, 2002).
In response to issues raised at the meeting, the Commission continued the item to allow a period of time in which staff, the applicant, and Parkwoods Association members could meet and discuss the various points of contention (such as traffic, parking, building design, landscaping, and ownership vs. rental of completed units). 

Subsequently, two meetings were held between planning staff, the Caldecott Lane development team, and members of the Parkwoods Community Association Board of Directors (on January 7 and March 10, 2003).  Various project issues were discusssed - such as the ongoing condition of the job site, the loss of street parking, whether the completed residential units will be rentals or sold as condominiums, and the design of buildings, the streetscape, and landscaping.  At the conclusion of the first meeting on January 7, 2003, staff summarized in a letter the outstanding project-related issues, and forwarded it to all those attending (see Attachment B, letter titled: “Project Issues to be Resolved Prior to Final Action on Appeal”, dated January 21, 2003).
Modified Plan.   In response to issues raised by the public, staff, and further review by the Applicant’s design consultants, the project architect, Horowitz and Associates, submitted a first set of architectural revisions on January 24, 2003; and then a further revised plan set on March 18, 2003, which includes all of the following individual drawings: (a) Conceptual Landscape Plan; (b) Study showing Parking Area on Building 1 Site; (c) Typical Color Scheme, [rendered with the two color palette alternatives shown on different halves of the same building]; (d) Site Plan, [with a table of site parking statistics]; and (e) Streetscape (see Attachment C, revised project plans, dated March 18, 2003).
The revised building designs call for site-applied stucco, rather than the originally proposed "Dryvit" panels over cement plaster; window types and materials more compatible with the overall style and design of the nearby Parkwoods Condominiums (such as changing the arched windows to a variety of rectangular shapes); composition shingles as the roofing material, rather than originally proposed raised metal seam roofing, and revised exterior detailing more compatible with a "California Mediterranean" architectural style.

Project revisions also call for a substantial increase in on-site parking spaces, with 27 additional on-site spaces included on the site plan to replace existing street parking spaces that will be lost due to the construction of curb cuts and other access elements related to the Caldecott Residences development.  The project revisions also include a more coordinated landscape treatment along the full length of the project site - including the streetfront, sidewalk edges, building sites, parking lots, and intervening slope areas.

BACKGROUND

Original planning permits issued for this project were a Major Conditional Use Permit in 1989 (CM89-104), and a Tentative Tract Map in 1993 (No. 6604).  

Upon granting of the appellant’s Tentative Map request and satisfaction of other outstanding requirements, the City issued a building permit for Building #2 (8 units) on December 10, 1993.  City records indicate that actual construction commenced under building permit No. C9200627, but the building permit was allowed to expire on May 26, 1994 without construction being completed or a Certificate of Occupancy being issued.  A Final Map was also never recorded to complete the subdivision of the land into condominium parcels.  With the exception of Building #2, building permits were never issued for any of the other four (4) originally proposed buildings.

On April 1, 2002, the Zoning Administrator issued a determination in response to the appellant’s request to finish construction of the partially-built Building #2.  The Zoning Administrator determined that the appellant may proceed with continuing construction of Building #2 pursuant to the original zoning approval, and that remaining buildings for which construction has not started may also be initiated upon securing required building permits.

On September 20, 2002, the City issued a superceding written determination that the April 1, 2002, letter was in error with regard to the statement that the appellant is currently entitled to seek building permits for any building other than Building #2.  This revised determination was issued after additional staff research indicated that the City-approved time extensions extended the planning permits for the other four (4) proposed buildings only until December 1993, and specifically stated that “once, [the extension] expired, a new planning permit must be applied for”.

Because no planning permit extension was sought or granted beyond 1993, the City determined on September 20, 2002, that the Conditional Use Permit approval granted in 1989 had expired with regard to buildings for which construction never commenced.  Because construction had actually commenced on Building #2 before permit expiration, it was proper to permit construction to recommence on that building.  

On September 30, 2002, the property owner filed an appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s determination, claiming, among other points, an abuse of discretion, and a loss of vested rights.

The City Planning Commission held a meeting on November 6, 2002 to hear the appeal case, and in response to issues raised at the meeting, continued the item to a date uncertain to allow additional time for the parties to meet, and hopefully resolve, points of contention.

KEY DESIGN REVIEW ISSUES

As noted in the Summary section of this report, the applicant has responded to the public and staff comments during the past several months and refined their plans.  The following section of this report will outline the remaining design concerns, and include staff’s suggested methods for how these concerns should be addressed as the project moves forward toward full Planning Commission review.

1. Traffic Flow and Parking 

As an outcome of the January 7, 2003 meeting between staff, the applicant and the Parkwoods Community Association members, there is agreement between the parties that the applicant should make all efforts to design the project in such a way as to have no net loss in the number of existing parking spaces along the site’s Caldecott Lane street frontage (particularly in the area between the Parkwoods entrance and the stop sign next to the traffic island/road split).  According to the agreement, any existing on-street parking spaces lost in the designated area due to the construction of curb cuts or other access elements related to the Caldecott Lane development are to be replaced with additional on-site parking spaces at a ratio of one-for-one (or as close to that ratio as is practical).

The revised site plan submitted by the project architect includes a “site parking statistics” table (see attached Site Plan), and lists the number of parking spaces along Caldecott Lane lost to proposed new driveways as 27.  This number of lost parking spaces, however, has not been reviewed and verified by the City’s Public Works or Engineering Depts. due to the late submittal of the revised project drawings.  It is likely that the actual number of lost parking spaces will turn out to be less, since it is questionable whether on-street parking is officially allowed by the City along some of the Caldecott Lane areas shown on the project plans.  As a result, staff recommends that the DRC consider the applicant’s revised parking layout as a concept plan only at this point, and one that may need to be modified after further review by the City’s Engineering staff.  Prior to full Commission review, however, staff will solicit Engineering’s concerns and direct the applicant to make whatever modifications necessary in the site’s parking and access layout. 
Based on the current assumption of the number of parking spaces along Caldecott Lane lost to proposed new driveways, the project site plan provides for an equivalent 27 additional on-site parking spaces parking, through the proposed creation of new “nose-in” parking areas extending between the proposed buildings sites.  In order to create these additional off-street parking areas, approximately 20 feet of new hillside excavation would need to occur from the back of the sidewalk toward the interior of the site for the length of the new parking areas, accompanied by the installation of retaining walls (approximately 6-8 feet tall) at the toe of the slope.  The visual impact of the new retaining walls would be mitigated through the installation of landscape islands between every 4 parking spaces, as well as the installation of vines and/or evergreen shrubs in front and on top of all retaining walls.  

During discussions with the applicant, staff has tried to weigh the resulting benefits of this new “nose-in” parking proposal- specifically that there would be no let loss of existing parking spaces in the Caldecott Lane corridor- with concerns regarding the potential visual impact of the street-level retaining walls and wide curb cuts, as well as the traffic flow issues surrounding the fact that parked cars would need to back directly out into the Caldecott Lane right-of-way.  

Although the “nose-in” parking proposal does come with drawbacks, it is an option that staff considers a viable one for consideration, especially after taking into account the relatively low traffic volumes on this portion of Caldecott Lane, and the inclusion of additional landscaping elements adjacent to the new retaining walls.  

Another option for increasing the number of off-street parking spaces is that the applicant could forgo the construction of Building #1, and instead utilize that part of the site, which is near the main entrance to the Parkwoods condominiums, as an area for additional parking.  The applicant and his architect, however, are opposed to this option, both due to the loss of units, and because they contend it would result in a net gain of only 4 parking spaces over the number that would be built as part of the construction of Building #1 (see page 2 of the attached plans: “Study showing parking area on Bldg. 1 site”).

Staff requests that the DRC review and comment on the above parking and traffic flow issues, and provide a recommendation with regard to the two parking layout options.

2. Architectural Character

Due to the long delay between original project approval (1989) and the continuation of construction (2002), many of the design elements on the original approved, but unbuilt project had become dated and out of character with current design characteristics in the surrounding area.  Therefore, staff has worked with the applicant over the past several months to suggest ways to update the project’s building designs. 

As stated earlier, the revised building designs now call for site-applied stucco, rather than the originally proposed "Dryvit" panels over cement plaster; window types and materials more compatible with the overall style and design of the nearby Parkwoods Condominiums (such as changing the arched windows to a variety of rectangular shapes); composition shingles as the roofing material, rather than originally proposed raised metal seam roofing, and revised exterior detailing more compatible with a "California Mediterranean" architectural style.  It is staff’s opinion that these revisions have contributed to a higher level of material quality for the project.

The revised plans also include a “Typical Color Scheme” (see page 3 of the attached plans).  The color scheme drawing has been rendered with two alternatives shown on the same building: the left side of the building is rendered in an exterior color palette of red earth tones with green details, and the right side of the building is shown in a combination of reds, cream, gold-yellows, and blue.  It is staff’s opinion that the left side option of red-tone paint colors combined with green architectural details and a green-black composition roofing material would be the most compatible with the surrounding neighborhood context and the nearby Parkwoods condo buildings.

Staff requests that the DRC review and comment on the project color scheme, and provide a recommendation with regard to the two options shown.

The revised plans also include a substantial increase in the number and length of on-site retaining walls to accommodate the additional parking spaces proposed.  Prior to full Planning Commission review, a detailed design of the new retaining walls will need to be produced.   All retaining walls must meet City standards (maximum of 6 feet tall, with 4 foot separations.)

3. Landscaping and Streetscape Treatment

The modified plan includes a more coordinated landscape treatment along the full length of the project site - including the streetfront, sidewalk edges, building sites, parking lots, and intervening slope areas.  The latest set of plans show how the proposed parking area retaining walls will be softened through the use of both trailing and climbing vines, and landscape islands to break up large paving expanses. 

Prior to full Planning Commission review, additional landscaping and streetscape details will need to be produced, such as the design of sidewalks, paving and other ground surface treatments.

CONCLUSION

Staff requests that the DRC review and comment on the major design issues pertaining to this project with regard to:

· Parking and traffic flow;

· The design and treatment of on-site retaining walls;

· Landscaping;

· Overall architectural character; and

· Any other issues the DRC may have.

Prepared by: 

EDWARD MANASSE

Planner IV

Approved by:

_________________________________________

Gary Patton

Deputy Planning Director

Approved for forwarding to the

City Planning Commission Design Review Committee:

LESLIE GOULD

Director of Planning and Zoning

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Staff report for case file A02-459, dated November 6, 2002.

B. Staff letter titled: “Project Issues to be Resolved Prior to final Action on the Appeal”, dated January 21, 2003.

C. Revised Project Plans, submitted March 18, 2003.
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