CITY OF MARTINEZ
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA


June 21, 2006
	TO:
	Mayor and City Council



	FROM:   

PREPARED BY:
	June Catalano, City Manager 

Corey Simon, Senior Planner 



	SUBJECT:
	Public Hearing on a 42-Unit Townhouse Development  Arnold Drive @ Sunrise Drive and Pacheco Blvd. 


	DATE:
	June 14, 2006



RECOMMENDATION:

Review staff report and attachments and hold a public hearing to consider appeal of: 

a) 
Planning Commission recommendation of City Council’s approval of a General plan Amendment and rezoning from a Commercial to Residential use; and 
b)
Planning Commission's approval of a 42-unit townhouse development, with approval of Major Subdivision, Planned Unit Development, Variance to Slope Density Limitation  and Design Review; and 

c)  
Adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration; and
Direct staff to prepare appropriate findings for Council approval at a later meeting. 

BACKGROUND:

The developer initiated discussions with staff regarding housing development on this site in February 2005.  The former owner had found that there was no market for the type of commercial development current zoning would allow, and began to explore the potential for various types of residential development.  At that time, the developer was informed that the City had no requirement for affordable housing.  
It is important to note that the term “affordable” has both a common and legislative/legal definition.  As a legislative terms used by the State of California; affordable is defined as being the maximum percent of monthly gross income (i.e. between 30% to 35%) a family should devote to housing costs, be it rent or a mortgage.  Most often, the legislative term affordable is used in terms of providing housing for Very Low Income Families (defined as up to 50% of Contra Costa County’s median income) and Low-Income (defined as 51-80% of County’s Income.  The definition of affordable is also calibrated based on family’s household size.  For example, in 2004, Very Low-Income for a family of four would be up to $41, 400 a year, or $3,450 a month.  Low income of a family of four would be up to $66,250 a year, or $5,521 a month.  Thus for housing to be affordable to a Very Low-Income family of four, monthly housing costs should not exceed $1,035 to $1,208 a month; for a Low-Income family it should not exceed $1,656 to $1,932 a month.  
The Planning Commission reviewed the project at a study session in October 2005, and the Commission generally supported the project.  The Commission did discuss the proposal as market-rate/entry level rate project (e.g. the non-legislative definition of affordable), and in response to discussions with the Commission and staff, the applicant added seven 2-bedroom units (to what was an all three-bedroom product line) when it returned to the Commission for its final review.  It was felt that the smaller units would sell at a relatively lower price, expanding the entry-level market. 
On May 9, 2006, the Commission voted 6-1 to approve the project and recommend approval to the City Council of the Rezoning, General Plan Amendment, and Mitigated Negative Declaration.  Commissioner Avila voted against approval, stating that the project does not provide affordable housing as it is legislatively defined.  On May 12, 2006 Linda Shahade filed an appeal of the Commission’s approval, also wishing to add a requirement that a percentage of the units be affordable.
At this time, the City has no ordinance to determine the appropriate number of such affordable units.  Were the City to require that “4 to 8 units” (as requested by the appellant) be affordable, neither the City nor the developer has a mechanism to manage this housing stock to assure that its monthly costs are and will remain affordable.  Such mechanics of managing an affordable housing stock, as well as determining the appropriate ratio of affordable units, are typically established by cities when adopting “inclusionary housing” programs.  Consideration of such an ordinance is called for the Housing Element, and the City will consider such a regulation in the future. 
PROJECT OVERVIEW:  Further background provided in Planning Commission staff report, provided as Attachment “E.”
· Project Description:  The applicant proposes to develop a 3.3 acre parcel with 42 attached single-family (i.e. “townhome”) units.  The units are to range from approximately 1400 to 1850 sq. ft. in size and have individual two-car garages; 14 buildings, each with either two, three or four units, are to be surrounded by common landscaped areas.  Individual lots (i.e. the “footprint” of each unit) would be approximately 1,100 square feet to 1,600 square feet, with an average “site area” per unit of approximately 3,425 square feet.  Common areas will include peripheral landscaping, a tot lot and two pocket parks.  Generally, the three level units provide two stories of living space atop the garage level.  Garages are to be accessed from interior alleys, and the units will typically face paseo type walkways.
· Change In Land Use Designation and Neighboring Land Uses:  The vacant commercial property was identified in the recently adopted 2005 Housing Element as a site that could be rezoned to accommodate needed housing.   The larger “South Pacheco Corridor” area, from Highway 4 north to the 680 entry/exit, is under both the City and Contra Costa County jurisdiction, with a mixture of non-residential and medium density residential land use designations.  The lightly developed area, almost still rural in character, is evolving with no single type of land use, and the introduction of a new area of residential development with the corridor would not be inconsistent with recent City and County approvals.  The adjoining properties are currently service commercial uses.  Functionally, the relatively low intensity service commercial uses along Pacheco Blvd., and the business park uses on Sunrise Drive, should be able to continue unaffected by introducing residential neighbors, and conversely, the current non-residential uses should not negatively impact the future residents.  
The Planning Commission voted to recommend the City Council approval of the requested General Plan (John Muir Parkway Specific Area Plan) amendment from “Commercial” to “Residential: 13-18 Units/Gross Acre”; and the rezoning from M-NC/SC; Mixed Use District – Neighborhood/Service Commercial to R-2.5 (Family Residential, minimum 2,500 square feet of site area per dwelling unit).

· Hillside Development Standards and Slope Density Limitations:  As a hillside parcel with average slope exceeding 10%, the requirements of the Hillside Development Regulations become applicable to the property if residential development is proposed.  With the requested R-2.5 designation, no more than 21 units would be permitted without an exception.  Given that the site itself has little scenic value, and the proposed mass grading would not necessarily be visually disruptive within this largely non-residential setting, an exception to allow more than 21 units was approved by the Commission.  
· Parking:  A two-car garage will be provided for each unit.  Were the proposal for traditional single-family detached units, two on-site/enclosed spaces would meet code minimum, but this standard assumes two additional spaces on the driveway plus a minimum of one on-street space for guest parking.  If the units were seen as multi-family units, a total of 2.5 spaces per unit would be required on-site.  With two spaces in each garage, a requirement for 0.5 unenclosed/guest spaces per unit dictates that 21 spaces be provided, and 31 are proposed.  While a ratio of one on-site unenclosed/guest space per unit is preferred, the proposed ratio of .74 (approximately 3 unenclosed/guest spaces for every 4 units) was found acceptable to the Commission.

· Design, Landscape and Architecture:  The PUD regulations state that exceptions to the normally applied zoning regulations can be granted with the goal of providing “a significantly better environment than would otherwise have occurred in a reasonable development in strict accord with the zoning regulations.”  Internally, the proposal appears to be an effective way of providing “single-family” sized units in a hillside context.  The requested exception to allow building in excess of the normally permitted 2-story/25’ height limit (maximum of 3-story/38’ building height) will allow the 3-level building to “step up” with the topography, placing the garages under 2-story units.
At the request of staff, Design Review Committee and the Commission, the applicant has increased building setbacks from, and added landscaping along, the Pacheco Blvd. and Arnold Drive frontages.  As now proposed (and augmented by adopted Conditions of Approval), the project will now have an informal and landscaped setting to better match its somewhat rustic context.
FISCAL IMPACT:

No impact to the City general fund.

ATTACHMENTS:

A – Site Context Map and Aerial Photos
B – Letter of appeal

C – Planning Commission Resolution, and Conditions of Approval
D – Minutes from May 9, 2006 Planning Commission meetings

E – Staff report for May 9, 2006 meeting

F – Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration

Project plans (reduced copies)
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