CITY OF MARTINEZ
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA


July 24, 2006
	TO:
	Mayor and City Council



	FROM:   

PREPARED BY:
	June Catalano, City Manager 

Corey Simon, Senior Planner 



	SUBJECT:
	42-Unit Townhouse Development, Black Mountain Development (Continued from 6/21/06)


	DATE:
	July 17, 2006



RECOMMENDATION:

Continue consideration and direct staff to prepare findings at a later meeting regarding a 42-unit townhouse development, with the possible addition of four (4) “affordable” units located at Arnold Drive at Sunrise Drive and Pacheco Blvd  (public hearing closed June 21, 2006):
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 46-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.


Applicant: Black Mountain Development and Loving & Campos Architects.

BACKGROUND:

The City Council held a public hearing on the appeal of this development proposal on June 21st.  The reason for the appeal, and the focus of the Commission’s discussions, was to consider a requirement to make a percentage of the total units “affordable,” as legislatively defined (e.g. housing that will be affordable to low income families as determined by income limits set by the State of California).  Since the appeal was made prior to the City’s consideration of an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (now under the Council’s Consideration), the developer proposed an additional four (4) affordable units, bringing the project’s total to 46 units, rather than reserving 4 of the 42 market rate units proposed.  The developer further requested that the City Council waive the normally required Impact Mitigation Fees for these 4 affordable units (approximately $12, 250 per unit).  The Council continued this item to the current meeting, to allow the developer to work with staff in developing a site plan for the Council’s consideration.

REVISED SITE PLAN/NEW UNIT DESIGN: 

The current site plans adds four affordable units, shown in blue as “Plan E.”  This new plan has approximately 1,100 square feet of living space, and as the unit is only 16’ wide, a 2- car tandem garage is proposed (as opposed to the 42 market rate units, which are approximately 22’ to 24’ wide with standard 2-car garages).  The site area for these added units comes from deleting 3 guest parking spaces and some nominal open space areas.  With 27 guest spaces for 46 units, the project will still exceed the minimum code requirement of .25 guest spaces per unit with .59 spaces per unit.  In similar projects, where unit sizes are more like those of single family homes than apartments, guest parking spaces ratios of between .5 to 1 guest spaces pre unit have been typical, with .5 being the lowest that could be recommended. 

But aside from the narrowing of the open space areas between units 16 and 17, & between 23 and 24, the project would be substantially consistent with the 42 unit plan the Planning Commission approved.  The more visually consequential landscape/open spaces adjacent to Unit 14 and the project’s entry will be substantially unchanged.  Should the Council approve the proposed 46 unit plan, the item would not need to be returned to the Design Review Committee or Planning Commission, and Staff would review the final improvement/construction plans.

But while the proposal appears to be a workable compromise for this particular project, it should be noted that the relative difference in size between the proposed 42 market rate units and the four smaller affordable units may be greater than what would be required under the proposed Inclusionary regulations.  The approach in the draft ordinance and common in other inclusionary ordinances is to require affordable units to be of like size to the market rate units.  Furthermore, the use of a tandem garage requires an exception to the City’s normal parking requirements, which would normally not count the tandem space toward meeting the “2-Car” requirement.  Such reductions in unit sizes and features would not be preferable were Inclusionary units part of the initial design concept.

IMPACT MITIGATION FEE WAIVER: 

In regards to the developer’s request for the waiving of impact mitigation fees for the 4 affordable units, the 2004 Impact Fee regulations did envision such requests (required fees are shown on Attachment A).  Section 22.55.120 of the Municipal Code allows the City Council to grant a waiver “for all or part” of the impact mitigation fees “if the developer demonstrates that the development would not be economically feasible and could not be built with the imposition of the full fee.”  Although Staff is not aware of such a feasibility study having been done, the Council could direct the developer to prepare such a study, for future Council consideration.  It should be noted that the Inclusionary ordinance under consideration does not provide impact fee waivers for the “affordable” units.
FISCAL IMPACT:

No impact to the City general fund.

ATTACHMENTS:

A – Impact Mitigation Fees 
Revised Project plans (reduced copies)

