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INTRODUCTION
This Report culminates an 18-month process to develop design guidelines 
and development incentives that will guide the City in making future 
decisions related to development and public improvements in the River/
Front & Lower Pacific study area.  The report documents a series of 
recommendations that have been developed in response to community 
input, study area inventory and analysis, development feasibility 
analyses, and City staff, Planning Commission, and City Council input.  
Recommendations focus primarily on land use and recognize that further 
studies may be required.  

Purpose of the Design Guidelines and 
Development Incentives Study
Although envisioned as an important complement to the Downtown, 
the study area, which includes the areas north, south, and east of the 
Downtown, continues to economically lag behind Santa Cruz’s central 
business district.1  The study area generally has higher vacancies, lower 
commercial rents, more underutilized parcels, less consistent development 
character and a lower quality pedestrian environment.  The purpose 
of this study is to suggest ways the City can support positive change in 
the study area that will remedy these conditions—making the greater 
downtown area more economically and socially vibrant, by promoting 
compact, high-density, mixed use development and creating a more 
attractive and comfortable pedestrian-oriented environment.  Specifically 
the intent is to provide a package of incentives and design guidelines 
that the City can use to support redevelopment along River Street, Front 
Street, and Lower Pacific Avenue corridor as a vehicle for such positive 
change.  It is important to note that this study does not include the 
extensive traffic or parking analysis that would be required for individual 
projects or zoning changes that may result in increased densities.  

1

1 This statement is based on interviews conducted by Bay Area Economics (BAE) with 
local developers and brokers, as well as a review of asking rates for retail and office 
space, as summarized in BAE’s Draft Market Overview for Riverfront/Lower Pacific 
Area, May 2008.
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Planning Process
In February 2008, the City of Santa Cruz and its Redevelopment 
Agency contracted with a multi-disciplinary consultant team lead by 
WRT | Solomon E.T.C. for planning and urban design, and assisted by 
Bay Area Economics (BAE) (real estate economics) and Fehr & Peers 
(transportation) to conduct the River/Front & Lower Pacific Design 
Guidelines & Development Incentives Study.  

Phase 1 of the study focused on understanding the issues and 
opportunities in the study area and the community’s vision for the area.  
In addition to consultant inventory and analysis of the study area and 
relevant plans and codes, two community workshops and a series of 
stakeholder meetings were conducted.  The findings of the first phase 
were documented in the “Opportunities, Issues, and Strategies Report” 
and a separate “Market Overview Report,” and were presented to the 
Planning Commission in July 2008.  

The focus of Phase 2 was on exploring strategies for addressing 
identified issues and taking advantage of opportunities to enhance the 
character and prosperity of the study area.  Based on Phase 1 input, 
the consultant team developed a series of recommendations and 
alternative strategies which are documented in the “Preferred Concept 
and Preliminary Recommendations Report.”  The report’s findings 
were presented and discussed with the community at a workshop in 
December 2008, and then subsequently presented and discussed in 
a joint study session of the Planning Commission and Council in 
February 2009.  This Design Guidelines and Development Incentives 
Report presents the final recommendations for the River/Front and 
Lower Pacific study area as refined in response to community and city 
staff feedback on the Phase 2 report. 

The Study Area
The aerial photograph in Figure 1.1 shows the study area boundaries.  
The study area is bounded by Highway 1 on the north, the San Lorenzo 
Riverway on the east, Beach Hill and the Wharf on the south, and the 
Downtown and adjacent residential areas on the west. The long narrow 
study area includes approximately 136 acres and 297 parcels, most of 
which adjoin the street corridor. The corridor itself, which runs the 
length of the study area, is approximately 1.75 miles long and follows 
a winding alignment from Highway 1 to the Beach. The corridor is 
comprised of segments of three different streets: River Street, Front 
Street and lower Pacific Avenue. 
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The majority of the land uses in the study area are retail or commercial 
services, with uses at the north end of the area being more automobile-
oriented and then transitioning to less automobile-oriented uses as one 
moves south. Scattered pockets of residential development are located 
primarily at the north and south ends of the study area. Figure 1.2 
shows parcelization and building coverage in the area.  A key feature 
of the area is the San Lorenzo River and the San Lorenzo Riverway 
Park that adjoin and parallel approximately 80% of the study area’s 
length. The River represents an attractive open space amenity for the 
Downtown and potential development along the River. 

The River/Front & Lower Pacific corridor plays a critical role in 
the City’s circulation system, serving as a key north-south arterial. 
It connects Highway 1 (and regional routes Highways 9 and 17) to 
Downtown Santa Cruz, the Santa Cruz Wharf and the Santa Cruz 
Beach and Boardwalk, a major regional visitor destination.  The 
corridor provides access for many services that support the commercial 
district, including delivery vehicles, waste collections, and several 
Santa Cruz Metro transit lines.  It also connects to key east-west streets 
that link the study area to the Central Business District (CBD) to the 
west and to eastside neighborhoods via bridges over the river at Water 
Street, Soquel Avenue, and Laurel Street. In addition, the San Lorenzo 
Riverway provides an important bicycle and pedestrian link between 
the Beach and the Downtown areas, as well as to the employment and 
recreation centers north of Highway 1. 

Report Organization
In order to provide a convenient tool for use by the public, City staff, 
and City decision-makers, the report’s recommendations are organized 
in three categories: 

General Areawide Direction••  that addresses conditions that 
occur throughout the study area.
Subdistrict Recommendations••  that address more site-specific 
conditions within the study area.
Design Guidelines••  that provide direction on the physical and 
aesthetic character of future study area improvements and 
development. 

The Areawide and Subdistrict recommendations are organized 
according to the following topics:

Land Use••
The River••
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Figure 1.2:  
Project Area - Parcel Map
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Wayfinding and Gateways••
Transportation, Circulation and Parking••
Public Realm Design.••

Each recommendation begins with a statement of the issue of concern 
and the desired objective to be achieved.  These are followed by 
identification of specific recommendations that might be undertaken to 
achieve the objective.  These recommendations fall into three categories:

regulatory changes••
strategic actions ••
design guidelines.••

The recommended structure to implement the majority of 
recommended regulatory changes (and to some degree design 
guidelines) is a  new River Front Overlay District ordinance. The 
recommended overlay would contain both general areawide direction 
(see Chapter 2) and detailed subdistrict direction (see Chapter 3). 
Each Subdistrict within the Overlay District will contain varying 
recommendations that are specific to that particular Subdistrict.  
Appendix A1 includes a summary table of the study recommendations, 
which identifies implementation actions, priorities, and responsible 
parties. 

Future Considerations
This final Phase 3 report was presented to and accepted by the City 
Council on May 3, 2010.  In their comments, the public and City 
Council agreed that the study will provide a positive guide for future 
development and public improvements, but recognized that the report’s 
recommendations will take time to be realized.  Suggestions were made 
by the public regarding the report’s recommendations which the City 
Council requested be documented in this report.  These suggestions 
included:  (1) plans are needed for an activity generator to stimulate 
night life in the lower Pacific Avenue area; (2) location of a park-and-
ride facility should be considered near Highway 1; (3) a demonstration 
project should be built at the Riverbend site that shows the potential for 
buildings designed to engage and activate the River; (4) terraces from 
development along the River should connect to the levee as much as 
possible; and (5) pedestrian and bicycle access should flow gracefully 
from the street to the levee.
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GENERAL AREAWIDE 
DIRECTION
The input from the community identified a series of themes or 
objectives that should guide the direction of redevelopment in the 
study area.  Most of these themes are not new, and have been previously 
articulated in City planning documents.  The intent is to reaffirm and 
update these ideas, and geographically focus them within the study 
area.  Figure 2.1: General Development Direction shows how these 
key themes would be distributed geographically within the study area. 
Appendix A1 includes a summary table of the study recommendations 
that identifies implementation actions, priorities, and responsible 
parties. 

This study recommends that the majority of the proposed regulatory 
changes be implemented through the adoption of a River Front Overlay 
District, with minor amendments (as necessary for consistency) to the 
Municipal Zoning Code, Downtown Recovery Plan, the Beach and 
South of Laurel Area Plan, and in limited instances, the General Plan. 

Overall, the intent of the overlay district is to provide modifications to 
the zoning regulations that will support new development opportunities 
and positive change.  More specifically, the intent is twofold. First, 
the intent is to modify the land use direction to encourage mixed use 
development, particularly residential as a complementary upper floor 
use in most areas, and to provide a more consistent pattern of ground 
floor commercial uses.  Second, the intent is to modify the development 
standards and guidelines to encourage more pedestrian-friendly 
development patterns.  Generally, the focus of the recommended 
regulatory changes is to remove obstacles to achieving these 
objectives and/or to provide clearer design direction regarding desired 
development character.  Only in limited instances is it recommended 
that there be a substantive change (e.g., different land use designation, 
increased density, etc.) in the current zoning regulation.

It is recommended that the River Front Overlay District should extend 
from Highway 1 to Beach Hill (at the intersection of Pacific Avenue 
and Front Street.).  The proposed River Front Overlay District should 

2
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include subdistrict designations within it, such as RF-O1, RF-O2, 
RF-O3, etc., that address the unique differences in the subareas that 
comprise the district. 

The regulatory changes could have implications, both positive and 
negative, on circulation and parking.  For instance, potential increases 
in density could increase traffic volumes and parking demand, while a 
more compact, walkable downtown could enhance pedestrian activity 
and transit use which would reduce vehicle trips and parking demand.  
Since the implications of the regulatory changes will depend on how 
they get implemented through individual projects, it is recommended 
that traffic and parking analyses be required as part of the River Front 
Overlay District development to evaluate implications for street and 
parking needs, including the provision of adequate access for service 
vehicles.

Land Use
Promote Compact Mixed Use Development

Encouraging mixed use development will not only contribute to the 
creation of more vibrant and diverse neighborhoods, it also can be an 
effective strategy for supporting desired redevelopment in areas where 
land values are quite high, but traditional densities are relatively low.  
Although mixed use development is appropriate throughout the study 
area, it is considered a slightly higher priority in the mid-portion of 
the study area (i.e., between Mora Street and the intersection of Pacific 
Avenue and Front Street) within walking distance of the downtown 
core.   However, community retail and visitor-serving areas at the north 
and south ends of the study area would also benefit from a greater mix 
of uses.

The following are land use programs and actions in the draft 2030 
General Plan Update that support recommendations in this study 
related to promoting higher density, mixed use development:

LU4.1	 Encourage a transition to higher densities along the ■■
city’s transit and commercial corridors. 

LU4.1.1 	 Support cact mixed-use development Downtown, ■■
along primary transportation corridors, and in employment 
centers.

ED5.3	 Support neighborhood commercial and mixed-use ■■
development along the city’s transportation corridors. 

ED5.3.1 	 Provide for attractive commercial development ■■
(including more intensive and higher quality ground floor retail) 
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along commercial corridors, provided the uses are compatible with 
or transition easily to adjacent residential areas.

Recommendations:

To more actively promote compact mixed use development, the City 
should consider undertaking the following:

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include a mixed use River ■■
Front Overlay District that extends from Highway 1 to Beach 
Hill, including all or most of the study area north of Beach 
Hill, with City planning staff determining the precise overlay 
boundaries.  Recommended boundaries are shown in Figure 2.2: 
Recommended River Front Overlay District Boundaries.

Amend the Downtown Recovery Plan and Beach and South of ■■
Laurel Area Plan as necessary to reflect land use and development 
guideline recommendations incorporated within the new River 
Front Overlay District. 

Incorporate the land use concepts regarding ground floor and ■■
upper floor uses for subdistricts as shown in Figure 2.1: General 
Development Direction, and as further defined for each subdistrict 
within Chapter 3 into the mixed-use River Front Overlay District.

Allow for the use of the Planned Development (PD) Permit ■■
process for all parcels within the River Front Overlay District, 
irrespective of size, in order to not preclude possible redevelopment 
and provide for flexibility in meeting City objectives.  

Provide traffic and parking analyses as part of River Front Overlay ■■
District development to address future street and parking needs, 
including the provision of adequate access for service vehicles.

Promote Ground Floor Retail and Housing as a 
Complementary Upper Floor Use

Generally, incorporating housing as an upper floor use in new mixed 
use developments provides a number of potential benefits, including: 
contributing to a more active downtown environment; providing a 
built-in customer base for downtown businesses; enhancing community 
pride and ownership in the downtown area; minimizing the increase 
in vehicle trips associated with growth; and expanding and diversifying 
the City’s housing inventory.  Increasing the number of residents in the 
downtown area will also help address safety concerns by putting more 
eyes on the street.  In addition, market projections currently suggest 
that demand for housing will continue to be stronger than for other 
sectors, and thus will make it an economically viable component that 
will support redevelopment.
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Figure 2.2: Subdistricts and Character Areas
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While housing as an upper floor use should be promoted, ground-floor 
residential is not considered an appropriate direction for the study 
area.  The focus should be on maintaining and expanding ground 
floor commercial uses throughout the study area, particularly along 
public street frontages.  Ground floor residential that does not front 
onto a public street would be acceptable.  For instance, in the lower 
Pacific Avenue area, the concept has been put forward to allow live/
work units that would have a business (retail/service/office) on the 
ground floor street frontage and housing on upper floors or possibly 
on the ground floor in the rear of the building.  This idea is consistent 
with the concept of promoting a mini gallery/artists district that 
could complement the Tannery Arts Center by providing ownership 
opportunities for artists as well as establishing retail outlets that could 
attract beach visitors into the downtown.

Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following:

Amend the Zoning Ordinance and adopt the proposed River ■■
Front Overlay District to support the creation of a more 
consistent ground floor commercial frontage, prohibit ground 
floor residential along public street frontages, and to encourage 
residential uses as a complementary upper floor use in new 
development within the River Front Overlay District. Upper-floor 
office use is also encouraged in areas of Subdistrict 2 and 3.  

When developing this mixed-use River Front Overlay District:■■
Require continuity of active ground-level uses (retail, ••
restaurant, cultural, commercial, personal services, and office 
where appropriate) for all subdistricts. 
Require a minimum of 25’ feet retail depth, with a ••
recommended minimum of 40’, to ensure that viable 
commercial space is provided. 
Residential density shall be determined by the combination ••
of development standards of the overlay district and the 
underlying zone, and follow the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
recommendations of the General Plan land use designation. 
Consider eliminating the High-Density Overlay (HD-O) ••
District within the study area and replacing it with provisions 
for higher densities in the River Front Overlay (RF-O) District 
regulations.  

As an option, if the River Front Overlay District does not include ■■
provisions replacing the High-Density Overlay District:

Amend Chapter 24.10 of the zoning ordinance to expand the ••
area covered by the High Density Overlay (HD-O) to include 
the area proposed for the River Front Overlay District.
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Amend the High-Density Overlay (HD-O) District ••
(24.10.2820) to remove the maximum 2.0 FAR requirement 
for residential uses that may restrict the amount of residential 
development that is otherwise allowed by the underlying 
zoning, which potentially conflicts with the City’s objective to 
provide housing.
Amend the HD-O regulations to use physical limitations ••
(i.e., building height, setbacks, and parking standards) as the 
mechanisms controlling intensity of residential development.

The River
Promote River-Oriented Development

The San Lorenzo River is a unique but under-utilized, and thus 
under-appreciated, amenity. Future redevelopment should re-orient 
development toward the San Lorenzo River (as well as to City 
streets).  In addition to providing uses that overlook the River, it is 
also important to encourage second floor uses such as restaurants 
that provide direct access to the levee top and provide services and 
amenities to users of the Riverway trail.  The resulting increase in 
activity along the Riverway trail and views from adjacent upper floor 
development will enhance safety along the Riverway trail. This direction 
is recommended for the entire area adjoining the River, from Highway 
1 to Beach Hill, but it is most important, and likely in the near term, to 
occur in the stretch between Water Street and Beach Hill.   

Any construction adjacent to the San Lorenzo River flood control 
levee which anticipates connecting to the levee in order to provide 
direct access to the levee will require U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
approval for any plan connections.  There are two options available for 
connecting projects to the levee.  The first option is to use engineered 
back fill between the levee and the proposed building.  This requires an 
underground storm drainage system adjacent to the levee with clean-
outs installed to the surface of the fill area.  A second option is to use 
a fabricated bridge connecting the levee to the building. Depending 
upon the weight of the bridge, this option may require additional levee 
reinforcements.

When applying for permits from the Army Corps of Engineers, it 
is important to note that the San Lorenzo River levee contains an 
overbuild section designed for vegetation. Any connection should be 
made to this overfill section rather than the actual functional levee.
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Recommendations:

The City should consider the following in developing a River Front 
Overlay District, zoning amendments or other River related programs:

Ensure that new development adjacent to the San Lorenzo River is ■■
designed to:

Take advantage of the River as a visual and recreational ••
amenity. 
Activate the Riverway trail by enhancing access and increasing ••
trail use.
Provide “eyes on the river” that will enhance public safety. ••

Provide changes to zoning (e.g., additional building height, ■■
additional density, reduced parking, etc.) to incentivize new 
development adjacent to the San Lorenzo River to promote:

Public access easements and enhanced trail connections to the ••
Riverway.
Publicly accessible terraces overlooking the river.••
Retail, entertainment and river-related service uses directly ••
accessible from the Riverway.
Other design features that visually and physically connect the ••
built environment to the river.

Require new development adjacent to the San Lorenzo River to:■■
Provide a positive orientation to the River including active ••
facades with windows and balconies that face the River.
Provide access to the Riverway for residents and/or tenants.••
Preserve solar access to the Riverway.••
Screen unsightly elements from Riverway views.••

Further direction is provided in Subdistrict 4 of Chapter 3. 

Strengthen the Riverway as a Recreational and 
Natural Resource of Regional Significance

In addition to strengthening the connectivity between the Downtown 
and the River, it will be important to enhance the profile of the River as 
a destination by providing facilities to improve access and accommodate 
users.  At present, the Riverway is a trail with few amenities or places 
to linger. The design of mid-block access ramps is utilitarian at best, 
and their location in parking lots suggests less than full commitment to 
the River as a destination and amenity.  In order to enhance the River 
as a destination and improve the connection between the River and 
the Downtown, access points should be created that provide improved 
River overlook areas that serve as comfortable rest areas for Riverway 
trail users and as attractive visual termini when viewed from the 
Downtown.  
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Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following:

Amend the San Lorenzo Urban River Plan and include the ■■
following in the proposed River Front Overlay District to 
strengthen the linkage between Downtown, the Beach Area, and 
San Lorenzo River:

The creation of regularly spaced public access points to the ••
Riverway between the major bridge crossings (see Figure 2.3: 
Wayfinding), in addition to encouraging access from private 
developments. To enhance public safety, design of access points 
should include ample lighting and clear sight lines.
The introduction of wayfinding, landscaping, paving, or other ••
design treatments along the east/west corridors that links River 
and Front streets to the Riverway public access points in order 
to extend the visual connection to the River into the adjoining 
neighborhoods.  
The design of the public access points as attractive and ••
distinctive visual elements at the termini of the east/west 
corridors leading to the River that invite public use.
The creation of river overlooks at the public access points that ••
include seating and other amenities, including public art and 
interpretive features that will encourage people to come to the 
River and linger.

Wayfinding and Gateways
The study area conveys an uncertain relationship to the key districts 
and features that surround it—the Downtown, the River, and the 
Beach Area.  Clear wayfinding and well-designed gateways can make 
the area’s relationship to its surroundings more legible, and at the same 
time contribute to the area’s sense of place—people know where they 
are and where they are going.  The identity, character, and function of 
the study area can be enhanced through improvements to the public 
streetscape, the wayfinding system, and the treatment of key gateways.  
By providing clear directions, wayfinding also can make circulation 
more efficient and safer.  Wayfinding improvements, which include 
signage, but also can include banners, public art, and other streetscape 
improvements, are actions that will support quality redevelopment.  
They also are actions that the City can undertake independent of 
private development.

The following policies and actions proposed in the draft 2030 General 
Plan Update support the Wayfinding and Gateway recommendations in 
this study:
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Policy CD4.1	 Make the city’s major gateways defining, ••
attractive, and welcoming.
Action CD4.1.1  Develop a citywide Gateway Plan that ••
identifies and defines neighborhoods and relates to Area Plan 
requirements.
Action CD4.1.2	 Develop a citywide Directional Sign Program ••
that specifically addresses the downtown, the beach, and Ocean 
Street.
Action CD4.1.3	 Identify and establish design concepts that ••
make visitor-serving corridors attractive and interesting through 
landscaping, banners, flags, art, and displays.
Action CD4.1.5	 Maintain the visual prominence of important ••
city landmarks and destinations as viewed from major 
circulation routes and public viewpoints when possible. 

Downtown Gateway Enhancements—Architectural 
Definition 

Currently the key vehicular gateways to the study area lack the physical 
definition or design necessary to create a positive “sense of arrival.”  
Given the low intensity and profile of existing development at the four 
key gateway intersections (Laurel, Soquel, Water, and River streets), it 
is recommended that development standards be modified to require 
the development of buildings whose scale, massing, and setbacks are 
adequate to give definition to the rather large intersections at the 
Laurel, Soquel, Water, and River street entrances to the Downtown.  
Conditions at each of these primary Downtown gateways suggests that 
redevelopment opportunities exist that would make this more structural 
approach to defining the gateways a good possibility.  

In addition to appropriately scaled architecture, Downtown gateways 
also should incorporate streetscape improvements such as landscaping, 
lighting, banners, and directional signage that will contribute to the 
creation of attractive, well-defined entries to the Downtown.

Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following:

The following gateway, signage and wayfinding recommendations ■■
related to the River Front Overlay District should be included 
when developing and implementing the Actions under draft 
General Plan “Program CD4.1: Make the city’s major gateways 
defining, attractive, and welcoming.”

Improve building design, streetscape character, and signage ••
at key points along the River/Front and Lower Pacific Street 
corridor to convey its function as a key gateway to the 
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Downtown and the Wharf/Beach Area.
Support redevelopment at key vehicle entries to the Downtown ••
that will create buildings whose siting, scale, and design 
quality contribute positively to gateway definition and the 
entry experience.  Key River Front District entries include the 
following intersections:

Highway 1 and River Street••

Water Street and River Street ••

Soquel Avenue and River Street South ••

Broadway/Laurel Street and Front Street••

Pacific Avenue and Front Street••

Pacific Avenue and Beach Street. ••

Consider the following recommendations regarding building ••
treatment and design at gateways in zoning and ordinance 
amendment(s) related to the River Front Overlay District.

Buildings at key vehicular entries to the Downtown ••
should:

Be built up to the street right-of-way to create positive ºº
definition of the gateway, while maintaining sight 
lines for traffic safety.

Be tall enough to be in scale with the width of the ºº
entry roadway.

Provide active, well-designed facades that are oriented ºº
to both the approach and entry streets.

Incorporate design strategies such as articulated ºº
corners (e.g., chamfered or rounded), projecting 
or receding balconies and entrances, or other 
architectural features (e.g., towers, cupolas, etc.) 
at the gateway intersection to accentuate the entry 
experience.

Consider development incentives (e.g., additional building ••
height, additional density, reduced parking, etc.) to encourage 
the development of distinctive, high-quality new buildings that 
frame key River District gateways. 

In order to encourage buildings that accentuate the importance ••
of Soquel Avenue as gateway into the Downtown, amend 
Chapter 6 of the Downtown Recovery Plan (Chapter 6 - 
Streets and Open Space Plan: East-West Streets between Cedar 
and Front Streets: Soquel Avenue) to eliminate the required 
building setback of seven feet on the eastern half of the block.
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Vehicular Wayfinding Enhancements

While the City has an attractive directional signage system, many 
visitors to Santa Cruz still have difficulty knowing how to drive around 
the Downtown area and get to key destinations such as the Wharf or 
the Beach.  Some of this confusion is a function of not having enough 
signage.  Some is a function of the size and placement of signs.  Some of 
the confusion may be related to the sign’s message.  

Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following:

When developing and implementing the draft General Plan ■■
Programs under “Goal CD4: Attractive gateways, roadways, 
and landscaping.” include the following gateway, signage, and 
wayfinding recommendations for areas within the proposed River 
Front Overlay District: 

Develop a comprehensive wayfinding strategy for the River/••
Front and Lower Pacific corridor that identifies the appropriate 
role and function of the following in contributing to an 
attractive and legible circulation system, including:

Gateway signs at key intersections that signify entry to the ••
River District/Downtown.

Directional signage that facilitates circulation by providing ••
clear guidance on appropriate routes to key destinations 
(e.g., Downtown, Wharf, Beach, River, Civic Center, 
etc.) and facilities (e.g., parking garages, remote parking, 
etc.), including signage for vehicles and bicycles—both 
typical City directional signs and newer electronic signs—
and signage for pedestrians (e.g., walking route maps, 
information kiosks, etc.).

Landscape (e.g., street tree plantings) and hardscape ••
(i.e., paving) that provide visual cues to guide circulation 
through consistent and purposeful selection of plant 
species and paving patterns and materials.

Street lighting that both enhances pedestrian safety and ••
guides and facilitates circulation through appropriate 
illumination of routes and nodes, and through continuity 
of design character.

Banners that provide guidance to seasonal events and ••
contribute to sub-district identity.

Public art as both stand-alone elements and as integral ••
to the design of streetscape features such as paving, street 
furniture (e.g., bike racks, newspaper racks, etc.) and 
gateway signs. 

Downtown Map, Sacramento, CA
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When developing the Citywide Directional Program as called for ■■
by the General Plan Program CD4.1.1, consider the following:

Reinforce the use of River Street as the primary northern access ••
to the Downtown and the Wharf.
Reinforce the use of North Pacific Avenue as a direct ••
connection from the north to the north end of the Downtown 
and to the Cedar Street / Front Street couplet that provides 
access to the length of Pacific Avenue.
De-emphasize the use of the circuitous River Street to Front ••
Street route as the primary route to Downtown.
Reinforce the use of Ocean Street as the primary northern ••
access route to the Beach Area. 
Wayfinding improvements should be considered for key ••
intersections both inside and outside of the River/Front and 
Lower Pacific corridor (see red dots in Figure 2.3: Wayfinding).
To facilitate circulation on busy access routes to the Beach, the ••
Wharf, and Downtown, explore the potential use of electronic 
message boards and other GPS and internet based technologies 
to provide real-time information.

In addition to the two traffic roundabouts proposed for the Pacific ■■
Avenue intersections with Beach Street and Center Street, the 
City should also consider introducing a roundabout where Front 
Street and Pacific Avenue merge.  Decorative treatment (e.g., 
landscaping, public art) of the center of the roundabout would 
announce this intersection as an important southern gateway 
to the Downtown.  Together, the three roundabouts should 
function as wayfinding elements that help direct visitors along 
the somewhat circuitous route between the Beach Area and the 
Downtown.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Wayfinding Enhancements

The San Lorenzo Riverway represents a significant circulation element 
as well as natural amenity.  In order to support greater use of this trail 
and its integration with the Downtown circulation system, a wayfinding 
system specifically oriented to enhancing pedestrian and bicycle 
connections between the Downtown and the Riverway is recommended 
(see Figure 2.3: Wayfinding).  

Recommendations:

When implementing the San Lorenzo Urban River Plan and “Ideas 
to Activate the San Lorenzo Riverway,” the City should consider 
undertaking the following:

Support the development of a comprehensive wayfinding system ■■
for the San Lorenzo Riverway that will enhance pedestrian and 
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Pedestrian Wayfinding Signage

bicycle use of the Riverway and improve east/west connectivity 
between the Downtown and the River.  The wayfinding system 
should: 

Include traditional directional signage scaled to pedestrians and ••
cyclists.
Include less traditional elements that make the system more ••
legible and visually interesting, such as directional elements 
incorporated into the paving, vertical elements that identify key 
access points, and public art.
Be multi-directional, providing directions not just from the ••
River to the Downtown, but also from the Downtown to the 
River. 
Important tourist destination for bicyclists and pedestrians ••
from the Riverway trail. 
Include links to the Monterey Bay Trailway system and signs.••
Extend to the east of the River as well as the west, providing ••
clear direction to the two pedestrian bridges over the river.

Prepare a phased implementation strategy for the Riverway ■■
wayfinding concepts identified by the San Lorenzo River 
Committee that utilizes a combination of public and 
private funding, and volunteer, developer, and City initiated 
improvements. 

Transportation, Circulation and Parking
To some degree, the identity and character of the River/Front and 
Lower Pacific area is a product of its function as a transportation 
corridor.  Currently, the linear and somewhat ill-defined character 
of the corridor suggests that its primary function is to move people 
through the area rather than to destinations within the area.  This 
conveys a message that the neighborhoods adjoining the corridor are of 
secondary importance to the function of the circulation system, which 
in turn ends up being reflected in the types of uses along the corridor, 
the quality of the development, and the character of the streets.     

One circulation strategy for reducing the use of the corridor as a 
through route from highway to beach is to more clearly define the 
transportation function of the corridor.  Although historically the City 
has designated River Street as the primary route to the Downtown 
and the Wharf, and Ocean Street as the primary route to the Beach, 
community input has suggested that this intended function is not as 
clear as it might be for either residents or visitors. 

A related issue generated by the designation of separate routes to serve 
the Beach and the Downtown is that much of the City’s tourist traffic 
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ends up bypassing the Downtown.  Anecdotally, it appears that many 
visitors to the Beach Area do not visit the Downtown, and, according 
to input from the community, some visitors have apparently expressed 
confusion about where the Downtown is and how to get to it.  One 
benefit of this situation is that the Downtown is not clogged with 
tourist traffic.  On the other hand, Downtown merchants may not be 
recognizing the full economic benefit of the large numbers of tourists 
who visit the Beach Area each year.        

Shuttle Service Linking Beach Area and Downtown

In order to support better access between the Beach Area and the 
Downtown without significantly increasing automobile traffic 
Downtown, a shuttle service (as proposed in the Beach and South 
of Laurel Area Plan) is recommended that links the two areas.  The 
shuttle route can be designed at the time it is implemented.  A shuttle 
benefits from ongoing flexibility in its routing to respond to changes in 
development and use patterns.  That said, this study recommends that 
a shuttle route going north along Pacific Avenue and south along Front 
Street be considered.  This differs slightly from the route proposed in 
the Beach and South of Laurel Area Plan which recommended that 
southbound shuttles come down Center Street through predominantly 
residential neighborhoods.  Using Front Street instead of Center Street 
would not only avoid increased traffic on Center Street, but would 
focus visitor attention on the Front Street corridor, the River, and the 
commercial uses that are being promoted in this area.  

The shuttle service would help support a “park once” strategy for 
visitors to Santa Cruz, as well as residents and employees, by providing 
a convenient connection to the numerous public parking areas at the 
Beach, in the Downtown, and potentially at remote parking lots such 
as the County Center.  It also would create a service that could shuttle 
visitors between key destinations, including the Boardwalk, Wharf, 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary Visitor Center, Depot Park, 
Downtown, a possible conference center (if built), and Tannery Arts 
Center. 

Recommendations

Amend the DRAFT General Plan Program M2.4.1 “Encourage a ■■
Downtown/Beach shuttle along the route of the trolley proposed 
in the Downtown Recovery Plan” to read: “Encourage the creation 
of a shuttle to link major destinations within the Downtown and 
Wharf/Beach Areas.”  
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When implementing General Plan Program M2.4.1 the City ■■
should consider the following: 

Support the re-establishment of a looped shuttle service ••
between the Downtown and the Beach Area that would support 
a “park once” strategy for visitors, residents and employees, by 
providing a convenient connection to Downtown businesses, 
key visitor destinations (e.g., the Boardwalk, Wharf, Monterey 
Bay National Marine Sanctuary Visitor Center, Depot Park, a 
possible conference center (if built), the Tannery Arts Center), 
the Government Center, and public parking structures and 
remote lots.

Although a future shuttle service between the Downtown ■■
and Beach Area should be designed to address the needs and 
opportunities present when planning for the shuttle occurs, 
the following recommendations should be considered in the 
implementation of a shuttle system: 

Use a fleet of coaches that are clean and energy-efficient (e.g., ••
electric, hybrid, natural gas, etc.) and appropriately sized (e.g., 
25-passenger, 30-foot coaches).
Employ distinctively designed vehicles that are marketed as a ••
symbol of Santa Cruz’s commitment to sustainability.
Have maximum headways of 10 to 20 minutes to maximize ••
convenience and encourage ridership.
Be offered free of charge or for a minimal amount (e.g., $0.25) ••
to encourage ridership and keep people out of their cars.
Phase in service to meet demand, but ultimately expand the ••
season and hours of operation to accommodate year round 
service on weekdays and evenings as well as weekends.
Look for opportunities to increase ridership and serve a broader ••
segment of the community beyond tourists (e.g., employees, 
residents, students, etc. in coordination with and support of 
existing Metro Bus services).
Maintain route flexibility to be responsive to demand, but ••
focus service on the Downtown’s and Beach Area’s commercial 
corridors and avoid residential neighborhoods to the degree 
possible.

Identify a funding strategy that supports General Plan Program ■■
M2.4.1 that appropriately reflects the benefit to Downtown 
circulation, businesses, Beach Area employers, the Downtown 
Parking District, and the general public.

Clarify Preferred Visitor Access Routes

River Street is intended as the primary northern access to the 
Downtown.  As such, it is recommended that wayfinding be 
strengthened to make it clear that River Street is the gateway to the 

Communities such as Santa Barbara (top) and 
Walnut Creek (bottom) provide free shuttle service 
in their downtowns.
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Downtown and the Wharf.  Steps should be taken to re-enforce the 
use of North Pacific Avenue as a direct connection to the north end 
of the Downtown and the Cedar Street / Front Street couplet that 
provides access to the length of Pacific Avenue and the Wharf.  This 
may be accomplished by converting North Pacific Avenue to a one-
way southbound street, and modifying the signing and striping at 
its intersection with River Street.  At the same time, the circuitous 
River Street to Front Street route should be de-emphasized as the 
route to Downtown because it is confusing.  If such changes were to 
be considered, further analysis would be required to understand its 
effectiveness and implications.

Ocean Street is intended to be the primary northern access route to 
the Beach Area.  Rather than directing all Beach Area traffic across 
the Riverside Avenue Bridge, it is recommended that wayfinding be 
strengthened to encourage Wharf area traffic to use River and Front 
Streets.  This will help to balance traffic and have the added benefit of 
helping to activate the Lower Pacific Avenue area by providing pass-by 
traffic that is important to supporting visitor-serving businesses in the 
area.

Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following:

Implement recommendations found in Wayfinding section above.■■
Develop signage to help direct visitors to parking facilities.■■

In advance of the development of a comprehensive wayfinding ••
system for the River Front District, consider locating interim 
parking signage at the intersection of Front Street, Water Street 
and Pacific Street. 

Study the feasibility and benefits of converting North Pacific ■■
Avenue to a one-way southbound street, and modifying the signing 
and striping at its intersection with River Street to have this serve 
as the primary northern access into the Downtown.  The study 
should also evaluate changes and implications such a change would 
have for signing and circulation on the River/Front Street triangle 
south of Water Street.
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Public Realm Design
Support the Development of Signature Parks and 
Plazas

The purpose of promoting redevelopment is to create more attractive 
and functional places that enhance the life of the community.  While 
the study area is surrounded by large natural spaces (e.g., San Lorenzo 
River, the Beach), the identity and character of the study area can be 
enhanced through the addition of some strategically located public 
spaces within the developed area where people can linger and safely 
enjoy the urban setting.  

Public safety is always a concern in urban public spaces.  To address this 
issue, recommendations focus on creating a public/private partnership 
where a plaza space may be owned and controlled by the adjacent 
business, but is maintained by the City.  Since providing consistent and 
sufficient maintenance and enforcement in such spaces is a problem 
faced by many communities, it is preferred that the City controls 
maintenance as its part of the public/private partnership.  

Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following:

Support the creation of public spaces at strategic locations ■■
within the River Front Overlay District that provide public space 
amenities and function as signature, focal features that contribute 
to neighborhood identity.  The following general locations are 
suggested for the creation of such spaces:

Along River Street between Madrone Street and North Pacific ••
Avenue.
In the Trader Joe’s/Galleria block in the vicinity of the ••
pedestrian passage east of Cooper Street.
Along the east side of Front Street near the eastern terminus of ••
Cathcart Street.
South of Laurel in the vicinity of Spruce Street.••

In the proposed River Front Overlay District, consider ■■
development incentives (e.g., additional building height, additional 
density, reduced parking, etc.) to encourage developers to include 
distinctive, high-quality plazas or urban spaces in their projects.  
Given the challenges the City has faced with the management 
and safety of its public spaces, the City is recommending that 
when semi-public spaces that engage and activate the pedestrian 
environment are created for public use, that they be maintained 
by the City to ensure consistent maintenance standards, even if 
privately owned.

Paley Park in New York City is a small, cobbled urban 
room of just 4,200 sf (1/10 acre).

Panoramic view of the mini-park at 24th street in 
the Potrero Hill neighborhood of San Francisco 
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Consider establishing a landscape and lighting district (or districts) ■■
as a special assessment district(s) to fund River Front District 
public space maintenance activities.

Enhance the Quality and Character of the Public 
Streetscape

A vibrant urban environment is dependent not only upon active, street-
oriented land uses, but also upon the quality of its streetscapes.  As 
the primary public space in the study area, the area’s streets should be 
designed to safely support and encourage public life and positive social 
interaction.  As extensions to the Downtown, the study area streets 
should reflect the care and quality of Pacific Avenue, without necessarily 
replicating the scale and level of investment.  With the exception 
of River Street north of Water Street, which has already undergone 
extensive streetscape improvements, the character and quality of the 
streetscape environment in the study area is unexceptional and does not 
encourage pedestrian activity.  Enhancement of the public streetscape is 
considered a key strategy for enhancing the character of the study area 
and supporting redevelopment.

Recommendations:

The City should consider undertaking the following recommendations 
to support the creation of safer, more attractive and more walkable 
streets in the River District.

Prepare and implement a comprehensive program of streetscape ■■
improvements for the proposed River District south of Water 
Street as a means of enhancing pedestrian activity and providing a 
catalyst for redevelopment.  

Develop streetscape enhancement plans for each River District ■■
subarea whose implementation can be phased over time as City 
funding permits or as private development occurs.

While the specific streetscape improvement recommendations will ■■
differ for each street, the following general objectives should guide 
the development of the streetscape enhancement plans in the River 
District. 

Design “complete streets” (per California Complete Streets Act ••
of 2008) that safely accommodate all users, including bicyclists, 
pedestrians, transit riders, children, older people, and disabled 
people, as well as motorists.
Increase the width of sidewalks wherever feasible to support ••
pedestrian activity.
Narrow curb to curb street cross-sections to the degree ••
consistent with all circulation needs.
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Enhance pedestrian street crossings aesthetically and ••
functionally.
Enhance bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes, racks, clearer ••
pavement markings, etc).
Provide a consistent planting of street trees along each street.••
Underground all remaining overhead utilities and remove ••
utility poles from sidewalks.
Provide attractive pedestrian-scale street lighting, with an initial ••
focus on areas that need increased lighting for safety purposes. 
Add street furnishings (e.g., benches, trash receptacles, etc.) and ••
other pedestrian amenities, with consideration of maintenance 
and safety issues.
Maintain on-street parking as buffer to moving traffic wherever ••
feasible.
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The following discussion provides more detailed 
subdistrict recommendations for actions that the City 
might take to support and incentivize redevelopment 
in the River/Front and Lower Pacific study area.  The 
recommendations for each subdistrict are intended 
to be complementary to the Areawide Direction and 
assume that recommendations for the entire study 
area will be considered when implementing the 2030 
General Plan Update, the Downtown Recovery Plan, 
the Beach and South of Laurel Area Plan, and any 
zoning updates and ordinances that affect the areas 
found in the River District.  

This study recommends the adoption of a River Front 
Overlay District ordinance that contains both general 
areawide direction (Chapter 2) and detailed subdistrict 
direction (Chapter 3). Each Subdistrict within the 
Overlay District will contain varying recommendations 
that are specific to that particular Subdistrict. 
Appendix A1 includes a summary table of the study 
recommendations, which identifies implementation 
actions, priorities, and responsible parties. 

Figure 3.1 illustrates recommended subdistrict 
boundaries. Figure 3.2 provides an overview of some 
of the proposed regulatory changes further detailed 
within the subsequent subdistrict sections. 
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Metro Center:
•  Change General Plan Land Use 

designation from CF to RVC 
and zoning  from PF to CBD

•  Remove stepback above 35’ on 
Front Street

Revise CBD-E 
development standards 
to better match CBD

Create Comprehensive 
Parking Strategy

Maintain existing 
35-foot building 
height limit

•  Increase maximum 
building height limit to 
50 feet

Eliminate 10-foot near setback + 
10-foot distance between buildings 
on same lot.  Apply standards for 
development along river consistent 
with Subdistrict 4 and 5.

•  Increase building height from 45’ to 
50’ to be consistent with 
development standards to the south

•  Allow 4 floors of commercial use 
(from 3)

•  Rezone RH and RM to 
   CBD-E (Riverbend)
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•  Change General Plan 
Land Use designation 
from H and M to RVC

Increase maximum 
building height to 50 feet

Set back new development 5’ 
to create a 12-foot sidewalk

Modify existing development 
standards (e.g. setbacks) to 
enhance redevelopment 
feasibility.

For parcels east of Front Street:
•  Eliminate front stepback 

above 35’
•  Eliminate side stepback
•  Allow for limited penetration of 

42˚ angle from Riverway
•  Allow creative parking solutions

Extend Additional Height Zone A 
(75’ max) to Elm St. on the 
westside of Pacific Ave. and Maple
Street on the east side. 

Extend Additional 
Height Zone B (60’ max) 
on both sides of Pacific 
Avenue to Birch Lane

NOTE:  This map generally summarizes proposed 
regulatory changes including General Plan land 
use redesignation and rezoning.  More detailed 
recommendations for development standards 
can be found in the Final Report.

Some recommended regulatory changes that 
apply to the entire area include:
1) Allow PD for any parcel size
2) Allow density to be determined by FAR and 
    development standards in subdistricts 3, 4 
    and 5

•  Eliminate stepback above 
35’ except for the east 
side of Front St. north of 
the bend of Front St.  
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Overview of Recommended Regulatory Changes

DRAFTFigure 3.2: Overview of Recommended Regulatory Changes
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subdistrict 1: Gateway Commercial
overall Direction

The intent is to build upon the existing concentration of retail and 
commercial services along River Street encouraging new development 
that would create a more welcoming gateway to the Downtown.

Direction for this subdistrict includes:

Acknowledge and build upon the existing concentration of retail  ■
and commercial services that benefit from convenient highway 
access and address citywide need for goods and services. 

Maintain retail and commercial services as the primary use, while  ■
also introducing a complementary mix of office and residential 
uses.

Promote compact mixed use development that enhances the area’s  ■
pedestrian orientation.  

Improve orientation and connection to the San Lorenzo River and  ■
the new Felker Street pedestrian bridge over the river.

Strengthen the identity of the Highway 1/River Street intersection  ■
as the primary northern gateway to the downtown.

Enhance the identity and character of the area by supporting  ■
development of a signature park/plaza located between Highway 
One and Water Street.                         

Although it is located outside of the study area, consider applying 
recommendations for Subdistrict 1 to the Potrero Street and Old Sash 
Mill area (between Highway 1 and the west side of the study area).

land Use & Development 

Subdistrict Character:  Mixed Use - Commercial 
Emphasis

The cluster of retail and commercial services located on the north end 
of River Street provide important services to the community and are 
conveniently accessed from Highway 1.  This area should be preserved 
for community retail and services that benefit from the convenient 
highway access, while introducing a mix of uses that enhances the area’s 
economic vitality, improves its development character, and creates a 
more pedestrian-friendly environment.  

Regulatory Changes

Adopt a new River Front Overlay District that includes Subdistrict  ■
1. 

Include in the new River Front Overlay District the concepts  ■

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers
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provided in the Overall Direction and Subdistrict Character 
descriptions found above in the introduction to Subdistrict 1. 

Include the following as the land use direction for Subdistrict  1 in ■■
the new River Front Overlay District:

The recommended land use direction for the area between ••
Highway 1 and Mora Street can be characterized as “Mixed Use 
- Commercial Emphasis.”  The intent of this designation is to 
acknowledge and build upon the existing concentration of retail 
and commercial services that benefit from convenient highway 
access and address citywide need for goods and services, while 
enhancing the vitality and overall quality and character of 
the area.  The concept is to maintain retail and services as the 
primary use, while also accommodating a complementary mix 
of office and limited residential uses.

The River Front Overlay District should include the following direction 
for Subdistrict 1: 

Encourage redevelopment in the area to:■■
Create a more compact pedestrian-oriented development ••
pattern that emphasizes ground floor commercial uses and 
strengthens the orientation of ground floor uses to River Street.
As per current zoning, limit residential development on upper ••
floors, with an emphasis on commercial or office use on upper 
floors as well as the ground floor.
Create a stronger orientation and linkage to the River.••
Create stronger definition and orientation to the River Street/••
Highway 1 intersection as the primary northern gateway to the 
Downtown.    

Require a two-story minimum building height or equivalent along ■■
River Street to support development that is more in scale with 
River Street and creates stronger definition of the public realm.

Eliminate required 10-foot rear setback and 10-foot distance ■■
between buildings on same lot in exchange for public amenity, 
which could include:

Public space.••
Public access through property, especially to provide direct ••
connections to the San Lorenzo Riverway. 

Adopt Parking Language from Mixed Use Overlay District that ■■
allows shared parking and further parking reductions pursuant to 
the preparation of a parking plan. 

Design Guidelines

Use Private Area Design Guidelines found in Chapter 4 during ■■
design review process.
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Support Creative Redevelopment of the Gateway Center

While the Gateway Center at the north end of River Street serves an 
important retail function, its built character and extensive areas of 
surface parking are at odds with its gateway and riverfront location.  In 
addition to the Subdistrict recommendations, the City should support 
redevelopment initiatives for this area that:

Make more efficient and lucrative use of land assets.••
Improve the character of the retail environment by introducing ••
mixed use infill development and putting parking in structures.
Create more pedestrian-oriented patterns of development both ••
internally and externally.
Introduce buildings that provide better orientation to River ••
Street and define the River Street/Highway 1 intersection as a 
major gateway.

City Actions

The City should work with appropriate landowners/developers ■■
during the development entitlement and design review process to 
support infill and other redevelopment activities at the Gateway 
Plaza that advance City objectives for the area.  Such support may 
include consideration of  development incentives such as increased 
density or height, flexibility in development standards, etc.   

Strengthen the Identity of the River Street Gateway to 
Downtown

The River Street entrance to Santa Cruz from Highway 1 is the major 
northern gateway to the Downtown.  Plans are currently in place 
(Spring 2010) to add through- and turn-lanes, both to improve traffic 
flow and accentuate the function of the intersection as an important 
gateway.  At present, existing development patterns do not reflect the 
significance of this gateway.  Existing buildings are not in scale with 
the River Street corridor; have inconsistent setbacks that poorly define 
the corridor; and generally do not face River Street.  To remedy this, 
the City should support redevelopment that will contribute to a better 
defined and more welcoming gateway to the Downtown. 

Regulatory Changes

In addition to the recommendations shown above: 

Include provisions in the proposed River Front Overlay District to ■■
support the height limit regulations to allow base building heights 
up to 50 feet for parcels fronting River Street and within 100 feet 
of the intersection with Highway 1, and allow flexibility in height 
for signature architectural elements such as corner towers and 
cupolas.
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City Actions

The City should work with appropriate landowners/developers ■■
during the development entitlement and design review process to 
support redevelopment activities along both sides of River Street 
that create a stronger and more attractive entry.  Such support may 
include consideration of  development incentives such as increased 
density or height, flexibility in development standards, etc.   

Conduct traffic/parking analysis as part of the permitting process ■■
for individual projects and/or zoning changes that result in 
increased densities.  

Design Guidelines

The intersection of River Street and Highway 1 is identified as a ■■
Gateway. As such, design guidelines for the public realm, private 
realm, and wayfinding will be applicable (See General Areawide 
Direction and Design Guidelines for Wayfinding and Gateways 
found in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4).

Improve Orientation and Connection to the San Lorenzo 
River 

In spite of the new pedestrian bridge at Felker Street and the pedestrian 
plaza adjacent to Gateway Plaza, the subdistrict generally has a weak 
association with the River.  In order to leverage the River’s value as both 
visual and recreational amenity, the City should support redevelopment 
and public improvements that create a stronger orientation to the River 
from adjoining development and enhance the public’s awareness of the 
River and the location of public access points.  

Regulatory Changes

When developing a mixed-use River Front Overlay District, ■■
require that new buildings on parcels adjacent to the River be 
designed consistent with the building stepbacks and design 
guidelines set forth for riverfront development in the Downtown 
Recovery Plan.  

Amend the San Lorenzo Urban River Plan as needed. ■■

City Actions

The City should incorporate into  a city-wide wayfinding program ■■
that pedestrian and bicycle signage identifying Riverway access 
points be provided along River Street at the pedestrian plaza at 
Gateway Plaza and at the intersection of Josephine Street. 

Through the development design review process, the City should ■■
work with landowners to ensure that any redevelopment of the 
Gateway Center results in the creation of more attractive and 
legible pedestrian connections between River Street and the 
pedestrian bridges over the River.
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Design Guidelines

Use concepts set forth in the “San Lorenzo Urban River Plan” and ■■
in “Ideas to Activate the San Lorenzo Riverway” as guidance for 
public improvements. 

Follow Wayfinding Guidelines to improve bicycle and pedestrian ■■
access from River Street.

Public Realm Design

Develop a Signature Park/Plaza 

As discussed under Areawide Direction, the Gateway Commercial 
subdistrict would benefit from the addition of a signature pocket park 
or plaza that can provide a focal point for community activities at the 
north end of the study area and contribute to the character of the area.  
The best location for a plaza or park space is probably along River 
Street between Madrone Street and North Pacific Avenue where it will 
be centrally located.  Its actual location though will depend on future 
redevelopment, and what can be negotiated by the City.   

City Action

Through the development entitlement and design review process, ■■
the City should work with appropriate landowners/developers 
to create a private, but publicly-accessible, pocket park or plaza, 
ideally somewhere along the River Street corridor.  The intent 
would be to create a private plaza that is used and activated by 
adjoining retail, restaurant, and entertainment type uses, but is 
also publicly accessible and includes amenities such as landscaping, 
seating, and water features that enhance public use.

The City should consider development incentives (e.g., increased ■■
density or height, flexibility in development standards, etc.
to support either landowner dedication of public space or the 
development of private space needed to meet City goals.  The City 
should also explore potential funding sources that would allow the 
City to participate in the paying for some portion of the public 
space improvements.
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Subdistrict 2: North Pacific Avenue

subdistrict 2: north Pacific avenue
overall Direction

The intent is to encourage new mixed use development that strengthens 
the ground-level commercial presence while providing more upper 
floor residential that acknowledges and enhances the area’s residential 
character and helps distinguish the area from the Gateway Commercial 
district to the north and the Downtown to the south.

Direction for this subdistrict includes:

Promote mixed-use development with housing as a complementary  ■
upper-floor use.

Enhance the pedestrian environment. ■

land Use and Development

Subdistrict Character: Mixed Use – Residential Emphasis

A mix of old and new residential uses as well as commercial uses define 
the character of this area located north of the downtown.  In order to 
enhance the identity and function of this particular subarea, additional 
land use and development direction is proposed.

Regulatory Changes

Adopt a new River Front Overlay District that includes Subdistrict  ■
2.

Amend the Downtown Recovery Plan (DRP) as needed to reflect  ■
the inclusion of portions of the DRP  area within the River Front 
Overlay District.

Include in the new River Front Overlay District the concepts  ■
provided in the Overall Direction and Subdistrict Character 
descriptions found above in the introduction to Subdistrict 2. 

Include the following as the land use direction for Subdistrict 2 in  ■
the new River Front Overlay District:

Th e land use direction for the area between Mora Street and  •
Water Street can be characterized as “Mixed Use - Residential 
Emphasis.”  Th e intent of this designation is to acknowledge 
the strong residential component that currently exists in the 
area, the diff erence in design and land use character from the 
commercial development to the north, and the character of 
recent developments (e.g., 2030 North Pacifi c) by encouraging 
new mixed use development that creates a stronger commercial 
presence on the ground level with upper fl oor residential, and 
promoting an environment that is more attractive to residential 
uses.  Redevelopment in the area should be used to:
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Create a more compact pedestrian-oriented development ••
pattern that emphasizes ground floor commercial uses and 
strengthens the orientation of ground floor uses to River 
Street.

Create a stronger orientation and linkages to the River.••

To support development that is more in scale with River Street and ■■
creates stronger definition of the public realm, require a two-story 
minimum building height or equivalent along River Street, which 
is within the currently allowable development per underlying 
zoning. 

Eliminate the required 10-foot rear setback and 10-foot distance ■■
between buildings on same lot (now required in CT and CC 
zones) in exchange for public amenity, which could include:

Public space.••
Public access through property, especially to provide direct ••
connections to the San Lorenzo Riverway. 

Transportation, Circulation and Parking

Convert North Pacific Avenue to One-way Street

The concept of converting North Pacific Avenue to a one-way street 
as a strategy for providing more direct and intuitive access to the 
Downtown, and improving circulation and pedestrian safety in the area 
is discussed under Areawide Direction.  

City Action

Refer to discussion and recommendations under “Clarify Preferred ■■
Visitor Access Routes” in “Areawide Direction.”

Evaluate corridor for further circulation enhancements.■■

Public Realm Design

Develop a Signature Park/Plaza 

As discussed under Areawide Direction, the North Pacific and Gateway 
Commercial subdistricts would benefit from the addition of a signature 
pocket park or plaza that can provide a focal point for community 
activities at the north end of the study area and contribute to the 
character of the area.  The best location for a plaza or park space is 
probably along River Street where it will be centrally located.  Its 
actual location will depend on future redevelopment, and what can be 
negotiated by the City.    

City Action

Through the development entitlement and design review process, ■■
the City should work with appropriate landowners/developers 
to create a private, but publicly-accessible, pocket park or plaza, 
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Subdistrict 3: Downtown Extension 

- Riverfront North

ideally somewhere along the River Street corridor.  The intent 
would be to create a private plaza that is used and activated by 
adjoining retail, restaurant, and entertainment type uses, but is 
also publicly accessible and includes amenities such as landscaping, 
seating, and water features that enhance public use.

The City should consider development incentives (e.g., increased  ■
density or height, flexibility in development standards, etc.) 
to support either landowner dedication of public space or the 
development of private space needed to meet City goals.  The City 
should also explore potential funding sources that would allow the 
City to participate in the paying for some portion of the public 
space improvements.

subdistrict 3:  Downtown extension - 
Riverfront north
overall Direction

The intent is to build on the strong office and retail component, but 
to focus future redevelopment on creating more pedestrian-oriented 
patterns of development and establishing stronger orientation and 
linkages to the River.

Direction for this subdistrict includes:

Promote compact mixed use development throughout the  ■
subdistrict, with:

Retail and commercial services as the primary ground fl oor  •
uses.
Offi  ce as a primary upper fl oor use in the northern portion of  •
the subdistrict. 
Housing as a complementary upper fl oor use, particularly in  •
the southern portion of the district as required per the Housing 
Map in the Downtown Recovery Plan.

Support Pedestrian-Oriented Infill Development, including  ■
redevelopment of the Trader Joe’s/CVS Pharmacy  site.

Enhance Downtown/cross-river connections for bicycles and  ■
pedestrians. 

Implement streetscape improvements proposed for River Street  ■
South. 

Enhance the subdistrict’s pedestrian environment. ■
Support development of a Signature Park/Plaza within the  ■
Subdistrict. 
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Land Use and Development

Subdistrict Character:  Downtown Extension

The area between Water Street and Soquel Avenue is part of the Front 
Street Riverfront Corridor area defined by the Downtown Recovery 
Plan.  In order to enhance the identity and function of this particular 
subarea, additional land use direction is proposed.

Regulatory Changes

Adopt a new River Front Overlay District that includes Subdistrict ■■
3.

Include the concepts provided in the Overall Direction and ■■
Subdistrict Character descriptions found above in the introduction 
to Subdistrict 3 in the new River Front Overlay District. 

Amend the Downtown Recovery Plan (DRP) as needed to reflect ■■
the inclusion of portions of the DRP area within the River Front 
Overlay District. 

Include the following land use concepts for Subdistrict 2 in the ■■
new River Front Overlay District:

The land use direction for the area between Water Street and ••
Soquel Avenue can be characterized as “Downtown Riverfront 
Extension – Mixed Use with Commercial Emphasis.”  The 
intent is to acknowledge and build upon the strong office and 
retail component that currently exists in the area, and to create 
a stronger and more consistent pattern of development that 
links the Downtown and the River. 
The area that extends from the Galleria (at Cooper St.) to just ••
north of the intersection of River Street and North Pacific 
Avenue includes a cluster of office and commercial service uses 
(e.g., financial services) that distinguishes it from other parts 
of the study area.  Future redevelopment should preserve this 
as a primary location for office uses near the Downtown core, 
but incorporate such uses in a mixed use development format 
that creates a more active and pedestrian-oriented street level 
environment and allows for residential as well as office as an 
upper floor use.
The focus of future redevelopment in the Downtown ••
Riverfront Extension area should be on introducing more 
vertical mixed use into the area, including both upper floor 
residential and office uses; creating more pedestrian-oriented 
patterns of development; and creating stronger orientation and 
linkages to the River.
New mixed use development in the Downtown Riverfront ••
Extension area should focus on providing:

Retail and commercial services as the primary ground ••
floor uses.
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Office as a primary upper floor use, and a permitted ••
ground floor use, in the northern portion of the sub-
district.

Housing as a complementary upper floor use, particularly ••
in the southern portion of the sub-district.

Commercial Center Infill

While the retail center located east of Front St. between River St. and 
Soquel Avenue (where Trader Joe’s/ CVS Pharmacy is currently located) 
serves an important and popular retail function, it continues to have 
an automobile-oriented character with extensive surface parking areas 
separating the commercial uses from the riverfront.  This separation 
does not support the vision of creating strong pedestrian links between 
the downtown and the riverfront. 

Although this parking lot serves an important function and its need is 
clearly demonstrated by its current heavy use, the City should remain 
open to future scenarios that would create a stronger link with the 
riverfront.  Such a concept (of housing above parking) was presented to 
the Council on January 17, 2002 as part of an analysis and exploration 
of the potential for new housing opportunities along the Front Street 
Corridor.  Other communities have been exploring similar options for 
retrofitting shopping centers that more efficiently and productively use 
land assets by introducing mixed use infill development and putting 
their parking in structures.   The City may want to consider such 
redevelopment initiatives for the Trader Joe’s/CVS site in the long 
term as land becomes scarcer.  It is recommended that this strategy 
be pursued as part of a larger, phased planning effort that would not 
only include provisions for parking for these businesses, but also would 
address areawide transportation and parking needs.   

Regulatory Changes

Establish the proposed River Front Overlay District to include the ■■
following: 

Support the redevelopment of commercial centers, such as the ••
Trader Joe’s/CVS site, that have large areas of surface parking, 
to provide compact, mixed-use centers that enrich the mix 
of uses in the Downtown, create more pedestrian-oriented 
patterns of development, utilize structured parking, and create 
stronger orientation and linkages to the San Lorenzo River 
through the proposed design guidelines and zoning regulations 
for the River Front Overlay District.
Consider incentives (e.g., height, setbacks, parking, use of ••
Planned Development ordinance, tax deferrals, fee reductions, 
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etc.) in exchange for public benefits such as providing public 
space, enhancing pedestrian connectivity, etc.
To establish a more direct relationship between commercial ••
activities and the San Lorenzo Riverway, and ensure a more 
positive and active pedestrian edge adjacent to and connected 
to the river, redevelopment along River Street South should 
provide ground floor and when appropriate, second floor 
retail uses that take advantage of direct visual and physical 
connections to the Riverway and the pedestrian bridge to San 
Lorenzo Park and neighborhoods to the east. 

Provide River Front Overlay District development standards as ■■
follows: 

In order to be consistent with development standards in ••
Subdistrict 4: Downtown Extension—Riverfront South, 
increase maximum building heights to 50 feet (up from current 
45 feet, DRP p. 27).
In order to support the development of a more robust ••
pedestrian environment, new development along River Street 
South shall be set back 5 feet from the property line to create a 
12-foot sidewalk along the west side of the street.
In order to support the continuation of office uses in the ••
area and provide incentive for new development, allow for 
development of 4 floors of commercial uses, including ground 
floor retail, (up from current 3 floors, p. 71 DRP) in exchange 
for public benefits such as increased  street level open space 
(e.g., plazas, wider sidewalks, paseos, etc.).  The top floor will 
be required to be stepped back at least 10 feet from the street 
front façade.
In order to promote creative redevelopment of the subdistrict, ••
particularly given the area’s unusual block/parcel dimensions, 
continue to allow for the use of the Planned Development (PD) 
Permit process, irrespective of lot size, to provide for flexibility 
in meeting City objectives for the subdistrict.
In order to encourage buildings that accentuate the importance ••
of Soquel Avenue as gateway into the Downtown, amend 
Chapter 6 of the Downtown Recovery Plan (Chapter 6 - 
Streets and Open Space Plan: East-West Streets between Cedar 
and Front Streets, Soquel Avenue) to eliminate the required 
building setback of seven feet on the eastern half of the block.

Design Guidelines

In addition to the guidelines in the Downtown Recovery Plan, ■■
future redevelopment of the Trader Joe’s/CVS Pharmacy site also 
should be consistent with the following guidelines:

1.	 As required in the Downtown Recovery Plan, provide a strong 
building orientation to the River from east-facing facades on 
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both the ground level and upper stories, including river-facing 
terraces, balconies and windows on upper floors, and sidewalk 
cafes and storefront windows at the street level.

2.	 Provide at least one attractive and well-proportioned 
pedestrian passageway (paseo) that extends through the site 
from Front Street to River Street South—connecting the 
Downtown to the River.

3.	 Provide active, pedestrian-oriented facades along all public 
streets and internal pedestrian passageways that include 
regularly spaced building entrances and storefront windows 
that provide a high degree of transparency.

4.	 Site buildings up to the streetfront property line (or 
designated build-to line) to create strong, well-defined 
streetwalls along each of the public street frontages.

5.	 Provide distinctive architectural treatments of building corners 
(articulated or chamfered corners, cupolas, towers, etc.) at the 
intersection of Soquel Avenue with Front Street and River 
Street South to accentuate the importance of these locations as 
gateways to the Downtown. 

6.	 Limit the number of curb cuts for driveways into the site.

Public Realm Design

Enhance Pedestrian Environment

Due in part to the types of uses that have settled there over the years, 
the study area between Soquel Avenue and North Pacific Avenue has 
developed in a manner that lacks the attractive pedestrian environment 
that characterizes Pacific Avenue and the neighborhoods to the west.  
The combination of surface parking lots, driveway curb cuts, and 
buildings set back from and/or not oriented to the street contribute to a 
more automobile-oriented development character that is less welcoming 
to pedestrians. The City should work with landowners interested in 
redevelopment to introduce development that creates a safer, more 
attractive, and more active pedestrian environment.

Regulatory Changes

Establish the proposed River Front Overlay District to include the 
following: 
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The area bounded by Front Street, Water Street, River Street, ■■
and Soquel Avenue forms a critical transition between the Upper 
Pacific Avenue retail area and the River.  In order to enhance this 
connection and the economic vitality of the area, new development 
and improvements in the area should focus on contributing to a 
more pedestrian-oriented development pattern and a safer, more 
attractive, and more active pedestrian environment.  Key elements 
that will contribute to this change include:

Public streetscape enhancements.••
Enhanced pedestrian streets/passageways between Front Street ••
and River Street South.
Public and/or private open space amenities (e.g., plazas, pocket ••
parks).
Infill development that provides active, pedestrian-oriented ••
storefronts set up to the street to create a well-defined public 
realm. 

To establish a more direct relationship between commercial ■■
activities and the San Lorenzo Riverway, and ensure a more 
positive and active pedestrian edge adjacent to and connected 
to the river, new development along River Street South should 
provide ground floor retail uses that take advantage of direct visual 
and physical connections to the Riverway and the pedestrian 
bridge to San Lorenzo Park and neighborhoods to the east. 

City Action

The City should develop streetscape enhancement plans for ■■
Downtown Extension - Riverfront North (i.e., River Street, River 
Street South and Front Street) that define the long term vision 
and design for the public realm, and develop a strategy for phased 
implementation through public and private initiatives.  

Refer to Streetscape Improvements section for ••
recommendations for the River Street South corridor.
Enhancement strategies for Front Street and River Street ••
between Front and River Street South should be coordinated 
with possible circulation changes related to recommended 
conversion of North Pacific Avenue to a one-way, southbound 
street. 

Develop a Signature Park/Plaza 

As discussed in the Areawide Direction, the Downtown Extension 
- Riverfront North subdistrict would benefit from the addition of a 
signature pocket park or plaza that would provide a focal point for 
community activities and contribute to the character of the area.  
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City Action

Through the development design review process, the City should ■■
work with landowners to explore opportunities to create a pocket 
park or plaza in the vicinity of the pedestrian passageway between 
Front and River Street South.  

Although there may be a number of issues that would need to ■■
be resolved, the City may want to consider a scenario that would 
include the limited, temporary use of River Street South as open 
space for special events or functions.  At specific times of day 
or week, the street could be used as public space by temporarily 
closing the street and diverting traffic.  The remainder of the time 
the street would be open to traffic.   If such a concept were to be 
considered, additional traffic studies would need to be done. As 
an alternative, it is recommended that limited trial closures be 
conducted to measure impacts. 

Transportation, Circulation & Parking

Highlight and Enhance Cross-River Connections 

The San Lorenzo Park pedestrian bridge provides an excellent 
opportunity to enhance pedestrian and bicycle circulation between 
the park and the neighborhoods east of the River and the Downtown.  
Unfortunately, this connection is impeded by the size of the block 
bounded by River, Front, Soquel, and River Street South and the 
absence of a public right-of-way.  Given its importance to pedestrian 
circulation and connecting the River to the Downtown, the City 
should work with landowners to ensure that any redevelopment of 
the Galleria complex and/or Trader Joe’s/CVS Pharmacy center results 
in the creation of more attractive and legible pedestrian and bicycle 
connections between Pacific Avenue, Front Street, River Street, and the 
San Lorenzo Park pedestrian bridge over the River.  For safety purposes, 
adequate lighting and clear sightlines should be required in the design 
of any cross connection. 

City Action

Through the development design review process, the City should ■■
work with landowners to ensure that any redevelopment of the 
Galleria complex or Trader Joe’s/CVS Pharmacy site results in 
the creation of more attractive and legible pedestrian connections 
between Front Street, River Street South, and the pedestrian 
bridges over the River.  The City should provide incentives to 
secure a permanent public easement that would ensure public 
access between Front and River Street South.  
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Subdistricts & Character Areas

DRAFTSource: City of Santa Cruz, County of Santa Cruz, WRT March 5, 2010

Subdistrict 4: Downtown Extension 

- Riverfront South

Design Guidelines

Private Design Guidelines:

1. Refer to the Trader Joe’s/CVS Pharmacy Commercial Center 
Infill Design Guidelines.

Public Design Guidelines

1. Implement and follow guidelines in the San Lorenzo Urban 
River Plan.

2. Implement “Ideas to Activate the San Lorenzo RiverWay.”

3. Follow Wayfinding Guidelines to improve bicycle and 
pedestrian access from River Street. 

subdistrict 4: Downtown extension - 
Riverfront south
overall Direction

The intent of this designation is to focus any future redevelopment on 
enhancing the connection to the River from both the Downtown and 
adjoining development.  The Front Street parcels that back onto the 
River provide a unique opportunity for future development to engage 
the Riverway.

Direction for this subdistrict includes:

Promote mixed-use development with ground floor retail and  ■
housing as a complementary upper-floor use.

Support river-oriented development along the east side of Front  ■
Street.

Support redevelopment of the Metro Center to a mixed-use transit  ■
complex.

Build additional public parking to accommodate proposed Front  ■
Street redevelopment.

Support the development of a signature park/plaza, preferably at  ■
Cathcart Street.

Plan and implement streetscape improvements to Front Street  ■
south of Soquel Avenue.

land Use and Development

Subdistrict Character: Downtown Extension

The area between Soquel Avenue and Laurel Street is part of the Front 
Street Riverfront Corridor area defined by the Downtown Recovery 
Plan (DRP).  In order to enhance the identity and function of this 
particular subarea, additional land use direction is proposed.
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Regulatory Changes

Adopt a new River Front Overlay District that includes Subdistrict ■■
4.

Amend the Downtown Recovery Plan (DRP) as needed to reflect ■■
the inclusion of portions of the DRP area within the River Front 
Overlay District.

Include the concepts provided in the Overall Direction and ■■
Subdistrict Character descriptions found above in the introduction 
to Subdistrict 4 of the new River Front Overlay District.

Include the following as land use concepts for Subdistrict 4 in the ■■
new River Front Overlay District

The land use direction for the area between Laurel Street and ••
Soquel Avenue can be characterized as “Downtown Riverfront 
Extension – Mixed Use with Retail/Residential Emphasis.”  The 
intent of this designation is to focus future redevelopment on 
leveraging the amenity value of the River for both retail and 
residential uses, and on enhancing the connection to the River 
both from the Downtown and adjoining development.  
The parcels that adjoin the River along the east side of Front ••
Street provide a unique opportunity for future development.  
They can extend the Downtown connection to the River by 
providing retail at street level along Front Street as well as at 
promenade-level along the Riverway.  They also provide a prime 
opportunity for new Downtown residential development that 
has both views and direct access to the adjoining Riverway. 

Redevelopment of Riverfront Parcels 

As identified in the Downtown Recovery Plan (DRP) and the San 
Lorenzo Urban River Plan (SLURP), the area on the east side of Front 
Street between Soquel Avenue and Laurel Street represents a unique but 
challenging redevelopment opportunity since the small size and shallow 
depth of the parcels along the River generally constrains development. 
The existing development pattern where buildings alternate with 
surface parking lots in a “gap-toothed” fashion creates an inconsistent 
and discontinuous street frontage that detracts from the area’s character. 

While the vision set forth in the Downtown Recovery Plan is clear, 
conceptual development pro formas prepared for this area suggest that 
the combination of regulations established to implement that vision, 
and the area’s physical constraints, may be constraining any change 
in the area (Refer to Appendices A2 and A3 for catalyst site capacity 
studies and financial feasibility analysis, respectively).  In order to 
support redevelopment that will support the City’s vision for this 
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subdistrict there are a number of actions the City might take, including: 
modifying building setback and stepback requirements, supporting 
creative parking strategies, allowing flexibility in meeting design 
objectives, and encouraging lot consolidation.

Regulatory Changes

Amend the Downtown Recovery Plan development standards for ■■
the parcels along the east side of Front Street as follows: 

Eliminate the requirement for building stepbacks from Front ••
Street above 35 feet in height (The top floor should step back 
10 feet). 
Eliminate the requirement for a 10-foot side yard stepback ••
above the first floor.
Allow for limited penetrations of buildings into the 42 degree ••
solar plane projected back from the first story parapet on the 
riverside when building design is otherwise consistent with City 
objectives for subdistrict development.
Allow for flexibility and creativity in meeting on-site residential ••
parking requirements, including the use of parking lifts, 
tandem parking, shared parking, car sharing, etc.  

Design Guidelines

In addition to the guidelines in the Downtown Recovery Plan, ■■
future redevelopment of properties adjoining the River along 
the east side of Front Street also should be consistent with the 
following guidelines pertaining to penetration of the 42-degree 
solar plane:

1.	 To provide flexibility in the River Front Overlay District, the 
following conditions may allow for an exception to the 42 
degree angle from rear parapet: 

a.	 New public access to levee through site
b.	 Additional Public Space (Park/plaza) adjacent to street
c.	 Direct access to San Lorenzo Riverway (levee) from retail/

entertainment uses.

2.	 If angle is penetrated:

a.	 Development shall not exceed 75 continuous linear feet.
b.	 There shall be at least 60 linear feet (the width of a 

typical local street right-of-way) distance between any 
development that penetrates the 42-degree angle. 

3.	 Preference is given for development design where angle is not 
penetrated below the third story. 
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City Actions

Parking Structure. ■■  The City should study the existing and 
projected demand for parking in the Downtown Extension - 
Riverfront South subdistrict and build a new parking structure 
where it provides the greatest support for redevelopment. 
Convenient public parking is a critical incentive that the City 
can provide that will support the City’s goals for new mixed-
use riverfront development in this subdistrict.  Without new 
public parking in the area, it is unlikely, given the constrained 
nature of the Front Street parcels, that redevelopment will 
occur.  Since the area is already within the Downtown Parking 
District, the mechanism for funding and building new parking 
structures is already in place.  A new structure in this area 
would also help address projected parking deficiencies in the 
surrounding Downtown.  If sized to accommodate existing 
surface parking along the east side of Front Street as well as 
projected new commercial development, a new parking structure 
in this area would free up valuable land that could be used for 
development.  In addition to meeting the parking requirement, 
freeing up land currently used for surface parking would also 
allow for consolidation of parcels that would also help facilitate 
redevelopment.  It is recommended that the existing City-owned 
surface parking lot on the west side of Front Street at Cathcart 
Street be evaluated for as a potential site for a new parking garage.  
To this end, the City might want to consider purchasing the single 
parcel that is located adjacent to the City owned parking lots to 
the north and the New Leaf Market parking lot.

City-owned Lands. ■■  The City owns two (2) surface parking 
lots in the Downtown Extension - Riverfront South subdistrict.  
These represent important strategic assets that the City can use 
to promote positive change in the area.  The City should evaluate 
these properties singly and as a group to determine how to best 
leverage these assets to achieve City objectives.  Specifically, the 
City should explore and weigh the potential benefits associated 
with the following strategies:

Using the Cathcart/Front Street parking lot to build a public ••
structure.
Using the Cathcart/Front Street parking lot as the City’s ••
portion of a public/private partnership to build a new mixed 
use project.
Selling parcels to provide revenue to build new parking.••
Selling parcels on east side of Front Street to landowners/••
developers as part of a negotiated redevelopment project(s) 
that achieve specific public objectives and incorporate mutually 
agreed upon design and programmatic elements.
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Swapping or selling land in exchange for acquiring desired ••
riverfront park/plaza site at eastern terminus of Cathcart Street.

Redevelopment of the Metro Center to a Mixed-Use 
Transit Complex

Notwithstanding the transportation benefit of having the Metro 
Center transit facility located in the Downtown, the Center’s current 
configuration creates a significant break in the development pattern 
and streetscape character along Pacific Avenue and Front Street that, 
in turn, adversely affects the retail vitality and social character in the 
surrounding area. Redevelopment of this site as a mixed use transit 
facility could largely remedy the problems associated with it by 
creating a well-defined street frontage lined with active storefronts, 
and by building above the transit facility with residential, office, and/
or parking uses to activate the area and match the scale of surrounding 
development.

Over the past 6-7 years, the Redevelopment Agency has explored 
redevelopment concepts for the Metro Center with Santa Cruz Metro.  
Early concepts focused on a mixed use program that included retail, 
office and residential in addition to the bus terminal and transit 
facilities, with the emphasis being on a mix of affordable and market 
rate residential units above the transit station (see Appendix A4).  More 
recent capacity studies, developed as part of this study of guidelines and 
development incentives, explored the possibility of shifting the focus of 
the Metro Center site redevelopment to providing public parking as a 
major program element.  This recent site capacity study indicates that, 
with some modification of Metro Center site development standards, 
the site could provide approximately 250 public parking spaces and 
100+ residential units in addition to adding a new terminal and transit 
facilities with ground floor retail along Pacific Avenue (See Appendix 
A5.  The incorporation of public parking into the development 
program could have a few benefits, including the possibility of making 
Parking District funding available to help finance the project and of 
locating convenient, centrally located public parking adjacent to or near 
potential redevelopment sites in the Downtown Extension - Riverfront 
South subdistrict.

Regulatory Changes

To support redevelopment of the Metro Center site as a mixed use ■■
transit complex, the City should implement the following as part 
of the permitting process:

Revise the General Plan land use designation for the Metro ••
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Center site from Community Facilities (CF) to Regional Visitor 
Commercial (RVC).
Rezone the site from Public Facility (PF) to Central Business ••
District (CBD).

In order to support economically viable redevelopment of ■■
the Metro Center site, particularly given the unique program 
requirements of the bus terminal, provide for flexibility in meeting 
City objectives in the proposed River Front Overlay District.

In order to support economically viable redevelopment of the ■■
Metro Center site, provide the following in either an amendment 
to the Downtown Recovery Plan (recommended) or the River 
Front Overlay District:

Allow additional building height of 75 feet south to Maple ••
Street to include the Metro Center site and adjoining City-
owned parking lot.
Allow building stepbacks above 50 feet (rather than the current ••
requirement of above 35 feet) along Front Street on the Metro 
Center site only.
In order to provide for gradual and balanced transitions in ••
height zones, it is recommended that:

Additional Height Zone A (75 feet max) be extended to ••
Elm St. on the West side and Maple Street on the east 
side.

Additional Height Zone B (60 feet max) be extended ••
along both sides of Pacific Avenue south to Birch Lane.

City Actions

The City/Redevelopment Agency should continue to work with ■■
Santa Cruz Transit District to identify a mutually beneficial 
redevelopment program for the Metro Center/Pacific Station.

The City/Redevelopment Agency should continue to explore ■■
various sources of funding (e.g., tax increment, grants, parking 
fees, etc.) as well as developer contributions that might be used to 
subsidize the Metro Center redevelopment.

The City/Redevelopment Agency should explore the possibility ■■
that UC Santa Cruz might be interested in being a partner in the 
project. 

Public Realm Design

Enhance Pedestrian Environment

Any vision for redevelopment of the Downtown Extension - Riverfront 
South subdistrict with compact, river-oriented retail and residential 
uses must also include a vision for an attractive and well-proportioned 
streetscape along Front Street that serves as the ‘front door’ to the 
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River and is designed to accommodate a robust and vibrant pedestrian 
environment.  The limited sidewalk widths, inconsistent street tree 
planting, absence of pedestrian amenities, overhead utility lines, and 
prevalence of surface parking lots and driveway curb-cuts that currently 
characterize the Front Street corridor are all at odds with this vision.  
Enhancing the character and quality of the pedestrian realm is one of 
the key strategies the City can pursue to demonstrate its commitment 
to creating a dynamic Riverfront district along Front Street.  Public 
investment in the streetscape will tend to enhance property values and 
provide a supportive context for the transition to higher quality private 
development.

In order to provide the space necessary for streetscape improvements 
and increased pedestrian use, more sidewalk width is desired.  
Unfortunately, Front Street offers only limited opportunity for 
expanding the right-of-way.  The shallow depth of the parcels along the 
east side of Front Street is already a constraint to redevelopment in the 
area.  Also, Front Street serves as an important Downtown arterial and 
needs to accommodate a number of multi-modal functions within its 
existing right-of-way. Thus, there are no options for reclaiming portions 
of the existing right-of-way for sidewalks.  

Regulatory Changes

Amend the Front Street Corridor portions of Chapter 3: Land ■■
Use and Chapter 6: Streets and Open Space of the Downtown 
Recovery Plan to include the following concepts as applicable: 

The Front Street corridor between Soquel Avenue and Beach ••
Hill serves as the front door or gateway to the River from 
the Downtown.  In order to enhance the quality of this 
connection and the economic vitality of the area, public and 
private improvements in the area should focus on creating a 
more pedestrian-oriented development pattern and a safer, 
more attractive, and more active pedestrian environment.  Key 
elements that will contribute to this change include:

Public streetscape enhancements.••

Enhanced pedestrian streets/passageways between Front ••
Street and the Riverway.

Public and/or private open space amenities (e.g., plazas, ••
pocket parks).

Infill development that provides active, pedestrian-••
oriented storefronts that are set up to the street to create a 
well-defined public realm. 
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City Action

The City should develop a streetscape enhancement plan for Front ■■
Street that defines the long term vision and design for the public 
realm that assumes the additional 2-foot building setbacks required 
in the Downtown Recovery Plan, and develop a strategy for phased 
implementation through public and private initiatives.  

Refer to Streetscape Improvements section for ••
recommendations for the Front Street corridor.

Develop a Signature Park/Plaza 

As discussed in the Areawide Direction, the Downtown Extension 
- Riverfront South subdistrict would benefit from the addition of 
a signature pocket park or plaza that can provide a focal point for 
community activities and contribute to the character of the area.  As 
identified in the San Lorenzo Urban River Plan (2003), there are two 
excellent locations for creating riverfront plazas along the east side of 
Front Street: opposite the eastern termini of Cathcart Street and Maple 
Street.  Given the limited length of this subdistrict, the limited City 
resources to acquire open space land, and the physical constraints to 
development adjacent to the River, it is recommended that only one 
park/plaza site be pursued.  Based on its relation to the Downtown and 
its more central location within the subdistrict, it is recommended that 
a signature park/plaza be located at or near the terminus of Cathcart 
Street.  Of course any development of a park/plaza would need to be 
done with the cooperation and participation of the property owner.

Regulatory Changes

In order to ensure public access to the Riverway from Front ■■
Street, and limited public access constraints placed on landowners 
along the east side of Front Street, the Downtown Recovery Plan 
“riverfront access” design guidelines should be modified as follows:

Riverfront Access.  Between Soquel and Laurel Streets along ••
Front Street, new development shall provide direct pedestrian 
access between the development and the levee promenade, and 
should provide public access between the promenade and the 
Front Street sidewalk whenever feasible.  Such public access 
shall comply with accessibility standards described above, be 
designed with safety features such as appropriate lighting and 
sight lines and shall be open to the public during daylight 
hours.

In order to ensure public access to the Riverway from Front Street, ■■
the Downtown Recovery Plan development standards should be 
amended to include the following:

Riverfront Access.  In order ensure public access to the San ••
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Lorenzo River levee promenade from Front Street, new 
development opposite the eastern termini of Cathcart Street 
and the Maple Street pedestrian way shall be required to 
provide a public access easement as a condition of development 
approval.  Such easements can include either indoor or outdoor 
access and can be limited to daylight and/or business hours.

City action

Through the development entitlement and design review process,  ■
the City should work with appropriate landowners/developers to 
create a publicly-accessible pocket park or plaza on the east side of 
Front Street in the vicinity of the Cathcart Street terminus.  

As an alternative to acquiring land for public open space, the  ■
City should explore the concept of having development create a 
privately-owned plaza with a public access easement that would 
secure public access from Front Street to the River with possible 
limitations on hours.  The intent would be to create a private 
plaza that is used and activated by adjoining retail, restaurant, and 
entertainment type uses, but is also publicly accessible and includes 
amenities such as landscaping, seating, and water features that 
enhance public use.

The City should consider development incentives (e.g., increased  ■
density or height, flexibility in development standards, etc.) that 
will support either landowner dedication of public open space or 
the development of private open space needed to meet City goals.  
The City should also explore potential funding sources that would 
allow the City to participate in the paying for some portion of the 
open space improvements, such as access stairways/ramps.

subdistrict 5: Downtown extension – lower 
Pacific avenue
overall Direction

The intent is to promote new development that will extend  Downtown 
development patterns (including upper floor residential) and uses (e.g., 
retail, restaurants, cultural, etc.) southward, enhancing the vitality of 
the area and creating a link between the Downtown and the visitor-
serving uses in the Beach Area to the south.  

The overall direction for this subdistrict includes:
Promote mixed-use development with housing as a complementary  ■
upper-floor use.

Promote visitor-serving uses south of Laurel Street. ■
Support development of a signature park/plaza. ■
Support redevelopment south of Laurel by providing public  ■
parking.

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLC

0 600 1,200300
Feet°

O
CEA

N
 ST

FR
O

N
T ST

PA
C

IFIC
 A

V

RIVER ST

C
EN

TER
 ST

3RD ST

M
AY

 A
V

C
ED

A
R

 ST

W
ATER ST

2ND ST

CH
ESTN

U
T ST

BEACH ST

SOQUEL AV

STA
TE H

W
Y

 1

C
O

R
A

L 
ST

WALNUT AV

LINCOLN ST

MISSION ST

CLIFF ST

DAKOTA AV

W
A

SH
IN

G
TO

N
 ST

M
Y

RTLE ST

ELM ST

GRANT ST
RAMP

M
A

IN
 ST

BROADWAY

M
A

R
K

ET ST

BARSON ST

CHURCH ST

MAPLE ST

LAUREL ST

CLA
Y

 ST

1ST ST

FELIX
 ST

MORA ST

SPRUCE ST

BLAINE ST

BIX
BY

 ST

PO
TR

ER
O ST

PRYCE ST

LEIBRANDT AV

W
ES

T 
C

LI
FF

 D
R

RA
Y

M
O

N
D

 ST

FELKER ST

UNION ST

WASHBURN AV

RIV
ER STRET SO

U
TH

RI
N

CO
N

 S
T

COULSON ST

GLENWOOD AV

HUBBARD ST

BLA
CK

BU
RN

 ST

REED
 W

Y

JENNE ST

G
REEN

 ST

PI
N

E 
PL

R
IV

ER
SI

D
E 

A
V

CATHCART ST

CA
N

FIELD
 ST

LEONARD ST

FRANKLIN ST

W
A

LTI ST

C
H

ESTN
U

T ST EX
T

HUNOLT ST

C
U

RTIS ST

N
O

RT
H

 P
A

C
IF

IC
 A

V

EM
ELIN

E ST

SCHOOL ST

A
M

A
T ST

HIGH ST

NEW ST

KENNAN ST

CA
M

PBELL ST

EAST CLIFF DR

TAYLOR ST

BIRCH LN

H
IG

H
LA

N
D

 A
V

TRINITY ST

JOSEPHINE ST

NEARY ST

Y
O

U
N

G
ER W

Y

LOCUST ST

SAN LORENZO BL

H
O

LD
EN

 ST

PLAZA LN

COLOMA ST

SY
LV

A
R ST

B
ER

RY
 ST

PL
Y

M
O

U
TH

 S
T

BULKHEAD ST

BERKELEY WY

SYCAMORE ST

EVERSON DR

RO
BERTS A

V

M
UNICIPAL W

HARF ST

C
O

M
M

ER
C

E LN

COOPER ST

D
RIFT W

Y

KNIGHT ST

CROSS ST

MADRONE ST

COTTONWOOD ST

A
D

O
B

E ST

TREE FRO
G

 LN

M
A

Y
 A

V

CH
ES

TN
U

T 
ST

LOCUST ST

MAPLE ST

UNION ST

R
IV

ER
SID

E A
V

HIGH ST

LAUREL ST

CHURCH ST

PA
CIFI

C AV

FRO
N

T ST

W
ASHINGTON ST

BROADW
AY

PA
C

IFIC
 A

V

RI
VE

R 
ST

FRO
NT ST

CE
NTE

R 
ST

SPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE STSPRUCE ST

SYCAMORE ST
SYCAMORE ST

Subdistricts & Character Areas

DRAFTSource: City of Santa Cruz, County of Santa Cruz, WRT March 5, 2010

Subdistrict 5: Downtown Extension 

- Lower Pacific Avenue



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Chapter 3: Subdistrict Direction

Subdistrict 5: Downtown Extension - Lower Pacific Avenue

May 201054

Promote river-oriented mixed-use development at the Riverbend ■■
site.

Strengthen pedestrian connections between Downtown and Beach ■■
Area 

Implement streetscape improvements proposed for Pacific ••
Avenue and Front Street. 
Repair and enhance stairs on Beach Hill.••
Create an outdoor art gallery along Pacific Avenue from the ••
Downtown to the Wharf.

The original study area boundary and Subdistrict 5 boundary extended 
down to Beach Street. Direction for the Public Realm extends down 
to the Wharf at Beach Street. However, Land Use and Development 
direction, and recommendations for the Overlay District apply only to 
the area South of Laurel up to the intersection of Pacific Avenue and 
Front Street, including the parcel on the west side of this intersection. 

Land Use and Development

Subdistrict Character : Downtown Extension/Transitional 
Visitor Serving

The portion of the study area between Laurel Street and Beach Street is 
addressed as part of the Beach and South of Laurel Area Plan (BSOLA).  
In order to enhance the identity and function of this particular subarea 
and support the changes that have recently been initiated, additional 
land use direction is proposed to complement the direction provided in 
the BSOLA Plan.  

Regulatory Changes

Adopt a new River Front Overlay District that includes Subdistrict ■■
5.

Include the concepts provided in the Overall Direction and ■■
Subdistrict Character descriptions found above in the introduction 
to Subdistrict 5 of the new River Front Overlay District.

Include the following as the land use direction for Subdistrict 5 in ■■
the new River Front Overlay District:

The land use direction for the area south of Laurel Street ••
along Front Street and Pacific Avenue down to Beach Street is 
characterized as “Downtown Extension / Transitional Visitor-
Serving.”  The intent of this designation is to reinforce the 
vision long held for this area as an area for visitor-serving uses 
such as motels, restaurants, bicycle rentals, internet cafes, 
and other uses and amenities that serve visitors to the Wharf, 
Boardwalk, and future Marine Sanctuary Visitor Center, but 
it is also to emphasize the transitional character of the area 
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and the importance of creating a link between the Downtown 
and the Beach Area.  Currently, the character and quality of 
uses and development in this area suggests no such linkage 
and discourages many from making the trip from Downtown 
to the Beach, or vice versa.  Private redevelopment should 
be encouraged that helps to define and activate this stretch 
of corridor, and bridge the gap between the Beach Area and 
Downtown.  The subdistrict should have development patterns 
that reflect the Downtown and uses (e.g., retail, restaurants, 
cultural, etc.) that will help draw beach visitors into the 
Downtown.  This will include providing high quality visitor-
serving uses (retail, restaurants, galleries, hotels, etc.), but also 
should incorporate a more diverse mix of  uses such as housing 
and offices that will make the area south of Laurel Street more 
active and appealing to residents as well as visitors. In addition, 
this may be an ideal area to encourage live/work uses, especially 
for artists, digital media, and gallery spaces that may attract 
visitors.

Promote Compact Mixed-Use Development

The area between Laurel Street and Beach Hill is characterized by an 
inconsistent development pattern, smaller lot sizes, and an absence of 
a clear land use direction or design character.   The high proportion 
of the area occupied by surface parking is an indication of its strong 
potential for redevelopment.  In spite of this, the area has been resistant 
to change.  One factor may be that the area was not included in the 
Downtown Recovery Plan.  As a result, the area has not benefited from 
the regulatory mechanisms that have been so successful in supporting 
redevelopment of upper Pacific Avenue.  Perhaps the two most 
important regulatory mechanisms for redevelopment are the inclusion 
of the development in a Parking District and the designation of higher 
intensity development. The effect of the exclusion of this Area from 
the Downtown Recovery Plan is that any redevelopment in the area 
needs to contend with higher parking standards and lower development 
potentials with land values comparable to the Downtown. Addressing 
these two factors would greatly enhance redevelopment potential  in the 
area. 

There are a number of actions that the City could take that would 
support redevelopment in the area south of Laurel Street.  These actions 
include: changing the land use designation to increase development 
potential, modifying development standards (e.g., increased height 
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limits, reduced setbacks, relaxed parking standards, allowing the use of 
parking lifts, promoting shared parking, etc.), and creating a parking 
district and/or providing a public/private parking structure in the area 
south of Laurel Street.  

Regulatory Changes

Amend the Zoning Code and/or Beach and South of Laurel Area Plan 
as appropriate to support redevelopment objectives in the South of 
Laurel subdistrict:

Remove “auto supply stores” as a permitted use under the CBD-E ■■
zoning per the BSOLA Area Plan.

Revise the CBD-E zoning related to Ground Level Residential to ■■
allow ground floor residential as a principally permitted use in the 
South of Laurel subdistrict only when not fronting on a public 
street (e.g., on the interior of deeper lots, live/work units with 
ground floor commercial uses).  Ground floor commercial uses 
should have a depth of at least 40 feet, with an absolute minimum 
of 25 feet where 40 feet cannot be achieved.

For sites along Front Street with frontages over 150 feet, ground-■■
floor commercial requirements may be met by clustering 
commercial uses at intersections and in select areas, rather than 
simply meeting the minimum commercial requirement by 
providing a 25-foot minimum depth along the entire frontage.  
Such clustering is acceptable if it results in an equivalent amount 
of retail development and provides deeper and larger retail 
floorplates that are more viable and flexible, and better located to 
serve the public.

Ground Level Residential. Within the Lower Pacific Avenue ■■
subarea, ground level residential uses would be permitted only 
when they do not take access directly from a public street.  Ground 
level units would be permitted on the interior of lots, and live/
work units permitted to front onto public streets if the ground 
level is dedicated to non-residential uses that are consistent with 
the zoning.

As the City works on developing a citywide live/work ordinance, ■■
ensure that live/work units are permitted and encouraged in the 
South of Laurel subdistrict.  However, given the desire to create a 
strong retail base (i.e., ground floor commercial uses, rather than 
residential) the location of live/work along public street frontages 
should not be permitted except when such uses are conditioned 
with maintaining active ground floor commercial uses.

Currently, CBD-E Design Guidelines for Storefront Treatment ■■
discusses ground-floor residential uses, which would not be 
allowed under the recommended direction for this subdistrict.  
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Revise the CBD-E zoning related to Store Front Treatment to 
make it consistent with requirements in the CBD, as follows:

	•• Store Front Treatment. The ground-level treatment of buildings 
and parking structures within the Lower Pacific Avenue subarea 
should generally comply with the guidelines for the Pacific 
Avenue retail subarea listed in Chapter 4 of the Downtown 
Recovery Plan, in terms of: storefront access, transparency, and 
variation; and the use of landscaping, awnings, and canopies. 

Make the maximum residential density in the CBD-E zone ■■
consistent with recommended densities permitted Downtown/
Subdistrict 4.  The City may consider using FAR to regulate 
development intensity, and eliminating any residential density 
standard (i.e., allow the development regulations for built form 
determine the ultimate densities).  The recommendation would be 
to adopt a maximum FAR of 3.5, as recommended for Regional 
Visitor Commercial (RVC) in the General Plan, within the 50-foot 
base height. 

Remove the density caps for land zoned R-M and R-H within the ■■
district by rezoning the areas to CBD-E (see subsequent section 
“Promote Mixed-Use Development at the Riverbend Site” for 
more information). 

Revise the CBD-E Height and Stepback Requirements to provide ■■
for the following:

A maximum building height of 50 feet for all areas east of ••
Pacific Avenue
A minimum building height of 2 stories along all streets in the ••
subdistrict, rather than just along Pacific Avenue.
A minimum ground-level floor-to-floor height of 18 feet.••
No required building stepbacks along the east side of Front ••
Street or the west side of Front Street south of the bend in 
Front Street (i.e., building stepbacks will still be required above 
35’ along the west side of Front Street north of the bend). 
No required side yard setbacks (ground level or above).••
Building stepbacks from the River consistent with the ••
Downtown Recovery Plan.
For buildings adjacent to the River, allow for limited ••
penetrations of buildings into the 42 degree solar plane 
projected back from the first story parapet on the riverside of 
the building when building design is otherwise consistent with 
City objectives for subdistrict development.

Within the River Front Overlay District, allow for a permit process ■■
similar to that used for Planned Developments (PD) for all parcels, 
irrespective of size, to provide for flexibility in meeting City 
objectives for the subdistrict.  
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Use Design Guidelines in this section for requirements for permits ■■
under the River Front Overlay District.

Revise the CBD-E zoning related to Build To Lines and Setbacks ■■
to require additional building setbacks from the street to provide 
for wider sidewalks: 

New development along Pacific Avenue and Front Street shall ••
be set back from the property line to create a side-walk depth of 
at least 12 feet. 

In conjunction with the creation of a new parking district and/or ■■
comprehensive parking strategy for the South of Laurel subdistrict 
(see following discussion), revise the CBD-E parking requirement 
to comply with those established for the existing downtown 
Parking District.

City Actions

Given the desire to strengthen the southern gateway to the ■■
Downtown and promote redevelopment of Pacific and Front 
Streets to the north, the triangular parcel formed by the 
intersection of Front and Pacific Streets at the southern end of the 
subdistrict has been identified and evaluated as a potential catalyst 
site that could spur more development in the subdistrict (See 
Appendix A2 and A3). This parcel was identified as an important 
opportunity site in the 1998 BSOLA Plan, but for more than a 
decade nothing has changed.  A preliminary feasibility analysis 
suggested that redevelopment of the type desired (i.e., vertical 
mixed use with ground floor commercial) is not viable without the 
regulatory changes recommended within this section. The City 
should pursue the regulatory changes contained in this section 
and work with developers and property owners to identify other 
strategies (e.g., affordable housing assistance, etc.) that would 
assist them in redeveloping this site. A parking structure may be 
an option for the site since it could provide parking for Subdistrict 
5 with the added benefit of being in close proximity to the Beach 
Area. However, it may not be the highest and best use of this 
site to since it would limit the potential for active uses needed to 
activate the south end of Pacific Avenue.

Provide Public Parking South of Laurel

As discussed for the Front Street/Riverfront South subdistrict, one of 
the most significant actions the City can take to support redevelopment 
is to address the issue of parking.  Unlike the Downtown Extension 
- Riverfront South subdistrict, the South of Laurel Subdistrict is not 
included in the Downtown Parking District.  Thus, landowners receive 
neither the benefit of public parking structures that help meet their 
parking demand nor the lower parking standards that reduce demands 
for on-site parking.
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In order to support redevelopment that will produce higher density 
mixed-use development and a vibrant commercial mixed use 
neighborhood south of Laurel Street, some form of structured parking 
will be required to accommodate the increased parking demand. Unlike 
the Front Street area, the City also does not own land in the area south 
of Laurel on which it could build a parking structure.  Similar to the 
establishment of the Downtown Parking District, the City needs to 
work with landowners to identify the best approach to addressing the 
parking issue in the area south of Laurel Street.  Chapter 5 provides 
more detail about protential funding for development and operation of 
a parking structure. 

City Actions

The City should work in partnership with landowners and ■■
developers in the South of Laurel subdistrict to develop a public 
parking strategy that will relieve some of the parking burden 
that currently is inhibiting redevelopment.  Since the City does 
not own property in the area, the strategy will need to evaluate a 
number of options for their financial feasibility, including:

The City buying land and building a parking structure.••
The City entering into a land lease agreement to build and ••
operate a public structure on private land.
The City entering into an arrangement with a landowner to ••
provide public spaces in a joint public/private structure.
Landowners forming a parking district with assistance from the ••
City. 

To establish a new parking district to serve the South of Laurel ■■
subdistrict, the City should adopt parking standards for future 
development that are consistent with requirements for the existing 
downtown parking district, and work with landowners to develop 
a plan for financing and managing the operation of the district. 

Promote Mixed-Use Development at the Riverbend Site

The “Riverbend” site is a triangular-shaped area located south of Laurel 
Street and east of Front Street that is bisected by Spruce Street.  The 
area occupies a significant riverfront location at the base of Beach Hill.  
With the majority of the area currently devoted to surface parking, 
it represents one of the largest blocks of under-utilized land in the 
subdistrict and a key opportunity for development.  The area has 
been discussed by the community as a key site for development (e.g., 
housing or a conference center), but efficient development of the site 
is constrained by its size and shape.  Given its significance to the area, 
the City should explore a range of actions it might take to support and 
incentivize desired redevelopment.
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Regulatory Changes

In order to support a consistent development character that ■■
supports compact mixed use development and provides a 
consistent commercial ground level:

Amend the General Plan to change the land use designation ••
from High Density Residential (H) and Medium Density 
Residential (M) to Regional Visitor Commercial (RVC). 
Amend the Zoning map to change the zoning from Multiple ••
Residence – High Density District (RH) and Multiple 
Residence - Medium Density (RM) with a Multi-Use Overlay 
(MU) to Central Business District Subdistrict E (CBD-E) 
as modified by recommendations in this report for the rest 
of the South of Laurel subdistrict (see regulatory changes 
recommended above).
Amend the BSOLA Area Plan to extend the Front Street ••
Riverfront Corridor design guidelines and development 
standards in the BSOLA Plan, as modified by the 
recommendation of this guidelines and incentives report, to 
this area.

City Actions
The City controls potential assets that it might consider using ■■
to incentivize redevelopment in the South of Laurel area and to 
ensure that such redevelopment is consistent with the City’s vision 
for this important riverfront site.  Specifically, the public rights-of-
way for Spruce Street and Laurel Street Extension divide the area 
into parcel configurations that will be inefficient to develop.  A 
larger, more developable parcel could be created by re-locating the 
section of Spruce Street east of Front to the southern boundary of 
the existing parking lot and then abandoning the existing Spruce 
Street right-of-way as well as the Laurel Street Extension right-
of-way from the Broadway Bridge to the realigned Spruce/Laurel 
Street alignment.  Since the land area in abandoned rights-of-way 
would be greater than the area for the re-aligned Spruce Street, 
there would be a net gain in developable land as well as a more 
efficient configuration for development.  By leveraging its right-
of-way resources, the City can provide a catalyst to create more 
effective redevelopment of this key riverfront site.  The City can 
also position itself to obtain considerations related to land use 
program and design for its assistance to the landowner.  Active 
developer/landowner participation is a key component to the 
success of this approach.  It is important to note that such actions 
would require partnering with willing landowners.  In addition, 
utilities that are located in the existing street rights-of-way could 
result in significant development constraints and costs.  For this 
reason, further study should be undertaken to determine if this 
idea is both feasible and of interest to the landowners.  



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Chapter 3: Subdistrict Direction

Subdistrict 5: Downtown Extension - Lower Pacific Avenue

May 2010 61

Public Realm Design

Enhance Public Streetscapes

Given the length of the South of Laurel subdistrict and its function 
as a connection between the Downtown and the Beach Area, it 
is particularly important that the streets provide an attractive and 
inviting environment if people are expected to walk the distance.  The 
subdistrict’s streetscape includes three distinct street settings that need 
to be addressed:  Front Street, Pacific Avenue north of the intersection 
with Front, and Pacific Avenue south of the intersection with Front 
Street.  While each street segment has its own character and issues, they 
all tend to share features such as limited sidewalk widths, inconsistent 
street tree planting, absence of pedestrian amenities, overhead utilities, 
and prevalence of surface parking lots and driveway  curb-cuts that 
detract from the quality of the pedestrian environment.  

Enhancing the character and quality of the pedestrian realm in this 
stretch between the Downtown and the Beach Area is one of the key 
strategies the City can pursue to support redevelopment in this area and 
promote greater economic cross-fertilization between the Downtown 
and Beach Area.  Public investment in the streetscape will enhance 
property values and provide a supportive context for the transition to 
higher quality private development.  Higher quality streetscapes and 
development, in turn, will support more pedestrian traffic and greater 
levels of commercial activity.

City Actions

The City should prepare streetscape enhancement plans for Front ■■
Street and Pacific Avenue north and south of the intersection of 
Front Street that define the long term vision and design for the 
public realm, and develop a strategy for phased implementation 
through public and private initiatives.  

Refer to Streetscape Improvements section of Chapter 4: ••
Areawide Design Guidelines of this study for recommendations 
for the design of:

Front Street.••

Pacific Avenue north of its intersection with Front Street.••

Pacific Avenue south of its intersection with Front Street.••

The City should pursue grants from State and Federal sources that ■■
can help to fund streetscape enhancement projects that promote 
greater pedestrian, bicycle, and transit use and safety.

Any improvements will require coordination with Public Works, ■■
Parks and Recreation and any utilities in the area.

Recently installed public art along Pacific Avenue. 
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Repair and Enhance Stairs on Beach Hill

The public stairs over Beach Hill provide direct, pedestrian-only routes 
between the Downtown and Beach Hill, and also provide panoramic 
views out over the Downtown.  Currently, one of these, the Beach Hill 
Stairway at the southern terminus of Pacific Avenue, is in disrepair and 
closed.  

City Actions

The City should ensure that the stairway improvements are ■■
scheduled on its Capital Improvement Program, and pursue grants 
or other funding opportunities, including Redevelopment funds, 
to stabilize the hillside and fund the repair of the stairs.  

Create a Public Art Walk from the Downtown to the 
Wharf

Santa Cruz City Arts’ ‘SculpTOUR’ program—where the public right-
of-way is used as an open-air art gallery to display sculpture—represents 
an interesting strategy that could be effective at enhancing the visual 
quality of the entire lower Pacific Avenue corridor and bridging the gap 
between the Wharf and the Downtown.  The sculptures installed along 
Pacific Avenue as part of the SculpTOUR program suggest how artwork 
might create a series of visual cues that complement the previously 
discussed streetscape improvements and encourage people to make the 
stroll from the Wharf to the Downtown.   The most recent installation 
includes of a series of metal penguins extended down to Lower Pacific 
Avenue.

City Actions

The Arts Commission should develop design guidelines and a ■■
strategic plan to program art and art-related events along the lower 
Pacific Avenue corridor that will enhance the connection between 
the downtown and the beach area, and also provide a coherent 
identity or underlying mechanisms that can tie the myriad art 
together as a linear gallery. 

The strategic plan developed by the Arts Commission will need to ■■
be coordinated with other streetscape improvement programs (e.g., 
sidewalk improvements, street tree planting, new roundabouts, 
etc.) and recommended wayfinding system improvements. 

The City should encourage the Arts Commission to continue ■■
to set aside funding for maintenance, and explore funding for 
expansion of the program.

Through the design review/development entitlement process, the ■■
City should work with developers to encourage the incorporation 
of public art visible from the street as a part of a cohesive walking 
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tour that occurs along this corridor, especially in areas where there 
may not be enough space in the sidewalk or parking strip.  This 
could include locating public art within building setbacks or 
incorporating artistic elements into building facades.

Create incentives for developers to incorporate the SculpTOUR ■■
within their development, utilizing the design guidelines and 
strategic plan developed by the Arts Commission.

Actively promote the Mural Program where appropriate.■■
Consider reactivating the City’s Planter Program.■■
All artists should have an agreement which addresses vandalism to ■■
clarify responsibility.

Develop a Signature Park/Plaza 

As discussed in the Chapter 2: General Areawide Direction, the South 
of Laurel subdistrict would benefit from the addition of a signature 
pocket park or plaza that can provide a focal point for community 
activities and contribute to the character of the area.  The area currently 
has no parks or open space features around which activity centers or 
development is organized, other than the levee ramps at the east end of 
Spruce Street.  The best location for a plaza or park space is probably 
along Spruce Street where it will be centrally located.  Its actual 
location though will depend on future redevelopment, and what can be 
negotiated by the City.  It could be conceived as a riverfront plaza at the 
terminus of Spruce Street, as proposed at the east end of Cathcart, or it 
could be a smaller plaza more internal to the subdistrict.  

Regulatory Changes

In order to ensure public access to the Riverway from Front Street, ■■
and limit public access constraints placed on landowners along the 
east side of Front Street, the Downtown Recovery Plan “riverfront 
access” design guidelines should be modified as follows:

Riverfront Access. ••  New development along the east side of 
Front Street between Laurel Street and Beach Hill shall provide 
internal access between the promenade and the project as 
well as direct public access between Front Street and the levee 
promenade for pedestrians and bicycles.  Public access provided 
through a project maybe limited daylight and/or business 
hours, and shall comply with City accessibility standards.

In order to ensure public access to the Riverway from Front Street, ■■
the Downtown Recovery Plan development standards should be 
amended to include the following:

Riverfront Access.  •• New development on the east side of Front 
Street shall be required to provide a public access easement 
as a condition of development approval.  Such easements can 
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include either indoor or outdoor access and can be limited to 
daylight and/or business hours.

City Action

Through the development entitlement and design review process, ■■
the City should work with appropriate landowners/developers to 
create a publicly-accessible pocket park or plaza, ideally somewhere 
along the Spruce Street corridor.  

As an alternative to acquiring land for public open space, the ■■
City should explore the concept of having redevelopment create 
a privately-owned plaza with a public access easement that would 
secure public access from Front Street to the River with possible 
limitations on hours.  The intent would be to create a private 
plaza that is used and activated by adjoining retail, restaurant, and 
entertainment type uses, but is also publicly accessible and includes 
amenities such as landscaping, seating, and water features that 
enhance public use.

The City should consider zoning changes and/or incentives (e.g., ■■
increased density or height, flexibility in development standards, 
etc.) to support either landowner dedication of public open space 
or the development of private open space needed to meet City 
goals.  The City should also explore potential funding sources that 
would allow the City to participate in the paying for some portion 
of the open space improvements, such as access stairways/ramps.
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area-wide 
design guidel ines
Introduction
The Area-wide Design Guidelines will direct the design of future public 
and private improvements within the Study Area. In order to realize 
this goal, the guidelines focus on achieving a series of specific objectives 
relative to the area’s physical form and character. Overall, the design 
guidelines are intended to promote: 

A safe and attractive system of streets, parks, and civic spaces that ■■
provides graciously scaled public spaces that support and promote 
an active pedestrian environment;

A pattern and scale of development that creates a well-defined, ■■
human-scale public environment that incorporates active, 
pedestrian-oriented street level uses that animate and enliven the 
public realm;

Well-designed buildings that contribute a sense of identity and ■■
quality to the Study Area; and

A system of public and private parking structures that reduce ■■
the visual and spatial prominence of surface parking and the 
automobile. 

In recognition that these objectives address public as well as private 
property and will be implemented by both the City and private 
developers, the design guidelines in this chapter are organized in two 
broad categories: the public realm and the private realm. The public 
realm design guidelines address the design of improvements within 
public right-of-ways. The private realm guidelines address the design of 
all improvements on privately-owned parcels. The distinction between 
the public and private realms also recognizes that much of the challenge 
of creating or enhancing a distinctive identity and sense of place is 
equally dependent on the design of both public and private realms.

The public realm design guidelines in this chapter address public 
streetscape improvements and public art. Recommendations for 
Wayfinding, Gateways, and Signature Parks and Plazas are included in 
Chapter 2: General Areawide Direction. However, additional, general 

4

Public and private improvements will contribute to 
the character and identity of the Study Area’s public, 
semi-public and private realms. 
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guidance for Wayfinding and Signature Parks and Plazas is also included 
below.

The private realm guidelines address two broad design concerns: the 
creation of attractive, human-scale buildings and site planning that 
contributes to an active and well-defined public realm. Rather than 
recommending specific architectural styles, the guidelines focus on 
the appropriate scale, massing, and detailing of buildings and on how 
individual architectural elements can be organized to create visual 
interest, maintain human scale, and produce a well-ordered and 
satisfying whole. The site planning guidelines focus on reinforcing the 
spatial definition of the public realm by creating a closer and more 
consistent orientation of buildings to the street and reducing the visual 
prominence of parking by relocating it into structures and behind 
buildings where possible. They also address the creation of private and 
semi-public plaza or park features that contribute to the vitality of the 
pedestrian environment, including the use of privately-owned plazas, 
courtyards, and passages (i.e., pedestrian streets).

The design guidelines in this chapter provide general design direction 
that applies to the entire Study Area. They complement and are 
intended to be used in conjunction with the General Areawide 
Direction contained in Chapter 2, and the Subdistrict-specific 
recommendations and standards set forth in Chapter 3. The guidelines 
respond to key design issues that future projects will need to address, 
but recognize that the desired design objectives can be achieved in more 
than one way depending on the specific nature of the project. 
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Public Realm Design Guidelines
A key component of all successful downtowns is having a vibrant and 
well-populated street scene. This public life is dependent on creating 
the proximity, density and types of uses that will bring people together 
and the outdoor space that is conducive to pedestrian activity: room 
for walking and strolling, places to sit and linger, activities and objects 
to observe, and places in the sun and in the shade. Generous sidewalk 
widths are necessary to accommodate the convenient flow of pedestrian 
traffic, as are the amenities that will attract pedestrians and cause them 
to linger. In addition to pedestrians, the public realm also needs to be 
designed to accommodate facilities for other modes of travel, such as 
bicycles, buses, automobiles, delivery and service trucks.  

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives
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56 | Community Character

Pedestrian realm

Generally, the physical design of the urbanized portion of the study 
area conveys the impression that that the public streetscape is designed 
primarily to accommodate the automobile, and only secondarily to 
meet the needs of the pedestrian. While streetscape improvements 
have been made to River Street at the north end of the study corridor, 
the area south of Water Street lacks a consistent and comprehensive 
approach to enhancing the pedestrian realm. Overall, the pedestrian 
environment in the urban area lacks the quality and character that 
characterizes many of the streets in the Downtown. In the open space 
corridor along the River, the multi-use Riverway path along the levee 
provides an important north/south pedestrian link as well as being a 
great recreational resource.

Sidewalks. With one exception, all segments of the corridor have 
sidewalks, ranging in width from 6 to 12 feet, along both sides of the 
street. While adequate to accommodate the relatively low volume of 
current pedestrian traffic, the sidewalk widths generally do not seem 
adequate to support the robust and vibrant pedestrian environment 
envisioned by the Downtown Recovery Plan. In several areas along 
the corridor, such as River Street just north of Water Street and Pacific 
Avenue south of Depot Park, the sidewalk space feels quite constrained 
due to narrow widths. This is particularly true where sidewalks are 
only 8 feet wide and utility poles and street trees occupy significant 
portions of the sidewalk and reduce the area available for pedestrian 
movement. It is also true where the absence of on-street parking 
eliminates the buffer that parked cars provide between vehicular traffic 
and pedestrians. The one area in which sidewalks are provided on only 
one side of the roadway is on lower Front Street where it bends around 
Beach Hill before connecting with lower Pacific Avenue.

In the area from Highway 1 to Water Street, where new streetscape 
improvements have been implemented, the sidewalk is separated from 
the travelway and/or parking lane by a 4-6 foot planter strip which 
provides a wider clear zone (6.5 to 8 feet) for pedestrian movement. 
Along the rest of the corridor (i.e., Water St. to Beach St.), the sidewalk 
is contiguous with the street. 

In addition to sidewalk width, another critical factor that adversely 
affects the quality of the pedestrian environment along the corridor is 
the presence of driveways that cross the sidewalk. Unlike upper Pacific 
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affects the quality of the pedestrian environment along the corridor is 
the presence of driveways that cross the sidewalk. Unlike upper Pacific 

The pedestrian realm serves several functions: circulation, social space and public amenities. 
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Streetscape Improvements

A vibrant urban environment is dependent on the quality of its 
streetscapes.  As the primary public space in the study area, the area’s 
streets should be designed to support and encourage public life and 
positive social interaction.  As extensions to the Downtown, the study 
area streets should reflect the care and quality of Pacific Avenue, 
without necessarily replicating the scale and level of investment.  

With the exception of River Street north of Water Street, which has 
already undergone extensive streetscape improvements, the character 
of study area streets is unexceptional and does not encourage much 
pedestrian activity.  Streetscape improvements are recommended as 
a strategy that can be publicly implemented to support and catalyze 
redevelopment of the area.  While the specific streetscape improvement 
recommendations differ for each street, there are a number of general 
objectives that should be pursued throughout the study area to enhance 
the quality of the pedestrian environment, including: 

Add a consistent planting of street trees along each street;■■
Increase the width of sidewalks wherever feasible.■■
Enhance pedestrian crossings aesthetically and functionally.■■
Underground all remaining overhead utilities and remove utility ■■
poles from sidewalks.
Add street furnishings (e.g., benches, trash receptacles, etc.) and ■■
other pedestrian amenities, assuming maintenance and security 
issues are adequately addressed.
Add street lighting that enhances the visual quality of the street ■■
and contributes to the safety of the area.
Enhance bicycle facilities (e.g., bike lanes, racks, etc).■■
Maintain on-street parking as a buffer to moving traffic wherever ■■
feasible.

A number of alternative strategies for streetscape enhancements were 
discussed with the community and City staff.  Generally, community 
sentiment favored wider sidewalks and bike lanes, narrower vehicle 
travel lanes, and placement of street trees in the parking lane to provide 
more space for tree canopies and wider sidewalks for pedestrians.  Staff 
concern focused on potential impacts that narrowing street sections 
could have on future circulation, including automobiles, commercial 
trucks, buses, and bicycles as well as maintenance with street sweepers.  
The following recommendations represent those strategies that seem 
to most effectively balance these concerns.  Alternative streetscape 
improvement strategies that were considered for each of the four street 
corridors are included in the appendix to this report.

Curb extensions expand the pedestrian realm, slow 
traffic and reduce pedestrian crossing distances.
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River Street South

While River Street South has the Riverway Trail on the east side, the 
pedestrian environment on the west side of the street is minimal.  The 
recommendation is to maintain the existing curb-to-curb street width 
and enhance the pedestrian environment on the west side of the street 
by widening the sidewalk to the west (see cross-section in Figure 2), 
introducing consistent street tree planting in the sidewalk area, and 
adding coordinated pedestrian-scale lighting.  The sidewalk widening 
strategy assumes future development would be required to provide an 
additional five feet of building setback and dedication along the street 
frontage to accommodate the widening.  

Front Street

While the Downtown Recovery Plan envisioned the Front Street area 
as an extension of the Downtown to the River, the street itself serves 
as a multi-modal facility that provides access to Downtown businesses 
and secondarily to the Beach and South of Laurel Area. The character 
of the streetscape improvements is generally unexceptional and lacks 
the qualities that would attract or sustain pedestrian use. In order to 
preserve capacity for future multi-modal use, the City’s direction is to 
maintain the existing curb-to-curb street widths from Soquel Avenue 
south to Pacific Avenue.  

In order to accommodate wider sidewalks, per the Downtown Recovery 
Plan new development will be required to be setback two feet from 
their front property line.  The streetscape enhancement strategy is to 
introduce consistent street tree planting and coordinated pedestrian-
scale lighting within the resulting 12-foot wide sidewalks (see cross-
section in Figure 3), and underground all remaining overhead utilities.  
In order to encourage bicycle use and enhance bicycle safety, it is 
recommended that bike lanes be marked as clearly as possible on Front 
Street and/or that shared lane markings (i.e., “sharrows”, see photo) be 
incorporated where bike lanes are not feasible.

Pacific Avenue—Laurel to Front

In order to extend the vitality of upper Pacific Avenue southward, it will 
be important to introduce similarly robust streetscape improvements 
to the area south of Laurel Street.  Given the relatively low volumes 
of vehicular traffic and generous right-of-way, a number of options 
exist for sidewalk widening and streetscape improvements.  The 
recommended strategy is to narrow the travel lanes from 12 feet to 10 
feet and then expand the sidewalk zone on the east side of the street 

Shared lane pavement markings, or “sharrows,” 
help to indicate roadway space shared by both 
bicycles and automobiles .
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Figure 2: Preferred Concept: River Street South

Figure 3: Preferred Concept: Front Street
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by four feet (see cross-section in Figure 4).  This reflects the pattern 
developed on upper Pacific Avenue, where the pedestrian zone is wider 
on one side than the other.  Wider sidewalks also provide for increased 
sun access and outdoor dining opportunities.  Street trees can be 
planted in the sidewalks, or if wider pedestrian zones are desired, street 
trees could be planted in planters located in the parking lane, as has 
been done on upper Pacific Avenue.  Pedestrian “bulb outs,” or curb 
extensions, are recommended at corners. Providing space for bicycle 
parking should be considered a design criterion when designing curb 
extensions. As cycling popularity increases and public parking facilities 
are built, on-street vehicle parking spaces may be converted to bicycle 
parking in locations where space in the public amenity zone of the 
sidewalk is crowded or insufficient to meet demand. 

Pacific Avenue—Front to Beach

Pacific Avenue from Front Street to Beach Street involves two distinctly 
different street cross-sections.  From Front Street to Depot Park, the 
street is quite wide with a 12 foot sidewalk along the north side of the 
street, and Beach Hill (and no sidewalk) along the south side.  From 
Center Street to Beach Street, the cross-section is more constrained.  
Narrow sidewalks along both sides of the street are further constrained 
by utility poles and street signs.  The Beach and South of Laurel Area 
Plan (BSOLA) calls for both sides of Pacific Avenue to be lined with tall 
Mexican Fan Palms to create a continuous visual link from Front Street 
to Beach Street.  

The recommended streetscape enhancement strategy is to introduce the 
palm trees along the Pacific Avenue as called for in the Beach and South 
of Laurel Area (BSOLA) Plan, and to also underground all remaining 
overhead utilities, remove utility poles from the sidewalk zone, and 
introduce coordinated pedestrian-scale lighting.  In the short stretch 
between Depot Park and Beach Street, the palms will be located in the 
sidewalk zone. Along the corridor between Front Street and Depot 
Park, it is recommended that the palm trees be planted in the sidewalk 
zone along the north side of the street and interspersed with a small 
scale decorative tree to give a more pedestrian scale to the streetscape 
(see cross-section in Figure 5).  On the south side of the street, palm 
trees should be planted if they do not conflict with sewer trunk lines 
that are located in this area.  Further analysis will be necessary to 
determine the feasibility of tree planting on the south side of the street. 

In order to encourage bicycle use and enhance bicycle safety, it is 

Prominently located bicycle racks on sidewalk bulb-
outs.
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Figure 4: Preferred Concept: Pacific Avenue––Laurel to Front

Figure 5: Preferred Concept: Pacific Avenue––Front to Beach
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recommended that bike lanes be marked as clearly as possible on lower 
Pacific Avenue below Front Street and/or that shared lane markings 
(i.e., “sharrows”) be incorporated where bike lanes are not feasible.

Public Art

Public art encourages pedestrian travel by adding visual interest to 
the public streetscape to enrich the pedestrian experience. Adding 
elements that visually and intellectually engage the community can 
be an effective means of encouraging pedestrian activity and fostering 
community identity. On a large scale, public art has the ability to 
enhance the identity of the Study Area and subdistricts within it, 
contribute to the creation of a new identity, or reinforce a design theme.  

Consideration should be given to the integration of public art into 
all aspects of the public and private realm.  However, given the 
competition for space in the pedestrian realm, it is important to 
move beyond the concept of public art as discrete elements such as 
statues or sculpture that occupy their own space.  Instead, public art 
should be conceived of as something that is integral to the design of 
the many elements that occupy the public streetscape--making them 
more interesting, but not necessarily requiring more space.  Thus, the 
design of all streetscape elements, including pavement treatments, street 
furniture, transit stops, light fixtures, etc., should consider the potential 
to incorporate public art. 

The Santa Cruz Arts Commission (SCAC) is the coordinating body 
for public art in the City of Santa Cruz and should be consulted in 
coordinating public art at the beginning stages of projects, including 
private development projects where possible. “Imagine Santa Cruz,” the 
City’s Public Art Master Plan, should be referred to for further policy 
and design guidance.  

1.	 Capital Improvements and Development Projects. All capital 
improvement and development projects, should explore the 
integration of public art into the design of public streetscape 
elements (e.g., paving, street furniture, transit shelters, lighting, 
etc.). 

2.	 Location. Public art should be located where it can be enjoyed 
by a large number of people, including sidewalks, intersections, 
plazas, and medians.

3.	 Enhance Challenging Pedestrian Areas. Public art should be 
incorporated into difficult pedestrian transition zones, such as the 

Tree grates with artistic flourishes add visual interest 
to the streetscape.
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transition between the area South of Laurel Street to the Wharf, 
to facilitate pedestrian use by enhancing and animating these 
spaces. 

4.	 Interactive Art. Interactive art is encouraged. Examples include 
pieces that either invite user participation or provide sensory 
stimulation through touch, movement, or sound.

5.	 Educative and Interpretive Art. Public art should be used as a 
means of enhancing community understanding of Santa Cruz’s 
history and unique cultural assets and appreciation for local 
artists.

6.	 Permanent and Temporary. Public art may consist of both 
permanent and temporary installations. 

7.	 Unified Design Identity. The design and placement of public 
art should enhance and be coordinated with other streetscape 
improvements to ensure a coherent character for a given 
subdistrict or corridor.

8.	 Local Identity. Local artists and themes should be highlighted to 
emphasize the unique cultural assets of Santa Cruz.

Signature Parks and Plazas

1.	 Design all new signature parks or plazas around a “purpose.”  
Applicants or Property Owners should work with the City and 
community to identify an appropriate purpose for each of their 
proposed parks, before it is designed.  Categories of purposes 
could include Education; Socializing; Exercise; and Relaxation.  

2.	 Signature parks or plazas shall be designed to be accessible to the 
highest possible amount of users.  They should be accessible from 
a public sidewalk and be inviting to the public.

3.	 Given the limited availability of land, there is no minimum size 
for a signature park or plaza.

4.	 Layout should include seating areas and central design features.  
The design should combine hard and soft landscape. 

5. 	 For security purposes, clear sight lines and adequate lighting 
should always be included.

6. 	 Signature parks or plazas should be encouraged to contribute to 
local stormwater management strategies.

Wayfinding Signage



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Chapter 4: Area-Wide Design Guidelines

May 201076

Wayfinding

An attractive comprehensive wayfinding signage system for all modes 
should be enhanced and expanded to include the entire Study Area. It 
should continue to serve both the needs of out-of-town visitors as well 
as citizens of Santa Cruz. In addition to recommendations made in 
Chapter 2: General Areawide Direction, the wayfinding system should:

Provide directional and information signs that are attractive, clear ■■
and consistent in theme, location, and design.

Identify key historic, cultural, civic, and shopping destinations and ■■
facilities, e.g., public parking structures, areas with wireless internet 
(wi-fi) access, parks and open space areas, transit routes and stops, 
etc. Comprehensive business directories, such as those typically 
found in private malls, are discouraged.

Be co-located with other streetscape furniture (e.g., light standards, ■■
transit shelters) where possible to reduce visual clutter in the public 
realm.

Be designed in a cost-effective way that minimizes capital and ■■
maintenance needs.

Private Area Design Guidelines
Overall Character & Design Principles

The development standards and design guidelines for the private realm 
focus on promoting private development that will result in an attractive, 
vibrant and pedestrian-oriented commercial mixed-use area. Private 
development contributes significantly to the character and pedestrian 
orientation of the Study Area. As described in the Downtown Recovery 
Plan, a fluid yet defined relationship between public and private areas is 
desired within the Study Area:

A downtown pedestrian district like Santa Cruz need not establish 
a hard edge between public and private uses. Activities should flow 
back and forth between the public and private realms. The extension 
of the pedestrian environment into private parcels is encouraged by 
means of passages and courtyards that have a strong tradition in Santa 
Cruz.  Conversely, retailing activities (e.g. cafes, flower stands, produce 
markets) are encouraged (within carefully prescribed limits) to “spill 
out” in the public right-of-way to reinforce the life and vitality of the 
street (Santa Cruz Downtown Recovery Plan).

Much of the challenge of creating or enhancing a distinctive identity 
and sense of place is equally dependent on the good design of both 
public and private realms.

Buildings should be scaled and proportioned 
to create a pedestrian-friendly development 
pattern.

Commercial buildings should be simple in form and 
massing; this building has a storefront base and a 
detailed parapet
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Key physical changes promoted by this study include:

Creation of a denser, more compact pattern of development that  ■
mixes uses vertically, positively defines the public realm, and 
supports a vibrant, walkable commercial mixed-use district.

Construction of attractive, well-designed buildings that establish a  ■
distinctive, high-quality character within the Study Area.

Creation of safe, attractive and generously proportioned private  ■
and semi-public open space that complements the public 
streetscape and promotes an active pedestrian environment. 

Reduction in the use of surface parking lots and the relocation of  ■
off-street parking into parking structures and behind buildings.

site Planning 

New development should contribute to the creation of a coherent, 
well-defined and active public realm that supports pedestrian activity 
and social interaction and to the creation of a well-organized and 
functional private realm that supports the needs of tenant businesses. 
New development also should contribute to a visually and functionally 
integrated pattern of development that reads as a consistent and 
attractive whole. Thus, the general building forms and functions and 
how they are organized on the site and in relation to surrounding 
development have as much to do with the area’s character and function 
as a building’s aesthetic characteristics. 

building orientation

An important element of a dynamic, pedestrian-oriented retail district 
is establishing and supporting the civic life of the street. Rather than 
having buildings oriented to parking lots, as now occurs in areas such as 
Gateway Plaza and the Trader Joe’s/CVS’s shopping area, all buildings 
will directly address the public street. Rather than dispersing public 
activities between individual parking lots and storefronts, locating 
building entrances on the primary street ensures that pedestrian activity 
is focused on the public streetscape along which numerous businesses 
reside. Having building entries and windows front on the street 
creates a complementary and dynamic tension between the public and 
private realms that is essential to most successful retail and mixed-use 
throughout the Study Area.

1. Buildings shall be sited to positively define the public street and 
open space features such as plaza, with façades aligned parallel to 
the adjoining street. 

2. Buildings located on corner lots should site primary building 

Buildings should be sited at the property lines to 
create a continuous building street wall.
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entrances at the corner to establish an orientation to both 
the primary and secondary street frontages and symbolically 
acknowledge the importance of the intersection. 

3.	 Buildings located adjacent to both public open space amenities 
(e.g., plazas, parks, and the San Lorenzo Riverway) and public 
streets should be designed with a dual orientation so that they 
provide access and a public face to both the primary street 
frontage and to the public open space. 

Street Walls and Street-front Setbacks

Siting buildings at the street’s edge gives spatial definition to the public 
realm that is critical to supporting pedestrian activity. It also establishes 
a visual connection between businesses on opposite sides of the street 
that is an important ingredient of a successful shopping street.

1.	 Buildings should be sited at property lines or designated frontage 
lines adjacent to public street frontages in order to establish 
consistent and continuous building street walls that give scale and 
definition to adjacent streets and civic spaces.

2.	 Portions of the building street wall may be setback from the 
public right-of-way to accommodate key features such as a 
recessed storefront entrance, an entry forecourt, or a plaza, as long 
as such features do not substantially interrupt the continuity of 
the street wall and transportation needs.

3.	 Gaps in the street wall (i.e., street frontage with no building) 
should be limited to those areas needed to accommodate 
pedestrian and, in limited instances, vehicular access (see 
guidelines for “Parking and Vehicular Access”). 

4.	 On corner parcels, the corner of the building may be recessed 
from front and side property lines on a diagonal. The recessed 
corner may include just the ground level, or ground floor and 
upper levels.

On-site Open Space

The provision of on-site open space such as plazas, courtyards, and 
pedestrian passages is an integral component of the pedestrian-oriented, 
mixed-use Study Area. These semi-public spaces provide a finer-grained, 
more intimate setting that encourages pedestrians to gather and linger, 
and can be designed specifically to complement and enhance the 
commercial function of adjoining private-sector uses.

Buildings at street corners should be oriented to 
both intersecting streets with a building entrance 
fronting directly onto the corner.

Turrets and towers can be used to emphasize 
important locations, such as street intersections
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1.	 The creation of semi-public outdoor spaces such as on-site plazas, 
patios, courtyards, pedestrian passages, terraces and gardens that 
support pedestrian activity and community interaction is strongly 
encouraged, particularly in larger projects.

2.	 On-site open space areas should be designed to complement and 
enhance the function and character of adjacent commercial uses 
by providing a transition from the public streetscape to the private 
business, and providing outdoor areas that can accommodate 
commercial activity (e.g., outdoor dining, display areas, etc.).

3.	 Building frontages adjacent to semi-public outdoor spaces should 
include building entrances and storefront windows that face 
onto the open space and architectural and landscape features that 
activate the façades.

4.	 Plazas and open space areas intended for public use should have 
clearly defined visual and physical connections that promote a 
comfortable transition from the public to the private realm. 

5.	 Pedestrian passages are an important element of the Downtown’s 
urban open space system and are strongly encouraged as 
connective elements and open space features. They promote 
pedestrian activity by creating spaces scaled to pedestrian use, 
reducing conflicts with automobile traffic, and improving 
pedestrian connectivity. They also provide the benefit of 
increasing the amount of potential retail frontage. Pedestrian 
Passages should be wide enough and open enough to feel safe and 
comfortable for pedestrians and for security purposes generally 
should provide visibility from one end to the other.  

6.	 To promote user comfort, plazas and courtyards should be 
well-defined by buildings and landscaping, comfortably scaled, 
landscaped for shade and ornament, furnished with areas for 
sitting, and lighted for evening use. 

7.	 Landscaping should be used to activate building façades, soften 
building contours, highlight important architectural features, 
screen less attractive elements, provide shade, and add color, 
texture, and visual interest. Landscape materials should be of high 
quality and suitable for the Northern California climate. Given 
the general lack of precipitation during summer months, native 
and low-water-use plant species are required.

On-site open space is encouraged to have a semi-
public character that transitions from the public to 
the private realm; windows, doors, and commercial 
activities (e.g. café seating or display areas) should 
be used to activate these spaces.
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Parking and Vehicular Access

Parking will be a critical factor for successful redevelopment. In 
order to be successful, the Study Area needs to not only ensure that 
adequate parking is provided to support proposed development, but 
that the location and design of that parking also supports an attractive, 
pedestrian-friendly mixed use environment throughout the Study Area. 
The current prevalence of sites with surface parking lots and driveways 
crossing public sidewalks is functionally and aesthetically antithetical 
to the vision for the Study Area. This study promotes redevelopment 
as a strategy to reduce the visual prominence of parking and the 
potential for pedestrian/vehicle conflicts by placing it in structures. The 
Study recommends a “park once” parking management strategy that 
encourages individuals to walk to all their Downtown destinations after 
they have parked their car.

1.	 In order to accommodate proposed development intensities and 
create an attractive pedestrian environment, surface parking is 
discouraged and should be kept to a minimum. Where it occurs, 
surface parking should be located behind buildings and on the 
interior of blocks where it is screened from public view.

2.	 Generally, off-street parking should be located in above- and 
below-grade parking structures where possible.

3.	 Parking structures should be located on the interior of the block 
where feasible. 

4.	 Where feasible, parking garages adjacent to public streets should 
be wrapped with liner space for retail and commercial uses that 
activate the street frontage and screen parking. At the very least, 
retail and other pedestrian-oriented uses should line the street-
level façade of parking structures fronting on public streets. 

5.	 Upper floors of parking structures that are visible from the street 
should be designed to screen views of cars and parking structure 
lighting, and to reflect a level of articulation and design character 
consistent with the rest of the building façade.

6.	 To the degree possible, access to off-street parking should be 
provided from east-west streets. Driveways and curb cuts along 
the area’s north-south streets should be limited as much as 
physically possible. Existing curb cuts and driveways ultimately 
should be consolidated as subject properties are redeveloped and 
alternative access can be provided.

Parking should be accomodated in above- or 
below-grade structures; parking structures should 
be wrapped with active ground-level uses and 
articulated to screen vehicles parked in upper stories 
.
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Buildings may be stepped back above the third story 
to reduce apparent bulk

Service Areas, Loading, and Building Equipment

As a functioning commercial area, it is essential that retailers and 
commercial tenants can efficiently obtain the supplies and services 
needed to operate. It is just as important, however, that these functions 
and their related facilities are carefully integrated into the design of new 
development so that they do not compromise the quality or character of 
the Study Area.

1.	 Service, loading and storage areas should be located to the rear of 
buildings and on the interior of blocks where they are away from 
public view.

2.	 Loading docks, storage areas, trash bins, and other service 
areas and facilities should be located away from public streets 
whenever feasible and screened from public view in a manner 
that is consistent with the architectural style and character of the 
associated building.

3. 	 Properties that back up to the River and have restrictions on rear 
access should provide loading areas and service areas within their 
parking structures whenever feasible. 

4.	 On-site infrastructure, such as back-flow devices, irrigation 
controls, electrical panels, etc., should be located in interior utility 
closets or on the interior of blocks, away from public streets, 
where they are out of public view.

Building Design 

Building Massing

It is important that future buildings are designed so that their scale and 
massing do not overwhelm the public realm and make it unattractive or 
inhospitable. Large buildings can be attractive and dramatic and yet still 
preserve a pedestrian scale at street level. They do not have to be either 
monolithic or imposing. There are many design techniques for adding 
visual interest and mitigating a building’s apparent bulk and scale.

Building Façades

Building façades are the “walls” of the public realm, and will do much 
to establish the character of the Study Area. The doors, windows, and 
detailing that animate their surfaces both activate the streetscape and 
establish a pleasing sense of order and proportion. It is important 
that they be neither too dull nor too busy, and that they present a 
perceptible unity without sacrificing variety.

Ground-level façades should create a high level of 
transparency along the street.
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1.	 Building façades should incorporate a hierarchy of vertical and 
horizontal features and articulation that establish a sense of order 
and reflect changes in building form.

2.	 Façades that face public streets and open space areas generally 
should be architecturally subdivided with some form of 
modulation or articulation every twenty-five (25) to fifty (50) feet 
to promote visual interest and a comfortable pedestrian scale that 
is reminiscent of traditional pedestrian-oriented shopping and 
residential districts. 

3.	 Façade increments should be defined at both the ground floor and 
at upper stories.

4.	 Buildings with longer frontages should be subdivided to 
accommodate multiple individual storefronts with a regular 
pattern of storefront entrances along the street. Preferably, 
individual storefronts should not exceed fifty (50) feet in width. 
With larger tenants, it is desirable to locate the majority of their 
floor area behind a smaller frontage (e.g., wrap floor area behind 
“liner” storefronts along the street frontage).

5.	 Strategies for varying façades and defining distinct modules may 
include: articulation of building volumes, changes in rooflines 
and fenestration patterns, introduction of vertical architectural 
features such as columns and pilasters, the use of decorative 
detailing and architectural elements, and changes building 
materials and color. 

6.	 Changes in architectural character, façade materials or color 
should be associated with a change in building plane or separated 
by a vertical feature (e.g., a column or pilaster).

7.	 Building façades that face public streets, sidewalks, trails, and 
open space should incorporate architectural features such as 
building entrances, display windows, awnings, overhangs, 
balconies, light fixtures, and other design features that add human 
scale and visual interest to the façades.

8.	 Buildings should maintain a consistent quality and character in 
terms of the articulation, detailing, and finishes on all elevations 
visible from public streets and open spaces, not just the primary 
façade. 

9.	 The creation of uninterrupted blank wall surfaces should be 
avoided on all building façades.

Building entrances should be easily identifiable 
through façade articulation, architectural detail, and 
use of materials; in this building, a recessed bay was 
combined with architectural ornament to accentuate 
the building entrance

Building entrances to upper-floor offices or 
residences should be clearly distinguishable from 
entrances to retail storefronts.
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Building Entrances

1.	 Primary building entrances and lobbies should be clearly visible 
and directly accessible from the primary street. Buildings that 
front onto multiple streets should provide an entrance along each 
street.

2.	 Retail storefront entrances should be clearly distinguishable in 
form and character from entrances to upper-floor office and 
residential uses or to a building’s main lobby.

3.	 Secondary building entrances from pedestrian passages, alleys, 
and parking structures are encouraged as long as they do not 
detract from the primacy of the main building entrance and street 
frontage (i.e., buildings should not have primary orientation to 
parking lots). 

4.	 Building entrances should be well-defined and accentuated 
through use of façade articulation, architectural detail, and use 
of materials. Appropriate strategies for architecturally defining 
building entries include: 

a.	 incorporating the entrance into a taller vertical mass (e.g., 
a small tower) that is differentiated from the rest of the 
building.

b.	 sheltering the entrance with a canopy, awning, or overhang. 

c.	 employing architectural features such as columns, pilasters, 
clerestory windows and sidelights, decorative tiles and light 
fixtures. 

d.	 enhancing ground surface with decorative paving.

5.	 To the degree feasible, service entrances, loading docks, and 
storage areas should be located and screened so they are not visible 
from public streets and open spaces or interfere with public use. 

Roofs

1.	 The roofs and rooflines of buildings should be designed to 
complement and complete the building design. Distinctive, 
sculpted roof forms that contribute to a visually interesting 
skyline and to the overall character of the Study Area are 
encouraged.

2.	 Flat roofed buildings should incorporate a strong, attractively 
detailed cornice or parapet that screens rooftop equipment and 
creates a distinctive silhouette.

Accessible rooftop terraces are encouraged to 
advantage of the open space views.

Unique roof forms can be used to create an 
interesting skyline.

Doors and windows should be inset from the façade 
to create shadows and visual interest.
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3.	 Roofs with vertical surfaces visible from public streets, open 
spaces, and adjoining areas should use high quality roofing 
materials consistent with the building’s other exterior finishes.

4.	 All rooftop mechanical equipment, appurtenances, and stair 
towers should be grouped and located so that they are not visible 
from streets and other public areas, architecturally integrated 
into the building and made with materials consistent with the 
building’s overall design character. 

5.	 Creation of accessible terraces and open space on rooftops is 
encouraged, particularly to take advantage of views of the San 
Lorenzo River.

Windows, Doors and Other Openings

1.	 Ground-level façades should incorporate generous windows and 
street-oriented glazing that create a high degree of transparency 
along the street and reveal activity within shops and restaurants 
and engage the interest of passersby.

2.	 Windows on retail and commercial storefronts should generally 
occupy a minimum of sixty (60) percent of the street-level façade 
surface. Graffiti-resistant glass should be used where feasible.

3.	 Enclosed display window areas should be provided on street-
oriented façades where actual windows cannot be provided.

4.	 Window and door frames should not be flush with exterior 
wall surfaces. Building openings for doors and windows should 
employ deep insets that create visual relief and shadow lines on 
the façade, giving the building a sense of solidity and substance.

5.	 Tinted, reflective, or obscure glazing should not be used. Solar 
shade control should be accomplished using exterior shading 
devices such as awnings or sun shades.

6.	 Street-fronting, ground-floor glazing should have a sill height not 
exceeding 30 inches as measured from the adjoining sidewalk 
surface.

7.	 Doors in commercial storefronts should include windows that 
permit visual access into the establishment.
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Commercial Signage

Commercial signage within the River Front District should follow 
guidance located in Appendix 3 of the Downtown Recovery Plan. Free-
standing signs such as monuments and pole signs should be prohibited 
in Subdistict 3, 4 and 5, but allowed in Subdistrict 1 and 2.  Free-
standing signs should be discouraged in Subdistrict 1 and 2 in favor of 
signs integrated into the building design.  

Public Art in the Private Realm

Private development should consider the integration of public art into 
all aspects of both the public and private realm.  

1. 	 The art component of a project should be incorporated into the 
architecture of the building, in a complimentary way.  Suggested 
strategies include sculptural relief panels, integrated architectural 
ornaments, signage, lighting/light sculpture, entablatures, wall 
paintings or mosaics, ornamental ironwork and artistic floorwork.

2.	 New projects that contain art components should locate 
them in the most public areas of the building(s), including on 
the building’s exterior, in the main lobbies, in forecourts or 
courtyards, etc.  

3.	 Source content for the artwork should be locally relevant. 

4.	 Artwork may be stand-alone, with appropriate scale and 
placement.

5.	 Paving patterns should not fulfill the art component, unless they 
are pictorially representing an image, map, etc.
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5

F INANCING OF KEY 
IMPROVEMENTS
This chapter addresses the financing of key strategies to revitalize the 
River/Front Lower Pacific Study Area.  These strategies, as discussed 
in the Preferred Concept and Preliminary Recommendations Report, 
include:

Development of catalyst mixed-use projects at opportunity sites.■■
Formulating a parking strategy for the southern portion of the ■■
Study Area.

Establishment of a shuttle service that links the Santa Cruz Beach ■■
Area to Pacific Avenue and the Study Area.

Wayfinding improvements.■■
Streetscape improvements.■■

Given their unique and more complex nature, this chapter focuses in 
particular on the first three items.  

Catalyst Mixed-Use Developments
Multifamily housing developments with a mixed-use component will 
play a primary role in revitalizing the River/Front Lower Pacific Study 
Area.  As discussed in the June 6, 2009 BAE memorandum to the City, 
WRT formulated a series of mixed-use development concepts for two 
Opportunity Sites in the Study Area.  Based on a financial feasibility 
analysis of the concepts, BAE offered input on the product type, unit 
mix, and density, thereby guiding the land use regulations proposed 
within this study.  The financial analysis also identified any potential 
funding gaps that the City might need to address to make the projects 
“pencil out.”  

This section of the chapter summarizes the findings of the feasibility 
analysis, and the implications for financing catalyst projects.  Refer to 
the June 6, 2009 memo by BAE for additional details.
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Note: For more information and analysis of 
Opportunity Sites, please see Appendix A2 for 
Opportunity Sites 1 and 2, and Appendix A5 for 
the Metro Center Opportunity Site.  
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Metro Center

Opportunity Site #2

Figure 5.1: Opportunity Site Key Map
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Market Rate Mixed-Use Projects

The analysis found that a minimum density of approximately 55 
units per acre is necessary to achieve financially feasible market rate 
condominiums in the Study Area.  At this scale, privately financed 
mixed-use condominiums can occur in the River/Front Lower Pacific 
Study with little to no direct public support, as the economy and 
housing market recover over the medium- to long-term. 1 

Development economics in the Study Area currently do not support 
the construction of market-rate rental housing, even at residential 
densities of 113 units per acre.  Apartment complexes, particularly 
with structured parking, are highly sensitive to construction costs, 
capitalization rates, and rent levels.  Santa Cruz’s high land values 
also make it difficult for multifamily apartment projects to achieve 
financially feasible returns, despite the City’s strong rental market.  
Over the long-term, development economics may shift to favor market-
rate apartment construction.  However, given these findings and local 
land values, any new project would likely require residential densities 
over 110 units per acre to achieve financial feasibility.

Affordable Mixed-Use Projects

The pro-forma analysis suggests that development of multifamily 
apartment complexes serving very-low to low-income households would 
require a City contribution of up to $167,000 per unit, assuming 
densities of at least 110 units per acre.  Staff indicates that this per unit 
gap falls within the range of subsidies that the City has historically 
provided to projects serving lower-income households.  To the extent 
other gap financing sources are available (e.g., from State- or federal-
funded affordable housing programs), the necessary City contribution 
may be lower.

City contributions to address this “feasibility gap” would mainly 
come from the Redevelopment Agency’s Low- and Moderate-Income 
Housing Fund (“Housing Fund.”).  The Study Area falls within the 
City’s Merged Project Area, wherein 20 percent of the property tax 
increment accrues to the Housing Fund.   The Merged Project Area will 
lose the ability to receive tax increment in 2033. 

The City’s Fiscal Year 2009 Annual Budget reports that the Housing 

1  As discussed below, public support will be necessary to finance the development of a 
parking structure to accommodate the spaces required of the commercial component of 
mixed-use projects.
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Fund has annual revenues of approximately $3.0 million.  In terms of 
current Housing Fund capital expenditures, the Agency has ongoing 
commitments to support the Tannery Arts Center and  homeless 
prevention rental subsidy and security deposit programs.  Moving 
forward, the Agency expects to have approximately $2.0 million in 
the Housing Fund available through 2012, with several projects as 
potential recipients.  These include proposals by Habitat for Humanity 
and Mercy Housing, as well as the redevelopment of the Santa Cruz 
METRO Center.  If these projects proceed in the next three years, 
there will be limited available funding for other affordable housing 
developments in Santa Cruz, including projects in the Study Area.  As 
such, other affordable housing projects may need to wait until after 
2012 to access Housing Fund monies.

Parking Strategies
As a development incentive, the City must address the need for off-
site parking to serve ground floor commercial space in the Study Area, 
especially outside the Downtown Parking District.  The Opportunity 
Sites Analysis found that mixed-use projects generally cannot 
accommodate these parking stalls on-site without negatively impacting 
design and financial feasibility. 2 

This section addresses this issue in more detail, looking in particular at 
the potential for off-site parking to serve mixed-use projects south of 
Laurel Street, which lies outside the City’s Downtown Parking District.

Overview of Parking Conditions

The Santa Cruz Downtown Parking District covers the area north of 
Laurel Street to Water Street, including North Pacific, Front Street to 
the east and Center Street to the west.   The District maintains 22 lots, 
sixteen of which are free with a time limit, and six of which are paid.  In 
total, these lots contain 2,247 spaces.  The District also manages 820 
on-street spaces. 3

Business owners within the District have the option of providing the 
necessary parking on-site, or paying an annual deficiency fee for each 
space not provided.  The fee is currently capped at $425 per deficient 
space.  Within the District, one space per 400 square feet of office, 
medical office, retail, and restaurant space is required.  For residential 

2 The Opportunity Sites analysis found that parking for the residential component can 
occur on-site.
3 City of Santa Cruz Downtown Parking Study, 2007.
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uses, the requirement ranges from 0.25 to 1.0 spaces per unit.  These 
deficiency fees, in addition to meter, permit, and lot gate revenues, are 
used for the maintenance and operation of existing facilities, debt service, 
and financing of new construction.

When the 2007 Downtown Parking Study was conducted, parking supply 
exceeded demand by 128 stalls.  However, at General Plan buildout, the 
Study projected a deficit of 720 to 900 stalls.  To address this projected 
deficiency, the City is currently exploring the construction of another 
parking garage within the District.

New development within the District contributes to the District 
financially, and can therefore use existing and new stalls to satisfy parking 
requirements.  As such, the developer of a new mixed-use project in the 
District may simply pay the deficiency fee described above, rather than 
supplying on-site parking for ground floor commercial space.

However, the area south of Laurel Street does not lie within the 
Downtown Parking District.  Therefore, the off-site parking for ground 
floor commercial space must be addressed to stimulate mixed-use 
development in the area.

Eventually, however, the area south of Laurel Street will need to address its 
parking needs with a new structure, given the projected deficit of spaces in 
Downtown, particularly in Zone 4, which covers the southern end of the 
District.  The following section examines the potential for this structure in 
more detail.

South of Laurel Parking

Structure Sizing and Cost

WRT Design estimates that the area south of Laurel Street would 
accommodate approximately 114,400 square feet of ground floor 
commercial space at buildout.  This level of development requires 
approximately 340 parking stalls, assuming four spaces per 1,000 square 
feet of commercial space, per existing requirements. 4  If Downtown 
Parking District parking ratios were applied to the area south of Laurel 
Street (2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet of commercial space), only 190 
stalls would be necessary.  Table 5.1 presents conceptual structures under 
both scenarios.  Each structure also includes a 5,000 square foot retail 
component. 
4 This estimate accounts for on-street parking to satisfy commercial parking 
requirements, and assumes that existing parking stalls used by the Seaside Company 
would be replaced elsewhere, such as in a structure at the Beach Area, as called for in the 
Beach and South of Laurel Plan.
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Table 5.1: South of Laurel Parking Structure Development Program and Cost Estimate

Current Parking Ratios District Parking Ratios
Project Description 4 spaces/1000 sf 2.5 spaces/1000 sf
Number of Stalls (a) 340 190
Average Stall Area (sq. ft.) 350 350
Total Size of Project (sq. ft.) 119,000 66,500
Ground Floor Commercial (sq. ft.) 5,000 5,000

Garage Costs
Hard Costs (b) $20,500 per stall $6,970,000 $3,895,000
Soft Costs (as % of hard costs) 25% $1,742,500 $973,750
Land Costs (c) $90 per sq. ft. $2,945,250 $1,645,875
Pay and Display Equipment (d) $159,000 $89,000
Total Garage Costs $11,816,750 $6,603,625

Ground Floor Commercial Costs
Hard Costs and TIs (b) $160 per sq. ft. $800,000 $800,000
Soft Costs (as % of hard costs) 25% $200,000 $200,000
Total Retail Costs $1,000,000 $1,000,000

Total Development Cost $12,816,750 $7,603,625

Notes:

(b) Based on City of Santa Cruz Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study and additional BAE research.

(d) Estimate based on Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study.
Source: City of Santa Cruz Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study, Watry Design, Inc., 2004; BAE, 2009.

(a) Based on WRT Design estimates of parking needed to serve ground floor commercial space south of Laurel St. at buildout.

(c) See June 6, 2009 BAE memo to City for discussion of land values in Study Area. Assumes a four-story structure 
and 90% site coverage.

Based on cost estimates in recent parking structure studies conducted 
by the City and land value research conducted by BAE, a 340-stall 
structure would cost approximately $12.8 million to construct, and a 
190-space structure would cost approximately $7.6 million. 5 

Structure and District Financing 

Table 5.2 presents the annual debt service associated with bonds of 
$15.7 million and $9.3 million to construct the two structures.  The 
analysis assumes an interest rate of 5.0 percent, a 30-year term, and 
other costs associated with bond issuance, including a reserve fund, 
underwriters discount, capitalized interest, and bond insurance.  These 
terms lead to an average annual debt service of $1 million for the 
340-stall structure, and $605,000 for the 190-stall structure. 

As a primary means of financing the construction of a new structure 
south of Laurel Street, the City may work with property owners to 
establish a South of Laurel Parking District.  Revenues generated from 
the gate, permits, on-street metered parking, parking deficiency fees, 

5 Assumes a four-story structure and that the structure takes up 90 percent of the site in 
both scenarios.  Land costs would be greater in a lower structure. 
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Table 5.2: South of Laurel Parking Structure Financing

Current Parking Ratios District Parking Ratios
4 spaces/1000 sf 2.5 spaces/1000 sf

COSTS

Total Development Cost (a) $12,816,750 $7,603,625

Cost of Bond Issuance 1.5% $235,200 $139,500
Reserve Fund 10.0% $1,567,800 $930,100
Underwriters Discount 1.5% $235,200 $139,500
Capitalized Interest (b) $587,900 $348,800
Bond Insuance Premium 1.5% $235,200 $139,500
Total Bond Issue $15,678,050 $9,301,025

Average Annual Debt Service (c) $1,019,900 $605,000

REVENUES
Annual Revenue from Gate and Permits (d) $299,300 $167,300
Annual Retail Revenue (e) $94,500 $94,500
Parking Deficiency Fees (f) $130,050 $72,675
On-Street Meter Revenue (g) $146,400 $146,400
Total Revenue $670,250 $480,875

Less Staffing Costs (h) ($301,110) ($203,347)
Net Revenue $369,140 $277,528

ANNUAL SURPLUS/(SHORTFALL) ($650,760) ($327,472)

Notes:
(a) See Table 1.
(b) Length of construction period: 9 months
(c) Rate: 5.0%
     Term: 30 years
(d) Based on increased per stall revenues in Locust and Soquel Garages for an average of approx. $660/stall.
(e) Monthly lease rate: $1.75 per sq. ft.
    Vacancy rate: 10%

(g) Revenue based on 122 metered on-street stalls south of Laurel
$1,200 annual collection per stall, following rate increases as

proposed in Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study.
(h) See Appendix A.

(f) Assumes $425 fee per deficient stall (same as D'town Parking District), applied to number of stalls 
needed to serve ground floor commercial space south of Laurel Street at buildout.  10% vacancy rate 

Source: City of Santa Cruz Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study, Watry Design, Inc., 2004; 
WRT Design, 2009; BAE, 2009.
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and lease revenue from the retail space could be used to service the debt 
from the bond issuance.6  Altogether, this analysis suggests that these 
revenue sources would generate approximately $670,000 annually for 
the larger structure, and $481,000 for the smaller structure.  These 
revenue estimates are based on the proposed parking fee increases listed 
in the 2004 Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study, and use 
the Soquel and Locust Parking Structures as revenue benchmarks. 7  
This assumes that all square footage is occupied.  Alternatively, the City 
could impose a fee on the property owner rather than the tenant.

These revenues would also be necessary to pay for staffing of the 
district south of Laurel Street.  The precise staffing of a new district 
remains uncertain, as some economies of scale may be achieved with 
existing staff of the Downtown Parking District.  Table 5.3 contains a 
preliminary estimate of necessary staffing costs, conservatively assuming 
a discrete set of staff, and based on average per stall costs and FTEs 
in the Downtown District.  This analysis suggests staffing costs of 
approximately $203,000 to $301,000 annually, depending on the size 
of the south of Laurel structure.

Based on these assumptions, the model shows annual shortfalls of 
approximately $651,000 and $327,000, respectively, for the two 
structures.  These gaps are generally consistent with the shortfalls found 
in the other parking structure feasibility studies recently conducted by 
the City.  Santa Cruz’s modest parking rates, coupled with the high cost 
of land in the area, contribute to the shortfall.

To eliminate the gap, the City would have to locate approximately $8.6 
million in additional capital for the larger structure and $4.3 million 
for the smaller structure.  Permit and meter rates may also be raised to 
increase the District revenues.

These estimates offer a preliminary assessment of the financial feasibility 
of these projects; a more detailed analysis would be necessary to evaluate 
a specific proposal.  

6 Although this analysis includes parking deficiency fees as a source for repaying 
the bond debt, the uncertainties behind this revenue make it less attractive as debt 
servicing mechanism.  Conservative assumptions that account for regular fluctuations 
in commercial occupancy rates would be necessary to assure adequate security for the 
municipal finance market. Revenue from on-street meters in this area currently go to 
the General Fund, and replacement revenue to the General Fund may be required. 

7 Since that study was completed, the Cedar/Cathcart Garage Financing Plan Task Force 
has proposed a distinct set of rate increases to finance the Cedar/Cathcart structure.  
The project is currently on hold.
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Table 5.3: South of Laurel Parking District Staffing Estimates

Downtown Parking District

Personnel Services $1,405,398
Services, Supplies, and Other Charges $593,526
Total $1,998,924
FTEs 20.5
Costs/FTE $97,508

Number of Stalls 3,067
FTEs/Stall 0.01

South of Laurel Parking District

Current Parking Ratios District Parking Ratios
4 spaces/1000 sf 2.5 spaces/1000 sf

Stalls (a) 462 312
FTEs (b) 3.1 2.1
Cost (c) $301,110 $203,347

Notes:
(a) Includes off-street and on-street stalls.  See Table 2.
(b) Applies FTEs/Stall from Downtown District to stalls in South of Laurel District.
(c) Applies Costs/FTE from Downtown District to South of Laurel District FTEs.
Sources: City of Santa Cruz Annual Budget Fiscal Year 2009; BAE, 2009.

Potential Gap Financing Sources

Given the substantial shortfall identified for the two parking structure 
concepts, the City will need to identify an additional source of capital 
to reduce the annual debt service.  In fact, a variety of sources will likely 
be needed to finance construction.  The following represent potential 
gap financing strategies.

General Fund

The General Fund is a discretionary revenue source, generally used to 
pay for basic municipal services such as police, fire, and public works.  
Secured by General Fund revenues, the City of Santa Cruz may issue 
General Obligation Bonds to pay for infrastructure improvements, 
following a two-thirds approval among local voters.  Generally, however, 
demands on General Fund revenues leave few dollars available toward 
debt service for new bond issuances.  

Redevelopment Tax Increment Financing

A parking garage could be partially financed via the Redevelopment 
Agency (RDA)’s tax increment revenues.  According to the 2010-2014 
Implementation Plan, the Merged Project Area may have about $9.4 
million available for non-housing projects and programs over the five 
year period covered by the Implementation Plan.  This is dependent 
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upon changing financial conditions, including potential payments to 
the State for the Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF).    
The Agency’s short-term priorities for capital investments include the 
National Marine Sanctuary Visitor’s Center, redevelopment of the 
METRO Center, transportation improvements at Highway 1 and 9 
and bridge replacement on Soquel Avenue.  Secondarily, the Agency 
has expressed support for development of a conference center and hotel 
facility, and rehabilitation of the City’s aging wharf infrastructure.  
Considering these other projects, funding for a parking structure south 
of Laurel Street may be limited.

Leveraging City-Owned Land

As a major financing source for the proposed Cedar/Cathcart garage, 
the City explored the possibility of selling parcels with values totaling 
$1 million to $8.5 million.  The City could reduce the financing gap 
for the parking structure south of Laurel Street through this approach as 
well.  However, the City does not have significant holdings in the area 
south of Laurel Street, and the property would have to be outside the 
newly formed parking district.  Given the lack of City owned land that 
may be available to sell or exchange, this is not considered to be a viable 
option for the city at this point.

Developer Impact Fees

Impact fees may be charged on new development to mitigate any 
impact on environmental conditions, including circulation and 
transportation issues.  As such, an impact fee on new development 
in area south of Laurel could be established to finance improvements 
proposed by the River/Front Lower Pacific study, including a parking 
structure.

Any impact fees must be set according to each development’s respective 
share of the impact and associated cost to mitigate it.  This calculation 
requires a “nexus study,” a legal requirement under California case law 
and per the Mitigation Fee Act. 8  California jurisdictions are required 
to show through a nexus study that (1) the proposed development is in 
fact creating an impact and (2) the fee is proportional to the impact.  

Impact fees would essentially replace the parking deficiency fees charged 
on tenants, and could be set to reflect each project’s respective share 
of the total parking demand.  The parking deficiency fees, as currently 
structured, are paid by tenants and do not effectively cover the full cost 

8 San Remo Hotel vs. City and County of San Francisco (1991)
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of necessary parking.  To ensure consistent payment, future fees should 
be applied to the property owner, not the tenant. 

As a limitation to using impact fees as a financing strategy, the fees do 
not provide up-front capital for improvements, and are reliant on new 
development activity.  Therefore, the City would have to use other 
sources, such as Redevelopment Agency  (RDA ) funds, to finance 
construction, and then get reimbursed over time as development 
occurs.  Moreover, the impact fees would add to development costs, and 
potentially impact the financial feasibility of new development.

Developer Exactions

The City may impose various exactions as a condition of new 
development, including dedication of land for public purposes and 
development of necessary public infrastructure.  As with impact fees, 
the cost of exactions represents a direct cost to the developer.  Therefore, 
these should be carefully considered during the entitlement process, 
to assure that the exactions still allow for a financially feasible project.  
Given their ad hoc nature, exactions do not offer the necessary steady 
revenue stream to service debt.  However, as with impact fees, exactions 
may be used to backfill other City sources, such as RDA funds.

Special Assessment District (AD)

Special Assessment Districts (AD) are tools used throughout 
California to fund capital improvements, cover maintenance costs, 
and provide services, which offer special benefits within a specified 
area.  The formation of an AD requires a majority vote from property 
owners within the assessment area, with their vote weighted based 
on proportionate shares of the total annual assessment.  All property 
owners within the district pay an annual assessment above their regular 
property taxes to pay for special benefits.  

Gaining majority owner approval in a developed area with multiple 
parcels like the River/Front Lower Pacific corridor can prove 
challenging, to the extent that certain owners have no plans to 
redevelop their properties and may see little financial incentive to 
support a new assessment.

Mello-Roos Community Facilities District

Mello-Roos districts are similar to special assessment districts except 
they must be approved by a two-thirds approval of noticed voters (not 
proportionate to their assessment).  Mello-Roos districts are not special 
assessments but a special tax used to pay for public facilities and/or 
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services.  Within Mello-Roos Districts the special tax cannot be directly 
linked to the value of property, but rather is calculated related to the 
benefit received by the property owner using formulas tied to property 
characteristics such as road frontage, lot size, and built square footage.  

A Mello-Roos District is often better than a Special Assessment District 
in matching taxpayer costs to taxpayer benefits.  Similar to an AD, the 
formation of a Mello-Roos District is difficult in a built-out area where 
property owners may have disparate interests.  Consequently, they are 
more commonly used as financing tools in greenfield development sites 
or in other areas with fewer owners and voters.

Property-Based Business Improvement District (PBID)

PBIDs allow commercial property owners to tax themselves for specific 
activities clearly detailed in their PBID Service Plans.  PBIDs are self-
assessed and self-governed by the affected property owners.  A PBID 
may be used to enhance city services but may not be used to replace 
services already provided by the City.  PBIDs normally become a means 
to improve business conditions by acting as a collective marketing and 
maintenance district, although they can support capital improvements 
as well.  A PBID can earmark monies for capital improvements 
consistent with the district’s adopted management plan.  

Public-Private Partnership

Rather than building its own structure, the City could enter into a 
partnership with a developer to construct a mixed-use project south 
of Laurel Street.  Under this scenario, the mixed-use structure and 
parking garage could be built side-by-side.  The garage would serve 
the residential units, the commercial space in the mixed-use building, 
and some or all of the parking needs south of Laurel.  The City could 
pay for construction of the public stalls, and potentially its share of the 
“air rights” on the site, gaining the right to use the structure for public 
access at no charge or for a favorable lease rate. 

As an advantage, this approach could reduce the acquisition costs for 
the City, as it would only pay for a portion of the property’s air rights.  
The landowner, in turn, would benefit by having the City build the 
commercial parking spaces to serve his or her building.  In addition, 
the commercial tenants in the building would be relieved of parking 
deficiency fees, a premium which makes the space more attractive and 
leasable.
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Given the complex financing structure and need for a negotiated 
agreement, this strategy needs a more detailed analysis on a case-by-case 
basis, with a particular site and landowner in mind.  This approach also 
requires a larger site (ideally more than an acre) to accommodate both 
the mixed-use structure and parking garage, suggesting the Riverbend 
site and the block bordered by Spruce, Pacific, Front, and Laurel as 
likely candidates. 

Mixed-Use Project

The City could construct a parking garage with residential units 
above, and help finance the structure through sale of the units.  The 
City explored this option as part of the Cedar/Cathcart garage study.  
This study found that residential units added costs to the parking 
component, limited the net new public parking spaces, and led to costs 
exceeding value.  Moreover, adding housing eliminated the possibility 
of an Economic Development Grant for the project.

Federal and State Grants

Given the challenges in locally financing the parking structure, grant 
funding represents a more likely source of capital.  For example, 
the City has successfully applied for Economic Development 
Administration (EDA) grants in the past, which have historically 
averaged about $1 million.

HUD offers a loan guarantee program that local governments can use 
to finance the construction, reconstruction, or installation of public 
facilities including street, sidewalk, and other site improvements, using 
its CDBG monies as the source of repayment.  Cities can leverage some 
of their annual CDBG allocation into a larger loan that can finance 
the proposed infrastructure improvements.  In addition, once HUD 
approves the loan guarantee, if the City can tie the improvements to 
new economic opportunities for low- and moderate-income persons, 
the City can apply for an Economic Development Initiative (EDI) 
grant or Brownfield Economic Development Initiative (BEDI) grant.  
These grants can be used to repay the Section 108 loan, freeing up the 
annual CDBG allocations for other purposes.

In terms of a State source, bond issuances may be used to fund 
infrastructure improvements through grants.  A two-thirds approval 
in the legislature is required to place a statewide bond measure on the 
ballot, which must then be approved by a simple majority of voters.  
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For example, in 2006, voters approved Proposition 1C, leading to the 
issuance of $2.85 billion in bonds to support affordable housing and 
infrastructure improvements.  In addition to funding existing housing 
programs, Proposition 1C earmarks $340 million to promote infill 
development, through infrastructure support.  Eligible costs included 
parking structures.

California voters also approved Proposition 1B in 2006.  This 
measure allowed the State to float bonds to be used for transportation 
improvements around the State.  There are currently 14 funding 
programs in Proposition 1B, including the Local Streets and Road 
Improvement, Congestion Relief, and Traffic Safety Account of 
2006.  This program employs a formula to allocate approximately $1 
billion to cities in California on a per capita basis for transportation 
improvements. 

Advertising Revenue

The Church Street Parking Structure Feasibility Study estimated that 
advertising within the parking structure could generate as much as 
$15,000 to $20,000 annually.

Beach Area-Downtown Shuttle Service

In 2004, the City of Santa Cruz, in partnership with Santa Cruz 
METRO, operated the Beach Shuttle service, which offered free rides 
from the Beach Area to Downtown.  A March 26, 2004 staff report 
stated that the City contributed $30,400 annually to the service, paying 
for two shuttles running at 30 minute headways for eight hours a day 
on weekends and holidays during the summer season (32 days).  Public 
Works staff reports that the service was eventually cancelled due to a 
lack of funding and low ridership. 9 

The River/Front Lower Pacific Study proposes reinstating a shuttle 
service to help draw visitors from the beach to Downtown and vice 
versa, via the River/Front Lower Pacific area.  

To inform this renewed service, this section summarizes the operations 
and financing of four shuttle services that link downtown areas and 
other visitor destinations.  These include the Walnut Creek Downtown 
Trolley, the Boulder HOP, the San Luis Obispo Downtown Trolley, and 
the Santa Barbara Downtown-Waterfront Shuttle.  Lessons for Santa 
Cruz are also presented.  

9 Ridership data for the service is unavailable.	
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Table 5.4: Summary of Shuttle Case Studies

Walnut Creek Boulder San Luis Obispo Santa Barbara
Downtown Trolley HOP Downtown Trolley Downtown-Waterfront 

Shuttle
Details
Fare Free $2

or free with 
Ecopass/Student Pass

$0.25 $0.25

Headways Weekdays - 15 mins
Weekends - 20-30 mins

Weekdays- 7-10 mins
 Weekends- 15 mins

15- 20 mins Summer- 10 to 15 mins
Winter- 10 to 30 mins

Hours Weekdays - 7am to 7pm
Weekends - 9am to 6:30pm

Mon-Thurs: 7am-10pm
Fri-Sat: 7am- 12am

Sun: 10am-6pm

Thur- 3:30 to 9pm
Fri- 12pm to 9pm

Sun- 12pm to 5pm

Sun-Thurs- 9am to 6pm
Fri- Sat- 9am to 10pm

Route Distance (miles) 3 6.5 3 4.5

Annual Ridership 231503 (a) 1,344,000                     27,164 540,000                          

Riders/Revenue Hour 20 30-40 17.7 26.9

Primary Riders Local employees and students College students and 
local employees

Tourists and 
Farmer's Market 

shoppers

Tourists and Downtown 
shoppers

Operating Costs
Total Annual Operating Cost NA $2,000,000 NA NA

City Contribution $200,000 $420,000 $91,000 $1,000,000

City $ per Rider $0.86 $0.31 $3.35 $1.85

Capital Costs
Vehicle Standard bus with trolley "wrap" Gas-powered 30 ft. Gillig 

with "wrap"
Gas-powered rubber-

wheel trolley
2001 Electric Shuttle

Cost of Vehicle $75,000 $350,000 $180,000 $300,000

Note:
(a) Walnut Creek's weekday average annual ridership, from years 2005-2008.
Sources: John Webster, City of San Luis Obispo; John Hall, City of Walnut Creek; Steve Maas, Santa Barbara MTD; Cris Jones, City of 
Boulder, CO; BAE, 2009.

Table 5.4 summarizes the four case studies of shuttle services in each 
city.  Appendix A7 contains the complete case studies.

Lessons for Santa Cruz

Based on the case studies presented here, the following lessons can be 
drawn for a Santa Cruz shuttle service.

Strive for maximum headways of 10 to 20 minutes during peak 
hours.  

All the case study services had headways of 10 to 20 minutes during 
peak operating hours.  Staff at each jurisdiction noted that these 
headways are necessary to draw riders and free them from the concerns 
of a set transit schedule.  The 30 minute headways in the prior Santa 
Cruz Beach Area Shuttle likely contributed to its low ridership.  The 
March 26, 2004 staff report indicated that a third vehicle in the Beach 
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Area Shuttle would reduce the headways from 30 minutes to 20 
minutes, and would cost an additional $15,200.

Adopt a high-visibility vehicle that attracts visitors and speaks to the 
local identity.  

Each of the case study jurisdictions highlighted the need for a unique 
vehicle to attract riders, particularly tourists.  Santa Barbara, in 
particular, has had great success in linking the electric shuttles with the 
City’s identity, with the vehicles featured in articles about the town and 
visitor information guides.  As shown in the table above, standard buses 
with a decorative wrap, such as the one employed in Walnut Creek, cost 
approximately $75,000.  

However, given the local emphasis on sustainability, a “green” vehicle 
would be more desirable and appropriate for Santa Cruz.  The Santa 
Barbara electric shuttles cost approximately $300,000, and do require 
somewhat more maintenance than a gas-powered vehicle (see Appendix 
B for discussion).  These are produced by Ebus, a California-based 
company.  Hybrid buses, such as those employed by San Francisco 
MUNI, are made by Daimler-Chrysler and Gillig, and cost up to 
$500,000 (though these are probably larger than a shuttle service would 
require).  Plug-in hybrid buses, produced by IC Corporation, are also 
being pioneered by some school districts.

Market the service through various avenues. 

To increase visitor ridership, the case study jurisdictions adopted a 
concerted marketing campaign.  Potential strategies to publicize the 
service in Santa Cruz include:

Print and Electronic Media.■■   Place brochures and route 
information materials at various locations, such as information 
kiosks, the Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk, the Downtown Santa 
Cruz Association website and office, the Santa Cruz County 
Traveler’s Guide, the County Conference and Visitor’s Council, 
UCSC, the Santa Cruz Surfing Museum, the Seymour Marine 
Discovery Center, the Institute of Contemporary Arts, the 
Museum of Art & History, and lodging establishments.  Also 
highlight the shuttle service in press releases and articles about 
Santa Cruz.

Hotel Outreach.■■  Attend hotel staff meetings located along the 
route to conduct individualized meetings regarding the shuttle 
service. 



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Chapter 5: Financing of Key Improvements

May 2010 103

Fares should be limited to $0.25 to maximize ridership. 

The Santa Barbara case study found that a token fee helps to discourage 
transients from using the service for extended periods of time.

The City must explore a range of funding sources to support the 
shuttle service.  

As noted above, the City had been paying $31,400 annually for the 
prior shuttle service, and would have had to increase this subsidy to 
$46,600 to reduce headways to 20 minutes.  The City can expect 
similar costs if it restarts the service.  These costs are generally consistent 
with those experienced by case study cities, considering the hours of 
operation, number of vehicles, and overall scale of the service.  

Given the City’s ongoing budget concerns, funding a shuttle service 
may represent a significant challenge.  As such, the City should explore 
the possibility of partnering with other agencies to support the service.  
In addition to Santa Cruz METRO, potential funding partners 
include local hotel operators along the shuttle route, the Seaside 
Company, the Downtown Association, the County Visitor’s Bureau, 
the National Marine Sanctuary Visitor Center, Volunteer Center, 
and UCSC.  Shuttle routing may need to be tailored to benefit these 
partner organizations.  For example, the shuttle may be routed to serve 
Boardwalk employees and visitors who park at offsite locations, such as 
the County Government Center Parking Lot on weekends.

A number of Federal and State sources for capital and operating funds 
are also available, as noted in the shuttle case studies found in Appendix 
A7.  Federal sources include the Federal Highway and Federal Transit 
Administrations.  In particular, the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act:  A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-
LU) program has offered grants designed to address a broad range of 
surface transportation improvements.  During the most recent cycle, 
which expired in February 2010, California received $23.4 billion in 
funds for a variety of highway, transit, and safety items.  As of March 
2010, Congress was considering an extension of SAFETEA-LU.  
Additionally, county funding may be available through county-levied 
Local Transportation Sales Taxes. The San Luis Obispo Downtown 
Trolley relies on such funding.
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Expect modest ridership and relatively high per rider costs as the 
shuttle begins operations.  

The case study jurisdictions suggest that a Beach Area shuttle can expect 
ridership on the order of 20 persons per revenue hour.  Initially, the 
shuttle could be operated only on summer weekends and holidays for a 
total of 32 days, eight hours a day, similar to the prior schedule.  This 
level of service would lead to approximately 5,100 riders, at 20 persons 
per revenue hour.  The cost per rider would be approximately $6 at this 
rate, assuming a $31,400 City contribution, as with the prior service.  

Look for opportunities to increase ridership and serve a broader 
segment of the community beyond tourists.  

As noted above, partnerships with other organizations may offer the 
opportunity for shared funding.  Moreover, these partnerships can 
increase ridership and the overall utility of the shuttle service.  In 
Walnut Creek, for example, the City has found that employees regularly 
use the Downtown Trolley to travel to local businesses from the BART 
station.  Recognizing this trend, tenants of Broadway Plaza, the local 
shopping center, have contributed to the shuttle operations during the 
holiday season, when they require increased staffing.  The City may 
want to pursue discussions and collaborations with Metro Transit to 
coordinate and potentially consolidate overlapping services in the area. 

Involve the community in the shuttle design and implementation.

After 15 years of HOP operation, City of Boulder staff state that 
success was contingent on initial citizen involvement in roundtable 
discussions.  This process generated discussion about important 
transit amenities, and engaged the community into the process.  
Incorporating community input may help generate a broader vision 
than just a “tourist shuttle,” though visitors may serve as the primary 
rider segment.  Similarly, bringing together potential stakeholders and 
beneficiaries of the shuttle, such as the groups listed above, would help 
spur momentum for the service.

This page intentionally left blank.
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Appendix

Implementation 
CHART
The following chart summarizes the recommendations found in this 
report and identifies implementation actions, responsible departments, 
and priorities for implementation. Generally speaking, the following 
principles are intended to help guide the City in determining priorities 
for the area:

High Priority

Anything that prepares parcels ready for redevelopment ••
(i.e. adoption of Overlay District, regulatory changes, etc. 
and environmental review) and removes uncertainty for the 
developer. 
Public parking••
Focus on Subdistricts 3, 4 and 5••

Medium Priority

Wayfinding and Streetscape in Subdistrict 3, 4, 5••
Lower Pacific – catalyst projects in Subdistrict 3, 4,5••

Low Priority

Signature Parks should be implemented opportunistically ••
to take advantage of funding and synergies with proposed 
development.

A1
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City of Santa Cruz
River Front District Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

DRAFT Implementation Chart
March 2010

Topic Recommendation Pg.
Priority 
Action

Responsible 
Department

Notes

1 2 3 4 5
Amend Exist. 

Plan

Amend 
Exist. 
Zoning

Include in 
Overlay

Needs 
Addt'l 
Study

Develo‐
per 

Coord.

Initia‐
tive

x x x x x Areawide Guidelines x
x x x x x Land Use Promote Compact Mixed Use Development 13 x x x high PL

x x x x x Land Use Promote Grnd Flr Retail and Housing as a Complementary Upper Floor Use 14 x x high PL; ED

x x x x x The River Promote River‐Oriented Development 17 x high PL; ED

x x x x x The River Strengthen the Riverway as a Recr. and Natural Resource of Region. Signif. 18 SLURP* x medium P&R; PW

x x x x x Wayfinding Downtown Gateway Enhancements—Architectural Definition  21 DRP x (DRP) x x medium PL; PW Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x x x x x Wayfinding Vehicular Wayfinding Enhancements 23 x x medium PW Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x x x x x Wayfinding Pedestrian and Bicycle Wayfinding 24 x x medium PW Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x x x x x Transportation  Shuttle Service Linking Beach Area and Downtown 27 GP, DRP x (DRP) x x medium PW Study, Funding

x x x x x Transp/Wayfinding Clarify Preferred Visitor Access Routes 29 x x medium PW

x x x x x Public Realm  Support the Development of Signature Parks and Plazas 30 x low P&R; PL

x x x x x Public Realm Enhance the Quality and Character of the Public Streetscape 31 X* medium PW; PL

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 1: Gateway Commercial  35 x
x Land Use & Redev Character: Mixed Use ‐ Commercial Emphasis 35 x x medium PL

x Land Use & Redev Support Creative Redevelopment of the Gateway Center 37 x x x x medium PL; ED

x Land Use & Redev Strenthen the Identity of River Street Gateway to Downtown 37 x x ? medium PL; ED; PW

x Land Use & Redev Improve Orientation and Connection to the San Lorenzo River 38 SLURP* x x x medium PL; ED Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 39 x x low PL; P&R

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 2: North Pacific Avenue 40 x
x Land Use & Redev Subdistrict Character: Mixed Use ‐ Residential Emphasis 40 DRP x (DRP) x x medium PL

x Transportation Convert North Pacific Avenue to One‐Way Street 41 x medium PW

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 41 x x x low PL; P&R

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 3: Downtown Extension ‐ Riverfront North 42 x
x Land Use & Devel. Subdistrict Character: Downtown Extension 42 DRP x (DRP) x x high PL

x Land Use & Devel. Commercial Center Infill 44 DRP* x (DRP) x high PL; ED

x Public Realm  Enhance Pedestrian Environment 46 DRP* x (DRP) x x medium PL; PW

x Public Realm  Develop a signature park/plaza 47 DRP* x (DRP) x x x x low PL; P&R

x Transportation Highlight and Enhance Cross‐River Connections 48 x high PL

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 4: Downtown Extension ‐ Riverfront South 49 x
x Land Use & Devel. Subdistrict Character: Downtown Extension 49 DRP x (DRP) x high PL

x Land Use & Devel. Redevelopment of Riverfront Parcels 50 DRP, SLURP* x (DRP) x x high PL; ED

x Land Use & Devel. Redevelopment of the Metro Center to a Mixed‐Use Transit Complex 52 GP, DRP x x x high ED; PL Work with other jurisdictions

x Public Realm Design Enhance Pedestrian Environment 54 DRP x (DRP) x x medium PL; PW

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 56 DRP x (DRP) x x x low PL; P&R Pursue Funding

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 5: Downtown Extension ‐ Lower Pacific Avenue 57 x
x Land Use & Devel. SubDistrict Character: Downtown Extension & Transitional Visitor Serving 58 BSOLA* x high PL

x Land Use & Devel. Promote Compact Mixed‐Use Development 59 BSOLA x x x x x high PL

x Land Use/Transp. Provide Public Parking South of Laurel 62 x x x x high PW; PL; ED Parking District

x Land Use & Devel. Promote Mixed‐Use Development at the Riverbend Site 63 GP x x x high PL; ED

x Public Realm Enhance Public Streetscapes 64 x x medium PL; PW Pursue funding

x Public Realm Repair and Enhance Stairs on Beach Hill 65 x x medium PW Add to City CIP, pursue funding

x Public Realm Create a Public Art Walk from the Downtown to the Wharf 65 x x x medium ED Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 66 DRP x x x low PL; P&R

ImplementationAffected Area
Subdistrict #

p g p /p ;

* It is recommended that the City review the plan more closely at the time of implementation to determine whether an amendment is needed. 
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City of Santa Cruz
River Front District Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

DRAFT Implementation Chart
March 2010

Topic Recommendation Pg.
Priority 
Action

Responsible 
Department

Notes

1 2 3 4 5
Amend Exist. 

Plan

Amend 
Exist. 
Zoning

Include in 
Overlay

Needs 
Addt'l 
Study

Develo‐
per 

Coord.

Initia‐
tive

x x x x x Areawide Guidelines x
x x x x x Land Use Promote Compact Mixed Use Development 13 x x x high PL

x x x x x Land Use Promote Grnd Flr Retail and Housing as a Complementary Upper Floor Use 14 x x high PL; ED

x x x x x The River Promote River‐Oriented Development 17 x high PL; ED

x x x x x The River Strengthen the Riverway as a Recr. and Natural Resource of Region. Signif. 18 SLURP* x medium P&R; PW

x x x x x Wayfinding Downtown Gateway Enhancements—Architectural Definition  21 DRP x (DRP) x x medium PL; PW Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x x x x x Wayfinding Vehicular Wayfinding Enhancements 23 x x medium PW Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x x x x x Wayfinding Pedestrian and Bicycle Wayfinding 24 x x medium PW Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x x x x x Transportation  Shuttle Service Linking Beach Area and Downtown 27 GP, DRP x (DRP) x x medium PW Study, Funding

x x x x x Transp/Wayfinding Clarify Preferred Visitor Access Routes 29 x x medium PW

x x x x x Public Realm  Support the Development of Signature Parks and Plazas 30 x low P&R; PL

x x x x x Public Realm Enhance the Quality and Character of the Public Streetscape 31 X* medium PW; PL

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 1: Gateway Commercial  35 x
x Land Use & Redev Character: Mixed Use ‐ Commercial Emphasis 35 x x medium PL

x Land Use & Redev Support Creative Redevelopment of the Gateway Center 37 x x x x medium PL; ED

x Land Use & Redev Strenthen the Identity of River Street Gateway to Downtown 37 x x ? medium PL; ED; PW

x Land Use & Redev Improve Orientation and Connection to the San Lorenzo River 38 SLURP* x x x medium PL; ED Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 39 x x low PL; P&R

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 2: North Pacific Avenue 40 x
x Land Use & Redev Subdistrict Character: Mixed Use ‐ Residential Emphasis 40 DRP x (DRP) x x medium PL

x Transportation Convert North Pacific Avenue to One‐Way Street 41 x medium PW

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 41 x x x low PL; P&R

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 3: Downtown Extension ‐ Riverfront North 42 x
x Land Use & Devel. Subdistrict Character: Downtown Extension 42 DRP x (DRP) x x high PL

x Land Use & Devel. Commercial Center Infill 44 DRP* x (DRP) x high PL; ED

x Public Realm  Enhance Pedestrian Environment 46 DRP* x (DRP) x x medium PL; PW

x Public Realm  Develop a signature park/plaza 47 DRP* x (DRP) x x x x low PL; P&R

x Transportation Highlight and Enhance Cross‐River Connections 48 x high PL

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 4: Downtown Extension ‐ Riverfront South 49 x
x Land Use & Devel. Subdistrict Character: Downtown Extension 49 DRP x (DRP) x high PL

x Land Use & Devel. Redevelopment of Riverfront Parcels 50 DRP, SLURP* x (DRP) x x high PL; ED

x Land Use & Devel. Redevelopment of the Metro Center to a Mixed‐Use Transit Complex 52 GP, DRP x x x high ED; PL Work with other jurisdictions

x Public Realm Design Enhance Pedestrian Environment 54 DRP x (DRP) x x medium PL; PW

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 56 DRP x (DRP) x x x low PL; P&R Pursue Funding

x Overall Direction Subdistrict 5: Downtown Extension ‐ Lower Pacific Avenue 57 x
x Land Use & Devel. SubDistrict Character: Downtown Extension & Transitional Visitor Serving 58 BSOLA* x high PL

x Land Use & Devel. Promote Compact Mixed‐Use Development 59 BSOLA x x x x x high PL

x Land Use/Transp. Provide Public Parking South of Laurel 62 x x x x high PW; PL; ED Parking District

x Land Use & Devel. Promote Mixed‐Use Development at the Riverbend Site 63 GP x x x high PL; ED

x Public Realm Enhance Public Streetscapes 64 x x medium PL; PW Pursue funding

x Public Realm Repair and Enhance Stairs on Beach Hill 65 x x medium PW Add to City CIP, pursue funding

x Public Realm Create a Public Art Walk from the Downtown to the Wharf 65 x x x medium ED Gateway/Wayfinding Plan

x Public Realm Develop a signature park/plaza 66 DRP x x x low PL; P&R

ImplementationAffected Area
Subdistrict #

p g p /p ;

* It is recommended that the City review the plan more closely at the time of implementation to determine whether an amendment is needed.  ** Indicates recommendations that will require additional design or technical study, and/or pursuit of funding, in order to be implemented.  Refer to 
     referenced page number in report for more detailed discussion.

**
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Appendix

Catalyst Sit e 
Redevelopment 
Feasib il ity Analysis
As part of the study area analysis, the consultant team (WRT and Bay 
Area Economics) tested the development feasibility of two sites that had 
been identified as potentially good opportunities for catalyst projects 
(see previous discussion under “Strategic Redevelopment Actions: 
Support Development of Catalyst Projects”).  The intent of the analysis 
was to better understand how the combination of market forces and 
City regulation may be impeding achievement of the City’s vision for 
the study area, and what actions the City could employ to facilitate and 
incentivize desirable development.    

Methodology
As previously described, two sites were selected based on their apparent 
redevelopment potential and their potential strategic importance as 
catalysts for change.  One site included a series of contiguous riverfront 
parcels just south of Soquel Avenue (Site #1), and the other was a large 
single parcel at the junction of Pacific Avenue and Front Street (Site 
#2).  Mixed use development concepts were developed for each site 
consistent with the vision for the area, including a strong orientation to 
the River at Site #1 and a strong definition of the southern gateway to 
Downtown at Site #2.  

The purpose of the development concepts is to illustrate the 
development capacity and associated building height and massing for 
each site.  Although developed in enough detail to be able to quantify 
the development program (e.g., square feet of leasable area, number of 
units, parking spaces, etc.), it is important to note that the development 
scenarios are only concepts.  They are not architectural designs, and are 
not intended to express the aesthetic character of the buildings.  The 
parking numbers used are estimates only.  They are accurate enough for 
the purpose of analyzing the development options, but are not intended 
to be used for actual design or programming purposes.

Each of the development concepts was evaluated for its financial 
feasibility. Based on a series of pro-forma analyses of each development 
program, BAE identified any potential funding gaps that the City 

A2

Mixed-Use Redevelopment

Existing conditions of Site #1
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might need to address to make the projects “pencil out,” and provided 
input on product type, unit mix, density, and height that would 
enhance development feasibility.  This input was then used to refine 
the development concept as necessary to produce an economically 
feasible project.  Given the current economic situation, the feasibility 
analysis represents a “snap shot” in time based on historical patterns 
and professional judgment.  If the scenarios explored in this section are 
considered for development in the future, their feasibility would need 
to be re-evaluated to understand the implications of changes in the 
economy since this study was prepared.

Development Feasibility Analysis— 
Opportunity Site #1
Development Program
Located on the east side of Front Street between Soquel Avenue and 
Cathcart Street, Site #1 consists of 8 parcels that were assumed to have 
been consolidated into four contiguous development sites ranging from 
0.36 to 0.64 acres. As modeled, the four development sites include 
ground-floor commercial space ranging from 5,000 to 7,100 square 
feet, and three floors of residential condominiums ranging from 20 to 
34 residential units per site, and densities of 50 to 67 dwelling units per 
acre. Per the City’s inclusionary housing requirements, 15 percent of all 
units are assumed to be affordable to moderate-income households.  All 
residential parking was accommodated on site with the use of parking 
lifts, and all commercial parking was assumed to be accommodated 
within the existing Parking District.   

In addition, the program assumes that a semi-public plaza (i.e., publicly 
accessible, but owned and operated by adjoining uses) and formal 
river access stairway/ramps would be built at the terminus of Cathcart 
Street.  The site plan assumes that retail and/or restaurant uses would 
front onto the plaza and onto the Riverway at the top of the river access 
stairway.  The accompanying plan, section, and axonometric drawings 
illustrate how the program would fit on the site and the basic building 
height and massing that would result.   

A key assumption underlying the Site #1 feasibility analysis is that 
off-site parking within the Parking District would accommodate the 
parking generated by commercial space on Site #1. Ground floor retail 
was assumed along the street frontage of the garage.  The financial 
feasibility analysis focused exclusively on the mixed-use properties and 
did not examine garage construction. However, Chapter 5 of this final 

Current terminus of Cathcart
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Site Context

Plan - Typical Upper Floor
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Development Summary
Site Area Acres 0.64 0.42 0.37 0.36 0.65 2.44

Total s.f. (K) 51.8 31.3 32.1 35.6 13.5 164.2
FAR* 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.3 0.5 n.a.

Residential Density DU/acre 53.1 50.0 54.1 66.7 n.a. n.a.

Land Use
1-bdrm2 0 0 3 4 n.a. 7
2-bdrm3 20 18 3 15 n.a. 56
3-bdrm4 14 3 14 5 n.a. 36

Total 34 21 20 24 n.a. 99
Commercial (s.f.) Total 7,100 5,000 5,675 6,020 13,500 37,295

Semi-private (s.f.) Courtyard 9,500 8,800 2,475 3,760 0 24,535

Residential5 Provided 51 32 30 36 n.a. 149
Off-site 18 13 14 25 85 154 7

On-site 300
Balance 146

83 46 52 50 220 451

Assumptions
* FAR = Floor-Area Ratio (sf/sf)
1. Development intensity does not include parking area.
2. Average 1-bedroom size is 720 s.f. per DU.
3. Average 2-bedroom size is 1,050 s.f. per DU.
4. Average 3-bedroom size is 1,300 s.f. per DU (except at 
    site 1.3 where average bedroom size is 1,275 s.f. per DU).
5. Residential parking ratio is 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit minimum.
6. Commercial parking ratio is 1 space per 400 sq ft.
7. This includes the replacement of 10 existing surface spaces on Site 1.4 and 51 spaces on Site 1.5.

Opportunity Site #1

Dwelling Units (DU)

Parking - Bicycle

Parking - Automobile (spaces)

Open Space

Total

Development
Intensity1

Site
1.3

Site
1.4

Site
1.5

Site
1.1

Site
1.2

Total secured indoor spaces

Commercial6

(Spaces provided in structure on 1.5)

River/Front Lower Pacific Design Guidelines Development Incentives 6:42 PM12/1/2008

Area Context

Commercial

Residential 

Parking

Bike Parking

Podium Terrace 

Plaza

Legend

200’50’0’ 100’
F 

R
 O

 N
 T

   
 S

 T
 R

 E
 E

 T

C A T H C A R T    S T R E E T

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.5

1.4

R
IV

ER
W

A
Y

 T
R

A
IL

S 
A

 N
   

L 
O

 R
 E

 N
 Z

 O
   

R
 I 

V
 E

 R

S O Q U E L    A V E N U E

LAUREL ST

ST
AT

E 
H

W
Y 

1

O
C

EA
N

 ST

MISSION ST

BROADWAY

FRO
N

T ST

C
EN

TER ST

SOQUEL ST

Plan - Ground Floor

   

Commercial

Residential 

Parking

Bike Parking

Podium Terrace 

Plaza

Legend

200’50’0’ 100’

S O Q U E L    A V E N U E

F 
R

 O
 N

 T
   

 S
 T

 R
 E

 E
 T

C A T H C A R T    S T R E E T

1.1

1.2

1.31.5

1.4

R
IV

ER
W

A
Y

   
 T

 R
 A

 I 
L

S 
A

 N
   

L 
O

 R
 E

 N
 Z

 O
   

R
 I 

V
 E

 R

Development Summary
Site Area Acres 0.64 0.42 0.37 0.36 0.65 2.44

Total s.f. (K) 51.8 31.3 32.1 35.6 13.5 164.2
FAR* 1.9 1.7 2.0 2.3 0.5 n.a.

Residential Density DU/acre 53.1 50.0 54.1 66.7 n.a. n.a.

Land Use
1-bdrm2 0 0 3 4 n.a. 7
2-bdrm3 20 18 3 15 n.a. 56
3-bdrm4 14 3 14 5 n.a. 36

Total 34 21 20 24 n.a. 99
Commercial (s.f.) Total 7,100 5,000 5,675 6,020 13,500 37,295

Semi-private (s.f.) Courtyard 9,500 8,800 2,475 3,760 0 24,535

Residential5 Provided 51 32 30 36 n.a. 149
Off-site 18 13 14 25 85 154 7

On-site 300
Balance 146

83 46 52 50 220 451

Assumptions
* FAR = Floor-Area Ratio (sf/sf)
1. Development intensity does not include parking area.
2. Average 1-bedroom size is 720 s.f. per DU.
3. Average 2-bedroom size is 1,050 s.f. per DU.
4. Average 3-bedroom size is 1,300 s.f. per DU (except at 
    site 1.3 where average bedroom size is 1,275 s.f. per DU).
5. Residential parking ratio is 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit minimum.
6. Commercial parking ratio is 1 space per 400 sq ft.
7. This includes the replacement of 10 existing surface spaces on Site 1.4 and 51 spaces on Site 1.5.

Opportunity Site #1

Dwelling Units (DU)

Parking - Bicycle

Parking - Automobile (spaces)

Open Space

Total

Development
Intensity1

Site
1.3

Site
1.4

Site
1.5

Site
1.1

Site
1.2

Total secured indoor spaces

Commercial6

(Spaces provided in structure on 1.5)
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Program
Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.
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study includes strategies for financing a new garage and other identified 
improvements in the Study Area.  

Findings
As a whole, the analysis shows that Site #1 would have a total residual 
land value of $87 per square foot, which falls within the target range of 
$85 to $95 per square foot for land in the Study Area. Therefore, Site 
#1 appears financially feasible as programmed.

Findings for the discrete sub-sites within Site #1 vary according to their 
respective densities. Sites 1.1 and 1.2, with residential densities below 
55 units per acre, fall below the target land values of $85 to $95 per 
square foot. In contrast, Sites 1.3 and 1.4, with densities close to or 
above 55 units per acre, achieve stronger returns that exceed the target 
land value range. These findings suggest that a minimum of allowable 
density of 55 units per acre appears necessary to ensure financially 
feasible mixed use development in the area that includes ground floor 
commercial and upper floor residential condominiums.

The analysis also indicated that there are a number of actions 
that would need to be taken in order to support/incentivize such 
redevelopment.  These include:

Building a public parking structure in the existing Parking District •	
to accommodate non-residential parking
Encouraging consolidation of parcels to increase development •	
efficiency and potentially assisting with land acquisition
Support use of parking lifts for on-site residential parking•	
Relax requirements for upper floor building setbacks from Front •	
Street and from sideyards 
Allow flexibility in interpreting the required building step backs •	
from River
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Aerial View: 
Plaza from San Lorenzo River

Aerial View: 
Cathcart Access from San Lorenzo River

Aerial View: 
Front Street

Aerial View: 
River Access at Cathcart St
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A2: Catalyst Site Redevelopment Feasibility Analysis

May 2010 115

Development Feasibility Analysis—
Opportunity Site #2
Development Program
This 0.96-acre property, located at the junction of Pacific Avenue and 
Front Street, anchors the southern end of the Downtown. Two different 
development concepts were modeled on this property – a market-
rate apartment project (“Site #2M”) and an affordable apartment 
project (“Site #2A”). Both scenarios assume the same development 
program, with 108 dwelling units (density of 169 dwelling units per 
acre) and 8,700 square feet of commercial space. Site #2M contains 
17 affordable units serving low-income households. Site #2A is 100 
percent affordable, with 60 percent of units serving very low-income 
households and 40 percent serving low-income households.  All 
residential parking is accommodated on site with the use of parking 
lifts, and all commercial parking is assumed to be accommodated off 
site.  The exact location of off-site commercial parking has not been 
identified, but the need for additional public parking south of Laurel is 
a key recommendation of the Study.

The development concept assumes ground floor retail, with the focus 
on creating a consistent retail frontage along Pacific Avenue and a 
restaurant/café activating the corner space at Front and Pacific.  The 
lobby for upper floor residential uses and garage access are located 
on Front Street.  The building shows four levels of apartments over 
the ground floor commercial.  A small semi-public patio space is 
included adjacent to the restaurant to accommodate outdoor dining.  
A second floor terrace provides open space for building residents.  The 
accompanying plan, section, and axonometric drawings illustrate how 
the program would fit on the site and the basic building height and 
massing that would result.

Findings
The feasibility analysis found that even at residential densities of 113 
units per acre, the Site #2M scenario with market rate apartments 
would still result in a negative residual land value, and therefore would 
not be financially feasible. Apartment complexes, particularly with 
structured parking, are highly sensitive to land values, construction 
costs, capitalization rates, and rent levels. Santa Cruz’s high land values 
also make it difficult for multifamily apartment projects to achieve 
financially feasible returns, despite the City’s strong rental market.



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A2: Catalyst Site Redevelopment Feasibility Analysis

May 2010116

200’50’0’ 100’

F 
R 

O
 N

 T
   

 S
 T

 R
 E

 E
 TS Y C A M O R E

S T R E E T

P A
 C

 I F C
    A

 V
 E N

 U
 E

Commercial

Residential 

Parking

Bike Parking

Podium Terrace 

Plaza

Legend

LAUREL ST

BEACH ST

ST
AT

E 
H

W
Y 

1

O
C

EA
N

 ST

MISSION ST

BROADWAY

FRO
N

T ST

C
EN

TER ST

SOQUEL ST

Design Guidelines & Development Incentives
RiverFront/Lower Pacific °
Opportunity Site 2.0

DRAFT

SOLOMON E.T.C. with

Prepared November 20, 2008Source: City of Santa Cruz, County of Santa Cruz, WRT

&

0 70 14035
Feet

 2.0

LAUREL ST

SPRUCE ST

FRO
N

T ST

PA
C

IFIC
 AV

Site Context Area Context

Plan- Typical Upper Floor

Existing conditions at opportunity site, looking north 
from intersection of Pacific Avenue and Front St.

Site Area 0.96 Acres Site Area 0.64 Acres
Development Area 119,840 Total s.f. Development Area 119,840 Total s.f.
Development Intensity* 2.86 FAR* Development Intensity* 4.29 FAR*
Residential Density 113 DU/acre Residential Density 169 DU/acre

Land Use
20 1-bdrm1 20 1-bdrm1

84 2-bdrm2 84 2-bdrm2

4 3-bdrm3 4 3-bdrm3

108 Total 108 Total
Commercial Area 8,700 Total s.f. Commercial Area 8,700 Total s.f.

Semi-private 10,970 Courtyard s.f. Semi-private 10,970 Courtyard s.f.

Residential4 101 On-site spaces Residential4 101 On-site spaces
Commercial5 22 Off-site spaces6 Commercial5 22 Off-site spaces6

Total 200 Indoor spaces Total 200 Indoor spaces

Open Space

Assumptions for Site 2
*Development Intensity does not include parking
*FAR= Floor-Area Ratio (sf/sf)
1. Average 1-bedroom size is 700 s.f. per DU.
2. Average 2-bedroom size is 900 s.f. per DU.
3. Average 3-bedroom size is 1,100 s.f. per DU.
4. Residential parking ratio is 0.94 spaces per dwelling unit.
5. Commercial parking ratio is 1 space/ 400 sq ft.
6. These spaces must be accomodated on another site.

Dwelling Units (DU)

New (corrected)
Opportunity Site #2

Development Summary

Parking - Bicycle

Parking - Automobile

Assumptions for Site 2
*Development Intensity does not include parking
*FAR= Floor-Area Ratio (sf/sf)
1. Average 1-bedroom size is 700 s.f. per DU.
2. Average 2-bedroom size is 900 s.f. per DU.
3. Average 3-bedroom size is 1,100 s.f. per DU.
4. Residential parking ratio is 0.94 spaces per dwelling unit.
5. Commercial parking ratio is 1 space/ 400 sq ft.
6. These spaces must be accomodated on another site.

Land Use

Old
Opportunity Site #2

Development Summary

Dwelling Units (DU)

Open Space

Parking - Automobile

Parking - Bicycle

River/Front Lower Pacific Design Guidelines Development Incentives 10:01 PM6/15/2009
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A2: Catalyst Site Redevelopment Feasibility Analysis

May 2010 117

City staff report that local developers echo this finding, and have 
relied on complex financing structures that cross-subsidize market-rate 
and affordable units to build rental projects such as 1010 Pacific and 
Pacific Shores Apartments. Staff indicate that these projects are unique, 
difficult to replicate, and do not serve as a model for typical apartment 
development.

Over the long-term, development economics may shift to favor market-
rate apartment construction.  However, given these findings and local 
land values, any new project would likely require significantly higher 
residential densities and increased building heights to achieve financial 
feasibility.

The feasibility analysis showed that scenario Site #2A, with 100% 
affordable rental apartments, would have a total development cost of 
$39.7 million, while financing sources for the project are projected to 
provide up to a $21.7 million. This results in a financing gap of $18 
million, or $167,000 per unit. City staff indicate that this per unit gap 
falls within the range of subsidies that the City has historically provided 
to affordable housing developers serving very low- and low-income 
households.

Permitting higher residential densities as modeled in Site #2A 
significantly helps limit the financing gap for affordable housing 
developments and improves their feasibility. Each of the financing 
sources assumed for this analysis are essentially structured to generate 
funds on a per unit basis.  As such, allowing greater densities on a site 
can help off-set fixed costs such as land, site preparation, and on- and 
off-site improvements, which do not occur on a per unit basis.

The analysis also indicated that there are a number of actions that could 
be taken in order to support/incentivize redevelopment of Site #2 to 
provide affordable housing.  These include:

Establishing a new public or private Parking District south of •	
Laurel Street to Beach Hill
Providing a public and/or private parking structure south of Laurel •	
Street to accommodate commercial parking
Consider relaxing residential parking requirements, as has been •	
done for past affordable housing projects
Supporting use of parking lifts for on-site residential parking•	
Relaxing requirement for upper story setbacks from Pacific Avenue •	
and Front Street

Corner orientation

Interior Courtyard
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Aerial View - North from Beach

Aerial View - Above from Front St.
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.
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Increasing building height limits to 55 feet (plus parapet)•	
Subsidizing affordable housing units•	

Summary of Findings
The feasibility analysis for the two opportunity sites revealed the 
following general factors that need to be addressed when considering 
future redevelopment in the Study Area:

Parking is the critical component affecting redevelopment •	
feasibility.  Without assistance with parking, redevelopment of the 
type envisioned for the area is unlikely to occur.  
Assistance that could be provided to relieve landowners/developers •	
of the need to meet increased demand for commercial parking 
include: relieving landowners of requirement to provide commercial 
parking on site, creating a new parking district south of Laurel 
Street for areas not currently served, and constructing new parking 
garages.
To achieve economically viable project densities, parking •	
requirements need to be re-evaluated and potentially reduced 
and new parking solutions, such as use of parking lifts and shared 
parking, promoted. 
A minimum residential density of approximately 55 units per acre •	
is necessary to achieve financially feasible mixed use projects with 
ground floor retail and market rate condominiums. 
Development economics in the Study Area currently do not •	
support the construction of market-rate rental housing. 
All affordable residential developments (i.e., rental apartment units) •	
will require some City subsidy.
Development densities greater than 150+ units/acre and building •	
heights of at least five-stories are needed to reduce subsidy to levels 
comparable with past projects
In some instances, development standards related to building •	
heights, setbacks, and intensity need to be relaxed and/or modified 
to allow for the efficient development of small infill sites.
Parcel consolidation is needed to increase development potential •	
and project viability.
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Appendix 

Fi nancial  Feasib il ity Analysis  of 
Development Opportunity Sit es

A3

1

Memorandum 

To: Bonnie Robinson-Lipscomb, City of Santa Cruz Redevelopment Agency 
 Juliana Rebagliati, City of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
 Carol Berg, City of Santa Cruz Planning Department 
 Steve Hammond, WRT Design 
 Susan Poliwka, WRT Design 

From: Simon Alejandrino, Vice President, BAE 

Re: Financial Feasibility Analysis of Development Opportunity Sites 

Date: June 6, 2009 

I. Purpose of Memorandum 

In February 2008, the City of Santa Cruz and its Redevelopment Agency contracted with Bay Area 
Economics (BAE) and WRT to conduct the Santa Cruz  River/Front Lower Pacific Study.  The 
Study will establish design guidelines and incentives to help spur development activity along the 
River Street, Front Street, and Lower Pacific corridor.  This area continues to lag economically 
behind Santa Cruz’s Downtown core on upper Pacific Avenue, and experiences higher vacancies, 
lower commercial rents, underutilized parcels, and an inconsistent street frontage. 

As a preliminary task, BAE conducted a  Market Overview in May 2008, outlining supply and 
demand conditions for various land uses that could occur in the area, including multifamily 
housing, retail and office space, and lodging.  The Market Overview also presented general policy 
and programmatic approaches to catalyzing new development. 

Based on the Market Overview, their own existing conditions analysis, and input from BAE and 
City staff, WRT then formulated a series of conceptual development programs for two Opportunity 
Sites in the Study Area.  Through a detailed study of these programs, the consulting team will help 
shape the desired development form in the corridor, and examine how to facilitate private 
development through design initiatives and changes to land use regulation.  The Opportunity Sites 
also model catalyst projects that can potentially establish the corridor as a new residential and 
mixed-use activity center. 

As part of the Opportunity Sites analysis, BAE evaluated the financial feasibility of the 
development concepts.  Based on a series of pro-forma analyses of each program, BAE offered 
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2

input on product type, unit mix, density, and height.  The analysis also identified any potential 
funding gaps that the City might need to address to make the projects “pencil out.”  This 
memorandum outlines the methodology and key findings of the financial feasibility study. 

II. Methodology 

Development Program 
The following table summarizes the conceptual programs formulated by WRT for each 
Opportunity Site.   

Table 1: Development Program for Opportunity Sites Analysis 

Site 1.1 Site 1.2 Site 1.3 Site 1.4
Site 2M - Market Rate

Apartments
Site 2A - Affordable

Apartments
Site Characteristics
Site Area, Acres 0.64 0.42 0.37 0.36 0.96 0.96
DU/Acre 53 50 54 67 113 113

Residential Component
Total Number of Units 34 21 20 24 108 108

1BR Units 0 0 3 4 20 20
2BR Units 20 18 3 15 84 84
3BR Units 14 3 14 5 4 4

Market Rate 29 18 18 20 91 0
Below-Market Rate 5 3 2 4 17 108

Commercial Component
Commercial Sq. Ft. 7,100 5,000 5,675 6,020 8,700 8,700

Source: WRT Design, 2008; BAE, 2009.

Site 1 - Market Rate Condominiums Site 2

Site 1.  Located on the east side of Front Street between Soquel Avenue and Cathcart Street, Site 1 
is comprised of four abutting sub-sites ranging from 0.36 to 0.64 acres.  As modeled, these sub-
sites contain multifamily condominium projects with 20 to 34 units, resulting in densities of 50 to 
67 dwelling units per acre.  Per the City’s inclusionary housing requirements, 15 percent of all 
units are assumed to be affordable to moderate-income households.

1
  The development programs 

also include ground-floor commercial space ranging from 5,000 to 7,100 square feet. 

                                                     
1
 Income limits as defined by the CA Dept. of Housing and Community Development (HCD) are as follows: 

Very low-income – Up to 50% of Area Median Income (AMI), as established annually by HCD 
Low-income – Up to 80% of AMI 
Moderate-income – Up to 120% of AMI 
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As part of these concepts, WRT assumed that a new 85-space garage across Front Street would 
accommodate the required parking for the commercial space on Site 1.  BAE did not examine the 
financial feasibility of constructing the garage, and focused exclusively on the mixed-use 
properties.  As a subsequent step of this assignment, BAE will discuss strategies for financing the 
new garage, in addition to other improvements in the Study Area. 

Site 2.  This 0.96-acre property, located at the junction of Pacific Avenue and Front Street, anchors 
the southern end of the Study Area.  WRT and BAE modeled two development concepts on this 
property – a market-rate apartment project (“Site 2M”) and an affordable apartment project (“Site 
2A”).  Both scenarios share the same development program, with 108 units and 8,700 square feet 
of commercial space.  In addition to 91 market rate apartments, Site 2M contains 17 affordable 
units serving low-income households, consistent with the City’s inclusionary housing 
requirements.  Site 2A is 100 percent affordable, with 60 percent of units serving very low-income 
households and 40 percent serving low-income households. 

Establishing Financial Feasibility 
For market-rate projects (Sites 1 and 2M), the pro-forma analysis calculates the amount by which 
the value of the completed projects exceeds total development cost, less land.  This dollar amount 
represents the site’s “residual” land value, or how much a developer could afford to pay for the 
property.  A project is deemed financially feasible if the residual land value equals or exceeds the 
market value of land in the area, as determined by interviews with City staff and local developers.  
Based on BAE’s research, the analysis assumes that fully-entitled land in the Study Area ranges 
from approximately $85 to $95 per square foot.

2

For the affordable housing project (Site 2A), this analysis compares total development costs – 
including land – with equity raised through various affordable housing financing sources.  These 
sources include the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC), sale of a tax-exempt 
affordable housing bond, sponsor participation, and the Federal Home Loan Bank’s Affordable 
Housing Program (AHP).  After totaling these funds, any remaining “feasibility gap” would need 
to be filled by the City and/or its Redevelopment Agency for the project to proceed.  The project is 
considered “financially feasible” if the gap is comparable to the City’s typical subsidy on similar 
affordable housing developments.  This figure varies from project to project, depending on the 
project’s target income group, size of the development, availability of City funds and other 

                                                     
2
 According to basic economic theory, land values should fluctuate over time according to the performance of 

residential and commercial real estate markets.  However, in a land-constrained area such as Santa Cruz, land 
values are slow to adjust to these market shifts.  Oftentimes, long-time landowners withhold sale until the 
market is thought to be strong, and do not lower their asking prices during real estate downturns.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, therefore, a static land value serves as a valid assumption, and can be used as a 
threshold for financial feasibility. 
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financing sources, and other factors.  In general, however, staff report that City and Redevelopment 
Agency contributions range from $60,000 to $180,000 per unit. 

Cost and Revenue Assumptions 
Costs. Development costs include building construction, on- and off-site costs, impact fees, 
financing, marketing, other soft costs (e.g., architecture and engineering, overhead, legal, etc.), and 
the return required by a developer (see Appendix A).  Assumptions for these items are based on a 
review of 2008 construction cost estimates as published by R.S. Means Company, BAE’s 
experience from other financial feasibility analyses, and in-depth interviews with local multifamily 
and mixed-use developers.   BAE used conservative assumptions in an effort to represent long-term 
construction cost estimates.  For market rate projects, the analysis assumed a 12 percent profit as a 
percentage of total costs for the developer.  Based on BAE’s experience conducting feasibility 
analyses throughout the State, residential developers will generally seek returns ranging from eight 
to 15 percent, depending on the project location, product type, market conditions, and other factors 
that affect perceived risk.  A 12 percent return on cost reflects a stable and strong market for 
residential development. 

Revenues. The value of for-sale residential development is determined by sales price, less 
marketing and sales costs.  Sales prices used in this analysis are based on market research 
conducted by BAE for the Market Overview, as well as interviews with local developers conducted 
in November 2008. This analysis assumes sales prices of $430,000 for a one-bedroom unit, 
$540,000 for a two-bedroom unit, and $645,000 for a three-bedroom unit.  While these prices are 
not attainable in the current economic downturn, as market conditions improve, they represent the 
long-term potential for multifamily housing in Downtown Santa Cruz.  

To offer additional perspective on these prices, major multifamily residential developers 
interviewed for this study estimated that in the short-term, the market would accept sales prices on 
the order of $400,000 for a one-bedroom unit, $500,000 for a two-bedroom unit, and $600,000 for 
a three-bedroom unit.  The prices assumed in the pro-formas represent a long-term view of the 
housing market, and are therefore 7.5 to 8.0 percent higher than these values.  As a basis of 
comparison, between 1998 and 2007, the median sales price for condominiums in Santa Cruz grew 
at an annual average rate of 3.7 percent in constant dollars.  Between 1997 and 2007, 
condominiums appreciated at an annual average rate of 8.5 percent in constant dollars.  Given these 
trends and that this study is meant to evaluate the long-term financial feasibility of development in 
the Study Area, the prices assumed here appear reasonable and fair.   

The value of income property (i.e., rental residential, commercial space) is calculated by applying a 
capitalization rate to net operating income.  Rents are based on the findings from BAE’s Market 
Overview, which includes a survey of newer multifamily rental and commercial properties in Santa 
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Cruz.  Capitalization rates are based on data published in the Korpacz Real Estate Investor Survey 
for the fourth quarter 2008, as well as the performance of existing properties in the area (as 
outlined in the Market Overview).   

Consistent with the City’s inclusionary housing policies, BAE assumes that 15 percent of units for 
Sites 1 and 2M will be affordable to low- and moderate-income households, with affordable sales 
prices and rents are based on limits established by the City.  For Site 2A, affordable rents are based 
on HCD income limits and utility allowances set by the Santa Cruz County Housing Authority, 
weighted according to the proportion of very low- and low-income households (see Appendix B).  
The analysis assumes that 30 percent of gross household income is directed to monthly rent and 
utilities.

Limiting Conditions 
The analysis of sales prices and rental rates is based on market research prepared by BAE in the 
first and second quarters of 2008 and interviews with developers in November 2008.  Changes in 
market demand, prices, and other factors could have a material effect on BAE’s findings.  Total 
development costs can be significantly affected by changes in material costs, labor rates, building 
code requirements, parking requirements, and other factors.  Project financing is assumed to be 
available at the rates and terms and conditions assumed in the pro-formas.  As all of these factors 
are subject to change, project-specific feasibility analysis should be updated before proceeding with 
a particular development proposal.  Particularly given the current economic uncertainty, projecting 
long-term sales prices and rental rates presents a challenge.  Notwithstanding these caveats, this 
analysis still presents a general and fair understanding of development economics in Santa Cruz, 
and offers a useful tool for the City as it plans for land uses along the corridor. 

III. Findings

A minimum density of approximately 55 units per acre is necessary to achieve financially 
feasible condominium projects in the Study Area.  As a whole, Site 1 has a total residual land 
value of $87 per square foot, which falls within the target range of $85 to $95 per square foot for 
land in the Study Area (see Table 2).  Therefore, Site 1 appears financially feasible as programmed.   

Findings for the discrete sub-sites vary according to their respective densities.  Sites 1.1 and 1.2, 
with residential densities below 55 units per acre, fall below the target land values of $85 to $95 
per square foot.  In contrast, Sites 1.3 and 1.4, with densities closer to or above 55 units per acre, 
achieve stronger returns that exceed the target land value range.  These findings suggest that a 
minimum of allowable density of 55 units per acre appears necessary to help ensure financially 
feasible residential development in the area. 
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Table 2: Net Revenue, Development Cost, and Residual Land Value, Site 1   

Site 1.1 Site 1.2 Site 1.3 Site 1.4 Site 1 Total

Total Net Revenue $18,813,342 $11,321,391 $11,421,745 $12,573,033 $54,129,511 

Total Development Cost $16,541,221 $9,951,845 $9,878,067 $10,995,379 $47,366,511 
Residentia l Development Cost $14,491,630 $8,519,771 $8,272,158 $9,297,428 $40,580,987 

TDC Per Unit $426,224 $405,703 $413,608 $387,393 $1,632,929 
Commercial  Development Cost $2,049,591 $1,432,074 $1,605,909 $1,697,951 $6,785,524 

Residual Land Value $2,272,121 $1,369,547 $1,543,678 $1,577,654 $6,763,000 
Land Value per Sq. Ft. $82 $75 $96 $101 $87 

Dwelling Units/Acre 53 50 54 67 55

Source: W RT Design, 2008; City of Santa Cruz, 2009; BAE, 2009.

Development economics in the Study Area currently do not support the construction of 
market-rate rental housing.  This analysis finds that even assuming residential densities of 113 
units per acre, Site 2M still results in a negative residual land value, and is therefore not financially 
feasible (see Table 3). Apartment complexes, particularly with structured parking, are highly 
sensitive to land values, construction costs, capitalization rates, and rent levels.  Santa Cruz’s high 
land values also make it difficult for multifamily apartment projects to achieve financially feasible 
returns, despite the City’s strong rental market.   

City staff report that local developers echo this finding, and have relied on complex financing 
structures that cross-subsidize market-rate and affordable units to build rental projects such as 1010 
Pacific and Pacific Shores Apartments.  Staff indicate that these projects are unique, difficult to 
replicate, and do not serve as a model for typical apartment development. 

Over the long-term, development economics may shift to favor market-rate apartment construction.  
However, given these findings and local land values, any new project would likely require 
significant residential densities over 110 units per acre to achieve financial feasibility. 
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Table 3: Net Revenue, Development Cost, and Residual Land Value, Site 2M 

Site 2M

Total Net Revenue $31,243,899

Total Development Cost $38,460,121
Residential Development Cost $35,934,784

TDC Per Unit $332,729
Commercial Development Cost $2,525,336

Residual Land Value ($7,216,222)
Land Value per Sq. Ft. ($173)

Source: WRT Design, 2008; City of Santa Cruz, 2009; BAE, 2009.

Development of 100 percent affordable multifamily apartments would require a notable City 
contribution. As shown in Table 4, Site 2A has a total development cost of $39.7 million, while 
financing sources for the project total $21.7 million.  This leads to a feasibility gap of $18.0 
million, or $167,000 per unit.  Staff indicate that this per unit gap falls within the range of subsidies 
that the City has historically provided to affordable housing developers serving very low- and low-
income households.

Permitting higher residential densities as modeled in Site 2A significantly helps limit the feasibility 
gap for affordable housing developments and improves their feasibility.  Each of the financing 
sources assumed for this analysis are essentially structured to generate funds on a per unit basis.  
As such, allowing greater densities on a site can help off-set fixed costs such as land, site prep, and 
on- and off-site improvements, which do not occur on a per unit basis.   

Table 4: Development Cost, Equity, and Feasibility Gap, Site 2A 

Site 2A

Total Development Cost $39,734,360
Residential Development Cost $37,116,611

TDC Per Unit $343,672
Commercial Development Cost $2,617,750

Total Financing Sources $21,680,608
Loan from Bond Proceeds $6,755,159
LIHTC Equity $12,595,449
Sponsor Equity $1,250,000
FHLB AHP $1,080,000

Total Feasibility Gap $18,053,752
Per Unit $167,164

Source: WRT Design, 2008; City of Santa Cruz, 2009; BAE, 2009.
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IV. Summary of Findings 

This analysis suggests that the City should allow residential densities of at least 55 units per acre in 
the Study Area to facilitate the construction of market-rate multifamily condominiums with ground 
floor commercial space.  In the short- to intermediate-term, market-rate apartments appear 
infeasible.  The analysis also indicates that allowable densities above 110 units per acre would help 
limit the need for City subsidies to affordable housing developments in the area. 

In addition, the City should consider strategies to accommodate the parking requirements for 
commercial space in mixed-use developments, if it is committed to the presence of ground floor 
retail, office space, and services.  Potential approaches include creation of a parking district and/or 
construction of a new parking garage in the Study Area.  Again, BAE and WRT will continue to 
explore the feasibility of these strategies during the course of this assignment. 
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A p p e n d i x  A :  C o s t  a n d  R e v e n u e  
A s s u m p t i o n s
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Appendix A-1: Development Program and Assumptions, Opportunity Site 1

Site 1.1 Site 1.2 Site 1 .3 Site 1.4

PROJECT DETAILS

Site Characteristics
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 27,878 18,295 16,117 15,682
Site Area, Acres 0.64 0.42 0.37 0.36
DU/Acre 53 50 54 67

Residential Component
Total Number of Units 34 21 20 24

Market Rate 29 18 18 20
Below-Market Rate 5 3 2 4

1BR Units 0 0 3 4
Market Rate Units 0 0 3 3
Below-Market Rate Units 0 0 0 1
Unit Size 720 720 720 720
Mkt Rate Sale Price $430,000 $430,000 $430,000 $430,000

$/Sq. Ft. $597 $597 $597 $597
Affordable Sale Price $171,954 $171,954 $171,954 $171,954

2BR Units 20 18 3 15
Market Rate Units 17 15 3 13
Below-Market Rate Units 3 3 0 2
Unit Size 1,050 1,050 1,050 1,050
Mkt Rate Sale Price $540,000 $540,000 $540,000 $540,000

$/Sq. Ft. $514 $514 $514 $514
Affordable Sale Price $202,418 $202,418 $202,418 $202,418

3BR Units 14 3 14 5
Market Rate Units 12 3 12 4
Below-Market Rate Units 2 0 2 1
Unit Size 1,300 1,300 1,275 1,300
Mkt Rate Sale Price $645,000 $645,000 $600,000 $645,000

$/Sq. Ft. $496 $496 $471 $496
Affordable Sale Price $232,882 $232,882 $232,882 $232,882

Total Residential Sq. Ft. 44,650 26,260 26,420 29,600

Commercial Component
Commercia l Sq. Ft. 7,100 5,000 5,675 6,020
Leasable % 95% 95% 95% 95%
Leasable Area 6,745 4,750 5,391 5,719
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 $2.00
Cap Rate 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%

Overall Development Mix
Residentia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 86% 84% 82% 83%
Commercia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 14% 16% 18% 17%

Parking (excludes off-site commercial parking)
Parking Spaces 51 32 30 36

Lift 0 0 28 34
Standard Pod ium 51 32 2 2

COST ASSUMPTIONS

Hard and Soft Costs
Residentia l Construction Costs (per  sq. ft.) $170 $170 $170 $170
Commercia l Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 $130 $130 $130
On & Off-Si te Improvements (per  acre) $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
Tenant Improvement Allowance (per GLA) $40 $40 $40 $40
Impact Fees (City estimate) $1,354,000 $822,000 $856,000 $927,000
Cost/Parking Space (Lift) $17,750 $17,750 $17,750 $17,750
Cost/Parking Space (Podium) $23,000 $23,000 $23,000 $23,000
"Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000
Other Soft Costs (as % of hard and site costs) 20% 20% 20% 20%
Developer Profit (as % of Total Development Cost) 12% 12% 12% 12%

Financing Costs
Interest Rate 8.0% 8.0% 8.0% 8.0%
Period of Initial Loan (Months) 16 12 12 12
Initial Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0%
Average Outstanding Balance 60% 60.0% 60.0% 60.0%
Loan to Cost Ratio 70% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0%

Source: W RT Design, 2008; City of Santa Cruz, 2009; BAE, 2009.
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Site 2M
PROJECT DETAILS

Site Characteristics
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 41,818
Site Area, Acres 0.96
DU/Acre 113

Residential Component
Total Number of Units 108

Market Rate 91
Below-Market Rate 17

1BR Units 20
Market Rate Units 17
Below-Market Rate Units 3
Unit Size 700
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $1,800

$/Sq. Ft. $2.57
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,529

2BR Units 84
Market Rate Units 71
Below-Market Rate Units 13
Unit Size 900
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $2,100

$/Sq. Ft. $2.33
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,737

3BR Units 4
Market Rate Units 3
Below-Market Rate Units 1
Unit Size 1,100
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $3,100

$/Sq. Ft. $2.82
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,947

Total Residential Sq. Ft. 111,260

Commercial Component
Commercial Sq. Ft. 8,700
Leasable % 95%
Leasable Area 8,265
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $1.75

Capitalization Rate 5.25%

Overall Development Mix
Residential as % of Total Sq. Ft. 93%
Commercial as % of Total Sq. Ft. 7%

Parking (excludes off-site commercial parking)
Parking Spaces 101

Lift 98
Standard Podium 3

COST ASSUMPTIONS

Hard and Soft Costs
Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170
Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130
On & Off-Site Improvements (per acre) $400,000
Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $35
Impact Fees (per unit) $40,000
Cost/Parking Space (Lift) $17,750
Cost/Parking Space (Podium) $23,000
"Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000
Other Soft Costs (as % of hard and site costs) 20%
Developer Profit (as % of Total Development Cost) 12%

Financing Costs
Interest Rate 8.0%
Period of Initial Loan (Months) 16
Initial Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2.0%
Average Outstanding Balance 60%
Loan to Cost Ratio 70%

Source: WRT Design, 2008; City of Santa Cruz, 2009; BAE, 2009.
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Appendix A-3: Development Program and Assumptions, Opportunity Site 2A

Site 2A
PROJECT DETAILS

Site Characteristics
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 41,818
Site Area, Acres 0.96
DU/Acre 113

Residential Component
Total Number of Units 108

Market Rate 0
Below-Market Rate 108

1BR Units 20
Market Rate Units 0
Below-Market Rate Units 20
Unit Size 700
Monthly Affordable Rent $952

2BR Units 84
Market Rate Units 0
Below-Market Rate Units 84
Unit Size 900
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,067

3BR Units 4
Market Rate Units 0
Below-Market Rate Units 4
Unit Size 1,100
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,183

Total Residential Sq. Ft. 111,260

Commercial Component
Commercial Sq. Ft. 8,700
Leasable % 95%
Leasable Area 8,265
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $1.75

Overall Development Mix
Residential as % of Total Sq. Ft. 93%
Commercial as % of Total Sq. Ft. 7%

Parking (excludes off-site commercial parking)
Parking Spaces 101

Lift 98
Standard Podium 3

COST ASSUMPTIONS

Hard and Soft Costs Source
Land (per sq. ft.) $90 Developer interviews
Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Developer interviews
Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Developer interviews
On & Off-Site Improvements (per acre) $400,000 Developer interviews
Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $35 Developer interviews
Impact Fees (City estimate) $2,970,605 City estimate.
Cost/Parking Space (Lift) $17,750 Developer interviews
Cost/Parking Space (Podium) $23,000 Developer interviews
"Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Developer interviews
Other Soft Costs (as % of hard and site costs) 30% Developer interviews
Developer Fee $2,500,000 Max. under LIHTC program

Financing Costs
Interest Rate 5.5% Based on affordable hsg developer interviews.
Term (Years) 30 BAE estimate.
Loan Fee/Points 2.0% BAE estimate. Pending more research.
Average Outstanding Balance 60% BAE estimate.
Loan to Cost Ratio 70% Developer interview.

LIHTC Equity (4% credits)
Total Qualified Basis $43,087,878 Calculation per LIHTC program requirements.
Applicable Credit Rate 3.36% Per IRS LIHTC Rates for November 2008
Number of Years of Credit 10 Per LIHTC standards
Current Value of Future Tax Credit 87% Based on affordable hsg developer interviews.

Sponsor Equity $1,250,000 BAE estimate.

FHLB AHP @ $10,000/unit $1,080,000 BAE estimate.

Source: WRT Design, 2008; City of Santa Cruz, 2009; BAE, 2009.
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A p p e n d i x  B :  A f f o r d a b l e  R e n t  
C a l c u l a t i o n s  

Household Monthly Affordable Monthly Utility Effective
Income Housing Payment (a) Payment (b) Affordable Rent

Household Income 100% AMI (Median)

    1 Person HH $56,900 $1,423 $127 $1,296
    2 Person HH $65,000 $1,625 $127 $1,498
    3 Person HH $73,200 $1,830 $147 $1,683
    4 Person HH $81,300 $2,033 $166 $1,867

5 Person HH $87,800 $2,195 $194 $2,001

Household Income 30% AMI

    1 Person HH $18,250 $456 $127 $329
    2 Person HH $20,900 $523 $127 $396
    3 Person HH $23,500 $588 $147 $441
    4 Person HH $26,100 $653 $166 $487

5 Person HH $28,200 $705 $194 $511

Household Income 50% AMI

    1 Person HH $30,450 $761 $127 $634
    2 Person HH $34,800 $870 $127 $743
    3 Person HH $39,150 $979 $147 $832
    4 Person HH $43,500 $1,088 $166 $922

5 Person HH $47,000 $1,175 $194 $981

Household Income 80% AMI

    1 Person HH $48,700 $1,218 $127 $1,091
    2 Person HH $55,700 $1,393 $127 $1,266
    3 Person HH $62,650 $1,566 $147 $1,419
    4 Person HH $69,600 $1,740 $166 $1,574

5 Person HH $75,150 $1,879 $194 $1,685

Household Income (120% AMI)

    1 Person HH $68,300 $1,708 $127 $1,581
    2 Person HH $78,100 $1,953 $127 $1,826
    3 Person HH $87,800 $2,195 $147 $2,048
    4 Person HH $97,600 $2,440 $166 $2,274

5 Person HH $105,400 $2,635 $194 $2,441

Notes:
(a) Assumes 30% of gross household income dedicated to rent and utilities
(b) Per Santa Cruz County Housing Authority Utility Allowance.
Source: HCD, 2008; Santa Cruz County Housing Authority, 2008; BAE, 2008.
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A p p e n d i x  C :  D e t a i l e d  P r o - F o r m a s  
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Appendix C-1: Pro-Forma for Site 1.1

PROJECT DETAILS COST ASSUMPTIONS DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY

Site  Characteristics Hard and Soft Costs Hard and Soft Costs
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 27,878 Residentia l Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Residential  Construction Costs $7,590,500
Site Area, Acres 0.64 Commercial  Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Commercial Construction Costs $923,000
DU/Acre 53 On & Off-Site Improvements (per acre) $400,000 On & Off-Site Improvements $256,000

Tenant Improvement A llowances (per GLA) $40 Tenant Improvement Allowances $269,800
Residential Component Impact Fees $1,354,000 Impact Fees $1,354,000
Total Number of Units 34 Cost/L ift Parking Space $17,750 Parking Costs $1,173,000

Market Rate 29 Cost/Podium Parking Space $23,000 Condo "Wrap" Insurance $340,000
Below-Market Rate 5 Condo "Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Other Soft Costs $2,042,460

Other Soft Costs (as % of hard costs, site  costs) 20%
1BR Units 0 Developer Profi t (as % of Tota l Development Cost) 12% Financing Costs

Market Rate Units 0 Interest on Construction Loan $624,904
Below-Market Rate Units 0 Financing Costs Points on Construction Loan $195,283
Unit Size 720 Interest Rate 8%
Mkt Rate Sale Price $430,000 Period of Initial Loan (Months) 16 Developer Profit $1,772,274
Affordable Sale Price $171,954 Initial Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2%

Average Outstand ing Balance 60% Total Development  Cost $16,541,221
2BR Units 20 Loan to Cost Ratio 70% Residential  Development Cost $14,491,630

Market Rate Units 17 Hard & Soft Costs, Site Costs $13,948,760 TDC Per  Unit $426,224
Below-Market Rate Units 3 Amount of Loan $9,764,132 Commercial Development Cost $2,049,591
Unit Size 1,050
Mkt Rate Sale Price $540,000
Affordable Sale Price $202,418 LAND VALUE ANALYSIS

3BR Units 14 Gross Residential Sales Revenue $17,993,018
Market Rate Units 12 Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($899,651)
Below-Market Rate Units 2 Net Residentia l Sales Revenue $17,093,367
Unit Size 1,300
Mkt Rate Sale Price $645,000 Annual Commercial Lease Revenue $161,880
Affordable Sale Price $232,882 Less Vacancy 10% ($16,188)

Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($8,094)
Total Residential Sq. Ft. 44,650 Annual Net Operating Income $137,598

Net Commercia l Sales Revenue $1,719,975
Commercial Component
Commercial  Sq. Ft. 7,100 Total Net Revenue $18,813,342
Leasable % 95% Less Development Costs ($16,541,221)
Leasable Area 6,745 Residual Land Value $2,272,121
Lease Rate (Month ly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $2.00 Land Value/ Sq. Ft. $81.50
Cap Rate 8.0%

Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009; WRT Design, 2008; BAE, 2009.
Overall Development Mix
Residentia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 86%
Commercial  as % of Total Sq. Ft. 14%

Parking
Lift 0
Standard Podium 51
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Appendix C-2: Pro-Forma for Site 1.2

PROJECT DETAILS COST ASSUMPTIONS DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY

Site Characteristics Hard and Soft Costs Hard and Soft Costs
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 18,295 Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Residential Construction Costs $4,464,200
Site Area, Acres 0.42 Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Commercial Construction Costs $650,000
DU/Acre 50 On & Off-Site  Improvements (per acre) $400,000 On & Off-Site Improvements $168,000

Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $40 Tenant Improvement Al lowances $190,000
Residential Component Impact Fees $822,000 Impact Fees $822,000
Total Number of Units 21 Cost/Lift Parking Space $17,750 Parking Costs $736,000

Market Rate 18 Cost/Podium Parking Space $23,000 Condo "W rap" Insurance $210,000
Below-Market Rate 3 Condo "Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Other Soft Costs $1,241,640

Other Soft Costs (as % of hard costs, site costs) 20%
1BR Units 0 Developer Profit (as % of Total Development Cost) 12% Financing Costs

Market Rate Units 0 Interest on Construction Loan $284,990
Below-Market Rate Units 0 Financing Costs Points on Construction Loan $118,746
Unit Size 720 Interest Rate 8%
Mkt Rate Sale Price $430,000 Period o f In itia l Loan (Months) 12 Developer Prof it $1,066,269
Affordable Sale Price $171,954 In itia l Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2%

Average Outstanding Balance 60% Total Development  Cost $9,951,845
2BR Units 18 Loan to Cost Ratio 70% Residential Deve lopment Cost $8,519,771

Market Rate Units 15 Hard & Soft Costs, Si te Costs $8,481,840 TDC Per Unit $405,703
Below-Market Rate Units 3 Amount of Loan $5,937,288 Commercial Development Cost $1,432,074
Unit Size 1,050
Mkt Rate Sale Price $540,000
Affordable Sale Price $202,418 LAND VALUE ANALYSIS

3BR Units 3 Gross Residential Sales Revenue $10,642,254
Market Rate Units 3 Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($532,113)
Below-Market Rate Units 0 Net Residential Sa les Revenue $10,110,141
Unit Size 1,300
Mkt Rate Sale Price $645,000 Annual Commercial Lease Revenue $114,000
Affordable Sale Price $232,882 Less Vacancy 10% ($11,400)

Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($5,700)
Total Residential Sq. Ft. 26,260 Annual Net Operating Income $96,900

Net Commercial Sales Revenue $1,211,250
Commercial Component
Commercia l Sq. Ft. 5,000 Total Net Revenue $11,321,391
Leasable % 95% Less Development Costs ($9,951,845)
Leasable Area 4,750 Residual Land Value $1,369,547
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $2.00 Land Value/ Sq. Ft. $74.86
Cap Rate 8.0%

Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009; WRT Design, 2008; BAE, 2009.
Overall Development Mix
Residentia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 84%
Commercia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 16%

Parking
Lift 0
Standard Podium 32
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Appendix C-3: Pro-Forma for Site 1.3

PROJECT DETAILS COST ASSUMPTIONS DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY

Site Characteristics Hard and Soft Costs Hard and Soft Costs
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 16,117 Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Residential Construction Costs $4,491,400
Site Area, Acres 0.37 Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Commercial Construction Costs $737,750
DU/Acre 54 On & Off-Site  Improvements (per acre) $400,000 On & Off-Site Improvements $148,000

Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $40 Tenant Improvement Al lowances $215,650
Residential Component Impact Fees $856,000 Impact Fees $856,000
Total Number of Units 20 Cost/Lift Parking Space $17,750 Parking Costs $543,000

Market Rate 18 Cost/Podium Parking Space $23,000 Condo "W rap" Insurance $200,000
Below-Market Rate 2 Condo "Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Other Soft Costs $1,227,160

Other Soft Costs (as % of hard costs, site costs) 20%
1BR Units 3 Developer Profit (as % of Total Development Cost) 12% Financing Costs

Market Rate Units 3 Interest on Construction Loan $282,877
Below-Market Rate Units 0 Financing Costs Points on Construction Loan $117,865
Unit Size 720 Interest Rate 8%
Mkt Rate Sale Price $430,000 Period o f In itia l Loan (Months) 12 Developer Prof it $1,058,364
Affordable Sale Price $171,954 In itia l Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2%

Average Outstanding Balance 60% Total Development  Cost $9,878,067
2BR Units 3 Loan to Cost Ratio 70% Residential Deve lopment Cost $8,272,158

Market Rate Units 3 Hard & Soft Costs, Si te Costs $8,418,960 TDC Per Unit $413,608
Below-Market Rate Units 0 Amount of Loan $5,893,272 Commercial Development Cost $1,605,909
Unit Size 1,050
Mkt Rate Sale Price $540,000
Affordable Sale Price $202,418 LAND VALUE ANALYSIS

3BR Units 14 Gross Residential Sales Revenue $10,575,764
Market Rate Units 12 Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($528,788)
Below-Market Rate Units 2 Net Residential Sa les Revenue $10,046,976
Unit Size 1,275
Mkt Rate Sale Price $600,000 Annual Commercial Lease Revenue $129,390
Affordable Sale Price $232,882 Less Vacancy 10% ($12,939)

Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($6,470)
Total Residential Sq. Ft. 26,420 Annual Net Operating Income $109,982

Net Commercial Sales Revenue $1,374,769
Commercial Component
Commercia l Sq. Ft. 5,675 Total Net Revenue $11,421,745
Leasable % 95% Less Development Costs ($9,878,067)
Leasable Area 5,391 Residual Land Value $1,543,678
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $2.00 Land Value/ Sq. Ft. $95.78
Cap Rate 8.0%

Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009; WRT Design, 2008; BAE, 2009.
Overall Development Mix
Residentia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 82%
Commercia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 18%

Parking
Lift 28
Standard Podium 2
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Appendix C-4: Pro-Forma for Site 1.4

PROJECT DETAILS COST ASSUMPTIONS DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY

Site Characteristics Hard and Soft Costs Hard and Soft Costs
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 15,682 Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Residential Construction Costs $5,032,000
Site Area, Acres 0.36 Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Commercial Construction Costs $782,600
DU/Acre 67 On & Off-Site  Improvements (per acre) $400,000 On & Off-Site Improvements $144,000

Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $40 Tenant Improvement Al lowances $228,760
Residential Component Impact Fees $927,000 Impact Fees $927,000
Total Number of Units 24 Cost/Lift Parking Space $17,750 Parking Costs $649,500

Market Rate 20 Cost/Podium Parking Space $23,000 Condo "W rap" Insurance $240,000
Below-Market Rate 4 Condo "Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Other Soft Costs $1,367,372

Other Soft Costs (as % of hard costs, site costs) 20%
1BR Units 4 Developer Profit (as % of Total Development Cost) 12% Financing Costs

Market Rate Units 3 Interest on Construction Loan $314,873
Below-Market Rate Units 1 Financing Costs Points on Construction Loan $131,197
Unit Size 720 Interest Rate 8%
Mkt Rate Sale Price $430,000 Period o f In itia l Loan (Months) 12 Developer Prof it $1,178,076
Affordable Sale Price $171,954 In itia l Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2%

Average Outstanding Balance 60% Total Development  Cost $10,995,379
2BR Units 15 Loan to Cost Ratio 70% Residential Deve lopment Cost $9,297,428

Market Rate Units 13 Hard & Soft Costs, Si te Costs $9,371,232 TDC Per Unit $387,393
Below-Market Rate Units 2 Amount of Loan $6,559,862 Commercial Development Cost $1,697,951
Unit Size 1,050
Mkt Rate Sale Price $540,000
Affordable Sale Price $202,418 LAND VALUE ANALYSIS

3BR Units 5 Gross Residential Sales Revenue $11,699,672
Market Rate Units 4 Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($584,984)
Below-Market Rate Units 1 Net Residential Sa les Revenue $11,114,688
Unit Size 1,300
Mkt Rate Sale Price $645,000 Annual Commercial Lease Revenue $137,256
Affordable Sale Price $232,882 Less Vacancy 10% ($13,726)

Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($6,863)
Total Residential Sq. Ft. 29,600 Annual Net Operating Income $116,668

Net Commercial Sales Revenue $1,458,345
Commercial Component
Commercia l Sq. Ft. 6,020 Total Net Revenue $12,573,033
Leasable % 95% Less Development Costs ($10,995,379)
Leasable Area 5,719 Residual Land Value $1,577,654
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $2.00 Land Value/ Sq. Ft. $100.61
Cap Rate 8.0%

Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009; WRT Design, 2008; BAE, 2009.
Overall Development Mix
Residentia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 83%
Commercia l as % of Total Sq. Ft. 17%

Parking
Lift 34
Standard Podium 2
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Appendix C-5: Pro-Forma for Site 2M

PROJECT DETAILS COST ASSUMPTIONS DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY

Site Characteristics Hard and Soft Costs Hard and Soft Costs
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 41,818 Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Residential Construction Costs $18,914,200
Site Area, Acres 0.96 Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Commercial Construction Costs $1,131,000
DU/Acre 113 On & Off-Site Improvements (per acre) $400,000 On & Off-Site Improvements $384,000

Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $35 Tenant Improvement Allowances $289,275
Residential Component Impact Fees (per unit) $40,000 Impact Fees $4,320,000
Total Number of Units 108 Cost/Lift Parking Space $17,750 Parking Costs $1,808,500

Market Rate 91 Cost/Podium Parking Space $23,000 Condo "Wrap" Insurance $1,080,000
Below-Market Rate 17 Condo "Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Other Soft Costs $4,505,395

Other Soft Costs (as % of hard costs, site costs) 20%
1BR Units 20 Developer Profit (as % of Total Development Cost) 12% Financing Costs

Market Rate Units 17 Interest on Construction Loan $1,452,970
Below-Market Rate Units 3 Financing Costs Points on Construction Loan $454,053
Unit Size 700 Interest Rate 8.0%
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $1,800 Period of Initial Loan (Months) 16                Developer Profit $4,120,727

$/Sq. Ft. $2.57 Initial Construction Loan Fee (Points) 2.0%
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,529 Average Outstanding Balance 60.0% Total Development  Cost $38,460,121

Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0% Residential Development Cost $35,934,784
2BR Units 84 Hard & Soft Costs, Site Costs $32,432,370 TDC Per Unit $332,729

Market Rate Units 71 Amount of Loan $22,702,659 Commercial Development Cost $2,525,336
Below-Market Rate Units 13
Unit Size 900
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $2,100 LAND VALUE ANALYSIS

$/Sq. Ft. $2.33
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,737 Gross Residential Operating Income $2,617,380

Less Vacancy 5% ($130,869)
3BR Units 4 Less Operating Expenses 35% ($916,083)

Market Rate Units 3 Net Operating Income $1,570,428
Below-Market Rate Units 1
Unit Size 1,100 Annual Commercial Lease Revenue $173,565
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $3,100 Less Vacancy 10% ($17,357)

$/Sq. Ft. $2.82 Annual Net Operating Income $156,209
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,947

Gross Sales Revenue $32,888,314
Total Residential Sq. Ft. 111,260 Less Commissions/Marketing 5% ($1,644,416)

Total Net Revenue $31,243,899
Commercial Component Less Development Costs ($38,460,121)
Commercial Sq. Ft. 8,700 Residual Land Value ($7,216,222)
Leasable % 95% Land Value/ Sq. Ft. ($172.56)
Leasable Area 8,265
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $1.75 Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009; WRT Design, 2008; BAE, 2009.
Cap Rate 5.3%

Overall Development Mix
Residential as % of Total Sq. Ft. 93%
Commercial as % of Total Sq. Ft. 7%

Parking
Lift 98
Standard Podium 3
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Appendix C-6: Pro-Forma for Site 2A

PROJECT DETAILS HARD AND SOFT COST ASSUMPTIONS DEVELOPMENT COST SUMMARY

Site Characteristics Land (per sq. ft.) $90 Hard and Soft Costs
Site Area, Sq.Ft. 41,818 Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $170 Land $3,763,584
Site Area, Acres 0.96 Commercial Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) $130 Residential Construction Costs $18,914,200
DU/Acre 113 On & Off-Site Improvements (per acre) $400,000 Commercial Construction Costs $1,131,000

Tenant Improvement Allowances (per GLA) $35 On & Off-Site Improvements $384,000
Residential Component Impact Fees $2,970,605 Tenant Improvement Allowances $289,275
Total Number of Units 108 Commercial Impact Fees (per sq. ft.) $15 Impact Fees $2,970,605

Market Rate 0 Cost/Lift Parking Space $17,750 Parking Costs $1,808,500
Below-Market Rate 108 Cost/Podium Parking Space $23,000 Condo "Wrap" Insurance $1,080,000

Condo "Wrap" Insurance (per unit) $10,000 Other Soft Costs $6,758,093
1BR Units 20 Other Soft Costs (as % of hard costs, site costs) 30% Points on Construction Loan $135,103

Market Rate Units 0 Developer Fee $2,500,000
Below-Market Rate Units 20 Developer Fee $2,500,000
Unit Size 700
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $1,900 FINANCING ASSUMPTIONS Total Development  Cost $39,734,360

$/Sq. Ft. $2.71 Residential Development Cost $37,116,611
Monthly Affordable Rent $952 Financing Costs and Loan Amount TDC Per Unit $343,672

Interest Rate 5.5% Commercial Development Cost $2,617,750
2BR Units 84 Term (Years) 30                

Market Rate Units 0 Loan Fee/Points 2.0% Development Feasibility Analysis
Below-Market Rate Units 84 Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%
Unit Size 900 Supportable Debt Service (monthly) $38,355 Development Cost $39,734,360
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $2,800 Amount of Loan $6,755,159 Less Loan ($6,755,159)

$/Sq. Ft. $3.11 Less LIHTC Equity ($12,595,449)
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,067 LIHTC Equity (4% credits) Less Sponsor Equity ($1,250,000)

Total Qualified Basis $43,087,878 Less FHLB AHP ($1,080,000)
3BR Units 4 Applicable Credit Rate 3.36% Total Feasibility Gap $18,053,752

Market Rate Units 0 Number of Years of Credit 10 Per Unit $167,164
Below-Market Rate Units 4 Current Value of Future Tax Credit (% of total credit) 87%
Unit Size 1,100 LIHTC Equity $12,595,449 Notes:
Monthly Mkt Rate Rent $3,500 (a) Residential Vacancy Rate 5%

$/Sq. Ft. $3.18 Sponsor Equity $1,250,000 (b) Operating Cost/Unit:. $6,000
Monthly Affordable Rent $1,183 FHLB AHP $1,080,000 (c) Commercial Vacancy Rate 10%

Total Residential Sq. Ft. 111,260
REVENUE ANALYSIS

Commercial Component
Commercial Sq. Ft. 8,700 Gross Residential Operating Income $1,360,524
Leasable % 95% Less Vacancy (a) ($68,026)
Leasable Area 8,265 Less Operating Expenses (b) ($648,000)
Lease Rate (Monthly/Sq. Ft. NNN) $1.75 Annual Net Operating Income $644,498

Overall Development Mix Gross Commercial Lease Revenue $14,464
Residential as % of Total Sq. Ft. 93% Less Vacancy (c) ($1,446)
Commercial as % of Total Sq. Ft. 7% Annual Net Operating Income $13,017

Parking Total NOI $657,515
Lift 98
Standard Podium 3

Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009; WRT Design, 2008;  LISC Operating Cost 
Database, 2006; BAE, 2009.
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aPPenDIx
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.
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Site Area 1.78 Acres
Development Area 77,368 Total s.f.
Development Intensity1 1.81 FAR*
Development Intensity2 4.07 FAR*
Residential Density 61 DU/acre

Land Use
0 Level 1
9 Level 2

12 Level 3
12 Level 4
40 Level 5
36 Level 6

109 Total
Residential 127,300 Total s.f.
Bus Depot 5,340 Total s.f.
Commercial Area 7,530 Total s.f.
Parking Area 174,590 Total s.f. 140,170

Semi-private 30,887 Courtyard s.f.

Residential4 127 Spaces
Public 255 Spaces

Open Space

Assumptions
*FAR= Floor-Area Ratio (sf/sf)
1. Does not  include parking
2. Does include parking
3. Assumes average unit is a 930 s.f. 2 bedroom 
4. Residential parking ratio is 1.17 spaces per dwelling unit.

Dwelling Units (DU)3

Metro Center

Development Summary

Parking - Automobile

River/Front Lower Pacific Design Guidelines Development Incentives 12:25 PM6/16/2009

Plan - Ground Floor: Bus Terminal
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.
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Plan - 3rd Floor: Public Parking
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Plan - 5th Floor: Residential
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Plan - 4th Floor: Residential Parking 50’0’ 100’ 150’
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Note: These drawings illustrate the analysis of building massing and development potential, and are not intended to convey building design character.
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Appendix

Alternative 
Streetscape 
Improvement 
Strategies
During the exploration of streetscape improvement strategies, three 
general approaches were explored.  Advantages and disadvantages of 
each strategy were discussed when the alternatives were presented to 
the community.  The following is a summary of those strategies and 
their associated advantages and disadvantages.  Street cross-sections 
illustrating how these strategies might be applied to the four street 
segments considered for enhancement are also included.

Strategy #1:  

Locate street trees and amenities in the existing 
sidewalk zone.

Advantages 

Builds on the existing cross-section of the public right-of-way and •	
does not require modification of street configuration.

Disadvantages 

Potential for amenities is limited by the width of the existing •	
sidewalk.
Enhancements such as street trees and street furnishings tend to •	
constrain pedestrian movement.
Street tree canopies and species selection restricted by proximity of •	
buildings.

Strategy #2:  

Locate street trees in the parking lane between 
parking spaces

Advantages 

Provides more sidewalk space for pedestrian movement and other •	
amenities.
Provides more space for tree canopies by moving trees wells into •	
parking lane.
Preserves the basic dimensions of the existing public right-of-way.•	

Disadvantages 

A6
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Reduces the number of on-street parking spaces and associated •	
parking meter revenue.
Can complicate street sweeping and street maintenance operations.•	
Limits potential to add new bike, shuttle, transit, or travel lanes.•	

Strategy #3:  

Use parking lane to create expanded sidewalk area.

Advantages 

Provides more sidewalk space for pedestrian movement and other •	
amenities.
Provides more space for tree canopies.•	

Disadvantages 

Results in significant reduction in the number of on-street parking •	
spaces and associated parking meter revenue.
Removes parked cars as buffer between pedestrians and traffic..•	
Limits potential to add new bike, shuttle, transit, or travel lanes.•	
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WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections
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River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A6: Alternative Streetscape Improvement Strategies

May 2010158

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

December 2, 2008

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections

W
ATER ST

SOQUEL AV

RIV
ER STRET SO

U
TH

ER
SI

D
E 

A
V

N
O

RT
H

 P
A

C
IF

IC

A LN

BULKHEAD ST

C
O

M
M

ER
C

E LN

COOPER ST

KNIGHT ST

PA
C

IFIC
 A

V

RI
VE

R 
ST

FRO
NT ST

FR
O

N
T ST

PA
C

IFIC
 A

V

C
EN

TER
 ST

3RD ST

C
ED

A
R

 ST

SOQUEL AV

T AV

LN ST

LAUREL ST

SPRUCE ST

R
IV

ER
SI

D
E 

A
V

TRINITY

Y
O

U
N

SAN LOR

SYCAMORE ST

RO
BERTS A

V

M
M

ER
C

E LN

W

CEECCCCECE

40’10’0’ 20’

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Proposed

Existing

Sidewalk
12’

Set
back

2’

Set
back

2’

Sidewalk
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
10’

R.O.W.  70’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

River Street 
South
looking north

Front Street
looking north

Sidewalk
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
10’

Street Parking
12’

R.O.W.  70’

Alternative         

Existing

Sidewalk 
17’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk 
10’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
7’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
12’

Sidewalk
7’

Street Parking 
w/ Tree Islands

8’
Traffic Lane

12’
Traffic Lane

10’
Planting 

6’

Sidewalk
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Alternative

Existing

Riverway Trail

Riverway Trail

Alternative

Existing

Sidewalk
10’

Sidewalk
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Traffic Lane
10’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Sidewalk
7’

Riverway Trail

Riverway Trail

Sidewalk
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Proposed

Existing

Sidewalk
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Riverway Trail

Riverway Trail

Setback
5’

Alternative 

Existing Sidewalk
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
10’

R.O.W.  70’

Sidewalk 
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk 
10’

Street Parking
/ Tree Islands

7’

Street Parking
7’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
/ Tree Islands

7’

Street Parking
7’

Alternative 1: Trees in parking lane

Alternative 2: Increase sidewalk width by reducing parking and travel lane 
widths

Front Street: Alternative Concepts

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

December 2, 2008

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections

W
ATER ST

SOQUEL AV

RIV
ER STRET SO

U
TH

ER
SI

D
E 

A
V

N
O

RT
H

 P
A

C
IF

IC

A LN

BULKHEAD ST

C
O

M
M

ER
C

E LN

COOPER ST

KNIGHT ST

PA
C

IFIC
 A

V

RI
VE

R 
ST

FRO
NT ST

FR
O

N
T ST

PA
C

IFIC
 A

V

C
EN

TER
 ST

3RD ST

C
ED

A
R

 ST

SOQUEL AV

T AV

LN ST

LAUREL ST

SPRUCE ST

R
IV

ER
SI

D
E 

A
V

TRINITY

Y
O

U
N

SAN LOR

SYCAMORE ST

RO
BERTS A

V

M
M

ER
C

E LN

W

CEECCCCECE

40’10’0’ 20’

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Proposed

Existing

Sidewalk
12’

Set
back

2’

Set
back

2’

Sidewalk
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
10’

R.O.W.  70’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

River Street 
South
looking north

Front Street
looking north

Sidewalk
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
10’

Street Parking
12’

R.O.W.  70’

Alternative         

Existing

Sidewalk 
17’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk 
10’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
7’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
12’

Sidewalk
7’

Street Parking 
w/ Tree Islands

8’
Traffic Lane

12’
Traffic Lane

10’
Planting 

6’

Sidewalk
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Alternative

Existing

Riverway Trail

Riverway Trail

Alternative

Existing

Sidewalk
10’

Sidewalk
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Traffic Lane
10’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Sidewalk
7’

Riverway Trail

Riverway Trail

Sidewalk
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Proposed

Existing

Sidewalk
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
10’

Planting 
6’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  43’

Riverway Trail

Riverway Trail

Setback
5’

Alternative 

Existing Sidewalk
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk
10’

R.O.W.  70’

Sidewalk 
10’

Traffic Lane
13’

Traffic Lane
13’

Sidewalk 
10’

Street Parking
/ Tree Islands

7’

Street Parking
7’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
/ Tree Islands

7’

Street Parking
7’



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A6: Alternative Streetscape Improvement Strategies

May 2010 159

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

December 2, 2008

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections

C
 A

V

3RD ST

ED
A

R
 ST

SPRUCE ST

BIRCH LN

Y

SYCAMORE ST

LAUREL ST

BRB

RERE

CEECCCCCECCE

T

LNNLN

3RD ST

2ND ST

BEACH

M
A

IN
 ST 1ST ST

W
ES

T 
C

LI
FF

 D
R

Y
O

U
N

G
ER W

Y

SYCAMORE ST

M
UNICIPA

D
RIFT W

Y

PA
CIFI

C AV

FRO
N

T ST

INGTON ST AVAV

DDDDDD
R

DDDD

STST

RERE

40’10’0’ 20’

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Alternative 3

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
10’

Traffic Lane
10’

Sidewalk 
16’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative 1

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Alternative

Existing

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Pacific Avenue 
(Front to Beach)
looking north

Pacific Avenue 
(Laurel to Front)
looking north

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street 
Parking 

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
8’

Bike Lane
5’

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking 
w/ Tree Islands

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Street Parking 
8’

Alternative

Existing

Bike Lane
5’

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

December 2, 2008

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections

C
 A

V

3RD ST

ED
A

R
 ST

SPRUCE ST

BIRCH LN

Y

SYCAMORE ST

LAUREL ST

BRB

RERE

CEECCCCCECCE

T

LNNLN

3RD ST

2ND ST

BEACH

M
A

IN
 ST 1ST ST

W
ES

T 
C

LI
FF

 D
R

Y
O

U
N

G
ER W

Y

SYCAMORE ST

M
UNICIPA

D
RIFT W

Y

PA
CIFI

C AV

FRO
N

T ST

INGTON ST AVAV

DDDDDD
R

DDDD

STST

RERE

40’10’0’ 20’

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Alternative 3

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
10’

Traffic Lane
10’

Sidewalk 
16’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative 1

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Alternative

Existing

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Pacific Avenue 
(Front to Beach)
looking north

Pacific Avenue 
(Laurel to Front)
looking north

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street 
Parking 

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
8’

Bike Lane
5’

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking 
w/ Tree Islands

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Street Parking 
8’

Alternative

Existing

Bike Lane
5’

Alternative 1: Add trees in existing sidewalk

Alternative 2: Trees in parking lane

Pacific Avenue––Laurel to Front: Alternative Concepts



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A6: Alternative Streetscape Improvement Strategies

May 2010160

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

December 2, 2008

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections

C
 A

V

3RD ST

ED
A

R
 ST

SPRUCE ST

BIRCH LN

Y

SYCAMORE ST

LAUREL ST

BRB

RERE

CEECCCCCECCE

T

LNNLN

3RD ST

2ND ST

BEACH

M
A

IN
 ST 1ST ST

W
ES

T 
C

LI
FF

 D
R

Y
O

U
N

G
ER W

Y

SYCAMORE ST

M
UNICIPA

D
RIFT W

Y

PA
CIFI

C AV

FRO
N

T ST

INGTON ST AVAV

DDDDDD
R

DDDD

STST

RERE

40’10’0’ 20’

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Alternative 3

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
10’

Traffic Lane
10’

Sidewalk 
16’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative 1

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Alternative

Existing

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Pacific Avenue 
(Front to Beach)
looking north

Pacific Avenue 
(Laurel to Front)
looking north

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street 
Parking 

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
8’

Bike Lane
5’

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking 
w/ Tree Islands

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Street Parking 
8’

Alternative

Existing

Bike Lane
5’

Alternative 1: Add trees

Alternative 3: Trees in parking lane

Bay Area Economics

Fehr & Peers

River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines and Development Incentives

December 2, 2008

WRT Wallace Roberts & Todd, LLCProposed Street Design: Sections

C
 A

V

3RD ST

ED
A

R
 ST

SPRUCE ST

BIRCH LN

Y

SYCAMORE ST

LAUREL ST

BRB

RERE

CEECCCCCECCE

T

LNNLN

3RD ST

2ND ST

BEACH

M
A

IN
 ST 1ST ST

W
ES

T 
C

LI
FF

 D
R

Y
O

U
N

G
ER W

Y

SYCAMORE ST

M
UNICIPA

D
RIFT W

Y

PA
CIFI

C AV

FRO
N

T ST

INGTON ST AVAV

DDDDDD
R

DDDD

STST

RERE

40’10’0’ 20’

Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Street Parking
w/ Tree Islands

8’

Alternative 3

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
10’

Traffic Lane
10’

Sidewalk 
16’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk 
12’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

R.O. W.  64’

Alternative 1

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Alternative

Existing

Alternative 2

Alternative 3

Pacific Avenue 
(Front to Beach)
looking north

Pacific Avenue 
(Laurel to Front)
looking north

Proposed

Existing

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street 
Parking 

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Street Parking
7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
8’

Bike Lane
5’

Traffic Lane
12’

Bike Lane 
5’

Sidewalk
12’

Street Parking 
w/ Tree Islands

7’

Traffic Lane
12’

Sidewalk
12’

R.O. W.  61’

Bike Lane
5’

Street Parking
8’

Traffic Lane
12’

Traffic Lane
12’

Street Parking 
8’

Alternative

Existing

Bike Lane
5’

Pacific Avenue––Front to Beach: Alternative Concepts



River/Front & Lower Pacific Design Guidelines & Development Incentives

Appendix A7: Shuttle Case Studies

May 2010 161

Appendix

Shuttle  Case 
Studies
Case Study #1: Walnut Creek Downtown Shuttle

Overview

Following Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) service extension to Walnut 
Creek in 1973, the City established a downtown shuttle service 
designed to circulate shoppers between the BART station and the 
downtown shopping area.  Currently, Walnut Creek contracts with 
regional transit provider, County Connection (CCTA), to operate 
several trolley-shuttles along this route.

The current Downtown Trolley route begins at the Ygancio Valley Road 
BART Station, traveling approximately 1.5 south on North California 
Street to reach the Broadway Plaza shopping center anchored on 
Botelho Drive.  From here, service loops around the expansive mall and 
returns to the BART Station via North Main Street.  This downtown 
loop takes approximately 45 minutes to complete.

The route has significantly enhanced service over the past thirty years 
by adding more vehicles, which in turn has improved headways.  
Currently, weekdays service aims at 15 minute headways and uses three 
shuttles; weekend service aims for 20 to 30 minute headways and uses 
two shuttles.  Hours of operation run from 7 am to 7pm on weekdays, 

A7
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and 9am to 6:30pm on weekends.

Offered as a free service, the Downtown Trolley attracts a wide range 
of riders, extending beyond just visitors and shoppers.  Currently, 
downtown employees and high school students comprise the two largest 
ridership groups, riding the Trolley as part of their weekday commute.  
Whereas downtown employees typically board the Trolley after riding 
BART, many local high school students board the trolley on their walk 
toward Las Lomas High School, situated one block south of Broadway 
Plaza.  For these riders, the Trolley is an efficient and affordable 
transportation solution which they might not otherwise pay for in 
downtown Walnut Creek, which is already considered a “walkable” 
community.

Daily ridership is highest on weekdays, followed by Saturdays, then 
Sundays respectively.  In April 2009, daily ridership averaged 800 
passengers on weekdays, versus 350 on Saturdays, and 265 on Sundays.   
The route aims for 24 passengers per revenue hour, and fell slightly 
short of this figure in April, attracting little over 20 passengers per 
revenue hour. 

Although shuttle ridership has fallen short of City Council expectations 
especially in terms of drawing shoppers downtown, the Downtown 
Trolley has succeeded in different ways than originally intended.  
Namely, the Trolley has improved the downtown fabric by connecting 
BART with downtown businesses, successfully “tying it all together.”  
Staff report that the Trolley has become a “positive political amenity,” 
positing goodwill toward both downtown businesses and Walnut Creek 
residents.

Financing

Since the City has passed operations of the downtown shuttle to 
County Connection, Walnut Creek has continued to subsidize the free 
shuttle service, which amounts to approximately $200,000 per year.   
The City’s contribution is financed using Contra Costa County’s ½ 
cent sales tax set aside for the City’s Transportation Fund. 

In addition to public financing, the owner of Broadway Plaza has 
historically subsidized the Trolley’s extended holiday hours during 
the last two weeks of December.  In 2008, Broadway Plaza paid 
approximately $10,000 for two to three additional hours of Trolley 
operating hours to coincide with store hours. City officials reported that 
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this business tactic had a limited effect on holiday sales last year.

Capital costs have been completely financed by the City of Walnut 
Creek.  Current gas-powered vehicles, including the trolley 
appliqué and wooden seats to complete “trolley” look, cost the City 
approximately $75,000.  Total trolley fleet costs are not available due 
to slow accumulation of vehicles and equipment over thirty-year time 
period.   

Case Study #2: Boulder HOP

Overview

Since 1994, the City of Boulder, Colorado has managed a series of local 
transit routes, collectively known as the Community Transit Network 
(CTN), designed to circulate students, visitors, residents, and employees 
throughout the city.  All of these routes, except for downtown-oriented 
route better known as “HOP,” have been absorbed into the Regional 
Transit District (RTD).  The City of Boulder contracts with local 
nonprofit, Social Transit, to operate the HOP, connecting the 29th 
Street retail corridor with Downtown Boulder, and the University of 
Colorado Boulder (CU Boulder).  

Following the City of Boulder’s 1989 Transportation Master Plan, the 
City was granted a federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) grant which funded a four-year process involving two 
years of planning for the CTN program and two years of system 
implementation.  As part of the initial planning period, the City 
of Boulder hosted a series of community roundtable discussions, 
which informed CTN route, type of vehicle used, and other design 
considerations.   According to City staff, community input was critical 
to the system’s success; the community was inclined to ride vehicles they 
had helped to design, than those that had been “forced on them” by 
local government.

The downtown-circulating HOP line was the first CTN route 
established by the City of Boulder.  Traveling 6.5 miles, this downtown 
loop connects CU Boulder at its southernmost end with 29th Street 
retail district to the east, and Downtown Boulder to the west.  Since 
HOP was introduced, six more routes have been established, including 
the “SKIP,” “ BOUND,” “JUMP,” “STAMPEDE,” “BOLT,” and 
“DASH” routes.  Each shuttle vehicle is distinctively emblazoned with 
its corresponding route name and “wrapped” with a unique design, 
resulting in easy recognition for all transit riders.  The HOP line is 
financed by the City of Boulder, whereas all six remaining CTN lines 
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are operated by Colorado’s Regional Transportation District (RTD) 
because of their extended routes.

The City of Boulder aims for seven to ten minute headways on the 
HOP Line, which avoids need to post system schedule around the 
route.  This level of service is offered from 7am to 10pm Monday 
to Thursday, and extended to midnight on Fridays and Saturdays.  
Late-night Friday and Saturday service caters to University students 
returning from Downtown, so the University pays for these additional 
service hours.

Boulder’s no-cash fare system remains popular with riders, the 
majority of whom board with a transit pass, called an Ecopass.  In 
fact, community round table discussions revealed that many Boulder 
residents perceived cash fare as a mental barrier preventing them from 
wanting to ride the bus.  In February 2009, less than four percent of 
riders paid with cash whereas 74 percent boarded with student passes, 
and the remaining 22 percent boarded with either an Ecopass or some 
other type of transit pass.   Downtown employees working within the 
Downtown General Improvement District (GID) are eligible to receive 
a free Ecopass at Boulder’s Transit Center.

As indicated by boarding statistics, University of Colorado students 
make up a large percentage of HOP riders throughout the academic 
year.  CU Boulder, located one mile south of the downtown district, 
contains over 52,000 students and remains an important patron for the 
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local transit system.  Overall, City staff rank students as primary system 
user, accounting for somewhere between 60 and 80 percent of HOP 
ridership.  During the academic year, mid-day hours attract significantly 
fewer riders than commute hours; in the summer, ridership experiences 
a significant decline when students leave for three months.  The City 
of Boulder has worked out an arrangement in which the University 
charges $60 per student per semester for a CU transit pass.  At the end 
of each month, this set-aside fund is drawn down based on student 
boarding information collected by the transit operator. 

HOP route averages 4,000 riders per day, marking a significant 
improvement in transit ridership since the City began service in 1990 
when the entire city averaged 6,000 riders per day.  Now the SKIP line, 
running north-south along Broadway Avenue, transports 6,000 riders 
alone.  Citywide, Boulder’s ridership retains high levels of ridership, 
averaging between 30 and 40 riders per revenue hour.

City staff consider the HOP line, and other routes run by the RTD, 
successful transit endeavors, due to high levels of ridership and 
continued community support. The City’s highest priority is keeping 
headways frequent enough so that no schedule needs to be posted 
at transit stops.  The City of Boulder also measures success by the 
willingness of community members to ride the local transit system.   
Boulder’s efficient, convenient and attractive CTN draws riders who 
would have refused to step on a bus twenty years ago.

Financing

Operational costs are financed by the Regional Transit District (RTD), 
CU Boulder, and the City of Boulder.  The RTD funds approximately 
58 percent of HOP costs; the remaining balance is roughly split 
between the City and CU Boulder.  In Fiscal Year 2008, the City’s HOP 
budget expenditures totaled $2 million.  The City of Boulder relies on 
the Transportation Fund to pay for HOP service, drawing from the 
City’s sales tax ($0.006 per $1) and Downtown Parking Fees program.  
All Downtown Boulder employees located within the Downtown 
General Improvement District (GID), where the Downtown Parking 
Fee is applied, are eligible to receive a free Ecopass at the City’s Transit 
Center.

Although the HOP line accepts cash on board, less than four percent 
of riders pay the $4 cash fare.  Instead of relying on a cash-fare revenue 
system, the City has pursued strategic partnerships, namely with the 
CU Boulder, to maintain high levels of HOP service.  The University’s 
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monthly payment to the City reflects student ridership data, charged at 
$0.66 per student boarding.  The University’s payment is drawn down 
from the CU Boulder Transit Set Aside Fund, whereby $60 per student 
per semester is collected to pay for student transit passes.

Since HOP service began in 1994, Boulder has maintained its 
partnership with local nonprofit, Social Transit, which serves as the 
HOP operator.  At the time, Social Transit was the only operator to 
respond to the City’s Request for Proposals (RFP).  Social Transit is 
responsible for system and vehicle maintenance, including bus driver 
hiring.  Social Transit also writes grants and pursues new avenues of 
funding on behalf of the City.  Interestingly, the HOP bus route is 
considered a paratransit service, and technically offers deviated fixed 
route service for handicapped passengers.

All capital costs associated with the HOP line were funded by a CMAQ 
grant received in 1990.  Boulder’s fleet of vehicles range from older 
28-foot vehicles to newer 30-foot vehicles, all of which display the 
same “wrap” decorating the bus’ exterior. These newer 30-foot Gillig 
vehicles cost approximately $350,000, including wrap and other built-
in amenities, including XM radio.  The ideas for XM radios and other 
interior design characteristics are outcomes of planning period in early 
1990’s when residents suggested these amenities to planning staff.

Case Study #3: San Luis Obispo Downtown Trolley

Overview

Beginning in 2001, the City of San Luis Obispo has contracted with 
transit operator First Transit to offer rubber-wheeled trolley service 
between “hotel row,” located along Monterey Street, and downtown San 
Luis Obispo.  

San Luis Obispo established trolley service in order to draw tourists 
directly downtown; previously, neither local nor regional routes had 
concentrated their efforts toward tourists.  An estimated 98 percent 
of trolley riders are tourists, drawn from Monterey Street hotels.  
Beginning at Grand Avenue, the trolley’s route extends approximately 
1.5 miles southwest along Monterey Street toward Mission Plaza, 
marking the heart of downtown San Luis Obispo. 

Trolley service is offered four days a week, Thursday through Sunday, 
when visitors and residents are most likely to travel downtown for either 
the Farmer’s Market or other shopping excursions.  Service is limited 
to afternoons and evenings, from 3:30pm to 9pm on Thursdays, noon 
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to 9pm on Fridays and Saturdays, and noon to 5:30pm on Sundays.  
The trolley takes approximately 15 to 20 minutes to complete the 
roughly three-mile round trip, allowing the City to operate only one 
trolley at a time.  Ridership is highest on Thursday evenings, due to 
the local Farmer’s Market, followed by Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays 
respectively.  Seasonally, July and August months historically attract 
the greatest numbers of trolley riders, corresponding with the City of 
San Luis Obispo’s tourist season.  No coordination with County transit 
is really necessary, although drivers try to coordinate boardings with 
regional transit schedules whenever possible.

Due to the relatively recent date of trolley service establishment in 
2001, the City of San Luis Obispo is still experimenting with methods 
of payment.  Currently, the trolley has adopted a cash-only fare policy, 
amounting to $0.25 per ride, although City staff are considering usage 
of San Luis Obispo Transit 31-day pass in the near future.  The City 
has not considered alternative forms of trolley fare payment due to 
the California TDA funding, which requires that the trolley maintain 
a minimum ratio of fare revenue to operating cost.  This need to 
accurately record and assess trolley-specific revenue has prevented the 
City of San Luis Obispo from considering transit-integration with the 
San Louis Obispo Transit system until recently.

San Luis Obispo trolley ridership has experienced a sharp decline in 
ridership since peaking in 2002 with 47,598 riders.  Ridership has slid 
each year since then, sharply dropping to 34,000 riders in 2004 and 
settling at a low of 27,164 riders in 2008.   The Downtown Trolley 
currently averages 17.7 passengers per revenue hour.  City staff attribute 
sharp decline in trolley riders to both declining tourism and dilapidated 
trolley conditions.  Since obtaining a new trolley in 2007, staff is 
hopeful that ridership levels will begin to stabilize and increase.

Financing

The trolley costs the City roughly $91,000 a year in operating costs.  
Fare box revenues are minimal at $8,100 in Fiscal Year 2007-2008.  
As such, San Luis Obispo depends on FTA and matching California 
Transportation Development Act (TDA) funding to support citywide 
transit operations, including the trolley.

FTA Urbanized Area Formula grants are awarded to San Luis Obispo 
Transit based on it status as a small urbanized area (UZA) with fewer 
than 200,000 people. 
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California’s TDA funding consists of two components, the Local 
Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State Transit Assistance Fund 
(STA), both of which are apportioned to local jurisdictions based on 
Department of Finance population estimates.  In place since 1972, 
the LTF is derived from a ¼ cent of the general sales tax collected 
statewide.   The STA fund was enacted later in 1980, and is derived 
from the statewide sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel.   As of June 
2009, however, STA funding was cut from California’s state budget, 
signaling receipt of LTF funds solely.  The City of San Luis Obispo was 
apportioned $1.62 million in 2009-2010.  

The trolley service’s capital costs are split between FTA, which pays 
for 80 percent of capital costs, and local funding sources, which make 
up the remaining 20 percent.  Using this financing formula, the City 
recently acquired a new 2007 rubber-wheeled trolley manufactured by 
Double K, which cost approximately $180,000.   This price includes 
a DR600 “talking farebox” program, which automatically announces 
the approaching trolley stop using a satellite Global Positioning System 
(GPS).  This new 2007 gas-powered vehicle is replacing the 1984 
model, which the City retains as a “back-up” trolley option. 

The City’s decision to buy a gas-powered, rather than electric, vehicle 
was based on available an federal grant, which required the City of San 
Luis Obispo to update its non-compliant diesel fleet.  In addition to 
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funding issues, the City was concerned about preserving the “trolley 
look,” in 2006 and 2007 when they were making their purchasing 
decision.  Since 2007 purchase, however, City staff discovered a Gillig 
electric vehicle which may resemble a trolley, which they propose to 
acquire in the City’s 2009 Short Range Transit Plan.  However, due to 
the recent trolley purchase in 2007, and current state budget issues, it is 
unlikely the City will obtain an electric vehicle in the near future.

Despite a significant drop in ridership since 2002, City staff remains 
hopeful that ridership will rebound when tourism and the economy 
recovers.  Until then, the City will consider opening the trolley to a 
wider-range of users, including residents possessing 31-day passes.

Notwithstanding these challenges, the trolley is considered a success 
by transit operators, government, and Downtown businesses.  In the 
future, the City would like to partner with specific events, like a historic 
tour, to boost the visibility and attractiveness of the service.

Case Study #4: Santa Barbara Downtown-Waterfront 
Shuttle

Overview

Since 1990, the City of Santa Barbara has financed an electric shuttle 
program, operated through the County’s Metropolitan Transit District 
(MTD), which circulates visitors between Santa Barbara’s downtown 
retail district and its south-facing waterfront.  

At the project inception, City officials were especially interested in 
drawing visitors northward along upper State Street to the under-
served retail area north of Carrillo Street.  Current downtown shuttle 
service begins at the northern-most point on Sola Street and extends 
approximately 1.5 miles down the State Street retail corridor to 
Cabrillo Boulevard, at which point the “Downtown” service connects 
to “Waterfront” service along Cabrillo. At the State-Cabrillo central 
intersection, shuttle service extends 1.5 miles west to the Harbor and 
1.5 miles east to the Santa Barbara Zoo. 

The Downtown route aims for 10 minute headways, using four shuttles 
in the summer and three in the winter.  To maintain this regularity, the 
MTD employs one bike-riding supervisor who monitors and prevents 
clumped arrival times from occurring, particularly during summer 
months.  The Waterfront route maintains 15 minute headways in 
the summer and 30 minute headways in the winter, using one to two 
shuttles. 
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Originally, the City attempted to provide this service free of charge, 
but soon realized that transients often used the service as a “moveable 
bench,” rather than a means of transportation.  A token $0.25 fare 
proved large enough to deter this activity, but small enough to retain 
the shuttle’s primary riders.  

Riders along both Downtown and Waterfront routes include out-of-
town visitors and resident Santa Barbara shoppers who would not 
otherwise travel to the State Street retail district from the waterfront.  As 
a tourist-dependent transportation service, the Downtown-Waterfront 
Shuttle’s ridership has closely echoed visitor trends experienced 
throughout Santa Barbara city and County.  As such, ridership peaked 
in 1999-2000 with approximately 762,000 riders, and sharply fell to 
570,000 riders two years later in 2001, in tandem with the economic 
decline and September 11 attacks.  Since 2001, ridership has remained 
relatively constant and settled at 540,000 riders in 2008.   

In February 2009, the Downtown-Waterfront Shuttle service averaged 
26.9 riders per revenue hour, a lower rate than 2009 MTD system-wide 
average of 34.8 riders per revenue hour.  At its peak in 1998 and 1999, 
the shuttle had 49.2 riders per revenue hour.  Ridership is strongest on 
the State Street segment of service, followed by East Beach Segment, 
then West Beach Segment.  

City staff and the MTD consider the shuttle service a success, and a 
key component of the Downtown identity and image.  Moreover, it 
provides visitors and other shoppers the ability to park once and travel 
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the length of State Street and the Waterfront via the shuttle, decreasing 
congestion 

Financing

In addition to the $0.25 shuttle fare, which totaled $120,000 in FY 
2008, the City pays two-thirds of MTD’s system-wide operating fare 
($1.25) for the shuttle service.  This City subsidy totaled $1.0 million 
in FY 2008.  

In terms of capital costs, the City financed the purchase of the fleet 
of 20 electric shuttles through the Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program, which required a City 
match.  Ten of these shuttles date from the 1990’s, and the remaining 
ten were obtained sometime after 2000.  Currently, MTD is seeking 
procurement to replace all older 1990’s shuttles to increase quality 
of service.  The City estimates that the shuttles cost approximately 
$300,000.

Although both the Santa Barbara community and visitors all appreciate 
the lower-emission electric vehicles, transit officials advise cities to 
consider all possible vehicle alternatives before settling on electric 
vehicles. MTD explained that it is both expensive and time-consuming 
to acquire and continue operating electric vehicles. First, it is important 
to consider the length of shuttle route; electric buses are not practical 
for long-distance or high speed corridors. Secondly, it is extremely 
difficult to find shuttles due to small number of manufacturers 
available. Thirdly, the maintenance necessary to keep electric shuttles up 
and running is both cost- and time-intensive; crews need to specialize 
in specific vehicle maintenance techniques.  Finally, electric batteries are 
only able to run for eight-hour stretches of time before needing to be 
recharged, prohibiting run-time, and requiring larger fleet of vehicles 
than would be necessary with a diesel fleet. 
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