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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
SR — Introduction

1 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

1.1 Introduction

The 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR)
was circulated for a 45-day public review period from March 17 through April 30, 2008,
consistent with CEQA regulations and guidelines. Copies of the document were
distributed to the State Clearinghouse, regional and local agencies, and interested
organizations and individuals, for their review and comment.

Section 15088 (a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
states that:

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received
from persons who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.
The lead agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed
comment period and any extension and may respond to late comments.

In response to the State Guidelines, the City of Santa Cruz Planning Department has
evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR. Written responses to the comments
related to environmental issues are included in this Final EIR.

Section 1.2, below, provides a list of all those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR
during the public review period. Section 1.3 contains master responses for similar
comments for which answers could be grouped together. Section 1.4 contains all of the
comments received on the Draft EIR along with responses to each. These responses
include identifying where text revisions in the Draft EIR are made in as a result of the
comments and responses. Text changes resulting from comments on the Draft EIR are
presented in Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR, by chapter and section. Revisions to
the Draft EIR text are indicated by underline for new text and strikeouts for deleted text.

This Final EIR document in conjunction with the Draft EIR, dated June 2008, constitutes
the Final EIR for the project.
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2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
List of Commenters

SANTA CRUZ

1.2 List of Commenters

All commenters on the Draft EIR are listed in the Table 1-1 below. Each comment is
identified with a two part numbering system. The first number corresponds to the number
assigned to the comment letter. The second number corresponds to the comment
identified within the letter. For example, comment 1-1, refers to the first comment in the
letter from the California Coastal Commission.
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Table 1-1: List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
Federal Agencies
None
State Agencies
0 California Governor’s Office of Planning and May 1, 2008 0-1 Compliance with State Clearinghouse Review
Research
1 California Coastal Commission April 30, 2008 141 General Statement - Jurisdictional
1-2 Biological Resources - Riparian Setback
1-3 Biological Resources — 4.8-1a MM Support
1-4 Biological Resources — Arroyo Seco Creek
1-5 Biological Resources — Arroyo Seco Creek
1-6 Hydrology and Water Quality — Low Impact
Development
1-7 Hydrology and Water Quality — Best Management
Practices
1-8 Cumulative Impacts — Global Warming CUM-1
1-9 Traffic and Transportation — Railroad Right-of-Way
1-10 Traffic and Transportation — Parking
1-11 Water Supply WS-1
1-12 Water Supply — Correction WS-1
2a California Regional Water Quality Control Board | April 29, 2008 2a-1 Hazardous Materials — PCE Plume
- Central Coast Region 2a-2 Hazardous Materials — Permits Required
2b California Regional Water Quality Control Board | May 15, 2008 2b-1 Hydrology and Water Quality — Vortechnics Vortex
Separators
- Central Coast Region 2b-2 Hydrology and Water Quality — Control of Post-
construction Urban Runoff
2b-3 Hydrology and Water Quality — Incorporation of Low
Impact Development Methods
2b-4 Hydrology & Water Quality — Phase Il Municipal Storm
Water Permit (General Permit)
2b-5 Hydrology and Water Quality — Cost/Benefit Rational
for LID vs. BMPs
3 Department of Toxic Substances Control April 21, 2008 31 Hazardous Materials — Phase 1 Adequacy
3-2 Hazardous Materials — Phase 2 Recommendation
3-3 Hazardous Materials — DTSC Assistance
4 Department of Transportation April 29, 2008 4-1 Coordination with Local Jurisdictions
4-2 Traffic and Transportation — “Responsible Charge”
4-3 Traffic and Transportation —Mission Street / Swift
Street
4-4 Traffic and Transportation — Highway 1/Highway 9
4-5 '1I';afﬁc and Transportation — Highway 1 and Highway
5 Public Utilities Commission April 23, 2008 51 Traffic and Transportation — Railroad Safety
5-2 Traffic and Transportation — CPUC Jurisdiction
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
Local Agencies
6 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments | April 14, 2008 6-1 Board of Directors Consideration
7 City of Santa Cruz Panning Commission April 3, 2008
Commissioners’ Comments
Kasparovitz 7-1 Alternatives — Alternatives Summary
7-2 Environmental Analysis — Impacts per Phase
7-3 General Statement — Live/Work Balance
Quartararo 7-4 Alternatives — Alternatives Summary and Phasing
Foster 7-5 Public Service & Utilities — Schools
7-6 Public Service & Utilities — School Impacts
Tustin 7-7 Playground
All Commissioners 7-8 Transportation and Traffic — Use of Rail Corridor
7-9 Public Service & Utilities — Public Comments
Public Hearing Comments
Fred Geiger — Santa Cruz for Responsible 7-10 Traffic and Transportation — Project Impacts and
Planning Neighborhood Impacts
7-11 Traffic and Transportation — Cumulative Impacts
7-12 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Deficiency T1
7-13 Water Supply — City Liability
7-14 Alternatives — Support for Alternative 3
Reed Searle 7-15 Traffic and Transportation — Neighborhood Traffic
Impacts
(Note: Mr. Searle is referred to as Mr. Cheryl in 7-16 Traffic and Transportation — Cumulative Impacts vs.
the transcript due to the recorder’s mistake) SCCRTC Calculations
717 Traffic and Transportation — Cumulative Impacts
8 Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control April 30, 2008 8-1 Air Quality — Sensitive Receptors and Health Risk
District Assessment
8-2 Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a
8-3 Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a
8-4 Air Quality - Impact 4.1-1b, Diesel Exhaust and
Acrolein
8.5 Air Quality — Consultation with Air District
8-6 Air Quality — Mitigation Measure 4.1-2
9 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation April 24,2008 9-1 General Statement — RTP Goals
Commission 9-2 Traffic and Transportation — Mitigation Support
9-3 Traffic and Transportation — Mission Street/Almar
Avenue
9-4 Traffic and Transportation — Non-Motorized Travel
9-5 Traffic and Transportation — Mission/King and
Mission/Chestnut
9-6 Traffic and Transportation — Parking MM Support
9-7 Traffic and Transportation —Pedestrian/Bike Access to
the Railway Right-of-Way
9-8 Traffic and Transportation — Transportation Demand
Management
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
99 General Statement — Building Insulation Support

9-10 Traffic and Transportation — Access Driveways

9-11 Traffic and Transportation — Bike Racks

9-12 Traffic and Transportation — Cross-walk to Transit Stop
on Delaware

9-13 Traffic and Transportation — Trails and Access

9-14 General Statement — Live/Work Balance

9-15 Traffic and Transportation — Monterey Bay Sanctuary
Scenic Trail

9-16 Alternatives — Alternative 1 Support

9-17 Traffic and Transportation — Correction

9-18 Traffic and Transportation — Correction

Private Interests
10 Stephen K. Cassidy (Cassidy, Shimko, Dawson | April 30, 2008 10-1 DEIR Adequacy
& Kawakami (for Redtree Properties, LP) 10-2 Project Description — Required Permits

10-3 Hydrology and Water Quality - MM Change

10-4 Traffic and Transportation — Correction

10-5 Project Description — Clarification

10-6 Project Description — Lighting Design Guidelines

10-7 Project Description — Design Review Process

10-8 Project Description — Shared Parking/Special Use
Permit

10-9 Project Description — Zoning Ordinance Compliance

10-10 Project Description/Biological Resources

10-11 Project Description — 2005 and 2030 GP Policies

10-12 Environmental Analysis — Worst Case Scenario

10-13 Air Quality — Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b (Biodiesel)

10-14 Air Quality — Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b (Construction
Equipment)

10-15 Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (Health Risk
Assessment)

10-16 Geology and Soils — Current Code Compliance

10-17 Geology and Soils — Removal of Mitigation Measure
4.2-1a

10-18 Geology and Soils — Dewatering Methodologies

10-19 Hydrology and Water Quality — Correction

10-20 Acronym Correction

10-21 Hydrology and Water Quality — Previous Pavement LID

10-22 Project Description — Storm Drain Discharge

10-23 Project Description — Trails

10-24 Traffic and Transportation — Shared Parking

10-25 Traffic and Transportation — Swift/Delaware Fair Share

10-26 Traffic and Transportation — Traffic Impact Fee
Payment
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response

10-27 Traffic and Transportation — Caltrans Level of Service
10-28 Project Description — Trails
10-29 Traffic and Transportation — Shared Parking
10-30 Traffic and Transportation —Parking MM T-1
10-31 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Requirements T1
10-32 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Demand
10-33 Traffic and Transportation — Excess Parking Impact
10-34 Traffic and Transportation — Calibration of Mitigation

Measures
10-35 Water Supply — Impact Analysis Methodology WS-1
10-36 Water Supply — Development Agreement WS-1
10-37 Water Supply — Impact Analysis Methodology WS-1
10-38 Water Supply — Project Water Demand WS-1
10-39 Water Supply — Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a WS-1
10-40 Water Supply — Water Mitigation WS-1
10-41 Biological Resources — Grading
10-42 Cumulative Mitigation Measures
10-43 Cumulative Significant Unavoidable Impacts
10-44 Cumulative
10-45 Cumulative Project List
10-46 Cumulative Projects
10-47 Cumulative Water Supply Impacts WS-1
10-48 Hydrology and Water Quality - LID
10-49 Alternative — Alt. 2 Traffic Analysis
10-50 Alternative — Alt. 2 Meeting Objectives
10-51 Alternative — Alt. 3 Inconsistencies Correction
10-52 Alternative — Alt. 3 Traffic Analysis
10-53 Alternative — Alt. 3 Meeting Objectives ALT-1

1 Renwick E. Curry and Nancy C. Knudegard Not Dated 11-1 Traffic and Transportation — Mitigation Measure 4.5-2c
Received on 11-2 Traffic and Transportation — Clarification
April 30, 2008 11-3 Traffic and Transportation —Trip Reduction

11-4 Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 5
11-5 Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit
11-6 Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 17

Clarification
11-7 Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 17

Clarification
11-8 Traffic and Transportation — Cumulative Analysis
11-9 Traffic and Transportation — Traffic Future Growth
11-10 Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 17
11-11 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Study
11-12 Traffic and Transportation — Street Parking Study
11-13 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Mitigation T1
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
11-14 Traffic and Transportation — Traffic Demand
Management Enforcement
11-15 Traffic and Transportation — Traffic Demand
Management Enforcement
11-16 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Impact on T-1
Businesses
11-17 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Reduction
Clarification
11-18 Traffic and Transportation — Live/Work Parking
Clarification
11-19 Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit
Correction
12 Edward J. Davidson April 3, 2008 12-1 Water Supply — Cumulative Analysis Extent
12-2 Cumulative Water Supply
12-3 Water Supply Comment
13 James R. Ellemore April 30, 2008 13-1 Project Design — Impervious Surfaces
13-2 Project Description (Street Layout)
13-3 Project Description (Height Limit)
13-4 Aesthetics — Project Description (Solar)
13-5 Solar Exposure/ Global Warming
13-6 Project Comment
14 Renee Flower April 27,2008 14-1 Hydrology and Water Quality — Creek Characterization
14-2 Hydrology and Water Quality - General
14-3 Hydrology and Water Quality — Creek Impacts
14-4 Hydrology and Water Quality — Additional Creek Flow
14-5 Hydrology and Water Quality — Curtain Drain Impacts
to Creek
14-6 Hydrology and Water Quality — Curtain Drain Impacts
to Surrounding Vegetation
14-7 Hydrology and Water Quality - General
14-8 Biological Resources — Creekside Development
Setbacks
14-9 Hydrology and Water Quality — Additional Creek Flows
14-10 Hydrology and Water Quality — Stormwater Facilities
14-11 Biological Resources — Creek Setbacks and Fencing
14-12 Hydrology and Water Quality — Additional Creek Flows
14-13 Hydrology and Water Quality — Water Quality
14-14 CDFG Coordination
14-15 Coastal Development Permit
14-16 Applicant’s Presentation HWQ-2
15 James Gill April 16, 2008 15-1 Hazardous Materials — Plume HM-1
15-2 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts PSU-1
16 James B. and Catharine C Gill April 27,2008 16-1 General Statement — DEIR and Project Support
16-2 Alternatives — Alt. 1 as a Superior Alternative
16-3 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts PSU-1
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
16-4 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation MM Suggestion
16-5 Hazardous Materials — Contaminated Water Plume
16-6 Hazardous Materials — Monitoring Wells
16-7 Hazardous Materials - Contaminated Water Plume
16-8 Transportation and Traffic — Construction Traffic MM
16-9 Transportation and Traffic — Delaware Unloading
17 Kathy Haber March 21, 17-1 Water Supply — Lack of Supplies WS-1
2008
17-2 Water Supply — Desalination WS-1
17-3 General Statement — Project Position
18 Ruth Hunter April 27,2008 18-1 General Statement — Residential vs. Industrial Uses
18-2 Transportation and Traffic — Safety and Access
18-3 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation and School PSU-1
Impacts
18-4 Aesthetics — Visual Character
18-5 Impact Determination
18-6 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts PSU-1
18-7 Solar Exposure
18-8 Aesthetics — Private Views
19 Bill Malone April 30, 2008 19-1 Alternatives — Range of Alternatives ALT-1
19-2 Transportation and Traffic — Parking Deficiencies T1
19-3 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts PSU-1
19-4 Aesthetics — Neighborhood Compatibility
19-5 Public Service & Utilities ~Secondary Growth Impacts
20 Ron Pomerantz April 30, 2008 20-1 Transportation and Traffic -Impact Analysis
20-2 Transportation and Traffic - Cumulative Projects
20-3 Transportation and Traffic — Swift/Delaware Pacific
Collegiate School Impacts
20-4 Transportation and Traffic — Other Swift Intersections
20-5 Water Supply — Water Supply Assessment WS-1
20-6 Water Supply — Phasing/Priority
20-7 Water Supply — Desalination WS-1
21 Celia Scott, A.I.C.P, Attorney at law April 30, 2008 21-1 Cumulative — Global Climate Change CUM-1
21-2 Environmentally Superior Alternative — Reduction in
Traffic Trips
21-3 Energy Consumption
21-4 Cumulative — Global Climate Change CUM-1
21-5 Cumulative — Green House Gases Methodology CUM-1
21-6 Cumulative - Global Climate Change CUM-1
21-7 Cumulative — Global Climate Change MM CUM-1
21-8 Cumulative - Global Climate Change CUM-1
219 Consistency with General Plan Policies
21-10 Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts PSU-1
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
21-11 Land Use - Parks & Recreation Policies Consistency
2112 Transportation and Traffic — Revised Parking Plan T1
21-13 Project Description — Grading
21-14 Long-term Impacts on Undeveloped Portions
21-15 Water Supply
21-16 Alternatives — GHG Quantification
2117 Alternatives — Range of Alternatives ALT-1
22 H. Reed Searle April 28, 2008 2241 Cumulative Impacts
22-2 Air Quality — Emissions and Global Climate Change
22-3 Transportation and Traffic — Improvements Impacts
224 Transportation and Traffic — Payment of TIF Fees and
Air Emissions
22-5 Transportation and Traffic — Mission/Baldwin
22-6 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts to Mission Street
22-7 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts to Delaware
Avenue and Swift Street
22-8 Transportation and Traffic — Cumulative Impacts to
Mission Street
229 Transportation and Traffic — Cumulative Projects
22-10 Transportation and Traffic — Affects of Cumulative
Traffic on Delaware Avenue
22-11 Transportation and Traffic —Traffic Distribution
22-12 Transportation and Traffic — Clarification of ADT
2213 Transportation and Traffic — Traffic and Overflow Also see T-1
Parking on Residential Neighborhoods
22-14 Transportation and Traffic - Traffic Impacts to Lower
Swift Street
22-15 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts to Pacific
Collegiate School
22-16 Transportation and Traffic — Clarification of Residential
vs. Business Traffic
2217 Transportation and Traffic — On-Street Parking Impacts | Also see T-1
22-18 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts at the Mission
Street/Fair Avenue Intersection
22-19 Transportation and Traffic — TIF
22-20 Transportation and Traffic —Traffic Improvements’
Hazards to Pedestrians & Bicyclists
22-21 Transportation and Traffic ~-Highway 1/Highway 9
Clarifications
22-22 Transportation and Traffic — Swift Street/Delaware
Avenue Roundabout
22-23 Transportation and Traffic — Traffic Improvements
Affect Private Property
22-24 Transportation and Traffic —Trip Distribution
22-25 Live/Work Balance
22-26 Project Description — Work Requirement
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
22-27 Public Service & Utilities — School Impacts
22-28 Aesthetics — Westside Glare Impacts
22-29 Aesthetics — Westside Views
22-30 Public Service & Utilities - Recreation Impacts PSU-1
22-31 General Statement — Economic Impact
22-32 Project Description Clarification
22-33 Project Description — Easement Requirements
22-34 Transportation and Traffic — Access and Safety
22-35 Public Service & Utilities — Response Time
22-36 Project Description — Lighting Design
22-37 Development Agreement
22-38 Additional Environmental Review
22-39 General Statement — Project Description
22-40 Hydrology and Water Quality — Groundwater Impacts
22-41 Project Description — Consistency Analysis (Water
Quality)
22-42 Project Description — Consistency Analysis (Riparian
Setbacks)
22-43 Project Description — Consistency Analysis (Noise)
22-44 Project Description — Clarify Cut/Fill Ratio
22-45 Air Quality - Cumulative Construction Air Quality
Impacts
22-46 Air Quality — Health Risk Assessments
22-47 Geology and Soils — Liquefaction
22-48 Project Description — Clarify Cut/Fill Ratio
22-49 Geology and Soils —Curtain Drain
22-50 Geology and Soils — Liquefaction
22-51 Traffic and Transportation — Methodology Clarification
for the AM and PM Peak Hour
22-52 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Correction
22-53 Traffic and Transportation — Transit Routes
22-54 Traffic and Transportation — Delivery Trucks
22-55 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Revisions Public
Process
22-56 Water Supply —Water Supply Assessment WS-1
22-57 Public Service and Utilities — Occupancy Factor
22-58 Water Supply — Priority
22-59 Water Supply — Priority (Other Projects)
22-60 Water Supply — Fruit Trees Water Requirements
22-61 Biological Resources — Monarch Butterfly Habitat
22-62 Biological Resources — Parking vs. Building Runoff
22-63 Cumulative — Secondary Growth Impacts
22-64 Project Review - City’s Global Warming Action
Program Coordinator
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SANTA CRUZ

2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR

List of Commenters
Letter | Commenter Date Number | Topic Master
Response
22-65 Cumulative Analysis — HOV Lanes on Highway One
22-66 Traffic and Transportation — Alternative Access at the
Northeast Corner of the Lot
23 H. Reed Searle May 13, 2008 231 Trip Distribution
24 David J. Terrazas April 27, 2008 24-1 General Statement - City Responsiveness Comment
Noted
24-2 Land Use - Project Consistency
24-3 Air Quality - MM Suggestion
24-4 Traffic and Transportation - MM Roundabout
Suggestion
24-5 Traffic and Transportation — TIF Suggestion
24-6 Hazardous Materials — Transport Routes
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Master Responses

1.3 Master Responses

Master responses have been prepared below to address common issues that have been
raised by the various commentors. Master comments are organized by topic. Each
master response is coded with letters and numbers. The letters represent the topic
discussed and the number identifies specific area discussed. The following Master
Responses are provided:

U Traffic and Transportation: T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply
U Public Services and Utilities: PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation

U Public Services and Utilities: WS-1 — Water Supply
(]

CEQA Considerations: CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative
Impacts

O CEQA Considerations: ALT-1 — Alternatives

1.3.1 Traffic and Transportation
T-1 - Parking Demand and Supply (7-12, 10-30, 10-31, 11-13, 11-16, 19-2, 21-12)

As noted in the DEIR starting on page 4-69, the parking demand for the proposed
project would exceed the proposed supply as shown on the project site plans, which was
considered a significant impact. Provision of insufficient parking could result in project
parking on vicinity streets. The parking analysis presented in the Draft EIR was based on
review of City parking requirements and incorporated parking reductions. The DEIR
estimates that the proposed project would result in a parking deficit of 305 spaces (see
Table 4.5-4 on page 4-70). Using a rate of approximately 300 square feet per space
(including half of the back-up distance), this deficiency would require approximately
91,500 square feet (approximately two acres).

Mitigation Measures 4.5-5a requires that the applicant submit a revised site plan that
provides sufficient parking. Mitigation measure 4.5-5b requires that the applicant
prepare and implement Transportation Demand Management measures to achieve
vehicle occupancy goals established in the City’s Trip Reduction Program ordinance.
These mitigations measures would reduce these impacts to less than significant.
Therefore, with adequate on-site parking, no significant offsite impacts are anticipated.

Due to the fact that this is a unique mixed-use project for which there are no comparable
projects by which to estimate parking demand, and the fact that the exact mix of land
uses would vary based on market demand, the project applicant will be required to
revise their site plan to accommodate sufficient parking based on current City
requirements as required by mitigation measure 4.5-5a. Following the permitted
construction of 260,000 square feet, if the project applicant can demonstrate to the
satisfaction of the City by means of an independent parking study, that there is sufficient
merit to modify the current parking requirements, the applicant will be allowed to modify
their site plan accordingly. To this end, it is the intent of Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a that
the parking study be based on actual parking demand experienced on the project site
and not theoretical demands that are required by current ordinances. The actual parking
demand would then be projected for subsequent buildout of the project site based on
anticipated land uses and market demand.
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S — Master Responses

The mitigation requires that a Parking Plan be submitted to reserve onsite land to meet
the full parking requirement unless the parking study at 50 percent project buildout
indicates that the actual mixed-use development results in a lower parking rate than
established by City ordinance. If this is demonstrated the City may revise the parking
requirement to reflect actual site conditions. However, until this is demonstrated, the
mitigation requires that adequate land be reserved to meet the parking demand
reviewed in the EIR, and thus, project parking would be provided onsite. Mitigation
Measure 4.5-5a has been revised to provide clarification. See Chapter 2 — Revisions to
Draft EIR.

1.3.2 Public Service and Utilities

PSU-1 - Parks and Recreation (7-7, 15-3, 16-3, 18-3, 18-6, 19-3, 21-14, 22-3)

As discussed in the Draft EIR Public Service and Utilities section Impact 4.6-2, the
proposed project would result in an increase of 372 new city residents, if the residential
component of the project would be maximized. Given the relatively small size of units
planned for the project site, it is anticipated that most of the residents would be adults
and only 42 school-age children are projected to live in the residential units.

The Santa Cruz General Plan (General Plan) provides a standard of two acres of
neighborhood parks and 2.5 acres of community parks per each 1,000 residents within
service radius of 3/8 of a mile (approximately 2,000 feet). General Plan program Parks
and Recreation 1.8.2 allows an in-lieu fee equal to the dedication and improvement of land
may be required where the total land area required falls below three acres. Based on the
above estimated population growth related to the project, approximately 1.6 acres would be
required, but payment of in-lieu fees are permitted. Even assuming a worst case
population of 595 new residents based on the City’s average household size of 2.4 persons
(which would not occur on the project site with the smaller proposed units), park dedication
requirements would be less than 3 acres. The project applicant would be required to pay
an in-lieu park fee, in conformance with Section 23.28.020.2 of the City’s municipal
code, assessed at $3.00 per square foot for each residential dwelling unit. These fees
are used by the Parks and Recreation Department in part to maintain existing park and
recreational facilities. General Plan Parks and Recreation policy/program 1.8.2 also
allows payment of an in-lieu fee where the land area is under three acres.

While the General Plan determined that there is a shortage of parks in the Lower
Westside portion of the City, it is not park acreage that is deficient, but rather park
distribution. The distribution deficit of the neighborhood parks affects the area from the
Circles to West Cliff Drive between Bay Street and Pelton Avenue, east of the project
site. Therefore, the proposed project’s residents needs would be met by the two
neighborhood parks (Derby and Garfield Parks) without creating an acreage deficit or
affecting the existing distribution deficit.

In addition, the project proposes the development of a 5-foot wide trail with viewing
areas and landscaping within the development setback area for the Arroyo Seco Creek.
The trail would extend from Delaware Avenue on the south and terminate onsite prior to
the railroad right-of-way on the north. The trail would accommodate some of the
project’s population passive recreational activities.
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The limited level of increase in demand at neighborhood parks within a close walking
distance from the project site is not anticipated to result in a substantial deterioration of
these facilities. The proposed project- generated residents would also represent a small
portion of the overall population expected to use the regional recreational facilities in the
area, such as Natural Bridges State Beach and Wilder Ranch State Park, and would not
result in a substantial deterioration of these facilities.

WS-1 - Water Supply and Demand (1-11, 7-13, 10-35 through 10-40, 10-46, 10-47 12-2, 17-1, 17-2, 20-
5, 20-6, 20-7, 21-19, 22-58, 22-59, 22-60)

A number of comments were received that addressed project water demand, impact
significance, and provision of water to serve the project given the uncertainty of future
water supplies. The DEIR provides a comprehensive assessment of project water
demand and impacts, although a formal “Water Assessment” as required under SB 610
is not required, for reasons explained on page 4-74 of the DEIR.

The DEIR estimates a project water demand of 20 MGY (million gallons per year). The
water demand was reviewed and adjusted by the City of Santa Cruz Water Department
staff based on water demand estimates provided by the project applicant. The project
water demand was estimated based on a City rate of 108 gallons per day (gpd) per
residential unit, and represents a worst-case estimate. The applicant has suggested that
water use would be lower due to use of water efficient fixtures. Water Department staff
have indicated that, indeed, water use could be reduced by 20% with implementation of
high-efficiency fixtures.

As discussed in the DEIR, the City currently has a surplus of approximately 300 MGY
under normal (non-dry year) conditions, reflecting the fact that the City is not yet fully
built out under its current (1990) General Plan. Under existing baseline conditions, then,
there would be available water supplies to serve project demand. However, the project
will be developed over a period of time (up to 15 years) (i.e., as late as 2023 or 2024).
Thus, while the City currently has sufficient water in normal water years to serve the
project’s full water demand if the project were constructed in full at this time, the City’s
existing surplus is temporary only, as the City’s adopted water plans! indicate that, at
some point after the year 2015, the City likely will not have adequate water supplies to
serve new development consistent with its 1990 General Plan and other foreseeable
growth in the City’s water service area. Thus, the proposed project’s impact related to
water demand is related to the timing of the demand rather than the amount of demand.
Since adopted City water plans acknowledge this uncertainty after the year 2015, by
which time the project is not expected to be fully built out, the DEIR concludes that at
some future unknown date, water supplies to serve project buildings that have not been
developed may not be available. For this reason, the DEIR concludes that the impact is
significant.

This approach is consistent with a recent California Supreme Court ruling (Vineyard
Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Ranch Cordova [ 2007] 40 Cal.4th
412), in which the court outlined new legal principles regarding how cities and counties,
in preparing EIRs for land use plans, should evaluate issues associated with water

1 These include the Urban Water Master Plan and Integrated Water Plan; see “Water Supply” discussion in the
Draft EIR beginning on page 4-73.
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supplies. That case requires local lead agencies, among other things, to undertake “a
reasoned analysis of the circumstances affecting the likelihood of the water’s
availability.” (40 Cal.4th at p. 432.) Here, the circumstances affecting the availability of
water for full build-out of the proposed project include (i) competition for limited supplies
from other projects consistent with the 1990 General Plan, (ii) competition from water
demands from the University of California campus, which is served with City water, and
(iii) the lack of final regulatory approvals for the proposed desalination plant needed to
provide water for current demand in dry years and projected demand even in normal
years starting sometime after the year 2015. Based on these considerations, the Draft
EIR concluded that the water supply associated with the proposed desalination plant is
not “reasonably likely” or “reasonably certain” within the meaning of Vineyard, and that,
as a result, the project would have significant effects related to water supply. Although
the project applicant, in its comments on the Draft EIR, argued that this conclusion was
too conservative given the City’s present ability to serve the project site, the City still
believes that its original, more conservative approach has merit, in that the approach
reflects the reality that at present there is not sufficient water for the project site in
addition to growth already contemplated by the 1990 General Plan. (See also Wat.
Code, § 10910 et seq. [“SB 610”] (for certain large projects, lead agency must seek
information from water provider as to whether the provider has “existing water supply
entitlements” sufficient to serve the proposed project “during normal, single dry, and
multiple dry year years” along with “existing and planned future uses, including
agricultural and manufacturing uses”); and Gov. Code, § 66473.7 [“SB 221”] (prohibits
approval of final subdivision maps creating more than 500 residential lots absent a
showing of water availability for those new lots “during normal, single dry, and multiple
dry year years” and for “existing and planned future uses, including agricultural and
manufacturing uses”).) Similar considerations apply under cumulative conditions, as
existing known pending projects and growth could exceed the remaining water system
capacity under normal conditions. Given this situation, and the timing of the project (built
out over 15 years), the DEIR concludes that the project’s incremental effect would be
cumulatively considerable.

One comment suggests analyzing the project’s contribution to cumulative effects based
on the methodologies used in other EIRs. The methodology for the Delaware Mixed Use
Project EIR, however, differs from the methodologies used in EIRs for other projects
(i.e., the cited La Bahia and Tannery Arts Center project EIRs) in that those projects
would not be developed over an extended period as would the proposed Delaware
project. Furthermore, the City’s most recent thinking reflects the evolving case law in the
area, which includes not only the Vineyard decision but also Santa Clarita Organization
for Planning the Environment v. County of Los Angeles (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 149,
158-163.

The DEIR includes mitigation measures to incorporate higher-efficiency water
conservation measures. Additionally, future development projects will be required to pay
the City’s “System Development Charge” at the time of issuance of a building permit. As
noted on page 5-24 of the DEIR, this charge is used in part to implement City-wide
conservation programs and costs of the planned desalination project identified in City
Plans. The applicant’'s comments on the DEIR indicate that the applicant is committed to
incorporating the water-conserving measures into the project as set forth in Mitigation
Measure 4.6-3b.
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Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a requires the City to review water demand as a part of future
project design or building permits, and permits for building construction would not be
issued should the City’s available water supplies fall short of meeting the required
demand at the time the design or building permit application is filed. It should be noted
that under these circumstances (i.e., with the City facing limited water supplies), any
permit issued by the City would be subject to this review, and as indicated on page 4-96
of the DEIR, the City will have authority to deny water connections if water supplies
become limited in the future until such time that a supplemental supply becomes
available. Thus, individual building permits would not be issued in the future to
undeveloped portions of the project or other projects in the City if water supplies are not
available. Since the project is not proposed in specified phases, but rather would be
developed over 15 years in accordance to market rate, there is no way to limit
development to a defined phase of development. However, Mitigation 4.6-3a ensures
that future development components, if not defined “phases,” will not be approved if
water supplies are not available. This incremental approach to water supply mitigation
finds support in the Vineyard decision, which approved the concept of “a measure for
curtailing development if intended sources fail to materialize,” though the court cautioned
that such a measure is no substitute for a proper impact analysis. (See 40 Cal.4th at pp.
432, 434)

Approval of the proposed project would not give the development water service priority
over other projects in the future. In other words, by approving the project as currently
proposed the City would not, in effect, be assigning to the project sufficient water for full
build-out. Rather, discrete components of the project, as they are proposed, would
compete on a first-come, first served basis with other development being proposed
during the same time period, with the City’s future water shortage problem going away if
and when the desalination facility gains the regulatory approvals needed for construction
and operation. Although the applicant has proposed that the project water demand
could be allocated and vested to the project as part of the Development Agreement for
the project (see Response to Comment 10-37), the draft Development Agreement
submitted to the City does not propose to allocate and vest the project’s water demand,
and City staff does not support such a proposal in any event.

As discussed in the DEIR, the City’s adopted Integrated Water Plan and Urban Water
Management Plan identify a desalination plant as the City’s best option to address City
water constraints. As also discussed in the DEIR, the desalination plant would initially
provide a supplemental adequate water supply during peak demand periods of a
multiple-year drought and could be expanded at a future time to provide additional
supply after additional environmental review and permitting. This City selected this water
supply option after reviewing many alternative options and finding that the desalination
was the best means of addressing strained demand during drought conditions, during
which the City already faces substantial shortfalls under current conditions even without
any new growth or development. Other alternatives would not have provided the amount
of water needed for drought conditions. Thus, construction of a desalination plant is
initially intended for supplemental supplies during drought conditions and not to
accommodate planned growth in the service area, although it could be expanded in the
future as noted above. The City’s Urban Water Management Plan indicates that, in
addition to pursuing desalination, the City remains open to exploring other water supply
alternatives that would not be feasible to develop in the short-term, but may be useful to
consider over a 20-year timeframe, such as water recycling. Additionally, the City
provides an annual review of water use and trends, and is required by state law to
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update the Urban Water Management Plan every five years. Through these efforts,
water demand trends and needs within the water service area can be effectively
monitored to ensure that other water supply options can be considered and planned as
may be needed.

After the end of the public review period, the Applicant submitted to the City suggested
changes to Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a. Although City Staff did not agree with all of the
suggested modified language, Staff has revised the measure in order to accommodate
some of the applicant’s concerns and to make the measure better. See Chapter 2 —
Revisions to Draft EIR.

1.3.3 CEQA Considerations
CUM-1 - Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts (1-8, 13-5, 21-1, 21-3 through 21-8)

Several comments were received regarding analysis of the proposed project’s
contribution to global climate change. The comments include a request for a quantitative
analysis of project greenhouse gas emissions to provide evidence to support the City’s
conclusion, as set forth in the Draft EIR, that the project’s incremental effect is not
cumulatively considerable (and thus is not significant in and of itself). Consideration of
other project design measures also was requested. The following response explains why
such quantitative analysis is not necessary, particularly for a mixed-use, transit-oriented
infill project such as the proposed project, and also provides an expanded discussion
and clarification of the project’s contribution to global climate change as set forth in
section 5.3.3 of the Draft EIR (DEIR).

A qualitative assessment of project emissions is included in Section 5.3.3 (Cumulative
Impacts) of the DEIR. Background information on global climate change and regulatory
efforts and actions also are provided in that section. Both the State and City of Santa
Cruz are developing emissions inventories and strategies to reduce greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions to 1990 levels. The Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 and AB 32
(Health & Saf. Code, § 38501 et seq.) both seek to achieve 1990 emissions levels by the
year 2020. Executive Order S-3-05 goes even further than AB 32, and requires that by
2050 California’s GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels. AB 32 defines
GHGs to include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluouride.

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified 36 “early actions to mitigate
climate change in California” in April 2007 as required by AB 32. These actions relate to
low carbon and other fuel standards, improved methane capture at landfills, agricultural
measures, reduction of hydrocarbons and perfluorocarbons from specified industries,
energy efficiency, and a variety of transportation-related actions. The transportation
sector accounts for nearly a third of the carbon dioxide emissions in the United States
(Urban Land Institute, 20082), and contributes 39% of California's gross GHG emissions,
which makes it a key targeted element in the state's efforts.

In accordance with provisions of AB 32, CARB has completed a statewide Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Inventory that provides estimates of the amount of GHGs emitted to, and

2 Reid Ewing, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, Don Chen. 2008. Growing Cooler — The
Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change. Published by The Urban Land Institute.
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removed from, the atmosphere by human activities within California. The inventory
includes estimates for carbon dioxide (COZ2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N20), sulfur
hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), which are
often referred to as the "six Kyoto gases". The current GHG Inventory covers years 1990
to 2004. Based on review of this inventory, CARB approved a 2020 emissions limit in
December 2007 of 427 million metric tons, which is equivalent to the 1990 emissions
level. A preliminary estimate of approximately 600 million metric tons has been
estimated for 2020 without reductions. This number will be reviewed and refined during
2008. However, the preliminary numbers indicate that the difference between 1990
emissions level and ARB’s preliminary estimate for 2020 emissions is 172 million metric

tons. 3

The State is in the process of determining levels of reduction and reduction strategies.
The State must adopt a “scoping plan” by January 1, 2009, that identifies and makes
‘recommendations on direct emission reduction measures, alternative compliance
mechanisms, market-based compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and
nonmonetary incentives for sources and categories of sources that [CARB] finds are
necessary or desirable to facilitate the achievement of the maximum feasible and cost-
effective reductions of greenhouse gas emissions by 2020. (Health & Saf. Code, §
38561(a).) The State’s reduction strategies focus on:

U Transportation Reductions (including fuel standards and alternative fuels)

U Electricity and Natural Gas Reductions (including building and appliance
standards, renewable energy sources and power plant emissions standards)

O Forestry Conservation, Urban Forestry and Other Known Options

O Additional Measures Still to be Determined4

Final CARB regulations are not due until January 1, 2011, and will not be operative until
January 1, 2012. By the former date, CARB must adopt “greenhouse gas emissions
limits and emissions reductions measures . . . to achieve the maximum technologically
feasible and cost-effective reductions in greenhouse gas emissions in furtherance of
achieving the statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit[.]” (Health & Saf. Code, §
38562(a).)

The City of Santa Cruz, however, is not waiting until 2012 to begin to take aggressive
action to reduce GHG emissions. The City’s draft General Plan 2030 goals and policies
seek to reduce community-wide GHG emissions by 30% by the year 2020 and 80% by
the year 2050 (compared to 1990 levels). The City of Santa Cruz is in the process of
preparing Climate Action Plan with an emissions inventory as part of the General Plan
update that is in progress. It is estimated that these components will be completed in the
summer of 2008.

3 California Air Resources Board. November 16, 2007. “Staff Report — California 1990 Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Level and 2020 Emissions Limit.”

4 California Climate Change Portal. ‘Assembly Bill 32 — The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006.” Last
Modified 5/2/08. http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/ab32/index.html
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As indicated above, the State has not adopted GHG Reduction Strategies or determined
thresholds to be applied to individual projects, and the City has not completed emissions
inventories, although it has a draft targeted goal of a 30% reduction by the year 2020. In
addition, the State CEQA Guidelines have not been updated to provide guidance as it
relates to climate change, although Senate Bill 97 (enacted in 2007) requires the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop CEQA guidelines “for the
mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or the effects of greenhouse gas emissions,”
which must be completed by July 1, 2009, so that they can certified or adopted by the
California Resources Agency on or before January 1, 2010. (Pub. Resources Code, §
21083.05.) Under OPR’s current schedule, draft guidelines may be available in the fall
of 2008. To date, there are no California Court of Appeal or Supreme Court decisions
governing the character or extent of climate change analysis required under CEQA.

Currently there is no requirement in statute, regulation, or case law for quantification of
GHG emissions on a project level, and there is no universally accepted method to
quantify greenhouse gases from a specific development project. Nor is there any
requirement for a quantitative significance threshold. A recent publication from the
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)® suggests several
possible approaches to evaluating a project’s impact to climate change, each of which
has its pros and cons. The report considers the application of thresholds, reviews
methodologies for quantifying GHG emissions, and inventories mitigation measures that
could be applied to development projects. The paper indicates that as the State’s GHG
reduction program evolves over time, GHG thresholds, policies and procedures for
CEQA may undergo significant revisions and that uniform statewide thresholds and
procedures may be adopted. These developments have not occurred yet, which is not
surprising given that the ARB’s regulatory scheme will not be fully operational until the
beginning of 2012.

One quantification method suggested in the CAPCOA report to calculate emissions
related to project operations is use of the air model URBEMIS, which provides
identification of carbon dioxide (CO,) emissions. This tool is imperfect, however. As
indicated on page 5-9 of the DEIR, carbon dioxide is the mostly widely emitted
greenhouse gas and is used as a reference for determining greenhouse gas emissions
levels. CO, is primarily generated by fossil fuel combustion in stationary and mobile
sources, and nearly 85% of the California’'s GHG emissions in 2004 were carbon
dioxide. Thus, URBEMIS can identify the majority of GHG emissions, but not all of them.
The program accounts for vehicle trips and construction emissions, but does not account
for project energy demands or trip reduction measures. Some other programs are
referenced for new stationary and area sources/facilities and construction-only projects.
The California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) Protocol® includes calculations to
determine indirect GHG emissions from project energy use.

Based on the above approach, a review of the URBEMIS calculations for the proposed
Delaware Mixed-Use Project (see Appendix D of the DEIR) shows an estimated
32,743.96 pounds per day of CO2 emissions during the summer and 9,137 pounds per

S CAPCOA, January 2008, “CEQA & Climate Change.”

6 California Climate Action Registry. April 2008. “California Climate Action Registry General Reporting
Protocol.” Version 3.0
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day during the winter, which accounts for some area source emissions as well as project
operational emissions related to traffic. This is equivalent to approximately 3,700 metric
tons per year.

The above estimate provides a general indication of the project’s direct operational GHG
emissions, but does not include energy use or other indirect emissions. The California
Climate Action Registry (CCAR) Protocol” also establishes methods for calculating direct
mobile and stationary source emissions, indirect emissions from electricity use, direct
process emissions, and direct fugitive dust emissions. One EIR comment cited a
publication by the Center for Biological Diversity,8 which recommends quantification
based on all direct and indirect emissions, and the comment requests that all project
direct and indirect emissions be calculated. Indirect emissions would include elements
such as operation of construction vehicles and machinery and manufacture and
transportation of building materials. The proposed project is planned to be developed
over a 15-year period. Thus, it would be difficult and speculative to try to determine
future construction operations, equipment and building materials. Additionally, other
state sources cited above do include indirect emissions from manufacture and transport
of building materials. Notably, private construction contractors building private
development projects are free to purchase building materials in the marketplace from a
variety of sources, which are impossible for the City to predict in advance. Cement,
steel, and wood products, for example, could come from any number of regions or
countries, and thus could be transported to Santa Cruz from relatively short distances or
much greater distances, depending on unpredictable factors such as future market
prices and supply and logistical considerations. Any attempt today to predict the
emissions associated with cement, steel, or lumber production and transport would
therefore be purely speculative and would not lead to reliable information. Any
attempted quantification might create an illusion of precision that would, in effect,
deceive members of the public and decision-makers as well. The same considerations
apply to the transport and use of other kinds of building materials.

Another factor to consider is that, during the 15-year build-out period for the proposed
project, CARB’s AB 32 regulations may well regulate many of the energy producers,
manufacturers, and vehicle engines that will be producing some of the “indirect
emissions” of concerns to various commenters. Congress, too, may enact climate
change legislation regulating out-of-state sources. (Although the Bush Administration
has not been receptive to climate change legislation, the Presidential candidates of both
major parties — McCain and Obama — both advocate such legislation, suggesting that
some sort of federal regulation will occur within the next year or so.) Such prospects
create the danger of “double-counting” emissions, with the result that lead agencies may
be asking development projects to mitigate impacts from sources that are already
themselves regulated and subject to mitigation requirements. By the time the proposed
project would be fully built out in 2023 or so, California should already have achieved the
reductions required by AB 32. Many of these reductions will likely come from the power
plants that will supply the project site and the vehicle engines that allow people to travel
to and from the project site.

7 bid.

8 Kassie Siegel, Matt Vespa, Brian Nowicki. September 2007. “The California Environmental Quality Act — On
the Front Lines of California’s Fight Against Global Warming.” A Center for Biological Diversity Report.
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While a project’'s GHG emissions can be estimated with some level of accuracy, there is
no currently adopted State or local threshold of significance. Although this fact, by itself,
does not excuse the City from assessing whether a project's GHG emissions will be
significant, the lack of consensus does indicate the difficulty associated with formulating
a quantitative threshold. This state of affairs may change in the future, however. As
discussed above, the Resources Agency, through SB 97, will be issuing guidance for
CEQA analyses by January 2010, and CARB will be developing on a parallel track a
series of programs, measures or regulations to reduce GHG emissions to the specified
1990 levels, which could affect standards and thresholds to be developed by local
communities. On a local level, draft goals for the City of Santa Cruz include a 30%
reduction of 1990 emission levels.

In the absence of emissions thresholds, and adopted strategies, there is no reliable
gauge by which to measure the significance of project-specific quantification of GHG
emissions. The City has therefore opted to employ a qualitative approach to assessing
the incremental effects of the proposed project on global climate change. Such
qualitative analysis is common under CEQA, as not all categories of environmental
impacts easily lend themselves to quantification, as is evident from the kinds of inquiries
set forth in the Initial Study Checklist form found in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines.
Examples of impact categories for which qualitative analysis is common are aesthetics,
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous
materials, land use and planning, mineral resources, public services, and recreation.

One comment questioned a citation in the DEIR regarding project impacts versus
cumulative contributions. The referenced citation was from the Association of
Environmental Professions (June 2007) in which it was stated that “a typical individual
project does not generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to influence global climate
change significantly on its own; the issue of global climate change is by definition a
cumulative environmental impact.”® This conclusion is supported by the facts (i) that the
problem is global in character and results from literally millions of separate sources of
GHG emissions, (ii) that emissions from any one source cannot by themselves lead to
measurable changes in the atmosphere or ascertainable climate change impacts, and
(i) that the major sources of GHG emissions in California are the transportation sector
(41 percent), followed by electrical generation (22 percent).10 To date, CEQA analyses
of projects’ contributions to global climate change have focused on such projects’
incremental contributions to global cumulative effects. The DEIR recognizes the
seriousness of global climate change as an existing condition, and concludes that on a
global level, this is a significant cumulative impact. The fact that the cumulative effect of
all projects is significant does not mean, however, that the contribution of each GHG
emission source is also significant (i.e., “cumulatively considerable”) in and of itself. As
noted by the Court of Appeal in Communities for a Better Environment v. California
Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 120, a lead agency should generally
undertake a two-step analysis when considering cumulative impacts. The first question
is whether the combined effects from both the proposed project and other projects would
be cumulatively significant. If the agency answers this inquiry in the affirmative, the

9 Association of Environmental Professions. June 29, 2007. “Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse
Gas Emissions and Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents.”

10 |pig.

June 2008 Page 1-21

CONBULTING



SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Master Responses

second question is whether “the proposed project’s incremental effects are cumulatively
considerable.” (Emphasis added).) Here, the City recognizes, as it must, that the
answer to the first question is “yes.” This does not mean, though, that the answer to the
second question must also be in the affirmative. For the 2120 Delaware Mixed Use
project, the City has answered the question in the negative, in large part because the
proposed project contains numerous attributes that tend to minimize its GHG emissions,
including its infill location, its proximity to public transit facilities, and its mixture of land
uses that should allow at least some future residents to also work on site.

One comment cites The Center for Biological Diversity!! conclusion that “any new
emissions generated by a project should be considered cumulatively significant.”
(Emphasis added.) The City is not persuaded that this is the proper threshold to apply.
As was also stated by the court in Communities for a Better Environment, “the ‘one
[additional] molecule rule’ is not the law.” (103 Cal.App.4th at p. 120.) Furthermore, this
recommended approach, by which virtually any project, no matter how small, would
create a “cumulatively considerable” impact, has not been adopted on a State or local
level, in which targets and goals are based on emission reductions to a certain targeted
level. In short, there is no widespread agreement that any emissions increase by an
individual project must be treated as cumulatively considerable as a matter of law. The
position advanced by the Center for Biological Diversity has the virtue of embodying that
organization’s laudable objective of persuading others to reduce GHG emissions; but
that position is not practical from the standpoint of a local government agency.

The CAPCOA report reviews several approaches to development thresholds including:
no thresholds; a GHG threshold of zero; and approaches to developing a non-zero
threshold. As noted in the CAPCOA report, AB 32 and Order S-3-05 target the reduction
of statewide emissions and do not specify that emissions reductions should be achieved
through uniform reduction by geographic location or by emission source characteristics.
Thus, one approach would be to develop reduction percentages to be consistent with the
State goal. As indicated above, however, determination of emissions reductions for new
development projects would require knowledge of the efficacy of other GHG
promulgated regulations and measures, and since the CARB strategies will not be
available for several more years, it is difficult to determine accurately what the new
project reductions might be in the short term (CAPCOA, January 2008).

Most GHG emissions in California are attributable to transportation and energy
consumption over which the City has no control. Some applicable strategies that are
being considered by the State are summarized in Table 5-2 (page 5-15) of the Draft EIR.
State programs have not yet been formulated or put in place which could affect offsets
by development, although most preliminary State-identified actions recommended by the
CARB are related to fuel and energy consumption. However, it is also advocated that
development projects incorporate measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled, which
would also address transportation-related emissions.’2 A number of publications have

M Ibid.

12 Reid Ewing, Keith Bartholomew, Steve Winkelman, Jerry Walters, Don Chen. 2008. Growing Cooler — The
Evidence on Urban Development and Climate Change. Published by The Urban Land Institute.
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identified project-level mitigation measures that could be applied to specific development
projects.!3 Generally these include measures such as:
4 Infill, mixed-use development
Energy-efficient building design and heating/cooling systems
Incorporation of transit facilities

Implementation of vehicle-reduction measures

0000

Use of energy- and water-efficient appliances and equipment

One other approach would be to consider the City’s draft goal of a 30% reduction and
apply it to the proposed project, although reduction percentages and measures may not
be uniformly applied to all reduction strategies. To the extent, moreover, that the
application of such a reduction goal might find that a project causes a significant impact
unless it improves current environmental conditions (as opposed to not making them
worse), such a conclusion would be even more impractical than a “one molecule”
threshold, and would be inconsistent with the legal principle that that the existing
environmental setting (as opposed to a 1990 setting) is normally the baseline for
assessing the significance of project impacts. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15125(a).) In
other words, CEQA analysis almost always concludes that the absence of any adverse
change in existing conditions precludes the finding of a significant impact. The notion
that a project would have to improve the status quo to avoid a “significant effect” finding
under CEQA is at odds with precedents and principles developed during more than 35
years of CEQA case law and rule-making.

Importantly, the proposed project is located and designed in a manner intended to
reduce vehicle miles traveled, air pollution, and energy consumption, and thus to
substantially reduce GHG emissions. More specifically, the proposed project already
incorporates many of the “smart growth” concepts that are advocated for project-level
mitigation in many leading articles and treatises. The project is an infill development with
mixed residential and non-residential uses. The site is located along a transit corridor
and is accessible to transit facilities as well as to potential future rail facilities adjacent to
the site. The project is planned to be developed in accordance with LEED ratings. Thus,
the project incorporates many of the measures that are recommended as mitigation for
development project GHG emissions. Based on reduction percentages estimated by
CAPCOA, the incorporation of these measures could result in a 20-30+% reduction in
GHG emissions. These reductions are based on provision of bicycle and pedestrian
facilities, proximity to bicycle lanes and pedestrian network, proximity to transit,
minimization of parking, mixed use development with residential and employment uses,
and infill development. Additional reductions would occur with buildings designed in
accordance with LEED ratings to further reduce indirect energy use and other emissions.
The reductions would approach or achieve the draft City goal of a 30% reduction in
emissions. In short, one would be hard-pressed to find a proposed project more suited

13 CAPCOA, January 2008, “CEQA & Climate Change.” Jones & Stokes, August 2007, “Addressing Climate
Change in NEPA and CEQA Documents.” Kassie Siegel, Matt Vespa, Brian Nowicki. September 2007. “The California
Environmental Quality Act — On the Front Lines of California’s Fight Against Global Warming.” A Center for Biological
Diversity Report.
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to minimize its GHG emissions. Until the State of California or the Federal Government
take steps requiring utilities to supply the project site with clean electricity and requiring
vehicle manufacturers to ensure that the vehicles (including transit vehicles) are
powered with clean energy sources, neither the project proponent nor the City of Santa
Cruz can eliminate most of the GHG sources associated with the project.

Since the project implements many of the mitigations measures recommended for
specific development projects, the City has concluded that the project’s incremental
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to GHG emissions and global
climate change is not cumulatively considerable. Neither the State nor the City has
developed a threshold of significance or determined that development projects should
result in a zero net increase in GHG emissions. Until such time that emission inventories
and reduction strategies are fully developed, it can be reasonably argued that projects
that include currently recommended measures for land use, transportation and building
design have substantially mitigated their contribution to climate change and should be
rewarded, rather than penalized, for their environmentally friendly design aspects.

Several comments recommended better building orientation and design to
accommodate solar roof panels and landscaping. While these measures could also help
reduce project-related GHG emissions, they are not required under CEQA given the
other measures incorporated into the project as discussed above. A project need not
include every recommendation proposed by a commenter, particularly where mitigation
proposed as part of a draft EIR is already sufficient to reduce impacts to less than
significant levels. Given the incorporation of other measures cited above, the DEIR
properly concludes that the project’s incremental effect to global climate change impacts
is not cumulatively considerable. As a result, additional measures would not be required.

ALT-1 - Alternatives Analysis (7-1, 7-4, 10-50 though 10-53, 16-2, 19-1, 21-20, 21-21)

A number of comments were received in which it was stated that the DEIR did not
include a reasonable range of alternatives or address alternative projects that are
significantly different than the proposed project. As indicated on pages 5-31 and 5-32,
the State CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to describe and evaluate the comparative
merits of a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which could feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen
significant impacts. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(a).) The law also provides that
“CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the scope of alternatives to be
analyzed in an EIR. Each case must be evaluated on its own facts, which in turn must be
reviewed in light of the statutory purpose.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566.) Moreover, “[t]he range of alternatives required
in an EIR is governed by a ‘rule of reason’ that requires the EIR to set forth only those
alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6(f).)
Finally, “[n]o ironclad rules can be imposed regarding the level of detail required in the
consideration of alternatives. EIR requirements must be ‘sufficiently flexible to
encompass vastly different projects with varying levels of specificity.” (Al Larson Boat
Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor Commissioners (1993) 18 Cal.App.4th 729, 745-746.)
Based on these general principles, the City concludes that an EIR for a mixed-use, infill
project may give rise to fewer alternatives than might be necessary with respect to a
proposal at odds with governing planning principles.
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The DEIR summarizes the project impacts on pages 5-32 to 5-33 of the DEIR and
outlines the project objectives on page 5-34. Three alternatives are evaluated in the
DEIR:

1) Reduced Density with Modified Site Plan
2) Industrial Development with No Housing
3) Buildout under Existing Zoning Requirements with No Planned Development

These alternatives were selected as they represent a reduction in density and building
square footage, as well as a change in the mix of uses that could potentially avoid or
substantially reduce significant impacts, while attaining most project objectives. The
State CEQA Guidelines provide that “[a]n EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is
not required to consider alternatives which are infeasible.” (CEQA Guidelines,

§ 15126.6(a).)

Here, the range of alternatives selected by the City is reasonable given the proposed
uses, identified significant impacts and project objectives. Alternative 1 reduces
industrial / commercial development and substantially reduces residential development
potential. Alternative 2 eliminates residential and retail uses in favor of more traditional
industrial-only type uses. Given the numerous Planned Development requests (see page
3-15), Alternative 3 analyzes a project that could be developed within the parameters of
existing zoning requirements without a Planned Development request. A comparison of
project features and key impacts (traffic, parking and water demand) is presented in
Table 5-15 in the DEIR. All alternatives would result in a reduction of density or land use
intensity, ranging between a 7 and 20 percent reduction in industrial/commercial uses
and a 30-100% reduction in residential uses. In particular, Alternative 3 would result in
an approximate 20% reduction in industrial/commercial uses and an approximate 30%
reduction in residential uses.

A project alternative that is substantially different than the project as suggested in one
comment would not meet most project objectives and was not considered. An alternative
site was not considered, as there are no other vacant, industrially-designated sites within
the City that are 20 acres in size as is the project site. Nor was it likely that a different
site would have the environmental advantages associated with the proposed site, which
is at an infill location close to transit services. One comment suggested an alternative
that includes a significant dedication of park and recreation space that would reduce the
level of onsite development and would eliminate the significant and unavoidable impact
on water supply. Such an alternative was unnecessary, however, as the DEIR analysis
did not identify a significant parks impact that would warrant park dedication.

Two comments suggested alternatives to eliminate the significant unavoidable water
supply impact. As indicated in Master Response WS-1: Water Supply, the water supply
impact is related to timing of development, not the amount of project water demand,
which could be provided if the project were constructed within the next few years. There
is no alternative available to eliminate significant unavoidable water supply demands
except for a project that is constructed within a shorter timeframe, and the City does not
have the ability to impose such a requirement, given that the pace of build-out is a
function of market conditions, which are beyond the control of the City (and indeed
beyond the control of the applicant). It should be noted that the project as currently
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proposed does not propose a discrete development phasing plan in which a specific
level of development is linked to a specified timeframe. Notably, Mitigation Measure 4.6-
3a provides for a kind of phasing, should it be necessary, insofar as individual permits in
the future could be held up should they be sought at a time when the City’s water supply
situation has reached the point where additional hook-ups would (i) substantially
exacerbate the City’s efforts to conserve water during drought conditions or (ii) preclude
or make substantially more difficult the City’s ability to provide reliable water service for
existing customers and for properties within the City’s water service area that, despite
having received all necessary discretionary local entittements to develop, have not yet
developed to the point where they will require water service from the City.

Table 5-16 provides a comparison of project impacts. Significant impacts related to
parking and encroachment into the riparian setback area are avoided in all project
alternatives. The level of traffic trip generation and water demand also would be
substantially reduced in Alternatives 2 and 3, although intersection improvements would
continue to be warranted. As shown on Table 5-15 and discussed in the DEIR text all
alternatives reduce vehicle trips traveled and associated emissions. The severity of most
other significant impacts (except for geology and soils) would be reduced, although
significant impacts would remain, but would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation.

One comment questions how Alternative 2 would meet at least five Project Objectives
given the uses described on page 5-42 of the Draft EIR. The uses listed on page 5-42
are examples of what uses might be included in the alternative, but are not all inclusive.
Generally, the alternative eliminates residential and retail uses, but a mix of industrial
and commercial uses would be maintained. Thus, the five listed objectives related to
business development and green building would continue to be met under this
alternative.

One comment questions how Alternative 3 would meet at least six Project Objectives
given the uses described on page 5-47 and 5-48 of the Draft EIR. The DEIR indicates
that six Project Objectives will be met, which do not include objectives related to retail
uses that would be eliminated under this alternative or to residential uses that would be
reduced under this alternative. However, the six project objectives that would be met
relate to business development and building design which would be met under this
alternative. The DEIR indicates that four Project Objectives will be partially met,
including a mix of uses (as retail uses would be excluded) and helping to meet housing
needs created by the project, as some housing would be developed under this
alternative. Finally, the DEIR indicates that two Project Objectives would not be met
under this alternative, including objectives related to created adaptable live-work areas
and a mixed-use neighborhood with retail uses as these uses would be eliminated under
this alternative. Thus, the discussion has appropriately identified how project objectives
would or would not be met under this alternative.

One comment notes that the DEIR indicates that Alternatives 2 and 3 would not meet
project objectives to reduce traffic, air pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions. This
objective, however, refers to promoting a mixed-use neighborhood development that
includes retail uses with a compact design to reduce vehicle usage and thus traffic and
emissions. Alternative 2 eliminates residential and retail uses, and Alternative 3
eliminates retail uses and reduces residential uses. Because of this change in land use
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mix, the DEIR concludes that the project objective to promote mixed-use neighborhood
development is not met with these two alternatives.

Based on the review in the DEIR as supplemented with the above information,
Alternative 3 was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative, as it best
met project objectives, while also substantially reducing or avoiding significant impacts
compared to the other two alternatives analyzed. While Alternative 1 would reduce
impacts as compared to the proposed project, Alternative 3 was determined to result in
the least impacts, while best meeting project objectives, and would require least amount
of parking. As such, Alternative 3 was considered to be the environmentally superior
alternative.
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1.4 Response to Comments

Comments received on the Draft EIR and the individual responses to those comments
are provided in this section. Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is
followed by responses to the substantive comments raised on environmental issues

discussed in the Draft EIR.
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State Agencies
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ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER

GOVERNOR

el
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH R

* STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLANNING UNIT

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

May 1, 2008

Sandy Brown

City of Santa Cruz

809 Center Street, Room 107
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Subject: 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project
SCHz#: 2007012097

Dear Sandy Brown:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. The review period closed on April 30, 2008, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the
commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State

Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process.

Sincerely,

Terry RoBerts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0. Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov

" Agpens

&
7 o cA\.\F“?‘\\

CYNTHIA BRYANT
DIRECTOR



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2007012097
Project Title 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project
Lead Agency Santa Cruz, City of
Type EIR Draft EIR
Description The project consists of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for a 45-lot subdivision (plus 11 common
area lots) and other permits to accommodate a mixed-use industrial-residential project. The 45
proposed lots would be divided into residential and business condominium units. The ground floor
would consist entirely of industrial and/or commercial development. Residential development would be
located on the upper floors. Residential uses include 84 flats, 77 work/live townhouse units, and 87
"flex" spaces could be used as residential units or industrial/commercial space. Thus, project
development would range from 395,382 square feet of industrial/commercial development with 161
residential units to 338,502 square feet of industrial/commercial development with 248 residential
units.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Sandy Brown
Agency City of Santa Cruz
Phone (831) 588-8204 Fax
email
Address 809 Center Street, Room 107
City Santa Cruz State CA  Zip 985060
Project Location
County Santa Cruz
City Santa Cruz
Region
Cross Streets Delaware and Swift
Parcel No. 003-121-01, 003-081-01, 003-032-01
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways 1,9, 17
Airports
Railways Union Pacific
Waterways Arroyo Seco Creek, Monterey Bay
Schools Pacific Collegiate
Land Use Industrial / Industrial with Coastal Zone Overlay on southern porticn cf the site
Project Issues  Aesthetic/Visual; Air Quality; Coastal Zone; Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption;
Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities;
Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Water Quality; Water Supply;
Wetland/Riparian
Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 3; Department of Parks and
Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Office of Emergency

Services; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Water Resources; Department of
Conservation; California Coastal Commission; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 5;
Department of Toxic Substances Control

Date Received

|

03/17/2008 Start of Review 03/17/2008 End of Review 04/30/2008

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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Response to Comment Letter # 0
California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

May 1, 2008

0-1 Compliance with State Clearinghouse Review

Comment is noted. No further action is required.
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ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

STATE OF CALIFGANIA — THE RESQURCES AGENCY

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL CDAST DISTRICT OFFICE
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95D&0

(631 4274863

Sandy Brown

City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development Department
809 Center Street, Roem 107

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

DEIR) for Proposed Mixed-Use Projsct at

2720 Delaware Avenue {SCH 2007012097)

Dear Ms. Brown:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the

proposed mixed-use project ai 2420 Delaware Avenue. We have the following commenis

regarding the proposed project:

Coastal Zone Appeal Jurisdiction: If any portion of a proposed development approved by a
local coastal development permit (CDP) is located in an appealable Zone (as identified in
certified Zoning Ordinance section 24.04,186), then the entire CDP action must be identified as
appealable. Regarding this project, a portion of the proposed project is located within 100 feet
of reach #3 of Arroyo Seco Creek. Thus, the proposed project is appealable pursuant to Zoning
Ordinance Section 24.04.186(2)(2}(3). Thersfore, the entire project must be noticed as
appealable. However, if an appeal of the City's approval of the project is received by the
Commission, the issues raised in the appeal can only pertain to the project components that are
located in the appeal zons, in this case the projett components located within 100 feet of reach
#3 of Arroyo Seco Creek. If the Commission finds that the appeal contentions raise a
Substantial Issue with respect to the project's consistency with the certified Local Coastal
Program, the Commission would then take jurisdiction over the coastal permit for the entire
portion of the project that is lacated within the coastal zone. Then, on de novo review, the entire
portion of the project that is iocated within the coastal zone, including the pertion of the project
located oufsids of the appealable zone, will be subject to Commission review and approval.

Arroyo Seco Creek: Page 4-106 notes that the required setbacks for Arroyo Seco Creek reach
#3 in the Citywide Creeks and Wetlands Management Plan were madified by the Commission.
However, please note that these modifications require a 30-foot-wide riparian corridor and a 50-
foot-wide development setback (the DEIR states that the Commission required an a0-foot-wide

development setback) for a total riparian corridor/development sethack width of 80 feet along

this creek reach.

As proposed, the project would allow encroachments into the development setback area
(parking and a portion of a building). We are highly supportive of Mitigation 4.8-12, which
modifles the project to require that parking and building areas to be located outside of the

development setback area.

The proposed project includes development of a trail constructed of decomposed granite in the
development setback area adjacent to Amoye Seco Creek and extending from Delaware
Avenue to the railread right-of-way to the north, The DEIR states: “The trail is proposed as a
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2420 Deiawars Avenue DEIR Comment Letter
April 20, 2008
‘Page 2
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private trail io be managed by the Master Ownership Association and mace availabie

general public subject to restrictions for maintenance and safety.” What mechanism will be
Lsed to ensure that the trail remains open to the public {(deed restriction, easement, e.g.)? Also,
please describe the proposed restrictions on public use of the trail. We recommend that the frail
be clearly signed and made available for public use. We further recommend that the trail be
sited and designed to blend in with the aesthetic of the creek (including through use of a
curvilinear layout), that the trail accommodate creek interpretation (including benches and
interpretive signs regarding creek habitats and details regarding the relocation and restoration of
shis reach of creek), and that the property owner be responsible for maintenance of the trail and

its components over time.

Hydrology and Water Quality: The preliminary project drainage plan proposes that site
drainage be collected, detained, and conveyed via two closed conduit underground storm-sewer
detention systems, i.e. underground pipelines, which would convey storm water to Arroyo Seco

P P 7Y

Creek. The proposed project includes a substantial increase in impervious surface ares, which
could substantially increase the local runoff rate and volume. The runoff could carry with i
poliutants such as heavy metals, pstroleum products, suspended solids, nutrients, and synthetic
organic chemicals. Although, the proposed project includes a Vortex separator unit located
underground before each cutfall, these units require regular maintenance o ensure that they

continue to function in removing suspended sediments and attached poliutants from runoff. The

current trend in hydrology and water quality is | ow Impact Development (LID), which is 2 new,

comprehensive land planning and engineering design approach with the goal of maintaining and
enhancing the pre-development hydralagic regime of urban and developing watersheds. The
goal of LID is to mimic a site's predevelopment hydrology by using design techniques that
infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to its source. Techniques are based on
the premise that storm water management should not be seen as storm water disposal. Instead
of conveving and managing/treating storm water In large, costly end-of-pipe facilities jocated at
the bottom of drainage areas, LID addresses storm water through small, cost-effective
landscape featurss located at the lot level. Given that one of the project objectives is {o create &
smart growth certified Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design neighborhood
development, the project should include LID management measures including:

» Preserving and enhancing the project site’s natural drainages, as shown in Figure 4.4-2,

Providing for onsite storm water infiltration and filtration through the use of vegetated
detention basins/swales located throughout the project site, including near outfalls

(R iRt R L IL o)

(instead of the use of underground water quality units);

« Limiting increases of impervious areas through the use of pervious concrete or asphalt
materiais in the project's driveways and parking areas. :

In addition, for any pollutant generation areas (such as vehicular parking areas,
maintenance/wash down areas, trashfrecycling areas, efc.) specialized best management

pragtices should be applied to protect water quality. These include engineerad systems for
vehicular areas, drains to the sanitary sewer for maintenance and trash areas, efc.

Global Warming/Green Technalogy: The City of Sania Cruz has long been an advocate for
environmental conservation and sustainable living. The 2008 Santa Cruz Climate Action
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2420 Delaware Avenue DEIR Comment Latter
April 30, 2008 '
Page 3
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Declaration established the City's commitment to reduce greenhouse gas amissiocns an
respond to global climate change. The City's primary Greenhouse Gas (GHG) reduction goal is
to reduce community-wide greenhouse gas emissions 30 percent by 2020 and 80 percent by
2080 (eompared to 1990 jevels). City-initiated actions alone will not meet these community-wide
reduction goals. Successful Greenhouse Gas Reduction strategies must inciude pariicipation
rom the residences and businesses of Santa Cruz. Given that the project constitutes one of the
largest single developments ever proposed in the City of Santa Cruz, the project should include

development components that will help the City reach fis goal of reducing community-wide
greenhouse gases.

The project includes a large amount of rooftop space. The rooftops of the proposed buildings
could be developed with a combination of solar panels and green plantings. The solar panels
would provide elsctrical energy to the project that does not produce greenhouse gases. Some
portions of the rooftops could also be planted with grasses or other sustainable plantings that
would reduce storm water runoff and help to provide a more consistent temperature inside the
buildings, which would lead to less ehergy use within the developed project. If the planted
rooftop areas were accessible, these areas could also provide an element of additional "natural”

open space for the residents and tenants.

Circulation: The DEIR notes that the project site is bordered by the railroad line and right-of-

way on the north and that ihe Sania Cruz Regional Transportation Commission has signed a

latter of intent in December 2004 to purchase the rail right-of-way for future transportation
purposes, including a bicycle and pedestrian path along the right-of-way. The DEIR also noies
that the 2005 Regional Transportation Plan supports reserving areas adjacent to rail fines for
future rail and bus facifities as part of new development adjacent to rail lines. The project
description should inciude options for providing a passenger rail stop adjacent to the project
development should passenger rail service on this rail line become a reality in the future.

The project site is located on Delaware Avenus, which provides public access (including
parking) to nearby Natural Bridges State Park, as well as other coastal areas located in the west
side of Santa Cruz. As propoesed, the project has a deficit of 305 parking spaces. This geficit
would likely cause a substantial number of project residents and tenants to park along Delaware
Avenue, which would have a negative impact on existing public coastal access parking on
Delaware Avenue, We therefore are very supportive of Mitigation 4.5-5a, which requires a
revised site plan for the entire project site that provides sufficient onsite parking using the worst
case parking requirements as defined in the DEIR. In terms of ensuring that all site parking
needs are met onsite, we recommend that all possible efforts be made to limit the need for
parking, including aggressive transportation demand management incentives for non-vehicular
travel, etc. For the remaining parking demand that stil needs fo be accommodated, we
recommend ihat site design avoid largs expanses devoted to parking, For example, o achieve
adequate parking supply without using a large percentage of the project site for parking, the
applicant may wish to consider the use of stackable parking (local projects that have used
stackable parking include the Ccean Harbor House condaminiums an Surf Way in the City of
Monterey and the new intercontinental Hotel on Cannery Row in Montergy). Ancther opfion to
ensure that all project parking is included onsite and to reduce the amount of project surface

area devoted to parking would be the installation of underground parking garages.

e
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29430 Delaware Avenus DEIR Comment Laiter
April 30, 2008
Page 4

Water Supply: The DEIR acknowliedges that the proposed project would resulf in 2 water
demand that may prevent the City from being able to serve the project after 2015, given other
planned growth and the City's limited water supply. The DEIR also notes that there is great
uncertainty related to the future approval, construction, and operation of a permanent
desalination plant to provide additional water supply to the City. This water supply has been
identified as addressing drought conditions, and not for fostering new growth, For these
reasons, the ‘water supply impacts associated with the proposed project are considered
significant and unavoidable. The proposed mitigations include adding a condition to the project
approval requiring the City to consider, with each subsequent application for a design or building
permit, whether the incremental development wili substantially exacerhate the City'’s efforts to
conserve water during drought conditions or preclude or make substantially more difficult the
City's ability to provide water to serve existing customers and other approved development.
Given the uncertainty regarding the City's future water supply, we recammend that the City only
approve and authorize the amount of development that can be demonstrated o be served
adequately by public services, Including water. To approve additional development based on an
uncertain water supply daes not make planning or public policy sense, angd could Jead 1o
unforeseen resource impacts as future components of the praject come online and demand for
water intensifies at the site, including with respect to the degree an overall approval now could

be perceived or argued to represent some type of entitlement to water.

[Also, please note that in paragraph four of page 4-74 the units regarding projections of water

demand should be changed from MGD (million gallons per day) to MGY (million gallons per
year).]

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this in the development stage of this project. As
you move forward with your project analysis and environmental review, the issues identified
ahove, as well as any other relevant coastal issues identified upon further review or due to
project madifications, should be considered in light of the provisions of the certified City of Santa
Cruz LCP. In any event, we may have more camments for you on this project after we have
seen additional project information, revisions, and/or the FEIR. If you have any guestions,

=T

please do not hesitate to call me at (831) 427-4863.
Sincerely,
7 L}

Lo O

Coastal Planner
Central Coast District Office

c: State Clearinghouse
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Response to Comment Letter # 1
California Coastal Commission
April 30, 2008

11 General Statement - Jurisdictional

Comment regarding Coastal Zone Appeal Jurisdiction is noted and referred to City staff
and decision makers for further consideration.

1-2 Biological Resources - Arroyo Seco Creek Setbacks

Comment regarding the riparian and setback widths are noted; and the text on page 4-
106 has been revised.

1-3 Biological Resources — 4.8-1a Mitigation Measure Support

Comment is noted. The City staff appreciates the CA Coastal Commission’s support for
mitigation measure 4.8-1a.

1-4 Biological Resources — Arroyo Seco Creek

The proposed project includes development of a trail adjacent to Arroyo Seco Creek.
The DEIR states: “The trail is proposed as a private trail to be managed by the Master
Ownership Association and made available to the general public subject to restrictions
for maintenance and safety.” The comment asks what mechanism will be used to
ensure that the trail remains open to the public (deed restriction, easement, e.g.), and
requests a description of the proposed restrictions on public use of the trail.

The trail is proposed to be in the form of a grant of easement to the city for a trail for
public access. The restrictions imposed on the public use of the trail require that the trail
be used for pedestrian and non-motorized bicycle access only during daylight hours. At
the terminus of the trail to the north near the railroad tracks a sign would be located to
mark the end of the public trail. The terminus would be defined by a bollard or see-
through fencing until such time as the railroad right-of-way (ROW) is extended and
improved for public access. The connection to the railroad ROW would be completed by
the Project Owner’s when (and/or if) the railroad ROW is modified to a rail-trail facility
within the time period of the Development Agreement.

1-5 Biological Resources - Arroyo Seco Creek

The comment recommends that the trail be clearly signed and made available for public
use; be sited and designed to blend in with the aesthetic of the creek; that the property
owner be responsible for maintenance of the trail and its components over time.

The trail located adjacent to Arroyo Seco Creek would include appropriate signage and
be made available for public use. The trail is proposed at five feet in width and made of
decomposed granite. The trail has been sited so as to compliment the riparian corridor.
Toward that end, it would gently curve and follow the direction of the corridor. The
owner would install and pay for all improvements for the trail and adjacent landscaping.
A minimum of four signs would be posted at conspicuous locations informing the public
that the trail is open to public use during daylight hours, and of any coastal access trail
connections. Interpretive signage has also been proposed along the trail which would
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describe creek habitats. Benches are proposed at six locations along the pathway. The
trail, signs, benches, and landscaping including the design, materials, specific location,
and planting types would be subject to approval by the City. The Project CC&Rs shall
include a provision for maintenance of the trail.

1-6 Hydrology and Water Quality - Low Impact Development

See Response to Comment 2b-3.

1-7 Hydrology and Water Quality — Best Management Practices

As described in the Draft EIR (see page 4-42), the project applicant will be required to
comply with the City’s Storm Water Management Program (SWMP). City Ordinance
16.19.140 requires that any construction project implement best management practices
which includes engineered systems for vehicular areas, drainages to the sanitary sewer
for maintenance and trash areas.

1-8 Cumulative Impacts — Global Climate Change
Please see Master Response CUM-1.

1-9 Traffic and Transportation - Railroad Right-of-Way

While the 2005 Regional Transportation Plan does call for reserving right-of-way for
future rail facilities, there are no specific plans that address the location or design of
such facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The only site specific planning to date has
been for a recreational rail train (the “Village Cruzer”) located between Aptos and
Capitola. The report, entitled Passenger Platforms and Related Improvements to the
Santa Cruz Branch Line for Recreational Rail Service (SCCRTC, 2003) looked at the
feasibility of constructing five rail stops and identified a typical passenger platform that is
10 feet wide by 150 feet long. This space requirement is within the existing rail corridor
right-of-way. While not definitive for what future rail stops may need, if constructed, in
Santa Cruz, this typical platform design provides an initial indication of what could be
constructed adjacent to the project site in the future.

Furthermore, as described in the project description, the project applicant proposes to
construct a trail along the west side of the project (see Response to Comment 1-4
above). As noted on page 4-69 of the DEIR, a recommended condition of approval
would require the project applicant to include an offer to dedicate an easement to the
SCCRTC allowing bicycle/pedestrian access from the project site to the railway right-of-
way.

1-10  Traffic and Transportation - Parking

Comment regarding strategies to address the project’s parking deficiency is noted and
referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.

111 Water Supply
Please see Master Response WS-1.

112 Water Supply — Correction

The identified correction is appreciated. The Final EIR text has been clarified to show
MGY (million gallons per year), as opposed to MGD (million gallons per day).
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Linda S, Adams Central Coast Region Armold St
Agency Secretary o eri:’mm

Internet Address: htipifwww. waterboards.ca.gov/centalcoast
295 Aerovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, California 93401-7506
Phone {80%) 549-3147 « FAX (305) 543-0357

April 29, 2008

Ms. Sandy Brown

City of Santa Ciuz Planning and Community Deveiopment Dpt.
808 Center St., Rm 206

Santa Cruz, CA 85080

Rediree Properties LP

Craig French, Managing Director
P.O. Box 1041

Santa Cruz, CA 95061

Ms. Brown and Mr. French:

SITE CLEANUP PROGRAM: 2120 DELAWARE MIXED USE PROJECT DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, SCH# 2007012097, SANTA CRUZ,

MONTEREY COUNTY

Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board {(Water Board) staff have reviewed
the Draft Envircnmental Impact Repert (DEIR) for the above-referenced project
{Delaware site), and have comments regarding the plans to intercept and lower
groundwater elevation at the site. According fo the DEIR, and expanded upon in
Bowman & Wiliams Consulting Civil Engineers May 2’E 20(}7 “Response 1o Sub

Drainage Inguiries & L;qu;:ﬂ\u;uu " letter, we understand that the site owners intend ©

IIIGEG I!l!\.iulll
install a french drain on the northern end of the site to intercept groundwater.
Groundwater flows generally northwest to southeast under the site. The french drain

ot o o HEWEN PRy

would intercept groundwsater as dcepuy as possible as it enters the site, and dischaige
the water to the adjacent Amroyo Seco Creek. The intention of this system is to
“sufficiently lower groundwater levels across the site, thereby alleviating the potential for
liguefaction as well as providing more favorable conditions for grading operations.”

Additional curtain drains may be added to other areas of the site.

the ssuthﬁstem corner of the subject property { M‘H Swift Strﬂef) Is an ac*twe Site
Cleanup Program case. Tetrachforoiheyfene {PCE) and other contaminant

i—i.ﬂﬁ“ Q ﬂbn!

e
concentrations in soll and groundwater exceed California Human Health Screening

Leveis for these solvents. Based on 16 vears of subsurface investigation data,
chiorinated solvents are present as both as Dense Non-Aquecus Phase Liguid, and
dissolved-phase in the groundwater. The site owners are actively investigating and
remediating the PCE contamination. As shown on Attachment 1, the PCE piume
extends from the Santa Cruz Industries site, and has flowed along the groundwater

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Mr. French

gradient direction away from the Delaware site. However, if the Delaware site owners
initiate actions to pull groundwater elevations down and toward the northern end of their
site, this action may very well pull the PCE plume toward and beneath the Delaware site
property. Continuai dewatering action may aiso resuit in PCE contaminated water being
discharged, via the Delaware site’s drains, into the adjacent Arroyo Seco Creek. If PCE
were discharged due to the dewatering, there is a possibility that the Delaware site
owners may be liable for PCE cleanup. Because dewatering may affect the PCE plume
and pull it toward the Delaware site, we advise that the Delaware site owners reconsider
the plans for dewatering. If the Delaware site owners do proceed with a dewatering
system, Water Board staff suggests, at a minimum, the owners perform aquifer
evaluation (i.e. pump test) or enter into an agreement with Elkof, Inc. (Swift Industries)

to perform the tests in order to predict the effect on the PCE plume.

Separate from the PCE discharge issue is the qusstion of dewatering in general. Any
person who wishes to discharge fo a creek or other waterbody may be subject to
National Poliutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. if
Water Board staff determines there is a chance of encountering PCE during dewatering,
you may be required to treat the groundwater prior to discharge, and enroll in the Highly
Treated Groundwater Order No. R3-2008-0087. [f there is no possibility of PCE
contamination in the discharged water, you may be required to enroll in the Low Threat
Discharges Order R3-2006-0063. Please consult with Water Board staff member Mike
Higgins, mhiggins@waterboards.ca.gov (805) 542-4649 regarding these dewatering

permits.

if you have questions regarding this letter, or the Sania Cruz industries’ case, please
contact Donette Dunaway, ddunawa aterboards.ca.gqov (805) 549-3698 or
Sheila Soderberg, ssoderberq@waterboards.ca.gov {805) 549-3662.

Sincerely,

Roger V. Briggs
Executive Officer

Attachment 1 - PCE Plums

California Environmental Protection Agency
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Ms. Brown -
Mr. French
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Steve Baiocchi

Sant Cruz County Environmental Health
701 Ocean S, Rm 312

Santa Cruz, CA 95080

Tom Eklof

Eklof Inc.

411 Swiit Street
Santa Cruz, CA 950660

James Gill
111 John Sirest
Santa Cruz, CA 95080

David Houghton

A+ Environmental Solutions
6898 Scquel Ave.

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

April 29, 2008

S:\Site Cleanup Program\Regulated Sites\Sania Cruz Co\Santa Cruz\d11 Swift Ave.Santa Cruz Industries\corespond 2008 AEIR

respense, adjacent Delaware prop.doc
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 2a
California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Central Coast Region
April 29, 2008

2a-1 Hazardous Materials - PCE Plume

The comment asks how the proposed project site dewatering and installation of curtain
drains might affect the PCE plume on the adjacent site, which may enter the project site
and result in PCE contaminated water being discharged into Arroyo Seco Creek.

Weber, Hayes and Associates provided a review of existing data and estimated future
ground elevation contour maps for dewatering conditions and proposed installation of
curtain drains. Although the long-term change in groundwater flow direction is predicted
to be slight, the evaluation indicates there is the potential for dewatering to cause limited
groundwater flow and PCE migration from the adjacent site to the project site, under
both short-term and long-term (transient and steady state) conditions. Remediation of
the adjacent site is in progress, which would eliminate the contamination. Additionally,
installation of a barrier at the property line would prevent groundwater migration onto the
project site if remediation is not complete. The project applicant has incorporated the
recommendation of the Weber, Hayes review, and thus, the project as modified would
not result in the migration of contaminated groundwater onto the project site with
associated potential discharge of contaminated groundwater into Arroyo Seco Creek.

The additional review is provided in Chapter 2 —Revisions to Draft EIR.

2a-2  Hazardous Materials — Permits Required

As discussed in the Draft EIR Project Description (page 3-18) and section 4.4: Hydrology
and Water Quality (page 4-41 and 4-42), the proposed project anticipates the
requirement of an NPDES Phase 2 Municipal Stormwater Permit due to discharge into
Arroyo Seco Creek. Comment regarding discharge requirements related to collection
and discharge of dewatered groundwater is noted.
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@ California Regional Water Quality Control Board

Linda Adams Centl al CoaSt Reglon Arnold Schwarzenegger
Secretary for Internet Address: ittp://www.swich.ca.gov/rwqeb3 Governor
Envirommental 895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101, San Luis Obispo, California 93401
Protection Phone (805) 549-3147 « FAX (805) 543-0397
May 15, 2008

Ms. Sandy Brown

City of Santa Cruz

Planning and Community Development Dept.
809 Center Street, Room 107

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Ms. Brown:
2120 DELAWARE MIXED USE PROJECT, SANTA CRUZ, SCH#2007012097

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced document. The Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) is 2 responsible agency
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Water Board staff understands
that the project proposes {0 develop 45 lots into residential and business condominium
units, including up to 248 residential units and 395,382 square feet of industrial and
commercial space.

We have the following specific comments about the project:

1. The project proposes o use Vortechnics vortex. separators to treat urban runoff
from the developed project site. Implementation of Vortechnics vortex separators
is not adequate to mitigate the adverse impacts that can be expected to result
from the project due to urban runoff pollutant discharges into Arroyo Seco Creek.
Vortex separators are typically less effective at remaving pollutants from urban
runoff than other conventional treatment best management practices (BMPs)
such as buffer strips and swales. To mitigate the adverse impacts resulting from
urban runoff pollutants leaving the project site, more effective treatment BMPs
must be implemented.

The Draft Environmental impact Report {EIR) does not adequately support the
use of vortex separators as effective reatment BMPs. As evidence of the
effectiveness of vortex separators, the Draft EIR cites Schueler's 1994 article
“Poflutant Dynamics of Pond Muck.” However, as the title of the article suggests,
the article contains no support for the Draft EIR's claim that “the Vortechnics
system was found to be 50 percent more effective in capturing [fine-grained]
sediments than conventional BMPs.” The California Stormwater Quality
Association’s Best Management Practice Handbook gives vortex separators a
medium removal effectiveness rating for sediment, with low effectiveness ratings
for nutrients and metals. This is significant, because nutrients and metals (and
other pollutants) are typically identified as pollutants of concern for residential
and commercial developments such as the proposed project. Both buffer strips

California Enviranmental Protection Agency

-~y - oen




MAY-23-2008 FRI 02:28 PM

FAX NO,

Ms. Sandy Brown 2of4 May 15, 2008

and swales, as well as numerous other BMPs, rate higher overall for pollutant
removal effectiveness. Censtructed wetlands or bioretention systems, are given
much higher pollutant removal effectiveness ratings than vortex separators.
Since more effective treatment BMPs are readily available, more effective
treatment BMPs must be implemented  for the proposed  project.

2. The proposed project does not adequately control post-construction urban runoff
flow rates, volumes, and durations leaving the project site. increased rate,
volume, and duration of urban runoff discharges from the project site can cause
increased bank erosion and downstream sedimentation, scouring, and channel
widening, which can significantly impact aguatic ecosystems and degrade water
quality. The project only proposes to control the peak flow rate of the 10-year
storm. Such control will only serve to extend the duration that erosive flows
occur, since it does not address control of runoff volume. The approach also
ignores smaller, more frequent storms which typically generate the channel-
forming flows.- By not addressing flows from these smaller, more frequent
storms, erosive flows from the project can be expected to occur more frequently,
at greater magnitude, and for longer periods. These adverse impacts must be
addressed by the EIR.

Both of the above issues can be addressed by incorporating low-impact development
(LID) concepts into the proposed project. LID is an alternative site design strategy that
uses natural and engineered infiltration and storage techniques to control storm water
runoff where it is generated. The objective is to disperse LID devices uniformly across a
site to minimize runoff. LID serves o preserve the hydrologic and environmental
functions altered by conventional storm water management. LID methods provide
temporary retention areas, increase infiltration, allow for poliutant removal, and control
the release of storm water into adjacent waterways (Anne Guillette, Whole Building
Design Guide). For further information on LID please see:

http://www.epa.qov/owow/nps/lid/

or

http://www.Iowimpactdevelopment.orgL/

Eight Common LID Practices Include:

Reduced and disconnected impervious surfaces;

Native vegetation preservation;

Bioretention;

Tree boxes to capture and infiltrate street runoff,

Vegetated swales, buffers, and strips;

Roof leader flows directed to planter boxes and other vegetated areas;
Permeable pavement; and '

Soil amendments to increase infiltration rates.

NG AWM
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Water Board staff considers a project that meets the following descriptions (inclusive) to
be a LID project:

A. Runoff Volume Control. The pre-development stormwater runoff volume is
maintained by a combination of minimizing site disturbance and providing distributed
retention BMPs. Retention BMPs are structures that retain the excess (above pre-
development project volumes) runoff resulting from ihe development for the design
storm event (2-, 10-, and 25-year, 24-hour duration storm). Note that “retention” is
required, as opposed 10 sdetention”; retention may be achieved using infittration
methods, and capture-for-use methods.

B. Peak Runoff Rate Control. LID practices maintain the pre-development peak runoff
discharge rate. This is done by maintaining the pre-development time of concentration
and then using retention and/or detention BMPs (e.g., rain gardens, open drainage
systems, etc.) that are distributed throughout the site, to control runoff rate and volume.
If retention practices are not sufficient to control the peak runoff rate, detention practices
may be added.

C. Flow Frequency Duration Control. Since LID emulates the pre-development
hydrologic regime through both volume and peak runoff rate controls, the flow frequency
and duration of post-development conditions must be identical (to the greatest extent
possible) to those of pre-development conditions.  Maintaining pre-development
hydrologic conditions will minimize or eliminate potential impacts on downstream habitat
due to erosion and sedimentation.

The City of Santa Cruz will scon be subject to the Phase I! Municipal Storm Water
Permit (General Permit). As part of its responsibility, the Water Board must determine
permittees’ compliance with General Permit requirements. This includes determining
whether the City of Santa Cruz has reduced pollutant discharges to the Maximum
Extent Practicable (MEP).! The General Permit requires permittees to prevent or
minimize water quality impacts from new development and redevelopment projects.2 As
noted above, the volume and velocity of storm water discharged from new development
and redevelopment projects can cause increased bank erosion and downstream
sedimentation, scouring, and channel widening, which can significantly impact aquatic
ecosystems and degrade water quality. Therefore, permittees must develop and
implement Storm Water Management Programs (SWMP) that require new and re-
development maintain pre-development hydrologic characteristics, such as flow
patterns, surface retention, and recharge rates, in order to minimize post-development
runoff impacts to water bodies. In most cases, MEP standards are not met by
conventional site layouts, construction methods, and storm water conveyance systems

1 spgrmittees must implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that reduce poliutants in storm water
runoff to the technology-based standard of Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP) to protect water quality.”
Effluent Limitations, General Permit Fact Sheet, pg. 6. _

2 upgst-Construction Storm Water Management in new Development and Redevelopment — The
Permittee must: 1) Develop, implement, and enforce a program to address storm water runoff from new
development and redevelopment projects...by ensuring that controls are in place that would prevent or
minimize water quality impacts”, General Permit, pg 11, Provision el

California Environmental Protection Agency
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with “end of pipe" basins, since these treatment systems do not address the changes in
volume and rates of storm water runoff. Low Impact Development practices me
MEP standard and are more effective at reducing pollutants in storm water runoff at a

practicable cost.

Therefore, the City of Santa Cruz must incorporate L1ID methodology into the proposed
project, unless it can be demonstrated that conventional BMPs are equally effective, or
that conventional BMPs would result in a substantial cost savings, while still adequately
protecting water quality and reducing discharge impacts. In order to justify using
he cost of
low impact development would be prohibitive because the “cost would exceed any
benefit to be derived” (State Water Resources Control Board Order No. WQ 2000-11).
Studies by the Environmental Protection Agency have shown that LID is generally less

conventional BMPs based on cost, the City of Santa Cruz must show that t

expensive than conventional development.

We look forward to seeing and commenting on the Final Draft EIR and request we be
contacted when the document is available. If you have questions, please contact Phil

Hammer at (805) 549-3882 or Matt Thompson at (805} 549-31569.

Sincerely,

“JWRoger W. Briggs
ﬁ Executive Officer

§\CEQA\Camment Letters\Santa Cruz Couniy\2120 Delaware Mixed Use, Santa Cruz, Comment Ltr 7May08.doc

California Environmental Protection Agency
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 2b
California Regional Water Quality Control Board — Central Coast Region
May 15, 2008

2b-1  Hydrology & Water Quality — Vortechnics Vortex Separators

Based on comments received by the RWQCB, the proposed water quality system was
further reviewed. The comment indicates that the proposed Vortechnics system has
been given a medium removal effectiveness rating for sediment with low effectiveness
ratings for nutrients and metals. Nutrients and metals are typically identified as pollutants
of concern for residential and commercial developments. The comment indicates there
are more effective treatment BMPs available. (See also Response to Comment 2b-3
below regarding LID development on the project site).

The City is in the preliminary stages of preparing new Storm Water Management Plan
(SWMP) to be compliant with the Phase Il Municipal Storm Water Permit (General
Permit). The SWMP will potentially increase the standard for what the City will be able
to accept as the “maximum extent practical” (MEP) for reducing pollutant discharges. A
different system to meet stormwater quality objectives than that proposed by the
applicant and currently permitted by the City may be required to meet future stormwater
quality objectives and standards.

Absent existing City standards that meet the anticipated RWQCB requirements, this
Final EIR assumes that the City will require that, at a minimum, the applicant
demonstrate that proposed measures meet stormwater quality standards as it relates to
stormwater quality using performance testing protocols that are intended to be
consistent with the more stringent water quality requirements such as those used in the
counties of Sacramento, Santa Clara, and Contra Costa.

Based on the anticipation of these new requirements in the City’s future SWMP, the
project would be required to provide documentation that the proposed stormwater quality
devices can be expected to achieve an 80% reduction in total suspended solids (TSS).
Acceptable protocols to meet these criteria include Guidance for Evaluating Emerging
Stormwater Treatment Technologies — Technology Assessment Protocol — Ecology
(Washington State University, January 2008) and Investigation of Structural Control
Measures for New Development (Prepared by: Larry Walker Associates, Inc., November
1999 for Sacramento Stormwater Management Program).

It is understood that the CASQA Handbook does not endorse proprietary products,
although many are described. Therefore, just because vortex separators are a listed
manufactured BMP does not infer that it will achieve the required removal efficiency for
the future City SWMP, if sized in accordance with the manufacturer’'s recommendations.
A new mitigation measure has been added (4.4-2a) that sets forth the standards by
which water treatment systems will be reviewed.

Furthermore, any type of underground BMP will require periodic maintenance. To
ensure regular inspection and maintenance, the project's CC&Rs shall require that
property owners agree in a signed statement, entitled “Maintenance Agreement,” with
the conditions outlined in Chapter 6 of the City’s Storm Water Management Program. In
addition, to ensure optimum performance of the stormwater treatment system, they shall
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

be inspected according to the manufacturer’s specifications at minimum, to ensure that
the system is operating according to City BMP standards and requirements as set forth
in Mitigation Measure 4.4-2c in the DEIR.

2b-2  Hydrology & Water Quality — Control of Post-construction Urban Runoff

Potential adverse impacts resulting from increased rate, volume, and duration of runoff
are typically streambed and bank erosion. These potential impacts should be
considered from the outfall location on the site to the point at which discharges are
contained to a pipe that discharges into Monterey Bay. The extent of the channel that
could be exposed to increased runoff quantity include approximately 800 linear feet
along the project boundary north (upstream) of Delaware Avenue and approximately 400
linear feet south of Delaware Avenue to where the channel flows into a pipe.

As stated in the DEIR (page 4-38), the “Arroyo Seco Creek was realigned in 2003 to its
current location along the western border of the project site and was constructed to
mimic a natural drainage course. The creek’s channel bottom and sides are re-
vegetated and rock check dams were installed in the flow line of the creek (Bowman &
Williams, March 30, 2006). The new channel is also wider than the channel
downstream. The Delaware Avenue culvert provides effective grade control for the
channel upstream from it, which, combined with the rock check dams, vegetation and
channel configuration, provide the channel upstream from Delaware Avenue with a low
susceptibility to erosion. The channel between Delaware Avenue and where flows are
confined to a pipe is heavily vegetated and does not appear to becoming incised.

As described in the Draft EIR, the creek improvements that have been constructed
adjacent to the project include in-channel rock check dams and vegetation that controls
erosion and provides ample capacity. Furthermore, the channel adjacent the project has
been widened, thereby significantly reducing flow velocities, which may actually bring
about deposition of sediments originating upstream from the project.

The Draft EIR reviewed project peak discharge rates during major storm events. Most of
the site currently drains to Arroyo Seco Creek (even prior to its relocation), and the
proposed project would continue drainage into the creek in a controlled fashion similar to
the existing condition through a controlled storm drainage system that would limit flows
to a 10-year storm event, consistent with current City requirements. Considering the
existing and future project capacity requirements, and existing erosion control features in
the creek adjacent to the proposed project, the installation of the site storm drainage and
curtain drain system outfalls, whether at the upstream or downstream ends of the
property are not anticipated to significantly impact the existing channel.

Furthermore, the applicant’s engineer has indicated that energy dissipators will be
installed at the outlet to reduce flow velocity, and as part of the outlet control structure, a
weir system will provide flow protection over a series of storm events (Bowman and
Williams, June 2008). Flow rates will be maintained at pre-development conditions, and
thus, downstream erosion would not be anticipated as velocities will be maintained.

The channel downstream from the Delaware Avenue culvert extends less than 500 feet
before it terminates into a pipeline which discharges into Monterey Bay. The channel
downstream from Delaware Avenue is highly vegetated and has grade control
established at the downstream end by the pipeline, thereby making it unlikely that
significant erosion would be induced by increased low flows from the site. At low flows,
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the vegetation in the channel adjacent to and downstream from the project may provide
incidental additional water quality treatment before discharges reach Monterey Bay.
Furthermore, the watershed, within the lower part of which the proposed project would
be constructed, has substantial upstream development that would be expected to have
already significantly impacted the frequency and duration of discharges in the creek.

Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would not alter drainage patterns in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Furthermore,
discharge rates from curtain drains would be expected to be on the order of a few
hundredths of a cubic foot per second. Flow rates that low would not be expected to be
significant to either erosion or flood potential along the creek.

It is unlikely that even full implementation of typical hydromodification criteria (such as
those adopted by Santa Clara and Contra Costa Counties as none have yet been
established for the City) would have a significant impact on the potentially impacted non-
engineered reaches of Arroyo Seco Creek. Consistent with future anticipated General
Permit requirements per the City’s new SWMP, the applicant would be required to
provide additional calculations of potential impacts to Arroyo Seco Creek to demonstrate
that the final design of detention facilities and their outlet controls do not negatively
impact peak flow conditions in the creek as a result of modifying the timing of flows, and
the recommended condition of approval on page 4-50 of the Draft EIR has been revised
accordingly. See Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR.

2b-3  Hydrology & Water Quality — Incorporation of Low Impact Development Methods

Comment indicates that water quality and runoff flow and volume can be addressed by
incorporating low impact development (LID) concepts into the project. With regards to
the recommendations provided, the EIR mitigation measures require use of pervious
pavement. The existing onsite tree will be maintained. The applicant has indicated that
soil and perched groundwater conditions pose constraints to use of large-scale
infiltration with swales.

As indicated in Response to Comment 2b-1, the city is in the process of prepared a new
SWMP to be compliant with the Phase Il Municipal Storm Water Permit. The SWMP will
potentially increase the standard for what the City will be able to accept as the
“‘maximum extent practicable” (MEP) for reducing pollutant discharges. MEP can be
defined as the extent that can be achieved before the “cost would exceed and benefit to
be derived” (State Water Resources Control Board Order No. WQ 2000-11). The
applicant would be required to demonstrate that LID measures including, at a minimum,
pervious pavement, planter boxes and grass swales have been implemented into the
site plan to the MEP.

The benefit that can be derived from implementation of LID measures would consider
the ability of the measures to reduce flow volumes and improve water quality of runoff
discharged from the site in the creek. The benefit of small delays of runoff into the creek
are not expected to be significant because relatively short delays of discharges may
cause discharges from the site to be closer to being coincident with peak discharges
from upstream flows. Therefore, the focus of the LID measure implementation should be
on runoff volume control by retention. Retention systems may contain underdrains that
restrict discharge rates enough so that release rates would not negatively impact the
creek.
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However, the determination of MEP implementation of LID would also consider that the
physical configuration of the channel adjacent to, and downstream from the project does
not appear to be susceptible to a significant amount of erosion. Additionally, the project
location is relatively far downstream within a developed watershed, which can also
reduce the potential benefits from LID. Therefore, the benefit of meeting strict numerical
criteria such as no increase in runoff volume during specific design events or allowing
only very limited effective impervious area is expected to be relatively low.

2b-4  Hydrology & Water Quality — Phase Il Municipal Storm Water Permit (General Permit)

Comment is noted regarding upcoming General Permit requirements for the City of
Santa Cruz. The City is in the preliminary stages of preparing a working with a new
Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) to be compliant with the Phase Il Municipal
Storm Water Permit (General Permit). It is anticipated that the SWMP will increase the
standard for what the City will be able to accept as the “maximum extent practical”
(MEP) for addressing post-construction runoff.

Absent existing City standards that meet the anticipated RWQCB requirements, this
Final EIR assumes that the City will require that, at a minimum, the applicant implement
LID to the MEP. The MEP will consider construction costs, impacts to the preferred land
plan, and the potential impact to the creek considering it current configuration and
hydrology.

To demonstrate that the MEP objective is satisfied, site design would be required to
incorporate low impact development (LID) measures to the MEP without changing the
development density. MEP can be defined as the extent that can be achieved before
the “cost would exceed and benefit to be derived” (State Water Resources Control Board
Order No. WQ 2000-11). The applicant would be required to demonstrate that LID
measures including, at a minimum, such techniques as pervious pavement, planter
boxes and grass swales, etc. have been implemented into the site plan to the MEP.

2b-5 Hydrology & Water Quality -Cost/Benefit Rational for LID vs. BMPs

Comment is noted.
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Department of Toxic substances Control

Maureen F. Gorsen, Director
Linda S, Adams 700 Heinz Avenue
Secretary for Berkeley, Califarnia 94710-2721

Environmental Protection

Arnold Schwarzenegger
Governor

April 21, 2008

vis. Sandy Brown

City of Santa Cruz :

Ptanning and Community Development Department
805 Center Street, Room 107

Dear Ms. Brown:

2120 DELAWARE MIXED USE PROJECT, SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA-
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT, SCH #2007012097

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project in Santa Cruz, California. As you may
be aware, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the
cleanup of sites where hazardous substances have been released pursuant to the
California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.8. As a potential
Responsibie Agency, DTSC is submitting comments to ensure that the environmental
documentation prepared for this project pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) adequately addresses any remediation activities which may be
required to address any hazardous substances release.

The proposed project includes a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for a 45-lot
subdivision. The 45 lots would be divided into residential and business condominium
units. The ground floor would consist entirely of industrial and/commercial development
and residential developments would be located on the upper floors. The Draft EIR
states that the project area is currently vacant and was used for agriculture in the past.

However, it does not include a detailed description of the project area’s historical uses,
including any previous structures and use/storage of hazardous substances. This
information may be in the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) which is not
included as an appendix to the EIR. A more detailed historical assessment of past

uses should be performed to determine any sources of hazardous substarnce
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Ms. Sandy Brown
April 21, 2008
Page 2 of 2

Since there is a potential release of hazardous substances onsite from past agricultural
uses of the project area and discarded lead-acid batteries and other wastes, we

recommend that a Phase Il ESA be conducted that includes soil and groundwater
samipiing prior to the conclusion of the CEQA evaluation The sampling results shouid
be provided and any screening levels or criteria that are used in making a determination
whether detected contaminants are found at concentrations that pose a risk to human

heaith or the environment shouid be identified.

DTSC can-a'ssist your agency in overseeing Envestigatibn and remediation activities
through our Voluntary Cleanup Program. A fact sheet describing this program is
enclosed. We are aware that projects such as this one are typically on a compressed

. . . . t tis
schedule, and in an effert to use the available review time efficiently, we request that

DTSC be included in any meetings where issues relevant to our statutory authority are
discussed. '

Please contact Remedios Sunga of my staff at (510) 540-3840 or by e-mail at
rsunga@dtsc.ca.gov if you have any questions or would like to schedule a meeting.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Mark £ Lo

Mark E. Piros

Supervisor
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program

Berkeley Office
Enclosure
CG: without enclosure

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
tate Clearinghouse

1400 Tenth Street

Sacramento, California 95814

Guenther Moskat
CEQA Tracking Cente

Cepartment of Toxic Substances Control
P.O. Box 806

Sacramento, California 95812-0806




California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control

The California Environmental Protection Agency’s Department of Toxic Substances Conirol (DTSC)

has introduced a streamlined program to protect human health, cleanup the environment and get property
back to productive use. Corporations, real estate developers, local and state agencies entering into
Voluntary Cleanup Program agreements will be able to restore properties quickly and efficiently, rather

than having their projects compete for DTSC's limited resources with other low-priority hazardous waste
sites. This fact sheet describes how the Voluntary Cleanup Program works.

Prior to initiation of the Voluntary Cleanup Program, project proponents had few options for DTSC
involvement in cleaning up low-risk sites. DTSC’s statutory mandate is to identify, prioritize, manage and
cleanup sites where a release of hazardous substances has occurred. For years, the mandate meant that, if
the site presented grave threat to public health or the environment, then it was listed on the State
Superfund list and the parties responsible conducted the cleanup under an enforcement order, or DTSC
used state funds to do so. Because of staff resource limitations, DTSC was unable to provide oversight at

sites which posed lesser risk or had lower priority.

DTSC long ago recognized that no one’s interests are served by leaving sites contaminated and

unusable. The Vohntary Cleanup Program aliows motivated partiés whe are able to fund the cleanup --

and DTSC’s oversight -- to move ahead at their own speed to investigate and remediate their sites. DTSC
has found that working cooperatively with willing and able project proponents is a more efficient and
cost-effective approach to site investigation and cleanup. There are four steps to this process:

Eligibility and Application
Negotiating the Agreemeni

Site Activities

Certification and Property Restoration

e e~

The rest of this fact sheet describes those steps and gives. DTSC contacts.
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The Voluntary Cleanup Program

Step I: Eligibility and Application

Most sites are eligible. The main exclusions are if the site is listed as a Federal or State Superfund
site, is a military facility, or if it falls cutside of DTSC's jurisdiction, as in the case where a site contains
only leaking underground fuel tanks. Another possible limitation is if another agency currently has
oversigh‘i e.g., a countty (for underground storage tanks). The current oversight agency must consent to
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Program agreement. Additionally, DTSC can enter into an agreement to work on a specified element of a
cleanup (risk assessment or public participation, for example), if the primary oversight agency gives its

consent. The standard application is attached to this fact sheet.

If neither of these exclusions apply, the proponent submits an application to DTSC, prOVldll’lg details

oA Ay
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about site \,uudmuns, P1 GPOSCd land use and p Pumuual wuuuunny concerns. No fee is 16\.1!.111 req to appt-y

for the Voluntary Cleanup Program.

Step 2: Negotiating the Agreement

Once DTSC accepts the application, the proponent meets with experienced DTSC professionals to
negotiate the agreement. The agreement can range from services for an initial site assessment, o
oversight and certification of a full site cleanup, based on the proponent's financial and scheduling

objectives.

The Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement specifies the estimated DTSC costs, scheduling for the
project, and DTSC services to be provided. Because every project must meet the same 1egal and technical
cleanup requirements as do State Superfund sites, and because DTSC staff provide oversight, the
proponent is assured that the project will be completed in an environmentally sound manner.

In the agreement, DTSC retains its authority to take enforcement action if, during the investigation or
cleanup, it determines that the site presents a serious health threat, and proper and timely action is not

otherwise being taken. The agreement also allows the project proponent to terminate the Voluntary

Cleanup Program agreement with 30 days writien notice if they are not satisfied that it is meeting their

needs.

Step 3: Site Activities

Prior to beginning any work, the proponent must have: signed the Voluntary Cleanup Program
agreement; made the advance payment; and committed to paying all project costs, including those
associated with DTSC’s oversight. The project manager will track the project to make sure that DTSC
is on schedule and within budget. DTSC will bill its costs quarterly so that large, unexpected balances

wiil not ocenr,
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Once the proponent and DTSC have entered into a Voluntary Cleanup Program agreement, initial site
assessment, site investigation or cleanup activities may begin. The proponent will find that DTSC’s staff
includes experts in every vital area. The assigned project manager is either a highly-qualified Hazardous
Substances Scientist or Hazardous Substances Engineer. That project manager has the support of well-
trained DTSC toxicologists, geologists, industrial hygienists and specialists in public involvement.

The project manager may call on any of these specialists to join the team, providing guidance, review,
comment and, as necessary, approval of individual documents and other work products. That team will
also coordinate with other agencies, as appropriate, and will offer assistance in complying with other
iaws, such as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

Step 4: Certification and Property Restoration

When remediation is complete, DTSC will issue either a site certification of completion or a “No
Further Action” letter, depending on the project circumstances. This means “The Site” is now property

that is ready for productive economic use.

a
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 3
Department of Toxic Substances Control
April 21, 2008

31 Hazardous Materials — Phase 1 Adequacy

The Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed by Remediation,
Testing & Design, Inc. (RTD), in December 2004 for Redtree Properties. In June 2008,
Weber, Hayes & Associates (WHA), a hydrology and environmental engineering firm,
reviewed the abovementioned Phase 1 ESA to determine its adequacy.

It is WHA’s opinion that the Phase | ESA prepared for the proposed project includes an
adequate and thorough review of historical uses and a professional assessment on the
potential for onsite and/or offsite sources of contamination to impact the Site. This
review indicates that the Phase | ESA documented:

1. The site has remained undeveloped (no site structures) since 1970. Prior
to 1970, the only documented land use at the site has been agricultural.

2. Previous environmental investigations have been conducted at the site
and on the adjoining property. An onsite, screening of shallow soil and
groundwater was completed in 1996 as part of a potential property
transaction. Limited impacts were detected near a former railroad spur
(motor oil to control weeds). Off-site soil and groundwater sampling has
been conducted since 1992, targeting existing solvent plume originating
at the adjacent property to the east (former SCI facility at 411 Swift
Street).

WHA determined that the Phase 1 ESA was prepared in 2004 for the existing owners
(Redtree Properties), and the onsite use of the property has not changed since the
report was completed. Therefore, WHA concluded that information on historical and
offsite potential sources of contamination remains valid.

3-2 Hazardous Materials — Phase 2 Recommendation

As discussed in Response to Comment 3-1, in June 2008 Weber, Hayes & Associates
(WHA) reviewed the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted for the
proposed project. The Phase | ESA included a site inspection to document current
conditions and a historic review of previous land use, including a check of historic air
photos (1928-2003). There were no current or historic records identified in the Phase |
ESA report that documents an accumulation of discarded lead-acid batteries or other
wastes at the site. Sampling for these items would be random and does not appear
justified. Therefore, preparation of Phase 2 ESA based on the potential for occurrence
of discarded lead-acid batteries would not be warranted.

The Phase | ESA review of historic aerial photographs documented that the site was
used for agriculture from at least 1928 through 1968, but there are no records
documenting specific pesticide use at the Site. However, there are a number of
“persistent pesticides” of concern that were used during that era, which include
organochlorine pesticides, especially DDT and its metabolites, DDE and DDD.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

DTSC has developed shallow soil screening protocols that target testing of
organochlorine pesticides prior to agricultural land use conversion'. WHA reviewed the
DTSC shallow soil screening protocols that target testing of organochlorine pesticides
prior to agricultural land use conversion and prepared a soil sampling plan for the project
site (see the attached Appendix | — Soil Sampling Plan for Persistent Pesticides at 2120
Delaware Avenue, dated May 30, 2008).

As a result of the Weber, Hayes & Associates review, the Draft EIR text has been
revised to include an additional recommended condition of approval related to Impact
4.3-3. The recommended condition of approval requires performance of the tests for the
potential presence of organochlorine pesticides prior to grading and implementation of
all recommendations contained in the Soil Sampling Plan for Persistent Pesticides Soil
Sampling Plan for Persistent Pesticides at 2120 Delaware Avenue, prepared by WHA,
dated May 30, 2008 (see Appendix I).

3-3 Hazardous Materials - DTSC Assistance

Comment is noted regarding the Department’s role in overseeing investigation and
remediation activities through its Voluntary Cleanup Program. No further action is
required.

14 Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, August 26,
2002.
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T OF CALIFORNIA-—BUS ORTATION AND HOUSING AGEN ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER 0
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
50 HIGUERA STREET
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M AY 2 2008 Be energy efficient!

April 29, 2008 cITY PLANNING DEPT

SCr  1-19.69
SCH# 2007012097

Ms. Sandy Brown

City of Santa Cruz

Planning and Community Development
809 Center Street, Room 107

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Ms. Brown:

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
DELAWARE MIXED USE PROJECT

The California Department of Transportation (Department), District 5, Development Review, has
reviewed the above referenced project and has the following comments.

1. The Department continues to sipport local development that is consistent with State planning
priorities intended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and
promote public health and safety. We accomplish this by working with local jurisdictions to
achieve a shared vision of how the transportation system should and can accommodate
interregional and local travel and development.

2. Although we appreciate that a traffic study was completed, it has not been stamped by the
“Responsible Charge” California Licensed Civil Engineer who made the recommendations
contained within the study. The laws that govern the signing and sealing of civil, electrical,
and mechanical engineering documents are contained in Business and Professions Code
sections 6735, 6735.3, and 6735.4 and in Rule 411. These laws bear and permit the
following, “All documents (interim and final) must bear the name and license number of the
professional engineer in responsible charge.” Please insure that all future traffic studies that
are submitted for review are signed and sealed by the appropriate party.

3. Notwithstanding the above, it appears from Exhibit 12 that there is inadequate storage space
for northbound AM traffic volumes turning left from Mission Street to Swift Strect following
project build out. Inadequate storage in the turn pocket will have an adverse impact to
Mission Street and should be mitigated accordingly.
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Sandy Brown
April 29, 2008
Page 2

4. Although we appreciate that the project will be required to contribute to Highway 1/Highway
9 intersection improvements, it is our position that the proposed improvements will not bring
the intersection o an acceptable Level of Service (LOS).

5. The traffic study did not include impacts to Highway 1 or Highway 17 which both currently
operate at LOS F. Because the Department is responsible for the safety, operations, and
maintenance of the State transportation system, our LOS standards should be used to
determine the significance of the project’s impact. We endeavor to maintain a target LOS at
the transition between LOS C and LOS D on all State transportation facilities. In cases where
a State facility is already operating at an unacceptable LOS, any additional trips added should
be considered a significant cumulative traffic impact, and should be mitigated accordingly.

If you have any questions, or need further clarification on the items discussed above, please do
not hesitate to call me at (805) 549-3099 or e-mail jennifer.calate@dot.ca.gov.

(A

JENNIFER CALATE
Associate Transportation Planner
District 5 Development Review Coordinator

Sincerely,



SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 4
Department of Transportation
April 29, 2008

4-1 Coordination with Local Jurisdictions

Comment regarding Caltrans efforts to work in coordination with local jurisdictions is
noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.

4-2 Traffic and Transportation — Responsible Charge

Comment regarding the request that all future traffic studies bear the name and license
number of the professional engineers in responsible charge is noted and referred to City
staff and decision makers for further consideration.

4-3 Traffic and Transportation —Mission Street / Swift Street

The comment indicates that there is inadequate storage space for northbound AM traffic
volumes turning left form Mission Street to Swift Street under buildout of the proposed
project. Under project buildout and cumulative conditions, the Mission Street / Swift
Street intersection is projected to operate at an acceptable LOS of C and D,
respectively. The City's significance criteria for transportation for environmental
documents is limited to the level of service at the intersection. As the LOS for this
intersection remains at an acceptable level of service with the project development it is
not considered a significant impact. However, the City of Santa Cruz Traffic
Improvement Program identified this concern, recommended adding a second left turn
lane at the northbound Route 1 approach. The City’s traffic impact fee includes this
improvement. The project’s required payment of this development will provide the
project's fair share of this improvement.

4-4 Traffic and Transportation - Highway 1 / Highway 9

Comment regarding Caltrans position that the proposed improvements at the Highway
1/Highway 9 intersection will not bring the intersection to an acceptable level of service
is noted. The City’s consultant BKF and Hexagon have completed the Traffic
Operational Analysis for the Rte 1/9 intersection in coordination with Caltrans District 4
staff. The analysis in this document independently confirms the (LOS is C in the AM and
D in the PM) analysis in the Delaware EIR traffic.

4-5 Traffic and Transportation —-Impacts to Highway 1 and Highway 17

As described in the DEIR starting on page 5-29, the DEIR addressed impacts to
Highway 1 and Highway 17. The analysis concluded that the proposed project, as well
as other cumulative local and regional projects and visitor growth, will contribute to
cumulative congestion on these highway segments, which currently operate at LOS F.
There are long-term improvement plans for Highway 1, and no plans to widen Highway
17. The addition of daily project trips (360 on Highway 17 and 910 on Highway 1) are
well within the cumulative volumes forecast by Caltrans, which serve as the basis for
adopted route concepts for these highway segments. Thus, the project would not result
in a considerable cumulative contribution to cumulative highway traffic congestion.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA Armnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 24102-3298

April 23, 2008

~ Sandy Brown
City of Santa Cruz
809 Center Street, Room 107
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Notice of Compietion, DEIR
2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project
SCH# 2007012097

Dear Ms./Mr. Brown:

As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC or Commission) recommends that development projects proposed near rail
corridors be planned with the safety of these corridors in mind. New developments and
improvements to existing facilities may increase vehicular traffic volumes, not only on streets and
at intersections, but also at at-grade highway-rail crossings. In addition, projects may increase
pedestrian traffic at crossings, and elsewhere along rail corridor rights-of-way. Working with
CPUC staff early in project planning will help project proponents, agency staff, and other
reviewers to identify potential project impacts and appropriate mitigation measures, and thereby
improve the safety of motorists, pedestrians, railroad personnel, and railroad passengers.

The Commission requests that the CEQA documentation for the proposed project evaluate
potential project-related rail safety impacts. In addition to the potential impacts of the proposed
project itself, the CEQA document should consider cuinuiaiive rail safety-related impacts created
by other projects. In general, the major types of impacts to consider are collisions between trains
and vchicles, and between trains and pedestrians. As described in the DEIR, the project site is
bordered by the Union Pacific railroad line and right-of-way on the north. The proposed project
would increase vehicular and pedestrian traffic in the vicinity. However, the DEIR does not
consider potential rail safety impacts of the proposed project.

Measures to reduce adverse impacts to rail safety also should be considered in the CEQA
documentation, General categories of such measures include:

o Installation of grade separations at crossings, i.¢., physically separating roads and railroad track
by constructing overpasses or underpasses

¢ Improvements to warning devices at existing highway-rail crossings

» Installation of additional waming signage .
e Improvements to traffic signaling at intersections adjacent to crossings, e.g., traffic preemption

e Installation of median separation to prevent vehicles from driving around railroad crossing
gates




= Prohibition of parking within 100 feet of crossings to improve the v131b111ty of warmng devices
and approaching trains
» Installation of pedestrian-specific Warnmg devmes and channelization
¢ Construction of pull out lanes for buses and vehicles transporting hazardous materials
~ o Installation of vandal-resistant fencmg or walls to limit the access of pedestrians onto the
railroad right-of-way
~» Elimination of driveways near crossings
* Increased enforcement of traffic laws at crossings
* Rail safety awareness programs to educate the public about the hazards of highway-rail grade
crossings

Commission approval is required to modify an existing highway—rall crossing or to construct a new
crossing. If the project includes a proposed new crossing, the CPUC will be a responsible party
under CEQA and the impacts of the crossing must be discussed in its CEQA documentation.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.. If you have any questions in this rnatter
please call me at (415) 703-1306.

Very truly yours,

Obel oy S

Daniel Kevin
Regulatory Analyst
Consumer Protection and Safety Division

cec

Terrel A. Anderson ,
Manager, Industry and Public Projects -
Union Pacific Railroad

9451 Atkinson St.

Roseville, CA 95747




SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 5
Public Utilities Commission
April 23, 2008

5-1 Traffic and Transportation — Railroad Safety

An existing railroad crossing is located on Swift Street where it intersects the railroad.
Safety features includes a railroad crossing gate with warning lights and double-stripped
painted line on both sides of the tracks. Additionally, posted warning signs and painted
railroad crossing warning signs are installed for both north and southbound vehicular
traffic on Swift Street. An existing sidewalk is located on both sides of the streets. An
average of three trains per week travel on this line per week. No incidents of traffic
collisions with trains have ever been reported by the City at this railroad crossing.

Furthermore, the proposed project is an infill project located in an already urbanized
area within the City of Santa Cruz. While the project would contribute additional new
vehicular trips along Swift Street, the DEIR concluded that there would be no significant
impacts to traffic along this segment of Swift Street.

Given the fact that safety notification features and improvements exist, the low frequency
of train trips, the uncertain future use of the railroad, and the absence of any past
incidents to indicate a potential for risk, additional safety improvements to the railroad
crossing is not considered necessary.

5-2 Traffic and Transportation — CPUC Jurisdiction

Comment regarding CPUC’s jurisdiction over railroad crossings is noted and referred to
City staff and decision makers for further consideration.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
e — Response to Comments

Local Agencies
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April 14, 2008

Ms. Sandy Brown
City of Santa Cruz
Planning and Community PITY BT At
Development Dept. N
809 Center Street, Room 107

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

2E: MCH# 20080311 — Notice of Completion for the Draft Environmental Impact
Report for 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project

- Dear Ms. Brown:

AMBAG’s Regional Clearinghouse circulated 2 summary of notice of your environmental
document to our member agencies and interested parties for review and comment.

The AMBAG Board of Directors considered the project on April 12, 2008 and has no comments

at this time.

T haml <rmir far momrmlos wxritls tlan £ amrinaglmios mennnos
Thank you for COMPIying witl il ulﬁaiuiguuuSﬁ Procoss.

Sincerely, }i

o
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Nicolas Papadakis S

Executive Director

SERYING OUR REGIONAL COMMUNITY SINCE 1265
445 RESERVATION ROAD, SUITE G+ F 0. BOX 802 + MARINA, CA 93832-0809

(831) 8B83-3750 + FAX (531) 663-3755 4 www.ambag.org



2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
Response to Comments

SANTA CRUZ

Response to Comment Letter # 6
Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments

April 14, 2008

6-1 Board of Directors Consideration
Comment is noted. No further action is required.
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Minutes

T
ﬁ‘\ Planning Commission
A%y Regular Meeting
ciivy ééUZ 7:00 p.m. ~ Thursday - April 3, 2008
e City Council Chambers, 809 Center Street

Call to Order — 7:00 PM

Roll Call — Bill Schultz, Chair; Scott Daly; David Foster; Larty Kasparowitz;
Rod Quartararo; Mari Tustin; Judy Wamer

Present — Bill Schultz, Chair; Scott Daly; David Foster (7:01); Larry Kasparowiiz;
Rod Quartararo; Mari Tustin; Judy Warmner

Absent — None

Staff — Acting Director Alex Khoury; Principal Planner Eric Marlatt; Contract
Planner Sandy Brown; Environmental Consultant Stephanie Strelow;
Administrative Assistant Maggie Schwarb; Court Reporter Heather;
Recorder Tom Graves

Statements of Disqualification — None

Oral Communications — None
No action shall be taken on these items.
The Chair may announce and set time limits at the beginning of each agenda item.

Announcements —

Approval of Minutes —  March 20, 2008

ACTION: Commissioner Quartararo moved and Commissioner Foster seconded the
Planning Commission APPROVE the Minutes of March 20, 2008 on a vote of
5/0/2, Commissioners Daly and Warner abstaining.

Public Hearings —

ACTION: Commissioner Warner moved and Commissioner Tustin seconded that the
Planning Commission hear Item #2 first, and then Item #1 on a unanimous
vote of 7/0.

P:\_Public\PACKETS\2008\CPC\04-03-081040308 Minutes.doc



Planning Commission Meeting of April 3, 2008, 7:00 p.m. Page 2

2.

1024 Soquel Ave. 07-184 APN 010-072-78
Subdivision, Administrative Use Permit and Design Permit to construct four residential
and three commercial condominium units in a three-story building in the C-C zone
district. (Environmental Determination: Categorical Exemption) (J. Swift & D. Hamilton,
owners/filed: 11/2/07) MF
RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission recommend to the City
Council acknowledgement of the environmental determination and approval of the
Tentative Map, Administrative Use Permit and Design Permit based on the Findings
contained in the attached draft resolution and the Conditions of Approval (Exhibit
A}

ACTION: Commissioner Warner moved and Commissioner Kasparowitz seconded the

Planning Commission CONTINUE Item #2, 1024 Soquel Ave., to a date
certain of May 1, 2008 on a unanimous vote of 7/0.

2120 Delaware Ave. 05-285 APNs: 003-121-01; 003-081-01;
003-032-01

Environmental Impact Report, Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for a 45-lot
subdivision (plus 11 common arca lots) to accommodate a mixed-use industrial-
residential project, and Planned Development, Design, Coastal, Special Use, and
Watercourse Development Permits, a Development Agreement, and a Sign Program with
the maximum build-out of 535,553 square feet of development (with up to 143
industrial/commercial condominiums and up to 248 residential condominiums) in the
1G/PERS/CZO/SPO zone district. (Redtree Properties, owner/filed: 12/19/05) SB
RECOMMENDATION: That the Planning Commission take oral comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report.

Chairperson Schultz said the City is preparing the EIR for this project, and that the CEQA
process is ongoing. The Draft EIR has been completed to date, and part of that process is the
opportunity for the public to comment on it before the Planning Commission. He said the
Commission would prefer comments in writing, but oral comments are welcome as well. He
explained that the purpose of this hearing tonight is to consider the Draft EIR and the process
itself, and not the project.

Acting Director Khoury introduced Principal Planner Marlatt.

Principal Planner Marlatt said the purpose of this meeting was to familiarize commissioners with
the project, and to give the public an opportunity to comment on the EIR process itself. He said
this public comment is optional per the requirements of CEQA (The California Environmental
Quality Act), but the department felt it was appropriate. Marlatt said the applicant, Craig French,
was here to answer questions as well as the environmental consultant, Bill Wiseman.

Contract Planner Sandy Brown made the staff presentation.

Consultant Stephanie Strelow spoke to the application, and the EIR process.

The Public Hearing was opened.

P\ Public\PACKETS\2008\CPC\04-03-08\040308 Minutes.doc
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Fred Geiger

Reed Searle

The Public Hearing was closed.

Commissioners Kasparowitz and Quartararo suggested that a table be composed of the different
alternatives to the project, so Commissioners and the public could see the different scenarios at a
glance,

Commissioner Kasparowitz wants to see more information on the impacts per each phase. He
also said the live/work lofts could become almost totally residential but then won’t produce any
commercial revenue, becoming a net drain. He suggested staff talk to Oakland and San Francisco
because they have experienced a similar sitvation.

Commissioner Quartararo suggested a table be included that makes comparisons of the
alternatives, and that a similar table be done for the different phases.

Commissioner Foster said that the DEIR, on page 4-72, is missing Bayview Elementary School.
He said the number of kids estimated to be added by this project should be included as a part of
the DEIR and, more specifically, the type of childcare necessitated by the project should be
included as well.

Commissioner Tustin inquired where kids would play in this project, and suggested a playground
for children. She said there seems to be no place for families in these plans.

Commissioners inquired about use of the rail corridor, and also the need to accommodate the 58
anticipated children.

ACTION: The Planning Commission heard comments from the public and took no
action.

General Business — None.

Information Items — None
No action shall be taken on these items.

Subcommittee/Advisory Body Oral Reports —

No action shall be taken on these items.

. Chairperson’s Report (B. Schultz)
. Planning Department Report (E. Marlatt)

Items Referred to Future Agendas — None

P\ PublicPACKETS\2008\CPC\04-03-081040308 Minutes.doc




Planning Commission Meeting of April 3, 2008, 7:00 p.m. Page 4

Adjournment — 8:48 PM

The next Planning Commission meeting will take place on April 17, 2008 in the City Council
Chambers.

Any writing related to an agenda item for the open session of this meeting distributed to the
Planning Commission less than 72 hours before this meeting is available for inspection at
the City Planning Depariment, 809 Center Street, Room 107 or on the City's website
www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us. These writings will also be available for review at the Planning
Commission meeting in the public review binder at the rear of the Council Chambers.

APPEALS - Any person who believes that a final action of this advisory body has been taken in error may
appeal that decision to the City Council. Appeals must be in writing, setting forth the nature of the action
and the basis upon which the action is considered to be in error, and addressed to the City Council in care of

the City Clerk.

Appeals must be received by the City Clerk within ten (10) calendar days following the date of the action
from which such appeal is being taken. An appeal must be accompanied by a five hundred dollar ($500)
filing fee, unless the item involves a Coastal Permit that is appealable to the Coastal Commission, in
which case there is no fee.
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Taken at 809 Center Street,

10693, State of California.

Thursday, April 3, 2008
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Council Chambers,

MCBRIDE & ASSOCIATES

340 Soquel Avenue » Suite 121 « Santa Cruz » CA » 93062-2328 - phone 831.426.3767 . fax 831.426.9585




i0
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

APPEARANCES:

BILI, SCHULTZ, ‘CHATR

SCOTT DALY, COMMISSIONER

DAVID FOSTER, COMMISSIONER
LARRY KASPAROWITZ, COMMISSIONER
ROD QUARTARARO, COMMISSIONER
MART TUSTIN, COMMISSIONER

JUDY WARNER, COMMISSIONER

ALEX KHOURY, ACTING DIRECTCR
ERIC MARLATT, PRINCIPAL PLANNER
STEPHANIE STRELOW, CONSULTANT
SANDY BROWN, CONTRACT PLANNER

TOM GRAVES

Members of the Public:

FRED GEIGER
REED CHERYL
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Santa Cruz, Califcrnia; April 2, 2008

7:00 p.om. - B:Z3 p.m.

g open for public comment. I want

-

This board
to encourage people to be brief, not to repeat
vourselves and also to sign in at your register either
before or after.you gpeak. So if you want to address
this board, please come forward.

MR. GRAVES: Do you want a time limit?

THE CHAiRi I really want to encourage the
public to say what they need to say. Normally we put a
three-minute time limit on here. 2And I don't really
want to do that tonight because I want it just to be
kind of an open hearing. If on the other hand, if
someone i1s wasting our time by repeating, I'm going to
reserve the right to cut you off. So hopefully everyone

will be succinct.

T apprs hat.

hank vyou. I appreciate

o
{T

.|
5]
—
9
i

ey
3

MR. G B
I'm used to three minutes, so four will sound like a2 1ot
to me,

Fred Geiger speaking for Santa Cruz for
Respongible Planning. Sorry about the allergy thing
here.

We wanted to get these comments on the record.

~ification. IT'm a little confused.

McBRIDE & ASSCOCIATES (831) 426-5767
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T heard that we needed to keep this to EIR only, but

then I also think I heard a comment that it was also
open for general comments.

THE CHAIR: Could gtaff ¢larify that.

MR. KHOURY: This_perio& ig just for comments
on EIR. The previous questiOns were just allowing for
the Planning Commission to ask guesticns.

THE WITNESS: I get it. Thank you. OKay. I
will stick specifically to EIR related comments.

I think the commissioners have already

mentioned these, but we want to get these on the record

 from our group. The three main areas of concern are

traffic impacts, parking and water as you've identified
already.

The traffic impacts are not fully mitigated
according to the EIR. There are 5,000 trips into_thié
area, thig plamned development in a residential
single-family area on three sides of the development.
There's also the guestions of cumuilative traffic
impacts. There's about 21,000 trips -~ that's a big
number of automobile trips -- when you include the
expanded Safeway, tourist point developments and the
expanded New Leaf. So how is that going to work? It's
already not mitigated just for this one project. And

wher you have the cumulative, it could be a nighthigre.

McBRIDE & ASSOCIATES (831) 426-5767
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Parking, I did a quick calculation here. The
staff report says it's @oséibly 575 spaces short. I
vou multiple that out at the rate of 200 sguare feet per
car, it comes to 115,000 sguare feet, which is equal
approximately to 25 standard 5,000 foot city lots. 25
standard city lots, that's like a couple of long klocks.
What are we going’to do with the cars? We can’'t just
fluff these numbers off and hépe it turne out alright.
This is the\largest development probably in the history
of the city of Santa Cruz. We have to take these
numbers seriousiy. 5,000 trips a day'and 575 cars.

I would encourage everyone on the Planning
Commission to go out to Delaware Avenue -- I live near
there -- on a business day in the afternocon an 1o$k at
Delaware Avenue. It's about 9C percent full of cars
right now from the neighboring businesses.

So if we are going te have 500 or so cars
overflowing from this project, they are going to be
going blocks in every direction into these residential
neighborhoods. I think that's completely unacceptable
and unnecessary.

The water issue has been mentioned. Once
again, where ig it going to come from? You can give
them the permit, but what kind of legal liability is

that going to get the city intoc? You have to be very

MCBRIDE & ASSOCIATES (831) 426-5767
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careful that there is no legal liability. If the city
igeues permits; is there a liability for the city to

supply'tha:.Water? What if it's not available? Thosé

Lare our main concerns.

I have to say that it appears that the EIR

suggests the alternative number three as a recommended

alternative. It does minimize many of the problems. I

think that's what we probably need to be looking at.

- Thank you for your time.

THE CHAIR: Thank you.

MR. CHERYL: Reed Cheryl. I hope I don't have
to pass an examination on everything that's been
happening here tonight. I want to talk only férﬁa
moment about --

THE CHATR: Can you identify yourself, please,
sir.

MR. CHERYL: I'm sorry. Reed Cheryl. I want
to talk about traffic. It's a conceptual gquestion.

The EIR talks only about intersection

improvements and it talks about TIF as a matter of

expediting that ox paying-fbr those intersection

improvements. That's not the issue or at least that's

not the entire issue. We have some 5,000 cars a day
added to this area. And what we are woxried about is

traffic moving down Swift Street, moving down West

MCBRIDE & ASSOCIATES (831) 426-5767
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Cliff, moving down adjacent neighﬁorhoods to'minimize
traffic. 2And there's nothing in the EIR directing our
attention toc how we are going to protect the
neighborhoods and how we are going to protact the
streets immediately adjoining the project. And I don't
know if the EIR can talk about that. We are going to
subﬁit written comments, but I think it's the gquality of
life in the community that we are concerned about. And
the project\is going to have a substantial affect on
that .-

I want to also mention that the cumulative
traffic, according to the EIR, 27,000 daily trips --
weli, that's alright, but the SCCRTC traffic report of
2005 gaid that there are now -- 2005 -- 28,578 trips per
day on Missicn Street alome. That's just not consistent
with what the EIR -- the draft EIR is saying. The only
reason I mention that is that suggests to me we ought to
get the numbers wight.

I await some possible,. you know, explanation
of what can happen to protect the neighborhoods and all
of the adjoining streets as a result of this project and
of the cumulative projects, which according.to th
numbers, about 14,000 new trips from projects already
appro#ed, including this one.

1

THE CHAIR: Thank you. There's got Lo ba

MCBRIDE & ASSOCIATES (831) 426-5767
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someone else who wants to speak?

MR, GREIGER: TI'll speak again if it helps.

THE CHAIR: Then we will c¢lose this public

and discussion.
v
/S

/77

hearing and we will return it to our board for review

McBRIDE & ASSOCIATES (831)

426-b767
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before me at the time and =
any witnesses in the foregoing proceedings, prior to
testifying, were placed under ocath; that a verbatim
récord_of the proceedings was made by me using machine
shorthand which was thereafter transcribed under my
direction; further, that the foregoing is an accurate
transcription thereof.

I further certify that T am neither
financially interested in the action nor a relative or
employee of any attorney of any of the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have this date

subscribed by name.

Dated:

QL CM“LQ/AQQ
HEATHER M. CORTAZIQ)
CSR NO. 10693




SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 7
City of Santa Cruz Panning Commission
April 3, 2008

71 Alternatives - Alternatives Summary

The Draft EIR Table 5-16: Impact Comparison of Alternatives Relative to the Proposed
Project (located on DEIR page 5-55) provides an overview of the proposed alternatives,
the proposed project, and the potential impacts associated with each.

7-2 Environmental Analysis - Impacts per Phase

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed project does not include phasing. Instead,
the project development would be developed based on market conditions, with the full
buildout anticipated to occur within 15 years. As indicated on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR,
the project is proposed to meet market demands, and a development schedule has not
been determined. However, the applicant provided examples to illustrate probable
development of the site over the first three years and the first seven years. Project
impacts were analyzed in view of the full buildout of the proposed project as that
approach provided a worst-case scenario. Where appropriate, impacts associated with
the potential development in the years 1-3 and 1-7, were included in the analysis as well
(please see impact section in Air Quality, Transportation and Traffic, and Public Service
and Utilities — Water Supply).

7-3 General Statement - Live/Work Balance

Comment regarding maintaining a live/work balance, which would not drain the City’s
resources is noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for further
consideration.

7-4 Alternatives - Alternatives Summary and Phasing

Please see Response to Comments 7-1 and 7-2.

7-5 Public Service and Utilities — Schools

While the Bay View Elementary School is located closer to the project site than the
Westlake Elementary School, the project site is not be served by this school (see Figure
4.6- 2: Santa Cruz City School District Attendance Boundaries).

The Draft EIR text and the table title has been changed to clarify that the schools listed
in Table 4.6-1: Santa Cruz City School District Nearby Schools, are those that will be
serving the project site. Please see Chapter 2: Revisions to the Draft EIR, to see the
revised Draft EIR text and Figure 4.6- 2: Santa Cruz City School District Attendance
Boundaries.

7-6 Public Service & Utilities — School Impacts

Project impacts to existing school enroliments are discussed on pages 4-87 and 4-88 of
the Draft EIR. As indicated approximately 42 school-aged students would be expected
from the project based on School District student generation rates and the type of
residential units being proposed.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

The type of childcare facilities that may be necessitated by the project is not an issue for
evaluation under CEQA. It should be noted that both small and large family daycare
facilities are included in the applicant’s list of proposed allowable uses for the project.

7-7 Playground

See Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

7-8 Transportation and Traffic — Use of Rail Corridor
Regarding the use of the rail corridor, please see Response to Comment 9-7.

7-9 Public Service & Utilities — Public Comments

Planning Commission opened hearing to public comments as follows.

7-10  Traffic and Transportation — Project Impacts and Neighborhood Impacts

Project traffic impacts would be fully mitigated as discussed on pages 4-63 to 4-67 in
the Draft EIR. Under cumulative conditions, improvements to Mission Street/King Street
and Mission/Chestnut intersections will help reduce delays, but the Draft indicates that
the intersection level of service (LOS) would not be improved to acceptable levels during
the PM peak hour.

Localized traffic impacts, particularly to nearby residential areas was found to be limited
to the intersection of Swift and Delaware, which would be improved at 50 percent
buildout with either a traffic signal or a roundabout. Because a significant majority of the
traffic is projected to travel to north on Swift Street to Mission Street, no significant
impacts to adjacent residential neighborhoods is anticipated.

7-11  Traffic and Transportation — Cumulative Impacts

As described in the DEIR starting on page 5-24, cumulative development and growth
would result in significant cumulative impacts at five intersections (Delaware/Swift,
Mission/Bay, Mission/King, Mission/Chestnut and Highway 1/Highway 9). The
Delaware/Swift intersection will be improved to an acceptable level with implementation
of mitigation measures included in this EIR. The project will be required to pay the City’s
Traffic Impact Fee, which will go toward funding identified improvements at the other four
intersections and will contribute the project’s share to cumulative mitigation at these
intersections. The Bay/Mission and Highway 1/Highway 9 intersections would be
improved to an acceptable level of service. However, while improvements to the Mission
Street/King Street and Mission/Chestnut intersections will help reduce delays,
intersection LOS would not be improved to acceptable levels during the PM peak hour.

7-12  Traffic and Transportation — Parking Deficiency

See Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.
7-13  Water Supply - City Liability

Please see Master Response WS-1.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

7-14  Alternatives — Support for Alternative 3

Comment regarding support for Alternative 3 is noted and referred to City staff and
decision makers for further consideration.

7-15  Traffic and Transportation — Neighborhood Traffic Impacts

Delaware and Swift streets are collector streets that accommodate both commercial and
residential traffic. The traffic impact analysis concluded that with the proposed mitigation
to install a traffic signal or roundabout at the Delaware Avenue/Swift Street intersection,
these additional trips would not result in a significant impact to this roadway segment.

Existing conditions at the intersection of Delaware Avenue and Swift Street consist of
305 AM peak hour and 260 PM peak hour trips on Delaware Avenue. The proposed
project will add 175 AM peak hour and 200 PM peak hour trips to Delaware Avenue east
of Swift Street, which would increase the overall number of trips by 57 percent during the
AM peak hour and 76 percent during the PM peak hour. The proposed project would
result in 568 AM peak hour trips and 266 PM peak hour trips west of Swift Street on
Delaware Avenue. The existing level of service of Delaware Avenue is LOS A. Although
the proposed project will add a substantial number of trips to the street, the level of
service would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS A, which is considered an
acceptable level of service. Furthermore, the traffic analysis concluded that there would
be limited traffic (less than one percent of existing traffic) traveling south on Swift Street
toward West Cliff Drive. These additional trips were considerable minimal and would not
cause a significant impact to Swift Street and West CIiff Drive.

7-16  Traffic and Transportation —Cumulative Impacts vs. SCCRTC Calculations

The cumulative traffic analysis for the proposed project assumed 27,000 daily trips
based on 2007 data as provided by the City of Santa Cruz based on the Cumulative
Projects list as identified in Table 5-1. The referenced SCCRTC traffic report, prepared
in 2005, estimated 28,578 trips. This moderate difference is due in part to the fact that
the data is two years older and the fact that recent traffic counts have indicated a
general decrease in traffic volumes throughout the region. As such, this variation in daily
trips is not considered significant.

7-17  Traffic and Transportation — Cumulative Impacts

See Response to Comments 7-11 and 7-15, above.
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MONTEREY BAY

- Unifled Alr Pollutian Cortral District ARY E
w £orving Momersy, San Benilo, end Sape Crus countlos Deuglas Gustin_

24580 Sliver Gloud Court « Manfersy, California 93940 + 831/647-5411 « FAX 831/647-8501

ggg‘g: April 30, 2008
MEABERS
Fab Wonzos Ms. Sandy Brown, Praject Planner Sent By Facsimile to:
San gento City of Santa Cruz {831) 588-8204,
vt cr Planning & Community Dsvelopment Dept, Original Sant by First Class Mail,
& c
Smen Sales 809 Center Street, Room 206
Santa Cruz, CA 95050
Lou Caleagng
Medlersy Gounty SUBJECT: DEIR FOR 2120 DELAWARE MIXED-USE PROJECT
Tony Compos
Senta Gruz - e :
Cauriy Dear Ms. Brown:
Derlp Donohug
City of Safinas B .. A . - . s
Dous Erorson The Air District submits the following comments for your consideration:

$an Beniia

Caunty Ciffes . « L)
Industrial / Commercial Uses and Sensitive Regeptors

:%E}EE\ The Air District notes that the Draft EIR specified that operations might be proposed for the

Peninaula Cibes project that would be incompatible with sensitive receptors located in the residential areas of

2 PHle. the project. The Air District would be glad to assist the City and Project Applicant in

County determining which operations and materials might pose a health risk. Lance Bricksen,

Famando Masnager of the Alr District’s Engineering Division, should be contacted regarding these

Mesterny Souny issues.

Ceunly Cilss Grading of the Projcct Site (Twenty Acres)

Gotegs Wty - Inasmuch as the Draft EIR specifies that the Project Applicant intends to grade the prcjt_ect sife

Camnty Ches at one time, please consider the following mitigation measures to reduce impacts of fugitive
dust;

+ Limit grading to 8.1 acres per day, and grading and excavation to 2.2 acres per day.

s Water graded / excavated areas at least twics daily. Frequency should be based on the type
of operations, soil and wind exposure.

+Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph)

* Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive constriction areas (disturbed lands within
construction projects that are unused for at Jeast four consecutive days)

+ Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill
operations, and hydro-seed area.

»Haul traeks shall maintain at Ieast 20" of freeboard.

+Cover all trucks havling dirt, sand, or loose materials.




™

+Plant tree windbreaks on the windward perimeter of construction projects if adjacent
to open land.

+Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.

+Cover inactive storage piles.

+[nstall wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks.
+Pave all roads at construction sites.

Air Quality Impact 4.1-1a

As noted above, the impacts of fugitive dust should be mitigated by requiring all trucks
that haul dirt, sand or loose materials be covered. Given the coastal location of the
proposed project, the coastal winds that often exceed 15 mph, and proximity of the
project to people and traffic, this mitigation measure addresses health impacts and
public safety. For the same reason, stockpiles should be covered and not simply
watered.

The publicly posted sign should include the name of the District and its phone number,
(831) 647-9411.

Air Quality Impact 4.1-1b Regarding Emissions of Diesel Exhaust and Acrolein
Heavy-duty equipment may not be able to use (due to equipment model and year, and
without replacing hoses and seals) or readily locate B99 diesel fuel (due to available
supply), so the Project Applicant should contact the Air District to evaluate the impacts
of the equipment to be used on the project; and then apply feasible mitigation that
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. In addition, the City should
require that the Air District verify that emissions would be mitigated to a less than
significant level (through mitigation measures, including scheduling or equipment
requirements) prior to issuance of a Notice to Proceed.

Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 Regarding Health Risk Assessments and Toxic Air
The Air District appreciates the thoroughness of this measure.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

-~

Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division

cc: Lance Ericksen, Engineering Division

Rl



SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 8
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
April 30, 2008

8-1 Air Quality - Sensitive Receptors and Health Risk Assessment

Comment is noted. Mitigation measure 4.1-2 would require that a health risk
assessment is prepared for future businesses that proposed land uses which may pose
a potential health risk to nearby sensitive receptors. The mitigation measure has been
modified slightly to clarify that the project applicant shall consult with and submit the
analysis protocol to the MBUAPCD for approval prior to undertaking the health risk
assessment.

8-2 Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a

Comment is noted. Mitigation measure 4.1-1a would require that the project applicant
implement dust control measures as part of construction activities at the project site.
According to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, construction
projects, which emit more than 82 Ibs/day of PM,o, would result in a significant short-
term construction impact. Based on this threshold if a project would result in more than
8.1 acres per day of minimal earthmoving and 2.2 acres per day of earthmoving (grading
and excavation), then the proposed project would exceed the MBUAPCD thresholds.
Some of the dust control measures noted by the MBUAPCD are included in mitigation
measure 4.1-1a and others are modified slightly herein. The first paragraph on page 4-
20 of the Draft EIR has been modified; see Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR.

8-3 Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a

Comment is noted. Mitigation Measure 4.1-1a has been modified to require that the
project applicant cover all exposed stockpiles due to the proximity of the ocean. This
mitigation measure also requires that the phone number of the MBUAPCD is posted in a
location that is visible to the public.

8-4 Air Quality - Impact 4.1-1b, Diesel Exhaust and Acrolein

Comment is noted regarding availability of B99 diesel fuel and availability of equipment
year 2003 or earlier. The intent of mitigation measure 4.4-1b is to reduce particulates by
proposing a diesel blend that meets or exceeds the standards outlined by CARB and the
MBUAPCD. In the United States, biodiesel is the only alternative fuel to have
successfully completed the Health Effects Testing requirements (Tier | and Tier 1l) of the
Clean Air Act (1990). Biodiesel can reduce the direct tailpipe-emission of particulates,
small particles of solid combustion products, on vehicles with particulate filters by as
much as 20 percent compared with low-sulfur (< 50 ppm) diesel. Particulate emissions
as the result of production are reduced by around 50 percent compared with fossil-
sourced diesel. Biodiesel has a higher cetane rating than petrodiesel, which can improve
performance and clean up emissions compared to crude petro-diesel (with cetane lower
than 40). Biodiesel contains fewer aromatic hydrocarbons: benzofluoranthene: 56%
reduction; Benzopyrenes: 71% reduction.

Mitigation measure 4.4-1b has been modified to require that either the project applicant
use a biodiesel fuel or similar fuel that exceeds the standards outlined by CARB and the
MBUAPCD to minimize emissions of diesel exhaust or utilize construction equipment in
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
e — Response to Comments

compliance with the CARB Off-Road Diesel Engine Standards for all onsite heavy-duty
equipment during construction activities. Implementation of one of these options would

reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. See also Comments 10-13 and
10-14.

8-5 Air Quality - Consultation with Air District

Comment regarding applicant consultation with the MBUAPCD to verify construction
equipment is noted, but would not be a requirement with mitigation or under existing
MBUAPCD regulations. As indicated in the DEIR and Response to Comment 8-4 above,
potential impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation
of mitigation, although the applicant is encouraged to consult with MBUAPCD staff
should any clarification be required.

8-6 Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-2
Comment is noted regarding the thoroughness of Mitigation Measure 4.1-2.
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
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Sandy Brown April 24, 2008
City Zf Santa Cruz GITY PLANNING DEPT pril 24
Planning and Community Development Department

809 Center St, Room 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the 2120 Delaware Mixed Use
Project

Dear Ms, Brown,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project in the City of Santa Cruz. The Santa Cruz County
Regional Transportation Commission (RTC) serves as the Regional Transportation Planning
Agency for Santa Cruz County. The proposed project supports several of the Santa Cruz
County 2005 Regional Transportation Plan’s (RTP) Goals and Policies including, but not
limited to, supporting mixed-use development (RTP goal 3.2) and providing communitics

with a range of transportation options (R7P goal 3.3). The RTC has reviewed thc document
and offers the following comments:

1. The proposed proj ect will increase traffic on nearby and regional roadway facilities. The
DEIR identifies significant project impacts to Delaware/Swift, Highway 1/Bay Street and
Highway 1/ Highway 9 intersections. RTC staff supports the mitigations to improve the
Level of Service (LOS) at these intersections. The proposed project will also decrease
LOS at the Mission Street/Almar Avenue intersection from LOS B to LOS C. RTC staff
recommends the proposed project sponsor pay their fair share towards improvements
required to maintain the existing LOS at the Mission Street/Almar Avenue intersection.
Notably, all intersection improvements should address the needs of non-motorized
travelers as well as motorized travelers (RTP goal 2.1).

2. The DEIR identifies significant and unavoidable cumulative tratfic impacts to two
intersections studied - Mission/King and Mission/Chestnut, RTC staff recommends that
the City of Santa Cruz pursue opportunities to manage the demand for Single Occupancy
Vehicles (SOV)-on the Mission Street corridor. Improving transit service with strategies
including, but not limited to, implementing elements of bus rapid transit and working with
businesses located along or near the Mission Street corridor to implement transportation

- demand strategies that could reduce the projected cumulative impacts on this corridor.

s A E N o RS P R SR e e P 0 e, BT
MEMBER AGENCIES. Cilies. of Capitola, Santa Cruz, Scotts Valley and Watsonville, County of Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, Caltrans
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The DEIR identifies significant project impacts to parking at the proposed project site.
RTC staff supports the proposed mitigations to monitor and reduce demand for parking at
the proposed project site.

The DEIR identifics less than significant impacts 1o Highways | and 17, although 43% of

projected rips are expected to utilize the facilities and up o 50% of tups to and from the
proposed project site are expected to utiize Mission Street. These highways, including
Mission Street, currently operate below the acceptable LOS according io the
Transportation Concept Reporf for State Route 1 (Calrans, April 2006) and for State
Route 17 (Caltrans, January 2006}, The RTC supports the proposed mitigations to rzduce
the proposed project’s i{"lp"‘lct on these facilitics, including the mcammend\,c i condition of

‘appt{;‘v‘as which would dedicate an easement to the RTC to allow b _yCu, atid peun,:yﬁ“l
access from the pr‘Oqu site to the Rail ROW. This mitigation 18 cunsmcn‘ with the R’
p olicy to maintain public access between residential and commercial areas and ail

transportation facilities, including potential future facilities, to maximize present and
future opportunities for residents to utilize all modes for transportation and/or recreational
purposes (RTP policies 2.5.3 and 3.4.5). In addition, the mitigation proposcd to address
parking impacts, which supports the implementation of Transportation Demand
Management measures, could be expanded to promote carpooling opportunitics and
potentially provide some mitigation to the proposed project’s impact on regional highway
tacilities. RTC staff recommends that the proposed project sponsor worl with the
Commute Solutions program to provide tenants with information about carpool

opportumnities.

an
rC

RTC staﬁ supports the proposed project’s inclusion of sound proofing for the buildings
closest to the Rail Line ROW in this project, especially if the building closest to the Rail
Line ROW are determined to be for residential use (R7F policy 3.4.5).

The proposed project includes four access driveways. Consistent with the R7P policy
3.4.6, RTC staff recommends that the project site be configured to minimize the number
of access points from the project site onto Delaware Avenue
RTC staif Rupports thie hike p{h ing facilities included in the p‘ft‘-pﬁqﬁé E}E'G'_j.tf"ﬁ The
inchusion of bike parking facilities is consistent with RTF policy 3.4.4. Bike parking
facilities should be Iocated reasonably close fo the building entrances. If there are multiple
building enfrances, then bike p arking spaces should be spread-out to serve various
entrances. Bike racks should aiso be designed with two contact points for bikes. For
uamp%e the inverted U-racks are designed to provide two confact points.

RTC applauds the project sponser for their inclusion of the Transit Plaza in the proposed
project. The inclusion of transit facilitics in new developments supports Z7F policies 3.4
and 3.2.3. RTC staff recommends that a cross-walk be included to connect the proposed
project location to the iransit stop on the south side of Delaware Avenue.

The project dest rpperfs pedestiian access within the proposed project and to nearby
facilitics, mdu’%s ng the Rail ROW. RTC staff supports maintaining public access between

g A,

=




residential and commercial areas and the rail line corridor to maximize future
opportunities for residents to utilize the rail line for transportation and/or recreational
purposes. The proposed pedestrian facilities support the R7'P goals and policies 3.3.1 and

5.4.15.

10. RTC staff complements the City of Santa Cruz on their efforts to pursue a greater job/
housing balance within their furisdiction. The dcvelopmcnt of multi-use facilities 1s one

strategy for reduc ng the vehicle miles traveled t\rﬂlu‘i' ¥ SUnCTa ited !‘;" Sgparaic

commetcial and residential developments. (The DEIR uses a trip ge:nprmon reduction for
the live work units of 30 percent.) RTC staft requests that the City of Santa Cruz work
wilh the pmjwt ﬁponsor 10 ensure that mc housing epportunities inchaded in me pr opasca

P

in ciose B \.)xuuu_} o thc

wchieves the maxamum reduction

Ao ralemyont will hn Snnmaialio o 1 1 rang wrarl
ALy uxupmuiﬂ will bo uu&u(«xcu;)f GCCTSIoIC 10 O GIGYeos wGﬂxh 5

propuscd project area. This will ensure that the projec
in vehicle miles traveled {RT7 goal and pelicy 3.4 and 3.4.7,

11. The DEIR states that the Montercy Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail (MBSST) is expected to
be Jocated to the south of the proposed project. Planning for the MBSST is expected to be
initizted in 2008, At this time the trail alignment in the area near the proposed project is
unknown.

12. RTC staff supports Aliernative 1: Reduced Density with Modified Site Plan, as described
on page 5-35, and evaluated in the DEIR. Alternative | achieves the RTP goals which
support mixed-use and transit-oriented development. Although this alternative is expected
to generate the greatest total number of trips as a resulf of its lugh density, the proposed
project’s mixed-use development design can reduce the total vehicle miles traveled
typically associated with commercial and housing developments; particularly when
accompanied with facilities that support transportation alternatives

13, Please correct the acronym for the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commussion to “SCCRTC™ on the last paragraph of page 4-60 of the DEIR.

14, Please clarify what mitigation measures 4.3-2¢ listed on page 4-70 vefers to.

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions about these comments,
please contact Grace Blakeslee of my staffat (§831) 460-3219.

SinCEzrely, -

n’ —*-w“r» A ; bt

e /)s'wfi‘; f < \’Z;ha._% E;”"}s}_ -
ucﬂlge Dondero
Execative Direcior

CC:  SCCRTC
Commissioner Reilly
Commissioner Coonerty




SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 9
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
April 24, 2008

9-1 General Statement - RTP Goals

Comment is noted that the proposed project supports several of Regional Transportation
Plan goals and policies.

9-2 Traffic and Transportation — Mitigation Support

Comment is noted. The commenter supports mitigation measures 4.5-1a (Delaware
Avenue/Swift Street) and mitigation measure 4.5-2a (Highway 1/Highway 9).
Commenter notes that the Draft EIR identifies a significant impact to the Highway 1
(Mission Street)/Bay Street intersection. For clarification, the proposed project would not
result in a significant impact to the Highway 1 (Mission Street)/Bay Street intersection
under project conditions as the level of service would be LOS D under existing
conditions and existing plus project (buildout), which is within the City’s thresholds.
Therefore no project-level mitigation is included in the Draft EIR for this intersection.
However, under cumulative conditions the level of service at the Highway 1/Bay Street
intersection would decrease from LOS D to LOS F during both the AM and PM peak
hour. Improvements to this intersection are included in the City’s Traffic Impact Fee
(TIF) program. The proposed project would be required to pay the City’s TIF fee, which
will go toward funding improvements to this intersection. With implementation of the
improvements identified in the TIF, the intersection would operate at an acceptable level
of service.

9-3 Traffic and Transportation — Mission Street/Almar Avenue

The Mission Street/Almar Avenue intersection currently operates at LOS B, which is an
acceptable level of service. Construction of the proposed project would decrease the
LOS from B to C, which is still within the City’s acceptable level of service standards. As
such, no improvements have been proposed as part of the proposed project and no
improvements are identified in the City’s TIF program.

9-4 Traffic and Transportation — Non-Motorized Travel

Where mitigation measures have been proposed or where planned improvements are
identified in the City’s TIF program, the project applicant and/or the City will address the
needs of alternative transportation (i.e. bike lanes, sidewalks, crosswalks, etc.)
consistent with existing City standards and accepted traffic engineering design
requirements.

9-5 Traffic and Transportation — Mission/King and Mission/Chestnut

Comment recommending that the City of Santa Cruz pursue opportunities to manage the
demand for Single Occupancy Vehicles and transit services along Mission Street is
noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.

9-6 Traffic and Transportation — Parking MM Support

Comment is noted regarding the SCCRTC’s support for the proposed project’s mitigation
measures 4.5-5a and 4.5-5b.

June 2008 Page 1-49
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

9-7 Traffic and Transportation —Pedestrian/Bike Access to the Railway Right-of-Way

Comment is noted regarding the SCCRTC'’s support for the recommended condition of
approval that the project applicant to include an offer to dedicate an easement to the
SCCRTC allowing bicycle/pedestrian access from the project site to the railway right-of-
way.

See also Response to Comment 1-9.

9-8 Traffic and Transportation — Transportation Demand Management

Carpooling is a component of the City’s Trip Reduction Program ordinance (see Chapter
10.46 of the Municipal Code). Comment recommending that the project applicant work
with the SCCRTC as part of their Commute Solutions program to provide tenants with
information about carpool opportunities is noted and is one of the many options the
applicant may pursue in complying with Mitigation Measure 4.5-5b.

Per Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a, the project applicant shall be required to pay the City
Traffic Impact Fee to provide the project’s contribution to the planned Highway
1/Highway 9 improvement. Because the addition of project-generated trips to Highway 1
east of Morrissey Boulevard and to Highway 17 represents one percent or less of
existing traffic, project-generated trips were not considered substantial in relation to
existing traffic volumes and no mitigation measures were recommended.

99 General Statement - Building Insulation Support

Comment is noted SCCRTC'’s support for the proposed project’s inclusion of
soundproofing buildings closest to the railroad.

9-10  Traffic and Transportation — Access Driveways

As noted on page 3-11 of the Draft EIR, two of the entrances are intended to provide
secondary access as service drives. The main road would provide the primary access as
a looped road. Because the project is planned to be constructed in stages over time and
given the circulation and parking constraints associated with the proposed project,
limiting the number of driveways to less than four was not considered feasible nor
consistent with the applicant’s project objectives. Furthermore, limiting the number of
driveways on Delaware would require significant improvements along Delaware and a
major redesign of the project. Given the fact that no significant impacts along Delaware
fronting the project site were identified, no mitigation measures were recommended.

9-11  Traffic and Transportation — Bike Racks
Comment regarding SCCRTC's support of bike rack for the proposed project is noted
and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.

9-12  Traffic and Transportation — Cross-walk to Transit Stop on Delaware

Comment regarding SCCRTC'’s recommendation to construct a crosswalk from the
Transit Plaza across Delaware to the transit stop on the south side of the street is noted
and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
e — Response to Comments

9-13  Traffic and Transportation — Trails and Access

Comment is noted regarding the SCCRTC’s support for the proposed project’s
pedestrian access design.

9-14  General Statement - Live/Work Balance

Comment regarding assuring financial accessibility of housing on the project site to
people employed in proposed project’s vicinity is noted and referred to City staff and
decision makers for further consideration.

9-15  Traffic and Transportation — Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail

Comment noted. The text of the FEIR has been corrected to remove reference to the
alignment of the Monterey Bay Sanctuary Scenic Trail relative to the project site.
9-16  Alternatives — Alternative 1 Support

Comment regarding SCCRTC'’s support for Alternative 1 (which achieves RTP goals to
support mixed-use and transit-oriented development) is noted and referred to City staff
and decision makers for further consideration.

9-17  Traffic and Transportation — Correction

The EIR text has been revised to provide the correct acronym for the SCCRTC.

9-18  Traffic and Transportation — Correction

The EIR text has been revised to remove the mention of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2c,
which was erroneously included in the Draft EIR. See Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft
EIR.
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Private Interests
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. April 30, 2008

" Via Electronic Mail and U.8 Mail

Department of Planning and Comuiunify Development
City of Santa Cruz
809 Center Street, Room 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Attention: Sandy Brown, Contract Planner

Re: 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project; Comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Report Prepared for the City of Santa Cruz, California

Ladies and Gentlemen:

This finm represents Redtree Properties, LP (*‘Redtree”), in connection with the

2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project (the “Project”). The Project is comprised of Planned
Dévelopment, Coastal, Design Special Use, and Watercourse Development Permits, a
Development Agreement, Tentative Subdivision Map, and Sign Program, on approximately
20 acres at 2120 Delaware Street (the “Site”) for mixed uses comprised of industrial and
residential with a potential maximum build-out of 535, 553 square feet.

Redtree and its consultants have ieviewed the March 2008 Draft Envirenmental Impact
Report (“DEIR”) prepared by RBF Consulting for the Project pursuant to the California
Environmenta! Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code § 21000, et seq.j and the CEQA Guidelines (14

Cal. Code Regs. § 15000, ef seq.; the California Environmental Quality Act and CEQA

SotEl S0 OGAR FRANMOILCO. CA At
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April 30, 2008
Page 2

Guidelines are hereinafter collectively referred to as “CEQA™)." Based on that review, we

conclude that the DEIR is legaily sufficient under CEQA. Nevertheless, we submit the

following comments resulting from that review in order to clarify certain aspects of the

contents of the DEIR. Our comments are presented in the order in which they arise in the
BEIR.
CHAPTER 2: Summary of Environmental Tmpacts

Page 2-1, DEIR § 2.1: The DEIR correctly describes the Project as consisting of “a Vesting

Tentative Subdivision Map. . . Planned Development, Design, Coastal and Watercourse
Development Permits, a Development Agreement, and a Sign Program.” The Project also
requires a Special Uée Permit for development of multifamily units pursuant to Municipal
Code § 24.10.1510(2), Cooperative Parking Facilities allowable under Municipal Code

§ 24.12.290.4, and for Shared Parking in accordance with Municipal Code § 24.12.290.5.
Accordingly, please add fhese Special Use Permits to the list of required permits identified in

the FEIR.
Page 2-7. DEIR § 2.4.2: As drafted, Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b proposes a mechanism fo

assure that necessary and appropriate maintenance would occur but which would be
cumbersome to monitor and enforce in practice. This Mitigation Measure would dispetse
responsibility by requiring each property owner (o sign a statement agreeing to be bound by

water quality unit maintenance requirements through the Project Covenants, Conditions and

* We understand that the end of the period for the submission of wriiten commenis o1 the DEIR is April 30,
2008, public hearings for the Project will occur in June and July, 2008, and the Final Environmental Impact

e L AroTvraee Wy 11 T LR FOR SN AU (RO SR [0 o SR ¥ a P oY
Report (FEIR™) will b published and considered ior certification thereafier,
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Brow

Restrictions (“CC&Rs”). We request that the City consider the variation set forth below for

inclusion in the FEIR™:

To ensure regular inspection and maintenance, the project’s
CC&Rs shall provide disclosures regarding the water quality
measures that are required for the project and reguire that the
Owner’s Association inspect and maintain the water quality

wmits in accordance with the requize that property oWhners agree

i =y +

1y £ OV
2 C -

aceordingto-m ers
ensure that the system is operating according to City BMP

standards and requirements.

Tor the same reasons of practicality in enforcement and for consistency, we request that the

same revision be made in the FEIR to the text of Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b as set forth in

Chapter 4 (see, DEIR p. 4-53).

Page 2-9. DEIR § 2.4.2: The DEIR’s discussion of rhitigation measures following the

identification of Tmpact 4.5-5 refers to “Mitigation Measure 4.5-2¢” as something that “could

further help reduce parking demand.” However, the DEIR does not include 2 Mitigation

Measure 4.5-2¢. Accordingly, this reference here and at page 4-70, DEIR § 4.5.3, should be

comected as appropriate in the FEIR.
CHAPTER 3: Project Description

Page 3-9, DEIR § 3.3.3: The DEIR’s discussion of a Property Owrers’ Association states, “a

‘Sub-Association’ consisting of condominium owners would be created to manage the

* Whenever in this Jetter we are proposing changes to a Mitigation Measure, underlining indicates proposed

§inmm noad adreilroont E i i
anguage and strikecy indicates language recommended for delefion.




Ms. Sandy Brown

April 30, 2008
Page 4

common interests of the buildings on that lot.” To more accurately reflect the Project

proposal, we recommend that the following revision be included in the FEIR:

4 2 : kil
Sub-Assocciation

o addition, for each lot in the subdivision, a
or Cost Center consisting of condominjum owners and/or
building owners within that Jot will be established in the project
Jegal documents to provide for the operation and management
of the would be-ereated to-manage-the common facilities

suterests of the buildings on that lot.

Page 3-13, DEIR § 3.3.5: The DEIR’s description of lighting as an onsite improvement

recognizes that the Project Design Guidelines include a “preliminary i ghting plan” but posits

that, “A lighting plan would be required for issuance of a Design Permit.” For congistency

with the DEIR discussion, please clarify the requirement in the FEIR as follows: “A final

lighting plan would be required for issuance of a Design Permit.” We also note that the

Project Design Guidelines will be revised to require downlighting with shielding as assumed

by the DEIR discussion. Please also refer to the discussion below with respect to DEIR pages

3.15 and 3-17, DEIR § 3.3.7, with respect to the design review process under Development

Agreement Section 3.4.2.
Pages 3-15 and 3-17, DEIR § 3.3.7: The DEIR’s discussion of Design Permits states {p. 3-15)

that, “Any future buildings that deviate from the approved design would be required to obtain

an Administrative Design Permit and be in accordance with the Design Guidelines developed

for the project.” Iis discussion of “Future Site Development Permits” states (p. 3-17),
“Development that is not in substantial conformance with the approved plans and Design

Guidelines would require approval of an Administrative Design Permit and would be subject

to the Design Guidelines for the project.” These statements do not conform with
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Development Agreement Section 3.4.2, which the City and Redtree agree would govern the

“Design Review Process for Subdivision Parcels Other Than Initial Development”. We

recommend that relevant discussion in DEIR § 3.3.7 be revised in the FEIR to retlect

accurately the procedures specified in Development Agreement § 3.4.2.

Page 3-16. DEIR § 3.3.7: This discussion of Special Use Permits identifies multifamily

residential and Cooperative Parking Facilities as triggering the City’s Special Use Permit

requirement, but fails to acknowledge (and subsequent analysis apparently fails to consider)

the Shared Parking proposed as part of the Project as an independent trigger for Special 1lse

Permit approval. Accordingly, (i} this discussion of the Project applications for required

permits and approvals and discretionary actions should be revised in the FEIR to mclude

Shared Parking under Municipal Code § 24.12.290.5, and (ii) the analysis of parking in DEIR

Chapter 4.5 should be supplemented in the FEIR to reflect the Shared Parking standards.

Pages 3-19—3-23, DEIR § 3.4.1: This portion of the DEIR discusses “Existing General Plan

and Zoning Designations.” The CEQA Guidelines (§ 15125(d)) specify that an EIR must

discuss any “inconsistencies between the proposed project and applicable general plans and

regional plans.” The required CEQA analysis does not include compliance with zoning

designations and, thus, this portion of the DEIR on compliance with the requirsments fora

Plamned Development under the City’s Zoning Ordinance should be deleted in the FEIR. It

should instead be analyzed by Staff as part of the review of the merits of the Project during

the land use approval process for the Project épprovals. Redtree will provide separately

information on its views of the Project’s compliance with applicable City Ordinances and

policies as part of the land use approval process for the Project.
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Pages 3-23—3-24, DEIR § 3.4.3: This discussion in the DEIR (referencing § 4.8 of the

DEIR) notes that, along the northern segment of the Project, edges of one huilding and

pavement area siightly encroach into the development setback and an unidentified arca

adjacent to the west of Building 26. T his is identified as a significant adverse but mitigatable

impact in Impact 4.8-1 of the DEIR (pp.4-108—4-109). Redtree has agreed to modify the

Project site plan to eliminate this encroachment, and as a voluntarily adopted Mitigation

Measure, thereby eliminates any purported adverse impacts of this encroachment (see, CEQA

(1}(A)). The relevant portions of the FEIR should modify the

Guidelines § 15126.4(&) AR 1L

discussion of this issue to note that no adverse impact will cecur to biological resources as a

result of the incorporation by Redtree of the préposed modifications into the Project site plan.

Page 3-19-—3-24, 3-27, DEIR Table 3-5: The discussion in the DEIR. of General Plan

consistency and Table 3-5 in the DEIR notes that the Projsct is consistent with the relevant

policies of the City’s 2005 General Plan. As noted above, however, the CEQA Guidelines

require that the DEIR discuss “nconsistencies” between the Project and applicable General

Plan policies, not “consistencies™ (CEQA Guidelines § 15125(&)). In fact, based on the

exarmination by Redtree and its consuitants of the applicable policies in the 2005 General

Plan, the Project is consistent with all relevant 2005 General Plan policies and provides

substantial public benefits pursuant ic those policies which identify contributions projects can

make to the City by meeting relevant General Plan policies. In addition, we note that the City

Council adopted the City’s 2030 Genera} Plan Goals on June 26, 2007, and that the Project is

consistent with the relevant Goals adopted by the Ci‘ry Council, again providing significant

public benefits pursuant {o those policies. The FEIR chould affirm that the Project is not
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inconsistent with the 2005 General Plan or the adopted City 2030 General Plan Goals. We

believe that this latter analysis is useful because, even though the 2005 (eneral Plan will

govem the tand use approvals for the Project, the Planning Commission is scheduled to

consider the 2030 General Plan at its May 8, 2008, meeting and the City anticipates that this

updated “constitution” for the City’s development will be adopted in the months following

Planning Commission approval.

CHAPTER 4: Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Paces 4-1—4-111, DEIR chapter 4: As the DEIR properly observes, the analysis of potential

adverse impacis utilizes a “worst case” scenario based on a mix of uses which would produce

maximum impacts for each subject analyzed in the DEIR. In turn, each of the Mitigation

Measures reconumended by the DEIR reflects this worst case analysis. In fact, as also

acknowledged by the DEIR, the actnal mix of uses on build-out of the Project will likely be

something “in between” the most intense uses. (See, e.g., pp- 2-1, 4-10, 4-61.) Accordingly,

implementation of each Mitigation Measure over time as the Project is built out should reflect

the actual uses developed in the Project and correlate those uses to the appropriate level of

mitigation suggested by the applicable Mitigation Measure. In this manner, the Mitigation

Measures will be calibrated to actual impacts rather than dominated by the worst case

scenatios utilized by the DEIR, particularly for traffic and parking.

Page 4-15, DEIR § 4.1.4:

Comment 1: To mitigate potential shori-term, construction-related impacts from heavy-duty

equipment diesel exhaust and acrolein emissions, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b states:
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The proposed project shall require that heavy-duty equipment
use biodiesel fiel (B99 blend) or similar fuel fo minimize
emissions of diesel exhaust on all onsite equipment used during

grading activities. [and]

The project applicant shall be required io use 2003 or later
models for all onsite heavy-duty equipment used during grading
activities or install oxidation catalysts on heavy-duty
equipment.

The DEIR states that Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b was drafted in “accordance with the

recommendations of the [Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Controt District].” In the view

of Rediree’s consultant, Justice & Associates Environmental Consultants, the

recomumendation to use the B9S blend of biodiesel fuzel is problematic, since it may not be

available locally in amounts required for the Project and because it could increase nitrogen

oxide emissions even while reducing emissions of diesel particulate matter and organic

compounds. The California Air Resources Board (“ARB”) issued a draft advisory on

biodiesel use on November 14, 2006, which is attached as Exhibit 1. This advisory

recommends (p. 3) that specified conditions apply if biodiesel blends are used in on- and off-

road diese] vehicles, including that the characteristics of the biodiesel fuel conform to the

following:

e The biodiesel portion of the blend complies with the American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) specification D6751

applicable for 15 ppm sulfur content,

¢ The diesel fuel portion of the blend complies with Title 13,
California Code of Regulations (CCR), sections 2281 and 2282
(diesel regulations); and

o The resulting biodiesel blend contains no more than 20 percent
biodiesel by volume.
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Accordingly, we request that the FEIR clarify that the City intended its use of the phrase “or

similar fuel” in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b to mean a fuel or fuel blend, the use of which

would reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter and organic compounds without

increasing nitrogen oxide gmissions.

Comment 2: With respect t0 the requirement (o use¢ 2003 or later models for ail onsite heavy-

duty equipment used during grading activities, Redtree’s consultant notes that off-road diesel

engine standards issued by the ARB and Tnited States Environmental Protection Agency

provide comparable eimissions reductions for e, ines from other model years. A table

illustrating the relationships is attached as Exhibit 2. Consistent with the emissions redustions

that would result from implementation of the second requirement of Mitigation

Measure 4.4-1b, the FEIR should allow the use of the following:

between 25 and 50 horsepower, engines manufactured as early as

e For engines
1999 were required to meet the same standards as engines in this horsepower range

mamufactured in 2003. Accordingly, the use of engines within this horsepower
range that were manufactured during of after 1999 also should be allowed.

e For engines between 50 and 100 horsepower, engines manufactured as early as
1998 were required to mest the same standards as en
manufactared in 2003 Accordingly, the use of engines within this horsepower
range that were manufactured during or after 1998 also should be allowed.

« For engines between 300 and 600 horsepower, engines manufactured as sarly as
2001 were required to meet the same standards as engines it this horsepower range
manufactured in 2003. Accordingly, the use of engines within this horsepower

range that were manufactured during or after 2001 also should be allowed.

« For engines between 600 and 750 horsepower, engines manufactured in 2002 were
required to meet the same standards as engines in this horsepower range
mannfactured in 2003. Accordingly, the use of engines within this horsepower
range that were manufactured during or after 2002 also should be allowed.

gines in this horsepower Tange

g g e
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Page 4-20, DEIR § 4.1.4: Implementation of Air Quality Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 would

" reduce tmpacts to a less than significant level. However, the quantitative/qualitative/obj ective

standards for determining if risks are “unacceptable” are not specified. Please include a

quantitative/quahtative!obj ective standard in the FEIR for making such a determination.

Page 4-23. DEIR § 4.2.2: The DEIR’s discussion of the California Building Code states,

“Phe current building code is based on the International Code Couneil (ICC) model codes that

were approved by the State and hecame effective on January 1, 2008. The new code includes

4 new kind of soils identification and analysis syster, and a new project soils report will be

required to verify compliance.” Rediree’s geotechnical copsultant, United Soil Engineering,

Inc., has analyzed Project soils pursuant to the new (January 2008) Code and concludes that

there is no change in the recommendations. (See, letter setting forth United Soil

Engineering’s analysis and conclusions, attached as Exhibit 3 ) Accordingly, (1) the FEIR

should reflect the updated analysis and recommendations, and (i) Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a
(DEIR, p.4-27) should be deleted as no longer necessary.

Page 4-25, DEIR § 4.2.4: Impact 4.2-1 states that high groundwater conditions pose a

constraint to development. The discussion refers fo the geotechnical report recommendations

regarding dewatering and lowering of ground wafer levels. United Soil Engineering has

ceviewed these recommendations and concurs that the methodology described is a mitigation

for the perched groundwater condition at the Site. However, United Soil Engineering has

concluded that a series of subdrains is not required; rather, a curtain drain system constructed

4t the northern property boundary line and, if recommended by the Project’s civil engineer, at

the middle of the Site to an approximate depth of ten {10) foet below the existing ground
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surface would adequately intercept subsurface seepage water before it enters the Site and

discharge the water to the existing drainage channel along the western property boundary kne.

Tn addition, United Soil Engineering has concluded that this system would relieve some of the

perched groundwater conditions at the Site prior to mass grading and thus no dewatering will

be required during construction. (See, letter attached as Exhibit 3.)The FEIR should nclude

these alternative methodologies.

and Post-Project Runoff (10-Year

Page 4-48, DEIR § 4.4.4: Table 4.4-1 (Estimated Pre-

the “Net Change (cfs)” for the Site during Years 1-8 as +12.54,

LR | v

Stori Event)) identifies

which is mathematically incorrect. The FEIR should report the correct result, which is

+15.54,

Page 4-53, DEIR § 4.4.4: Because high water levels in Arroyo Seco during a large storm

event could impede the proper functioning of water quality units that are proposed o be

installed as part of the Project and, thereby, could result in potential water quality degradation,

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2d would require Rediree to use “pervious pavement and pavers to

the maximum extent possible.” |

Comment 1: Mitigation Measure 4.4-2d incorrectly characterizes the applicable standard, i.e.,

MEP. The abbreviation “MEP” stands for “Maximum Extent Practicable” as correctly cited

on pages 3-18 and 4-42 of the DEIR. This correction should aiso be made on pages 2-8

(DEIR § 2.4.2), 3-26 (Table 3-5), and 3-29 (id.).

Comment 2: The use of pervious pavement and pavers may be limited on the Site due to

ground water and soils. As correctiy noted on pages 4-42 and 5-37 of the DEIR, pervious

pavement and pavers are only one of several Low Impact Development (“LID”) design
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techniques that are available to meet the standard. As proposed, the Project will incorporate

LID measures for stormwater management 0 the Most Extent Practicable (MEP) based on

review by Rediree’s consultant, Rowman & Williams Civil Engineers. The location, type,

and extent of the measures will be determined during the final design process and will be

subject to review by City agencies. The FEIR should be revised to reflect the foregoing

concepts, This same comment applies to the DEIR’s analysis of Alternative 1 (p. 4-40, DEIR

§ 5.6.2).

Comment 3. As noted by Redtree’s consultant, the storm drain outfalls, as designed and

proposed &s part of the Project, wil} discharge 10 & redeveloped drainage channel that consists

of rock, grasses and willows. This charmel will provide additional cleansing of the storm

water effluent prior to its discharge to the Pacific Ocean. Discussion and analysis in the FEIR

should reflect this information.

Page 4-62, DEIR § 4.5.2: The DEIR’s description of relevant Project characteristics discusses

the new trail to be developed along the Arroyo Seco riparian corridor at the Site’s western

edge that would extend from the existing sidewalk along Delaware Avenue on the Site’s

southern edge toward the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way on its northern edge. Because

it is not clear from the DEIR discussion who will be responsible for completing the trail

connection, it should be clarified in the FEIR that (i) Rediree will be responsible for

connecting the sidewalk to the trail, which dead-ends at that point, and (ii) Redtree will not be

responsible for any future connection of the trail to the Urnion Pacific Railroad right-of-way.

Page 4-63, DEIR § 4.5.3: The DEIR’s discussion of parking requirements does not take into

account Shared Parking allowed by Municipal Code § 24.12.290.5. Application of the Shared
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Parking provisions of the Municipal Code would further reduce parking demand reflective of

the mixed uses at the Project and their interaction during the day affecting parking demand.

Discussion and analysis provided in the FEIR should analyze overall Project parking demand

based on application of the Shared Parking provisions.

Page 4-65, DEIR § 4.5.3: Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a recommends that Redtree be assessed

its “fair share cost” toward the signalization and restriping of the Swift Street/Delaware Street

intersection or the construction of a roundabout. For purposes of jmplementing this

mitigation measure, how will “fair share” be determined? As discussed in CEQA Guidelines

Section 15126.4(a)(4), mitigation measures must have an essential nexus and be “roughly

proportional” o the impact mitigated. Rased on this standard, we believe that “fair share”

should be based on an objective quantitative analysis of the proportjonal contribution of the

Project at build-out to the impact versus the contribution of other projects to the impact. The

FEIR should reflect these concepts.

Page 4-66, DEIR § 4.5.3: Mitigation Measure 4.5

the City’s Traffic Iinpact Poe “at the time of issuance of building permits.’

_2a recommends that Redtree be assessed

* The FEIR should

clarify that such fee is to be paid (i) on a building permit-by-building permit basis af the time

each building permit is issued and (i) in an amount determined by using the Project trip

generation calculated for the use for which the building permit is issued. The FEIR also

should clarify that implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2 would result in an LOS

meeting Caltrans’ standards.

Page 4-68, DEIR § 4.5.3: Regarding bicycle and pedestrian circulation, the DEIR mentions

the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Cornmission’s recommendation that the
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Project “include access to and from the property on its northerly boundary to the existing rail

line [right-of-way].” As noted above, the FEIR should be clear that, although the Project

design provides an opportunity for a conmection, any future connection of the new Atroyo

Seco trail to the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way 1s not Rediree’s responsibility.

Page 4-71, FEIR § 4.5.3:

Comment 1: Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a recommends that Redtree submit a revised site plan

for the entire Site in advance of Vesting T cntative Map approval that “provides sufficient on-

site parking using the worst-case arline requirements as defined in the EIR, i.e. @ minimum
1% g 2

of 1,150 on-site parking spaces” (emphasis added)- First, the number of required “worst

case” spaces should be revised as appropriate in the FEIR to reflect a revised parking analysis

that considers the Shared Parking standards in the Municipal Code. Second, because the

timing and sequence of build-out of the Project cannot be predicted over time, this Mitigation

Measure should allow for the submission of alternative site plans showing potentially

different solutions to any parking shortfall, should allow for substitution of lots designated on

alternative site plans for parking use with other lots within the Project when the determination

on different parking requirements is made pursuant to this Mitigation Measure, and should

take into account any then-available off-sife parking facilities which could meet parking

shortfalls.

Comment 2: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a also would require Rediree to pay

for.an independent parking study “[f] ollowing the permitted construction of 260,000 square

fect of development, - . . to analyze actual parking conditions associated with the Years 1-7

building program and to identify a parking generation rate for this type of mixed-use proj ect.”
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Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a then states (with emphasis added), “Should this parking study

determine that different parking requirements are warranted based on the mixed-use

characteristics of the project, the City’s Planning Director and Public Works Director may, at

their option, TEVise the parking requirements for the proposed project and accept from the

applicant a modified site plan that is consistent with these revised parking requirements.”

ances

First, the parking stndy shounld be based on the same standards (including City Ordin

vested under the Development Agreement) utilized by the DEIR to analyze Project parking

¢ actual uses in the permitted

1 el

demand and should analyze project parking demand based on

260,000 square feet of development, as well as projected uses based on reasonable market

forecasts for build-out of the Project. Second, Rediree’s traffic and parking consultant, Parisi

Associates, has analyzed the worst case scenario utilized by the DEIR for Mitigation Measure

4.5-3a and has concluded that (i) it is highly probable that parking demand will be less than

projected because the ultimate mix of uses at the Project will not be the worst case scenario'(a

point as discussed above that is noted and acknowledged by the DEIR), and (ii) the evaluation

of parking demand as set forth under Comment 1 above would indicate a reduced demand for

parking. For these reasons, in the FEIR, Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a should be revised to

require the Planning and Public Works Directors to revise the parking requirements if and

when warranted by the independent study. Third, as planners and environmental consuitanis

will readily acknowledge (and, as a topic currently under discussion in the City), requiring

parking beyond actual project needs has a highly negative environmental impact associated

with that excess parking, including traffic and air quality impacts. Finally, this Mitigation

Measure and the foregoing comments are an example of the reasons why Project Mitigation
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Measures should be implemented on & calibrated basis to reflect actual uses developed in the

Property, as discussed above in the first corpment tnder Chaptei 4 of the DEIR.

Comment 3: The FEIR should incorporaie conforming changes as appropriate. See, e.2.,

DEIR, p. 2-9 (quoting Miti gation Measure 4.5-5a).

Pages 4-89 through 4-90 and 4-96, DFIR § 4.6.3: CEQA requires an analysis of cumulative

impacts only where possible proj ect-specific impacts may be cumulatively considerable, i.e.,

when the incremental effects of an individual project arc considerable when viewed n

connection with the etfects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the

effects of prébabie future projects. See, €.8., 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15130. A “cumnlative

impact consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project

evaluated in the EIR to gether with other projects causing related impacts.” 14 Cal. Code

Regs. §§ 15130, 15355 (emphasis added). Thus, CEQA requires a jead agéncy to analyze

incremental, project-specific impacts before it will have the baseline information necessary to

analyze cunulative effects. As reflected i the DEIR discussion on water supply impacts and

in Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a, the DEIR appears 0 conflate inappropriately the required

project—speciﬁc analysis with the cumulative analysis. Utilizing the baseline for water supply

described in the DEIR, it is clear that the Proj ect-specific impacts o1 water supply will be

insignificant. As noted in the DEIR discussion, the worst case water demand caused by he

Project would amount to 7% of the Cityés excess water supply in normal years (and, if

analyzed in accordance with the standards used for the La Bahia project and Tannery Arts

Center project discussed below, 5%), and the Project water demand could also be

accommodated in drought years. The Development Apgreement will allocate and vest the

e
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Project’s entitlement to this portion of the City’s excess water supply, ensuring that no '

adverse impacts will occur (and we note that this applies to the cumulative scenario, as

discussed below).

The FREIR should include an analysis of ineremental, Project—specific impacts on water supply

refleciive of the foregoing points. In conducting this analysis, the City should apply the same

methodology to the Project that it used in the Draft EIR recirculated for the La Bahia project

and in the Final BIR for the Tannery Arts Center project. See, eg.,1.a Bahia Revised Draft

EIR (April 2008}, pp. 4-12—4-1 4 (incremental impacts), pp. 5-29, 5-26 (cunmlative impacts);

Taunery Arts Center Final EIR (April 2005), pp- 11-3 and 11-4 (incremental impacts} and pp.

12-12—12-14 (cumulative impacts). Applying this methodology {a Comparison of Project

Water Demand Estimates for the Delaware Addition is attached as Exhibit 4-) the Project is

expected to use a maximum of 15.04 rather than 20.72 million gallons per year (“MG/YR™),

which represents 5% not 7%, of the City's available water supply as a worst case seenario.

Under cither methodology, the analysis results in a conservative figure, and the Project at

build-out will use less water than the amount allocated to It for purposes of analyzing even the

yery worst case scenario. This result is also ensured by the vesting of water supply for the

Project pursuant to the Development Agreement. After the analysis has been revised, .

conforming changes should be made as appropriate throughout ihe FEIR. See, e.g., DEIR

p. 5-24 (“The project’s contribution would be approximately 7 percent of total cumulafive

demand.”).

Paces 4-96, DEIR § 4.6.3: Asnoted above, a proper CEQA analysis of Project level impacts

" on available water supply clearly leads to the conclusion that the Project will have adequate
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water supplies under all scenarios. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 4. 6-3a is inapposite.

Instead, the DEIR should, consistent with other recent City EIR anaiyses conclude that the

Project will have no significant adverse impacts on water supply. Accordingly, Mitigation

Measure 4.6-3a should be deleted. Redtree has committed to incorporating in the Project the

water-conserving measures set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b. (CEQA Guidelines §

15126.4(2)(1)(A).) Asnoted below, the “Conclusion” for the water analysis in the cumulative

scenario should specify in the FEIR that Rediree will pay the “System Development Charge”

=
w
g
vl
+
v

o 1te Fai
45 115 1al

the plamed desalination plant, to swhich the System Development Charge contribufes.

Page 4-110, DEIR § 4.8.3: Mitigation Measure 4.8-2b would require Redtree to implement

erosion control measures, including limiting grading work to periods outside the rainy season.

Mitigation Meastre 4.8-2b should be revised in the FEIR so that grading is allowed {as is

customary) to oceur during the rainy season, provided that a winter grading permit is obtained

and appropriate erosion control measures are in place.

CHAPTER 5: CEQA Conmderatmns
Papes 5-3 through 5-5-31, DEIR § 5.3: Asa general comment, the DEIR’s analysis of

cumulative impacts on each of the relevant CEQA analyses should include in the FEIR a

discussion of Mitigation Measures that are proposed to reduce the Project ’s contribution to

cumulative impacts fo a less-than-significant level (CEQA Guidelines § 15 130(b)(5)). Han

impact is significant and umavoidable, the “Conclusion” should so state, leading to the

requirement for a statement of overriding considerations {CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091(2)(3),

15092(b)(2)(B), 15093(b)). Based on our review of the DEIR, subject to the comment below
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discussing the “project”-based cumulative analysis, the only significant unavoidable

cumulative impacts are traffic at the Mission Street/King Street and Mission Street/Chestnut

Street intersections. The Projest will not contribute fo significant unavoidable impacts for

water supply for the reasons discussed above.

Pace 5-4. et seg. (Table 5-1), DEIR § 5.3.2: The DEIR analyzes cumulative impacts pursuant

1o a list-based approach (see, Table 5.1) (CEQA Guidelines § 15130(b)}{1)(A)). Wenoie that

the list includes projects which are relocations {e.g. 425 Encinal and Kirb school} or
PR g 3 -

replacenents of existing tses {eg.,0

P ]
(T wr 128

others) and, in either case, are not “new” projects. Accordingly, these projects are part of the

baseline against which project-specific impacts are measured (CEQA Guidelines § 15125(a))
and should not be included in the cumulative scenario; otherwise, the cumulative analysis will

“double count” impacts of listed projects in both the beseline and cumulative scenarios,

including traffic and water supply.

‘The City of Santa Cruz is almost entirely built-out and the cumulative analysis does not

appear to account for the fact that many of these “future” or “pending” projects are

replacement projects for existing uses. Such projects would have a CEQA impact only if the

replacement project creates different or more intensive impacts than the existing ones they are

replacing.

Page 5-19 through 5-24. DEIR § 5.2.3: For the reasons discussed above, sufficient water

supplies are available to serve the Project both af the Project level and in the cumulative

scenario. The less-than-significant Project-specific impact on water supply would not be

cumulatively considerable. Relevant discussion in the FEIR should be revised accordingly.
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Page 5-37. DEIR § 5.6.2: Pleasc see discussion above regarding implementation of LD

measures for the Project and revise this portion of the Alternatives discussion accordingly.

Page 5-44. DEIR § 5.7.%: The DEIR’s discussion of fransportation and traffic-related impacts

of Alternative 2 assumed “a development scenario of all industrial development. . . with 110

residential units or retail uses” but then states that reductions for internal trips and work/live

wunit trips would “remain the same [sic] those used for the proposed project.” This obviously

understates the traffic and parking generation for this Aliernative. The FEIR should revise

this discussion fo

Page 5-47. DEIR § 5.7.3: The DEIR indicates that implementation of Alternative 2 would

meet at least five of the Project Obj ectives. It is entirely unclear how the principal uses

described on Page 5-42 in DEIR § 5.7.1 correlate to the Project Objectives which the DEIR

asserts this Alternative wounld meet. Because it is not clear how this Alternative meets these

Objectives, this discussion should be revised or supplemented to justify this conclusion in the

FEIR.

Pages 5-48 and 5-49, et seq., DE}R §§5.81,582: In conmection with Alternative 3

(Buildout Under Existing Zoning Requirements with No Planned Development), the DEIR

states at page 5_48 that “this alternative would allow for a total of 118 residential units (as

compared to between 161 and 248 for the proposed project).” Next on pages 5-48—5-49, the
DEIR states that, “Furthermore, because this alternative would not include any residential

housing, the number of daily vehicle trips . . . would be reduced . . . .” Finally, under

“Transportation and Traffic” on page 5-49, the DREIR says that 118 residential units wers

assamed and reductions for internal trips and workAive units were included in the traffic




Ms. Sandy Brown
April 30, 2008
Page 21

calculations. First, the discussion is inconsistent and should therefore be revised to reflect the

correct assumption regarding residential units. Second, the analysis should be revised to

reflect the fact that the residential units would not inchude flex spacesfwork/live unils or retail

and thus reductions for internal trips and work/live unit trips is inappropriate. Obviously,

without these trip reduction factors, residents and employees under this Alternative would be

required to go off-site in order to go to work and meet daily needs (see, also, Table 5-12,

ciiing “Residential; W ork/Live Townhouses/Flex Units, W ork/Live Reduction, and Intemal

ahle 5-13 regarding reductions for

f

2
3

v T3 adss mdlam?® 2113 " : 1
Trip Reduction” all inaccurate under this Alternative, an

parking, also inaccurate). The additional incremental traffic that would result from the
necessity for these extra trips under this Alternative should be analyzed.

Page 5-33, DEIR § 5.8.3: The DEIR indicates that implementation of Alternative 3 would

meet at least 6 of the Project Objectives. It is entirely unclear how the uses described for this

Alternative (pp. 5-47— 5-48, DFIR § 5.8.1). comelate to the Project Objectives which the

DEIR asserts this Alternative would meet. Because it is not clear how the Alternative meets

these Objectives, this discussion should be revised or supplemented to justify this conclusion

in the FEIR.

Thank you for considering Redtree’s comments on the DEIR. If you have any guestions

about these comments or you need additional information or analysis of the basis for the

comments, please do not hesitate to contact M. Craig French (telephone: {831) 427-1900,

email: crais@redireeproperties.com) of Redtree, or counsel for Redtree, Ms. Charlene B.

sso, Williams (telephone: (831) 426-8484; email: Catack@bossowilliams.com),

Atack of Bo
or Mr. Stephen K. Cassidy (telephone: (415) 788-2040; email: ske@csdklaw.com) or Ms.




Janna Scott (ielephone

Dawson & Kawakami.

. (415) 788-2040; email: jas@ecsdklaw.com) of Cassidy, Shimko,
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o ’
P i
i s By >

- é;){‘s — ,{:’3‘:"—‘) _'Jag—,";‘}——
. Iy = ki N procs St e
i . i

Byy et e —
Stephen K. Cassidy /7
Attorneys for Redtree Propertjg;,i’.’?.

P

Cc: Charlene B. Atack
Doug Ley, Redtree Properties, LP
Craig French, Redtree Properties, LP




. AIR RESOURCES BOARD
VISORY ON BIODIESEL USE
Revised 11/14/06
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Purpose

The purpose of the advisory is to clarify the use of biodiesel with respect to existing

Air Resources Board (ARB) regulations and to provide guidance on the voluntary use of
biodiesel. It is not the intent of this advisory o address issuesgglated to emissions,
health risk assessment methodology, or the need fo asses sible multimedia
impacts that may result from the use of bicdiesel. These: will be addressed
hased on information obtained from a biodiesel researgh hat will be sponsored by
the ARB and other information. '

- Background

A summary of enacted Senate Bill 975 and
Agriculture, Division of Measurement StandardsyE
describe the reguiatory framework that may limit tF *of biodiesei in California.

h.the California Health and

. 43860 that allow the use
, state, or locai agency,

swaste collection vehicle or

Senate Bill 975: Senate Bill 975 e
Safety Code, Division 26, Part 5, Cha
of biodiesei in retrofitted fleet vehicies.
or any regulated utility
collection vehicle, ag:d
Regulations, may.d
biodiesel in any ré

nsisting of not more than 20 percent
iesel engine certified by the state board,

off-ro

tifi

ciety for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D-

low the voluntary use of biodiesel blends up to 20 percent

trofit devices that have been verified as in-use strategies
using Californi
sections 2700 t

ARB Regulations
Califomia diesel fuel requlations, Title 13, CCR, Sécticns 2281 and 2282. These

regulations define “diesel fuel" to mean any fusl that is commonly or commaercially
known, sold or represented as diesel fuel, including any mixture of primarily liquid
hydrocarbons — organic compounds consisting exclusively of the elements carbon and
nydrogen — that is sold or represented as suitabie for use in an internal combustion,

SInd. SecliomiGaryllt DieseliBiodieselibiodiessi advisory Nov1408.doc
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compression-ignition engine. This allows other organic compounds such as biodiesel to
be used up to 49 percent by volume.

These regulations require diesel fuel fo contain no more than 15 parts per million {(ppm)
sulfur and 10 percent aromatics. These regulations also allow for diesel fuels with an
aromatic content higher than 10 percent to be produced as long as the fuels have been
demonsirated to have equivalent emissions as a 10 parcent aromatic fuei. These fuels
are certified diesel fuel formuiations and production is limited to the fuel specifications
that are contained in individual Executive Orders {EO) issued bysthe ARB. Certified
diesel fuel formulations generally meet American Society for g and Materials

{ASTM) D975 fuel specifications.

As previously mentioned, under ARB’s diesel fuel regu

than 50 percent (B50) are defined as mesting the d i
hiodiesel blends of less than B50 must comply
specifications of the regulations. Biodiesel bl
diesel fuel and the diesel reguiations do noi%
using biodiesel as a blend stock to produce ¢o
diesel fuel must meet the applicable specificati
and 2282 and, as applicable, any- ive' Order | d for a ceriified diesel fuel

formulation.

fion unite “¥ansit buses, solid waste
ent. Additional measures for on-road

quirements of CARB diesel fuel

; jrrently written, several of these

ernative tuels! if these fuels are verified under Title
h 9710 as described beiow. The main purpose for

hat alternative diesel fusls are reviewed under a multi-

J through 2710, “In-use strategies verification procedure,”
ies that reduce diesel PM emissions. In-use strategies
Tust be verified using California diesel fuel containing 15 ppm

. such as particutaigfilt
rwise specified by the appiicant.

sulfur or less unle

1 Alternative Diesel Fuel means any fuel used in diesel engines that is not a reformulated diesel fuel as
defined in Sections 2281 and 2282 of Titie 13, of the California Cade of Regulationg, and doas not
raquire engine or fuel system modifications for the engine to operate, although minor modificalions {e.g.

recalibration of the engine fuel control) may enhance performance.- Ref, Verification Procedire,

Warranty and In-Use Compliarice Requirements for In-Use Strategies o Control Emissions from Dieset

Engines Title 13, California Code of Regulations, section 2701 (a¥2).

2
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Division of Measurement Standards Requlations: Division of Measurement Standards
(DMS) has adopted regulations that apply to the retail marketing of biodiesel, Title 4

D v i AT ARSI . i
COR, Division 9, section 414/, requires bicdiese! blending stocks meel ASTM 6751

specifications and finished biodiesel fuel blends meet ASTM DO75. However, finished
biodiesel blends not meeting section 4147 can be sold under a developmental engine

fuel variance. A developmental engine fuel means any experimental automotive spark- e

ignition engine fuei or compression-ignition fuel that does not meet current standards
_bit has characteristics that may lead fo an improved fuel standard or the development

of an alternative fuel standard. :

pecifies labsling and

Finally, DMS regulations under Title 4, Division 9, section 4
E-

nrice advertising sign requirements for hiodiesel sold in

Additional information on these regulations can b
Chlef, Weighmaster, Petroleum Products Branchs
Use of Biodiesel

The Air Resources Board (ARB) staff recomment
on- and off-road diesel vehicles, poriable engines,
conditions should apply.

= -Biodiesel fuel characteristics:

‘complieswith the American Socisty for
ecification D6751 applicable for 15 ppm

id.complies with Title 13, California Code
CR) Sections.2781 and 2282 (diesel regulations); and
iesel blend-contains no more than 20 percent biodiesel

ith verfied devices under Title 13, CCR, sections 2700
biodiesel blends up fo 20 percent, so long as the retrofit
he engine was verified based on the use of commercial
R, sections 2281 and 2282 and for the purpose of
| lates only, but not verified devices for both diesel

ides of nitrogen. As discussed above, biodiesel blends must

o Users of biodiesel blends should determine if the use of biodiesel biends
up fo 20 percent wili afiect their engine warranties and are advised to
avoid use of fuel that would negate a warranty.

o ARB will pursue modifications to update the warranty provisions that

applied to verified davices under the original Executive Order with device
manufacturers. ,

3
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Use of biodiesel blends is generaily expected to reduce diesel particulate matter and
organic compounds; however, hifrogen oxide emissions may increase. 111858 effects

tend to increase as the percent of biodiese! in the fuel increases.

Use of blends of no more than 20 percent biodiesel is expected fo enable expanded use
of an alternative renewable fuel. However, with the prospect of widespread use of
biadiesel the ARB is beginning to develop the technical information to support setting
specifications to ensure that the emissions benefits of Califomia:diesel fuel are retained.

Other Information

Summarized below is information for consideration wht

s The biodiesel portion of the blend meeting
10 percent aromatics and have a cetane

» Use of biodiesel biends greater than 20 &
this time.

« The Engine Manufacturers As
specifications for biodiesel, The
biodiesel blend fuel with consiste
limiting biodiesel blends to 20 per
nerformance requirements. EMA
sources known to pr
test fuel specificaii
nttp:/fwww.en

ently published draft test
s are intended to resultin a

Next Steps

toxic pollutants, and greenhouse gas
the use of biodiesel including sources of biodiesel;

‘of biodiesel blends; and
& of test protocols {chassis and engine dynamometers tests)

Evaluate thegea 1o develop biodiesst fuel specifications to preserve the
benefits of California diesel.

« Conduct a multimedia evaluation if necessary S
Evaluate the need to develop recommendations on biodiesel specifications fo

address issues other than those retated to air potiution.

1]
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File No. 5847-51
April 28, 2008

Redtree Properties, L.P.
1362 Pacific Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA §5060

Attention: Mr. Jay Fitz

Subject: Proposed Mixed Use Development
2120 Delaware Avenue
Santa Cruz, California

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT COMMENTS

. Dear Mr. Fitz:

We are pleased to present herewith our comments of the draft environmental
impact report (Section 4.2.2.) for the proposed mixed-used development. The
subject site is focated at 2120 Delaware Avenue in Santa Cruz, California. Our

~ comments are as foliows:

1. The 2007 California Building Code (CBC) is effective as of January 1, 2008.
The new building code is based on the International Code Council (ICC) and
requires a new kind of soil identification and analysis system for seismic design
of the foundation. The foundation depth and bearing capacity
racommendations contained in a previous report prepared by Haro, Kasunich &
Associates, Inc. dated April 2006 still comply with the new code. However, the
foundation steel reinforcement may be different with the new code. Therefore
we have analyzed and identified the soils under the January 8, 2008 code and
provided new 2007 CBC seismic values attached hereto as Exhibit A. With these
recommended values, the foundation stee] reinforcement design by the

~ Structural Engineer will comply with the 2007 CBC.

2 HKA recommended the upper 4 feet surface soil at the site should be
removed and replaced as engineered fill. Given the depth of the footings (24
inches below finished pad grade) and the low bearing capacity (2,000 psf), we
believe the removal of the upper 4 feet is slightly conservative. Therefore, we
recommend the upper 3 feet surface soil <hould be removed and replaced as
engineered fill. This can be accomplished by sub-excavating the upper 2 feet
surface soil. The bottom of the sub-excavated subgrade should be scarified to -
a minimum depth of 12 inches and re-compacted to at least 90% relative
maximum density per ASTM Test Designation D1557-91. “Then, the sub-
excavated site should be backfilled with excavated soil and compacted in 8-
inch lifts to at least 90% to the designed finished grade.
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3. HKA recommended that the site be dewatered 3 10 6 months through a series
of subdrains prior to mass grading operations. We concur this is a mitigation of -
‘the perchied groundwater condition at the site, However, we do not think that a
<eries of subdrains is required. We believe two curtain drain system constructed
at the northern property boundary line and, if recommended by the civil
~ engineer at the middle of the site, to an approximate depth of 10 feet below
" existing ground surface should adequately intercept subsurface seepage water
hefare it enters the site and discharge to the existing drainage channel aleng
the western property boundary line. In addition, this subdrain system would
relieve some of the perched groundwater conditions at the site prior 1o mass
grading. It s anticipated that no dewatering will be required during

construction.

4. Because of the sand layer at the site measured only 2 feet thick at the depth
of 13 feet below existing ground surface, the estimated total settlement is less
than 1 inch as induced by the liquefaction. Based on the thickness of the
overlying non-liquefaction layer, the ground surface damage as induced by the
liquefaction is minimal. We believe that additional field investigation for the

liquefaction is not necessary.

If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to
contact our office at your convenience.

Very truly yours,
UNITED SOIL ENGINEERING, INC.

' : -

Sean A. Deivert Vien Vo, P.E.
Project Manager

5847.DEIRC/Copies: 4 to Redtree Properiies, L.'P.
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File No. 5847-S1
April 22, 2008

Redtree Properties, L.P.
1362 Pacific Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA g5060

Attenti'on: Mr. Jay Fitz

Subject: Proposed Mixed-Used Development
, 2120 Delaware Avenue

Santa Cruz, C_alifomia
ADDITIONAL GEGTECHN!CAL RECOMMENQAT!ONS

Dear Mr. Fitz:

Pursuant to your request, we are pleased 1o transmit herein additional
geotechnical recommendations for the proposed mixed-used development. The
subject site is located at 2120 Delaware Avenue in Santa Cruz, Caiifornia.

Based on the field investigation and laborato
followings for the seismic design of the proposed structure in according to the

2007 CBC.
Zip Code: 95060

Latitude:  36.955486
Longitude: ~122.050135

3007 CBC SEISMIC VALUES

Site Class: D (Table 161 3.5.2 CBC 2007)
Mapped Spectra Acceleration for short periods Ss= 1.5g*

Mapped Spectra Acceleration for 1-second period 5; = 0.69"
£ SGS Seismic Hazard Curves and Uniform Hazard Response Spect

CBC analysis

ra for 2007

Site Coefficient Fz=1.0 (Table 1613.5.3(1) CBC 2007)

Site Coefficient Fr=1.5 (Table 1613.5.3(2) CBC 2007}

ry resuits, we recommended the

i
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dered earthquake spectral respense,aﬁte!erations for short

27 R 2N .
LEAY

Maximum consi

[ ey LY _ 1 C i, — O ~ —~A
DEriod Swus = .35 s = FaSs — Eguation 16-37LBL £

Maximum considered earthquake spectral response accelerations for 1-second
period Smn = 0.99 {(Sin = FvSr - Fquation 16-38 CBC 2007)

If you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to
contact our office at your convenience.

Very truly yours, '
) UNITED SOIL ENGINFERING, INC.

'S..,.._.. & DL %

Sean A. Deivert Vien Vo, P.E
Project Manager
5847.AGR/Copies: 3 to Redtree Properties, L.P.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 10
Stephen K. Cassidy (Cassidy, Shimko, Dawson & Kawakami (for Redtree Properties, LP)
April 30, 2008

101 Draft EIR Adequacy

Review of the DEIR by the applicant and applicant’s consultants concludes that the
DEIR is legally sufficient under CEQA. Comment is noted; no response is necessary.

10-2  Project Description — Required Permits

See Response to Comment 10-8.

10-3  Hydrology and Water Quality — Mitigation Measure Change

The City cannot accept the suggested language changes for Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b
as these conflict with RWQCB requirements for signed agreements and annual reports.

10-4  Traffic and Transportation - Correction

The EIR text has been revised to remove the mention of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2c,
which was erroneously included in the Draft EIR. See section 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR.

10-5  Project Description - Clarification

The comment requests that the discussion of a Property Owner’s Association be
revised. The revisions are included in the “Revisions to Draft EIR” section.

10-6  Project Description - Lighting Design Guidelines

The comment requests that the text be revised to clarify that a final lighting plan will
need to be provided for issuance of a Design Permit for the site. This revision is included
in the “Changes to Draft EIR” section. An exterior lighting plan shall also be required to
be provided in conjunction with the development of future buildings.

10-7  Project Description — Design Review Process

The comment indicates that the requirement for a Design Permit for future buildings that
deviate from the approved design is inconsistent with language currently included in the
Draft Development Agreement, and should be revised. The City is willing to consider
this request provided the Draft Design Guidelines are amended to provide a more
definitive level of design standards and guidelines for the overall development. This
request to deviate from the City’s standard Design Permit process will be further
reviewed by City staff and decision makers as part of the project review.

10-8  Project Description — Shared Parking/Special Use Permit

The comment indicates that the FEIR discussion should be revised to include analysis
related Shared Parking Facilities reduction under Municipal Code section 24.12.290.5.
The section allows for off-site parking facilities by two or more commercial uses to be
shared if their entrances are located within 300 feet of the parking facility and if their
hours of operation do not coincide. Since this development is not requesting to share
parking facilities with an off-site parcel within 300 feet of the development and since it
cannot be quantified at this time what uses will be located in a specific building or what
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

their hours of operation would be, the project is not eligible for this reduction. The City
has utilized the parking reduction for parking located at a separate location and not for a
new project being developed as a whole. Further, the EIR analysis accounts for parking
reductions that total 20 percent as may be allowed under other sections of the Municipal
Code. Additional parking reductions may also be allowed provided a parking study
demonstrates actual parking conditions warrant reduced parking requirements as
specified in Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a.

10-9  Project Description — Zoning Ordinance Compliance

The comment indicates that the discussion regarding compliance with the requirements
of a Planned Development should be deleted as CEQA does not require review of
compliance with zoning designations. Although a discussion of consistency with the
Zoning Ordinance is not identified in CEQA Guidelines section 15125(d), the preliminary
discussion was included to provide a greater level of review regarding the amenities
provided with a Planned Development and was reviewed by City staff as part of the
DEIR preparation. Although the applicant may be correct that the DEIR was not
required to include this information, there is certainly no harm in including it, as it will be
useful at the time of action on the project. The City Council will make the final decision
regarding consistency with City ordinances as part of the project review process.

10-10 Project Description — Biological Resources

The comment indicates that the applicant will revise the Project Site Plan to eliminate
creek setback encroachments, and the discussion regarding impacts to biological
resources should be eliminated. The impact and mitigation discussion in the EIR are not
altered, but the mitigation measure is now proposed by the project as indicated in the
comment. Thus, the text is revised per CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1)(A) to
distinguish that this is a mitigation measure proposed by the project as the applicant has
agreed to modify the site plan to eliminate this encroachment. See “Revisions to Draft
EIR” section.

10-11  Project Description — 2005 and 2030 GP Policies

The comment indicates that CEQA Guidelines require that a DEIR need only address
“‘inconsistencies” with applicable General Plan policies, and notes that the project is
consistent with these policies. Comment is noted. The comment states that the project is
consistent with the City’s adopted 2030 General Plan policies, which should be included
in the FEIR. The City is currently in the process of completing a draft General Plan,
which will undergo environmental review, and be presented to the City Planning
Commission and City Council for adoption in early 2009. At this time, the City does not
have an adopted 2030 General Plan. In June 2007, the City Council reviewed and
accepted draft policies for completion of the draft General Plan, but did not specifically
adopt any policies. Thus, the 2005 General Plan that is the current General Plan in effect
that will govern the land use approvals for this Project. Therefore, this discussion is not
appropriate to amend.

10-12  Environmental Analysis - Worst Case Scenario

As noted in the DEIR (page 3-3), the proposed project is designed to accommodate both
established and start-up businesses of different needs, sizes and uses. Thus, the
proposed distribution of non-residential land uses on the site includes warehouse, light
manufacturing, research & development, office and retail. Since the proposed lots would
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

be developed and/or sold over time, the final buildout of land uses would vary depending
on market conditions and demand.

As noted in Section 15064(d), CEQA requires that the Lead Agency consider both direct
and indirect physical changes that are “reasonably foreseeable”. Given the fact that the
exact mix of land uses has been defined as a range that will vary based on market
demand, the impact analysis, particularly as it relates to traffic, parking and water
demand assumed a conservative “worst case” analysis so as not to potentially
underestimate the project impacts.

Furthermore, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been prepared for the
proposed project which will be used to determine the specific mitigation requirements,
implementing actions, responsible parties, and timing of such mitigation over time as the
project is developed.

10-13  Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b (Biodiesel)

Comment is noted. See Response to Comment 8-4.

10-14  Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b (Construction Equipment)
Comment is noted. See Response to Comment 8-4.

10-15  Air Quality - Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 (Health Risk Assessment)

Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR has been modified to include
additional performance measures in accordance with MBUAPCD Rule 1000, Permit
Guidelines and Requirements for Sources Emitting Toxic Air Contaminants. See
Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR.

10-16  Geology and Soils — Current Code Compliance

Comment is noted that the applicant’s geotechnical consultant, United Soil Engineering,
has concluded that there is no change in project geotechnical recommendations as a
result of the California Building Code changes. The referenced letter is so noted, and
will be reviewed by the City Building Department staff as part of the grading and building
permit review to determine whether or not additional geotechnical report modifications
are required based on the provisions of the California Building Code at the time of
submittal.

10-17  Geology and Soils -Removal of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1a
See Response to Comment 10-16.

10-18 Geology and Soils — Dewatering Methodologies

Comment is noted regarding review of curtain drain. Furthermore, the project applicant
has revised their site design to incorporate a second curtain drain across the middle of
the site. See revisions and expanded Geology and Soils text in Chapter 2 — Revisions to
Draft EIR.

10-19  Hydrology and Water Quality - Correction

Comment noted. Table 4.4-1 of the FEIR has been revised to reflect a total net change
of stormwater runoff from 12.54 to 15.54.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

10-20  Acronym Correction

The City staff appreciates the identified correction. The Final EIR text has been clarified
to show MEP “Maximum Extent Practicable”, as opposed to “Maximum Extent Possible”
for Mitigation Measure 4.4-2d. See “Revisions to Draft EIR” section. The cited policy
language in Table 3-5 reflects the existing language in the General Plan and need not be
changed.

10-21 Hydrology and Water Quality — Previous Pavement LID

Comment is noted. Please see Response to Comments 2b-1 and 2b-3.

10-22  Hydrology and Water Quality - Storm Drain Discharge

Comment indicates that the Arroyo Seco channel will provide additional cleansing of
stormwater effluent prior to discharge to the Pacific Ocean as the channel consists of
rock, grasses and willows. Comment is noted, but is contrary to current City and State
Best Management Practices which require treatment prior to discharge into a
watercourse.

10-23  Project Description — Trails

With regards to page 4-62, the comment requests that the FEIR be clarified to indicate
that (i) Redtree will be responsible for connecting the sidewalk to the trail, which dead-
ends at that point, and (ii) Redtree will not be responsible for any future connection of
the trail to the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way. Based on previous discussions with
the applicant, the language in the FEIR and Development Agreement will be modified as
shown in the “Revisions to Draft EIR” section.

10-24 Transportation and Traffic — Shared Parking

The comment indicates that the FEIR discussion should be revised to include analysis
related Shared Parking Facilities reduction under Municipal Code section 24.12.290.5,
which would further reduce project parking demand. As discussed in Response to
Comment 10-8, this section of the Zoning Ordinance allows off-site parking facilities by
two or more commercial uses to be shared if their entrances are located within 300 feet
of the parking facility and if their hours of operation do not coincide. Since this
development is not requesting to share parking facilities with another adjacent parcel
and cannot quantify at this time what uses will be located in a specific building or what
their hours would be, the project is not eligible for this reduction. See Response to
Comment 10-8.

10-25 Traffic and Transportation — Swift/Delaware Fair Share

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a requires that the project applicant to install a traffic signal or
construct a roundabout (as determined by Public Works) at 50 percent of project
buildout. The project applicant will be required to construct the improvement. The
applicant will then be reimbursed by the City based on the proportional share of
cumulative traffic the project contributes to the intersection (i.e. project costs x project
trips/cumulative existing traffic). Because the project applicant will be assessed a Traffic
Impact Fee based on daily trips (currently at $366/trip), this payment will be credited
from the applicants improvement costs associated with the constructed improvements at
Swift/Delaware.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

10-26  Traffic and Transportation — Traffic Inpact Fee Payment

Traffic impact fees will be collected in accordance with City regulations in which the fee
is paid at the time of building permit issuance for each building based on the use for
which the building permit is issued. Mitigation Measure 4.5-2a has been clarified; see
“Revisions to Draft EIR” section.

10-27 Traffic and Transportation — Caltrans Level of Service

See Caltrans Response to Comment 4-4.

10-28 Project Description — Trails

The comment notes that the DEIR mentions the SCCRTC’s recommendation that the
Project “include access to and from the property on its northern boundary to the existing
rail line [right-of-way].” The comment requests that the FEIR be clear that, although the
Project design provides an opportunity for a connection, any future connection of the
new Arroyo Seco trail to the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way is not Redtree’s
responsibility. See Response to Comment 10-23 above.

10-29 Transportation and Traffic — Shared Parking

The parking analysis presented in the Draft EIR was based on review of City parking
requirements and incorporated parking reductions. See Response to Comment 10-8
regarding shared offsite parking.

10-30 Transportation and Traffic -Parking Mitigation Measure

Please see Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.

10-31  Traffic and Transportation — Parking Requirements
Please see Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.

10-32 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Demand

Please see Master Response T-1 — Parking Supply and Demand regarding project
parking demand, Response to Comment 10-12 regarding CEQA analyses, and
Response to Comments 10-8 regarding offsite shared parking.

10-33  Traffic and Transportation - Excess Parking Impact

Comment regarding excessive parking and its environmental impact on traffic and air
quality is noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.
10-34 Traffic and Transportation - Calibration of Mitigation Measures

The timing of mitigation implementation is included in mitigation measures where
required will be further specified in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to
relate to project levels of development. See also Response to Comment 10-12.

10-35 Water Supply - Impact Analysis Methodology

Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.
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10-36  Water Supply — Development Agreement
Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

10-37 Water Supply - Impact Analysis Methodology
Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

10-38 Water Supply - Project Water Demand
Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

10-39  Water Supply -Mitigation Measure 4.6.3a

As discussed in the DEIR, the City disagrees with the assertion that water supplies will
be adequate to serve the project and that Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a should be deleted.
Notably, however, the City has modified Measure 4.6-3a to address some of the
applicant’s concerns, as set forth in a later communication received after the close of the
comment period on the Draft EIR. The applicant’s contention that the proposed project’s
impacts on the City’s water supply would be less than significant is premised on the fact
that the City currently has sufficient water supplies in normal and wet precipitation years
to serve the full project if it were to build out in the near future. The applicant overlooks
the fact that the City’s current “surplus” is not sufficient to serve other undeveloped
properties in the City that, like the project site, are identified for development in the City’s
current (1990) General Plan. Because the proposed project is not expected to build out
until the current water supply is fully allocated, and because, further, the City believes
that other currently vacant properties planned for development also have some claim on
City water, the City has chosen to assess the significance of the project’s impacts on the
City’s water supply with these other properties in mind. Please see Master Response —
Water Supply.

10-40 Water Supply - Mitigation

Comment indicates that the applicant is committed to incorporating the water-conserving
measures into the project as set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b and will pay the
System Development Charge. This comment is noted, and the City appreciates the
applicant’s cooperation with respect to these issues.

10-41 Biological Resources - Grading

Mitigation Measure 4.8-2b has been revised to permit grading in accordance with City
grading ordinance requirements, except for construction of the drainage outlets into
Arroyo Seco Creek. Due to the proximity of construction work with a watercourse,
construction outside of the rainy season would be required for this area. See Chapter 2 —
Revisions to Draft EIR.

10-42 Cumulative Mitigation Measure

With regards to Chapter 5, the DEIR does provide a conclusion for each cumulative
impact discussion as to whether the cumulative impact is significant, and if so, whether
the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable given project mitigations. If a
cumulative impact is not determined to be significant, no further discussion is required.
Three significant cumulative impacts were identified: contribution to global climate
change, traffic impacts at intersections and long-term water demand and supply. The
DEIR as supplemented by Master Response CUM-1 indicates that the proposed design
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and feature of the project would reduce the project’s greenhouse gas emissions to level
in which it was concluded that the project’s incremental effect would not be cumulatively
considerable. To reduce the project’s contribution to the transportation impacts, the
applicant will be required to pay their fair share fee (currently $366 per trip) towards the
City’s Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) program, although as noted two intersections will not be
improved to an acceptable level. To reduce the project’s contribution to water supply
impacts, the applicant will be required to implement various water-conserving features
as described in Mitigation Measure 4.6 and pay the City’s required “System
Development Charge” that is used in part to implement conservation programs and costs
of the planned desalination project. However, these measures would not reduce the
project’s incremental effect to less than cumulatively considerable.

10-43  Cumulative Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

As discussed in the DEIR and in Response to Comment 10-42 above, two identified
significant cumulative impacts would not be fully mitigated in the future. Although the
project payment of traffic impact fees would reduce the project’s incremental cumulative
effect, the measures identified to improve the cumulatively impact intersections would
not result in acceptable levels of service. The project’s implementation of required water
mitigation measures would not reduce the project’s incremental cumulative effects.
These two cumulative impacts are included in the Significant Unavoidable Impacts list
contained in Chapter 2 of the DEIR for which a statement of overriding consideration
would be prepared.

10-44 Cumulative

Comment notes that, in the applicant’s view, the only real significant unavoidable
cumulative impact relates to traffic at the Mission Street/King Street and Mission
Street/Chestnut Street intersections, as the commenter believes the project will not
contribute to significant unavoidable impacts for water supply. Comment on traffic is
noted. Regarding water impacts, see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply and
Response to Comment 10-39.

10-45 Cumulative Project List

Comment states that some projects on the cumulative project list are relocations (Kirby
School) or replacement of existing uses (e.g., Ocean Street Hotel, Tannery Arts Center,
706-708 Frederick Street) and should not be included in the cumulative analysis. The
referenced projects, as well as some others on the Table 5-1, do not represent
“replacement” projects as suggested in the comment, but rather represent intensification
of an existing use or a new use when a previous use has been discontinued on the site.
CEQA Guidelines require impact analyses to compare project conditions to existing
baseline conditions. Thus, on sites where previous uses have not been effect (e.g., Kirby
School, Tannery), the cumulative projects are considered new development. On sites
where there is some existing development, such as the Ocean Street Hotel, only the net
increase in new development is factored into the traffic and water analyses.

10-46 Cumulative Projects

See Response to Comment 10-45.
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10-47 Cumulative Water Supply Impact

Commenter believes sufficient water supplies are available to serve the project under
both project and cumulative scenarios, and the less-than-significant project impact would
not be cumulatively considerable. As analyzed in the DEIR and in discussed Master
Response WS-1 — Water Supply in this FEIR, the City disagrees with this assertion for
the reasons stated in the Master Response on Water Supply and Response to
Comment 10-39, including the fact that the 15-year buildout timing of the project that
would be within a period when remaining available water supply capacity may be
reached.

10-48 Hydrology and Water Quality - Low Impact Development
See Response to Comment 10-21, 2b-1 and 2b-2.

10-49  Alternatives — Alternative 2 Traffic Analysis

The typo regarding Alternative land use assumptions for the traffic analysis has been
corrected; see Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR. The Appendix H Exhibit correctly
shows trip reduction, excluding residential uses, and has been corrected to eliminate the
retail use. The trip summary on Table 5-15 correctly summarizes the total trips for this
alternative. The parking demand on Table 5-10 is accurate as the City has allowed a
parking reduction of mixed industrial/commercial uses.

10-50 Alternatives — Alternative 2 Meeting Objectives

The uses listed on page 5-42 are examples of what uses might be included in the
alternative, but are not all inclusive. Generally, the alternative eliminates residential and
retail uses, but a mix of industrial and commercial uses would be maintained. Thus, the
five listed objectives related to business development and green building would continue
to be met under this alternative.

10-51 Alternatives — Alternative 3 Inconsistencies Correction

Text on pages 5-48 to 5-49 has been corrected to delete the typographical errors
regarding reference to no residential uses in this alternative.

10-52  Alternatives — Alternative 3 Traffic Analysis

The commenter is correct in that the proposed project would not include flex units.
Table 5-12: Alternative 3 — Trip Generation has been modified to eliminate flex units
from the table, which was a typographical error in the Draft EIR. Table 5-12 was also
modified to clarify that this alternative would include 41 residential flats and 77 work/live
townhouse residential units as noted in paragraph 2 on page 5-48 of the Draft EIR. The
weekday daily trips and the AM and PM peak hour trips has been modified herein. See
Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR.

Based on this breakdown of residential units in Alternative 3, the work/live reduction (for
the 77 work/live units) and the internal trip reduction (for internal trip reduction based on
the various uses) would still apply to this alternative. In addition, the ten percent
reduction due to shared use would also apply. This alternative would result in 3,071
weekday daily trips, 423 trips during the AM peak hour, and 408 trips during the PM
peak hour. However, the level of service impacts described in the Draft EIR for this
alternative would not change.
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10-53  Alternatives — Alternative 3 Meeting Objectives
Please see Master Response ALT1 — Alternatives Analysis.
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2395 Delaware Avenue, #21 Tel (831) 466-3332

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 Fax {831) 466-3332
email rcurry@aasi.com

Sandy J. Brown, Contract Planner m E @ E H WE
Department of Planning & Community Development {
City of Santa Cruz
809 Center Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

| emmotomine |

=,

APR 30 2008

CITY PLANNING DEPT
RE: Comments on DEIR for 2120 Delaware Avenue.
Dear Ms. Browiu:
Please consider the following comments on traffic and parking
Sincerely,
fr—-‘,/‘\ - /”} S o . - i - 2 .
f&j&lwg/%gwé? g: Q’;}/ s e '44’*/“ w/f‘(%’/)' fz’-'f—»-z’(
Renwick E. Curry Nancy C. Knudegard

What is mitigation 4.5-2¢ mentioned on page 4-70?

5 Table 4.5-2 shows 84 flats and 77 work/live townhouses. However, the table of trip
generations (Table 4.5-3) shows 0 flats and 94 work/live units.

Why are the number of flats and townhouses different in each table?

3. Table 4.5-3 shows an internal trip reduction of 15% of BOTH the
industrial/commercial {1,293 trips) and the residential (94 trips). It would be valuable
to have the a worksheet for this table which is the information contained in Exhibit 7

{Appendix H).

Why doesn't the reduction apply to the residential trips only, sinee the
Industrial/Commercial trips would occur whether or not residences were on

site or not.
4. The page title on Exhibit 5, Appendix H is uninformative.
What are the assumptions behind Exhibit 5, page 9?
5. The observed on street parking demand table in Exhibit 17 (Appendix H, pages 30 &
31):

How many days of observation? What time of year?
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What are the meanings of "C™, #T7, "M" in Exhibits 17
How many equivalent car lengths are "T" and "M "?

6. The long-term traffic demand depends on known projects and leaves out unknown
projects. Other traffic studies assume a background growth of traffic based on long
term averages.

How does the study account for unknown projects and other demand that
will occur in the future? -
What is the predicted baseline traffic growth other than identified projects?

7. App. H Exhibit 17B states 120 spaces capacity on Delaware. Is this between Swift
and Swanton? Page 4-59 of EIR text states that between Swift and Swanton,
Delaware has 130 spaces at 25 feet. A footnote on Exhibit 17A states capacity at 22
fect 1s 136 spaces.

Why the inconsistency between the two charts and the text?

8. Page 4-59 of EIR text states that between Swift and Swanton, Delaware has a peak
parking occupancy of 45% (using a space capacity of 130). This survey was done in
June 2006, nearly two years ago.

Are the conclusions about parking availability on Delaware understated and
out of date?

9. Street parking is open to any public use, and not reserved for use by any particular

business.
What is the purpose of the extensive street parking study?

10. The EIR states that the proposed plan includes 845 spaces (page 4-61). Parking
demands for the proposed project would exceed this supply by 683 spaces. (Total
demand of 1438 — 845 = 683). Mitgation measure 4.3-5a allows the applicant to
submit a revised site plan to accommodate all parking on-site.

Why is this considered a mitigation? Why shouldn’t the original site plan
accommodate ALL parking on-site from the outset?

11. Mitigation measure 4.5-5b would require implementation, monitoring and
enforcement of several Transportation Demand Management measures.
Who are the parties responsible for implementation. monitoring and
enforcement? What are the penalties for not fulfiliing required
Transportation Demand Management measures?

12. What impact would insufficient parking for this project have on the already
established nearby businesses?
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13, Table 4.5-3 on page 4-04 indicates that live/work trip generation in years 1-318
reduced by 30%. After a 30% reduction takes place, the remaining live/work trips are
again reduced by 15%.

Why do live/work irips receive a double reduction?

14. In table 4.5-3 on page 4-64, for Buildout trip generations, the live/work trips again
receive a double reduction, vet the flats receive only a 15% trip reduction. Live/work
units and flats are both defined as Residential land uses for the project (page 4-64).

Why are live/work units treated differently from flats in trip reduction?

15. There seems to be a typo in App. H, exhibit 13C showing Weekday PM Peak Hour
traffic volume for 2006 as 31,110.
Is the correct number 3110?
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Response to Comment Letter # 11
Renwick E. Curry and Nancy C. Knudegard
Not Dated — Received April 30, 2008

111 Traffic and Transportation — Mitigation Measure 4.5-2¢ Correction

The EIR text has been clarified to remove the mention of Mitigation Measure 4.5-2c,
which was erroneously included in the Draft EIR. See Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft
EIR.

11-2  Traffic and Transportation - Clarification

As discussed in the Draft EIR Transportation and Traffic section, Table 4.5-2: Project
Years 1-3 and Buildout Development Assumptions shows the number of projected
residential units and square footages of commercial/industrial development. On the
other hand, Table 4.5-3: Project Years 1-3 and Buildout Worst Case Trip Generation,
shows the projected trip generation based on the uses and assumptions described in
Table 4.5-2.

For example, Table 4.5-2: Project Years 1-3 and Buildout Development Assumptions
shows the number of flats and townhouses (84 and 77 respectively) mentioned by the
commenter, whereas Table 4.5-3: Project Years 1-3 and Buildout Worst Case Trip
Generation shows the number of trips generated by these units (Years 1-3: 94 Weekday
Daily Trips, seven AM Peak Hour, and nine PM Peak Hour trips). Thus the numbers
between these two tables are not comparable.

11-3  Traffic and Transportation -Trip Reduction

As discussed in the Draft EIR Transportation and Traffic subsection 4.5.3, the 30 percent
internal trip reduction is applied to trips generated by the industrial/commercial uses,
specifically due to the presence of the work/live units. As described in the Draft EIR,
work/live units result in up to 50 percent of the residents working in the downstairs work
area, thereby reducing the number of trips to and from the project site.

The 15 percent internal reduction is due to the mixed-use nature of the proposed project.
In a mixed-use development, trip generation has to take into consideration the fact that
some of the trips counted at are made within a mixed-use development, that is, some
trips are made internally, without leaving the project site. The most common example of
this trip-making occurs at mixed-use developments that include both residential and
commercial uses, such as with the proposed project, where some of the residents’ work
trips and shopping trips are made to the on-site shopping area.

11-4  Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibits

The Exhibit of Appendix H includes the Level of Service analysis results for each
alternative and the project at buildout, which represents the worst-case scenario level of
service. This worst-case scenario assumed the maximum range of development for
research and development, office, and retail uses, which generate more average daily
and peak hour trips, as compared to warehouse and light manufacturing (also see Draft
EIR Table 4.5-2: Project Years 1-3 and Buildout Development Assumptions).
Assumptions for development are included in the DEIR Traffic section and Alternatives
section. The Exhibit 5 titles will be clarified in the Final EIR to reflect these assumptions.
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11-5  Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit

Data for the street parking demand presented in Exhibit 17a and 17b was collected by
Higgins Associates along Delaware Avenue between Swanton Boulevard and Getchell
Street and Swift Street between Modesto Avenue-Wanzer Street and Ingalls Street
during June 2006. The purpose of the counts was primarily, a parking utilization study,
conducted in 15 minute increments on a weekday between 8 AM to 5 PM.

11-6  Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 17 Clarification

In Appendix H Exhibit 17a and 17b the letters C, M, and T stand for passenger car, large
truck, and medium-size truck, respectively.

11-7  Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 17 Clarification

Large trucks (T) are 40 to 50 feet or three to four car lengths.
Medium-sized trucks (M) are approximately 30 feet or two to three car lengths.

11-8  Traffic and Transportation —-Cumulative Analysis

With respect to the analysis of cumulative traffic assumptions, the City’s accepted
methodology is to use known identified projects (as listed in Table 5-1 of the DEIR)
rather than a predicted baseline as this methodology has been found to be more
accurate and is consistent with approaches set forth in the State CEQA Guidelines.
11-9  Traffic and Transportation - Traffic Future Growth

See Response to Comment 11-8.

11-10  Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit 17

As shown in the Appendix H, Exhibit 17a illustrates parking demand on Delaware Street,
whereas the Exhibit 17b illustrates parking demand on Swift Street. As these exhibits
describe parking conditions on two different streets, the results are not the same.

1111 Traffic and Transportation - Parking Study Validity

As neither the street layouts nor the land uses in the vicinity of the parking study have
changed, the parking demand calculations are deemed valid.

11-12  Traffic and Transportation — Street Parking Study

The purpose of the street parking study was to determine if there was any excess
capacity of parking in the area. The study concluded that there was not excess capacity,
particularly during the evening (PM) hours.

11-13  Traffic and Transportation — Parking Mitigation

Please see Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.

11-14  Traffic and Transportation - Traffic Demand Management Enforcement

The project applicant is responsible for implementing a Traffic Demand Management
(TDM) plan and monitor it on a monthly basis. The project applicant is required to
submit an annual report to the City regarding the project’s compliance with the TDM.
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Ultimately, the City is responsible for enforcement of the TDM consistent with Chapter
10.45 of the Municipal Code.

11-15  Traffic and Transportation - Traffic Demand Management Enforcement

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program outlines how monitoring of this
requirement will occur. There are no established penalties for not complying with the
TDM. However, the applicant could risk possible legal action by not complying with a
City ordinance(s). Legal action could include, but is not limited to, revocation of the use’s
right to occupy a space if it fails to comply with the conditions of approval.

11-16  Traffic and Transportation — Parking Impact on Businesses

Please see Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply. As described in Traffic
and Transportation section of the Draft EIR, implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-
5a and 4.5-5b would reduce the project’s parking demand impact to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, with adequate on-site parking, no significant off-site impacts
are anticipated.

11-17  Traffic and Transportation — Parking Reduction Clarification

Please see Response to Comment 11-3.

11-18  Traffic and Transportation - Live/Work Parking Clarification
The flat units are purely residential and do not contain a workspace, which is included in
the live/work units. The 30 percent trip reduction applies specifically to live/work units.

Also, please see Response to Comment 11-3.

11-19  Traffic and Transportation — Appendix Exhibit Correction

With regards to Traffic Appendix H, Exhibit 13C, the exhibit text has been clarified for
weekday PM peak hour volumes for total short- plus long-term development in 2006 to
show 3,110 as opposed to 31,110.
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Edward J. Davidson

{200 Button Street #15

‘Santa Cruz, CA 95060

TEL/FAX 831 423-9294
April 3, 2008

Subject: 2120 Delaware Ave. Draft EIR

Dear Planning Cominissioners,

In view of Judge Burdick’s tentative holding in the City vs. UCSC challenge to the LRDP,
the long range outiook for the City’s water supply requires thorough analysis. Since the
proposed addition of up to 248 new residential units will also impact the existing water
supply, the Cumulative Impact analysis must be as comprehensive as possible.

During the past few years, most projecis, large and small, have avoided the in-depth
cumulative impact analysis required of UCSC. The “conservation only” approach used by
the City can no longer suffice as long term water supply policy. Until this issue is
resolved, the future of all development in Santa Cruz, Live Oak and northwest Capitola is

in doubt. This could delay worthwhile projects such as the subject of this EIR.

The analysis must include all recent and proposed projects such as the following:

-UCSC’s LRDP and Marine Sciences campus,
-La Bahia and Holiday Inn Express hotels,
~The proposed hospital/cliniic at the Skyview Drive-in,

“Mixed-use residential/commercial projects on Pacific, Ocean, Mission and Soquel,

_Condominiums and special needs housing in downtown, Lower Ocean, the east side

and Seventh Ave,
Numerous minor subdivisions with 3-4 condos replacing single family residences in the

R-L district, along with ADU’s and SRO’s

I would note that the Home Depot and new Safeway on 41%" Ave are in the City’s water
district although they may not increase water use of the buildings they replaced. The
above list is exemplary of the kind of in-depth analysis required by CEQA. The firture of
Santa Cruz development demands a long-range solution to our water supply deficiencies.

Respectfnlly sub@i}ted,
?fl LAteey] sn
Ed Davidson
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Response to Comment Letter # 12
Edward J. Davidson
April 3, 2008

12-1  Water Supply - Cumulative Analysis

Comment indicates that the cumulative impact analysis on water supply must be as
comprehensive as possible given the tentative ruling in the City’s challenge to the UCSC
LRDP case. Comment is noted, and cumulative impacts on water supply are thoroughly
addressed on pages 5-19 through 5-24 of the Draft EIR.

12-2  Cumulative Water Supply

The cumulative analysis in the DEIR identifies known projects and growth on Table 5-1,
which reflect the projects within the City that are cited in the comment. Known
cumulative County development projects are accounted for in the cumulative water
demand estimates on Table 5-3. Additionally, as indicated on page 5-23 of the DEIR,
the City regularly monitors and reports water consumption and demand via annual
reports. Under State law, the City’s Urban Water Management Plan must be updated
every five years, and the next version of that document will include updated
development, growth and water demand projections for all of its service area, including
areas outside City limits. Thus, cumulative development and growth is addressed in the
Cumulative Impacts section of the DEIR and demand is reviewed in an ongoing manner
by the City Water Department.

12-3  Water Supply
See Response to Comments 12-1 and 12-2.
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30 April 2008

Santa Cruz Planning Department
Attn: Sandy Brown, Contract Planner
209 Center Street, Room 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Delaware Addition Mixed Use Project
2120 Delaware Avenue, Santa Cruz

Dear Ms. Brown:

This letter is in response o the Part 4.7, acsthetics portion of the Draft EIR and is intended to be a general
commentary on certain features of the proposal. While T do applaud the choice of mixed uses and the
flexibility planned in that regard, 1 have a namber of concerns which are as follows:

1. Site coverage: From the CADD perspectives the project appears to almost completely cover the site
with either buildings or pavement. In this day and age that appears to be poor planning. The perspectives
are perhaps misleading as they do not appear 10 show cars; instead, it looks as if it could be open space. My
suggestion would be to not build on at least fifty percent of the Jand.

2. Street layout: Boring, bowling ball streets with parking on both sides. Perhaps the cheapest and the
casiest, but not the right answer. In general, not all research and development and office space need to be
on a ground floor. Perhaps create as second floor street or better yet, a second floor outdoor mall space in
the center that would spider out to a few of the external spaces and exclusive of cars. The automobile

should not determine the design.

3. Ifeight limit: There seems to be this pervasive feeling in Santa Cruz that height is bad and only one
and two story buildings should be allowed. This is an industrial area. For example, what if most of the two
outer rows of buildings and the parth and sound sides were climinated and that density was concentrated
more in the center, say somewhat pyramidal in overall form (but not a mega building). Let the top be as
much as sixty or eighty feet. Not all trees grow to the same height. Think variety. Put much of the parking
underground (yes, more expensive). Views from the upper floor spaces would be fantastic, would not

dominate over the adjacent properties and would bring more rent/sales.

4, Solar: With few exceptions, the conceptual buildings all have north-south building orientation
rendering them inefficient for integrated photovoltaic and thermal panels. We must mitigate global
warming as much as we can.

Unfortunately I’ve read only 2 portion of the draft EIR and this letter is being written af the last minute in
order to get it in befors the comment deadline of 5:00 pm 30 April—no more time 10 make remarks sxcept
that as a thirty-three year resident of the City of Santa Cruz (and even more it Santa Cruz County), 1
believe this project needs a great deal of additional thought and changes.

Qi mrmley farect i1 HAST
SITCCTOLY A 10 [LetsU

James R. Ellmore, Architect Retired
343 Soquel Ave, PMB 151
Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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Response to Comment Letter # 13
James R. Ellemore
April 30, 2008

13-1  Project Design - Impervious Surfaces

Comment is noted regarding support for the choice of mixed uses. Commenter notes
that the proposed project appears to cover the site with impervious surfaces and
requests that the project include approximately 50 percent open space. The project site
is designated for industrial use in the City’s General Plan and zoning ordinance. The
project site is also designated for industrial infill and intensification in the City’s General
Plan. The proposed project meets the site coverage requirements based on the
proposed use and underlying general plan and zoning designation. Under the |G zone
district, the maximum lot coverage allowed is 80%. In addition, up to an additional 5% of
surface area may be installed if that area serves as a usable outdoor employee amenity
such as recreation or eating facilities, children’s play area or similar features. According
to the project architect, about 31% of the site would be covered by structures; the
addition of impervious paving would increase the impervious coverage to about 78%
(buildings and impervious paving). Landscaping/open space/pervious paving would
cover about 22% of site.

13-2  Project Description (Street Layout)

Comment regarding project design and street layout is noted. The commenter does not
raise an environmental issue and therefore no response is necessary.

13-3  Project Description (Height Limit)

Comment regarding heights is noted. The commenter does not raise an environmental
issue and therefore no response is necessary.

13-4  Aesthetics - Project Description (Solar)

Comment is noted. As noted on page 3-7, the proposed project has been selected and
enrolled as a LEED Neighborhood pilot project. The proposed project would maximize
the use of renewable energy sources, energy efficiency and passive solar design
measures. According to the design guidelines, individual owners will have the
opportunity to tailor the design to meet their unique program requirements through
building orientation, landscape treatment, building height, and building materials.

13-5  Solar Exposure/Global Warming
Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.

13-6  Project Comment

Comment noted. The commenter does not raise a specific environmental issue and
therefore no response is necessary.
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Page 1of 4 DEIR comments: 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project
Renee Flower

April 27, 2008

Te: Sandy Brown
City of Santa Cruz
Planning and Community Development Department
809 Center Street, Room 206 (Monday—Friday 7:30 a.m. to 12:00 noon)
Santa Cruz, California 95060

From: Renée Flower
1747 King Street
Santa Cruz, California 95060

SCH #: 2007012097
Lead Agency: City of Santa Cruz

Dear Sandy Brown,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR for the 2120 Delaware Mixed Use
Project. My comments, below, are interspersed with excerpts from the project DEIR and other sources.

Sincerely,

“To begin, [ want to point out that Bowman & William’s (B&W) “Preliminary Hydroiogy and
Stormwater Detention Volume Calculations™ (2006, DEIR appendices) includes an interesting editorial
comment. I strongly disagree with B&W’s characterization of this creek channel as a “drainage ditch™

“The drainage channel is so cailed Arroyo Seco Creek, and was recently realigned to its
current location from the subject property. The drainage ditch has been constructed to
mimic a natural drainage course, and has rock check dams in the flowling, and vegetation
in the bottom of the channel and on the sideslopes of the channel." '

' In DEIR Appendices, see: “Preliminary Hydrology and Stormwater Deterttion Volume Calcuiations for the proposed
Detaware Addition Subdivision, Prepared for RTP Delaware Ave., LLC,” March 30, 20086, page 1. According to the
channel relocation blueprints in my possession, the Armoyo Seco Creek relocation and restoration plans were
designed by Swanson Hydiology and Geomorphology and Robert L. DeWitt & Asscciates, inc. using as a reference a
“| imited Geotechnical Investigation” perfermed by Haro, Kasunich, & Associates, Inc. Wetlands Research
Associates, Inc., designed the creek restoraticn landscape plans and Dickson Design preduced the landscape
irrigation plans. Patricia Anderson of the California Depariment of Fish and Game, Monterey office, oversaw the creek

relocation and restoration project.
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The 2006 B&W report states that stormwater from the proposed development will be “collected
in closed conduit systems and discharged to the drainage channel in two locations.” In addition, the report
argues that the site’s soils preclude the used of pervious pavement, infiltration trenches, and bioswales
that would allow runoff to infiltrate back into the soil. Instead of using these kinds of stormwater
‘mitigations, the report recommends using subsurface manifold detention systems (a system of
underground pipes) to retain runoff, and prefabricated “Vortechs” units to capture trash, oil, silt, and other
debris in the runoff prior to discharge into the drainage channel. B&W calculates that the use of
engineered subsurface detention manifolds will ensure that runoff from the site will be maintained at
predevelopment release raies, and the prefabricated water quality “Vortechs” units, which require
inspection and maintenance at regular intervals, will protect the channel from pollutants. * The project
DEIR Hydrology and Water Quality mitigation measure 4.4-2a (DEIR page 2-7) describes the
requirements refated to the maintenance of the “Vortechs” water quality units.

Comment: Please see my comments below that are related to my conversations with Patricia Anderson.

A memo dated March 29, 2007, from Robert V. Henry P.E. of Bowman & Williams Consulting
Civil Engineers to Mr. Craig French of Redtree Properties, discusses the existing hydrologic and
hydraulic calculations performed by Bowman & Williams in 1987, and drainage calculation performed in
1098 and 1999. This memo includes a discussion of the undersized culvert under Delaware Avenue, and
the channel’s apparent capacity to accommodate stormwater runoff from the project site. Bowman and
Williams suggests “utilizing the channel for a portion of the detention requirerments associated with the
current proposed project.”
Comment: While the DEIR does not appear (o discuss the possibility of instream detention of stormwater
runoff from the site, the engineer’s references to this possibility along with their stated position that the
creek is a “ditch,” presents cause for concern that the integrity of the relocated and restored creek could

be compromised in the future.

Another memo, dated May 21, 2007, from Bowman & Williams to Mr. French (DEIR
appendices), discusses the construction in the initial phases of the project of one or more below-grade
curtain drains (subsurface drains constructed of rock, perforated pipe, and filter fabric) to intercept
groundwater at the site and redirect the flow to Arroyo Seco Creek. These drains are necessary fo alleviate
the potential for liquefaction and to create more favorable conditions for site grading and related soil
compaction. A memo dated November 1, 2007 (DEIR appendices), continues the discussion of curtain
drains at the site and states that the curtain drain “system will be left in place, thereby alleviating long
term concerns as well.” This memo also mentions the timing of the construction of ouifall pipes into the
creek with the construction of a “riparian trail.” The project DEIR, Geology and Soils mitigation measure
4.2-1b (DEIR page 2-7) requires the “installation of a curtain drain along the northern boundary of the
site to intercept groundwater to a depth of ten feet and provide favorable conditions for site grading.”
Comments: The description of the function of the curtain drains leads me to understand that these
structures introduce intercepted and redirected groundwater into the creek channel. This is an additional
flow into the channel, just as runoff from new development contributes additional flows of stormwater {0
the creck. DEIR Impact 4.4-3 states: “the proposed project would divert groundwater along the northern .
boundary of the site to Arroyo Seco Creek. This would not exceed the capacity of Arroyo Seco Creek nor
result in substantial flooding offsite.”” Has the volume of redirected groundwater been taken into
consideration in the stormwater runoff calculations? What impacts will this redirected stormwater have, if
any, on the creek? Wiil the creek’s relocated and restored channel be altered in any way 10 accommodate
the curtain drains and the redirected flows of groundwater? Are there any other impacts related to the

2 |n DEIR Appendices, see: “Memorandum: Delaware Mixed Use Project EIR — Hydrology — Drainage Evaluation,”
fram Brian Brown to Justin Mesk, dated November 5, 2007,
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redirection of groundwater at this site? For example, will the redirection of groundwater affect any deep-
rooted plants on nearby properties, or the planned landscaping for the proposed project?

The Project DEIR discusses the proposed project’s encroachments into the development setbacks
for Reaches 3 and 4 of Arroyo Seco Creek (Impact 4.8-1, page 4-108). The mitigation proposed for this
impact requires the project applicant to modify the site plan to eliminate parking and building areas that
encroach into the 70- and 80-foot development setbacks (as required by the City-wide Creeks and
Wetlands Management Plan). The DEIR’s discussion of impact 4.8-2 (proposed drainage improvements,
trail construction, and landscaping impacts to Arroyo Seco Creek riparian habitat) describes the water
quality impacts related to urban runoff, and construction of stormwater discharge pipes. This section of
the DEIR also discusses a gravel trail proposed to be constructed within the development setback and the
‘ntroduction of human activity into this area. Numerous mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the

level of significance of these impacts.
Comment: See comments below related to conversations with Patricia Anderson of the CDFG.

The interrelationships between the creek restoration/relocation project as approved by the CCC
and CDFG in 2000, the City of Santa Cruz Creeks and Wetlands Management Plan, and the existing LCP
policies that protect the reach of Arroyo Seco Creek near the boundary of 2120 Delaware Avenue are niot
entirely clear to me. On page 13 of the Coastal Commission’s “Appeal A-3-STC-00-041 Stalf Report—
Arroyo Seco Creek Relocation & Restoration,” the special conditions for the approval of coastal perrmit
A-3-STC-00-041 for the relocation and restoration of this creek state: “Approval of coastal permit ... does
not allow any future encroachment within 100 feet of the centerline of the restored stream.”

Comments: Do the development setbacks contained within the Creeks and Wetlands Management Plan
for the reaches of the creek impacted by the project alier the original terms of the permit? [ assume that
the development setbacks for Arroyo Seco Creek that are set out in the Creeks and Wetlands Maragement
Plan, adopted by the City Council on February 28, 2006 and certified as a LCP amendment by the
California Coastal Commission (CCC) in October 2007, replace the 100-foot setback required by the
permit. The permit for the refocation and restoration of Arroyo Seco Creek established 100-foot
development setbacks for the creek and these setbacks were part of the relocation plans. Will these be
respected and maintained? It is my understanding that these 100-foot setbacks are part of the creek
restoration design and are important to the creek’s long-term health.

The Special Conditions enumerated on page 13 of the Coastal Commission's “Appeal A-3-STC-00-041
Staff Report— Arroyo Seco Creek Relocation & Restoration,” include the incorporation of
recommendations by the CDFG. In relation to these CDFG recommendations, I have the following

‘concerns and comments:

Comments: According to my notes from a phone conversation with Patricia Anderson of the CDFG on
8/15/2000, Ms. Anderson said that the creek relocation and restoration plans were designed to handle
current flood flows only, and not additional runoff from development of the adjacent site on Delaware
Avenue. She also mentioned that future development of the site would require a separate storm water
facility to accommodate runoff, and that runoff from future development should not be directed to the

creck. In a letter dated 9/6/2000, Ms. Anderson informed Mr. Bruce Edelson, P.E., that:
“The realigned stream requires protection in perpetuity. This can be accomplished
either through dedication of a conservation easement or a deed restriction on

property. One way to provide long term protection of the riparian vegetation at the
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top of the streambank is to instalt wooden fence posts with cable stretched
between the posts.”’

A split-rail fence that was instatled at the site along the 100-foot setback boundary is still on the site.
However, after reviewing the site plan in the Initial Study for the project currently proposed for the site, it
appears that the split-rail fence will be removed. Also, ] understand that the proposed development will
use the creek for storm water drainage. These alterations to the creek’s relocation and restoration as

overseen by the CDFG do not respect past mitigations.

Comments: In a conversation with Patricia Anderscn on August 11,2007, Ms. Anderson told me that the
existing split-rail fence and the original 100-foot buffer mitigations must be respected, and that the '
developer must push the project back away from the fence. She said that the developer must demonstrate
that the stormwater runoff from the site will not be greater than current flows. There can be no increase in
runoff amount. Is it possible to direct additional flows of stormwater to the creek without increasing
existing flows? She also expressed serious concern about the use of engineered subsurface water quality
ranks like the Vortechs units proposed in the DEIR. She told me that urban stormwater runoff must be
“polished”, or cleansed, in a constructed wetland prior to drainage into the creek. While she understood
the usefulness of engineered units to regulate flowrate, she was concerned that these units would not
adequately cleanse the water. In addition, she was concerned that the units might not receive proper
maintenance. Future activities on the site are unknown and this presents additional concerns about water

guality impacts.

Comment: Given that the permit to relocate and restore AIToyo Seco Creek incorporated the
requirements of the CDFG, why isn’t this agency included in the DEIR’s references under “other state
and local agencies” on DEIR page 6-57 City of Santa Cruz LCP Policy 2.3.1.9 states: “Coordinate with
the Department of Fish and Game to assure that development that involves alteration of or discharge into
wetlands or streams and riparian vegetation is reviewed by the Department and their recommendations
incorporated into project plans prior to approval of the coastal development permits.” Does this project
require a coastal development permit to construct drains into the creek channel, redirect groundwater to
the creek channel, construct a gravel path within the development setback, and plant new landscaping
within the creek’s development setback? Given that the relocation and restoration of Arroyo Seco Creek
required a coastal development permit, would the proposed project’s encroachments into the creek and its

buffer areas also require such a permit?

Comment: During a presentation about the proposed project, the developer and his architect stated that
the creek is not located on the property to be developed. It is my understanding that the entity knows as
Arroyo Seco Creek includes the tands that extend outward from its banks: a creek is much more than just
its channel. The creek’s channel is not located on the development site, but clearly, the proposed project

will have multiple impacts on the creek.

Attachments:
Ietter from Patricia Anderson, CDFG, to Mr. Bruce Edelson, P.E., dated September 6, 2000.

3 See attached photocopy of letter from Patricia Anderson, CDFG, to Mr. Bruce Edelson, P.E., dated September &,

2000.




‘Srate of California - The Resources Agency GRAY DAVIS, Covernor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
httn://www.dfg.ca.gov

September 6, 2600

Mr. Bruce Edelson, P.E.
28520 Meadowmist Dr,
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA 90275

Dear Mr. Edelson,
Conopeo {dba Lipfon, Santa Cruz County, Notification # R3-2000-0237)

This letter responds to your request for written information from the Department of Fish and
Game (Department) regarding requirements to complete subject streambed alteration permit
process. Project proposes to realign Arroyo Seco Creek to create more useable space for
development and to restore degraded creek habitat. Creek was previously channelized to act as a
detention basin, to accommodate development, and has been continually degraded through
spraying of herbicide on riparian vegetation. The Department will be working with the City of
Santa Cruz and Caltrans on alternatives to using creeks as detention basins. Although the
proposed project will increase habitat values from existing conditions, there are several things
which must be completed before the Department can permiit this project. The following provides
guidance for completion of permitting process: R :

1. A qualified fluvial geomorphologist must review project. Review will provide design criteria
to incorporate, as much as possible, pool habitat-and-a low flow channel meander into design.
This will mitigate for the loss of stream length through creating greater complexity and diversity
i stream channe! and will recreate loss of important existing pool habitat.

2. The fluvial geomorphologist will assist with incorporating the increase in riparian width into
the design. The riparian setback requirement is 100 ft. from center of stream, therefore 200 ft. is
now available for designing the new channel (City of Santa Cruz ordinance and Ca. Coastal
Commission). A wider riparian buffer at the top of the bank is preferred unless review of siream
hydrology shows that the width provides more habitat value within the streambanks. The goal is
to create a microclimate that helps retain the pool habitat longer, thus increasing habitat values.

3. The fluvial geomorphologist will assist in determining whether bioengineering can be used as,
a practical alternative to "hard" engineering solutions (ie. gabions) for predetermined erosion

probiems and grade control. If not, gabions and rip-rap must be plaated with local, native
riparian vegetation such as willows.

4. The project will be required to be monitored until the project is successful. Hopetully,
revegetation efforts and streambank stabilization efforts will be successtul after 5 years or less.
All non-native invasive plant species will need to be removed from the restoration area and
replaced with native riparian vegetation, unless already specified in revegetation plan.
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Page Two
Mr. Edelson
September 6, 2000

5. The realigned stream requires protection in perpetuity, This can be accomplished either
through dedication of a conservation easement or a deed restriction on property. One way to
provide long term protection of the riparian vegetation at the top of the strearbank is to install
wooden fence posts with cable stretched between the pests. '

6. Submit a detailed plan of channel design to the Department of Fish and Game for approval.
Our understanding is that you plan on constructing this project during the drier months of 2001.

If you have any questions or require further assistance, please contact me at (831) 724-7130.

Sincerely, ,
%;WM—M
Patricia Anderson

Associate Fishery Biologist
Central Coast Region
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Response to Comment Letter # 14
Renee Flower
April 27, 2008

14-1  Hydrology and Water Quality — Creek Characterization

Comment regarding disagreement with reference to Arroyo Seco Creek as a drainage
ditch in the hydrology report is noted. The Draft EIR references the creek as a
watercourse, consistent with the City-wide Creeks and Wetlands Management Plan.

14-2  Hydrology and Water Quality - General

Comment describes the project water quality system, but does not make a specific
comment on the DEIR analyses.

14-3  Hydrology and Water Quality — Creek Impacts

The impacts of project stormwater runoff into Arroyo Seco Creek are addressed in the
Draft EIR on pages 4-48 to 4-50. The analysis concludes that the creek has capacity to
accommodate project runoff. Other analyses and measures are included to address
water quality and riparian setbacks. Therefore, the integrity of the relocated creek will not
be compromised.

14-4  Hydrology and Water Quality — Additional Creek Flow

Flows from the curtain drains are expected to be highly variable in response to seasonal
groundwater variations and individual storms. Unknown factors would control how much
flow would be intercepted by the northern drain and how much would remain in the
ground to be intercepted by the southern drain. Though there are uncertainties in the
discharge rates from the curtain drains, it is expected that these flows would be on the
order of a few hundredths of a cubic foot per second and, therefore, would not be
expected to be significant to either erosion or flood potential along the creek.

14-5  Hydrology and Water Quality —Curtain Drain Impacts to Creek

As described on page 3-18 of the Draft EIR, installation of the proposed drainage outlets
into Arroyo Seco Creek would require disturbance to the channel banks during
construction. These facilities have not been designed, but will require approval of a
Streambed Alteration Agreement with the Department of Fish & Game. Additionally, the
discharge will require approval by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

14-6  Hydrology and Water Quality ~Curtain Drain Impacts to Surrounding Vegetation

Response to Comment 14-4 addresses the proposed curtain drains at the project site in
order to reduce high groundwater levels. The southern curtain drain would discharge
into the southern storm drainage system and would not require an additional outfall into
the creek. Flows to the Arroyo Seco Creek would be on the order of a few hundredths of
a cubic foot per second and therefore would not be expected to be significant.

Landscaping on surrounding properties is limited. The majority of the vegetation within
the vicinity of the proposed project is associated with the riparian zone of Arroyo Seco
Creek and includes planted oak trees and willows, etc. The redirection of the
groundwater flows would not affect the vegetation within the riparian corridor as the
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flows to the creek would be minimal. Proposed landscaping on-site would not be
affected with implementation of the curtain drains as the proposed project would likely
include limited drip-irrigation.

14-7  Hydrology and Water Quality - General

Comment restates DEIR impact and mitigation findings regarding Arroyo Seco Creek
and is so noted. No response is necessary.

14-8  Hydrology and Water Quality - Creek Development Setbacks

The Creeks and Wetlands Management Plan adopted by the City Council on February
28, 2006 and certified by the California Coastal Commission in spring 2008 supersedes
the existing General Plan policy regarding a 100-foot setback and replaces the 100-foot
setback requirement established in the coastal permit A-3-STC-00-041. Please see also
Response to Comment 1-2.

14-9  Hydrology and Water Quality — Additional Creek Flows

Based on calculations from Bowman and Williams (March 29, 2007) the estimated flow
capacity of Arroyo Seco Creek adjacent to the project site is 2,000 cubic feet per second
(cfs), which far which far exceeds the amount required to convey upstream and project
site drainage. For instance, during an unusually large rainstorm, such as a 100-year
storm event, the peak estimated flow in the creek is only 310 to 375 cfs (Bowman &
Williams, March 29, 2007).

Because the downstream 60-inch culvert can only accommodate approximately 195 cfs,
stormwater would back up into the creek channel (north of Delaware Avenue and
adjacent to the project site) during a large storm event such as a 100-year event.
According to the project engineer, the channel is “over designed for flow conveyance for
both the 10-year and 100-year events” and has approximately 24,500 cubic feet of water
storage capacity (Bowman & Williams, March 29, 2007).15 Therefore, flow in the
channel is not anticipated to overtop its banks and the project site’s drainage system
would continue to discharge to the creek. In addition, since the culvert is undersized
compared to the creek, it would act to regulate flow to the downstream drainage system,
which in effect protects the downstream system from flooding during large storm events
(Bowman & Williams, March 29, 2007).16

14-10  Hydrology and Water Quality — Stormwater Facilities

As described on page 4-46 of the DEIR and shown in Figure 4.4-4: Drainage Plan, runoff
from impervious surfaces would be collected in several storm drains located within the
right-of-way of the proposed private project roadways. This collected runoff would then
be directed via storm drain pipelines that are 12- to 18-inches in diameter into a series of
36-inch storm-sewer detention manifolds that would provide underground storage and

15 The estimated stormwater detention required within the creek under site development conditions is 22,558 cubic feet
for a 100-year event.

16 According to the City’s Public Works Department, the culvert does not have a history of debris buildup at its upstream
end on the north side of Delaware Avenue that would further impede flow.
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control discharge of stormwater runoff into Arroyo Seco Creek at two locations. Each
outfall pipe would have a discharge capacity of 16 cfs. The two proposed outfalls would
incorporate energy dissipaters (i.e., angular rock rip-rap) to reduce the potential for
erosion on the channel embankment.

Because the Arroyo Creek was determined to have adequate capacity to accommodate
10-year storm event flows (as described in comment 14-9) a separate storm water
facility to accommodate runoff was not considered necessary.

14-11  Biological Resources — Creek Setbacks and Fencing

The split-rail fencing was a recommendation by DF&G as a means to “provide long term
protection of the riparian vegetation at the top of the streambank”(letter from Patricia
Anderson, Department of Fish & Game, September 6, 2000).

The comment by the DF&G was a suggestion only and was not a condition as part of the
streambed alteration permit. There is no conclusive evidence to suggest that a wooden
fence is effective in protecting riparian vegetation. The creek corridor is currently
vegetated with willows, oaks, grasses, and other vegetation. Apart from the installation
of the current drain(s) and stormwater outfalls, this vegetation would not be disturbed as
part of construction and because stormwater flows from the project site would be
controlled (see page 4-46 of the DEIR), vegetation would continue to exist within the
creek corridor once the project is completed. The applicant has indicated that the
existing fence will be relocated to the creek side of the new public access trail.

14-12  Hydrology and Water Quality — Additional Creek Flows

See Response to Comments 14-9 and 14-10 regarding the proposed stormwater system
and flows into the creek.

14-13  Hydrology and Water Quality ~-Water Quality
See Response to Comment 2b-1 regarding engineering water treatment systems.

14-14 CDFG Coordination

A notice of preparation (NOP) about the project was sent to the California Department of
Fish & Game (DF&G), Region 3, as part of the scoping process, however no comments
were received. Furthermore, a copy of the Draft EIR was also sent to DF&G Region 3,
and no comments were received. As indicated on pages 3-18 and 3-25, approval of a
Streambed Alteration Agreement by DF&G will be required. City of Santa Cruz Planning
Department staff also contacted DF&G during preparation of the EIR, but no comments
were offered. The project also includes a Watercourse Development and Coastal
Permits for construction of improvements adjacent to the creek.

14-15 Coastal Development Permit

As described on page 3-18 of the Draft EIR, installation of the proposed drainage outlets
into Arroyo Seco Creek will likely require approval of Streambed Alteration Agreement
with the DF&G. Additionally, because a portion of the project is located within the
Coastal Zone, the project will also require a Coastal Permit from the City, which may be
appealable to the Coastal Commission. See also comment 1-1 from the California
Coastal Commission.
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Additionally, as described in Impact 4.8-1 starting on page 4-108 of the Draft EIR, the
project as currently proposed results in minor encroachments into the required
development setbacks set forth in the adopted City-wide Creeks and Wetlands
Management Plan. Mitigation 4.8-1a requires the project applicant to a revised site plan
prior to approval of the Vesting Tentative Map that eliminates these encroachments.

14-16  Applicant’s Presentation

Comment is noted. It is correct that the creek channel is not located on the project site
except for a small portion in the northwestern corner of the site. Project impacts to the
creek are addressed in section 4.8 of the DEIR.
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From: James Gill <gill111@sbcglobal.net>
Date: 2008/4/16

Subject: 2120 Delaware

To: Sandy Brown <sandyjbrown@gmail.com>

Dear Sandy,

Thanks for copying the ESA by RTB for SCI for me (how's that for TLA's!). The VOC-
contaminated ground water plume that it describes is non-trivial by Fed EPA standards, -
and quite shallow -- we neighbors had not known that before. This may not affect the
2120 project (indeed the project's curtain drain might even help to stabilize the plume),
but | think it prudent to ask for a formal CRWQCB opinion. My letter is attached, copying
you. Please add it to your public comment file.

| hope to submit another more general comment before the 4/30 deadline. | continue to
be impressed by the DEIR and wish that | could have used in my UCSC course;
congrats. One area for which | think that you under-estimated impact is Recreation,
especially the nearby city park.

Cheers
-Jim

Sandy Brown, AICP
Contract Planner

City of Santa Cruz

Dept. of Planning & Community Development
809 Center Street, Room 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831) 588-8204 - Cell
(831) 420-5119 - Voice
(831) 420-5101 - Fax
sandyjbrown@amail.com




111 John Street _
Santa Cruz CA 95060

hi
5]

6 April 2008

Mr. Frank DeMarco

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region

895 Aerovista Place Suite 101

San Luis Obispo CA 93401-7906

Subjects:
(a) DEIR for Project at 7120 Delaware Street, Santa Cruz CA
(b) Groundwater Verification Monitoring at the Former Santa Cruz. Industries (SCI)

Site, 411 Swift Street, Santa Cruz CA (Case#t S33)

Dear Mr. DeMarco,

I write because I assume that the CRWQB, asa Responsible Agency, will comment on
the Draft FIR prepared by the City of Santa Cruz for a development project at 2120
Delaware Street in Santa Cruz. Comments are due by April 30, 2008.

The DEIR discusses a ground water monitoring program that is adjacent to the project
site and overseen by the CRWQCB. It recommends that at least one monitoring well be
destroyed under permit. I ask that you address two questions in this context. First, which
wells can be destroyed without affecting the ongoing monitoring effort? Second, what
will be the effects of the proposed project on the SCI ground water contamination plume,

and vice versa?

I raise the first question because the most recent monitoring report on your web site is for
the 4™ Quarter 2006. It shows, for example, high VOC levels (e.g., PCE were > 13,000
ppb) in monitoring wells within 5 0 of the proposed site. In addition, TCE levels are 200
ppb off-site across the street from residences on Swift Street, and are ~10 ppb at the
southernmost monitoring wells on the edge of public school property. USA EPA MCL’s
for TCE and PCE are 5, so the plume seems to be significant under CEQA. The
contaminated water is very shallow (indeed the water table is at the surface during most

winters) and lies across the street from residences that need to pump water from beneath
their homes in the winter. Homeowners may, therefore, be pumping water that exceeds

MCLs.

I raise the second question because the proposed project will install a curtain drain on its
northern border that will interupt groundwater flow to a depth of 4-6 feet and divertitto
the west. The contaminated water from the SCI site lies 2-10 feet below ground surface
and is downstream from the proposed interuption. Please comment on how this change in
ground water flow might affect the contamination plume with respect to the 21 20
Delaware site, but also along Swifl Street and the school property.




Finally, I note on your web site that the March 2007 report to you from RTB
recommended installation of 17 vapor probes. Has this bappened? If so, when will the

resuiis be available?

Please copy me on your official comment to the City about this project.

Sincerely

James Gill

Ce: City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development Dept.
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Response to Comment Letter # 15
James Gill
April 16, 2008

151 Hazardous Materials — Contaminated Water Plume
Please see Response to Comment 2a-1.

15-2  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts

Please see Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

June 2008 Page 1-71

CONBULTING



James B & Catharine € Gili
111 John St
Santa Cruz CA §5060-6328

27 April 2008

Sandy Brown TERN = n T

Planning and Community Development Department ; n % 5 ‘@ le Wk f f}?

City of Santa Cruz < i‘; H i

809 Center Street APR 2 9 2003 U
b 400 fwlid

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Re: 2120 Delaware Development Project CITY PLANNING DEPT

Dear Sandy

Congratulations to you and Redtree Properties for a well-prepared and thorough DEIR. If
all the proposed mitigations and conditions are adopted, then development will be
environmentally responsible. Otherwise there would be more obj ections. I have four

additional comments.

1. The project requests approval for potentially quite dense development. It is unclear to
me why Alternative One (Reduced Density) is not environmentally superior because it
meets all the project’s objectives, would reduce the Level of Significance for parking and
riparian setback to No Impact, and would reduce the severity of other impacts. Some of
these benefits accrue if even one or two of the 20 parcels were left as internal open space.

2 1 believe that the DEIR does not adequately assess Parks and Recreation in Section
4.5.1 (pages 4-72,73), perhaps because it got over-whelmed by issues related to water
supply in the Public Services and Utilities section. The DEIR correctly recognizes that
the Lower Westside already is deficient in parkland relative to General Plan
reguirements. Any substantially increased use will, therefore, be significant under CEQA.
The project is said to have a Less Than Significant effect because few school age children
are likely to live there, and the adult residents would use State Parks like Natural Bridges
ati, ara Iilra tn h

Iy a4 | Tamerl Jratesd Tha 1o i ki P v=Y b ragi
and Wilder Ranch instead. The latter is highly unrealistic. The residents are likely to be

young adults, many with dogs. This age group uses public parks, including adjacent

Derby Park, for jogging, tennis, frisbee, baseball, basketball, etc. Whatever facilities exist

in nearby City parks arc used by young adults as much as or more than by children. Why
would the occupants of 160-250 residential units at 2120 Delaware, and employees who
are there mid-day, be different? | contend that, had this impact been assessed by
surveying current and projected use, the analysis would have shown that use of Derby

Park could double.

T recommend one of twe mitigations for this impact. First, require that one of the 20
possible development parcels be left as open space and used for on-site outdoor
recreationa) facilities such as exercise bars, basketball half-court, volleyball, petanque
pitch, etc. Although this might reduce revenue potential by 5%, it would also add
amenities, reduce environmental impacts such as parking, and reduce impact on Derby

Park. Alternatively, allow the developer to make those kind of improvements at Derby
Park in lieu of the park fee.




3. The Hazardous Materials section 4.3 does not analyze the effect of the project on the
shallow ground water contamination plume adjacent to the site on the southeast,
extending from the former SCI property ai the comer of Swift and Delaware at ieast 48
far south as the Santa City School District property at 313 Swift Street. Instead it relies
on an a theoretically on-going monitoring program by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board to conclude that the effect is Less than Significant. Please see my
attached April 16, 2008 letter to that agency about this topic. Specifically, I ask that the
FEIR answer the two questions posed in that letter: which monitoring wells can be
destroyed without affecting the on-going monitoring effort? what will be the effects of
the proposed project on the SCI ground water contamination plume, and vice versa? A
thoughtful reply from the CRWQCB could be 2 sufficient answer without additional
ground water studies as long as the agency has good reasons to agree that the effects are
insignificant to both the project and the adjacent neighborhood.

4. Two traffic-related effects can be mitigated further with minimal cost to the project.
First, construction-related truck traffic should be banned from Swift Street, especially
before 8:00 AM. The trucks can, instead, use Swanton-Delaware where there are no
residences. Second, the FEIR should not include the option of unloading delivery trucks
on Delaware with flaggers. Project approval should be conditioned on redesign to
accommodate trucks >40°. The first Recommended Condition of Approval on page 4-69
implies that such re-design is optional. It should not be optional because on-street
unloading is unsightly, interferes with the bicyele lane, and adds to congestion and even
danger. The DEIR recognizes the problem but seems to allow the option. The FEIR and

neighborhood would be better without it.
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111 John Street
Santa Cruz CA 05060

......

Mr. Frank DeMarco

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Central Coast Region

895 Aerovista Place Suite 101

San Luis Obispo CA 93401-7906

Subjects:
(2) DEIR for Project at 2120 Delaware Street, Santa Cruz CA
(b) Groundwater Verification Monitoring at the Former Santa Cruz Industries (SCI)

Site, 411 Swift Street, Santa Cruz CA (Case# S33)

Dear Mr. DeMarco,

1 write because I assume that the CRWQB, as a Responsible Agency, will comment on
the Draft EIR prepared by the City of Santa Cruz for a development project at 2120
Delaware Street in Santa Cruz. Comments are due by Apxil 30, 2008.

The DEIR discusses a ground water monitoring program that is adjacent to the project
site and overseen by the CRWQCB. It recommends that at least one monitoring well be
destroyed under permit. I ask that you address two questions in this context. First, which
wells can be destroyed without affecting the ongoing monitoring effort? Second, what
will be the effects of the proposed project on the SCT ground water contamination plume,

and vice versa?

1 raise the first question because the most recent monitoring report on your web site is for
the 4% Quarter 2006. It shows, for example, high VOC levels (e.g., PCE were > 13,600
ppb) in monitoring wells within 50° of the proposed site. In addition, TCE levels are 200
ppb off-site across the street from residences on Swift Street, and are ~10 ppb ai the
southernmost monitoring wells on the edge of public school property. USA EPA MCL’s

for TCE and PCE are 5 ppb for TCE and PCE, so the plume seems to be significant under
~TOA The comtaminated water is very shallow (indeed the water table is at the surface

LS AW P

during most winters) and lies across the street from residences that need to pump water
from beneath their homes in the winter. Homeowners may, therefore, be pumping water

that exceeds MClLs.

[ raise the second question because the proposed project will install a curtain drain on its
northern border that will interupt groundwater flow to a depth of 4-6 feet and divert it to
the west. The contaminated water from the SCI site lies 2-10 feet below ground surface
and is downstream from the proposed interuption. Please comment on how this change in
ground water flow might affect the contamination plume with respect to the 2120
Delaware site, but also along Swift Street and the school property.




Finally, I note on your web site that the March 2007 report to you from RTB
recommended installation of 17 vapor probes. Has this happened? If so, when will the

resuits be available?
Please copy me on your official comment to the City about this project.
Sincerely

James Gill

r-1 . - . ) -
Ce: City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development Dept.
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Response to Comment Letter # 16
James B. and Catharine C Gill
April 27, 2008

16-1  General Statement - DEIR and Project Support

Comment indicates that if proposed mitigations and conditions are adopted, the
development will be environmentally responsible and is noted.

16-2  Alternatives — Alternative 1 as a Superior Alternative

While Alternative 1 would reduce impacts as compared to the proposed project,
Alternative 3 was determined to result in the least impacts, as it would generate fewer
daily trips (thereby minimizing impacts to air quality and traffic) and would require least
amount of parking. As such, Alternative 3 was considered to be the environmentally
superior alternative.

Please see Master Response ALT-1 — Alternatives.

16-3  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts

Please see Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

16-4  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation MM Suggestion

For reasons outlined under the analysis for Impact 4.6-2 of the DEIR, as well as in
Master Response PSU-1, impacts upon recreational facilities are considered to be less-
than-significant, therefore mitigation is not required.

16-5 Hazardous Materials — Contaminated Water Plume

Please see Response to Comment 2a-1.

16-6  Hazardous Materials — Monitoring Wells

The monitoring well identified as MW-1, located along the property boundary with the
Eklof-former SCI solvent-release site, is associated with the ongoing groundwater
monitoring of the solvents plume at the adjacent Eklof property. Because it is on the
adjacent Eklof property, this well would not be disturbed by proposed construction
activities and would remain an active part of the groundwater monitoring network for the
adjacent Eklof solvent-release site.

The 2004 Phase | ESA completed for the site (by RTD, Inc.) refers to another monitoring
well on the project site (MW-4), which is a remnant from a group of shallow wells
installed during a 1996 soil and groundwater investigation performed by Steven Raas
and Associates (RTD, Inc. 2004). This MW-4 well, and any other missing monitoring
wells from this 1996 investigation, are considered to be abandoned. Any old, unused
wells are considered to be potential conduits for contaminants to access shallow
groundwater, and should be properly sealed and destroyed.

16-7  Hazardous Materials — Contaminated Water Plume
See Response to Comment 2a-1.
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16-8  Transportation and Traffic - Construction Traffic Mitigation Measure

Comment regarding the suggested construction-related truck traffic is noted and referred
to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.

16-9  Transportation and Traffic - Delaware Unloading

The recommended condition of approval does require site plan modification to
accommodate onsite loading and not on-street loading. The use of flaggers would be
only to assist and direct trucks backing into or out of the project site.
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Sandy Brown <sandyjbrown@gmaii.com>

b
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e 2y
Just say "NO
2 messages
Kathy Haber <dannynor@cruzio.com> 21 March 2008 12:20
To: sandyjbrown@gmail.com
Cc: smecord@santacruzsentinal.com

Hello Ms Brown,

[ am writing in regard to the development on Delaware Ave proposed by
- Redtree Properties. | simply do not understand how you can even

consider approving this large development since THERE IS NC WATER

available to service it! In today's paper there is an article about

the experimental desal plant starting up at the UCSG controiled Long

Marine Lab. Any water provided by this process will be extremely

expensive! Everyone in Santa Cruz will see their water rates, which

are already high and planned to rise even more in the next few years,

climb precipitously. | wonder if this is covered in the EIR?

Monterey is currently grappling with this problem. They seem to have
looked into the rosy future of Desal to solve the very naturat

problem of water supply controlling growth. When they discovered the
true cost to everyone in the water district, they were forced to

reconsider.

| suspect the construction of a large desal plant here might become
the subject of a protracted court battle. | would personally
contribute to a legal fund fo stop it.

The Planning Department is supposed to look into the future to guide
what is the best for all the citizens of their district, not just to
provide profit opportunities for developers. Please vote against this

proposal.

Kafhy Haber
114 Sheiter Lagoon DR, 5C

Sandy Brown <sandyjbrown@gmail.com>
To: Kathy Haber <dannynor@cruzio.com=

21 _March 2008 12:56

Kathy,
i wilt forward your comments on to our environmental consultants as part of the EIR comment process. You

can look on the city’s website (www.ci.santa-cruz.ca.us) to find out more about the project and to review the

environmental document for yourself.
if you have further questions after reviewing the website, please feel free to contact me again.

| hope this information was of help.

Sincerely,
Sandy Brown

[Guioted texi tdden]

Sandy Brown, AICP
Contract Planner

http://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=1&ik=04451b1 867 & view=pt&th=118d2e9aa71ffe8aksea... 3/21/2008
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City of Santa Cruz

Dept. of Planning & Community Development
809 Center Street, Room 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831) 588-8204 - Gell
(831) 420-5119 - Voice
(831) 420-5101 - Fax
sandyjbrown@gmail.com
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
e — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 17
Kathy Haber
March 21, 2008

171 Water Supply - Lack of Supplies

Comment indicates that there is no water available to serve the project. See Master
Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

17-2  Water Supply- Desalination

Comment asks whether the issue of increased water rates to build a desalination plant
was considered in the EIR. Economic impacts are not required to be considered under
CEQA, and thus future costs of a desalination plant and funding sources are not
addressed in the DEIR.

17-3  General Statement - Project Position

Comment opposes construction of a large desal plant and the proposed project, but
comment does not address analyses included in the DEIR. Comment is noted and
referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.
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April 27, 2008

Dear Ms. Sandy Brown,

T am submitting the following comments on the Draft Environmental Tmpact Report ("DEIR") for the 2120
Delaware Avenue Redtree Properties project.

1. The objective of planning is to accommodate citizens’ needs and pay for social and economic necessities
by optimizing City revenues. Since City revenue is higher in industrial areas and less or 2 negative in
residential areas why allow housing in an industrially-zoned area when the City’s housing needs can be

met in other residentially—zoned areas?

2. At full build out, the project residents and visitors may include infants, children, young active adults, and
physically challenged people who will require more stringent safety measures than the average adult. How
can the conclusion that the “project proposed onsite circulation and access.... would not result in unsate
conditions” be correct when the composition of future residents and workers on the site is unknowable?
4.5-4, p2-12

3. Why the conclusions of 4.6-1 and 4.6-2 (pp2-12, 2-13) of no significant impacts on schools and
recreational facilities when on page 17 of Initial Study in Appendices, #12 a and #13 ¢ & d (p17) conclude
that the project would “induce substantial population growth™? Won’t this growth potentially impact
schools, parks and the physical deterioration of recreational facilities (4.6-1)? Given that the DEIR
considers offsite impacts of traffic, why does it ignore the offsite impacts to the City of public services and

utilities, park space and recreational facilities?

4, Given that atl bﬁildings in the immediate Vidinity and surrounding neighborhoods are 1 and 2 stories, how
can 4.7-1 conclude that the proposed project’s 26 buildings “are generally similar in design and massing” to
buildings in the immediate vicinity given a 20 acre project of 84 units and 26 buildings with 4+ stories of 55

Y, feet roof peaks? Iow can such a massive project not degrade the existing character of the area?

5. Since the final composition of the built out project cannot be determined as to types of businesses and
their vehicle needs, materials usages and productions techniques, how can 2.4-4 conclude No Impacts as to

Air Quality, Hydrology and Water Quality? (p 2-14)
6. Given there are only 2 small plazas planned, oﬁe of which will be used for parking at peak business

hours, why are Parkland/Open Space in-lieu fees being considered given the inadequacy of residential
recreational space for the projected numbers of project residents which may include children?

7. Given the project’s adherence to LEED guidelines in order to be a “Green project”, why are the
~ buildings situated on an East / West grid instead of 2 North / South grid which would maximize solar

benefits?

Mission Blvd. not considered as to the

8. "Wiiy were the views from the residential areas on the hills above ‘
peaks of 55 V4 feet? 4.7.1 (p 4-100)

detrimental visibility of this relatively massive 20 acre site with roof

Ructh  Hewnhor

Naas  Ne by cocoe 74(—/‘{’ ,

Thank you,




SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 18
Ruth Hunter
April 27, 2008

18-1 General Statement - Residential vs. Industrial Uses

Comment questions why allow housing in an industrially-zoned area, and does not
comment on analyses in the DEIR. Comment is noted and referred to City staff and
decision makers for further consideration.

18-2  Transportation and Traffic - Safety and Access

Access to the project site would be provided via four private roadways off of Delaware
Avenue. Service and delivery trucks would likely use Hard Road and High Road, given
their proximity to load access points. The other roadways, as well as the two pedestrian
lanes would likely be used by cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians. Because of the relatively
dense design and the fact that the roadways are fairly narrow, vehicle traffic will have to
drive very slowly throughout the project site. As such, on-site circulation was determined
to be safe for residents and users alike.

18-3  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation and School Impacts

As discussed in the Draft EIR Public Service and Utilities section Impact 4.6-2, the
proposed project would result in an increase of 372 new city residents, if the residential
component of the project would be maximized. The Initial Study identifies potential
impacts related to growth which are addressed in section 5.2 of the DEIR. This section
identifies potential population and employment growth with a slightly higher population
estimate based on conservative average household sizes in the area. Given the
relatively small size of units planned for the project site, it is anticipated that most of the
residents would be adults and only 42 school-age children are projected to live in the
residential units. Project impacts to school facilities are discussed on pages 4-87 and 4-
88 of the Draft EIR. See also Response to Comment 7-6.

Please also see Master Responses PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation regarding impacts to
parks and recreational facilities.

Impacts related to public services and utilities not discussed in the Draft EIR were
addressed in the Initial Study and determined to be less than significant or no impact.
The Initial Study is included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

18-4  Aesthetics — Visual Character

The project site is located within an industrial zone where there is an existing mix of
building designs, heights, and massing. Although the proposed project would result in
the construction of 26 buildings with four stories of 55.5 feet roof peaks, the proposed
project design would be consistent with building size, types, and designs typical of an
industrial zone, and would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of the
area or result in significant aesthetic impact. Further, the overall height of the buildings
would not exceed that which is allowed in the underlying zoning district.
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

18-5  Impact Determination

As discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15128, an EIR has to contain a statement
briefly indicating the reasons for which various possible significant impacts of a project
were determined not to be significant and therefore not discussed in detail in the EIR.
The CEQA Guidelines allow for such statement to be contained in an Initial Study.

The Draft EIR subsection 2.4.4: No Impacts, contains a list of environmental issues for
which the City determined that the proposed project would have no impact. This
determination was achieved through the Initial Study and the Notice of Preparation
process. The Initial Study (included as Appendix A of the Draft EIR) provides the brief
statement indicating the reasons for which various significant impacts were determined
not to be significant.

The Air Quality impacts that are listed in the No Impact category refer to potential impact
related to objectionable odors. As stated in the Initial Study, the proposed project
doesn’t include future use that could result in generation of odors.

Similarly, the Initial Study determined that there would be no impact related to violating
water quality standards, depleting groundwater supplies, housing on flood hazard
boundary, flood-hazard area to impede flood flows, exposing people or structures to
flooding, and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. There are no impacts to
groundwater as the site does not support groundwater supplies for private or domestic
water supply. Similarly, the site is not within a location subject to flooding, seiche,
tsunami or mudflow. Although, water quality was identified in the Initial Study as related
to regulated discharge, the DEIR includes an analysis of project impacts upon surface
water quality.

18-6  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts

Please see Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

18-7  Solar Exposure

The comment notes that the buildings are not oriented to maximize solar benefits. The
comment is noted and referred to the City staff and decision makers for further review.

18-8 Aesthetics - Private Views

Aesthetic impacts are evaluated from public viewpoints/viewsheds (e.g. scenic roadways
and or vistas, public parks, etc.). Views from private residential areas are not evaluated
in accordance with the City’s General Plan and the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, views
from the residential areas above Mission Street were not evaluated in the Draft EIR.
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2420 Delaware DEIR comments

Page 1 of 3

Sandy Brown <sandyjbrown@gmail.com>

2 messages

Rill Malone <biimalone@pacbhell.net>
To: sandyjbrown@gmail.com

Sandy Brown
Contract Planner

30 April 2008 10:45

City of Santa Gruz Planning and Community Development Depariment

809 Center Street, Room 167
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Ms. BroWn,

| am submitting the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the

2120 Delaware project;

Subject 1: Alternative Projects are inadequate.

This EIR is fatally flawed because it does not examine alternative projects that are significantly different than
the Proposed Project. The Alternative Projects chosen in this EIR for comparison are too similar to the
Proposed Project. This resulis in the environmental impacts of these Alternative Projects being very similar
to those of the Proposed Project. This leads to the erroneous conclusion that the Proposed Project is

- acceptable because it is not much worse than any Alternative.

Aiternat]ve'F’rojects should be examined that truly minimize, or better, eliminate the Proposed Project's

negative environmental impacts. For example, Alternative Proje
eliminate the significant unavoidable impact to water supply, (
and/or (4) have significantly less density, eg 25% to 33% less

cts that (1) have zero parking deficiencies, (2)
3) comply with underlying zoning densities,
dense that Proposed Project. These types of

Alternative Projects would give Planners, City Council and the public some true alternatives to evaluate and

compaie.

This faulty logic of accepting the Proposed Project because it is not much worse that the Alternatives is found

in several places:

Page 2-2. "None of the afternatives would efiminate the significant unavoidable impact to water supply.”
Page 2-2."...however, they (Alternative Projects) would not reduce the level of significance of the impactto a

degree lesser than the proposed project with mitigation."

Page 5-54. "However, except for the significant project parking and riparian setback impacts that would be
climinated under ali alternatives, none of the alternatives would reduce the level of significance of the impact

=1

to a degree lesser than the proposed project with mitigation. However, the overall level of severity for many

impacts would be reduced.”

Page 5-55. "Table 5-16: Impact Comparison of Alternatives Relative to the Proposed Project” implies that
there is not much- differaence in the Proposed Project and Alternatives and concludes that there is "No change

in the severity of impact”.

it is not surprising that the authors of the EIR conclude that there is not much difference in the environmental
impacts of the Project and Alternatives, since they created Alternatives that are very similar to the Project!

The EIR must provide some true alternatives.

Subject 2: Parking Deﬁcienciés must not be allowed.

Parking Deficiencies seems to be a euphemism for "“We will not provide adequate parking”.

hitp://mail.google.com/mail/2ui=2&ik=04451b1 867&view—pt&search=inbox&th=119a07... 4/30/2008




Gmail - 2120 Delaware DEIR comments Page 2 of 3

The EIR is inconsistent or misleading on addressing parking deficiencies:
Page 3-11. "No on-street parking is proposed as part of the propesed project.”

confradicts: .
Page 5-54. Table 5-15: Alternatives and Proposed Project Land Use Summary shows the Proposed Project

with a "Parking Deficiency” of 305 Il Alternatives have less "Parking Deficiencies”

Parking Deficiencies for the Project and Alternatives should not be dismissed and off-site parking should not
be allowed. The developer must provide adequate on-site parking — perhaps build two multi-leve! parking
siructures on the perimeter of the property to park all cars plus space for visitors. Mitigation measures, such
as 4.5-5a, calling for a study {"the project applicant shall provide funding to the City for preparation of an
independent study to analyze actual parking conditions" Page 2-§) are inadequate and unacceptable.

Pzage 2-9. Impact 4.5-5: Parking demand for the proposed project would exceed the supply as shown on the

project site plans.
Page 2-9. implementaiion of Miiigation Measures 4.5-5a and 4.5-5b would reduce the project’s impact to a
less-than-significant level, and Mitigation Measure 4.5-2c could further help reduce parking demand.

Even with the current vacant lot on-street parking is full. The project must satisfy all parking requirement with
on-site parking spaces. And, the structure for these required spaces must be in the project pfan from the

beginning.

oy

Other guestions/comments:

1. Why is there not adequate park space provided for the up to 372 new residents
generated by this project? (page 2-13, impact 4-8-2) Since there is already a deficit
in park space on the Westside, why is this worsening of the existing deficit called a
“less than significant impact” in the DEIR? (page 4-72)

2. Since CEQA requires that a project be “compatible with the scale and visual
character of a surrounding area” (page 4-100), how can this project with a maximum
height of 55 % Feet and 4+ stories (page 4-98) be considered compatible with the
surrounding area of 1 and 2 stories buildings? (4-7-1)

3. The impact of workers and their families moving to the area o occupy jobs on the
project site is not included in the DEIR’s consideration of impacts on parks and
schools in the area. Why is this not considered in the DEIR?

--Bill Malone

518 Wainut Ave

Santz Cruz

420-1133
BiliMalone@pacbellnet

Sandy Brown <sandyjbrown@gmail.com>
To: Bill Malone <billmalone@pacbell.net>

30 April 2008 12:186

Bill,
! received your comments and will forward them onto the project EIR consultant's for their review as part of

the EIR process.
Thank you for your time,
Sandy Brown

http://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&k=04451b1867 & view=pt&search=inbox&th=11%a07... 4/30/2008
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2008/4/30 Bill Malone <bilimaiocne@pachseli.nei>:
[Quoted text hidden}

Sandy Brown, AICP
Contract Planner

City of Santa Cruz

Dept. of Planning & Community Development
809 Center Street, Room 2086

Santa Cruz, CA 950860

(831) 588-8204 - Cell
(831) 420-5119 - Voice
(831) 420-5101 - Fax
sandyjbrown@gmail.com

http://mail.google.com/mail/2ui=2&ik=04451b1867 &view=pt&search=inbox&th=119a07...  4/30/2008



SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
e — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 19
Bill Malone
April 30, 2008

19-1  Alternatives — Range of Alternatives
Please see Master Response ALT-1 — Alternatives.

19-2  Transportation and Traffic — Parking Deficiencies

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-5a and 4.5-5b would reduce the project’s
parking impact to a less-than-significant level.

Please see Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.

19-3  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts

Please see Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

19-4  Aesthetics — Neighborhood Compatibility

Comment is noted. See Response to Comment 18-4.

19-5  Public Service & Utilities — Secondary Growth Impacts

Potential secondary growth generated from new jobs created by the project is discussed
on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR in the Growth Inducement section. This section notes that it
is expected that most of the jobs generated onsite would be available to local workers.
But as a worst case if all new jobs were filled by people moving to the area, the required
housing could be met by the project site and other existing pending cumulative
residential projects. The impacts on parks and schools related to cumulative
development are addressed on pages 5-18 and 5-19 in the DEIR.
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Sandy Brown :
City of Santa Cruz Department of Planning and Community Development

209 Center Street Room 107
Santa Cruz CA 95060

Issues of concern for me regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Report
for the 2120 Delaware Avenue PI'O_] ect include:

Traffic impacts on the Westside. How can a moving target be adequately
evaluated as the number and mix of commercial and residential and office
are fluid numbers? What about cumulative impacts from the UCSC projects
at Terrace Point that have not been built? Why didn’t the EIR evaluate
traffic impacts on Swift Street and Delaware at peak time use by Pacific
Collegiate School and anticipate its future expansion? What about traffic

impacts at other intersections on Swift Street?

Tmpacts on the Water System. Why wasn’t a water supply assessment
done? Will this entire project, if approved, have priority over other projects
that follow even if the phase has not been approve? Can the Desalination

plant be used to supply this project?

. Thank you for your time and assistance.
TP wsnilt
Ron Pomerantz Q

215 Gharkey Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

1430 DNINNY Id ;K_UC)
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SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

Response to Comment Letter # 20
Ron Pomerantz
April 30, 2008

20-1  Transportation and Traffic -Impact Analysis

The proposed project transportation and traffic impacts related to trip generation and
parking were analyzed based on the worst-case scenario. This worst-case scenario
assumed the maximum range of development for research and development, office, and
retail uses, which generate more average daily and peak hour trips, as compared to
warehouse and light manufacturing (also see Table 4.5-2: Project Years 1-3 and
Buildout Development Assumptions).

20-2  Transportation and Traffic — Cumulative Projects

As noted on page 5-3 of the Draft EIR, the projects included in the cumulative analysis
include approved, pending, and known planned projects, as well as recently constructed
projects that are now being occupied. The cumulative list also includes planned long-
term projects, for which site plans are not currently prepared or submitted to the City.
The cumulative projects list is presented on pages 5-4 through 5-6 of the Draft EIR. As
noted on page 5-6, the Marine Sciences Campus located at Terrace Point is included as
a long-term project at UCSC and was included in the cumulative traffic analysis.

20-3  Transportation and Traffic — Swift/Delaware/Pacific Collegiate School Impacts

While the proposed project would contribute additional new vehicular trips along Swift
Street, the DEIR concluded that there would be no significant impacts to traffic along this
segment of Swift Street. Swift Street is a collector street that accommodates both
commercial and residential traffic. The traffic impact analysis concluded that there would
be less than one percent of project-traffic traveling south on Swift Street toward West
Cliff Drive in the vicinity of Pacific Collegiate School. See also Response to Comment 7-
15.

20-4  Transportation and Traffic — Other Swift Intersections

The traffic impact analysis evaluated traffic impacts at the Swift Street/Mission Street
and Swift Street/Delaware Avenue intersections. Due to the small percentage of traffic
that is anticipated to travel down Swift Street to West Cliff Drive, no additional
intersections were included in the traffic impact analysis for the proposed project.

20-5  Water Supply — Water Supply Assessment

Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

20-6  Water Supply - Phasing/Priority
Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

20-7  Water Supply - Desalination
Please see Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.
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FrROM @ Celia Scott

Colia Scott, ALC.P.
ATTORNEY AT LAW
1520 Escalona Drive
Santa Cruz, California 95060
Telephone and FAX: 831-429-6166

Fax Transmigsion te\831-420~5101

M
1=
[tewd
130
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.Sandy Brown . -
Planming and Community Development]
city of Santa Cruz .

809 Center St., Room 107

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Projeck ‘ - : .
* Draft Environmental Impact Report : )

Dear Ms..Brown:w

I am submitting the following' comments on the above-referencel Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). : '

1. Global Climate Change (pp 5-75through 5-14)

- Although thgeDEIR pfovides a discﬁssion:of the scientific and regula-

tory background on Global climate change to date, the DEIR £21i1s to
provide an asgessment of the 2120 Delaware project's potential green=
house ‘gas emigsions in quantified terms, including a inventory of all |
the project's emission souxces. Reference is made to "indirect )
emissions” of GHG emissions associated with the project, but that is

' not quantified either.

 Therefore, there is no, evidence to support the conclusion stated on
p. 5=14 to the effectrthat "The proposed project’s incremental effects
would not be cumulatively considerable as the project is designed and
efilthe built.to reduce vehicle trips and emissions and incoxporate

green building design.’

In fact, the analysis of alternatives to the project (pp. 5-3% ff)
indicate that all of the alternatives generate fewer vehicle trips,
among other things, than the proposed project; and that the environ--
mentally superior alternative (without the PD modificdtions) involves
a 437 reductioniin vehicle trips. : ‘ '

.

~ Furthermore, there is no analysis .at all in the BEIR of the project’s
energy consumption, as kequired by Public Resources Code §21100(b)3),
‘which is intended to enhance energy conservation and yeduce wasteful

nse of energy resources.

In short, the DEIR must include an inventory of both the project’s
direer and indirect emission sources for GHCs, in addition to vehicle
trips, generated by the project, such .as: electricity and natural gas
usagefbuildings; water supply and transpertation to the project; o

PHOME HNO. | 531 429 6186 Apr. 30 2008 94:27PM P1




FROM i Celia Scott PHONE NO. @ B31 429 6166 v, 30 2888 84:27PM F2

Secott :
2120 Delaware DEIR comments
page 4

operation of construction vehicles and machinery; manufacture and trans-’
port of building materials; waste disposal, including trafisport of

solid waste and methane emissions from organie decomposition; fugitive
emigsdons, such as methane leaks from pipeline systems. and leaks of
HFC's from air conditioning systems; in short, all possible GHG emissions
associated with the construction and operation. of the project, in all phases

As to methoddddgies for measuring a project's GHG emissions see
The California Enviroomental Qualityidct - On the Front Lines of
Talifornia's Fignt Against Global Warming, A Center for Biological
Diversity Report, Appendix (attached). The document is available
on line at www,biologicaldiversity. org. S '

With regard to the DEIR!suconclusion that "an individual preject _
typically does not gemerate enough greenhouse gas emissions to signifi-
cantly influence glokal climate change", there is also no evidence .. -
to support that conélusion. On the contBary, the magnitude and scope
of the climate change impacts facing California, the mandates of -
AB 32 and Exegutive Order 5-3-05 support the conédusion that since ,
GHGE must be reduced "any new epissions generated by a project should - - i
be considered cumulatively significant." (CBD Report, p. 8). : §

Iri the absence of a GHG emigsions analysis, it is notl possible to.determine
whether any mitigation measures far reducing such emissions . are. adefuite
or feasible. In fact, the DEIR proposes no mitigation measures since
it simply assumes, without quantified evidence, that the project's emissions
are not "cumulatively considerable.” For example, a whole list of .

" mitigation measures are set forth in CBD Report,.p. 10-11, including - -
photovoltaic solar energy arrays on buildings to meet energy needs, which
does not appear to be part of the projects. -

Tn summary, although the proposed project claims to meet the project
objective of a 'compact design to reduce vehicle usage and therefore
reduce traffic, air pellution, and greenhouse gas emiseionsg', there .
is inSufficent evideénce the project as proposed meets even its own

project objective prewented in rhe DEIR; and in fact evidence to the
contrary as the analysis of project alternatives indicates. W

5. Project Consistency with Santa Cruz General Plan 2005 Policies (Table 3-5
EQ Policy 2.3.1 - The project appears to maximize rather than minimize
impervious surfacing, when compared with all rhe project alternatives..

It does not appear to be comslistent with this policy. Co

EQ Goal 5, which is directed to energy conservation and energy efficiency :
is not discussed in the DEIR.with respect to project eongistency. In - !
the absence of an energy conservation analysis, it.is not possible to
determine project consistency, in particular with EQ PEléy 5.5 This
is a significant omission from the DEIR. ' , ;

EQ Policy 6.1.1 and Policy 6.1.2 with regard to construction noise are
omitted From Table 3-5 and should be included. :




FROM : Celia Scott PHOME NO. @ 831 429 5186 Opr, 380 2088 @4:28PM F3

cireulation Policies 1.7, 1.7.1; 1.7.2 and 1.7.3 with regarditg parkiﬂg" :
requirements, on-site truck fagilities, design of parking areas aré i
omitted from Table 3-5 and should be included. - : .

Parks and Recreation Policy 1.2.9 which encourages cooperative development
of park and recreation facilitieg on new and existing industrial sites. i
i Slss emitted, and ghould be diseussed. This policyiis direted to the

18 4dibBv Li.ed ang oild pe dibclipoeil.

. Lower West Side where 2120 Delaware 1s located.

With respect to Park and Recreation facilities on the Lower Westside,the DEIK
does not adegquately acknowleadge the statement in‘the'Gene;al;Plan“(p,331§
that "While the Lower Westside will have sufficient neighborhoodppark . ,
agreage through 2005, the inadequate distribution of exising parks within’

this area results in a park deficiency." - It is now 2008 and no. new neigh-
‘o1 -the Lowexr |

borhood parks, or community parks (algo a park deficiency
Westside) have been created, either on the former'"Westside_Lands“%(now
ownad by the Unviersityof California) or anywhere else.on the Lower -West-
side. The contributioncof the .proposed project_to_neighﬁorhodd and
communitypark needs is notradequately analyzed either. The assumption,
stated on p.4-87 for Impagt .4.6~1 does not  take into account=éither the
needs of adults in the project for recreation, or the needs of children
whose parents may be employed at the projectubutﬁlivihg'offnsite.

Sinece the project site will deéveiopihe &ne of the last large undeveloped
roperties on the Lower Westside with an opportunity for park dedication,’
the DEIR should consider the possibility of onm-site park dedication rather
than simply in-lieu park fees (p. 4-88) Without park dedication on this
¢ite, it is not clear where the opportunities will remain to fulfill the
General Plan goal of adequate park facilities in this area.of the eity.
fhe DEIR fails to analyze adequately conslstency with Parks. and’Recreation
Policies 1.8,7and 1.8.1-4 of the proposed project. : o

3. Additional Igsues

Mitigation Measure 4 .5-5a proposes to defer submittal of-a reviged. .
parking plan for the entire project until afteriproject_approvalfgand; .
delegates to the City Planning Director and Public Works .Director revisdon
‘of parking requirements for the proposed project.apparently‘without

public review or comments, The mitigation measure should be revised

to clearly require the revised parking plan prior to approval of amy . :
of the requiredepermits for the project so that public review and comment -
is made pos§ihle.through an envirenmental review process. ' -

Phasing - the proposed project apparently is expected to develop gver & 15 o
vear period, however, the entire site is.to . be graded as part of initial
site preparation and infrastructurerimprovements.»(ﬁp-3f3z'DEIR). S ,
However, there is no indication of how the atrea’ not be developed inftially
will be treated. Will it just be left as bare dirt with stxeets until

later phases are developed? ‘ ‘

The DEIR needs to amalyze the impacts of undeveloped portions of the site ..~

over a long period of time on the surrounding aréa, and qonsidér'ygquiring
an explicit mitigation measure for. that situation. One possibility is to
limit initial site preparation to.a clearly defipned Phase 1, followedy
by a.clearly defined Phase 2, etc, when later phases become feasible."
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Furthermore, Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a apparently contemplates. approval .
of the entire project even though water supply cannot at this time be
guaranteed to the entire project, and assumes ultimate approval of a
desalination facility at some unknown future dare. Annalternative.
mitigation measure which limits project approval to a clearly defined-
phaserof the project which can be served would reduce the significant
unavoidable impact regarding water supply to & greater degree than the
Mitigafdon Measure proposed in the DEIR. ‘ C

4. Project Alternatives

The DEIR analysis and discussion of project alternatives maintains that
Alternati¥res 2 and 3 would not meet the project objectives to reduce
traffie, air pollution, and greenhouse gas emissions. However, Alternatives
2 and 3 generate far fewer vehicle trips, and require less parking. As
stated earlier, there is noevidence of quantified impacts in the DEIR

to support that conclusion. - ‘ o

The DEIR does not include a reasonable range of alternatives given that
neither the project nor eny of the proposed alternatives (1,2, and.3)can
veduce the impact on water supply below the level of significant and
unavoidable. An alternative needs to be analyzed, probably including

a significant dedication of park and recreation space, rhat wouldureduce
the total level of development 6n the site to a level that would eliminate
the significant and unavoidable impact om water supply. The absence of
such an altermative from the DEIR does not provide the "reasoned choice”

required by CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 (£).
1hank you for consideration of these comments. .

T sal™

Celia Secott
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Response to Comment Letter # 21
Celia Scott, A.I.C.P, Attorney at law
April 30, 2008

21-1  Cumulative - Global Climate Change
Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts

21-2  Environmentally Superior Alternative — Reduction in Traffic Trips

Comment is noted. As noted on page 5-53 of the Draft EIR, Alternative 3 — Buildout
Under Existing Zoning Requirements with No Planned Development would result in the
least amount of impacts as it would generate the fewer daily trips, thereby minimizing
impacts to air quality and traffic.

21-3  Energy Consumption

As part of comments related to global climate change (see Master Response-Global
Climate Change), this comment states that an analysis of the project’s energy
consumption is required by Public Resources Code section 21100(b)(3). This section of
CEQA requires that an EIR include mitigation measures “proposed to minimize
significant effects on the environment, including, but not limited to, measures to reduce
the wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy.” Contrary to the
commenter’s suggestion, this formulation does not require a detailed energy analysis for
all projects requiring EIRs. Rather, by its plain terms, all that CEQA requires with
respect to energy impacts is that EIRs set forth “measures to reduce the wasteful,
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21100,
subd. (b)(3).) CEQA Guidelines section 15126.4(a)(1)(C) further clarifies lead agencies’
obligation on this subject by stating that “[e]nergy conservation measures, as well as
other appropriate mitigation measures, shall be discussed when relevant.” (ltalics
added). Read together, sections 21100 and 15126.4 provide that energy issues need
only be discussed where a project as proposed would lead to the “wasteful, inefficient,
and unnecessary consumption of energy.” This conclusion is consistent with the general
principle that EIRs need not address less-than-significant impacts in detail. (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15128; Pub. Resources, §21002.1(e).) In the current situation, the
proposed project would not, even without mitigation, result in “wasteful, inefficient and
unnecessary consumption of energy,” but instead would be subject to requirements of
the California Building Code and Title 24 regarding building measures for energy
efficiency. The project further proposes to construct the buildings in accordance with
LEED certification, which would further reduce energy consumption. In addition,
mitigation measure 4.6-3b would require that the project applicant install Energy-Star
labeled appliances, which are both water and energy efficient. In short, the proposed
project is simply not the kind of project that triggers the obligations (i) to identify
significant energy-related impacts and (ii) to propose formal mitigation measures to
substantially lessen or avoid those impacts.

21-4  Cumulative Analysis — Global Climate Change
Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.
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21-5  Cumulative Analysis — Global Climate Change Methodology
Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.

21-6  Cumulative Analysis — Global Climate Change
Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.

21-7  Cumulative Analysis - Global Climate Change Mitigation Measures

Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts

21-8  Cumulative Analysis — Global Climate Change

Please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts

21-9  Consistency with General Plan Policies

Table 3-5, Project Consistency with City of Santa Cruz 2005 General Plan Policies on
page 3-26 presents consistency of the proposed project with applicable general plan
policies. Consistency of the proposed project with Policy 2.3.1 is addressed within Table
3-5, Project Consistency with City of Santa Cruz 2005 General Plan Policies. The
referenced policies in the comment are addressed below and herby incorporated into
Table 3-5.

O EQ 2.3.1. The comment states that the project does not appear to minimize
impervious surfacing and is inconsistent with this policy. The project’s impervious
surface is slightly less than allowed within the IG zone district (see Response to
Comment 13-1). The policy includes minimizing impervious surfaces with other
runoff and water quality controls to reduce urban runoff pollutants to the
“maximum extent possible.” The water quality analyses conclude that water
quality will be protected with implementation of mitigation measures, thus
satisfying the intent of this policy.

O Environmental Quality Goal 5. The comment states project consistency with this
goal and EQ Policy 5.5 is not addressed. The goal states “Implement to the
greatest degree possible, transportation strategies that reduce the consumption
of fossil fuels, and energy strategies that increase energy efficiency and energy
conservation in all sectors of energy usage and which increase the production
and use of renewable energy sources within the City.” Policy EQ 5.5 promotes
industries that use energy efficiently.

Consistency Determination: Mitigation measure 4.5-5b would require that the
project applicant implement Transportation Demand Management measures to
achieve vehicle occupancy goals established in the City’s Trip Reduction
Program ordinance (Chapter 10.46 of the Municipal Code), including but not
limited to: provision of secure, covered bicycle parking; provision of transit
access; coordination of ride-sharing with an established provider; membership in
the Transportation Management Association; provision of free transit passes and
information; provision of preferential parking for carpoolers; and provision of
employee showers and lunch areas in buildings with more than 50 people. This
mitigation measure would require that the program is monitored monthly by the
application and annual reports provided to the City. The mixed use nature of the
project also results in trip reductions. Specific land uses are not known at this
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time, but given proposed building designs and the type of businesses anticipated,
future uses would be energy efficient. See also Response to Comment 21-3.

U EQ Policy 6.1.1 states “Use site planning and design approaches to minimize
noise impacts from new development on surrounding land uses.”

Consistency Determination: The proposed project is consistent with this policy.
As discussed on page 32 of the Initial Study (Appendix A in the Draft EIR), the
project site is located within an industrial area and is located adjacent to
industrial uses or industrially designated lands. There are no sensitive receptors
adjacent to the project site, but there are residential uses located along Swift
Street and Delaware Avenue in the project vicinity. Residential uses are also
proposed as part of the project. The proposed project would result in traffic-
related noise increases on streets in the project vicinity, including delivery truck
traffic. As stated on page 32 of the Initial Study in Appendix A of the Draft EIR,
project operations, such as the use of mechanical equipment, would not be
expected to result in significant ambient noise increases as the site plan
proposes enclosure of mechanical equipment.

U EQ Policy 6.1.2 states “Ensure that construction activities are managed to
minimize overall noise impacts.”

Consistency Determination: The proposed project is consistent with this policy.
As stated on page 32 of the Initial Study (Appendix A in the Draft EIR), the
proposed project would follow performance standards contained in the City’s
zoning ordinance to ensure that noise-related impacts from construction activities
are minimized.

O  Circulation Policy 1.7 states “As a condition of development, expansion or
change of land use, developers or employers shall mitigate their impacts on
circulation (consistent with circulation planning policy and the CMP), provide
incentives to enhance the use of alternative transportation and when necessary
shall provide transportation impact studies, and phase improvements to reduce
traffic impacts and ensure that circulation facilities are adequate to serve the
development.”

Consistency Determination: The proposed project is consistent with this policy.
The mixed use nature of the project results in trip reductions. A traffic impact
analysis was prepared as part of the EIR preparation for the proposed project.
Mitigation measure 4.5-5b would require that the project applicant implement
Transportation Demand Management measures to achieve vehicle occupancy
goals established in the City’s Trip Reduction Program ordinance (Chapter 10.46
of the Municipal Code).

O  Circulation Policy 1.7.1 states “Reduce automobile parking requirements for
developments/land uses that provide effective incentives for alternative
transportation (mixed-use/neighborhood commercial areas, bus passes,
subsidies, preferential carpool parking, and shuttle services) and investigate
ways to mitigate potential impacts on neighborhoods, possibly through residential
parking permit programs.”
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Consistency Determination: The proposed project is consistent with this policy.
The parking analysis for the proposed project is presented in Section 4.5,
Transportation and Traffic, Impact 4.5-5. The parking requirements were
reduced by 10 percent due to the shared use and by an additional 10 percent for
non-automobile use programs per the City’s code. As described above,
mitigation measure 4.5-5b would require that the project applicant implement
Transportation Demand Management to achieve vehicle occupancy goals
established by the City’s Trip Reduction Program.

U  Circulation Policy 1.7.3 states “New development with truck traffic shall provide
on-site facilities sufficient to allow truck maneuvering and also mitigate impacts
related to truck size, weight, noise, and related congestion caused by the
blocking of travel lanes.”

Consistency Determination: The proposed project is consistent with this policy.
On-site traffic circulation and truck maneuvering was addressed on pages 4-67
through 4-68 of the Draft EIR. A truck turning analysis was conducted by Higgins
Associates to analyze trucks maneuvering the site. The results of the analysis
indicate that delivery and service vehicles could maneuver on the project site.

O Parks and Recreation Policy 1.2.9 states “Encourage cooperative development
of park and recreation facilities on new and existing industrial sites.”

This policy encourages cooperative development of park/recreation facilities, but
does not require it. Parks and Recreation Policy 1.8.2 and City regulations allow
payment of an in-lieu park dedication fee when required dedication is less than
three acres as would be with the proposed project. Please also see Master
Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

21-10  Public Service & Utilities — Recreation Impacts

Please see Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

21-11  Parks and Recreation Policies Consistency

Comment requests project review with Parks and Recreation Policy 1.8 and 1.8.1-4.
Policy 1.8 states “Ensure that new development (including additions and remodels) pay
for park land and recreational facility demands created by it.” The subsequent programs
number 1.8.1 through 1.8.4 identify park dedication requirements; permits payment of in-
lieu fees when a park dedication requirement is less than three acres; and provides
directives for the City to consider cost recovery programs and review and update park
requirements.

Consistency Determination: The proposed project is consistent with Policy 1.8, 1.8.1 and
1.8.2 as discussed in Response to Comment 21-9 and in Master Response PSU-1 —
Parks and Recreation. The programs 1.8.3 and 1.8.4 are not applicable to a site-specific
development project but are directives for City-initiated actions.

21-12 Transportation and Traffic — Revised Parking Plan
See Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.
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21-13  Project Description — Grading

The site will be required to be revegetated in accordance with City Grading Ordinance
requirements.

21-14  Long-Term Impacts on Undeveloped Portions

As stated on page 3-3 in the Project Description of the Draft EIR, the entire project site
would be graded as part of initial site preparation and infrastructure improvements. Prior
to implementation of development on the site, the project applicant would be required to
implement erosion control measures, including but not limited to re-vegetation of
disturbed areas with a weed-free mulch over all soil exposed as a result of proposed
grading before November 1% of each year as required by Mitigation measure 4.8-2b.
Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure that disturbed areas on the
project site are not left exposed until development of subsequent phases of the
proposed project proceed.

21-15  Water Supply
See Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

21-16  Alternatives — Global Climate Change Quantification

The comment’s reference to a project object is slightly erroneous. See Master Response
ALT-1 — Alternatives. It is agreed, as shown on Table 5-15 and discussed in the DEIR
text, that all alternatives reduce vehicle trips traveled and associated emissions. Please
also see Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.

21-17  Alternatives — Range of Alternatives
See Master Response ALT-1 — Alternatives.
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H. Reed Searle

114 Swift Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Phone and Fax 831-425-8721

28 April 2008

Ms. Sandy Brown
Planning Dept.

City of Santa Cruz

re: comments on draft EIR, 2120 Delaware, project application #SCH2007012097

Dear Sandy,

1 have volunteered to compile questions and comments from a group of people about the project.
We have the following commentis and requests for further information relative to the draft EIR.
We believe the requested information is necessary in order that the City may make an informed
decision about this project, which is the largest in City history after UCSC.

Whenever reference is made to traific or other effects, piease address cumuiative impact as well as
impact from the project alone. The Mandatory Findings of Significance includes cumulative
impacts. “Cumulative impacts will be reviewed in the EIR, including but not limited to traffic....”

1. We all know that vehicle traffic increases harmful emissions,. The objective of CEQA
and AB 32 et seq is to reduce harmful emissions. An increase in trips is a significant effect. The
traffic impact of this project is significant. The only “mitigation” cited is that the project is not as
bad as it might be. (5-14). Please explain how 5200 additional ADT does not represent a
significant environmental effect both in itself and cumulatively. Please explain how the addition of
5200 ADT from the project is not a significant addition to harmful emissions. (see 5-14). Please
include in your responsé how this additional traffic can comply with Executive Order S-03-03.

2 Increased traffic also contributes to road congestion, and Santa Cruz streets are frequently

Fa EEUL

highly congested now. Please comment on the probability that improving intersections would lead
io ncreased traffic as drivers take advantage of improved driving conditions. Facilitating auio
travel is said fo increase traffic, as in freeway widening. The potential of increased traffic resulting
from improved intersections must be quantified. How the project complies with AB32 etc in view

of this analysis must be described.

3. Payment of a TIF or in lieu fee is said to be adequate mitigation of traffic congestion
resulting from the additional ADT. The question is how and to what extent payment of these
fees actually mitigaies these impacts. Payment of a fee does not necessarily reduce traffic (in fact it

may serve to increase traffic). There should be a disclosure of how and the extent to which TiF

hrsearle@sbeglobal.net




payment will in fact reduce congestion and harmful emissions.

4. The SCCRTC traffic numbers for 2004 (2004 Transportation Monitoring Report, Santa
Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, March 2003, at page 3) says that Mission St at
Baldwin generates 28, 578 daily trips. Please indicate the present ADT on Mission St at Baldwin,
and please also indicate the amount and percentage of additional ADT at this point which will
result from this and other pending projects. Please include a determination of the extent to which

this constitutes a significant environmental effect.

5. ‘What percentage of increased traffic can reasonably be accommodated on Mission S, i.e.
what is the carrying capacity of that street?

6. Similarly, existing traffic coming east on Delaware at Swift during peak bour PM is 252.
With full build out it is 631. AM pealk hour heading west, towards the project is 204 at present and
502 with full build-out. This seems incongruous with ADT of 5000. Please explain the source of

these numbers.

7. The EIR (4-65) estimates that 50% of the project traffic will use Mission St. When this
is added to the projected traffic on Mission St from other projects and from “normal” growth, what
is the expected traffic load on Mission St in 2020, assuming full project build-out?

8. New Westside traffic includes the 5,000 trips to be generated by this project, 8128 (but
perhaps fewer) by proposed UCSC expansion, 3200 by Long’s Marine Lab, 1600 by 2300
Delaware, 2000 by Safeway and 1200 by New Leaf. Thatisa total of 23,428 new trips. Canyou
estimate how much of this traffic will use Mission, Delaware, lower Swift, Alrar, Fair and King

streets?
9. Please update Exhibit 13B to reflect any current numbers.

10. 2300 Delaware and the Marine Science campus together are expected to generate about
5000 ADT. Much of this traffic will use Delaware St. Yet projections are that of these 5,000 plus
additional ADT, only one additional trip will turn right from eastbound Delaware to Tower Swiit
during PM peak hours. {Exhibits 14, 15 and 4, ). Only one additional vehicle will turn right on
Swanton from eastbound Delaware. The project will generate an additional 5178 ADT. Nota
single vehicle per peak hour from this ADT will go south on lower Swift. (Exhibits 10B, 11, 14

and 15,Exhibits 4.5-6, 5-2). The conclusion seers to be that there will be little use of West Ciiff

Drive. That seems a very unlikely scenario. Can vou clarify or explain?

11 Of the over 5000 ADT to be added by the project, only 1270 will go to Highways 17 and
(4-67), Where do the remaining 4000 go?

i7. Do the existing and projected ADT numbers inciude evening, weckend and holiday traffic?
If not, can you estimate the amount of this traffic and its impact on Switt, Delaware and Mission?
Please include cumulative projects and tourist traffic.

13.  Policy M.3.5 of the draft general plan 2020 requires “..new development t0 be designed to
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discourage throngh traffic in adjacent neighborhoods...”. The goal is to “Discourage, reduce, and
slow through-traffic and trucks on neighborhood streets (Goal M.3.3) The EIR should describe the
extent to which such intrusion is likely to result, whether such intrusion is significant and how it
may be mitigated. Policy M.1.6.3 of the draft GP requires that projects “Manage nonresidential
parking in residential areas”. The EIR does not comment on or quantify the extent of probable
intrusion of traffic to residential areas for cut-through or parking nor does the FIR indicate

whether this constitutes a significant effect. Please comment on this as to driving and parking from

this project and from cumulative projects. (See 4-62 for CEQA requirements that an impact is
significant if it is substantial in relation to existing traffic load and the capacity of the street
system.) .

14 Can the project include or design road changes or traffic calming measures that would
protect lower Swift St and West Cliff Drive from project traffic and from cumulative traffic? Is

so, what are the proposals?

15. Why did the EIR fail to examine traffic impacts further down Swift Street towards West Cliff?
Why did the EIR fail to examine traffic impacts at the intersection with Pacific Collegiate School
during the time when students arrive and depart the school?

16. Can traffic estimates distinguish between residential and business/industrial traffic from the
project? '

17. Does the availability or probable use of on strect parking by users of the project constitute an
a significant environmental effect?

i8. Piease quantify traffic load and delay at Mission and Fair from the project and cumulative

projects.

19. Assuming that TIF monies are completely paid, will the total monies collected fully finance
the intersection traffic improvements indicated in the draft EIR?? If not, what percentage must the

City pay?

20. There is no statement regarding the extent to which the iraffic modifications contemplated
will increase traffic hazard for pedestrians and cyclists. These should be described and appropriate

mitigations suggested{(6-02).

21. Most of the project traffic, 50% wili uise Mission St, Highway 1 and #7. This will further
congest the #9 and #1 intersection and is a sigpificant impact. The proposal to mitigate it is to
improve #9 but to improve movement on #1 only by a signal modification and by “Widen(ing) and
2dd a second left tumn lane from Highway 1 conthbound onto Highway 9". (4-66). Please explain

how and the extent to which these modifications will reduce Highway 1 traffic at thus intersection.

57. (Can a roundabout be constructed at Swift and Delaware within the existing footprint that
would accommodate heavy trucks?

23. Do any of the anticipated traffic plans involve widening of streets or taking of any private




property? If so, please specify.

24. 85% of project traffic is estimated to use Mission and Delaware (4-65). Where do the
remaining 670 trips per day go?

25. 43% of project traffic wili use Highways 1 and 17 (4-65). Where do the remaining 2900 ADT
g0? Please quantify also with relation to total cumulative traffic?

54 Please estimate the pumber of workers under the various scenarios in the project who are
expected to drive to employment. in the project i.e. who will not live in the project. Similarly,
please estimate the number of project residents who may be eraployed outside the project?

75. Is there any intention to require residents to be employed in the project?.

26. Re school availability: Does the proposed numnber of students attributable to the project
assume that all students will reside in the project? (4-87) How many students will come from
families who work in but do not live in the project?

27. is there any significant aesthetic effect on the upper Westside from ihe relatively uniform
buildings with possible reflection and glare? (4-101). Impact 4.7-2 refers to glare not being a
problem in the immediately surrounding area, and it may not be. However, a large part of the
upper Wesiside may experience substantial glare from the metal roofs. Please determine whether
this constitutes a significant effect and if so, how mitigation can be accomplished.

28. A part of the upper Wesiside could fose its ocean views from blockage by the 4 storey
building. Is this a significant impact?

79, The Westside has inadequate open space. Please explain how payment of an in lieu fee
mitigates the demand/need for open apace and parkland (5-19) or produces the needed open space.
Would an environmentaily superior alternative be to require the needed open space to be provided

in the project?

10. Fconomic conseauences to the City may not be applicable to this EIR.. Such impacts are,
however, relevant to the draft general plan. In any case, economic effects would be relevant in
quantifying benefits to be obtained through a P.U.D. To the extent there is any available study or
information. on this subject, what are the probable economic impacts to and for the City of the
project under the ditferent development alternatives. Would the environmentally superior
alternatives be more ot less favorable 16 the economic condition of the City?

31, Table 3-1 appears to illustrate the square footage for the residential unifs but ifs absence from
the parrative discussion in the Project Development section makes it difficult to analyze in
context of the remaining discussion. Please use the residential square footage measurements n

the narrative analysis.

32. On page 3-6, the Northem Zone is described as requiring easements to accommodate larger
building footprints. Where are the casements required? Are these easements between lots in the
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Project development? A project alternative should be considered to address the project without
the Northern Zone buildings should the easements be denied.

33 .The project is described as having four driveways. Is this adequate emergency access for the
density of the development? Is this adequate emergency access for residential uses? What is the
emergency response time for emergency vehicles to respond to incidents at the back end of the

site?

.34 According to page 3-13 of the EIR, the exterior lighting design has not been prepared. Why is
this design being delayed?

.35. How long can a valid Development Agreement be extended at the discretion of the City
Council?

36. What is the protocoi for future environmental review as the site development permits arc
applied for?

37. Table 3-5 outlines the Project Consistency with General Plan Policies.

.38, How does the project have no affect on groundwater when the underground drainage system
effectively calls for underground dams?

39. The drafters state that the Project is consistent with Policy 2.3.1 but how is this possible when
the policy speaks to water quality and the consistency speaks to water quantity?

40. How is Policy 4.2 met when Policy 3.4.3 discloses that there will be encroachments into the
setbacks of the riparian area?

41. Policy 6.2.1 states consistency in terms of the general surroundings but does not specifically
analyze the neighboring residential uses on the adjacent property. Please analyze this impact.

_42. Page 4-11 discusses the cut and fili of the project. Wil the fill be made up of the cut? Ifnot,
where will the cut be disposed? '

_43. What are the cumulative (over the entire 15 years) construction impacts to air quality to
adjacent residential uses for the life of the entire PUD? What are the cumulative construction
impacts to air quality to adjacent residential uses when combined with other planned
development in the vicinity over the life of the PUD?

. 44, Page 4-20 discusses [ealth Risk Assessments (“HRAs”) for toxic air contaminant emissions.
Please ensure that IR As are a condition of approval for each project proposed during the life
of the PUD.

_45. Giiven the discussion of liquefaction on page 4-23 and the disagreement upon peer review, is
there a concern about subsidence of adjacent properties should Hquefaction oceur?




. 46. What is ihe long term need for additional fill since the Year 1-3 portion of the Project does
not include utility construction across the entire site?

. 47. Has the geotechnical report, prepared to address the high groundwater discussed on page 4-
25, been peer reviewed? What is the protocol for maintenance issues of the drain? What
happens if the curtain drain faiis? Where is it anticipated that water will run if the curtain drain
does not operate as planned? Mitigation measure 4.2.1a identifies future peer review and
registered geotechnical engineer review of the plans. Please prepare this review before

finalizing the EIR.

. 48. Did the screening evaluation discussed on page 4-28 make an analysis of soil settlement based

on fill build out of the site? Is this evaluation uniform across the site? Should each future
applicant be required to update this screening evaluation before receiving a permit?

. 49. The traffic study was performed during the peak hours of 7:00 — 9:00 am and 4:00 — 6:00 pm.
Are these the accurate peak hours or should traffic be reviewed earlier in the morning and until
later in the evening given the commute hours over Highway 177

50. On page 4-59, the parking analysis describes the capacity between Swift Street and Getchell:
Street. The numbers in this analysis do not add up to give a parking supply between 12 and 26
spaces. Please revise these numbers to reflect demand between 9 and 22 spaces with a total

availability of 30 spaces.

.

. 51. What is the frequency of SCMTD Route 207 Is it hourly? Is it more frequent than hourly? Is
it less frequent than hourly?

|52 What is the estimated number of delivery trucks for the Project during Years 1 - 37 What is

NTEAER I LWL BRLARAL et sy

the estimated number of delivery trucks at project buildout?

. 53. Mitigation Measure 5.5-5a discusses providing the City X lanning Dircetor and Public Works
Director with discretion to revise parking requirements. Given the major traffic impacts to the
neighborhood, should there be a public process in place to evaluate parking instead of leaving

discretion with the Planning Director and Public Works Director?

. 54. Although the EIR and City Water Department determined not to prepare a water supply
assessment, should an assessment be performed because the Project could possibly contain any
mix of commercial/residential/office space depending on what the market demands?

55. On page 4-88 of the EIR, the authors apalyze the new residentiai impacts to the neighborhood.
Where did the assumption of the occupancy factor of 1.5 people per unit come from? Does this
assumption account for higher occupancy rates in Santa Cruz because of the high cost of
housing? Please provide a comparison if the occupancy rate is higher than 1.5.




56. The EIR concludes the water demand is a significant and unavoidable impact. Does approval
of this Project give the development in its entirety priority over other projects and development
-proposals that might come forward? Does the City have the discretion to stop-this Project
while aflowing other future projecis ic move forward?

57. The landscape plans include frult bearing trees. Deo fruit bearing trees require more water than
other native plant species that could be planted instead?

58. The Sensitive Habitat Areas analysis on page 4-106 discusses monarch butterfly migration
through and near the Project site. Are butterflies sensitive to development changes around the
habitat that they frequent? Where is the closest nectar source(s) for the monarch butterfly?
How will the Project affect nearby monarch butterfly habitat?

59. Does parking lot runoff cause more impacts to the creek than building runoff? If so, should
the Project be redesigned to avoid parking near the creek?

11111

However, the analysis presumes that a worst case scenario is based only on this Project.
However, the cumulative projects in Tabie 5-1 will also have growth inducing impacts. Please
revise this analysis to take intc account a realistic worst case scenario with the cumulative
projects included in the analysis.

. 61. Will this Project EIR be reviewed and analyzed by the City’s Global Warming Action
Program Coordinator

.62. How much weight was given to the HOV lane in the cumulative analysis discussion starting on
page 5-26 of the EIR? Please revise the cumulative traffic analysis to reflect the inability of the
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission to find a funding source for this

project.

63. The entrance to the project is on Delaware. Could it be in the NE corner of the lot, near the
Rail track? Would this substantially reduce traffic on lower Swift and Delaware.

Thanks for responding to these concemns.

Sincere
/

1{/ //11 A //. ;,4_/%’\
3V Jres T LA TN
,H Reéd Searle \
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Response to Comment Letter # 22
H. Reed Searle
April 28, 2008

22-1  Cumulative Impacts

Section 5.3, Cumulative Impacts, in the Draft EIR addresses cumulative impacts of the
proposed project for each environmental topic, including traffic.

22-2  Air Quality - Emissions and Global Climate Change

Air quality emissions associated with the proposed project are presented on page 4-17
and cumulative emissions, including the contribution of the proposed project to global
climate change are addressed in Section 5.3, Cumulative Impacts (pages 5-2 through 5-
31). As presented in Table 4.1-6, Project Buildout Operational Emissions, the proposed
project would result in: 50.07 Ibs/day of VOC, 60.19 Ibs/day of NO,, 454.71 Ibs/day of
CO, 48.79 Ibs/day of PM;q, and 0.24 Ibs/day of SO,. Based on the air quality modeling
conducted for the proposed project, buildout would not exceed the MBUAPCD emission
significance thresholds for criteria pollutants. Therefore, the proposed project would
result in a less-than-significant operational air quality impact under project buildout as
the proposed project would not exceed the MBUAPCD emission thresholds of
significance. As discussed on page 5-6 of the Draft EIR, cumulative emissions
associated with the proposed project were found to be less than significant as the project
is consistent with the MBUACPD Air Quality Management Plan.

See Master Response CUM-1 — Global Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.

22-3  Transportation and Traffic — Improvements’ Impacts

Analyses under CEQA require identification and impacts and measures to mitigate those
impacts. The EIR indicates that the project’s impacts will require signalization or
installation of a roundabout at the Swift Street/Delaware Avenue intersection and
payment of the City’s Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) for its contribution to existing traffic
congestion and planned improvement at the intersection of Highway 1/Highway 9.
Implementation of these improvements is not anticipated to facilitate increased traffic
beyond the design capacity of this improvement.

Regarding compliance with AB 32, please see Master Response CUM-1 — Global
Climate Change — Cumulative Impacts.

22-4  Transportation and Traffic — Payment of TIF Fees and Air Emissions

The City’s TIF program identifies planned improvements to intersections and roadway
segments in the city limits in order to improve the level of service during the AM and PM
peak hours. In order to mitigate the project’s traffic congestion to existing congested
Highway 1/Highway 9 intersection, the proposed project would be required to pay the
City’s TIF fee. The payment of the fee is required, and the City is in the process of
developing plans for improvements to this intersection, which would improve it to a level
of service C during the PM peak hour. The improvements are intended to address
existing traffic congestion.
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CEQA requires an analysis of project impacts. The comment requests how the TIF
payment will reduce harmful emissions, which is not related to the project. See
Response to Comment 22-2 regarding project emissions. Additionally, as discussed on
page 4-18, Carbon Monoxide is the primary localized pollutant of concern along
roadways. Areas of vehicle congestion have the potential to create “pockets” of CO
called “hot spots.” Because traffic congestion is highest at intersections where vehicles
queue and are subject to reduced speeds, these hot spots are typically produced at
intersection locations. These pockets have the potential to exceed the state1-hour
standard of 20.0 ppm and/or the 8-hour standard to 9.0 ppm and the federal levels of
35.0 ppm for the 1-hour standard and 9.0 ppm for the 8-hour standard. In accordance
with the MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines, a comparison of “Existing” versus “Cumulative
Plus Project” peak hour LOS was evaluated. As indicated in Table 4.1-7: Carbon
Monoxide Concentrations on page 4-19 of the DEIR, the proposed project would not
exceed state or federal standards.

22-5  Transportation and Traffic — Mission Street/Baldwin Intersection

As discussed in Response to Comment #7-16, the cumulative traffic analysis for the
proposed project assumed 27,000 daily trips on Mission Street based on 2007 data as
provided by the City of Santa Cruz. This is based on the cumulative projects list as
identified in Table 5-1 of the Draft EIR. The referenced SCCRTC traffic report noted by
the commenter, prepared in 2005, estimated 28,578 trips. This moderate difference is
due in part to the fact that the data is two years older and the fact that recent traffic
counts have indicated a general decrease in traffic volumes throughout the region. As
such, this variation in daily trips is not considered significant.

22-6 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts to Mission Street

Based on the Highway Capacity Manual, the capacity of a four lane undivided arterial is
based on the capacity during the AM and PM peak hours. According to the Highway
Capacity Manual, the capacity of a four-lane arterial such as Mission Street, is
approximately 1,600 trips during the AM and PM peak hour under LOS A conditions and
up to 2,400 trips during the AM and PM peak hour for LOS D conditions. According to
the traffic impact analysis, under cumulative conditions, approximately 1,400 trips would
occur during the AM peak hour and approximately 1,397 trips would occur during the PM
peak hour traveling westbound on Mission Street from the Bay Street/Mission Street
intersection. Approximately 1,072 trips would occur during the AM peak hour and 1,421
trips would occur during the PM peak hour traveling eastbound on Mission Street from
the Almar Avenue/Mission Street intersection. These estimates would approximate the
traffic volumes that would be experienced in the vicinity of the Baldwin Street/Mission
Street intersection during the AM and PM peak hour. Based on these traffic volumes,
Mission Street would be operating within the design capacity at the Mission
Street/Baldwin Street intersection. However, impact significance is based on project
effects on intersection levels of service as described on pages 4-62 of the Draft EIR.

As stated on page 4-65, approximately 50 percent of the vehicle trips associated with the
proposed project would be distributed along Mission Street. The amount of vehicle
traffic on the various segments of Mission Street at “Existing Plus Project Buildout” is
presented in Exhibit 12. Under “Existing Plus Project (Buildout)” conditions, all of the
intersections located along Mission Street: Mission Street/Western Drive, Mission
Street/Swift Street, Mission Street/Almar Avenue, Mission Street/Bay Street, Mission
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Street/Laurel Street, Mission Street/King Street, and Mission Street/Chestnut Street
would operate within City and Caltrans standards.

22-7  Transportation and Traffic — Impacts to Delaware Avenue and Swift Street

Since AM peak hour traffic would occur between 7:00 and 9:00 AM and PM peak hour
traffic would occur between 4:00 — 6:00 PM, the volumes presented in the traffic impact
analysis for the AM and PM peak hours are the vehicle trips that occur within these peak
hours. The peak hour trips are a percentage of the total average daily trips based on the
ITE rates for each use (e.g. residential, industrial, etc.). Exhibit 10B in Appendix H
shows the project trip assignment to study intersections, which show approximately 115
project trips during the AM peak hour and 379 project trips during the PM peak hour
would travel east along Delaware Avenue at the Delaware Avenue/Swift Street
intersection with buildout of the proposed project.

22-8  Transportation and Traffic — Cumulative Impacts to Mission Street

As stated on page 4-65 of the DEIR, approximately 50 percent of the vehicle trips
associated with the proposed project would be distributed to Mission Street. Cumulative
plus project traffic volumes during the AM and PM peak hours are shown on Figure 5-2
of the Draft EIR and are included in Exhibit 15 in the traffic impact analysis (Appendix H
in the DEIR); the cumulative traffic analysis is presented on pages 5-24 through 5-30 of
the DEIR. As stated on page 5-30 of the DEIR, cumulative development and growth
would result in significant cumulative impacts at five intersections (Delaware/Swift,
Mission/Bay, Mission/King, Mission/Chestnut and Highway 1/Highway 9). The TIF
program identified numerous projects within the City, which were needed to address the
effects of cumulative development. All new development in the City is required to pay an
impact fee to fund these projects. Improvements are proposed at the Mission Street/Bay
Street intersection, Mission Street/King Street intersection, the Mission Street/Chestnut
Street intersection, and the Highway 1/Highway 9 intersection. The project will be
required to pay the TIF fee, which will go toward funding identified improvements at the
intersections along Mission Street and will contribute the project’s share to cumulative
mitigation at these intersections. The Bay/Mission and Highway 1/Highway 9
intersections would be improved to an acceptable level of service. However, while
improvements to the Mission Street/King Street and Mission/Chestnut intersections will
help reduce delays, intersection LOS would not be improved to acceptable levels during
the PM peak hour.

229  Transportation and Traffic — Cumulative Projects

The 2007 list of cumulative projects is presented in Exhibit 13B in the traffic impact
analysis, which is included in Appendix H of the DEIR. The projects and the traffic
volumes in this exhibit are current. The cumulative project list includes the proposed
UCSC expansion, New Leaf Market, Safeway (listed as “Almar Center Expansion”), and
Long Marine Lab (listed as “UCSC Marine Science Campus”) as noted by the
commenter. As noted in Response to Comment 22-8, Figure 50-2 and Exhibit 15 in the
traffic impact analysis included as Appendix H in the DEIR presents the cumulative plus
project traffic volumes during the AM and PM peak hours, which presents the traffic
volumes along study roadway segments under cumulative conditions. Commenter is
referred to this exhibit in order to obtain traffic volumes for study intersections and
roadway segments.
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22-10 Transportation and Traffic — Affects of Cumulative Traffic on Delaware Avenue

The traffic analysis concluded that there would be 6 trips during the AM peak hour and
13 trips during the PM peak hour under cumulative conditions traveling from eastbound
Delaware Avenue, making a right on Swift Street toward West Cliff Drive (Exhibits 14
and 15 in the traffic impact analysis); and 19 trips during the AM peak hour and 42 trips
during the PM peak hour turning right on Swanton Boulevard from eastbound Delaware
Avenue. Based on the traffic distribution, the proposed project would contribute less
than one percent of traffic to these turning movements.

22-11 Transportation and Traffic — Traffic Distribution

The trips that are not assigned to Highways 1 and 17 are distributed on local streets. As
stated on page 4-64 and 4-65 of the Draft EIR, the trip distribution is based on the origin
and destination of all trips to and from the project site. The distribution of project trips
was based upon the locations of land uses within Santa Cruz as well as traffic volumes
at study intersections. Project traffic was distributed regionally onto the City traffic
network as indicated in the traffic impact analysis. Exhibits 9A, 9B, 9C, and 9D in the
traffic impact analysis (Appendix H in the Draft EIR) presents the trip distribution based
on the land use.

22-12 Transportation and Traffic — Clarification of ADT

For residential, commercial and industrial projects, the City uses weekday and
associated peak hours to assess traffic impacts as these uses generally have more
traffic on weekdays than weekends. The City uses the “Design Day” peak hour to assess
peak traffic conditions that occur due to traffic associated with seasonal tourists/visitors,
which occur on Saturdays and Sundays during the summer months in areas affected by
the beach and Boardwalk, such as the Beach/South of Laurel area of the City. However,
due to the location of the proposed project, the City standards for the preparation of
traffic impact reports is to use the AM and PM weekday peak hour to analyze trips
associated with development projects where tourism does not significantly affect traffic
operations. Therefore, the analysis of tourist traffic is not required for the proposed
project. The analysis of cumulative traffic is addressed in Section 5.3, Cumulative
Impacts.

22-13  Transportation and Traffic — Traffic and Overflow Parking on Residential Neighborhoods

As indicated in Response to Comment 22-6, impact significance is based on changes in
intersection level of service. The referenced General Plan 2030 policies are still in draft
stage and have not been adopted. Traffic impact analyses do not address traffic
intrusion in neighborhoods.

The proposed project will add traffic to the neighborhood streets in the immediate area.
Several studies have been made regarding the effects of traffic on the quality-of-life in
residential neighborhoods. The variables affecting these impacts include traffic volumes,
type or mix of traffic (i.e. passenger cars, trucks, motorcycles, emergency vehicles, etc),
traffic speed, perception of through traffic as a percentage of total traffic, street
alignment, crash experience, on-street parking, residential setbacks from the street,
pedestrian traffic, and street pavement conditions (which would add traffic noise as the
pavement deteriorates).
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Based on industry standards, daily traffic volumes below 890 vehicles per day are
typically acceptable for residential streets. For collector and arterial streets between
1,000 and 10,000 trips per day would be considered “traffic dominated.” Delaware
Avenue is a collector street that is currently “traffic dominated.” Based on existing traffic
volumes, Delaware Avenue, east of Swift Street currently experiences approximately
3,090 trips per day. The proposed project would add approximately 2,000 trips per day
to Delaware Avenue east of Swift Street. This would result in an increase in traffic that
may be noticeable to some residents on Delaware Avenue. However, the level of
service at the Delaware Avenue/Swift Street intersection would continue to operate at an
acceptable LOS A (as mitigated) with implementation of proposed project.

Farther east on Delaware Avenue, the level of service would drop at the Delaware
Avenue/Fair Avenue intersection from LOS A under existing conditions to LOS B during
the PM peak hour under project buildout and the level of service would remain at LOS B
at project buildout at the Delaware Avenue/Almar Avenue intersection. Furthermore, the
traffic analysis concluded that there would be limited traffic (less than one percent of
existing traffic) traveling south on Swift Street toward West Cliff Drive. These additional
trips were considered minimal on Swift Street and West Cliff Drive with implementation
of the proposed project and thus would not be noticeable to the residents.

See Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply regarding parking intrusion
into neighborhoods.

22-14 Transportation and Traffic - Traffic Impacts to Lower Swift Street

While the proposed project would contribute additional new vehicular trips along Swift
Street, the Draft EIR concluded that there would be no significant impacts to traffic along
this segment of Swift Street. Swift Street is a collector street that accommodates both
commercial and residential traffic. The traffic impact analysis concluded that the
proposed project would not result in any traffic traveling south on Swift Street toward
West CIiff Drive. Therefore, the proposed project would not require changes to the
roadway design and/or traffic calming measures.

22-15 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts to Pacific Collegiate School

Please see Response to Comment 20-3.

22-16  Transportation and Traffic — Clarification of Residential vs. Business Traffic

Table 4.5-3, Project Years 1-3 and Buildout Worst-Case Trip Generation on page 4-64 of
the DEIR presents the average daily traffic during the weekdays, as well as the traffic
during the AM and PM peak hour for each proposed use (e.g. residential, light
manufacturing, research and development, office and retail).

22-17 Transportation and Traffic — On-Street Parking Impacts

The DEIR found that the project does not provide the amount of parking required under
City ordinances, which could result in project employees or residents using on-street
parking in the neighborhood. However, Mitigation measures 4.5-5a and 4.5-5b would
reduce the off-site parking impacts to a less-than-significant level by requiring the project
to provide sufficient onsite parking, which would not result in offsite impacts.
Implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure that the availability of off-site
parking is within City standards and therefore would not have a subsequent impact on
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the on-street parking in the vicinity of the proposed project. See also Master Response
T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.

22-18 Transportation and Traffic — Impacts at the Mission Street/Fair Avenue Intersection

The Mission Street/Fair Avenue intersection was not included as a study intersection in
the traffic impact analysis. Traffic studies for the City focus on signalized intersections
unless a non-signalized intersection and its critical movement is on a major access
route. The proposed project does not contribute to the critical movement at the Mission
Street/Fair Avenue intersection. The through movements on Mission Street experience
little or no delay. Therefore, the Mission Street/Fair Avenue intersection was not
included in the traffic impact analysis.

22-19 Transportation and Traffic — TIF

As noted on page 4-57 of the Draft EIR, the TIF program, adopted in June 2005,
evaluated over 60 intersections and identified numerous projects within the City, which
were needed to address the effects of cumulative development and fees were
established. The fees are used to fund planned improvements at those intersections
and roadways included in the program. All new development projects are required to
pay TIF fees, which are calculated at the time of building permit issuance. The fee is
based on the trip generation of the proposed project. By ordinance the City has
identified the per trip fee, which was determined by dividing the total cost of all projects
needed in the City by the total cumulative additional trips added by new development
The current fee $366 per trip. At the current rate, the proposed project would generate
approximately $1.8 million in TIF fees. The project TIF fees would contribute the
project’s share to intersections that are currently impacted (Highway 1/Highway 9) or
would be under cumulative conditions; it is not required to fund the entire intersection
improvement. However, the project impact at Swift Street/Delaware Avenue would
require the applicant to make the improvement. The proposed project, as it is built out,
would have to pay the fees as required by the program in effect at the time building
permits are issued in order to finance the cost of the improvements in the TIF program.

22-20 Transportation and Traffic —Traffic Inprovements’ Hazards to Pedestrians & Bicyclists

The commenter does not provide clarification as to which traffic modifications (e.g.
internal traffic circulation or intersection improvements proposed as mitigation) would be
a concern for alternative transportation improvements. In addition, page 6-62 noted by
the commenter is not a valid page in the DEIR. The City assumes that the commenter is
referring to page 4-62 in Section 4.5, Transportation and Traffic and the thresholds of
significance which requires that projects be evaluated to determine if the project would
“result in a roadway design that would increase traffic hazards to motors vehicles, or
pedestrians or substantially impede pedestrian, bicycle, or transit system operations.”
Traffic improvements that are implemented as part of the City’s TIF program would be
evaluated individually to determine if they would have any effect on alternative
transportation as part of the design review process. No additional mitigation measures
are necessary.

22-21 Transportation and Traffic -Highway 1/Highway 9

As stated on page 4-66 of the Draft EIR, the improvements to the Highway 1/Highway 9
intersection included in the City’s TIF program would improve the level of service from

June 2008 Page 1-89

CONBULTING



SANTA CRUZ 2120 Delaware Mixed-Use Project Final EIR
S — Response to Comments

LOS E to LOS C, which is within the City’s LOS standards. The physical improvements
that are planned also are summarized on this page of the DEIR.

22-22 Transportation and Traffic — Swift Street/Delaware Avenue Roundabout

If construction of a roundabout at the Swift Street/Delaware Avenue intersection is not
feasible within the existing footprint under City standards, the City at its discretion shall
require that the intersection be signalized and re-striped in order to improve the level of
service at this intersection, as described in mitigation measure 4.5-1a.

22-23 Transportation and Traffic — Traffic Inprovements Affect Private Property

Commenter does not raise an environmental issue. Therefore, no response is
necessary.

22-24 Transportation and Traffic —Trip Distribution

Project traffic was distributed regionally onto the City traffic network as indicated in the
traffic impact analysis. Exhibits 9A, 9B, 9C, and 9D in the traffic impact analysis
(Appendix H in the Draft EIR) presents the trip distribution for each of the land uses
through the City.

22.25 Live/Work Balance

The traffic impact analysis assumed a 30 percent reduction in weekday trips and trips
during the AM and PM peak hour based on the live/work component of the proposed
project. In addition, the traffic impact analysis assumed a 15 percent reduction in trips
due to the mixed-use nature of the proposed project. The remaining trips to the
proposed project would be from employees that will be employed at the project site
and/or would live within the project site, but commute to employment outside of the
proposed project.

22-26 Project Description — Work Requirement

The proposed project would not require residents to work at the project site, however
according to the project objectives for the proposed project the proposed project would
create adaptable live/work units with the flexibility to meet the diverse needs of
enterprising individuals with small and mid-size businesses.

22-27 Public Service & Utilities — School Impacts

The Draft EIR analyzed the potential impacts to schools that would result from the 42
students that would be anticipated to be generated by the residential uses within the
project site. As the City of Santa Cruz job/housing balance shows shortage of jobs as
compared to the available housing, it could be anticipated that the jobs provided by the
proposed project would be filled by existing residents, whose children are already
enrolled in the Santa Cruz City School District (District). As discussed in Response to
Comment 19-5, potential secondary growth generated from new jobs created by the
project is discussed on page 5-2 of the Draft EIR in the Growth Inducement section.

In addition, Draft EIR Section 5: CEQA Considerations, page 5-18, discusses the
cumulative impacts to the School District related to cumulative growth, specifically the
Westlake Elementary School attendance area, which would be servicing the proposed
project. Based on school district student generation rates, it is estimated that
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approximately 165 students would be generated and distributed between the three
schools. The contribution of school-age children associated with cumulative
development increases the demand for school services within the District. However, the
District is currently under capacity district-wide and anticipates a continued decline in
enrollment in the future. Furthermore, there is an existing additional capacity to
accommodate cumulative student growth. As a consequence, the District has the
capacity to absorb new students without the need for new or expanded facilities.

22-28 Aesthetics - Westside Glare Impacts

The proposed project includes a light reflective cool roof that would be comprised of
metal, single ply, composition. However, the Design Guidelines (which stress flexibility),
include a whole host of materials besides metal building siding and roof materials. Other
siding includes concrete (natural, painted and stained) and stucco. In addition to the
galvanized metal, other varieties can include corten weathering, as well as factory
painted. Besides metal, roof materials can be composition shingle. Thus, it is not likely
that all of the buildings will be constructed using highly reflective metal. Furthermore,
the buildings are oriented in a north-south position so that large expanses of roof surface
area would not be exposed to upper westside residences. In addition, the proposed
landscaping plan would serve to partially buffer and screen the visual appearance of all
buildings, including roofs.

22-29 Aesthetics — Westside Views

The project site is located within an industrial zone where there is an existing mix of
building designs, heights, and massing. Building heights would be consistent with
existing zoning regulations. The environmental analysis focuses on impacts to public
scenic views. n accordance with CEQA, State CEQA Guidelines, City of Santa Cruz
plans and policies, and agency and professional standards, impacts on private views
are not considered to be significant.

22-30 Public Service & Utilities - Recreation Impacts

Please see Master Response PSU-1 — Parks and Recreation.

22-31  General Statement — Economic Impact

Because economic effects associated with alternatives are not considered under CEQA
and given the fact that no economic studies have been prepared on this subject, the
comment regarding the economic consequences to the City of implementing different
option of the proposed project is noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for
further consideration.

22-32  Project Description Clarification

Table 3-1: Proposed Project Summary, is described in Section 3: Project Description,
subsection 3.3.3. The table is called out on page 3-4, in the second paragraph. Some
of the square footages described in the table are included in the narrative. However,
inclusion of all the table data in the narrative would be repetitive, cumbersome, and
potentially confusing. As the table is included immediately following the narrative, the
information contained within it is easily accessed.
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22-33  Project Description - Easement

The easements as currently described would be for access and utility easements to
serve lots on the northern zone. If building footprints change in this northern zone, the
underlying lots remain the same so these easements ensure the lots the access they
would require. The easements currently are indicated in the tentative map to provide
access and utilities to parcels in the northern zone not on the main loop circulation plan.
If the ultimate development of the northern zone differed from that shown on the master
development plan the current easements would potentially be required to be modified.
The intent of the easements is to insure each individual lot has access rights built in to
the project. Since the referenced easements are for access and are depicted on Figure
3-4 (Vesting Tentative Map) in the DEIR, access easements would be required, and
thus, would not be “denied” as suggested in the comment. As indicated in the DEIR,
these easement locations may be modified if there is a proposed change to the
development on the northern lots in the future.

See also Master Response ALT 1 — Alternatives Analysis.

22-34 Transportation and Traffic — Access and Safety

Site access is reviewed on pages 4-67 and 4-68 of the DEIR. Please also see Response
to Comment 18-2.

22-35 Public Service & Utilities — Response Time

The potential impact on emergency response times to the project site were analyzed in
the Initial Study (Appendix A of the DEIR) and was considered a less than significant
impact as the response times to the project site would be within existing service
standards.

22-36  Project Description — Lighting Design

A lighting plan has been provided for the site which shows lighting along Delaware
Avenue and the parking areas. Typical with most developments, detailed building
lighting plans are not provided until plans for the building permit are submitted. Lighting
for the project would be governed by the project's Design Guidelines, which require
lighting to not be overly bright and outdoor lighting would be required to be down-lights
or shielded to help decrease the amount of light directed into the night sky.

22-37 Development Agreement

A Development Agreement has no extension deadline, provided the extension is
approved through the standard City Council public hearing process. Since it is an
ordinance, any extension agreement requires approval by the City Council.

22-38 Additional Environmental Review

The EIR is a project-level EIR and therefore no additional environmental review would
be required unless future projects substantially deviate from the Design Guidelines or
other proposed project features or baseline conditions change that would warrant future
review as part of a City discretionary action. Design issued would be further reviewed by
City staff as part of the permit review process. Pursuant to Chapter 24.08, Part 5 of the
City’s Municipal Code, a design permit would be required for all proposed improvements
to the site. The purpose of the design permit is to promote the public health, safety, and
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general welfare through the review of architectural and site development proposals and
through application of recognized principles of design, planning, and aesthetics and
qualities typifying the Santa Cruz community. Following review, the design permit would
provide comprehensive design approval for overall project layout, maximum building
square footages, building footprints, building elevations and building architecture,
conceptual landscaping, lighting and circulation plan, and construction phasing.

22-39 General Statement — Project Description

Comment is noted. Commenter does not raise an environmental issue and therefore no
further action is required.

22-40 Hydrology and Water Quality — Groundwater Impacts

In accordance with CEQA, State CEQA Guidelines (including Appendix G), a project
impact on groundwater would be considered significant if the project would substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level. As the project does not propose to draw any groundwater, but rather would
re-direct the groundwater flows, under CEQA it is considered not to have a significant
effect on groundwater. See also Response to Comment 2a-1 regarding effects of
installation of subsurface “curtain drains.”

22-41  Project Description — Consistency Analysis (Water Quality)

The consistency language contained in Table 3-5 Project Consistency with City of Santa
Cruz 2005 General Plan Policies, is related to water quality issues outlined in General
Plan policy 2.3.1. Please see the below consistency statement, which was included in
the Draft EIR.

“CONSISTENT — The proposed project would comply with all existing federal,
state, and local water quality regulations including the City’s “best management
practices” thereby reducing urban runoff pollutants. Project drainage would be
collected and conveyed via an underground storm — detention system with

discharge pre-development rates, consistent with City standards.”

22-42  Project Description — Consistency Analysis (Riparian Setbacks)

It is unclear which policy 3.4.3 is being referenced. However, the City adoption and
Coastal Commission certification of the City-wide Creeks and Wetlands Management
Plan supersedes existing General Plan/LCP policies related to riparian setback
encroachment. The applicant has indicated that the site plan will be modified to eliminate
riparian setback encroachments identified in the DEIR as per Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a.

22-43  Project Description — Consistency Clarification

The referenced policy relates to noise. The potential noise impacts related to the
proposed project operation and exposure of sensitive receptors on the site were
discussed in the Initial Study, included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

22-44 Project Description - Clarify Cut/Fill Ratio

As discussed in the Project Description on page 3-3 of the DEIR, the proposed project
would involve the excavation of approximately 13,500 cubic yards of soil. The amount of
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fill material needed to grade the site is 18,400 cubic yards. According to the
geotechnical report prepared for the proposed project, existing onsite soils are generally
suitable for use as engineered fill. Given that fill material compacts by 15 to 20 percent,
2,140 to 1,220 cubic yards of fill would need to be imported to the site. Materials used
for engineered fill would be free of organic material and contain no rocks or clods greater
than six inches in diameter.

22-45 Air Quality - Cumulative Construction Air Quality Impacts

Cumulative regional emissions associated with the proposed project are addressed in
Section 5.3, Cumulative Impacts. As discussed on page 5-7, according to the
MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines (and in the MBUAPCD'’s response to the EIR Notice of
Preparation), projects that are consistent with the “Air Quality Management Plan”
(AQMP) would not result in cumulative impacts since regional emissions have been
factored into the AQMP. In a letter dated April 20, 2007, the Association of Monterey
Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) determined that the proposed project would be
consistent with the growth forecasts in the City of Santa Cruz. Therefore, the proposed
project is consistent with the 2004 regional forecasts and the AQMP and would have a
less than significant cumulative impact.

22-46  Air Quality — Health Risk Assessments

Mitigation Measure 4.1-2 requires that any future business that propose a land use that
would pose a significant health risk (e.g., truck idling and movement,
warehouse/distribution centers, truck stops, transit centers or uses that emit toxic air
contaminants) to nearby sensitive receptors prepare a Health Risk Assessment.

22-47 Geology and Soils - Liquefaction

As discussed in Impact 4.2-2 in Section 4.2, Geology and Soils, the inconsistencies
regarding the liquefaction potential of the project site were resolved when following peer
review by Kleinfelder, Haro, Kasunich and Associates performed a screening evaluation
for liquefaction potential. The results of the screening evaluation indicated that a thin
sand layer (~2 feet thick) at approximately 13 feet below the ground surface, has the
potential to liquefy and settle on the order of 3/8 inches. Based on the small amount of
potential soil settlement and the thickness of overlying non-liquefiable soil, Haro,
Kasunich and Associates concluded that surface damage is not anticipated to occur.
Therefore, potentially liquefiable soils would not cause ground failure during an
earthquake on the site. As such, potential impacts off-site would be highly unlikely.

22-48 Project Description — Clarify Cut/Fill Ratio
Please see response to Comment #22-44.

22-49  Geology and Soils —Curtain Drain

The geotechnical report prepared by Haro, Kasunich and Associates was peer reviews
by Kleinfelder as subconsultant to RBF Consulting as part of the preparation of the EIR.

The curtain drains will be an underground drainage system that is designed not to
require maintenance and are expected to function properly for the life of the project. The
outfalls can be inspected regularly to ensure that they are functioning properly and
identify signs of potential problems. If they were to fail, the portion that has failed would
have to be dug up and replaced. During such time that a portion or all of the curtain
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drain has failed, ground water levels may raise temporarily. However, if should be noted
that the likelihood of failure and a subsequent rise in ground water is remote.

The construction plans have not been prepared and therefore cannot be reviewed as
part of this FEIR (nor are they required to be under CEQA). Additional geotechnical
review may be required for future site-specific development as stated in mitigation
measure 4.2-1a, which would be reviewed by the Building Inspector as part of the
building permit application as is currently practices. Mitigation measures 4.2-a does not
require peer review of subsequent geotechnical reports.

22-50 Geology and Soils - Liquefaction

The screening analysis determined that based on the small amount of potential soil
settlement and the thickness of overlying non-liquefaction soil, surface damage is not
anticipated to occur with buildout of the project site. Therefore, additional engineering
recommendations are not necessary.

22-51 Traffic and Transportation — Methodology Clarification for the AM and PM Peak Hour
The City’s AM and PM peak hour have been established by the City’s Public Works
Department.

22-52 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Correction

There was a typographical error on page 4-59 of the DEIR, which presents the parking
surveys on Delaware Avenue and on Swift Street. Based on a parking capacity of 30
spaces and a daytime demand of between 9 and 22 spaces, there would be an on-street
parking supply of between 8 and 21 spaces. The Draft EIR has been modified herein to
reflect these changes. See Chapter 2 — Revisions to Draft EIR.

22-53 Traffic and Transportation — Transit Routes

Page 4-60 of the Draft EIR discusses the daily bus service to the study area via the
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (SCMTD) Route 3 and Route 20.

22-54 Traffic and Transportation — Delivery Trucks

The traffic impact analysis evaluates the total number of vehicle trips to the project site,
but does not distinguish between cars and delivery trucks. Non-residential trip
generation rates typically account for all user traffic.

22-55 Traffic and Transportation — Parking Revisions Public Process

See Master Response T-1 — Parking Demand and Supply.

22-56  Water Supply -Water Supply Assessment
See Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

22-57 Public Service and Utilities — Occupancy Factor
The residential occupancy factor of 1.5 persons per household cited on page 4-88 were

based on the assumption that 50% of the flex units would be converted to studios.
Because all the residential units are one bedroom and studio units, the full average City
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household size of 2.4 likely would not occur, and thus, it was estimated that with the one
or no bedrooms, there would be an average of 1.5 residents per unit.

22-58 Water Supply - Priority
See Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

22-59 Water Supply - Priority (Other Projects)
See Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

22-60 Water Supply - Fruit Trees Water Requirements
See Master Response WS-1 — Water Supply.

22-61 Biological Resources — Monarch Butterfly Habitat

As discussed in the DEIR, review of the site by two biologists found that the project
would not impact monarch butterflies as there is no evidence of butterfly use on the site
and there are no trees on the property that would be removed.

22-62 Biological Resources - Parking vs. Building Runoff

Water quality impacts are addressed in the Hydrology section of the DEIR. See also
Response to Comment 2a-1.

22-63 Cumulative — Secondary Growth Impacts

See Response to Comment 19-5. The few non-residential projects that are included in
the cumulative projects list would be expected to attract local workers and not result in
secondary growth.

22-64 Project Review - City’s Global Warming Action Program Coordinator

The City’s Climate Change Action Coordinator was consulted during preparation of the
Draft and Final EIRs. The City’s Climate Change Action Coordinator is tasked with
creating a comprehensive program to achieve a 30 percent reduction in greenhouse
gases by 2020. The City’s Global Warming Action Program Coordinator will be working
with commercial, residential, and municipal uses within the City to develop programs
supporting efficiency and conservation, sustainable living, and a greater investment in
renewable energy sources.

22-65 Cumulative Analysis - HOV Lanes on Highway One

As discussed on page 5-30, the Route Concept Report for Highway One includes the
addition of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes to Highway 1. The preliminary
review/design review is underway, but funding remains unknown. Therefore, this
improvement was not assumed to be in place for the cumulative analysis.

22-66 Traffic and Transportation — Alternative Access at the Northeast Corner of the Lot

Comment is noted regarding relocating the entrance to the project site in the northeast
corner of the lot near the railroad track. Relocation of the entrance to the project site
closer to the existing railroad crossing could create a safety hazard. With respect to this
relocation reducing traffic on Swift Street, the proposed project would contribute new
vehicular trips along Swift Street, however the DEIR concluded that the proposed project
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would contribute less than one percent of traffic along the segment of Swift Street south
of Delaware Avenue.

June 2008 Page 1-97

CONBULTING



From: H. Reed Searle <hrsearle@sbcglobal.net>
Date: 2008/5/13

Subject: 2120 Delaware project, traffic

To: sandyibrown@gmail.com

Sandy, | appreciate the time and help you, Chris and Eric gave us several weeks ago.
I'm sorry that | am late in expressing my appreciation.

It occurred to me that no place in the EIR could | find any breakdown of the amount of
the 5,000 ADT that is atiributable to residents of the project coming and going, versus
business employees and visitors. The information may be there, but, as happened
before, | can't find it.

If the information is available, I'd appreciate knowing where it is. If not, it may be
appropriate o ask the fraffic analysis people for a breakdown. | understand that this
should have been raised in comments---so if it's too late to raise this, that's OK too.

Many thanks.

H Reed Ssarle

114 Swift St

Santa Cruz, Ca. 85060
Phone and Fax 831-425-8721
nrsearle@sbcglobal.net

Sandy Brown, AICP
Contract Planner

City of Santa Cruz

Dept. of Planning & Community Development
809 Center Street, Room 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831) 588-8204 - Cell
(831) 420-5119 - Voice
(831) 420-5101 - Fax
sandyjbrown{@gmail.com
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Response to Comment Letter # 23
H. Reed Searle
May 13, 2008

23-1  Trip Distribution

As stated on page 4-64 and 4-65 of the Draft EIR, the trip distribution is based on the
origin and destination of all trips to and from the project site based on the use. The
traffic impact analysis distributed vehicle trips based on the use onto the City traffic
network as indicated in the traffic impact analysis. Pages 10 — 12 and Exhibits 9A, 9B,
9C, and 9D in the traffic impact analysis (Appendix H in the Draft EIR) for each
component of the project: research and development, office, retail, and residential.
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April 27, 2008

Ms. Sandy Brown
Planning and Community Development Department

City of Santa Cruz
809 Center Street | b T
Santa Cruz CA 95060 | DY PLANNINS DL

Re: Comments — 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project
Dear Ms. Brown:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR) for the proposed development at 7120 Delaware Avenue. I have comments
regarding Air Quality (Impact 4.1-1), Transportation and Traffic (Impact 4.5-1, 4.5-2)
and Hazardous Materials (Impact 4.3-2).

Initially, as a general comment, City Staff and the Project Development team have been
extremely proactive in providing detailed project information, hosting informational
neetings and responding to comments/ questions from neighbors regarding this project.
They should be congratulated for their work. Additional reflection on the City’s
Preliminary Draft General Plan Goals concerning design guidelines as needed to address
the visual transition between areas of higher density and/or intensified development and
adjacent existing developed neighborhoods (CD2.1.4) and defin(ing) the appropriaie
character for new development, including its relationship to neighborhoods surrounding
those areas (CD 2.1.9) is warranted. Integrating this project info nearby residential/
commercial neighborhoods will help to support the successful long-term transformation

of this area.

Comments regarding specific impacts inchude:

Air Quality
The Mitigation measure for Impact 4.1-1 recommends a variety of measures to reduce the

short-term air quality impacts associated with construction activities.

I recommend that construction-related traffic should be directed through the Western
Avenue Intersection via Natural Bridges Drive and Delaware Avenue. This further
mitigation would result in minimal project cost and would reduce/eliminate exposure of
short-term foxic air contaminants and emissions to nearby residents.

Transportation and Trafiic
The Mitigation measure for Impact 4.5-1a recommends either signalization or the

construction of a roundabour as determined by the Depariment of Public Works.

I recommend that the City require a roundabout for this mitigation. Roundabouts provide
an inexpensive to operate traffic control as an alternative to a traffic signal and can be




intersection. According to trafficcalming. org, Toundabouts also provide enhanced safety
compared with traffic signals. Table 4.5-1 indicates that the selection of a roundabout
would provide a higher level of service and improved traffic flow than the selection of
the signal option. The construction of a roundabout may also increase pedestrian and
bicycle access to and from the proposed project by creating a defined route from the
project site to nearby businesses. Furthermore, by constructing a roundabout, the City
can negotiate with the applicant to determine the fair share cost of the intersection
improvement and request that any savings be applied towards other streetscape

improvements such as landscaping.

can be designed to moderate traffic speeds and to provide a more aesthetically pleasing

The Mitigation measure for Impact 4.5-2 recommends that T vaffic Impact Fees (TIF) for
this project should be allocated to the planned Highway 1/ Highway 9 intersection

improvement.

I recommend that the City utilize project TIF for traffic mitigation in the surrounding
area. The proposed mitigation, improving the H1/H9 intersection, appears to conflict
with Impact 4.5-3 (proposed project-generated trips would result in increased traffic on
Highways 1 and 17 that would not represent substantial increases). Therefore, the City
should create a General Tndustrial District/ Performance Overlay Zone and use funds
within this development area to encourage appropriate neighborhood and activity center
development (ex. Pedestrian friendly frontage and streetscapes and atiractive pedestrian
oriented areas). The project is described as a mixed-use development that is proposed as
a neighborhood, “integrating residents and businesses in a work-live setting and
incorporating environmental principles to reduce and minimize reliance on the
automobile”. Therefore, adverse impacts to the surrounding project area, rather than the
H1/H9 intersection, should be the focus of any proposed mitigation. The use of TIF
funds, within this immediate development area, will help encourage the successful
transition of this former industrial zone, composed primarily of site specific
manufacturers, into a technology rich neighborhood, that encourages interaction,

collaboration, and innovation.

Hazardous Materials
The Mitigation measure for Impact 4.3-2, regarding the potential for increased handling

of hazardous materials near PCS School and nearby residences is unclear.

I recommend, like construction access, that the transportation of hazardous materials be
timited to the Western Drive access point via Natural Bridges Drive/ Delaware Ave.,
where there are no residences and limited potential contact with surrounding residential

areas and schools.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely, P e )

// }»z ) 4 L & ) B
David J. TerrazaM/ 7/;://’ /;;/7' —

#
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Response to Comment Letter # 24
David J. Terrazas
April 27, 2008

24-1  General Statement - City Responsiveness

Comment is noted. The City staff appreciates Mr. Terrazas’ support for the City staff's
efforts.

24-2  Land Use - Project Consistency

Comment is noted. The project site is located within an industrial zone where there is an
existing mix of building designs, heights, and massing. Although the proposed project
would result in the construction of 26 buildings with four stories of 55.5 feet roof peaks,
the proposed project design would be consistent with building size, types, and designs
typical of an industrial zone, and would not substantially degrade the existing visual
character of the area or result in significant aesthetic impact.

24-3  Air Quality - Mitigation Measure Suggestion

Comment is noted. As discussed on page 4-13 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project
would not result in a significant impact from construction trips associated with the
proposed project. Emissions from construction traffic would not result in the short-term
exposure of toxic air contaminants. Therefore, the short-term exposure of residents to
toxic air contaminants would not occur with implementation of the proposed project.

24-4  Traffic and Transportation — MM Roundabout Suggestion

Comment regarding roundabout mitigation preference is noted and referred to City staff
and decision makers for further consideration.

24-5  Transportation and Traffic — TIF Suggestion

Impact 4.5-3 addresses increased traffic on Highway 1 and Highway 17, whereas Impact
4.5-2 addresses intersection operations at Highway 1/Highway 9. The Highway
1/Highway 9 improvements are being proposed in conjunction with Caltrans as
discussed in the DEIR.

TIF fees cannot be transferred in order to benefit a specific neighborhood as they are
required for improvements throughout the City. As noted on page 4-57 of the Draft EIR,
the TIF program, adopted in June 2005, evaluated over 60 intersections and identified
numerous projects within the City, which were needed to address the effects of
cumulative development. Fees were established to fund planned improvements at those
intersections and roadways included in the program. All new development projects are
required to pay TIF fees, which are calculated at the time of building permit issuance.
The fee is based on the trip generation of the proposed project. By ordinance the City
has identified the per trip fee, which was determined by dividing the total cost of all
projects needed in the City by the total cumulative additional trips added by new
development. The current fee $366 per trip. The proposed project, as it is built out,
would have to pay the fees as required by the program in effect at the time building
permits are issued in order to finance the cost of the improvements in the TIF program.
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24-6  Hazardous Materials — Transport Routes

The potential impact on the Pacific Collegiate Charter School and neighboring uses was
determined to be less than significant, because industrial activities within the proposed
project would likely be small-scale and any person or business that uses hazardous
materials would be required to prepare a Hazardous Materials Management Plan
(HMMP) to ensure the safe handling, storage and control of hazardous materials and
health risk assessment (HRA) to determine potential health risk to nearby sensitive
receptors, such as children in the Pacific Collegiate Charter School and nearby
residents, pursuant to state and local requirements as described in subsection 4.3.2:
Regulatory Setting (Section 4.3: Hazardous Materials).

As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4, an EIR has to describe mitigation
measures, which would minimize significant impacts. As the Draft EIR Impact 4.3-2 was
determined to be a less-than-significant impact, no mitigation measures were required.

Comment regarding hazardous materials transport route is noted and referred to City
staff and decision makers for further consideration.
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2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

The following text changes to the Draft EIR are organized by: Draft EIR headings (e.g.,
Section 4.4 Hydrology and Water Quality), page number, paragraph number and/or
location on the page, and location within the paragraph. As noted in Chapter 1 of this
document, changes in the text are signified by strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is
removed and by underline (underline) where text is added.

Section 2: Summary of Environmental Impacts
Page 2-1, second paragraph

The project consists of a Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for a 45-lot subdivision (plus
11 common area lots) to accommodate a mixed-use industrial-residential project, and
Planned Development, Design, Special Use, Coastal and Watercourse Development
Permits, a Development Agreement, and a Sign Program. The majority of the planned
industrial lots are approximately 9,000-14,000 square feet in size, although nine lots are
about 14,000-20,000 square feet in size, and six lots are greater than 20,000 square feet
in size. The 45 proposed lots would be further divided into residential and business
condominium units.

Section 3: Project Description

Page 3-2, second paragraph

The proposed project consists of a Planned Development, Coastal Permit, Special Use
Permit, Design Permit, Watercourse Development Permit, a Sign Program, a
Development Agreement and Vesting Tentative Subdivision Map for a 56-lot subdivision
(including 11 common area lots) on a 20-acre parcel. Development plans call for a
mixed-use industrial/commercial/residential development with potential buildout of
535,553 square feet of buildings including up to 248 residential units in the general
industrial/performance/coastal/shoreline protection overlay (IG/IPERS/CZ-O/SPQ) zoning
district.

Page 3-9, first paragraph

In addition, for each lot in the subdivision, a “Sub-Association” or Cost Center consisting
of condominium owners and/or building owners within that lot will be established in the
project legal documents to provide for the operation and management of the weuld-be
created-to-manage-the common facilities interests of the buildings on that lot.

Page 3-13, last paragraph

Lighting

Buildout of the site would include exterior lighting, which is typical of an urbanized
setting. According to the project Design Guidelines, lighting would provide illumination,
but would not be overly bright. There are no detailed plans for lighting on the site at this
time; however, it is most likely that all outdoor lighting would be down-lights with
shielding above to help decrease the amount of light directed into the night sky. A final
lighting plan would be required for issuance of a Design Permit. An exterior lighting plan
shall also be required to be provided in conjunction with the development of future
buildings. Lighting would also be required to be provided as streetlights along Delaware
Avenue (if needed) during the initial development period and adjacent to the creek trail
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as the trail is developed (A preliminary lighting plan was provided on the site plan that
shows streetlights).

Page 3-15, Table 3-4. Planned Development Requested Variations

Table 3-4. Planned Development Requested Variations

Requested IG Zone Standard Proposed Project

Variation

Private Open Multifamily dwellings in IG zone Up to 74,400 square feet of open space required. Project proposes common open space

Space district area are subject to RM instead by providing 187,895 sq. ft. of ground level open space in addition to balconies.
district regulations. This variation will provide more common area open space. A private residential open

200 sq. ft. per unit for studio and space varies from 60 to 480 square feet.

one-bedroom units.

Community housing projects also
require 100 sq. ft. per unit of
immediately accessible open
space

Page 3-16, second paragraph

Within seven calendar days of the final local action on a coastal permit, the City shall
provide notice of its action by first class mail to the Coastal Commission and to any
persons who specifically requested notice of such final action. Such notice shall include
conditions of approval and written findings and the procedures for appeal of the local
decision to the Coastal Commission. Appealable Coastal Permits shall not be deemed
complete and a final action taken until all local rights of appeal have been exhausted.
The Coastal Commission has netyet determined if that the project is subject to the
Coastal appeal process.

Page 3-25, Table 3-6

California Regional Water Quality Control Board o Review Notice of Intent and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
o Potential Approval of NPDES Phase 2 Municipal Stormwater Permit
« Approval of NPDES for discharge of collected dewatering

Section 4.1: Air Quality
Mitigation measure 4.1-1a on page 4-15 first paragraph

4.1-1a The project applicant shall limit the amount of grading on the project site to
less than 8.1 acres per day for minimal earthmoving and 2.2 acres per day of
earthmoving (grading and excavation) and implement require-implementation
of the following dust control measures during site preparation and grading,
consistent with the MBUAPCD rules to reduce fugitive dust impacts:

O Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. Frequency
shall be based on the type of operation, soil, and wind exposure;

O Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or
require all trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard;

U Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil
stabilizers on all unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging
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areas at construction sites that are unused for at least four
consecutive days;

0 Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking
areas and staging areas at construction sites_and if visible soil
material is carried onto adjacent public streets;

S“e.epl St'eetsld. aily (“'ul' l._.ate| S"'e;epe's) Hvisible-soil-materiakis

U Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil binders stabilizers to inactive
construction areas (previously graded areas inactive for ten days or
more);

d  Enelose; Ceover, watertwice-daily-orapply-{non-toxic)-seil-binders

to exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.);

O Prohibit all grading activities and limit traffic speeds on unpaved
roads te-45-mph-during periods of high wind (over 15 mph);

Q Install appropriate best management practices or other erosion
control measures to prevent silt runoff to public roadways;

O

Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible;

(W]

Install wheel washers at the entrance of the construction site for all
exiting trucks, or wash off the tires or tracks of all trucks and
equipment leaving the site;

O Limit the area subject to excavation, grading and other construction
activity at any onetime;

U Post a publicly visible sign which specifies the telephone number
and person to contact regarding dust complaints (the person shall
respond to complaints and take corrective action within 48 hours);

O Ensure that the phone number of MBUAPCD is visible to the public
for compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance).

Mitigation measure 4.1-1b on page 4-15 last paragraph

4.1-1b In accordance with the recommendations of the MBUAPCD, the following
measures shall be required on heavy-duty equipment to reduce impacts from
diesel exhaust and acrolein emissions during grading:

U The proposed project shall require that heavy-duty equipment use a
biodiesel fuel (B99 blend) or similar fuel that exceeds the standards
outlined by CARB and the MBUAPCD to minimize emissions of
diesel exhaust on all onsite equipment used during grading
activities, or

U The project applicant shall be required to use construction
equipment in compliance with the CARB Off-Road Diesel Engine
Standards (i.e. 2003 or later models) for all onsite heavy-duty
equipment used during grading activities or install oxidation catalysts
on heavy-duty equipment.

Prior to the issuance of the grading permit, the project applicant shall
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the City of Santa Cruz that these methods
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to reduce diesel exhaust and acrolein emissions are included on the
contractor bid documents.

Mitigation measure 4.1-2 on page 4-20, last paragraph

4.1-2 As required by Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, a Health Risk
Assessment shall be prepared for any future businesses that propose land uses
that pose a potential health risk (e.g., truck idling and movement,
warehouse/distribution centers, truck stops, transit centers or uses that emit toxic
air contaminants) to nearby sensitive receptors. The Health Risk Assessment
shall be subject to specific methodologies that apply to new or modified projects
pursuant to MBUAPCD Rule 1000, Permit Guidelines and Requirements for
Sources Emitting Toxic Air Contaminants and shall be_prepared in accordance
with the appropriate standards, procedures, and methodologies of the Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) Air Toxics Hot Spots
Program Risk Assessment Guidelines (OEHHA 2003)._The analysis protocol
shall be submitted to the MBUAPCD for approval prior to undertaking the

analysis. Each successive Health Risk Assessment shall account for emissions
from any previously approved uses based on previously prepared assessments
to account for cumulative emissions. If uracceptablerisks-arefound; any new
source, reconstructed source, and/or modification to an existing source exceeds
the Reference Exposure Level (REL) for the TAC or the Reference Concentration
(RfC), if an REL does not exist for the TAC, or results in estimated emissions to
cause a net risk in excess of one cancer incidence per 1 x 10° population the use
shall be denied unless otherwise modified to reduce risks to accepted levels.

Section 4.2: Geology and Soils
Page 4-25, second paragraph

The geotechnical report also recommended that the site be dewatered sufficiently to
allow for soil modification (i.e., excavation and engineered fill replacement). Because
wet soil conditions from a high groundwater table were encountered across the site
during field investigations, soil modification to lower groundwater conditions may be
required. may-reguire-the-installation-of-subsurface-drainspriorto-grading: If the water
table naturally drops far enough during the summer time, deep plowing and rowing of
subsoils in mid to late summer would help accelerate the aeration process and may
allow the soils sufficient time to dry for site grading activities to occur.

Page 4-25, third paragraph

According to the project’s civil engineer, the recommended design solution to lower
groundwater levels would be to construct two a “curtain drains” 10 feet below the ground

surface extending east to west across the project site along-the-northern-boundarsofthe
project-site10-feet-below-the-ground-surface-(see Figure 4.2-1: Proposed Curtain Drain

Location). _In addition to the originally proposed curtain drain along the northern site
boundary, a second curtain drain across the site, approximately one-third of the distance
north from the southern boundary, has been proposed since circulation of the Draft EIR
to further reduce high groundwater levels and dewater the soils as needed for site
construction (see Figure 4.2-1: Curtain Drain Locations). The southern curtain drain
would discharge into the southern storm drainage system and would not require an
additional outfall into the creek. A curtain drain consists of a perforated pipe placed in a
trench filled with drain rock. Groundwater collects in the pipe and is conveyed into a
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drainage way at a lower elevation. By intercepting groundwater entering the site along
the northern edge of the project site and conveying it to Arroyo Seco Creek, the curtain
drain would effectively lower the water table throughout the entire project site. This
drainage system would also include measures to prevent runoff within the creek from
“back charging” the trench and pipe (Bowman & Williams, May 21, 2007).

Page 4-26, first paragraph

The north curtain drain, located along the northern boundary of the project site, would
discharge in to an existing 18” high-density polyethaline (HDPE) pipe that is currently
used to drain surface water from the site. Minor additional fortification (i.e. rip-rap) would
be install around the base of this outfall to minimize the potential for streambed erosion.
The south curtain drain, located further south would discharge into the proposed
southern storm drainage system and would not require an additional outfall into the
creek (personal communication with Robert Henry, Bowman & Williams, June 12, 2008).

Flows from the curtain drains are expected to be highly variable in response to seasonal
groundwater variations and individual storms. Unknown factors would control how much
flow would be intercepted by the northern drain and how much would remain in the
ground to be intercepted by the southern drain. Though there are uncertainties in the
discharge rates from the curtain drains, it is expected that these flows would be on the
order of a few hundredths of a cubic foot per second and, therefore, would not be
expected to be significant to either erosion or flood potential along the creek (memo from
Harvey Oslick, RBF Consulting, June 2, 2008)

Based on research and groundwater flow calculations prepared by Bowman & Williams
(November 1, 2007 and June 5, 2008), the two curtain drains system would sufficiently
lower groundwater levels across the site to provide favorable conditions for grading
operations.

4.3: Hazardous Materials
Impact 4.4-3 on page 4-36 to 4-37

Impact 4.3-3: The proposed project would not result in exposure to hazardous

materials found onsite as previous contaminated soils from adjacent industrial
uses-have-beenremediated. This is considered a less-than-significant impact.

While there have been significant industrial operations upgradient of the project site,
investigations of soil and groundwater quality at the eastern edge of the project site
demonstrated that either these activities did not significantly impact the project site or
where impact did exist, remediation had been carried out such that no further action has
was been required (Remediation Testing and Design, 2004). The Phase 1
environmental assessment recommends that a remaining monitoring well on the project
site should be properly destroyed under permit and that any indications of former
monitoring wells be evaluated for proper destruction. Additionally, the assessment found
several homeless camps on the site with waste areas, including human waste, discarded
lead-acid batteries and general trash, which may contain hazardous substances and
should be removed and properly disposed. Lastly, the assessment indicates that there
is a possibility of the existence of agricultural wells on the site due to historical use as
farmland. Any indications of wells identified during site grading or development should
be evaluated to determine if the wells were preperty properly destroyed.
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Based on comments received on the Draft EIR, Weber, Hayes & Associates reviewed
the Phase | Environmental Site Assessment. The Phase | ESA included a site
inspection to document current conditions and a historic review of previous land use,
including a check of historic air photos (1928-2003). There were no current or historic
records identified in the Phase | ESA report that documents an accumulation of
discarded lead-acid batteries or other wastes at the site.

The Phase | environmental site assessment reviewed historical aerial photographs
documenting that the project site was used for agricultural purposes from at least 1928
through 1968, but there are no records documenting specific pesticide use at the project
site. A number of “persistent pesticides” of concern were used during that era, which
include organochlorine pesticides, especially DDT and its metabolites DDE and DDD.
DTSC has developed shallow soil screening protocols that target testing of
organochlorine pesticides prior to agricultural land use conversion, which shall include
preparation of a sampling plan which identifies established regulatory threshold limits for
residual organochlorine concentrations in soil, and includes a plan for collecting samples
from 8 eight equi-space areas.

Comments on the Draft EIR questioned whether the proposed project site dewatering
and installation of curtain drains might affect the PCE plume on the adjacent site, which
may enter the project site and result in PCE contaminated water being discharged into
Arroyo Seco Creek. Weber, Hayes and Associates provided additional review of this
concern and conducted the following work:

1. Review of the March 2008 EIR for 2120 Delaware Mixed Use Project,
specifically addressing concerns regarding proposed groundwater dewatering
and potential migration of nearby PCE plume.

2. Research of current environmental data submitted to regulatory agencies (i.e.
the SWRCB GeoTracker database) and discussed remediation plans
proposed for the adjoining site former SCI plating facility with the current
owner (Mr. Eklof) and his environmental consultant (A+ Environmental

Solutions).

3. Prepared estimated future ground elevation contour maps for dewatering
conditions, beginning with measured groundwater elevations from the
adjacent Eklof solvent-release site’s monitoring wells, and estimated
dewatering elevations from proposed curtain drain plans prepared by
Bowman and Williams, civil engineers.

4. Research of potential methods for creating a barrier to groundwater flow
between the project site and adjacent Eklof solvent-release site.

The proposed dewatering includes construction of two curtain drains running roughly
east-west across the project site, capturing very shallow groundwater and draining it to
the adjoining ephemeral Arroyo Seco Creek drainage, located along the western
property boundary. Curtain drains are gravel-filed trenches with a buried pipe at the
bottom that are designed to mitigate shallow groundwater conditions by channeling it
away from the site. These two drains will be placed at a depth of approximately 10 feet
below ground surface (invert pipe elevations at approximately 60 feet and 52 feet MSL,
per Bowman and Williams, 2008) and are intended to lower groundwater across the
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entire project site by several feet for soil excavation and recompaction (see (see revised
Figure 4.2-1 at the end of this chapter for proposed drain locations and elevations).

Sixteen years of depth to groundwater measurements taken at the adjacent Eklof
solvent-release site’s monitoring wells has shown a consistent groundwater flow
direction to the southeast, away from the project site. In addition, repeated laboratory
tested groundwater samples obtained from the monitoring well network has shown that
the distribution of the contaminated solvent plume to be away from the project site. The
most recent published report of annual groundwater monitoring (2007) continues to
show the PCE plume extends to the southeast, away from the project site, and
underneath the intersection of Delaware Avenue and Swift Street (RTD, Inc, January 19,

2007).

The adjoining Eklof site contains high concentrations of chlorinated solvents (primarily
PCE and TCE) in groundwater, including in monitoring wells located close to the project
site’s boundary. Recent communications with the adjacent property owner indicate that
consultants have recently completed new vapor, water and soil sampling work (May
2008), and are preparing a sampling report with plans for active remediation of the
solvent plume, and some additional metals contamination in shallow soils beneath the
former plating shop. The actual scope of remediation and startup timing has not yet
determined.

Sampling in 2008 at the Eklof Monitoring well MW-1, the closest well to the proposed
southern curtain drain location detected PCE concentrations at 190 ppb (Dave
Houghton, A+ Environmental Solutions, personal communication, report pending). The
California MCL for PCE is 5 ppb. This information indicates that PCE plume
concentrations at a well located 50-70 feet east of the proposed southern curtain drain is
at 190 ppb. There is no data on PCE groundwater concentrations between MW-1 and
the proposed curtain drain location.

The Weber Hayes review indicates that the proposed active remediation for solvents
(injection of oxidation compounds to breakdown solvents in-situ) could significantly
reduce existing concentrations of solvents in groundwater within a year, but probably will
not eliminate them entirely. The responsible party for the adjacent Eklof solvent-release
site will be required to conduct long-term groundwater monitoring to verify cleanup to
regulatory threshold limits.

Based on the Weber, Hayes’ review of existing boring logs, there is no barrier to shallow
groundwater flow across the property boundary, as borings on both sides identify
roughly 10-15 feet of unconsolidated sediments over a hard layer of bedrock.
Groundwater flow is primarily through a sandy zone at the base of the unconsolidated
sediments. The thin, saturated sandy zone is overlain by much lower permeability soils
consisting of mixtures of silty and clayey soils. This stratigraphy is typical in coastal
marine terraces in this area. Groundwater levels in wells screened in this basal sandy
zone rise to within a few feet of the ground surface during wet periods.

Depth to first water elevations and groundwater flow paths are dynamic. That is,
groundwater elevations can fluctuate in response to changes in seasonal rainfall, as well
as local changes in drainage, recharge or excavation. Even with these variables,
shallow groundwater flow is usually controlled by topography, and groundwater flow is
typically towards discharge points such as creeks, drains and the ocean.
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In order to show groundwater flow after dewatering has stabilized and hydraulic
conditions are in equilibrium, a map of projected groundwater contours was developed.
Figure 4.3-1: Estimated Groundwater Contours with Curtain Drains represents Weber,
Hayes’ analysis of the groundwater flow contours and direction that will develop under
future conditions with dewatering drains installed and functional. Specific groundwater
elevations will vary seasonally, but this overall flow condition is predicted based on the
existing information, with the additional of known groundwater elevations at the
proposed drain locations.

Once groundwater is stabilized and at equilibrium, the installation of curtain drains will
induce some lateral groundwater flow from the east (from Swift Street side), causing
relatively minor changes in shallow flow patterns. Local surface recharge to shallow
groundwater and lateral groundwater flow may be induced from Arroyo Seco Creek
drainage on the west (when it has surface water). Figure 4.3-1 p indicates that with
dewatering there is a potential for some migration of groundwater from the adjacent
Eklof solvent-release site property onto the Redtree project site, at the extreme
southeast corner of the development. The overall impact once the drains have taken
effect is expected to be a drop in local groundwater levels, with only slight shifts in the
overall groundwater flow pattern.

In addition, when the drains are first installed there may be temporary periods when
groundwater levels at the drains are lower than groundwater elevations at the Eklof site.
There is the potential under these conditions for groundwater flow to be more directly
towards the project site from the adjacent Eklof site. The amount of groundwater flow
and the potential for solvent transport under these conditions would depend on specific
conditions, but would likely be temporary, until the steady state conditions were re-
established.

Because of the many possible variations in timing of drain construction, rainfall events or
lack of rain, and starting groundwater conditions, it is not possible to quantify every
possible scenario of future groundwater flow. The Weber Hayes’ review of the proposed
dewatering shows it will have the potential for changing local shallow groundwater flow
to create groundwater flow from the Eklof site to the project site, but only in the
southeast corner of the site. The area of groundwater flow from the adjacent site towards
the project site could be larger during transient groundwater conditions, such as right
after the drains are first installed, or under other conditions (such as remediation
injection of water at the Eklof site). This potential impact may decrease over time, as
remediation reduces solvent concentrations on the adjacent property, and long-term
groundwater flow directions are reestablished after installation of the drains.

Although the long-term change in groundwater flow direction is predicted to be slight, the
Weber, Hayes Associates evaluation indicates there is the potential for dewatering to
cause limited groundwater flow and PCE migration from the adjacent site to the project
site, under both short-term and long-term (transient and steady state conditions). Under
long-term conditions, groundwater elevations at MW-1 will drop and the contaminated
plume will be downgradient of the curtain drain. However, under some short term
conditions, if groundwater flow occurs from MW-1 on the Eklof site to the curtain drain,
the curtain drain could capture water with PCE and discharge it to Arroyo Seco creek.

Potential groundwater and solvent migration onto the project site can be prevented or
minimized by the installation of a groundwater flow barrier along the property boundary,
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extending from the southeast corner, north to beyond the eastern terminus of the closest
curtain drain. Potential groundwater flow barrier methods include: sheet piling,
constructed slurry walls, and pressure grout injection. Each of these methods can
effectively reduce, (although not absolutely prevent) groundwater movement across the
property boundary. Any barrier to groundwater flow should target flow through the
saturated sandy zone first encountered in most soil borings several feet above the
bedrock surface. The existence of a bedrock “floor” at depths of roughly 10-15 provides
a solid bottom boundary to groundwater flow. A barrier which greatly reduced the
permeability of the sandy zone and extended down to the low permeability bedrock
would suitably mitigate the potential for groundwater and solvent migration across the
property boundary.

The Weber Hayes review indicates that some sheet pile construction methods may not
create a barrier to groundwater flow, and construction of a slurry wall may require
sampling and handling of excavated materials for potential contamination from the
adjacent Eklof solvent-release site. Therefore, investigation and design of an appropriate
grout injection mitigation program, along the portion of the property boundary shown on
Figure 4.3-2, is recommended. The project applicant has amended the project
application to include this measure as outlined below, and with implementation this
measure would prevent the contaminated groundwater plume from entering the project
site, being collected and discharged in Arroyo Seco Creek.

One other concern associated with potential migration of PCE or other solvents onto the
project site is the potential for vapor intrusion into future buildings. An additional
condition of approval is recommended below to address this concern.

Recommended Condition of Approval

Although no mitigation measures are required, the following Condition of Approvals is
are recommended.

o Implement all recommendations contained in the Phase 1 environmental
assessment (Remediation Testing and Design, December 2004), which include:
identification and proper destruction of onsite wells; removal of homeless camps;
and proper destruction of former agricultural wells if found during construction.

a Test for the potential presence of organochlorine pesticides prior to agricultural
land use conversion by implementing all recommendations contained within the
Soil Sampling Plan for Persistent Pesticides (Weber Hayes & Associates, May
20, 2008), which include taking representative soil sample at equi-distances from
multiple depths; and if pesticides are detected at concentrations above
established regulatory thresholds preparing a_soil grading, sampling and
disposal plan subject to review and approval by the Santa Cruz County Health
Services Agency.

a If the contaminated groundwater plume on the adjacent Ecklof site is not fully
remediated at the time of project initiation, the applicant shall include in the
design and improvement plans, a grout injected barrier or similar effective means
to prevent the potential for migration of a PCE groundwater plume onto the
project site, as proposed. Installation will be in accordance with final
recommendations of the geotechnical/geological consultant, which will be
presented to City staff prior to issuance of grading permit and installation of the
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curtain drains. Such measure will not be required if documentation is provided to
the City that the adjacent groundwater plume has been remediated and accepted
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

a Incorporate vapor intrusion barriers into the proposed building design in the
southeastern corner of the project site. Vapor intrusion barriers must be
incorporated in the building foundation design, and may be a Passive Venting
System or a Vapor Barrier Membrane.

Section 4.4: Hydrology and Water Quality
Page 4-46, First Paragraph, Last Sentence

This detention system is sized to reduce discharge flows to pre-condition rates during a
10-year storm event, consistent with existing City standards

Page 4-48, Table 4.4-1 Estimated Pre- and Post-Project Runoff (10-Year Storm Event)

Table 4.4-1 Estimated Pre- and Post-Project Runoff (10-Year Storm Event)

Project Area Southern Northern Total

Detention Manifold 1-4 5-8 1-8

Pre-Development 4.67 3.85 8.52

Flow (cfs)

Post-Development 13.18 10.88 24.06

Flow (cfs)

Net Change (cfs) +8.51 +7.03 +42:54
15.54

Source: Preliminary Hydrology and Stormwater Detention Volume Calculations, Bowman & Williams

(March 30, 20086)

Page 4-50, Add the following text before Recommended Condition of Approval.

Potential adverse impacts resulting from increased rate, volume, and duration of runoff
are typically streambed and bank erosion. These potential impacts should be
considered from the outfall location on the site to the point at which discharges are
contained to a pipe that discharges into Monterey Bay. The extent of the channel that
could be exposed to increased runoff quantity include approximately 800 linear feet
along the project boundary north (upstream) of Delaware Avenue and approximately 400
linear feet south of Delaware Avenue to where the channel flows into a pipe.

As indicated above, the “Arroyo Seco Creek was realigned in 2003 to its current location
along the western border of the project site and was constructed to mimic a natural
drainage course. The creek’s channel bottom and sides are re-vegetated and rock
check dams were installed in the flow line of the creek (Bowman & Williams, March 30,
2006). The new channel is also wider than the channel downstream, thereby
significantly reducing flow velocities. The Delaware Avenue culvert provides effective
grade control for the channel upstream from it, which, combined with the rock check
dams, vegetation and channel configuration, provide the channel upstream from
Delaware Avenue with a low susceptibility to erosion. The channel between Delaware
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Avenue and where flows are confined to a pipe is heavily vegetated and does not
appear to becoming incised.

The Draft EIR reviewed project peak discharge rates during major storm events. Most of
the site currently drains to Arroyo Seco Creek (even prior to its relocation), and the
proposed project would continue drainage into the creek in a controlled fashion similar to
the existing condition through a controlled storm drainage system that would limit flows
to a 10-year storm event, consistent with current City requirements. Considering the
existing and future project capacity requirements, and existing erosion control features in
the creek adjacent to the proposed project, the installation of the site storm drainage and
curtain drain system outfalls, whether at the upstream or downstream ends of the
property are not anticipated to significantly impact the existing channel.

Furthermore, the applicant’'s engineer has indicated that energy dissipators will be
installed at the outlet to reduce flow velocity, and as part of the outlet control structure, a
weir system will provide flow protection over a series of storm events (Bowman and
Williams, June 2008). Flow rates will be maintained at pre-development conditions, and
thus, downstream erosion would not be anticipated as velocities will be maintained.

The channel downstream from the Delaware Avenue culvert extends less than 500 feet
before it terminates into a pipeline which discharges into Monterey Bay. The channel
downstream from Delaware Avenue is highly vegetated and has grade control
established at the downstream end by the pipeline, thereby making it unlikely that
significant erosion would be induced by increased low flows from the site. At low flows,
the vegetation in the channel adjacent to and downstream from the project may provide
incidental additional water quality treatment before discharges reach Monterey Bay.
Furthermore, the watershed, within the lower part of which the proposed project would
be constructed, has substantial upstream development that would be expected to have
already significantly impacted the frequency and duration of discharges in the creek.

Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would not alter drainage patterns in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Furthermore,
discharge rates from curtain drains would be expected to be on the order of a few
hundredths of a cubic foot per second. Flow rates that low would not be expected to be
significant to either erosion or flood potential along the creek. Consistent with future
anticipated General Permit requirements per the City’'s new SWMP, the applicant would
be required to provide additional calculations of potential impacts to Arroyo Seco Creek
to demonstrate that the final design of detention facilities and their outlet controls do not
negatively impact peak flow conditions in the creek as a result of modifying the timing of
flows.

Page 4-50, Recommended Condition of Approval

O Prior to recordation of a Final Map, the project engineer shall submit
to the City a final drainage plan and calculations for the proposed
storm-sewer detention system that includes outfalls to the Arroyo
Seco Creek that can discharge a combined flow greater than a 10-
year storm event (32 cfs). The calculations shall demonstrate how
the site drainage system, including detention capacity, will be
expected to respond to both the 10-year and 100-year design storms
for a 24-hour duration. The analysis shall include flow routing of
runoff from the upstream watershed into the widened channel to
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demonstrate how the available storage in the channel upstream from
the culvert can be expected to respond to project flows and affect
flow rates from the site detention facilities. This analysis shall be
used to perform final design of the onsite detention and flow control
system. Pre-and post-project condition discharges, with and without
the proposed detention system for the 10-year and 100-year design
storms, shall be presented.

Page 4-51, Second Paragraph

These units typically only “filter” the water under low-flow and first-flush conditions
unless they are very large. Typically, these systems are more cost-effective pre-
treatment devices than traditional wet or dry basins and use less space. While
manufacturers differ with respect to performance claims, vortex separators are able to
achieve an aggregate reduction of 90 percent of all particles down to 150 microns and to
capture floatable items, as well as oil and grease (California Stormwater Quality
Association [CASQA], 2003). However, because the vortex separators are not able to
remove fine sediment particles (50 to 100 microns), the CASQA gives them an overall
medium removal effectiveness rating for sediment and low effectiveness ratings for
nutrients and metals (CASQA, 2003).

Page 4-52, Add the following text before Mitigation Measures

Based on comments received by the RWQCB, a different system to meet stormwater
quality objectives than that proposed by the applicant and currently permitted by the City
may be required to meet future stormwater quality objectives and standards.

The City is in the preliminary stages of preparing new Storm Water Management Plan
(SWMP) to be compliant with the Phase |l Municipal Storm Water Permit (General
Permit). The SWMP will potentially increase the standard for what the City will be able
to accept as the “maximum extent practical” (MEP) for reducing pollutant discharges.

Systems such as swales, bioretention devices (including planter boxes, sand filters,
media filters, and potentially other types of devices may be included to meet project
water quality objectives to the MEP. Low impact development (LID) techniques may
also be implemented to assist in meeting the overall project water quality objectives.
MEP can be defined as the maximum treatment that can be achieved before the “cost
would exceed and benefit to be derived” (State Water Resources Control Board Order
No. WQ 2000-11).

Page 4-53, Add new Mitigation 4.4-2a; renumber remaining measures with following changes

4.4-2a Prior to recordation of a Final Map the project engineer shall submit to the
City a final drainage report that includes_documentation that the proposed
stormwater quality devices can be expected to achieve at least an 80%
reduction in TSS, unless it is demonstrated that this exceeds the MEP. The
means to demonstrate satisfaction of the criteria must follow an accepted
protocol. Acceptable protocols include Guidance for Evaluating Emerging
Stormwater Treatment Technologies — Technology Assessment Protocol —
Ecology (Washington State University, January 2008) and Investigation of
Structural Control Measures for New Development (prepared by: Larry
Walker Associates, Inc., November 1999 for Sacramento Stormwater
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Management Program. Systems such as swales, bioretention devices
(including planter boxes, sand filters, media filters, and potentially other types
of devices may be included to meet project water quality objectives to the
MEP. Low impact development (LID) techniques may also be implemented
to assist in meeting the overall project water quality objectives.

4.4-2¢ Utilize pervious pavement and pavers to the maximum extent practicable
possible.
Section 4.5: Transportation and Traffic

Page 4-59; sixth paragraph

Between Swift Street and Getchell Street the capacity is approximately 30 spaces. The
demand during the daytime varies between 9 and 22 spaces, which indicates a surplus

of on-street parking supply of between 42 8and 26 21 spaces. At 11:00 PM the demand
was 25 spaces. The highest parking occupancy is 87 percent of available capacity.

Page 4-60; last paragraph

The project site is bordered by the railroad line and right-of-way on the north. The rail
line forms a continuous thirty-two mile corridor from Davenport to the City of Watsonville.
The Union Pacific Railroad currently owns and operates this rail line. An average of
three trains per week travel on this line. About 355,000 tons of cement and coal are
shipped by rail to and from the RMC Pacific Materials cement plant in Davenport each
year. An additional 40,000 tons of lumber and 50,000 tons of perishables are shipped by
rail to and out of Santa Cruz County (Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Plan).
The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SERTCGSCCRTC) signed
a letter of intent in December 2004 to purchase the rail right-of-way for future
transportation purposes including a bicycle and pedestrian path along the right-of-way.
The SCRTCSCCRTC also intends to maintain the existing freight service on the rail line.
The 2005 Regional Transportation Plan (Policy 3.4.5) supports reserving areas adjacent
to rail lines for future rail and bus facilities as part of new development adjacent to rail
lines.

Page 4-62; first paragraph

site. The riparian trail and landscaping), would be required to be completed by the
Project Owner’s either concurrently when any parcel west of Tea Avenue is built upon or
within 7 years, whichever comes first. On the north end, the trail would terminate at the
northern end of the project site. The connection at the Union Pacific right-of-way would
be completed if and when the railroad right- of—way was modified to a rail-trail facility. A

The connectlon to the rallroad ROW would be completed bv the Prolect Owners when
(and/or if) the railroad ROW is modified to a rail-trail facility within the time period of the
Development Agreement.

Page 4-66; last paragraph

4.5-2a The project shall be required to pay the City Traffic Impact Fee (as calculated
by the City) based on the project trip generation at the time each building
permit is issued for the use for which the building permit is issued, which of

issuance-ofbuildingpermits-thatwould provide the project’s contribution to
the planned Highway 1/Highway 9 improvement.
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Page 4-68; sixth paragraph

At present, only a concrete gutter and curb runs along the project’s frontage with
Delaware Avenue; i.e., no sidewalk is present. Installation of sidewalks on the site
frontage will be required and will facilitate pedestrian access. Furthermore, in the near
future, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC), in
association with other regional agencies, envisions the planning of a Monterey Bay
Sanctuary Scenic Trail (Coastal Trail), which is expected to be initiated in 2008. Fhe-trail

~SCCRTC also intends to purchase
the existing rail line right-of-way (ROW) that borders the northern boundary of the project
site and use a portion of it as a bicycle and pedestrian path. Therefore, SCCRTC
recommends that the proposed project include access to and from the property on its
northerly boundary to the existing rail line ROW.

Page 4-70; last paragraph

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.5-5a and 4.5-5b would reduce the project’s

impact to a less-than-significant level. -and-Mitigation-Measure-4-5-2c-could-further-help
reduce-parking-demand.

Page 4-71; Mitigation Measure 4.5-5a

4.5-5a Prior to approval of the Vesting Tentative Map, the project
applicant shall submit to the City for approval a revised-siteplan Parking Plan
Overlay for the entire project site that provides-demonstrates sufficient
parking using the worst-case parking requirements as defined in the EIR, i.e.
a minimum of 1,105 on-site parking spaces. The Parking Plan shall show lots
reserved for on-site parking using “worst-case” parking requirements as
defined in the FEIR, i.e., the number of spaces per square foot of
development. Following the permitted construction of 260,000 square feet of
development, the project applicant shall provide funding to the City for
preparation of an independent study to analyze actual parking conditions

associated with_the Year 1-7 building program and-to-identify-a-parking
generationratefor this-type-of mixed-useproject. The parking study shall,

based on actual parking conditions, specify parking generation rates
established by the mix of uses already developed and the probable mix of
uses for the balance of the development of the project. The parking study
shall also utilize the standards of shared parking and mixed uses specified in
the FEIR. Applicant will have the right to restrict future specified uses (within
the approved ranges of uses set forth in the FEIR) to reduce parking demand
and any such reduction shall be considered in the parking study. In order to
satisfy existing and/or projected parking demands, the parking study shall
calculate the amount of parking required to be provided. Should this parking
study determine that different parking requirements are warranted for build-
out of the project based on the mixed-use characteristics of the project, the
City’s Planning Director and Public Works Director shall may;-attheiroption;
revise the parking requirements for the proposed project and accept from the
applicant a -medified-site-plan-thatis-consistentwith-these-revised-parking
requirements—NModified Parking Plan and/or, at the option of the Applicant, a
restriction on future uses. In the event the applicant restricts future uses,
then the applicant shall record a declaration of use restrictions on title for all
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of the remaining undeveloped lots, subject to review and approval of the
Planning and Public Works Directors. The Modified Parking Plan shall be
consistent with the revised parking requirements, and to the extent of any
reduction in the parking requirements of the project on full build-out, Applicant
may release from the reserved lots the equivalent space of such reduction.
The Modified Parking Plan shall replace the prior Parking Plan or Modified
Parking Plan, as the case may be. Applicant shall have the right at any time
to revise the Parking Plan or any Modified Parking Plan by substituting other
lots for the reserved lots within the project site (subject to the review and
approval of the Planning and Public Works Directors), by providing parking in
one or more on-site parking garages or by using off-site facilities (subject to
approval of a Special Use and Design Permits in accordance with Section
24.12.290.5 of the Zoning Ordinance) as long as the substitute lots or
facilities provide the same amount of parking as the lots then in reserve. In
addition, as development progresses beyond the 50% development buildout
level, Applicant, at its own cost, shall have the right to further revise the
Modified Parking Plan Project by having a parking analysis prepared of the
parking demand based on current development at the time of the analysis,
and projected build-out including any restrictions on uses. The analysis shall
recalculate parking demands at the time of the analysis and be subject to
review and approval by the Planning and Public Works Directors. Applicant
shall provide a Revised Modified Parking Plan to reflect any reduction in
parking demand based upon such analysis. Reserved lots within the Parking
Plan or Modified Parking Plan shall not be sold or transferred unless released
or developed for parking.

Section 4.6: Public Service and Utilities
Page 4-72; third paragraph and Table 4.6-1: Santa Cruz City School District Nearby Schools

As shown in on Figure 4.6- 2: Santa Cruz City School District Attendance Boundaries,
the project site is located within the service area of the Table4-6-1:-Santa-Cruz City
Seheel—DﬁtHet—Neany—SelrreeLs—Westlake Elementary School-Mission-Hill-Middle-School

Westlake Elementary School along with the Mission Hill
Middle School and Santa Cruz High School would directly serve future residents of the
project site that have school-age children. As shown in Table 4.6-1 Santa Cruz City
School District Schools Serving the Project, all three schools are currently under
capacity and can accommodate 50, 152, and 467 new students, respectively. While the
Bay View Elementary School is located nearer than the Westlake Elementary School,
the project site is located outside of its district and will not be served by this school.

Table 4.6-1 Santa Cruz City School District Nearby Schools Serving the Project

School Name Address Distance from Current School % Of Additional Student
Site Enroliment Capacity Capacity Capacity

Westlake Elementary 1000 High St 1.4 miles N 536 586 91 50

Mission Hill Middle 425 King St 1.4 miles NE 577 729 79 152

Santa Cruz High 415 Walnut Ave | 1.25 miles NE 1,064 1,531 70 467

Source: Santa Cruz City School District (2007)
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Page 4-74; fourth paragraph; last sentence

A 500-unit residential development would use between approximately 26 and 42 million
gallons per day year (MGBMGY) of water which exceeds the project water demand of
approximately 21 MGBMGY (as further described below). Thus, the City determined
that a WSA, as required under State law, was not required for the proposed project.

Page 4-96; Mitigation Measures 4.6-3a

After the end of the public review period, the Applicant submitted to the City suggested
changes to Mitigation Measure 4.6-3a. Although City Staff did not agree with all of the
suggested modified language, Staff has revised the measure in order to accommodate
some of the applicant’s concerns and to make the measure better. As modified, the
measure reads as follows

4.6-3a The Planned Development Permit and-Development-Agreement for the

project shall include a condition requiring the City to consider, with each
subsequent application for design or building permit approval for water-
consuming development within the project site, whether the City’s water
supply situation has reached a point at which additional water hook-ups
would require the imposition of a water connection moratorium because such
additional hook-ups i

developmentatissue would either (i) substantially exacerbate the City’s
efforts to conserve water during drought conditions or (ii) preclude or make
substantially more difficult the City’s ability to provide reliable water service
for existing customers and for properties within the City’s water service area
that, despite having received all necessary discretionary local entitlements to
develop, have not yet developed to the point where they will require water
service from the City. If the City determines that the additional water demand
created by the increment of project development at issue would cause the
City to reach the point where such a moratorium would be appropriate, Fthe
City shall deny the application for such water-consuming development within
the project site-inthe-eventthatthe City answers-eithersuch-inquinyin-the
affirmative. This condition will expire by operation of law if and when the City
receives all necessary regulatory approvals needed to construct and operate
a desalination facility of the kind and scale contemplated by its Integrated
Water Plan or the City has identified some other source or conservation
strateqgy that provides the City with sufficient water supplies to serve all
existing and planned development within its service area.

Additionally as previously indicated, in the event that a supplemental water
source is required prior to operation of the planned desalination plant with
capacity for additional growth, the City may be in the position of denying new
water connections to all users, until such time as a supplemental source is
completed.

Section 4.8: Biological Resources

Page 4-106: last full paragraph; first sentence

The Management Plan, as modified by the Coastal Commission specifies a 30-foot wide
riparian corridor, a 80-feet 50-foot wide development setback (for a total
riparian/development setback width of 80 feet), and a 105-foot management area (each
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measured from the centerline of the creek) for Reach 3 and a 50-foot wide riparian
corridor, a 70-foot development setback, and a 95-foot management area for Reach 4.
Section 5: CEQA Considerations.

Page 4-109, Mitigation 4.8-1a

4.8-1a Prior to approval of the Vesting Tentative Map, the project applicant shall
submit to the City for approval, a site plan that has been modified to eliminate
parking and building areas that encroach into the 70- and 80-foot
development setbacks as set forth in the City-wide Creeks and Wetlands
Management Plan. Since circulation of the Draft EIR, the applicant has
agreed to modify the site plan.

Page 4-110, Mitigation 4.8-2b
4.8-2b Implement erosion control measures, including, but not limited to:

O Limiting ground disturbance and vegetation removal at any one time
during construction and installation of drainage improvements.

U0 Require temporary fencing on the western edge of the site during
construction to prevent inadvertent erosion, sedimentation, and/or
construction debris from entering the adjacent riparian area or
Arroyo Seco Creek. Prohibit construction activities, placement of
spoils, and storage of materials and machinery in the setback.

O Provide adequate erosion control protection in the area of the
drainage outlets, such as use of silt fences, straw bale barrier or
other protective measures.

O Conduct grading work prior to the rainy season_unless otherwise
permitted by and in accordance with the City’s Grading Ordinance,
except for installation of the storm drain outlets as addressed below;
protect disturbed areas during the rainy season; and contain and/or
properly de-water accumulated construction-related runoff from
disturbed areas or excavated areas.

O Restrict the timing of installation of the drainage outlets to the
periods outside the rainy season (generally June 1 — September 30).

U Immediately revegetate disturbed areas. Apply weed-free mulch or
revegetate all soil exposed as a result of the proposed grading
before November 1% of each year.

Section 5.2: Growth Inducement

Page 5-1, last paragraph:; third sentence

Based on the City’s average household size of 2.4, the first portion of project buildout
would result weudld-result in approximately 122 residents.
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Section 5.7.22: Alternative 2 Impacts,
Page 5-44, Traffic section

For proposes of analysis of transportation and traffic impacts under this alternative, a
development scenario of all industrial development was assumed; namely 370,000
square feet of commercial/industrial use with no residential units or retail uses. Project
trip assignments and distribution for each land use remain the same those used for the
proposed project, as were reductions for internal trips between uses (e.qg. office and

warehouse)-and-work/ive-unit-trips.
Section 5.7.22: Alternative 3 Impacts

Page 5-48, last paragraph

The proposed project would result in long-term stationary and vehicular emissions, but
would not exceed the MBUAPCD thresholds. Long-term operational air quality impacts

would be less than the proposed prOJect Ihe—mdeetten—m—sqeme—feetage—weutd—msult

tnps—€2—9394#ps)—weeld-be+edeeed-by—2—1-99—(43—pe¥eent9- As a result Iong term

vehicular emissions under this alternative would be less than those for the proposed
project.

Page 5-50, first paragraph, Level of Service Analysis, and Table 5-12

Alternative 4 3 would generate 2,939 3,071 daily trips, 2,390 2,322 fewer trips (43 40
percent) as compared to the proposed project (see Table 5-12: Alternative 3 — Trip
Generation). AM and PM Peak hour trips would be reduced by 429 101 trips (20 24
percent) and 477 165 trips (29 34 percent) respectively, as compared to the proposed
project.

Table 5-12: Alternative 3 - Trip Generation

Alternative 3

Weekday AM Peak PM Peak

Daily Trips Hour Hour
Warehouse 161 15 15
Light Manufacturing 124 24 24
Research and Development 924 141 123
Office 1,694 264 253
Retail 0 0 0
Total Industrial/Commercial 2,903 444 415
Residential: flats 0517 039 048
Residential: work/live townhouses/flex 793 276 6021 325
units
Total Residential 793 60 73
Work/live Reduction (30%) -238 -83 -18--6 -22-8
Internal Trip Reduction (15%) —-5619 -542 -3 -75 -0 -72
Total Trips 2;939-3,071 443 423 396-408
Source: RBF Consulting, 2008.
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Figures

a
a
a
a

Appendices

Figure 4.2-1: Proposed Curtain Drain Locations REVISED

Figure 4.3-1: Projected Groundwater Contours with Curtain Drain NEW
Figure 4.3-2: Barrier to Groundwater Flow from Eklof Site NEW

Figure 4.6- 2: Santa Cruz City School District Attendance Boundaries NEW

Appendix C: Project Design Guidelines

The Design Book, which was erroneously included in the Draft EIR, was replaced with
the revised project Design Guidelines.

Appendix H: Traffic Impact Analysis Exhibits

Exhibit 5; page 8 and 9

Exhibit 5 - Level of Service on pages 8 and will be corrected to state: Exhibit 5:
Alternative 3 Level of Service.

Exhibit 5 Level of Service on page 9 will be corrected to state: Exhibit 5: Project Buildout
- Worst Case Scenario Level of Service.

Exhibit 8
Include Trip Generation Buildout Table that was inadvertently omitted in the DEIR.

Exhibit 8
Alternative 2 table corrected to eliminate retail uses.

Exhibit 13c

The Final EIR text has been clarified for weekday PM peak hour volumes for total short-
plus long-term development in 2006 to show 3,110 as opposed to 34+4H40.
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References
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Appendix C
DESIGN GUIDELINES and CC&Rs




Revised
Red Tree Design Guidelines
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Appendix H
TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
Revised Exhibits
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Appendix |
SOILS SAMPLING PLAN FOR PERSISTENT PESTICIDES



Weber, Hayes & Associates

Hydrogeology and Environmental Engineering
120 Westgate Dr., Watsonville, CA 95076
(831) 722-3580  Fax (831) 722-1159

www.weber-hayes.com

May 30, 2008

RBF Consulting
3180 Imjin Road, Suite 110
Marina, CA 93933

Subject: Soil Sampling Plan for Persistent Pesticides
Site Location: 2120 Delaware Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA
Dear Sirs:

This workplan describes proposed work tasks designed to determine whether former agricultural
activities at the site prior to 1970 have impacted the surface soils with the pesticide chemicals of
concern. This sampling plan has been designed to determine if specific areas at the site contain
elevated levels of persistent pesticide compounds, both laterally and vertically. Specifically,
surface and shallow soil samples will be collected and tested for persistent organochlorine
pesticide compounds, including DDT and its breakdown metabolites. The workplan provides:

e an overview of known site conditions including a brief description of the subject parcel
layout, and an overview of shallow hydrogeology, and fate and transport information on
DDT.

e established health-based screening levels (Preliminary Remediation Goals, PRGs)
proposed as target cleanup levels.

e a proposed sampling and testing plan designed to determine potential presence of hot spots
as well as vertical extent of any elevated detections. Soil sampling will follow guidance
from the California DTSC 1. Samples will be collected from multiple depths (3-6 inches,
9-12 inches, 15-18 inches and 21-24 inches). A total of eight composite samples will be
collected at each depth (each composite composed of four discrete soil samples). The
shallowest sample will be analyzed for all eight locations, and if pesticides are present
above established, risk-base threshold limits, the deeper sample from that quadrant will be
tested.

If the sampling determines that residual pesticide contamination is present in soil above proposed
Preliminary Remediation Goals (listed below), we will provide:

e a grading and relocation plan that describes specific volumes to be removed,
e confirmation sampling during grading to confirm removal to target levels,
e stockpile management and sampling to determine average concentrations, and

e details on the placement of stockpiled soils as subgrade backfill in an area of asphalt-
covered road/parking, or offsite disposal, depending on soil volume and concentrations.

! Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, August 26,
2002.
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Soil Sampling Plan for Pesticides
2120 Delaware Avenue, Santa Cruz

If the sampling confirms that no significant contamination is present (i.e., if concentrations in all
tested composite samples are below PRGs), no further action is proposed.

Background Information on Residual DDT: As described above, development plans for the
subject site include proposed conversion from a vacant lot with former agricultural use, to

commercial/residential use. The following section provides background on the general use and
breakdown of DDT.

Origin and Use: DDT and its primary breakdown metabolites DDE and DDD are manufactured
chemicals and are not known to occur naturally in the environment. DDT is an organochlorine
insecticide that was first developed in World War II and was successfully used to combat malaria,
typhus, and other insect-borne human diseases among military and civilian populations. The
World Health Organization indicates that up to twenty-five million lives were saved by the use of
DDT to control pests.

DDT came into wide agricultural and commercial usage in the late 1940s and was termed the
“miracle” pesticide because of its low toxicity to warm-blooded animals, broad spectrum
efficiency, long residual effects, and very low toxicity to plants. Studies have shown that plants
growing in soils that contain typical levels of DDT in general do not uptake or store DDT and its
metabolites in their tissues. Unfortunately, DDT was so extensively applied that some of the target
insects developed resistance. Concerns about its persistence in the environment and possible
health effects from bioaccumulation led to restrictions and a ban in 1972.

Physical Properties of DDT: When applied to soil DDT undergoes slow biodegradation (digestion
by bacteria) through reductive dechlorination to form DDE and DDD (DDE is generally slower to
break down and therefore more persistent than DDT). Studies have shown that DDT has a half-
life in the soil of between 2 and 15 years.

DDT and its metabolites are essentially immobile in soil, becoming strongly absorbed onto the
surface layer of soils. DDT and its metabolites are usually concentrated in the top few inches
because of their low solubility and tendency to strongly attach to soil particles, including organic
matter. As a result they are rarely found in groundwater samples because the chemical is only
slightly soluble in water and is more likely to stick to soil particles than to flow with groundwater
in an aquifer. Because DDT and its metabolites do not degrade quickly in the environment, the
amounts that may be left behind from applications that ceased decades ago may be significant.

Human Health Issues: No definitive association with exposure to DDT and its metabolites and
illness with cancer have been made. Industrial workers heavily exposed to DDT during its
manufacture and compounding have not had a higher incidence of cancer than workers not
exposed to DDT. Hospital examinations of workers in DDT manufacturing plants showed no
abnormalities that could be related to DDT even though their body fat contained up to 648 ppm
DDT.

Preliminary Remediation Goals for Detected Pesticides: Preliminary Remediation Goals
(PRGs) are risk-based concentrations, derived from standardized equations combining exposure
information assumptions with toxicity data. They were established for the EPA cleanup programs
and are used as initial screening levels by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) as they are considered to be protective for humans (including sensitive groups), over a
lifetime.
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Soil Sampling Plan for Pesticides
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The PRGs role in site screening is to help identify areas, contaminants, and conditions that do not
require further environmental attention at a particular site. When considering PRGs as cleanup
goals, it is EPA’s preference to assume maximum beneficial use of a property (that is, residential
use). Generally, at sites where contaminant concentrations fall below PRGs, no further action or
study is warranted so long as the exposure assumptions at a site match those taken into account by
the PRG calculations. Sites exceeding a PRG suggest that further evaluation of the potential risks
that may be posed by site contaminants is appropriate.

The following are the established, health-based PRG’s for residential site use for contaminants of
concern at the subject site. If no soil sampling results exceed these PRGs, no further action will be
proposed:

Contaminant RESIDENTIAL PRG for Soil
DDT 1.6
DDE 1.6
DDD 2.3

PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK:

This workplan describes proposed work tasks designed to determine whether former agricultural
use at the subject site has impacted the surface soils with chemicals of concern. Specifically,
surface and shallow soil samples will be collected and tested for persistent organochlorine
pesticide compounds, including DDT and its primary breakdown metabolites. Investigation work
tasks will be completed to satisfy Local and State guidelines for investigation and technical report
preparation. Included as attachments to this report is a Site Health & Safety Plan, and a
description of proposed field methodology (Appendix A). Soil sampling density (eight composite
samples for 20 acres) will follow guidance from the California DTSC 2. Soil sampling layout is
presented in Figure 1.

Samples will be collected from multiple depths (3-6 inches, 9-12 inches, 15-18 inches and 21-24
inches). A total of eight composite samples will be collected at each depth (each composite
composed of four discrete soil samples). The shallowest sample will be analyzed for all eight
locations, and if pesticides are present above 1 mg/kg (part per million), the next deeper sample
from that quadrant will be tested. This data will be used to develop a grading and disposal plan, if
required.

Drilling and sampling work tasks will include:

e Preparation of a Site Health and Safety Plan in accordance with OSHA standards. Pre-
drilling services will include obtaining any required permits, confirming the location of
subsurface utilities with the property owner, and scheduling SC-HSA for field inspection.

e The exploratory borings will be advanced with a driven probe hydraulic rig. Surface
samples will be collected from depths of 3-6 inches. Vegetation and root mat will not be
sampled. Only these surface samples will be analyzed, unless Organochlorine Pesticides

? Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields, California Department of Toxic Substances Control, August 26,
2002.
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DDT, DDE, or DDD, or are detected at greater than 1 ppm at 3-6 inches. Additional
deeper samples will be collected from each location, labeled, transported under chain of
custody, and held at the lab. The deeper sample from a given quadrant will be analyzed to
define the vertical extent of concentrations greater than 1 ppm, only if Organochlorine
pesticides are detected at greater than 1 ppm.

The results of the collected samples will confirm or deny whether shallow soils have been
significantly impacted by the targeted chemicals of concern. Soil samples will be continuously
cored and augured and carefully logged by an experienced geologist for soil type and evidence of
potential soil contamination (discoloration/odor). Detailed field methodology for driven probe
logging, sample collection, and chain of custody documentation is included in Appendix A.

Following the receipt of the certified laboratory's analytical results, a brief written report will
document field operations and summarize the site conditions and propose remedial excavation and
relocation operations, if necessary. The report will provide tabulated results, figures presenting
sampling locations with analytical results, and the certified laboratory report. Investigation and
reporting work tasks will be conducted under the direct supervision of a geologist registered in the
State of California and will be completed to satisfy Local and State guidelines for investigation
and technical report preparation.

If the current confirmation sampling confirms that no significant contamination is present (i.e., if
concentrations are below proposed target cleanup levels), we will request regulatory closure of this
issue.

If the current confirmation sampling confirms that residual contamination is present above
Preliminary Remediation Goals, Weber, Hayes and Associates will prepare:

e a grading and relocation plan that describes specific volumes to be removed,
e confirmation base sampling to confirm removal to target levels,
e stockpile management and sampling to determine average concentrations, and

e details on the placement of stockpiled soils as subgrade backfill in an area targeted for an
asphalt-covered road or a parking area, or offsite disposal.
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LIMITATIONS

Soil Sampling Plan for Pesticides
2120 Delaware Avenue, Santa Cruz

Our service consists of professional opinions and recommendations made in accordance with
generally accepted geologic principles and practices. This warranty is in lieu of all others, either
expressed or implied. The analysis and conclusions in this report are based on sampling and
testing which are necessarily limited. Additional data from future work may lead to modifications

of the options expressed herein.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this project, please contact us at our office (722-

3580).

Respectfully submitted,

WEBER, HAYES AND ASSOCIATES
A California Corporation

Joséph/Hayes, #373
Principal Hydroggologist
Attachments:

Figure 1: Site Map with Sample Locations

Appendix A: Proposed Field Methodology
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Approximate Scale in feet

Base Map from
Google Earth

Explanation

Proposed Composite Sample Locations:
- 4-point composite samples per
approximate 2.5 acre sections (eight total)

- Surface samples will be collected from 3 - 6
inches bgs.
- Deeper samples will be collected and held for [
potential analysis from:

* 9-12 inches bgs

*15 - 18 inches bgs.

* 21-24 inches bgs.

Laboratory Analyses of soil samples will
include:

- Organochlorine pesticides (including DDT) by
EPA Method #8081

If cumulative DDT (i.e. DDT, DDE, DDD)
concentrations are detected above 1 ppm in |||
shallow composite samples, then deeper
composite samples will be analyzed.

Weber, Hayes & Associates Pesticide Sampling Plan FIGURE
Hydrogeology and Environmental Engineering 2120 Delaware Avenue
120 Westgate Drive, Watsonville, Ca. 95076 Mixed Use Project Job #
(831) 722 - 3580 (831) 662 - 3100 Santa Cruz, California 28017




Field Methodology

Hydraulic Driven Probes
Using Macro-Core®, Large Bore® or Dual Tube® Hydraulic Driven Probes

Direct push exploratory borings are “drilled” Geo-Probe rig, which hydraulically drives and vibrates
steel probes into the soil. No drill cuttings are produced. This sampling technology has the ability for
either continuous or discrete sampling using a
4-foot long nickel-plated sampling probes fitted

Extension Red with _

with clear acetate liners.  During coring “Male Quck Link
. . . . wtension Bo Ve
operations, the sampler remains open as it is Qo Lok Commeitor
driven into undisturbed soil over its entire 4- W Deva Hosd P
. . eqqe . o X
foot sampling interval.  After drilling, all
. ME Sampls Tube g
exploratory boreholes are grouted according to A MC Stop-Pin Assembly
. 1 Sl g W
county regulations MEPVC or PETG Liner ) A—

"""""

The soil cores are logged by an experienced J[+=""

geologist using the Unified Soil Classification Pz 'ﬁ '

System (USCS), noting in particular, the ,; - f; # h“
lithology of the soils, moisture content, and any G e
unusual odor or discoloration.  Relatively - MCPiston Rod Point Assembly

undisturbed soil samples are obtained for both
lithologic logging and laboratory analysis. A
portion of individual soil cores are stored in a sealed plastic bags for field screening of hydrocarbons
and/or volatile organic compounds by an Organic Vapor Analyzer (Photoionization Detector, PID).
Vapor readings in parts per million (ppm) are recorded on the boring logs. The PID is also used during
drilling for monitoring the work area for site safety.

All drilling equipment is steam cleaned prior to arriving on-site to prevent possible transfer of
contamination from another site. The sampling probe and all
other soil sampling equipment are thoroughly cleaned between
each sampling event by washing in a Liqui-Nox or Alconox
solution followed by a double rinsing with distilled water to
prevent the transfer of contamination.

Samples Targeted for Laboratory Analysis: Soil samples
targeted for laboratory analysis are immediately protected at
both ends with Teflon tape, sealed with non-reactive caps,
taped, labeled, and immediately stored in an insulated container
cooled with blue ice. A portion of the soil is placed in a ZipLog
Bag and the soil gas is measured using the PID. Groundwater
samples are collected after temporary casing is placed in the
hole and four to ten borehole volumes are purged. Relatively
representative  groundwater samples are collected with
individual disposable acrylic bailers and dispensed directly into
containers specifically prepared for the analyses. Once
collected, groundwater samples are immediately placed in ice
chests cooled with blue ice. Soil and groundwater samples are
then transported to a State-certified laboratory under appropriate
chain-of-custody documents.




