APPENDIX A

APPENDIX A

EIR NOTICE OF PREPARATION
and
COMMENT LETTERS

CiTY OF SANTA CRUZ DRAFT EIR
GENERAL PLAN 2030 SEPTEMBER 2011



APPENDIX A  ~

b

-~ ZONING/PBRMIT PROCESSING - - . e - COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING,
© 831/420-5100 « FAX 831/420-5101 B . o © HOUSING AND
. INSPECTION SERVICES ' ' - ¢ COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
. 831/490- 5120 * FAX 831/420 5101 : : < 831/420-6250 » FAX 831/42045458 .

;
809 Center Street » Room 206 « Santa Cruz, CA 95060 » crtyplan@m santa-cruz.ca.ns

JULrANA REBAGLIATL, DIRECTOR FELE c 0 PY

- March 2, 2009

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

-1

RE: . City of Santa Cruz General Plan 2030 EIR
~ To Interested Agencies and Persons:

. The City of Santa Cruz will be the lead agency and will pzepare ‘an Environmental Impact Report on
~ the project described herein. Please respond with written comments regarding the scope and the

content of the EIR as it may relate to your agency's area of statutory responsibility or your areas of . . - "

- -concern or expertise. Your agency may need to use the. EIR prepared by our agency when capsidering
- your peimit or other approval for the pro;ect if any is required. Responses are due within 30 days of the =

- “receipt of this Notice, as provided by State law.” The contact persons natne and address are listed below

' ,Please mclude the name and phone number of a contact person at your agency in your response

* The pro;ect location, descnp’uon and potenhal env1ronmental effects are presented below An Tnitial °
~ Study has not been prepared. In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 15060(d), the City has

" determined that an EIR will be required for the project, and the probable envrromnental effects of the -

pro;ect that wﬂl be evaluated in the EIR are descmbed in paragraph 4 below

1 Project Locuho Tbe Clty of Santa Cruz mcorporated in 1866, is located approx1mately 75 C

* " miles souith of San Francisco; 25 miles south of San Jose and 40 miles north of Monterey. . .~ .
The City:has.a total land area of 12.7 square miles, and is bordered by.the Santa Cruz .~
Mountains to the north, open space lands and agricultural lands to the west, the Monterey .. ~

~ Bay to the south, and a portlon of the unincorporated urban community of Live Oak to the

‘east.. As of January 1, 2008, the City supported a population’ of 58,125 with a mix. of .
residential, commerc1a1 1ndustr1a1 visitor-serving, educa’aonal pubhc facility, recreatronal C
and. open space uses. : © < .

The General Plan 2030 plannrng area mcludes the followmg geographlc areas as shown on
' Flgurel

- ‘All lands located w1th1n the 1ncorporated Santa Cruz city hmlts (1nc1ud1ng the
,' City's Graham Hill water treaiment plant and Drmeo Lane landfrll),

~»  Lands outside Clty 11m1t5 but within the Crty 5 adopted Sphere of Influentce that are
" located east of Highway 17 in the Carbonera nelghborhood ancl along 7t Avenue to,
the east of crty limits; - : -

*  Unincorporated lands to the north and west of the City that generally extend from

Graham Hill Road on the eastto the Dimeo Lane.and the City’s land(fill on the west.
This area includes Henry Cowell State Park, University of California lands located
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outside City limits, and Wilder Ranch State Park: State law requires the ‘general
- -plan to consider any terzitory-outside the city boundaries which, in the City’s
- judgment, bears. relation to its plannmg These ”Iands of | interest” total
-approximately 26 square mﬂes >

2. Pro|ec1 Description, The proposed pro]ect consists of the Clty s Draft Geneml Plan 2030 (dated
February 27, 2009), which is an update of the City’'s existing General Plan and Local Coastal
~ Plan-1990-2005 that was adopted in 1992 and subsequently amended. The General Planisa . -
- comprehenswe long-range, and .internally consistent statement of the City’s development
~and preservation policies within the General Plan planning area. State law requlres that-
- cities prepare general plans and regularly review.and update them. '

Pursuant to State law, a General Plan, must include the following elements: Land Use,
Circulation, Housing, Conservation, Open Space, Safety, and Noise. The draft Géneral Plan i
~ (except for Housing as discussed further below) addresses the State’s requirements in the
~ following chapters and also includes optional subjects set forth in the State General Planr
+_ Guidelines related to:community de51gn and economic: development -

= AH1stor1c Preservahon, Arts, and Culture h
- = Community Desigh '
= TLand Use.
. Mobility .
» - Economic Development _
.= Civic and Community F Facﬂmes
= "Hazards, Safety, and N01se
" ® . Parks, Recreation, and Open Space
. Natural Resources and Conselvanon

_ In addmon 0 ”Gu1d1ng Pr1nc1p1es” set forth in’ the General Plan the’ draft Genera! Plan 2030
.+ provides goals, policies and actions to address each of the above topics. A ‘goal is a general,
" overall and ultimate purpose, aim or end toward which the City will direct effort during the °
. ~timeframe of the General Plan. A policy is a specific statement of principle or guidance that -
implies clear commitment; the direction the City elects to follow in order to meet its goals. An
. action is a program, activity or'strategy carried out in Tesponse to ad0pted pohcy to aclueve a -
o spec1f1c goal. ' : : :

. .A’summary of the 1ssues/top1cs addressed by the draft goals, pohc1es and actions is prov1ded )
below: ‘ .

_x'The HISTORIC PRESERVATION, ARTS, AND CULTURE chapter includes fous goals and
- associated policies and actions that address: 1) cultural resources (archaeological,
paleontological and historical resources and historic buildings); 2) arts and cultural
facilities and performances; 3) arts and cultural programs; and 4) estabhshmg a
strong identity as an arts and cultural commumfy

« - The COMMUN}TY DESIGN chapter includes five goals and associated pohc1es angd -
actions that address: 1) preservatlon of natural features that visually define areas
with a built environment in harmony with its natural setting; 2)° diverse
neighborhoods and busmess districts with well- deﬁned character; 3) desxgn and
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- linkages between key areas; 4) attractive gateways, roadways and landscaping; and
5) walkable neighborhoods and districts with compatible uses and buildings.

» * The LAND USE chapter includes four goals and associated policies and actions that ~
. -address: 1) sustaindble land uses; 2) a compact community with boundaries defined
by the city's greenbelt and Monterey Bay; 3) complementary balance of diverse land -
-uses; and 4) land use patterns that facilitate alternative ‘cransportahon and/for
. minimize transportation demand.

= . The MOBILTY chapter includes four goals and assocxated pohmes and actions that. -
" address: 1) facilitation of multiple transportation alternatives; 2) .a safe, efficient, .
.. adaptive and accessible transportation system (including alternative transportation,
- transit, multi-modal systems); 3) a safe, efficient and adaptive road system; and 4)
safe. and inviting pedestnan and bicycle access.

.» " "The ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT chapter includes six goals and associated pollaes and _
: -actions that address: 1) the city as a vibrant regional economic center; 2) growth in
~ the city’s tax base; 3) the Umvermty as a major contributor to and beneficiary of a
o successful local economy; 4) diverse, educated and skilled work force; 5) chverse _
e+ and dynamlc business districts; and 6) a sustainable economy., o

. The CVIC AND COMMUNITY FACILTIES chapter mcludes eleven goals and aSSOCIated o
o '—pohcles and actions that address: 1) an involved and informed citizenry; 2)
~ provision of comprehensive community facilities and services; 3) a safe, reliable
" ‘water supply; 4) a sustainable and efficient wastewater systems; 5) a sustainable -
. and efficient stormwater system; .6) solid waste; 7) police services; .8) educational
. .,_Aopportumhes, 9} health and human serwces 10) chlldcale fac1ht1es and’ serwces, :
‘ and 11) technical mnovatmn o :

= .The HAZARDS, SAFETY AND NOISE chapter includes six goals and assoc1ated pohc1es

“ and actions-that address: 1) emergency and disaster readiness; 2) air quality; 3)
" noisé; 4) hazardous materlals, 5) light pollutxon, and 6) natural hazards, including ~
.- hazards related to erosmn, steep slopes, earthquakes, floodmg, tsunamls and dam '
failure, e

* + The PARKS, RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE chapter inclades four goals and assocxated,
- policies and actions that addréss: 1) parks; open space and recreational facilities; 2)
- recreational programs, activities, events and services; 3) managed and convenient
‘public access to open space lands and coastlme and 4) an mtegrated system of-
~ citywide and. reglonal tralls

= . The NATURAL RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION chapter includes  seven goals and

.. associated pol1c1e5 and actions that address: 1) creek, tiparian and wetland systems;
2) plant and wildlife- habitat; 3) conservation and stewardshlp of resources; 4)
‘actions' in reducing and responding to global warming; 5) a sustainable urban .
forest; 6) protected open sPace and coastlme, and 7) reduct1on in energy use.

A Land Use Map is mcluded in the General Plan that 1denhhes land use de31gnahons
',throughout the City as shown on Figure 2. The allow able development density for residential -
land use is defined as the minimum and maximum number of permanent dwelling units
per acre over the entire project or development site, A mix of residential densities may be,
used to achieve that average. For nonresidential uses; including commercial, office, and
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mdustrlal uses, development intensity is expressed as an average Floor Area Ratio (FAR).
FAR is a measure of the total bulidmg ﬂ001 area in proportion to the size of the building’s
lot. : :

The General Plan 2030 Jand use designations conéist‘ of:

O RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATIONS
- Very-Low-Density Re51dent1al (V L), 0.1 tol dwelling unit per acre (dujac)
= "Low-Density Residential (L), 1.1 t0.10 du/ac" , .
. Low-Med1um~Den51ty Residential (LM), 10.1 t¢ 20 du/ac’
~* Medium-Density Residential (M), 20.1 to 30 dufac
* High-Density Residential (H) 30.1to0 55 du/ac

0 . COMMERCIAL DESIGNATIONS
' = Neighborhood Commercial (NC), 0.25 to 1.5 FAR
- »  Community Corimercial (CC), 0.25 to 1.75 FAR
* Regional Visitor Commiercial ( RVC), 0. 25 to 3.5 FAR
»  Office (OF), 0 25t0 1. 75 RAR

0 MIXED USE DESIGNATIONS ' '
' x  Mixed-Use Medium Density (ND\MD) 075 to 175 FAR, 10 to 30 du/ac
- - Mixed-Use High Density (MXHD), 1.0 to 2.75 FAR, 10 to 55 du/ac
= Mlxed«-Use Visitor Commerc1a1 (MXVC) 1.0to 2 75 FAR 0 to.55 du/ac

@ INDUSTRIAL DESIGNATIONS -
= Industrial (IND), 0.25 to 2.0 FAR
o= Coastal Dependent (CD), OtoﬂlfAR

T a. PUBLIC AND INSTITUTIONAL DESIGNATIONS _
' Community Facilities (CF) 0 to 2.5 FAR
» UCsC Development (SOF

Lo PARKS AND OPEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS
... = Coastal Recreation (CR), 0 to 0.IF AR
.~ Parks (PK), 0 to 0.1 FAR - '
"« * Natural Areas (NA), 0 to 0. 1FAR
Agrlculture/Glazmg (AG),0.05 dufac .

The Geneml Plan 2030 Land Use Map and Iand use demgnahons are largely unchanged from the 1990—
2005 General Plan and Local Coastal Program except for the followmg

0 NEW. DESIGNATIONS & APPLICATION: Three new mlxed use land de51gnat10ns have been
developed and applied to the following areas. :

*  Mixed use high density de51gnat10n is apphed to segments of Soquel Avenue and
Water Avenue that are demgnated Comrnunity Cornmermal in the ex1st1ng o
General Plan. .

*  Mixed use medium den31ty demgna’aon is apphed to segments of Mission St1eet
-and Ocean Street that are’ de51gnated Community Comrnerc1a1 in the existing
General Plan. : '
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= Mlxed use visitor serving designation is applied to segments of Ocean St-reet that
is designated Comrmuuty Comimercial in the ex1stmg General Plan

[ LAND USE MAP CHANGES: Land Use Map Changes

® 'Golf Club Drive Property: Change the existing General Plan land use demgnahon
from Low Density Residential (1 1-10 DU/acre) to Very Low Density Residential
(.1-1 DU/acre). However, a residential density of 10.1-20 dwelling units per acre
» could be applied to-the 20-acre area with preparation and adoption of an area -
plan. This could result in moze residential units (200+) than allowed m the -
: ex1stmg General Plan {up to 100 units). i :

= Swenson Prope1ty Change the existing General Plan land use designation from
- Low . Density. Residential (1.1-10 DUfacre) to' Low Medium Density Res1dent1a1
{10.3-20 DU/acre)/Nelghborhood Commermal/Offlce '

: ,Some of the General Plan 2030 policies and achons also support mixed use districfs and/or
" intensified redevelopment, such’as a Mixed Use River District, expansion of the High
'Density Overlay on Front and lower Pacific, and additional height and intensity along
Pacific north -of Cathcart. A transition to higher densities along the City s transit and
commercial corridors also is encouraged. Another policy -allows maximum residential
. densities to be exceeded for the fo]lowmg uses: single-room occupancy (SRO) units; small
'-Qowrlersh1p umts {(80U); -accessory -dwelling units - (ADU); density bonus units; and
-~ -residential. uses within areas - desxgnated I—ngh~Densxty Overlay District (HD-O).
e Addmonally, several Gene1a1 Plan actions support specific types of development, although
- site-specific locations are not identified. These facilities include arts and cultural facilities, a
- 'perforriing ‘arts center, high-end lodging, large reg10na1 retaﬂ uses to the Harvey West area,
.andadesahnatlon famhty site. - T

' "Ihe Housmg Element is prepared asa separate volume to the General Plan as it requ;res more

frequent updates than the remainder of the General Plan in accordance with State law: Thus,

 the Housing Element js not part of the General Plan 2030 document and not included in the

_ environmental review. The Housing Element is being updated and is anhc1pated to- be
- ,completed in- sprmg 2009,

Addmonally, the Clty s ex1st1ng cernﬁed Local Coastal Plogram (LCP) is part of the ex1st1ng

- 1990-2005 General Plani. As part of the current General Plan update , the LCP will be updated

- as’a separate docurment. Thus, these two plans are not mcluded in the General Plan 2030
document or accompanymg EIR : : .

3. Probuble Enwronmeniul Effecls of the Project. After completing a preliminary review of the-
~ project, as described in Section 15060 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City has determined that-
an EIR should be prepared to assess the potential environmental impacts of this project.
The EIR will analyze the effects of the proposed project on land use, public facilities and
- services, resources and hazards as further described below and will provide a determination
of impact s1gmf1cance At present, the City lacks sufficient information to make conclusive _
determinations on significance. The Clty will consider the written comments received in
response to this Notice of Preparatlon in determmmg the topics and scope to be: assessed in -
the Draft EIR.
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VThIS EIR is being prepared as a program” EBIR pursuant to State CEQA. Guidelines section
15168 that allows a comprehensive review of the actions that comprise the draft General
- Plan.” Subsequent development would be reviewed in’ hght of the General Plan EIR to
determine whether-an additional environmental document must be prepared. Comumonly
called “tiering,” the environmental review for a subsequent project can be limited to those
project-specific significant effects that were not examlned in the Generel Plan EIR

The EIR wﬂl assess sz.gmflcant env1ronmental effects that may result fxom the -

implementanon of plan’s policies and actions or- development/growth accommodated by
- the plan. Direct and indirect, secondary impacts will be examined. General Plan policies and

-actions that serve as m1t1gat10n measures Wﬂl be described and considered. :

. The tOplCS to be addressed in the Geneml Plan 2030 EIR 1nclude

. , Land Use. The EIR will mclude a review of existing land uses ‘and ex1s‘ang/planned
buildout projections. To aid the environmental analysis, a “buildout” projection
‘was developed by the City’s land use consultant for the General Plan. The.
projection” considers the development potential ‘of land permitted under the =
proposed General Plan that is estimated to occur in Santa Cruz by the year 2030.

. The projections are based ‘on the draft Land Use Map, take into account land use
map :changes, . vacant lands, sites: subject . to .reuse or . 1edeve10pment and
underntilized parcels. Under the draft plan, the buildout projections estimate the-
following new: development by the year 2030: 2) 3,729 residential units; b) 1,292,289
square feet of commercial development; ¢) 1,318,916 square of office space; and-d)

388,156 square feet of industrial development. The EIR W1H review cons1stency of
the draft General Plan w1th o’cher area pians o '

" .Populatmn and Housmg The EIR wﬂl review populatlon mcreases durmg the -

General Plan. timeframe and. effects of General Plan buildout on housmg
- Employment and ]obs/housmg issues wﬂl be addressed '
- Pubhc Facilities and Servzces The EIR W111 assess effects of General Plan buildout and
- growth on public facilities and services to include: a) transportation and traffic; b)

water supply; ) public services and utilities; and d) hydrology and water quality.
Consultation with the Water Department will be conducted in -accordance with
CEQA Guidelines section 15083.5 and California Water-Code section 10910,

*  Resources and Hazards. The BIR will assess effects of General Plan buildout and
growth on resources and hazards at a program * level to include: a) aesthetics; b) -
biological resources; ¢)-cultural resources; d) air quality, including global climate
change impacts; e) geology and soils; f) noise; g) | hazardous materials; and h) :
agricultural and miner eI resources.

x Other CEQA—requi1ed sections will be provided, in.cluding Alternatives and'

Cumulative Impacts. The Cumulative Impacts section will include UCSC growth as
,enwsmned in its 2005 Long—Range Development Plan.
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~4: Scoping Meeting. The. City of Santa Cruz will hold EIR scoping meetings on March 16, 2009
pursuant to CEQA section 21083.9 which require scoping meetings for pro;ects of “statewide,
regional or areawide significance.” The purpose is to take oral comments.on the EIR Scope of
~‘Work. A public agency scoping meeting will be held" from 3 to’5 PM, and a public scoping -
meeting will be held from 6 to 8 PM. Members from the public and public agency -
- representatives may attend either meeting. Both meetings will be held at Santa Cruz C1V1c :
Auditorium, 307 Church Sneet Room ABC Santa Cruz, CA 95060

B Contuct Person que cmd Phone Number. .

. Michelle King, City of Santa Cruz Planmnv and Commumty Development Department
809 Center Street, Rm. 206 ' _ ,

" Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Phone: 831 420-5092

I Respon'ées‘to this Noticé of Preparation are du’e_-:}vay April 2, 20(_)9. v

Smcerely,

J@ g

Mlchelle ng, Senior Planner
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N Notice of Preparation’

March 3, 2009

To: . Reviewing Agencies

Re:  City of Santa Cruz General Plan
SCH# 2005032007

Attached for your review and conunent is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the City of Santa Cruz General Plan
draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies st transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 days of receipt of the NOP from the Lead
Agency. This s a courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with a reminder for you to comment in a
timely manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express thexr concerns early in the
environmental review process. -

Please direct your comments to:

~ Michelle King
City of Santa Cruz

. 809 Center Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH nurmber
noted above in all conespondence concerning this project.

if you have any questions about the en\rlronmemal document review process, please call-the State Clearinghouse at
(916) 445-0613. :

" Sincerely,
7\/ ) .
(¥

Scott Mﬂrga;l _ )
Assistant Deputy Direclor & Senior Planner, State Clearinghouse

[ 130 NNV 115

Attachments

cc:‘LeadAgenCY o ENN Fl @ g _

1400 10th Street  P.0, Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613  FAX (916) 323-3018  www.opr.ca.gov
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ram =G EHE- 2008052007 - e
Praject Title  City of Santa Cruz General Plan
Lead Agency  Santa Cruz, City of
Type NOP Notice of Preparation : .
- Description The proposed project consists of the City's Draft General Plan 2030, which is an update of the City's

-existing General Plan and Local Coastal Plan 1990-2005 that was adopted in 1992 and subsequently

amended. In addition to "Guiding Principles”, the draft plan provides goals, policies and actions for the
following elements: Historic Preservation, Arts, and Culture; Community Design; Land Use; Mobility;
Economic Development; Civic and Community Facilities; Hazards, Safety, and Noise: Parks,
Recreation, and Open Space; and Natural Resources and Conservation. Three new mixed use fand -
designations have been added aiong major corridors: Mission Street, Ocean Sirest, Soquel Avenue,
and Water Strest.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Michelle King
Agency Cily of Santa Cruz .
Phone (831)420-5092 Fax
emaif
Address 809 Center Street _
© City SantaCruz _ State CA  Zip 95060
Project Location _
County SaniaCruz ) . -
City Santa Cruz - : o
Regfon-
Cross Streets  Citywide
Lat/Long .
Parcel No.
Township Range ' Section o Base
Proximity to:
Highways 1,9,17
Airports
Railways  Union Pacific
Waterways " Monlerey Bay, San Lorenzo River
Schools Various .
Land Use  Citywide - General Plan Upda[e

Project Issues

Aesthetic/Visual; Agricuttural Land; Air Quality; Archéeologic-His!o;ic; Biological Resources;
Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Noise; Populafion/Housing Balance,

- Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil

Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste,; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water
Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects

Reviewing
. Agencies

California Coastal Commission; Cal Fire; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and
Recreation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 3; Department of Food and Agriculture; Office of
Emergency Services; Native American Heritage Commission; State Lands Commission; Depariment of
Housing and Community Development; Caltrans, District 5; Integrated Waste Management Board,
Regional Water Quailty Control Board, Region 3; Resources Agency

Date Received

03/03/2009 Start of Review 03/03/2009 E£nd of Review 04/01/2008

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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APPENDIX A

ISTATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY . ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

BOARD QF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION

P.C. Box 944246

SACRAMENTO, CA 94244-2460
{916) 653-8007

(916) 653-0989 FAX

Website: http:/lwww.bof.fire.ca.gov/

June 8, 2009 EGENY _E

Mrs. Michelle King | | JUN 11 2009
City of Santa Cruz ' _ e
809 Center Street | | CITY PLANMING DEPT

- Santa Cruz, CA 85060

Re: City of Santa Cruz General Plan Fire Safety Element Recommendations

Dear Mrs. Michelle Klng

The State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection (Board) is required to review and provide
recommendations to the safety element of county and local government general plans
when such plans are being updated. This review Is in accordance with Government Code
(GC) §65302.5 which requires the Board to review the fire 'safety element when the
general plan-update contains State Responmblllty Areas or Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones.

Enoiosed is a list of standard recommendations titled “General Plan Fire Safety Elements
-Standard Recommendations” which should be incorporated into the General Plan. Each
‘entity should evaluate their general plan and include the approprrate recommendations
from the list. .

Please note requirements for response pursuant to'GC §65302.5(b). Thank you for the

opportunity to participate in your planning process. We hope this input leads to greater
protection and reduced cost and losses from wildfires in your Junsdlctlon

Smcere!y,

Stan Dixon
Chair, State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection

William Hoehman, Northern Region Chief
John Ferreria, San Mateo-Santa Cruz Unit Chief

CONSERVATION IS WISE - KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN
PLEASE REMEMBER TO CONSERVE ENERGY. FOR TIPS AND INFORMATION, VISIT "FLEX YOUR POWER" AT WWW.CA.GOV
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General Plan Fire Safety Element
Standard Recommendations

August 29, 2007

State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection

Contents
Purpose and Background
Methodology for Review and Recommendations

Standard List of Recommendations
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA--BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

50 HIGUERA STREET

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415

PHONE (805) 54%-3101

FAX {805) 549-3329 e — )
TDD (805) 549-3259 ) [E [E H \W E H Flex your power!

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist0S/ : ) e e e Be energy gfficient!

April 1,2009 - ' APR -6 2009

Michelle King : SR

City of Santa Cruz | GITY PLANMING DEPT

809 Center Street, Room 206 : '
" Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Ms. King: |

COMMENTS ON THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION (NOP) FOR THE CITY OF SANTA CRUZ
- GENERAL PLAN DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

- The Cahforma Department of Transportation (Department), District 3, Development Review, has reviewed
the above referenced project : and offers the following comments

1. The Department supports local development that is consmtent 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 achicve a shared vision of how the
transportation system should and can accommodate interregional and local fravel and development.

2.  'We anticipate the conditions of approval for a General Plan Amendment to include requiring a
comprehensive regional traffic study and look forward to reviewing it. Please visit the Department’s
Internet site for a copy of our Guidelines for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies at:
http:/fwww.dot.ca.gov/hg/traffops/developserv/operationalsystems/reports/tisguide. pdf. An.
altematwe method that produces technically comparable results can also be use.

3. The Department is responsﬂ)le for the safety, operations, and maintenance of the State transportation -
system; therefore, our Level of Service (I.OS) standards should be used to determine the significance
of a 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; gny additional trips should be conmdered a significant cumulative traffic impact,
and should be mltlgated acco;dmgly

_ Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP for the City of Santa Cruz General Plan Draft EIR,
and for your consideration and action upon these issues. I you have any questions or concerns, orneed
further clarification.on the items discussed above please do not hesuate fo call me at (805) 549-3099 or e-
maﬂ jennifer. calate@@dot.ca.gov. :

Slnce1 ely, .

Q;/L/ e o

JENNIFER CALATE
Associate Transportation Planner
District 5 Development Review Coordinator

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA _ ' Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SANVFRANC!SVCO, CA 94102-3298
March 10, 2009. w@ ~E I \V] ‘
- AR 12 2000 L
Michelle King . :
City of Santa Cruz i e
809 Center Street . : CITY PLANf~1n\!G DEPT
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 ’
Re: Notice of Preparation, Draft Enwronmental Impact Report (DEIR) -
' City of Santa Cruz General Plan

SCH# 2009032007
Dear Ms, King:

- As the state agency responsible for rail safety within California, the California Public Utilities -
Commission (CPUC or Commission) recommends that development projects proposéd 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 cotridor 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 urges your agency to include consideration of potential project-related rail safety
‘impacts, and measures to reduce adverse impacts in the DEIR for the update to your General Plan.
In general, the major types of impacts to consider are collisions between trains and vehicles, and

- between trains and pedestrians. -Changes in land use should not be allowed that would permit -

- housing adjacent to existing rail yards. Similarly, where a need for grade-separated crossings is

- identified, new development should not be placed adjacent to at-grade highway rail crossmgs
w1thm the footpnnt of land needed for future grade-separation structures,

Thank you f01 your con81delat10n of these comments. If you have any quesnons in thls matter,
- please call me at- (415) 703-1306.

Sincerely,

%‘[\‘QK K@\/\Y\

Daniel Kevin
Regulatory Analyst
Consumer Protection and Safety Division
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ

BERKELEY * DAVIS » JRVINE + LOS ANGELES « MERCED + RIVERSIDE + SAN DIEGO » SAN FRANCISCO

PHYSICAL PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION : . SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95064

April 1, 2009

Ms. Juliana Rebaghatl, AICP . ,
Director of Planning and Community Developmen‘f '
- 809 Center Street, Room 107
. Santa Cruz, Ca 95060 -

ClTY PLANH NG DtPT

Re: . Clty of Santa Cruz General Plan 2030 Env1r0nmental Impact Repmt
Scoping Comments : : ,

Dear Juliana;

. Thank you f{n sendmg the Notice of Preparation of the Clty of Santa Craz Genera)] Plan 2030
Environmental Impact Report. We have reviewed the Project Description and Probable
_Environmental Effects of the Project and have the foHOng comment related to the scope of the
Draft Environmental Impact Report

The 2005 Long-Range Development Plan (LRDP), its Environmental Impact Report and the ,
Comprehensive Settlement Agreement provide a comprehensive framework for the physical
development of the UC Santa Cruz campus. The LRDP plans for development sufficient to

" accommodate an on-campus enrollment level of up to a three-quarter average of 19,500 full-time

" equivalent students and 4,463 faculty and staff using academic year 2020-2021 as the planning
time frame. As the planning horizon for the General Plan 2030 occurs approximately ten years
later than the planning horizon for the LRDP, the information i in the LRDP, its EIR and the
Comprehensive Settlement Agr eement does not take into.account the growth of the campus and
other related conditions that may exist in 2030, Because the majority of campus Jands are within
the City’s limits and/or sphere of influence the City should include UC Santa Cruz’ long-range

* projections through 2030 as part of the City’s General Plan 2030 EIR analysis.

In reviewing the campus’s 45-year history, the campus has not had a consistent annual growth
rate. However, the average annual campus growth rate over the 45 years is a reliable indicator for
predicting campus conditions and was a factor when the campus considered foture enroliment for
the LRDP. Therefore, while we cannof provide a definitive description of UC Santa Cruz in 2030,
we will provide the City with long-range projections based on historic campus growth frends.

* This information will allow the City to account for, with programmatic accuracy, the
environmental effects of future campus enrollment and physical development between the
LRDP’s 2021 planning horizon and the 2030 horizon of the General Plan 2030 EIR. Please
contact me if you have questions regarding the campus’ long -range growth projections so that
the General Plan 2030 EIR accurately reflects anticipated future environmental conditions.




Page 2.

City of Santa Cruz General Plan 2030 En\uronmental Impact Repmt
" Scoping Comments
April 1, 2009

Sincerely, ‘
John Bames -* A
+ Director of Campus Planning

CG: -

Tom Vani
Caloi Rossi

_Kelly Drumm. -

Frank Zwart

APPENDIX A
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ

BERKELEY « DAVIS + IRVINE » LOS ANGELES - MERCED » RIVERSIDE « SAN DIEGC « SAN FRANCISCO SANTA DARBARA » SANTA CRUZ

PHYSICAL PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95064

May 20, 2009

Ms. Tuliana Rebagliati .
Director of Planning and Community Development :

809 Center Street, Room 107

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re:  City of Santa Cruz General Plan 2030 EIR
Potential UC Sania Cruz Conditions in 2030

Dear Juliana:

By letter dated April I, 2009, UC Santa Cruz (UCSC) provided commenis in response to the Notice of
Preparation of the City of Santa Cruz 2030 Geneval Plan Bnvironmental Impact Report. UCSC sequested that the
City’s General Plan aud General Plan EIR take into account campus population through year 2030.

UCSC prepares a plan that projects campus programmatic and population growth approximately every 15 years,
and the current 2005 Long-Range Development Plan (2005 LRDP) runs through the 2020-21 academic calendar.
The 2005 LRDP is based on a projected fall-winter-spring cnvollment of 19,500 students and an employee
population of about 4,500 persons, for a total campus population of about 24,000 in 2020-21. Campus planning
beyond 2021 has not yet commenced, however historic enroliment trends at the University of California and the
UCSC campus can be used to provide a reasonable forecast for UCSC population through 2030, At the University
of California, system-wide enrollment has incrensed approximately 2.5% annually in the last decade. The
University has planned for similar increased enrollments through 2010-11, although a downward adjustment may
be necessary based on current budget constraints, )

At UCSC, in the 42 years between the campus’ establishment in 1965 and 2007-08, enrollment has annually
increased at an average rate of between 320-350 students per year, The employee population has averaged
between 22% and 23% of enrollinent during the same period, The campus’ current LRDP is based on a similav
projected population increase through academic: year 2020-2021. The projected enroliment rate and ratio of
students to employees used in the preparation of the 2005 LRDP (22-23%) is likely to remain relatively constant
beyond academic year 2020-2021. In the planning process for the next LRDP major amendment, 2 comprehensive
analysis of locating entollment growth outside the City of Santa Cruz will be conducted. However, UCSC has an
obligation to fulfill the University of California’s legislative mandate “to plan that adequate spaces are available
to accormmodate all California resident students who are eligible and likely to apply to attend an appropriate place
within the [UC} system,” Education Code Section 66202.5. Accordingly, UCSC population between 2020 and
2030 based on historical UC and UCSC enrollment patterns of between 320 and 350 additional students per year
and associated employee growth should conservatively be included as part of the City’s 2030 General Plan EIR.
Please let me know if you have further questions about this information.

Sincerely,

P Pannta—

John Barnes
Director of Campus Planning

Crypodntaain UEsTennnen LT oo
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MONTEREY BAY

Unified Afr Pollution Control District
serving Monterey, Sen Benito, and Santa Cruz countles

Intertm Adr Pollutien Control Officer
Ed Kendig

24580 Silver Cloud Courf » Monferey, California 93840 » 831/647-3411 « FAX 831/647-8501

April 1, 2009

Ms. Michelle King, Senior Planner

City of Santa Cruz

Planning and Community Development Dept.
809 Center Street, Room 206

Santa Ciuz, CA 95060

Sent Electronically To:
MKing@gci.santa-cruz.ca.us
Original Sent by First Class Mail.

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION FOR GENERAL PLAN 2030
Dear Ms, ng
The Air Distnct submits the following comments for your consideration:

General Plan Update’s Cumulative Air Quality Impact on Regional Ozone - _

The District uses consistency with the 2008 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the
North Central Coast Air Basin to determine a general plan’s cumulative impact on regional air
quality (ozone levels). Please request a formal con31stency determmatlon from AMBAG and
include it in the Draft EIR

General Plan Update’s Localized Air Quality Impact on Carbon Monoxide Levels

Localized impact is evaluated by determining if build-out identified in the General Plan
Update would create or substantially contribute to carbon monoxide “hotspots” (where federal
of State ambient air quality standards are exceeded), If project or cumulative traffic would
cause LOS to decline from D or better to E or F, dispersion modeling should be undertaken to
determine if carbon monoxide concentrations would violate ambient air quality standards at
sensitive receptor looations. :

 Qdors, Nuisances and Sensmve Receptors
If the General Plan Update would revise land use deSIgnatlons that might result in
development of odors, nuisances or sensitive receptors in adjacent land uses, the Draft EIR
-should include an assessment of those impacts. District Rule 402, Nuisancés, should be
~ reviewed for applicable requirements.

Mitigation Measures -

Mitigation measures should be identified for any 31gn1ﬁcant impacts on air quality. The Draft
EIR should quantify the emission reduction effectiveness of each measure, identify the
agencies responsible for implementation and monitoring, and determine whether mitigation
measures reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.




APPENDIX A

Projects Constructed in Accord with the General Plan

The Draft EIR should indicate that projects constructed in accord with the General Plan
could have impacts on air quality, which would be evaluated when the projects are
proposed. The District has established the following thresholds of significance for
individual projects: 137 Ibs/day for VOC or NOy, 82 Ibs/day for PM,y, 150 lbs/day for
SOy, a significant decline in LOS, -and a cancer risk greater than 10 per 1,000,000 people.
(Please refer to Table 5-3 on page 5-6, and page 9-3 of the District’s CEQA. Air Quahty
Guldehnes, February 2008).

The District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines may be found o the District’s website at
www.mbuaped.org under “Air Quality Plan”,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document.

Sincerely,

Jean Getchell
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division
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U.8. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX

1111 Broadway, Suite 1200

Oakland, CA. 94607-4052

MAR 11 mogj

e an e e

| crr\{ PLANHING DEPT

March 9, 2009

"Michelle King :
City of Santa Cruz Planning and
Community Development Department
809 Center Street, Room 206 '
~ Santa Cruz, California 95060

Dear Ms King:

- ‘This is in response to your request for coininents on the Notice of Preparation of an '
Environmental Impact Report for the City of Santa Cruz General Plan 2030 EIR.

Please feview the current effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the City of Santa
Cruz (Community Number 060355), Map revised March 2, 2006. Please note that the City of -
Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz County, California is a participant in the National Flood Insurance

* Program (NFIP). The minimum, basic NFIP floodplain management building requirements are
deseribed in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), Sections 59 through 65.

A summaly of these NFIP floodplain management buﬂdmg requ1rements are as follows:

o All bu11d1ngs constructed within a riverine ﬂoodplaln (i.e., Flood Zones A, AC, AH AE,
' and A1 through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the lowest
floor is at or above the Base Flood Blevatlon level in accordance with the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map. '

o Ifthe area of co_nstruction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated on the

 FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels. The term
developmenf means any man-made change to improved or unimproved real estate,
including but not limited to buildings, other structures, mining, dredging, filling,
grading, paving, excavation or drilling operations, and storage of equipment or
materials. A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of
development, and must demonstrate that the development would not cause ay 118€ in
base flood levels. No rise is permrfted within regulatory ﬂoodways :

www.fema.gov
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Michelle King
Page 2
March 9, 2009

o All buildings constructed within a coastal high hazard area, (any of the “V” Flood Zones
as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated on pilings and columns, so that the lowest
horizontal structural member, (excluding the pilings and columns), is elevated to or above
the base flood elevation level. In addition, the posts and pilings foundation and the
structure attached thereto, is anchored to resist flotation, collapse and lateral movement
due to the effects of wind and water loads acting simultaneously on all building
components. '

» Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood Hazard Areas,
the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the appropriate hydrologic and
hydraulic data to FEMA for a FIRM revision. In accordance with 44 CFR, Section 65.3,
as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such data becomes available, a
‘community shall notify FEMA. of the changes by submitting technical data for a flood
map revision. To obtain copies of FEMA’s Flood Map Revision Application Packages,
please refer to the FEMA website at http://www.fema. gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm,

Please Note:

Many NFIP participating communities have adopted ﬂoodplain management building
requirements which are more restrictive than the minimum federal standards described in 44
CFR. Please contact the local community’s floodplain manager for more information on local
floodplain management building requirements. The City of Santa Cruz floodplain manager can
be reached by calling Joe H. Hall, Management Professional at (831) 420-5103.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesnate to call Michael Hornick of the
Mitigation staff at (510) 627-7260.

Sincerely, '

Gregor Blackburn CEM, Blanch Chief
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch

cc:
Joe H. Hall, Management Professional, City of Santa Cruz

Antonella Gentile, Resource Planner, Santa Cruz County

Michael Homick, Floodplanner, CFM, DHS/FEMA Region IX _
Alessandro Amaglio, Environmental Officer, DHS/FEMA Region IX

www.fema.gov.




Santa Cruz Neighbors, Inc: About Us

About Us

2007 Past Meetings

2008 Past Meetings

Topics & Meetings

Thittn:/forarw santacrmizneichbore com/index nhn?<ecfionl D=2

APPENREXIAS |

-/45(95’/% y/‘/ ; - Search
Santa Cruz Nelghbors Is a city-wide organizétion that represents a network of
neighborhoocds which teams with educationat Institutions, locel government, and

local businesses, dedicated to a Community oriented government and provides a
neighborhood voice for the residents of Santa Cruz.

ﬁ WHAT IS A NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION?
Do you want your voice to be heard?
Do you want to know what is happening in your
neighberhood?

Upcoming Meetings

Wadnesday, FEBRUARY 18th
7-8:30pm
WATER, WATER, EVERYWHERE
155 Center Street, Community Room
Plan to Altend, and Bring a Neighbor!

A Neighborhood Association is comprised of a group of
residents and business representatives who devote thelr
time and energy to improve and enhance a well-defined
geographic area where they and others live. Neighborhood

SAVE THE DATES: Tentative
Schedule untif quests are
confirmed

March 18th, Judges Forum
This was a popular one last yearl

April 15th, Still deciding topic

Note Tuesday Meeting May 19th,
UCSC Chancellor Conversation
(confirmed)

June 17th, GENERAL MEETING /
Fire Prevention

July No Meeting - Neighborhoods ~
Plan a get together, Yard Sale,
Clean Up or Beautification Project

association meetings, like earller town meetings, provide a
place to meet neighbors, exchange ideas, prioritize
projects, propose solutions, and implement plans for the
nefghborhoad. Most neighborhood assoclations are
concerned with Issues that affect the quality of life in the

community,

WHAT's NEW on the WEBSITE?
Neighborhoods Page -- Map and email contacts

~ Minutes from Past Meetings

Resources - Organizing Your Neighborhood

Contact Us At: small@santacruzneighbors.org

P.C. Box 8002 + Santa Cruz, CA 95060-8002

1/3/2009
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Mlchelle ng

From: = John Golder [Jhond@comcast net]

Sent:  Wednesday, January 28, 2009 12:07 PM

To: Alex Khoury; jrebagliatio@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us

Cc: Michelle King; Ken Thomas

Subject: FW: ANY COMMMENTS? P&R 2030 General Plan -MAJOR FLAWS NOT YET ADDRESSED!

From: John Golder [mailto:jhond@comcast.net]
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2009 8:12 PM
To: 'viewpoint@ci,santa-cruz.ca. us'; 'agamboa@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us'
Cc: 'Dannettee Shoemaker'; 'Ken Thomas'; 'mking@di.santa-cruz.ca.us'; 'mrotkin@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us';
‘ereilly@ci.santa-cruz.ca.is"; 'kblers@cl.santa-cruz.ca.us'; 'lrobinson@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us'’; 'tmadnga!@c; santa-
cruz.ca.us'; ‘rcoonerty@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us'; 'rwilson@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us’; 'cmathews@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us’;
'dlane@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us'; jeoffis@gmail.com’; Todd@scsoccer. com'; "info@brattononline.com’.

Subject: FW: ANY COMMMENTS? P&R 2030 General Plan -MAJOR FLAWS NOT YET ADDRESSED!

From: John Golder [mailto:jhond@comcast.net] -

Sent: Thursday, June 12, 2008 5:28 PM

To: 'Dannettee Shoemaker'; 'shammack@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us'; 'Michelle King'; Mike Rotkin (mrotkm@cn santa-
cruz.ca.us); Emily Reilly (erei]iy@a santa-cruz.ca.us); Ed Porter (eporter@ci, santa-cruz.ca.us);
'ed@villadebranciforte,org’; Lynn Robinson (Irobinson@ci,santa-cruz.ca.us); Tony Madrigal (tmadrigal@di.santa-
“cruz.ca.us); Ryan Coonerty (rcoonerty@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us); Richard Wilson (rwilson@ci.santa-cruz.ca. us),
(cmathews@CI santa-cruz.ca.us)

Cc:; Richard Wilson. (rwilson@ci.santa- -Cruz.ca. us)

Subject P&R 2030 General Plan -missing elements, Arana Gulch fields -failed plannmg process“

To City of Santa Cruz admln:strators, ptanners and particularly Parks & Recreatlon Commission staff and
administration.

The fo][owmg comments apply to the Parks & Recreation 2030 General Plan Update goals, pollcles,
actIVitles and programs.

For three consecutive months curing this year’s General Plan update process Parks &
Recreation Commission canceled all their meetings. -

How, in the middie of a process that happens less than once a decade, for the second
largest division of City government, and the one MOST IMPACTED by budget shortfalls,
can these commissioners find NOTHING to puton thelr agenda? '

What is P & R administration trying to hide from the public?

Perhaps the following:

Major unanswered flaws in the City Parks & Rec planning 2030 General Plan

6/12/2009
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proposal:

Planning & standards
NO Master Park Plan {what types of parks go where’?) _
" NO planning map distinguishing between developed & undeveloped parklands
NO standards for undeveloped vs developed “parks” '

Facilities
NO . new neighborhood or community parks
NO family campgrounds
NO RV facdilities ,
NO parking improvements for greenbelt
NO bath or toilet facilities in greenbelts
NO water lines, tanks or reservoirs for fire suppression in greenbe[ts

Financmg & evaluation
NO capital acquisition program or dedicated fund for community parks
NO capital acquisition program or dedicated fund for neighborhood parks
NO cumulative data on funds spent for studies, or for a particular parkland
NO current. mventory of facilities or city owned land -
NO mventory assessment schedule for facilities or developable land.
NO costs récovery strategy or program for undeveloped lands/ greenbelt users
"~ NO attendance statistics data program for recreational activities
NO cost apportionment program for users of facilities or programs

Programs
NO program to serve or encourage tourfst group or RV camping
-NO joint use program that benefits the general public (City programs only, not c1t|zens are
entitled to free joint-use of school facilities)

NO active program to develop greenbelt concessions (such as outdoor skills classes walkin
camps, native plant nurseries) :

Admmlstratlon '
NO reports from P &R admwstratton on the P & R Department’ s future perspectwe or current
state (per Dir. Shoemaker)

NO written recommendations from sports & recreation superwsors for needed lmprovements or
facilities or program expansions

' ~ NG administrative authonty or (councﬂ) Eeglslatlon authorizing mtattons issued under SCMC
- 13.04.010, .011, .020

NO list of closed facilities or lands for which citations can be issued
NO map tracking of problem areas such as illegal camps, drug dealing, etc.

NO designation of addresses or locations in greenbelts under which crimefillegal actlwtles data
can be compiled

NO clear Iegal defmt!ons of important planning/ordinance terms such as: “frail, greenbell,
preserve, open space ", '

NO outreach to actlve sports programs for P & R planmng process
NO permit process for authorizing activity in “closed areas”

By John Golder 831-704-7108
Dir. ARC-Santa Cruz (Active Recreation Coalition of Santa Cruz - a 501¢4 nonprofit corporation ”,A Team of
Teams Speaking for Sports”)

| am particularly concerned about the inability of the City’s administration to effectively resolve

6/12/2009
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problems or achieve goals through the ex;stlng General Plan, planning process and Counc:l
political will.

A VIVID RECENT EXAMPLE OF P & R GENERAL PLANNING FAILURE

As an example, despite more than 10 different planning studies recommending up to 20 new ballfields
within the City and a single soccer field at Arana Gulch, no person in SC P& R administration
(planner Sue Harris , Dir D. Shoemaker & Superintendent S, Hammack) _made a single use
recommendation for any active recreation facilities at Arana Gulch (10/14/03 SC City Council
Mesting ~Arana Gulch Draft Master Plan). The City of Santa Cruz has had a significant net loss of
playing fields and has built only ONE NEW FIELD & COMMUNITY PARK IN OVER 40 YEARS!

Dir. Shoemaker has replied that not a single document or record exists or was developed within the -
staff meetings for the draft Arana Gulch Master Plan. She says that all direction was a result of
“informal staff meetings”. Apparently not a single one of the council approved direction settmg studies
and recommendanons referred to below, were reviewed .

The stud_les and recomm‘endatlons included:

1) The1994 Sportsfield Needs and Siting Study (SNASS) recommendation for 10 multi-purpose fields (20
ac) and to site most of them in the existing owned Greenbelt, accepted by SC City Council 1995 | was
instrumental in-initiating this study, the only such one ever,

2)  Arecognized City sports field deficit of 25 acres going back to 1970 {SC GP 1980) and (2005 GP,
Vol.l,P&R Element, Table PR-8 Rec Facility standards, 1992, 1994)

3y A recogmzed Lower Eastside P&R nelghborhood park deficit of 6.8 ac.{ Ibid, Table PR-2 Neighborhood
Park needs by 2005 p.330 1992 ) .

4) A scientific random City survey (Evans/ McDonough 06-3494, May 2008) that determined 62% of ¢ity
residents (77% of those 18-29 yrs) would Ilke to see recreatlona! facilities improvements in the city's 2000
ac of greenbelt. :

5)  Another scientific random survey that determmed 73% of City resndents wanted a playground in Arana
Gulch, 58% wanted a sports-field and 76%.picnic sites (City of SC Greenbelt Master Plan Feasibility
Study done June 1994, p51 —summarized in GRBT B-029, p.7). .

6)  Unanimous recommendatlon by the Greenbelt Adwsory Committee that Arana Gulch had the hlghest

potential to provide field space.

7} Minimum 4 new muiti- -purpose athletic fields and one gymnasmm -recommendation by Conrad Sudduth

- former SC P&R rec super-visor, (Pogonip Task Force Questionnalre Dec, 1991)
8) Arana Gulch Land Use & Revenue Study determined the nw 6 ac of Arana could accommodate a ball
- field, playground, restroom & parking consistent with alt constraints of a biotic survey & other gen I plan
requirements (Table F option G, p.56, AGLURS, Dec. 1896) -
9) Planning Commission detailed recommendat;on for same, see GRBT B-029, p.7.

i0)  Existing 1990 General Plan Community Facility zoning for nw 10 ac of Arana Gulch.

1) . A May, 1896 City Council budget reqms:t!on of $370K for sportsfield, playground parking lot, restrooms

at Arana Gulch,

12)  SC County offer to contrlbute $2OOK for development of a soccer ﬁeld in Arana Guich,

- 6/12/2009
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- Mark Primack

521 Swift St.

Santa Cruz CA 95060 _

1.831-426-9340 S ' ‘
£.831-426-9308 ‘ :
mark{@markprimack.com

General plan EIR scoping
Subject: Preferred Alternative

EIR Scope |

Though CEQA itself may be on the verge of collapse as a credible vehicle for
environmental protection, the ¢ity is still mandated to at least attempt a scientific analysis of
the environmental impacts of the new General Plan. This may prove to be all but impossible
in Hght of the historic distortion and misappropriation of the practice of pleparmg and
certifying Environmental Impact Reports in Santa Cruz.. :

An EIR, when prepared for a specific project, generally relies solely on the policy- .
~ based claims of cut-and-paste consultants, untrained agency administrators, and the
unsubstantiated doubts of self-entitled property owners, It assumes the worst, and discounts
the best of any project. It is an instrument of reSJStlve lawsuits and the opportunistic hedge
funds of political capital. :

A credible analysis of a city’s General Plan must be somethmg much different than
the type of ‘Administrative’ Impact Report described above. For one thing, a city is a whole
-system. Whereas an EIR generally presumes to evaluate the impacts of a lone development
project on its neighbors WITHIN the city, this EIR must have as its primary goal the impacf
OF the city on its environment. That is a much different assignment.

The pnmary role of a city is that of Population Center. And the primary truth of
‘environmental science is that the survival of natire hinges on the successful densification of
established cities. The alternative, espoused by self-serving developers and their NIMBY
supporters is sprawl. We have overwhelming proof of sprawl’s disastrous impact on the
~ planet. With a density half that of Berkeley and on a par with Fresno, Santa Cruz is by
definition splawi

‘Project’ Alfernatives

My purpose in reiterating these truths, inconvenient as they still are in privileged
communities like Santa Cruz, is to make it clear what science has already established- that
the preferred environmental alternative to a conservative General Plan such as ours is to
‘double the population within current city limits within twenty years.’

Exploring such an alternative requires science rather than rhetoric. If those who
prepare the EIR do as they are legally and coniractually obligated to do, then I am confident
that the many fabricated excuses for low-density exclusivity that have dominated the
planning culture here for decades will evaporate. These are the issues that must be examined
scientifically in the EIR:

1. Water. We have sufficient water in the region to meet our needs well into the
future, but we have crippled or destroyed our capacity to store adequate amounts of it. Our
General Plan can and must include mandates and time frames for resolving what is nothing
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more than misguided political inertia. An EIR cannot legally confuse not WANTING water
with not ITAVING water, ' . ‘

, 2. Global Warming. The issue of Global Warming alone dictates the consideration of
much denser cities. Densification is presently the only verified antidote to this rapidly
escalating threat. We cannot act too soon to do our share as a city to meaningfully reduce our-
carbon footprint through maximized densification. _

3. Transportation. Only by doubling our population will we enable public transit at a
Jevel that would ensure its viability. There is objective critical mass data behind this
observation, and it is readily available. ,

4. Economic Sustainability. Doubling the city’s population would bolster the health
of local businesses, produce more walkable streets and more jobs close to home, just in time
for the collapse of our fossil fuel dependency. We are well past the kusp of cheap fossil fuel
availability; our future projections must acknowledge that. Worrying about future automobile
traffic and dedicating excessive areas to car parking is about as forward-thinking as fretting
about manure from horse-drawn carriages. _ :

5. Schools. Doubling the city’s population would support schools within walking
distance of all our children. Recent closures of public schools attest to the failure of past
General Plans to accommodate working families. .

6. Préservation of open space and agriculture. Doubling the cify’s population within
existing boundaries would allow the city to absorb the lion’s share of countywide growth,
thereby taking development pressure off our rural areas. ' |

1 am not proposing this EIR alternative as my personal preference, Like most of the
propextied citizens and administrators contributing to-this document, I enjoy my privileged
life here, and would prefer that those less fortunate than myself be accommodated
somewhere else, on some Greenfield far from where I live, in one of those places Iscorn as I
drive by on the highway, like Salinas or San Jose. But this EIR is mandated to reveal
science, not prejudice, and those who resist change- who refuse to share- those people will be
dead or gone before this General Plan comes to full fruition. If the infrastructure of Santa
Cruz can, through conscientious design and care, be made to comfortably and happily -
support a population twice that which is being projected in this draft General Plan, than it is
the obligation of this CEQA process to demonstrate and recommend that it happen. Though I
don’t claim to represent anyone but myself in these views, I'm pleased to note that the

‘National and State Sierra Club and the Natural Resource Defense Council couldn’t agree
with me more. | o _

The most pathetic irony in this community’s abrogation of environmental
responsibility might at first blush appear to be found in the endless bickering around whata
city’s “fair share® of state growth should be. Sadly, it is when we claim that maintaining or
improving our infrastructure, our ability as a city to DO our fair share in the fight for
environmental justice and balance, when we insist that such acts of global responsibility
would be ‘growth inducing’ and therefore to be avoided, that is when we reveal the
shallowness of our commitment to those principles of which we boast. Those who prepare
and administer this EIR cannot by law allow themselves such decadence.

Thankj‘%
‘ %%{ ‘Pril Tack M
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Michelle King !

From: - Andy Schiffrin [BDS030@co.santa-cruz.ca.us]
Sent:  Monday, April 08, 2009 10:21 AM
To: Michelle King
~ Cc: Juliana Rebagliati
Subject: RE: NOP Posted at County Clerk

Hi Michelle -

| would like to be placed on the notification list as an individual, not an employee at the Board of Supervisors. My

- .address is 130 Shelter Lagoon Drive, Santa Cruz, CA 95060.

Since all local agencies post CEQA notices with the Clerk of thé Board, Supervisors don't normally check the list.
In addition, I don't think the Clerk sees her responsibility as notifying the Board of Supervisors when notices are
posted. | would request that you add the Board of Supervisors, Room 500, 701 Ocean Street, SC 95060 to the
list to receive CEQA notices, g : '

" Thank you.
Andy

-----Original Message----- ' ' :
From: Michelle King fmailto:MKing@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us]
Sent: Monday, April 06, 2009 9:58 AM

To: Andy Schiffrin o

Cc: 'steph@strelowconsulting.com’; Juliana Rebagliati
Subject: NOP Posted at County Clerk

Dear Andy:

The Notice of Preparation was relayed via email and US Post to the Clerk of the Board for posting on
March 2. Apparently there was an error and it was not posted until March 11, 2009. Due to this delay we
will extend the comment period until April 13, 2009. | will ask the Clerk fo directly distribute the NOP to all
the Board of Supervisors with the new date in case there were others who did not see the posting. :

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Michelle

Michelle D, King

Senior Planner

City of Santa Cruz :
Planning and Community Developmcnt
809 Center Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

(831) 420-5092

mking(@ecisanta-cruz.ca.us

From: Tess Fitzgerald [mailto:CBDO15@co.santa-cruz.ca.us)]

6/12/2009




'APPENDIX A

Comments on Notice of Preparation
City of Santa Cruz Draft General Plan 2030 EIR
April 1, 2009

M1chelle ng

City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development Dept
809 Center St., Rm. 206

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

The followmg comments on the Notice of Preparation for the City of Santa Cruz Draft
General Plan 2030 EIR are submitted for your consideration.

1. The draft General Plan document is incomplete, missing the Housing Element (now
under preparation) and the Local Coastal Plan, as-well as some mapping elements
required by law. The City apparently intends to process the Housing Element and
LCP separately, and eventually integrate them into the General Plan document, with
separate environmental review for each one (an expensive approach for the City).
This approach makes the environmenital 1mpact analysis of the draft General Plan
2030 a moving target since at this point in time the draft General Plan 2030 is

~ incomplete, and it is not possible fully to ensure that the document is integrated and

- internally consistent as required by state law (Gov. Code Sec. 65300.5). . It would be
preferable for the City to complete the Housing Element (now before the Planning
Commission), as well as the LCP, and conduct an infegrated EIR on a complete

- General Plan document. The current General Plan document contains both an
Housmg Element and an LCP,

In addition the maps for the draft General Plan 2030 document are only * ‘preliminary”, as
indicated on the City's website. In particular, critical maps are missing from the Hazards,
Safety and Noise Element, namely the maps included in the current General Plan (Maps
EQ 12, EQ 13, and EQ 14) which indicate acceptable noise levels for land use categories,
existing noise exposure (in contours) within the city, and future noise exposure. State

- law requires that noise contours be shown for specified noise sources, as set forth in Gov.
Code Section 65302(f). The number of maps and charts in the draft General Plan2030 is
minimal compared with the current General Plan, and the text also contains no cross
references to the 19 “preliminary” maps shown on the City websHe Are there more
maps coming at some funue date? :

In addition it is also not clear whether the goals and policies contained in the Natural
Resources and Conservation Element which address climate change are the final Climate
~ Action Plan for the city, or just a preliminary one. The Climate Action Program

document on the City's website is a much more extensive document than the General
-Plan policies and refers to “completing” a Climate Action Plan for the General Plan
update.

The draft General Plan 2030 document (and maps) was also not available at the Santa
Cruz Public Library (checked today, April 1), despite assurances that it would be there.




APPENDIX A

2. The EIR should analyze a reasonable range of alternatives for the draft General Plan

2030, as required by CEQA. On page 6 of the NOP, buildout projections for the 2030
~ Plan are included. A reasonable range of alternatives (in addition to the required No

Project Alternative, which would continue the current General Plan) would examine
both higher and lower buildout projections, as well as different configurations of land
use. In particular, one alternative should examine retaining the unique Golf Club
Drive area, with its-agricultural and natural resources, as a low density area, with
increased protection, rather than diminished protection for those Ies0uIces.

3. The Cumulative Impacts analysus for greenhouse gas emissions should comply with
the Technical Advisory issued by the Governor's Office of Planning and Research in
June 2008, as well as the draft CEQA Guidelines required to be issued by OPR on July
1,2009. In particular, there should be a quanuﬁcatmn of GHG emissions for each
alternative, including both direct and indirect emissions.

4. There are many policies and programs contained in the current General Plan which, in
~ my opinion, should not have been eliminated in the draft General Plan 2030. In
particular, the absence of any protection for steep slopes is a serious omission in the
updated plan. The Planning Dept. has been provided with a list of those omissions
during the preparation of the current draft. It is unclear whether the EIR will address
those policy and program changes, but it would be beneficial if the EIR consultant
would consider whether Slgnlﬁcant envnonmetnal impacts may arise from those
omissions. :

Thank you for consideration of these comments.
Sinéerely,_

Celia Scott
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Michelle King

From: H. Reed Searle [hrsearle@shcglobal.nef]

Sent: Monday, March 23, 2009 3:20 PM

To: ~ Michelle King _

Ce: Juliana Rebagliati; Emily Reilly; jrebagliati-ci.santa-cruz.ca.us
Subject; scoping session, eir for general plan --community benefit element

Michelle, I'll try to summarize in a later e-mail the issues I suggest be covered in the EIR for the new
General Plan.. T want now to discuss again the inclusion of a community benefit component in the EIR.

At the scoping session, I requested that this be a topic of the EIR. The response from Staff was that this
element was not to be included. '

Public Resources Code # 15131 refers generally to-a permissive community benefit component. The
relevant sub-section is 15151(b) which permits study of economic or social effects where they follow
" from a physical change. So the coniponent may be added and once added, it is as important as any other
element of the Plan. : '

Following the Council meeting on Oct 28, 2008, staff was directed "...to develop and return to the City

Council a set of guidelines or a rubric to be used to weight the community benefit aspect of development-

~ projects that comes before the City Council." [ am not aware that Staff has done that; I certainly
-understand that time and money may have precluded that effort. - .

I have attempted to follow up on the Community Benefit element. Since the Council meeting, I have
bee in touch with Juliana several times. Her most recent response was on Dec 4, 2008:

. "Reed,

This is to follow up on our conversation on CouncilCs direction with regard to returning to them with a procedure or rubric
for consideration of Community Benefits related to development projects. At the Council meeting we had discussion about
the possibility of including a structure in the General Plan Implementation for providing guidance in discussion of
Community Benefits. As such, staff expects to be working on this aspect of the General Plan in summer 2009, I know you
~would like to be involved in discussions on this subject. Ihave passed on your offer to staff, and we'll fet you know more as
our plan for addressing this aspect of the implementation pla evolves. Feel free to contact me periodically if you wish to
follow up on the status." ' ' '

A coply-of this was sent to you and to Ken.

So the issue was put on hold, but the clear implication is that a community benefit rubric would be part
of the General Plan. Once again, I believe it is appropriate and within the spitit of the Council action
and Juliana's response, that a Community Benefit element be added to the General Plan. The EIR is the
appropriate forum to evaluate community benefits of the physical changes that will follow from the new
General Plan. The community effects of General Plan policies are among the issues of most
significance to the people of Santa Cruz.

A I YOO




Reed

H Reed Searle

114 Swift St.,

Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060
Phone and Fax 831-425-8721
hrsearle(@sbeglobal.net
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H Reed Searle

L ME_WH y_E“ : ' 114 Swift St.
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060

MAR 31 2009 Phone and fax 831-425-8721

27 March 2009

ClTY P f\N'\IE"JG DEPT ’NSPark@sbcg!u""’ noh

Ms. Michelle K‘mg

Planning and Community Development .
809 Center St,, Room 206

Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

" Re: comments and requests re scoping of General Plan EIR
Dear Michelle, -

In addition to the comments in this letter, | again request that a Community Benefit element
per PRCH 15151(b) be included in the EIR, as in my e-mail of March 23. '

I'm not sure of the extent to which my comments are appropnate re the scopmg sessmn, but I Ii
list them anyway. These are Iargeiy a recap of my oral comments ‘

PR1.8 refers to dog use in pubhc parks. The EER should comment on the environmental

. consequences of off leash dog use in parks. To the extent it is appropriate, the EIR should-
comment on the extent to which off-leash dog use ‘reduces the effective use of parks by old
people, young people and the rest of us---this is in part a community benefit issue.

Can the EIR quantify the extent to which vehicle traffic and VMT are Iikel_y to increase during
the period of the General Plan, the extent to which such traffic will divert into residential areas
and the environmental consequences, including global warming, resulting from the traffic.

Can the expected increase in VMT be méde to comply with AB 327 Perhaps a better question is
how the additional traffic can be made consistent with global warming rules.

Does the expected :ncrease/growth over the period of the General Plan necessitate or
contemplate that water be provided via a de sal plant? If so, | request that the EIR analyze the
environmental consequences of de sal as well as describe the probable location of the plant
and the effect on traffic and adjoining neighborhoods.
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What is the probable state and AMBAG requirement for new housing likely to be, where are
those dwelling units to be constructed? In this regard, does the UCSC on campus housing serve
to satisfy the new housing requirements?

The M.T.S. is referred to in the draft General Plan. Is it appropriate to make the MTS a part of
the GP? - ' -

Si ew

Reed Searle
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March 27, 2009 B
| S MAR30 2009
- Ms. Juhana Rebaglratz ERC . B , :
- Director of Communit Devel me t S N
" City of Santa Crux y Dey op __“ e C!TY PLANurNG DEPT

" 809 Centér Street, Room 107,
Santa Cruz CA 95060 S

_;Re VJHa de Brancrforte Historic Preservatron Communrty Plannrng Area Effort ,

.. ‘and Status as it affects the current Draft EIR and Draft Genera[ Plan 2010— S
2030schedule EEE . : e e

_ . Dear Ms. Rebagliati'

" Thank. You for planning the tlme for our next meetlng W|th me regard:ng the,; o

‘upcoming progress and status of the Santa Cruz General Plan 2010-2030 and . o
~ Draft.. Environmental . Report " documents, " as it affects’ "our. 212 year | - .
:nelghborhood planning area. The Villa de Brancrforte Historic Preservation R
_ . District ""Area . needs : further recognrtlon and- netghborhood preservatron Dol T

. ‘agalnst aII future high dens:ty proposals

o Vf!/a de Brancrforte Hrstorrc Preservatron Land Use P/anmng Area needs | .
“formal recogmtron by the City of Santa, Cruz Planmng Department as part of
e ‘_the General P!an Amendment 2010 2030 ' AR Y

G {.-As a loca[ c:tazen advrsor anci nelghborhood appomted plannmg Ieader of the o
 Branciforte neighborhood by the City. of: Santa Cruz (i) I was reqlested’ last” oo

‘;year to head the coordination of the. Villa’ Brancrforte Neighborhood (plannlng
' -'--_.area) whlle developlng city -wide: housmg po!rcres We need to’ work c]oselyi‘;iﬂ_:'; S

_with you (the City) and other city officials regarding our concerns. We’ have... =" . -
" "become.increasingly. alarmed in recent rnonths since 2008, during which my . .~

... testimony at a planning commission meeting had been stricken. from the tape .~
~recorded :record. We find it interesting that this has happened more than. = -

| ~“once. (2 This form of censure. is problematic and is prohibited.by State of::-.;-__"??_T._".{';"; .
" California. Code under the Calrforma Pubilc Records Act (Government Code = .- .-

o 'Sections §§ 6250 - 6276.48 et ai
CoSeq)@y

- Erase'd’ Pub!fc-TEStfmony o

The lnformatron that was erased from the minutes of the July 24”‘ 20081

-General Plan’ public status update meetrng was critical input to our area.

planning process because : the conversation with GPAC member :Mr:’ Rod'.-.' '
-~Quartararo requested that the . City P[annlng Department establish - the -
- planning area boundaries of Villa De ‘Branciforte Historic Preservation
- - Neighborhood Plan onto the: new City of Santa Cruz General Plan Map- -2010- .
2030, The request was that the . Plannrng Commission. helps establish
) boundary lines for the Villa de Branciforte community planning historic drea. =
Quartararo’s direction was deleted from the Plann:ng Commlssronj,
~Minutes and therefore has delayed the planmng efforts of our communrty,
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pIan We need you Ms. Rebagllatl to speak Wlth Mr Quartararo and we w;lli_' Vi T e
' .’?be approachmg ‘the City Planning. Commission to make sure that this .- %"
- * "boundary definition issue is, quickly resolved in order to contlnue on. Wlth the"-j
. local Brancrforte plannmg area effort : LT

i :2009 marks a new era, of governmental full drsclosure and transparency in ail."‘

. areas of government, but even more importantly, especrally the city planning ™
- process. The City of . Santa. Cruz has recently been lgnorlng “and further simply
“'not paying attention to our. input’.at pubhc heanngs - The' city . plannlng,.}fr
i “department still” delays the recogmtion of “our’ communlty planning area,
hncluding the s;gmﬂcance “of “the-original *Spanish adobé’ settiement area_?
dating back’ to 1797.-.The:Villa de’ Branciforte planmng group’ wrshes to
include- jts input in the formi ‘of ‘an amended commumty area Jland’ use ‘and
Geh zoning maps, -as part of the General Plan 2010 2030 p]an of amendment
cycle and assomated draft CEQA document rewew o - : S

',j_.iThe Crty of Santa Cruz adoptron of the current “draft" GP- 2010 2030 & DEIR
_may. have many compatlble ‘goal statements ‘with the Villa Brancrforte HIStOI’IC
_*“Preservation Area Plan-but until_the Villa Brancrforte ‘Historic ‘Preservation
: Nerghborhood plannlng group: and- consuitant have’ rewewed and approved on
“alot by lot basis w1thm the Branciforte planning area, this area 's ‘plan goals,
~policies and- actron ltems will, need to be analyzed for compa’dbllrty ‘with the. -
- City's: General -Plan-2010~2030% Durrng ‘the .current plan amendment cycle .
which™ includes. determmlng the ‘SCope of “the'. EIR “and: the requestmg_
nerghborhood public "input, - .our.- proposed Villa - Brancrforte commumty
_?{planmng and historic’ preserva’don area plan has’ long tefm 1mpacts on. the
_f_;‘exrstmg City of .Santa .Cruz: General Plan.: Thisincludes’ affectlng iong term
~.unique h!StOFIC charac’cer l|yabmty, “and resrdentla! as well as the; LU Goals,
Policies: and Programs for page’ 1 24" through 1: 35 “City Character Goals"
Policies™ " and-- Programs CD-1,7:'CD-2,7 &7 CD-3; Sustainable,: Hlstorrc
: Preservatlon Res;dentlai Uses’ descrlbed in LU 1,page 1 54, LU 3,. page 1~ 56,
YLU3.7 thru LU 3.9 and LU3.10. through densrty and hastorrc homes restoration
'_;erforts |n our communlty p1ann|ng area, (4)

'}--";"The Vllla de Branc:forte Historic Preservatlon Communrty Planmng Area’s i5in
ooithe process .of . being "-defined . through. ‘adoption - and “recommendation”’ “of .
. planning -area mapping 'by its residents as mempbers of the Villa-Branciforte =

- . Historic Preservation Area.Planning group, - “Local pianmng area actrvrtles shall® ==

o finally assure that our well defined. historic district maintains current land use = .-

. densities, land use’ characteristics and low. densuty nelghborhood sustalnableyif"‘ SRR
. +living values to maintain this historic nelghborhoods ‘charming small' town ™" ;o -
"7 atmosphere,” Our . nerghborhood planning “area’ has -been surveyed once____,,_j S
7. before with 63% percent of the population”in favor of the.City's $ majorgoal. .
""_i:f__.-affectlng all neighborhoods wishing to maintainour -small-town’ atmosphere*_.-" T
~i-and quality .of life that most of the crtlzens have demanded through pnmary, v
ST "_commumty plannmg Workshops (5} ' SR . "

,V[iia de Branciforte H|storsc Preser\/atron Communlty Area resrdent[al Iand‘l_'."""'
~ . ‘owners may undoubtedly. request some modifications to the general land use - -
) _and zomng amendment documents specsﬂc umque hlstonc preservatlon and.f
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- single famlly architectural standards of rehabilltatlon while we are alSO. o
partmpatlng in the current City of Santa Cruz Genera! Plan 2010 2030 effort .3_

The neighborhood planning group requests that the Clty recognlzes and"
‘integrates Villa de Branciforte Historic Preservation Communlty Planning . -
Area’s goals, policies and action statements, _Our. planning area welcomes
_-much needed land . use and historic preservatlon polu:les to ‘be recognized

., through the local nelghborhood Santa Cruz .general planning processes and

'DEIR scoping .activity to ensure - that the Villa de .Branciforte - Hlst:orlc;-“"

. Preservation Community Area Plan stands along side . other spe(:lal area
~ plans. Proposed historic district neighborhood livability goals and standards =
" . shall be pursued by adoptmg local neighborhood low. densﬂ:y general plan .
- .land use- designation, and. - complimentary and compatible ~low- den5|ty'_'

_Tesidential zoning. classifications. Most of the ex15t1n9AreSldent1al lots shall be
- defined by a clear majority of the Villa Branciforte Historic Preservation Area .-
.~ Plan property owners - who are ‘working. together:to clearly define “the:

~ boundaries and land Use lot sizes of Villa-Branciforte planning: area, We are - .

-lworklng as a cohesive nelghborhood relying on historic and cultural resource'

"'f.documents -along with personal testlmony from local State and Federal :
'_hlStOi‘IC and cultural resource experts (6" . I

These same hlStO[‘]C archaeologlcal and cultural resources documents lay the_

B " frame work for.a more detailed planning area map wh:ch is-in ‘process of
- _-being defined by our nelghborhood plannlng ‘area group. by._hosting" regular
-~ informal.- meetings " in. cooperation with the - City :or ‘other_Villa - Branciforte

g steermg commlttee

‘Planning. Area commumty hlstorlans and the Vllla Branc;forte Nelghborhoodj’ '

; By addlng the new . the Vllla BranCIforte HIStOl‘lC Preservatlon Area Plan by?._j.f'f:
_j'i‘-reference to the’ City. of Santa Cruz General Plan 2010 2030 on page 1-8'we S
" shall be able to be officially. mcluded in -utilizing the compatlble General Plan-.. " |

~historic residential units -and neighborhoods; allow- for ‘the development of .~ -

~ land use and historic. preservatlon goals, policies so we can .protect existing - -

- " additional historic residential unit motifs from the same éra to be constructed .- . . SRR

., on smaller and medium size lots; eliminate further threats from high density. -

“multifamily and mixed units development now being approved for.the South ..
- Branciforte and Soquel Road frontage. - Instead our Branciforte Historic = .
~ Preservation Area Plan .shall, ‘concentrate on restOnng historic ‘homes-or . ...
.redeveloping new .single fam:ly homes to ‘the earlier period -architectural =

- styles which have been found throughout the City Such as Mediterranean, )
“New England Colonial, Cape Cod, California Craftsman,. California-Victorian .- -

style single and two. story homes. We also seek eventual development of
~local community ‘neighborhood tourist destination interpretative center to -

E highlight and showcase our rich Villa' Branciforte Planning Area’s 212 year old:

significant cultural history and artlfacts to attract more weekend tourlsm
bustness (7) : : S T

‘ It is tlme to lnclude and ldentlfy thlS valuable plannlng area résource as a

. very unique neighborhood to live in, but by adopting the planning area

__de51gnat|on that's been long overdue. In addition, other incentives include .
applylng for numercus prlvate and public grants from foundat|ons interested o
. N - " I 3 .
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.- in community development, energy conservation,  and “architectural ..
.1, preservation. Villa de Bran'c'for_te'Historic'PreSer\}ation Community Area Plan == o -
" envisions “the .construction of ‘a much needed ®historic and cultural 5 e
'-',lnterpretatlve center-which will increase destination tour:sm opportumt]es to . e
. the Villa: Branciforte nelghborhood along both lower density hlstorlc homes™ -, 1
..+ of -the North-Branciforte neighborhoods as well as attract more tourism o - =~
4 L -commercial businesses actively- relocating:to ‘South Branciforte and Soquel*
o Avenue redevelopment corndor to- the south of our proposed plannlng area

- Villa.de Brancnforte Htstorlc Preservatlon Communlty Area Plannlng Groups"-"

<. public input needs to.be heard to:create and adopt compllmentary land Use,

. “historic preservation Goals, Policies, and" Actions as feedback to the e><|st|ng

_- 7w Geneéral Plan Amendment - 2010- 2030 prOJect lncludlng makmg 5|gnn‘"cant
TR lnputs to the Scopmg DEIR Process B e

. ;"-,Vfl/a de Brancrforte Hfstorlc Nefghborhood Plannmg Area Preservatron and. . D
¢ i_.__;;;_}Comp[lmentary fand--Use;, Zoning . C/assrﬁcatfon Sfandards & :JMJHs Act
':_Z,Ordlnance No 2003 14 mtegratfon e

"By recommendlng and adoptlng by resolutlon" aVllla Brancn‘orte Hlstonc
‘Preservation Area Plan-similar complementary goals, pohcres guldellnes and’;
“implementation action - statements’ should “:become “imore “focused “and..:
“consistent to broaden “the  City “of Santa Cruz’Gereral Plan2010- 2030
'Planning & Development :Chapter 3- ‘standards; Such recommendatlons may:
“include more -appropriate” land -use designations and-zoning: regulatlons as:
.j-j_’prowded by the City. of Santa Cruz GP, City of Santa: Cruz Zonlng Map, whlle‘
~~echoing . ‘those “general. Historic Preservation goals ‘and; ‘guidelines - “and.
'-5"“Cu]tural Resources Background Report and’ Archaeologlcal Sensmwty Mapij
or the .City. -of . Santa : Cruz" General- - Plan’; Update” prepared’ with:-LSA;-
".December 2006 By~ lncludlng our umque historic’” nelghborhood dlstrlct'
“planning - area,~-we can.obtain- additional“funding* through- pnvate state,
“federal, local historic.preservation and improvements such as.defined in .the.
= Mills-Act program adminlstered through the Clty of Santa Cruz Ordlnance No
;"_',2003 14 (8) : : s : '

- __’;.Rfskmg Potent/a/ Damage ‘to Natfonal Hlstor/c Preservatlon of SEHSID‘VE TCP._"-.A‘?
'..;'Issues : : : S

,"-In the new General Pian in our- proposed planmng area plan amendment We'h‘f'
. hope to amplify the standards that the City of Santa Cruz must follow ~- .7~
i*“regarding the. preservation- and’ management of ‘historic’ sites by _adoptlng’
ANQ:"thla Brancnforte Planntng Area hlstonc gu1de ines and standards Gl e

o= Our Villa de Brancnfor’te Historic Preservatson Plannlng Area Wl” promote
_““better selection” of reputable archeologists -who will “enforce. standards tor.
'_‘establlsh well organized and disciplined archeological digs. This will include; .- - -~
.but " limit  to, archeological - research,. to _careful extractlon, artifact - .
:ldentlﬁcatlon labeling; and local display at.a future interpretative center in o

:':the heart of the Villa de Branc1forte Hlstorlc Preservatlon Communlty
G ;Plann:ng Area o S : e
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Villa Branciforte P!annihg Area and the 2010-2030. General Plan Amendn"}ent

' We feel that the Villa de Bram:lforte HIStOI‘lC Preservatlon Commumty Area_
. planning area  public. feedback process needs further evaluation into the
~ “Goals, Policies and Programs of Draft General Plan 2010-2030, through the
-DEIR “Scoplng” process by encouraging full and inclusive public participation
- by local ‘residents from the Villa -de  Branciforte Historic- Preservatton;‘ S
N Commumty Area to absolutely ensure the city's adoptson of compatlbie land -,
use de51gnatlon and zoning classification which shall not only define the Villa™
~ de Branciforte Historic. Preservation Community Area Planning area boundary"_ _
" but shall protect - “all (TCP) traditional “cultural propertles valued by living-.
. communities for- culturally - important reasons,- if they embody. or he]p
reinforce that communlty neighborhood area’s values beliefs "and customs”," N
l.e. retajning historic neighborhoods in theijr original archltec’curaE style and =

densities keeping with the small town focus on daily person to person frnendly___' v

mteractlon promotmg a more sustamable hvmg atmosphere (7)

o _"CEQA Draft EIR Scopmg Review Proc:ess and Estabhshmg the Brancrforte ;
R .Planmng Area Boundarres 2010-2030 Plan Amendment S

As you are also aware dur:ng the Scopmg phase of the EIR the City canf_._'
-~ request lmportant mput from other governmental agencies, spec1ahsts and
- .citizens group per CEQA "Guidelines 15082 make multiple.- challenges to, the_ :

-adequacy and proper scope of the project undergoing environmental review

.-+ of the current Draft General Plan as it exists; In the current DEIR .for the: an -
" new City of Santa Cruz General Plan-2010-2030, we are concerned about’ the oo

adequacy ‘and- analysis of certain major elements of General.Plan, that. have -

" not been addressed or completely. Mainly -we of ‘the 'Villa de- Brancrforte”..lj_’":\A_"-_'

s _..followmg that were not addressed in. the current DEIR

- ;'(1 ) Alternatlves to the Proposed Action (CEQA sec. 15126 d) |n the currentf S
. GP2010-2030 document do not include a reference for inclusion of another "
. uriique -planning ~area- i.e. Villa de’ Branciforte * Historic: ‘Preservation -
'[_.,Nelghborhood P]anmng Area on pages 1-8.. We ‘would like to recommend:
" that the Villa de Branciforte Historic Preservation Neighborhood: Planning Area, -
-+ formally recognized as another Alternative to the Existing Proposed . General = -
. Plan and this planning needs to include a new. planning area boundary:"
. defined with :the .help -of the Villa de Branciforte H:storac Preservatlon'
: Neighborhood Plannmg Area membershlp : - :

-(2) Alternatlves to the Proposed Actlon (CEQA sec. 15126 d) The Vllla de-

. Branciforte - Historic.  Preservation Neighborhood Planning. Area are very

.. - interested .in lowermg land use designation from the exjsting Low Densuty

- Residential (1) 1.1 to 10 du/ac to a more suitable Very-Low-Density

Residential (VL) 0.1 to 1 du/ac as well as a similar- rezoning to siniilar low

_density neighborhoods. The envrronmental and socio-ecoriomic lmpacts
. .should be very posrtrve for all of the citizens and res:dences of the Clty

"-,_(3.) The current General Plan Land Use desagnatlons have been_&gmﬂcantly 0
increased recently with building of south Branciforte all the way to Soquel

" Historic .Preservation” Neighborhood Planning. Area -are concemed about the_,_;.f i




W UsE 0 Road intersection-has-been really intensified with a mixture of .commercial ;" " "~
% Jand uses mixed with attached high rise residential units through the most ~
: . .recent General Plan Amendment- produces high density residential attached‘-_
‘. units ‘to be build above the first unit commercial street -buildings has been™ """ "o "
. really increasing ately. The new combined land uses were ‘approval obwously R
-~ “to attract-more urban densrty for younger: peop}e and.lower :to moderate.-f-.;_'_"l RIS
- -income families however this trend will create ® ‘growth’ inducing” impacts per. © «llos SR
- (CEQA Sec. 15126((3) as .well . as” Slgmfcant irreversible - envrronmental'}f
> changes to the whole east side per (CEQA 15126(f))+ The irreversible’’
-environmental changes will affect ‘further losses of low . densnty reSJdentra]
“stock and .also create more dangerous traffic patteins on future: ex1stmg.;-; PR
* lower density neighberhoods all-along Branciforte and Soquel with -only.two .. 1
7. lanes. - These -overwhelming current land use’ designation ‘amendments as =, @ &5 00
-0 allowed by the current General Plan W|li create unmltlgated reSidentfaI traﬁ’c,'
: Cf'._water sewerage and storm dram |nfrastructure 1mpacts (9) R

}AS.incerely,',' '
Ed Siivelra

“Villa de- Brancnforte HIStOI‘lC Preservatlon NEIghborhood Plannin "Area-‘
-;'jNEIghborhood Leader S e

:;'-Reference Footnotes

(1) Mr Ed Sl]velra = appomtment reference ietter dated Aprll 9th 2008:

. from “the’ City- of - Santa “.Cruz” HCommumty Housmg Strategy
*"'f--_-;-workshop,_appomtmg Mr. S]lveira to:.coordinate and- Iead and:
. represent . Jocal - efforts «in" preparmg Villa de- Brancsforte H:storic_

- ° - Preservation Commumty Area -Plan nenghborhood planmng strategles L.
27 as. part of the Clty General Plannmg 2010 2030 AR R S

(29" Letter to Hrstorlc Commlssmn Members Caty Coun(:ll Members Juila,.
‘Rebagliati, Alex Khoury-City Planner, Richard Wilson, -City Manager._ :
"j,'and John Bamsone Clty Attomey dated November 5th 2009 s

@) Cahforma Pubhc Records Act GOVT CODE §§ 6250 6276 48 et
B seq and Ralph M. Brown Act Govt Code §§ 54950 et seq

{(4)) *CEQA GUIdelmes sectjon 15082 & 15083 A]so look at Draft General R L
-~ - Plan Update Document-and Program Review Planmng Commlssmnﬁf'w e
- .Agenda’ Report- dated July- 17%,° 2008 LU ~Goals, -  Policiés and " 0

- Programs. for. page: 1-24. through 1-35 “Caty Character " Goals, -

" Policies and Programs CD-1, CD-2, & CD-3; Sustainable, Hjstorlc SRR
~Preservation, -Residential Uses descrlbed in LU l,page 1 54 LU 3 SR
'page 1-56, LU3 7 thru LU 3 9 and LU 3, 10 : D

(‘5.)‘Quoted statistics from Citv of Santa Cruz pubhc survey of
" community values statements overhead slide ratronaiizmg a new..
City of Santa -Cruz General. Plan Amendment,Update 2010-2030 -~ P
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- Paraphrased in the Metro Santa Cruz newspaper- artlcle dated durmg“
the week of July 30th- August 6th, 2008 ca!led “Balancmg Act” -

. A(é_.') ‘Natlo_nal H:_storlc Trust_Letter, from Brlan Turner, dated-OctherSlASt‘;
2008 pertaining to the historic district of Villa de Branciforte.

- (7.) Draft General .Plan Update Document and Program Review Planning
-7 Commission Agenda Report-dated July 17™, ‘LU Goals, Policies and’
. Programs for - page 1-24 through 1-35- “Clty Character” Goals,,-_ -
Policies and Programs CD-1, CD-2, & CD-3; Sustainable, Historic ..
. Preservation, Residential Uses. descrlbed in LU 1 page 1 54 LU- 3"
’ --i,'page 1-56, LU3.7 thru LU 3.9 and LU3: 10 IR

- (8.) City of Santa Cruz Ordlnance No 2003 14 enforcmg only those-
- very old and historic neighborhoods to use the benefits of the M;Ils’_
_“.Act funding “through reduced- property tax assessment reductlon
.- -private and public agency grants (tax credits ‘and grants). to_"
" rehabilitate .older hlStOI‘IC homes; includes robust weatherization. and -

- ~’solar installation ‘funding by- certified solar and: weatherization . -~
: '_-;exper’cs but only if a Natlonally recognlzed ‘historic ‘and - cuftural-_ ‘_
-+ resources preservation area plan is adopted by. resolution as part of =

f_'the overall Generai Pianmng effort by the Caty of Santa Cruz

5 ' ‘(9'.)"* (Alternatlve Draft Maps) Vma de’ Branmforte Land Use and Hrstor!c';j','
L 7_7_'Preservat|on Commumty Plannlng Area e DTN e

:_"'.j*LtSt of consultants and agenmes reviewing proposed Vllla de Brancrforte Land RSN
*'._-“,_'Use and Hlstorlc Preservatron Commumty Plannlng Area R T S

'}Mr Brlan Turner

“ 7 Law Fellow, Western Office . R
~ .+ “National Trust for Historic Preservatlon S
' The Hearst Building - R S T e s
-+ 5 Third Street, Suite 707 0 . o
- San Francisco, CA 94103 DU S

Brian Turner@nthp org

Richard Moe

" President

" National Trust for Historic Preservatlon
- 1785 Massachusetts Avenue NW '

- Washington, DC 20036

" 'members@nthp.org -

" Elaine Stiles

- Program Officer, Western Office

“National Trust for Historic Preservatlon.
‘The Hearst Bur]dlng . -

5 Third Street, Suite 707
‘San Francisco, CA 94103

Elaine_ Stites@nthp.org
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- Charlene Vaughn : 8 o
.+ Senior.Advisory Council.on Historic Preservatlon E
L, w1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW Sulte 803
et .0ld Post Office Building:.” ‘ x
- &% 7 Washington, DC 20004
L :"-_-_'cvaughn@achp gov '

."'.'Blythe Semmer. | :
- Advisery Councilon, Hlstorlc Preservation S
- 1100 Pennsylvania Avenue NW Suzte 803 a
. “70 - < Old Post Office Building - I
e “Washington, DC 20004
R "bsemmer@achp gov.

‘David BIICk :
© . Historic Preservation Specra]:st _ ' Tl
CUls, Department of Hous:ng and Urban Deve[opment__‘-=.. e

. Office,of Commiunity Viability .- ST
© 7451 7™ Street SW, Room: 7344
- Washington;.DC- 20410 RS
*'-'Davzd thk@hud qov -

. ~wCongressman Sam.Farr
 w:Member.of Congress :
[ 717™District of California
#1221 Longworth Bud_dmg L
: . Washington-DC; 20515 -
-sa mfarr@mall house gov

J‘Mllford Wayne Dona[dson '
. FAIA, State Historic Presarvatlon Ofﬂcer
" “Executive Secretary - Lo
- - California:Office of HIStOI‘iC Preservatlon -
-1416 Oth Street, Roo_m 14.42_ :

. ‘Sacramento, CA 95814 .
. --'":,_MWDONALDSON@parks ca.gov

v Lucmda M. Woodworth
. State Historian III -
.. Supervisor, Local Government Umt
- -..California Office of Historic Preservatlon
20 1416 9th. Street, Room. 1442 '
i “Sacramento, CA 95814
) 'wookward@parks ca. L

. " Michelle Messmger .>’r§f-;:.
. State Historian 1I’ ' » -
.- Local Government CEQA Coordmator
... California Office of Historic Preservatlon
"7 1416 9th Street, Room 1442
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