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1 SUMMARY 

NOTE: Changes made from the Draft EIR text are shown in underlined type for new text and strikeout type 

for deleted text. 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This environmental impact report (EIR) evaluates the potential for significant environmental impacts resulting 

from implementation of the Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update of the County of Santa Cruz 

(County) General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP) and County Code (Sustainability Update or 

project). This summary highlights the major areas of importance in the environmental analysis for the 

Proposed Project, as required by Section 15123 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. 

It also provides a brief description of the Proposed Project, alternatives to the Proposed Project, and areas of 

controversy known to the County of Santa Cruz. In addition, this chapter provides a table summarizing: (1) the 

potential environmental impacts that would occur as the result of the Proposed Project; (2) the level of impact 

significance before mitigation; (3) the proposed mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce significant 

environmental impacts; and (4) the level of impact significance after mitigation measures are implemented. 

1.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

1.2.1 Project Location and Setting 

The proposed project includes unincorporated lands within the County of Santa Cruz. Santa Cruz County is 

generally located between the San Francisco Bay Area on the north and the Monterey Peninsula on the 

south, and is the second-smallest county in California, consisting of a total of 446 square miles. The county 

is bordered by San Mateo County to the north, Santa Clara and San Benito Counties to the east and 

Monterey County to the south. Four incorporated cities are located within the county: Capitola, Santa Cruz, 

Scotts Valley, and Watsonville. 

The physical environment of Santa Cruz County is characterized by diverse natural features and topography, 

containing the forested Santa Cruz Mountains in the north and northeast, the mid-county coastal terraces 

where a large portion of the county’s population is located, and the alluvial south county which is 

predominately in agricultural use. The county is adjacent to the Monterey Bay, a federally designated 

marine sanctuary. 

The County maintains a distinction between urban and rural areas through the use of an Urban/Rural 

Boundary, represented by an Urban Services Line (USL) and Rural Services Line (RSL). Urban 

concentrations of development are located within the four incorporated cities in the county and in the 

unincorporated areas of Live Oak, Soquel, Seacliff/Aptos, and Rio Del Mar. In addition to the areas within 
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the USL, there are also urban enclaves (located outside the USL) that are recognized as having urban 

densities and which may or may not have all urban services. These enclaves are defined by an RSL and 

include the communities of Davenport, Boulder Creek, Ben Lomond, Felton, La Selva Beach, Place de Mer, 

Sand Dollar Beach/Canon del Sol, Sunset Beach, Pajaro Dunes North, and Pajaro Dunes South. Nearly 90% 

of the unincorporated county land is located outside of the USL/RSL with lands in use as low-density 

residential, agriculture, open space, timber, resource conservation, and parkland. Within the USL and RSL, 

there are higher intensity residential land uses, as well as a variety of commercial and public facility uses, 

with concentrations in historic town centers and along major transportation corridors. 

1.2.2 Project Overview 

The proposed project consists of amendments to the County’s existing General Plan/LCP and several 

sections of the Santa Cruz County Code (SCCC), as well as two other components described below. 

The proposed Sustainability Update is a comprehensive update to the County’s General Plan/LCP and 

modernization of the County Code. The goal of this update is to implement new policies and code 

regulations that support more sustainable communities in Santa Cruz County. The County's 

current LCP was adopted in 1994, and must be updated at this time to align with new state laws, new 

regional and local plans, and a community vision that is focused on sustainable growth. At the same time, 

the County Code needs to be updated to implement the changes that are proposed in the General Plan/LCP. 

The County is also taking this opportunity to modernize the County Code and prepare County Design 

Guidelines that will help applicants to understand the County’s development rules and design projects that 

align with the community's vision. The proposed project also arises in part from the Sustainable Santa Cruz 

County Plan (SSCC), accepted by the Board of Supervisors in October 2014 as a planning and feasibility 

study that focused on sustainable development of the county’s urban areas.  

The proposed project consists of four key components that are further described below: 

1. General Plan/LCP Amendments. The proposed amendments text revisions, new or revised goals, 

objectives and policies, and new and revised implementation strategies that replace existing 

programs. Revisions are proposed for the following five General Plan/LCP chapters 

• Chapter 1:  Introduction 

• Chapter 2:  Built Environment (formerly Land Use) 

• Chapter 3:  Access + Mobility (formerly Circulation) 

• Chapter 5:  Agriculture, Natural Resources + Conservation (formerly Conservation and 

Open Space) 

• Chapter 7:  Parks, Recreation + Public Facilities   

The above-listed General Plan/LCP elements will join three other existing elements that have 

already been updated, which will then comprise the entirety of the General Plan/LCP: Chapter 4, 

Housing (2016); Chapter 6, Public Safety (2020); and Chapter 8, Noise (2019). The current Chapter 

8, Community Design Element, is incorporated into the proposed Built Environment Element. 

https://www.sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/SustainabilityPlanning/GeneralPlan.aspx
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2. County Code Amendments. Amendments to the SCCC primarily address changes to Title 13—

Planning and Zoning Regulations and Title 18—Procedures, but there are some proposed revisions 

to Title 5—Business Regulations, Title 12—Building Regulations, Title 15—Community Facilities, and 

Title 16—Environmental and Resource Protection in order to ensure regulations incorporate current 

State law and modern practices, reflect General Plan/LCP proposed revisions, and are internally 

consistent. 

3. County Design Guidelines. The Sustainability Update includes adoption of County Design 

Guidelines, which are referenced in revisions to SCCC section 13.11.  

4. Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments. Selected property-specific General Plan land use 

designation changes and/or rezonings have been identified by County staff and include identified 

opportunity sites such as the vacant property located at Soquel Drive and Thurber Lane and vacant 

and underutilized properties along the Portola Drive commercial corridor. There also are proposed 

General Plan designation and/or zone district amendments for other parcels in order to achieve 

consistency with the General Plan and/or existing uses on a property. 

The California Coastal Act of 1976 (Coastal Act) requires local jurisdictions to adopt an LCP to regulate 

development within the coastal zone. The Coastal Act requires jurisdictions to have an LCP consisting of 

both a Land Use Plan (LUP) and a Local Coastal Implementation Plan (LCIP) with implementing actions that 

are consistent with the statewide Coastal Act policies. The Coastal Act requires Coastal Commission 

approval of amendments to jurisdictions’ LUP and LCIP. The proposed Sustainability Update includes 

amendments to some General Plan/LCP goals, objectives, policies, and implementation strategies that are 

also part of the LUP and are noted by the initials “LCP.” The proposed Sustainability Update also includes 

amendments to some sections of the SCCC that include sections that are part of the LCIP. These sections 

and chapters will also require Coastal Commission approval as part of an LCP amendment. Ten properties 

located within the coastal zone and proposed for changes to their General Plan/LCP land use designation 

or their zoning will also require approval by the Coastal Commission. 

A full description of all project components is provided in Chapter 3, Project Description, of this EIR. 

1.3 ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR describe and evaluate alternatives to the Proposed 

Project that feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the significant effects of the project. As most identified impacts of the Proposed Project relate to the actual 

construction of various project and programmatic infrastructure components, the alternatives selected consider 

no or reduced infrastructure components. The following alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 6, Alternatives: 

• Alternative 1: No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative is required by CEQA and consists of 

the circumstances under which the proposed project does not proceed. 

• Alternative 2: Reduced Growth. Alternative 2 considers potential growth and development resulting 

from implementation of the Sustainability Update at a rate that is consistent with the Association 
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of Monterey Bay’s (AMBAG’s) current adopted regional populating, housing, and employee growth 

projections. 

• Alternative 3: Reduced Project. Alternative 3 would entail two components that would result in 

reduced development potential. The first would be elimination of proposed General Plan/LCP Land 

Use and zoning map changes for 10 parcels in the USL: nine along Portola Drive and the Thurber 

Lane/Soquel Drive parcel. Existing land use and zone designations for these parcels would be 

retained. The second component would eliminate proposed policies and regulations that would 

allow public/quasi-public uses on agricultural lands. 

Table 6-5 in Chapter 6, Alternatives, presents a comparison of project impacts between the proposed 

project and the alternatives. Alternative 1-No Project would reduce impacts related to farmland conversion 

(AGR-1) to a less-than-significant level, and also reduce impacts related to historical resources (CULT-1) 

and water supplies (UTL-1 and cumulative water), but not to a less-than-significant level. Impacts to 

sensitive habitats (BIO-2B) would remain similar to the proposed project, and significant transportation 

project and cumulative impacts related to VMT would increase in severity under Alternative 1-No Project. 

Additionally, Alternative 1 would meet or partially meet only four of the 16 project objectives. 

Under Alternative 2-Reduced Growth, all significant impacts would be reduced, but not to a less-than-

significant level, except for BIO-2D, which would remain similar to the proposed project. All project 

objectives would be met under Alternative 2, except for three that would be partially met. Under Alternative 

3-Reduced Project, one impact (AGR-1) would be reduced, but not to a less-than-significant level. All other 

identified significant impacts would remain similar to the proposed project, except the project and 

cumulative impact related to VMT (TRA-1), which could be slightly more severe than the proposed project. 

Alternative 3 also would fully meet fewer project objectives than Alternative 2 or the proposed project. 

Overall, of the alternatives considered, Alternative 2 would reduce the severity of more identified significant 

impacts than the other alternatives reviewed and also attain most of the project objectives. Therefore, 

Alternative 2 is considered the environmentally superior alternative of the CEQA alternatives reviewed. 

1.4 KNOWN AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(2), the summary section of EIR must identify areas of 

controversy known to the lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public. The County 

issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) describing the original concept and issues to be addressed in the EIR 

on July 1, 2020; the NOP was distributed to the State Clearinghouse, responsible agencies, and other 

interested parties for a 30-day public review period (concluding August 3, 2020), which was subsequently 

extended to September 4, 2020. A public scoping meeting for the EIR was held on July 21, 2020 in the 

format of an online webinar. Potential areas of controversy raised during that meeting and in comments 

received during the public review period include: 

• Effects on biological resources, including special-status species and nesting birds; 

• Effects of sea-level rise and seawater intrusion; 
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• Transportation effects, especially those related to traffic congestion, transit service, and bicycle 

safety; 

• Effects related to increased noise and lighting levels; 

• Effects on historic resources, Native American resources, and archaeological resources; 

• Effects related to water use and water resources, including surface water and groundwater; 

• Effects related to increased stormwater runoff; 

• Greenhouse gas emissions, energy efficiency, and renewable energy; 

• Preservation of heritage trees; and 

• Fire impacts in rural areas. 

1.5 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b)(3) requires the EIR summary to identify “issues to be resolved 

including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to mitigate the significant effects.” This EIR 

has presented mitigation measures and project alternatives, and the County Board of Supervisors will 

consider the Final EIR when considering the proposed project. In considering whether to approve the 

proposed project, the County Board of Supervisors will take into consideration the environmental 

consequences of the proposed project with mitigation measures and project alternatives, as well as other 

factors related to feasibility. The County Board of Supervisors will also consider the extent to which the 

project alternatives would meet the underlying purposes of the proposed project and whether the 

alternatives would meet the County’s specific project objectives. Additionally, if it adopts the proposed 

project, the County Board of Supervisors must decide whether specific social, economic, or other benefits 

of the Sustainability Update outweigh its significant unavoidable environmental impacts; if so, the Board 

of Supervisors must adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations. 

1.6 IMPACT SUMMARY 

Table 1-1 provides a complete list of the project’s environmental impacts, including the level of significance 

before and after mitigation, based on the analysis and conclusions presented in Chapter 4, Environmental 

Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. Significant and unavoidable impacts have been identified in 

this EIR as summarized in Table 1-1 and also identified in Section 5.1, Significant Unavoidable Impacts. 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Aesthetics 

Impact AES-1: Scenic Vistas. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not have a substantial adverse effect on a 

scenic vista. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact AES-2: Scenic Resources. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not substantially damage scenic 

resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 

buildings within a state scenic highway. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact AES-3: Degradation of Visual Quality. Adoption and implementation 

of the proposed Sustainability Update would not substantially degrade the 

existing visual character or quality of public views in non-urbanized areas 

and would not conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations 

governing scenic quality in urban areas. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact AES-4: Light and Glare. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not create a new source of substantial 

light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  

No Impact None No Impact 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Resources 

Impact AGR-1: Farmland Conversion. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly lead to conversion of Prime 

Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown 

on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use. 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM AGR-1: Conversion of Agricultural Land Due to 

Location of an Essential Public/Quasi-public Facility. 

Amend proposed language in SCCC 13.10.313(E) to add 

public/quasi-public facilities to the types of projects for 

which special findings and requirements apply to address 

conversion of agricultural land. 

Potentially 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

Impact AGR-2: Conflicts with Agricultural Zoning. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not conflict 

with existing zoning for agricultural use or Williamson Act contract. 

No Impact None No Impact 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Impact FOR-1: Conflicts with Forest/Timberland Zoning. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not conflict 

with or cause rezoning of forest or timberlands 

No Impact None No Impact 

Impact MIN-1: Loss of Mineral Resources. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update would not result in loss of availability of 

known mineral resources or locally important mineral resources. 

No Impact None No Impact 

Air Quality 

Impact AIR-1: Air Quality Plan Implementation. Adoption and implementation 

of the proposed Sustainability would not conflict with or obstruct 

implementation of the appliable air quality plan. 

No Impact None No Impact 

Impact AIR-2: Increase of Criteria Pollutants. Adoption and implementation 

of the proposed Sustainability Update would not result in a cumulatively 

considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 

quality standard.  

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact AIR-3: Expose Sensitive Receptors. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update would not expose sensitive receptors to 

substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact AIR-4: Other Emissions-Odors. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not result in other emissions (such as 

those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Biological Resources 

Impact BIO-1: Special Status Species. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future development 

that could impact special-status species and their habitat. However, with 

adherence to federal, state and local regulations and implementation of 

existing and proposed General Plan/LCP policies and actions, future 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

development would not have a substantial adverse effect on special-status 

species. 

Impact BIO-2A: Sensitive Habitats. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future development 

that could impact sensitive habitats, including riparian and wetland habitats. 

However, with implementation of existing and proposed General Plan/LCP 

policies and actions and adherence to federal, state and local regulations, 

future development would not have a substantial adverse effect on sensitive 

habitats. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact BIO-2B: Sensitive Habitats. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future development 

at the Thurber Lane/Soquel Drive property, which could impact sensitive 

habitats, including riparian and wetland habitats, and associated potential 

special status species. 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM BIO-2B: Riparian-Sensitive Habitat Restoration at 

Thurber Lane/Soquel Drive Parcel. Areas of riparian 

habitat permanently impacted by project development 

shall be replaced at a 2-to-1 ratio by re-creating habitat in 

designated restoration areas on site or off-site in 

accordance with the required project-specific Mitigation 

Plan.  The project-specific Mitigation Plan shall be 

prepared by a qualified biologist or restoration professional 

for future development on the Thurber Lane/Soquel Drive 

parcel. This plan shall be based on a site-specific biological 

resources assessment and a project-specific impact 

analysis conducted in accordance with County 

requirements that identifies the extent of riparian, wetland, 

and other sensitive habitats on this property. The 

restoration activities shall be located on the project site or 

at an off-site location within the same watershed and shall 

include replacement/re-creation of impacted habitats at a 

minimum 2-to-1 replacement ratio with the purpose of 

creating native plant structure and species composition of 

the habitat loss. Replacement of habitat on-site through 

channel re-alignment to the east shall be considered 

during biotic review. The Mitigation Plan shall identify: a 

Potentially 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

restoration site and evidence of suitability for restoration; 

locations for re-establishment of the impacted habitat; 

species, size, and locations of all restoration plantings; 

methods of installation, irrigation, maintenance, and 

monitoring for a minimum of 5 years; performance criteria 

to determine success and specifications for replacement 

plantings if success is not achieved;  and provision of 

annual reports to the County to document status and 

success of the restoration in accordance with performance 

standards established in the plan. Establishment and 

planting of all restoration areas as outlined in the final 

approved “Mitigation Plan” shall be inspected and 

approved by Environmental Planning staff prior to final 

building inspection. 

Impact BIO-3: Wildlife Movement and Breeding/Nesting. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result 

in future development that could adversely impact wildlife movement or 

nesting/breeding species. However, with implementation of existing and 

proposed General Plan/LCP policies and implementation strategies and 

adherence to federal, state and local regulations, future development would 

not have a substantial adverse effect. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact BIO-4: Conflicts with Local Regulations. Adoption and implementation 

of the proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future 

development that has the potential to conflict with Santa Cruz County Code 

ordinances related to the protection and conservation of biological 

resources. However, with implementation of existing and proposed General 

Plan/LCP policies and implementation strategies, implementation of 

adopted County Code sections, and mitigation required under the code, such 

conflicts would be avoided. 

No Impact None No Impact 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Impact BIO-5: Conflicts with Plans. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future development 

that may conflict with an approved habitat conservation plan. 

No Impact None No Impact 

Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

Impact CUL-1: Historical Resources. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly lead to development that 

could result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of historical 

built resources. 

Potentially 

Significant 

MM CUL-1: Historic Resources Assessment and Project-

Level Mitigation. Require preparation of an historic 

resources evaluation for any development proposal 

containing a structure or structures 50 years old or older 

and that are not identified as historic resources in the 

County Historic Resources Inventory. If the structure(s) 

may potentially meet the criteria for listing as an historic 

resource, and proposed development would have the 

potential to impact the historic significance of the 

structure(s), the development applicant shall provide an 

historic assessment of the structure(s) prepared by a 

qualified historic consultant. The historic assessment shall 

include a completed DPR 523a form1 and a letter 

prepared by the historic consultant stating whether the 

property has historic significance. If it is determined by the 

Planning Department based upon the historic assessment 

that a development would impact a structure that is 

eligible as an historic resource under CEQA definitions, the 

County shall consider measures that would enable the 

project to avoid direct or indirect impacts to the building or 

structure, including designs consistent with the Secretary 

of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 

Properties. If the building or structure can be preserved, 

but remodeling, renovation or other alterations are 

required, this work shall be conducted in compliance with 

Potentially 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

 
1  A form of the California State Parks used to record/evaluate potential historical resources. 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 

of Historic Properties.  

MM CUL-2: Resource Documentation. If a significant 

historic building or structure is proposed for major 

alteration or renovation, or to be moved and/or 

demolished, the County shall ensure that a qualified 

architectural historian thoroughly documents the building 

and associated landscape and setting. Documentation 

shall include still and video photography and a written 

documentary record/history of the building to the 

standards of the Historic American Building Survey or 

Historic American Engineering Record, including accurate 

scaled mapping, architectural descriptions, and scaled 

architectural plans, if available. The record shall be 

prepared in consultation with the State Historic 

Preservation Officer and filed with the Office of Historic 

Preservation. The record shall be accompanied by a report 

containing site-specific history and appropriate contextual 

information. This information shall be gathered through 

site specific and comparative archival research, and oral 

history collection as appropriate. 

Impact CUL-2: Archaeological Resources and Human Remains. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or 

indirectly cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of unique 

archaeological resources or historical resources of an archaeological nature, 

and/or disturb human remains. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact CUL-3: Tribal Cultural Resources. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly cause a 

substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Energy 

Impact ENE-1: Wasteful, Inefficient, or Unnecessary Energy Consumption. 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would 

not result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 

inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact ENE-2: Conflict with Energy Plans. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update would not result in conflicts with or 

obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Geology and Soils 

Impact GEO-1: Seismic Hazards. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly cause 

potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 

death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, strong seismic ground 

shaking, seismic-related ground failure, or landslides. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact GEO-2: Other Geologic Hazards. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly result in 

structures being located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 

would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result 

in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, 

or collapse. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact GEO-3: Erosion Hazards. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly result in 

substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact GEO-4: Soils Constraints. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly lead to development on 

expansive soil, as defined in the 2019 California Building Code, but would 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

not create substantial risks to life or property with implementation of 

required policies and regulations. 

Impact GEO-5: Unique Geologic Features and Paleontological Resources. 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would 

not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 

unique geologic feature. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact GHG-1: Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update would not generate greenhouse gas 

emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 

the environment. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact GHG-2: Conflict with Applicable Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would 

not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact HAZ-1: Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials. 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update could 

indirectly result in creation of a hazard to the public or environment through 

the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials as a result of 

future development accommodated by the proposed General Plan/LCP and 

County Code amendments. With implementation of existing and proposed 

General Plan/LCP policies and actions and adherence to federal, state and 

local regulations, a significant hazard would not be expected to result. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HAZ-2: Hazard Due to Accident. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in creation of a hazard 

due to a future development’s accidental release of hazardous materials 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

into the environment. With adherence to federal, state, and local regulations, 

a significant hazard would not be expected to result. 

Impact HAZ-3: Use of Hazardous Materials or Emissions Near Schools. 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update could 

indirectly result in future development with hazardous emissions within 0.25 

mile of an existing or proposed school. With adherence to federal, state, and 

local regulations, a significant hazard would not be expected to result. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HAZ-4: Hazardous Materials Sites. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future 

development on a property that is on a hazardous materials sites list. With 

adherence to federal, state, and local regulations, a significant hazard would 

not be expected to result. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HAZ-5: Airport Safety. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update could indirectly result in future development within two 

miles of a public airport. With adherence to federal, state, and local 

regulations, a significant hazard would not be expected to result. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HYD-1: Water Quality. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly violate any water quality 

standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 

degrade surface or groundwater quality. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HYD-2: Groundwater. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly substantially decrease 

groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 

such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of 

the basin. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HYD-3A: Stormwater Drainage. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly substantially 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

alter drainage patterns, including through alteration of the course of a 

stream or river or through addition of impervious surfaces in a manner that 

would result in substantial erosion or siltation, increase the rate or amount 

of surface runoff, which could result in flooding, create or contribute runoff 

water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage 

systems, or impede or redirect flood flows. 

Impact HYD-3B: Stormwater Drainage-Thurber Lane Site. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or 

indirectly substantially alter drainage patterns at the Thurber Lane/Soquel 

Drive property, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river 

or through addition of impervious surfaces in a manner that would result in 

substantial erosion or siltation, increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff, which could result in flooding, create or contribute runoff water that 

would exceed the capacity of existing or planned drainage systems, or 

impede or redirect flood flows. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HYD-4: Release of Pollutants from Flooding. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or 

indirectly risk release of pollutants due to project inundation from a flood, 

tsunami, or seiche hazard zone. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HYD-5: Conflict with Water Quality or Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Plan. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 

water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact HYD-6: Inadequate Soils for Septic or Alternative Wastewater 

Systems. Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability 

Update would indirectly lead to development that may use septic or 

alternative wastewater systems that could lead to water quality impacts if 

soils are not adequate to support such systems. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Land Use and Planning 

Impact LU-1: Divide Established Community. Adoption and implementation 

of the proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly lead to additional 

development and growth, which would not physically divide an established 

community. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact LU-2: Conflict with Plans, Policies and Regulations. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not cause a 

significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 

policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 

environmental effect. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Noise 

Impact NOI-1: Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels. 

Adoption and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would 

not result in generation of a substantial permanent or temporary increase in 

ambient noise levels. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact NOI-2: Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Noise. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or 

indirectly result in excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 

levels. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact NOI-3: Airport Noise. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not directly or indirectly expose people residing 

or working within two miles of the Watsonville Airport, a public airport or 

public use airport. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Population and Housing 

Impact POP-1: Population Growth Inducement. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not induce 

substantial unplanned population growth, either directly or indirectly. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 



 1 – SUMMARY 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 1-17 

Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Impact POP-2: Displacement of People or Housing. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not displace 

substantial numbers of existing people or housing. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Public Services and Recreation 

Impact PUB-1A: Fire Protection Facilities. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update could indirectly lead to development that 

could result in future increased demands for fire protection services, but 

construction of new or expanded fire stations would not be required. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact PUB-1B: Police Protection Facilities. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed project could indirectly lead to development that could result in 

increased police protection service demands. However, future development 

and growth would not result in the need to construct new or expanded 

facilities. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact PUB-1C: Impacts to Schools. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed project could indirectly lead to development and population growth 

that would generate school-aged students and enrollments in schools that 

could potentially exceed capacity of existing school facilities. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact REC-1. Parks and Recreational Facilities. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed project could indirectly result in increased 

development and population growth that could result in an indirect demand 

for parks and recreational facilities. However, the project would not include 

recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 

facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment nor 

would the project result in an increase of use that could result in a 

substantial physical deterioration of existing park facilities. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact PUB-1D: Other Public Facilities. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed project could indirectly result in increased population associated 

with potential development accommodated by the project. However, future 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

development and growth would not result in the need to construct new or 

expanded public facilities. 

Transportation 

Impact TRA-1: Conflict with County VMT Threshold. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would indirectly 

generate new development that could exceed the County’s adopted VMT 

threshold. 

Significant MM TRA-1: VMT Mitigation Program: Develop and 

implement a mechanism to create funding for transit, 

active transportation, and multimodal improvements 

throughout the county by allowing development projects to 

offset VMT impacts by contributing to a bank and/or 

support a VMT exchange that reduces VMT at the regional 

scale and allows development projects to proceed with 

mitigation. 

MM TRA-2: TDM Program: Add an implementation strategy 

to evaluate other parking-related measures that, if 

feasible, could become part of the County’s TDM 

requirements, including but not limited to: reduced parking 

requirements for commercial and residential uses, 

implementation of paid parking, and potential use of fees 

to help fund transit, and if paid parking is implemented, 

consider directing funds or a portion of funds to public 

transit and active transportation projects. 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

Impact TRA-2: Conflict with Program, Policy or Regulation Addressing 

Circulation System. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or 

policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact TRA-3: Increase Hazards Due to Design Feature. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not 

substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or 

incompatible uses. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

Impact TRA-4: Result in Inadequate Emergency Access. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would result in 

inadequate emergency access. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Cumulative Transportation VMT Impact. Cumulative development and 

growth, both within the unincorporated county and in the incorporated cities, 

would result in a significant cumulative impact related to conflicts with VMT 

thresholds as the County’s VMT threshold would not be met. the project’s 

contribution would be a cumulatively considerable contribution, resulting in a 

significant and unavoidable cumulative impact related to VMT. 

Significant MM TRA-1 and MM TRA-2 described above. Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Impact UTL-1: New or Expanded Facilities. Adoption and implementation of 

the proposed Sustainability Update could lead to development that could 

result in future increased utility service demands, but would not result in 

relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 

or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 

facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant 

environmental effects. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Impact UTL-2: Water Supplies. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update could lead to development that could result 

in future increased demand for domestic water supplies, but two existing 

providers (City of Santa Cruz and Soquel Creek Water District) may not have 

sufficient water supplies available to serve the development indirectly 

resulting from implementation of the Sustainability Update and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple years. 

Potentially 

Significant 

None Potentially 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

Impact UTL-3: Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update could lead to 

development that could result in increased wastewater flows and required 

treatment, but would not result in a determination by the wastewater 

treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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Table 1-1. Summary of Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impact 

Level of 

Significance 

Before 

Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 

Level of 

Significance 

After 

Mitigation 

inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to 

the provider’s existing commitments. 

Impact UTL-4: Solid Waste. Adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update could lead to development would not generate solid 

waste in excess of state or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of 

local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 

reduction goals. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 

Cumulative Water Supplies Impact. Cumulative development and growth 

within the service area of the Soquel Creek Water District could potentially 

result in a significant cumulative impact related to availability of adequate 

water supplies, and the project’s contribution would be a cumulatively 

considerable contribution, resulting in a potentially significant and 

unavoidable cumulative impact related to water supplies for this water 

district. 

Potentially 

Significant 
None Potentially 

Significant 

and 

Unavoidable 

Wildfire 

Impact WIL-1: Wildfire Hazards. Adoption and implementation of the 

proposed Sustainability Update would not expose people or structures, 

either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 

involving wildland fires, result in activities that would exacerbate risk of 

wildland fires, or result in secondary impacts related to flooding, slope 

instability or discharge of pollutants. 

Less than 

Significant 

None Less than 

Significant 

Impact WIL-2: Emergency Response/Evacuation Plans. Adoption and 

implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly or 

indirectly substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan. 

Less than 

Significant 
None Less than 

Significant 
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2 INTRODUCTION 

NOTE: Changes made from the Draft EIR text are shown in underlined type for new text and strikeout type 

for deleted text. 

2.1 PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

This environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the County of Santa Cruz (County), which is 

the lead agency for the Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update of the County General Plan and Local 

Coastal Program (LCP) and County Code (Sustainability Update or project). This document, together with 

the Draft EIR dated April 2022, constitute the Final EIR for the proposed Sustainability Update.   

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which is 

found in the California Public Resources Code, Division 13, and with the CEQA Guidelines, which are found 

in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. Under CEQA, the lead 

agency for a project is the public agency with primary responsibility for carrying out or approving the project, 

and for implementing the requirements of CEQA. 

As stated in the CEQA Guidelines section 15002, the basic purposes of CEQA are to: 

• Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential significant environmental 

effects of proposed activities. 

• Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 

• Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through 

the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the changes 

to be feasible. 

• Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner 

the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15121, an EIR is an informational document that is required to (1) 

identify the potentially significant environmental effects of a project on the environment, (2) indicate the 

manner in which those significant effects can be avoided or significantly lessened via the implementation 

of potentially feasible mitigation measures, (3) identify a reasonable range of potentially feasible 

alternatives to a project that would eliminate or substantially lessen any significant environmental effects, 

and (4) identify any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated or otherwise 

reduced. The lead agency must consider the information in the EIR along with other information which may 

be presented to the agency. While the information in the EIR does not control the ultimate decision about 

a project, the agency must consider the information in the EIR and respond to each significant effect 

identified in the EIR by making findings pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081. 



 2 – INTRODUCTION 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 2-2 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21002, public agencies should not approve projects as 

proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures which would substantially lessen 

the significant environmental effects of such projects. Furthermore, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 

15021, CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage where 

feasible. In deciding whether changes in a project are feasible, an agency may consider specific economic, 

environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. As defined in the CEQA Guidelines, “feasible” means 

capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into 

account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. This section further indicates 

that under CEQA, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including 

economic, environmental, and social factors, in determining whether and how a project should be 

approved. If an agency decides to approve a project that will cause one or more significant effects on the 

environment, the agency must prepare a “statement of overriding considerations” to reflect the ultimate 

balancing of competing public objectives. The environmental review process is further explained below in 

Section 2.4, Environmental Review and Approval Process. 

This EIR is a “Program EIR” pursuant to section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A Program EIR is an EIR 

that may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related 

geographically, by similar environmental effects, as logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, or in 

connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a 

continuing program. A Program EIR can provide a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives 

than would be practical in an EIR on an individual action and can ensure consideration of cumulative 

impacts.  

A Program EIR can be used as part of the environmental review for later individual projects to be carried 

out pursuant to the project previously analyzed in the program EIR, where impacts have been adequately 

addressed in the program EIR. This is referred to as “tiering” as set forth in section 15152 of the CEQA 

Guidelines. “Tiering” uses the analysis of general matters contained in a broader program EIR (such as one 

prepared for a general plan) with later EIRs and negative declarations on narrower projects, incorporating 

by reference the general discussions from the broader EIR and concentrating the later EIR or negative 

declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project. The CEQA Guidelines encourage agencies to 

tier the environmental analyses which they prepare for separate but related projects, including general 

plans, zoning changes, and development projects.  

For later individual projects covered within the General Plan program evaluated in this EIR, the County will 

determine whether the individual project or subsequent activity is within the scope of this Program EIR. If 

appropriate and applicable to a proposed project, the County may also consider one or more statutory or 

categorical exemptions. 

2.2 PROJECT OVERVIEW 

The proposed project consists of amendments to the County’s existing General Plan/LCP and several 

sections of the Santa Cruz County Code (SCCC), as well as, two other components described below. 

The proposed Sustainability Update is a comprehensive update to the County’s General Plan/LCP and 
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modernization of the County Code. The goal of this update is to implement new policies and code 

regulations that support more sustainable communities in Santa Cruz County. The County's 

current LCP was adopted in 1994, and must be updated at this time to align with new state laws, new 

regional and local plans, and a community vision that is focused on sustainable growth. At the same time, 

the County Code needs to be updated to implement the changes that are proposed in the General Plan/LCP. 

The County is also taking this opportunity to modernize the County Code and prepare Countywide Design 

Guidelines that will help applicants to understand the County’s development rules and design projects that 

align with the community's vision. 

The proposed project consists of four key components that are further described below: 

1. General Plan/LCP Amendments. The proposed amendments text revisions, new or revised goals, 

objectives and policies, and  new and revised implementation strategies that replace existing 

programs. Revisions are proposed for the following five General Plan/LCP chapters 

• Chapter 1:  Introduction 

• Chapter 2:  Built Environment (formerly Land Use) 

• Chapter 3:  Access + Mobility (formerly Circulation) 

• Chapter 5:  Agriculture, Natural Resources + Conservation (formerly Conservation and 

Open Space) 

• Chapter 7:  Parks, Recreation + Public Facilities   

The above-listed General Plan/LCP elements will join three other existing elements that have 

already been updated, which will then comprise the entirety of the General Plan/LCP: Chapter 4, 

Housing (2016); Chapter 6, Public Safety (2020); and Chapter 8, Noise (2019). The current Chapter 

8, Community Design Element, is incorporated into the proposed Built Environment Element. 

2. County Code Amendments. Amendments to the SCCC primarily address changes to Title 13—

Planning and Zoning Regulations and Title 18—Procedures, but there are some proposed revisions 

to Title 5—Business Regulations, Title 12—Building Regulations, Title 15—Community Facilities, and 

Title 16—Environmental and Resource Protection, and Title 18--Procedures in order to ensure 

regulations incorporate current State law and modern practices, reflect General Plan/LCP 

proposed revisions, and are internally consistent. 

3. County Design Guidelines. The Sustainability Update includes adoption of County Design 

Guidelines, which are referenced in revisions to SCCC section 13.11.  

4. Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments. Selected property-specific General Plan land use 

designation changes and/or rezonings have been identified by County staff and include identified 

opportunity sites such as the vacant property located at Soquel Drive and Thurber Lane and vacant 

and underutilized properties along the Portola Drive commercial corridor. There also are proposed 

General Plan designation and/or zone district amendments for other parcels in order to achieve 

consistency with the General Plan and/or existing uses on a property. 

https://www.sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/SustainabilityPlanning/GeneralPlan.aspx
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The California Coastal Act of 1976 (Coastal Act) requires local jurisdictions to adopt an LCP to regulate 
development within the coastal zone. The Coastal Act requires jurisdictions to have an LCP consisting 
of both a Land Use Plan (LUP) and a Local Coastal Implementation Plan (LCIP) with implementing 
actions that are consistent with the statewide Coastal Act policies. The Coastal Act requires Coastal 
Commission approval of amendments to jurisdictions’ LUP and LCIP. The proposed Sustainability 
Update includes amendments to some General Plan/LCP goals, objectives, policies, and 
implementation strategies that are also part of the LUP and are noted by the initials “LCP.” The 
proposed Sustainability Update also includes amendments to some sections of the SCCC that include 
sections that are part of the LCIP. These sections and chapters will also require Coastal Commission 
approval as part of an LCP amendment. Eleven properties located within the coastal zone and 
proposed for changes to their General Plan/LCP land use designation or their zoning will also require 
approval by the Coastal Commission. 

2.3 SCOPE OF THE EIR 

Regarding the scope of the EIR analysis, CEQA Guidelines section 15060(d) states, “if the lead agency can 

determine that an EIR will be clearly required for a project, the agency may skip further initial review of the 

project and begin work directly on the EIR process....In the absence of an initial study, the lead agency shall 

still focus the EIR on significant effects of the project and indicate briefly its reasons for determining that 

other effects would not be significant or potentially significant.” CEQA Guidelines section 15128 state that 

an EIR “shall contain a statement briefly indicating the reasons that various possible significant effects of 

a project were determined not to be significant and therefore were not discussed in detail in the EIR.” 

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) was published for the project to determine the scope and extent of 

environmental issues to be addressed in this EIR that is described in Section 2.4.1, Scoping, and is included 

in Appendix A. Based on review of the project (see Chapter 3) and public comments received in response 

to the NOP, the County has determined that the following environmental resource topics warrant analysis 

in the EIR. The EIR also evaluates topics required by CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, including growth 

inducement, project alternatives, and cumulative impacts. 

• Aesthetics 

• Agriculture, Forestry Resources, and Mineral Resources 

• Air Quality 

• Biological Resources 

• Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 

• Energy 

• Geology and Soils 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Land Use and Planning 

• Noise 
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• Population and Housing 

• Public Services and Recreation 

• Transportation 

• Utilities and Service Systems 

• Wildfire 

As indicated above, the environmental review focuses on the potentially significant environmental effects 

of the project. As defined in CEQA Guidelines section 15382, a “significant effect on the environment” is 

“a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 

affected by the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of 

historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a 

significant effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical change may be 

considered in determining whether a physical change is significant.” 

In evaluating the significance of the environmental effect of a project, the CEQA Guidelines require the 

lead agency to consider direct physical changes in the environment and reasonably foreseeable indirect 

physical changes in the environment which may be caused by the project (CEQA Guidelines section 

15064[d]). A direct physical change in the environment is a physical change in the environment which is 

caused by and immediately related to the project. An indirect physical change in the environment is a 

physical change in the environment, which is not immediately related to the project, but which is caused 

indirectly by the project. An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably 

foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project. 

CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e) further indicates that economic and social changes resulting from a 

project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment, although they may be used to 

determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on the environment. In 

addition, where a reasonably foreseeable physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a 

project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other 

physical change resulting from the project. 

2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL PROCESS 

2.4.1 Scoping 

CEQA Guidelines section 15083 authorizes and encourages an early consultation or scoping process to 

help identify the range of actions, alternatives, mitigation measures, and significant effects to be 

analyzed and considered in an EIR, and to help resolve the concerns of affected regulatory agencies, 

organizations, and the public. Scoping is designed to explore issues for environmental evaluation, 
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ensuring that important considerations are not overlooked and uncovering concerns that might otherwise 

go unrecognized. 

The NOP for this EIR was circulated for a 30-day comment period from July 1, 2020 to August 3, 2020, 

which was subsequently extended to September 4, 2020. The NOP was circulated to the State 

Clearinghouse and to local, regional, and federal agencies in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines. The 

NOP also was sent to organizations and interested citizens that have requested notification for County 

projects. A public scoping meeting was held on July 21, 2020 in the format of an online webinar and the 

corresponding presentation about the project was posted on the County’s CEQA website.1 

Written comments were received from four public agencies and five individuals. These written comments 

are included in  Appendix B, which also includes a summary of comments received. Comments that address 

environmental issues have been taken into consideration in the preparation of this EIR as indicated in each 

topical section in Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. 

CEQA Guidelines  section 15083 encourages consultation with “any person or organization it believes will 

be concerned with the environmental effects of the project” prior to completing the draft EIR. County staff 

contacted public agencies that are responsible or trustee agencies and/or provide services within the 

unincorporated area. Meetings were held with the following responsive agencies:  

• California Coastal Commission 

• California Department of Transportation 

• City of Santa Cruz Water Department 

• City of Watsonville 

• County of Santa Cruz Sheriff’s Office 

• Live Oak School District 

• Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency 

• Santa Cruz Mid-County and Santa Margarita Sustainable Groundwater Agencies, including County 

of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Department, San Lorenzo Valley Water District, and Scotts 

Valley Water District 

• Santa Cruz City Schools 

• Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

• Santa Cruz County Sanitation District 

• Soquel Creek Water District 

2.4.2 Public Review of the Draft EIR 

This Draft EIR has been was published and circulated for review and comment by the public and other 

interested parties, agencies, and organizations for a 45-day public review period from April 14, 2022 

 
1 http://sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmental/CEQAInitialStudiesEIRs/CEQADocumentsOpenforPublicReview.aspx 

http://sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmental/CEQAInitialStudiesEIRs/CEQADocumentsOpenforPublicReview.aspx
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through May 31, 2002. The Draft EIR will be  was available for public review during the comment period at 

the following locations: 

• Online at http://sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmental/CEQAInitialStudiesEIRs/

CEQADocumentsOpenforPublicReview.aspx. 

• Santa Cruz County Planning Department, located at 701 Ocean Street, Fourth Floor in Santa Cruz2 

• Felton Branch Library, 6121 Gushee Street in Felton 

• Downtown Branch Library, 224 Church Street in Santa Cruz 

• Watsonville Public Library, 275 Main Street in Watsonville  

The Draft EIR was also submitted to the State Clearinghouse at the Governor’s Office of Planning and 

Research at https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2020079005/3.   

The County of Santa Cruz encourageds public agencies, organizations, community groups, and all other 

interested persons to provide written comments on the Draft EIR prior to the end of the public review period. 

Written comments on the Draft EIR may be submitted to the County of Santa Cruz were accepted by until 

5:00 p.m. until on May 31, 2022 at the address below or by email to CEQA-NEPA@santacruzcounty.us. 

Stephanie Hansen, Assistant Planning Director 

Santa Cruz County Community Development & Infrastructure Department 

701 Ocean Street, Fourth Floor 

Santa Cruz, California 95060 

CEQA Guidelines section 15204(a) provides guidance on the focus of review of EIRs, indicating that in 

reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies “should focus on the sufficiency of the document in 

identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects 

of the project might be avoided or mitigated,” and that comments are most helpful when they suggest 

additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate 

the significant environmental effects. This section further states that “CEQA does not require a lead agency 

to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 

commenters. When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 

issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at 

full disclosure is made in the EIR.” 

Fourteen letters and emails of comment were received during the public review period, including seven 

from public agencies, one from organizations and six from individuals. One late comment was received 

from one individual after the close of the public review period. Agencies, organizations and individuals that 

submitted written comments on the Draft EIR are identified below. 

 

  

 
2 Due to the 2019 novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19) pandemic, the County Planning Counter is open for in-person 

review of hard copies from Monday through Thursday, 8:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. and other items times by appointment. 

Please email CEQA-NEPA@santacruzcounty.us or call (831) 831-454-2580 to schedule an appointment.  

http://sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmental/CEQAInitialStudiesEIRs/CEQADocumentsOpenforPublicReview.aspx
http://sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmental/CEQAInitialStudiesEIRs/CEQADocumentsOpenforPublicReview.aspx
http://sccoplanning.com/PlanningHome/Environmental/CEQAInitialStudiesEIRs/CEQADocumentsOpenforPublicReview.aspx
https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2020079005/3
mailto:CEQA-NEPA@santacruzcounty.us
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A. Local, Regional, and State Agencies 

 A1 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 

 A2 City of Santa Cruz Water Department 

 A3 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

 A4 California Coastal Commission 

A5  California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

A6 California Department of Transportation 

A7 Department of California Highway Patrol 

 B.  Organizations 

B1  Sierra Club 

C.  Individuals 

C1  Betsey Andersen 

C2 Michael Guth 

C3 Becky Steinbruner 

C4 Wayne Thompson 

C5 Alex Vartan 

C6 Colleen Young  

Late Comment 

C1  Sandra Baron 

In addition, an on-line (virtual) public meeting was held on May 9, 2022 to explain the project and take oral 

comments on the Draft EIR. 

2.4.3 Final EIR and Consideration of Project Approval 

Following the close of the public comment period on this Draft EIR, responses will be prepared for all 

comments received that raise CEQA-related environmental issues regarding the proposed project. Thise 

Final EIR will includes written responses to comments received in accordance with CEQA Guidelines section 

15088 and will also includes any text changes to Draft EIR that become necessary after consideration of 

public comments. 

The Final EIR will be presented to the Planning Commission for a recommendation on whether to certify the 

EIR and approve the proposed project, and then to the County Board of Supervisors for a final decision. 

Prior to making a decision to approve a project, the Board of Supervisors must certify that it has reviewed 

and considered the information in the EIR, that the EIR has been completed in conformity with the 

requirements of CEQA, and that the document reflects the County’s independent judgment. 

Pursuant to sections 21002, 21002.1, and 21081 of CEQA and sections 15091 and 15093 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which 

identifies one or more significant effects unless both of the following occur: 
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(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each significant 

effect: 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effects on the environment. 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 

agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by such other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 

considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make 

infeasible the mitigation measures or alternative identified in the environmental impact report. 

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3) of 

subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social, 

technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the environment. 

Although the Draft EIR must provide information regarding the significant effects of the proposed project, 

must identify the potentially feasible mitigation measures, and provide alternatives for consideration by the 

decision-making body as described in Section 0, NOTE: Changes made from the Draft EIR text are shown 

in underlined type for new text and strikeout type for deleted text. 

Purpose of the EIR, above, the decision to adopt a project must take into account the findings described 

above, especially regarding feasibility, based on the entirety of the agency’s administrative record as it 

exists after completion of a Final EIR. 

2.4.4 Adoption of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

CEQA requires that a program to monitor and report on mitigation measures be adopted by a lead agency 

as part of the project approval process. CEQA requires that such a program be adopted at the time the 

agency approves a project or determines to carry out a project for which an EIR has been prepared to 

ensure that mitigation measures identified in the EIR are implemented. The Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program (MMRP) will be proposed for adoption by the County is included in Appendix A of this 

document the Final EIR. 

2.5 ORGANIZATION OF THE EIR 

The content and format of this EIR are designed to meet the requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines 

(sections 15122 through 15132). This EIR is organized as follows: into the following chapters: 

2.5.1 Draft EIR  Volume 

• Chapter 1, Summary, presents an overview of the project, provides a summary of the 

impacts of the project and mitigation measures, provides a summary of the alternatives 
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being considered, includes a discussion of known areas of controversy, and any issues to 

be resolved. 

• Chapter 2, Introduction, explains the CEQA process, and describes the scope and purpose 

of this EIR, provides information on the review and approval process, and outlines the 

organization of this EIR. 

• Chapter 3, Project Description, provides information about the location, setting, and 

background of the project; identifies project-specific objectives; and provides a detailed 

description of the project components. 

• Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures, explains the 

approach to the environmental analyses for this EIR and provides the environmental 

setting, impacts, and mitigation measures for the topics identified for detailed analysis in 

the EIR. Cited references are included at the end of each section. Section 4.0, Introduction 

to Analyses, includes a description of the growth assumptions and scenarios evaluated in 

the EIR and a description of the cumulative scenario. 

• Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, evaluates the topics required to be included in an 

EIR, including significant and unavoidable impacts, significant irreversible environmental 

changes, and growth-inducing impacts. 

• Chapter 6, Alternatives, evaluates alternatives to the project that would eliminate or 

substantially reduce significant impacts identified in the EIR while reasonably attaining 

project objectives. Alternatives that were reviewed but eliminated from further 

consideration in the EIR are also discussed. 

• Chapter 7, List of Preparers, identifies individuals who were involved in preparing this EIR. 

• Appendices contain additional information used in preparing this EIR. Appendix A contains 

the NOP. Comment letters that were submitted in response to the NOP along with a 

summary are included in Appendix B. Appendix C contains a description of development 

and growth assumptions developed for the EIR analyses. Appendix D includes a matrix that 

summarizes potential resources on properties proposed for General Plan/LCP Land Use or 

Zoning Map Changes based on County GIS information. Appendix E includes special-status 

plant and wildlife species lists. Appendix F includes information on cultural resources. 

Appendix G includes technical transportation memos.  Results of the noise modeling 

conducted for the proposed project are included in Appendix H.  Appendix I includes results 

of air emissions modeling. 

2.5.2 Final EIR Volume 

• Chapter 1, Summary, presents an overview of the proposed project; provides a summary of 

the impacts of the Project and mitigation measures; provides a summary of the alternatives 

being considered; includes a discussion of known areas of controversy; and lists the topics 

not carried forward for further analysis. 
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• Chapter 2, Introduction, explains the CEQA process; describes the scope and purpose of 

Draft and Final EIR volumes; provides information on the review and approval process; and 

outlines the organization of the Draft and Final EIR documents, which together constitute 

the EIR for the project. 

• Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, outlines revisions to the Draft EIR text as a result of review 

of comments and responses as may be needed. Additional clarification provided by County 

staff also is included. 

• Chapter 4, Public Comments and Responses, includes each comment letter with responses 

to comments immediately following the comment letter.  

• Appendices: Appendix A includes the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the 

Project. Appendix B includes a revised Draft EIR Appendix E that provides special status 

plant and animal lists.  
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3 CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter identifies revisions to the text in the Draft EIR based on consideration of comments received 

during the public review period. Changes to the Draft EIR text that are identified below are shown in 

underlined type for new text and strikeout type for deleted text. 

3.2 REVISIONS TO DRAFT EIR TEXT 

3.2.1 Title Page and Table of Contents 

Title Page Correct title page as follows: 

 Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Page ix Revise and add to Acronyms and Abbreviations as follows: 

 COG  Council of Governments 

RTPA Regional Transportation Planning Authority Agency 

3.2.2 DEIR Section 4.0.1.2 – Approach to Program-Level Environmental 

Analyses 

Page 4.0-5 In Table 4.0-1, under the 2040 Baseline/No Project column, delete the sixth bullet under 

Land Use Projects, 5940 Soquel Avenue Medical Office Building as it is correctly included 

in the last column, which is corrected to read: Cumulative Growth/Projects. 

3.2.3 DEIR Section 1 – Summary 

Page 1-18 Revise Mitigation Measure TRA-2 as follows: 

MM TRA-2: TDM Program: Add an implementation strategy to evaluate other parking-

related measures that, if feasible, could become part of the County’s TDM requirements, 

including but not limited to: reduced parking requirements for commercial and residential 

uses, implementation of paid parking, and potential use of fees to help fund transit, and if 

paid parking is implemented, consider directing funds or a portion of funds to public transit 

and active transportation projects. 
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3.2.4 DEIR Section 4.2 – Agriculture, Forest, and Mineral Resources 

Page 4.2-19 Add new text to the end of the first paragraph as follows: 

Agricultural support uses are still required to be ancillary to agriculture and protections 

remain in place to protect agricultural land, with special findings required for any non-

residential uses as set forth in SCCC section 13.10.314, which requires that the following 

special findings be made in order to approve any non-residential project:  

(1) That the establishment or maintenance of this use will enhance or support the 

continued operation of commercial agriculture on the parcel (excepting 

public/quasi-public community facilities of significant benefit to public health, 

safety, and welfare) and will not reduce, restrict or adversely affect agricultural 

activities or resources, or the economic viability of commercial agricultural 

operations, in the area. 

(2) The use is sited on the property to avoid removing land from production and to 

preserve agricultural resource soils. If avoidance and preservation is not possible, 

remove as little land as possible from agricultural production and future 

production. Technical reports may be required to demonstrate conservation of 

farmland to the maximum extent feasible.   

(3) (a) That the use or structure is ancillary to the principal agricultural use of the 

parcel, or to parcels owned or leased by the operator where so indicated in SCCC 

section 13.10.312(D), Agricultural Uses Chart, or (b) that no other agricultural use 

is feasible for the parcel, or (c) that the use consists of an interim public use that 

does not impair long-term agricultural viability, or (d) consists of a permanent 

recycled wastewater facility solely for agricultural irrigation and that limits and 

mitigates the impacts of facility construction on agriculture consistent with the 

requirements of SCCC 13.10.635; or consists of a permanent public/quasi-public 

use that the County has determined to be of significant benefit to the public health, 

safety and welfare, subject to the following additional findings: 

(I) Loss of commercial agricultural land is mitigated, which may include a 

permanent agricultural conservation easement on land of at least equal quality 

and size as partial compensation for the direct loss of agricultural land, 

mitigations consistent with 13.10.635(D), or other feasible mitigations; and 

(ii) For public facility uses with a development area greater than 12,000 square 

feet, an analysis is provided of two alternate sites located off agricultural 

resource land, identifying why development on these sites is not feasible; and 

(iii) If located on Type 3 agricultural land in the Coastal Zone, the public facility use 

does not impair agricultural viability, either through increased assessment 

costs to other agricultural parcels in the area, or degraded air and water quality, 

and is consistent with the California Coastal Act. 
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3.2.5 DEIR Section 4.3 - Air Quality 

Page 4.3-22 Correct typo in second to last sentence as follows: 

For example, population forecasts adopted by the AMBAG are used to forecast population-

related emissions. 

3.2.6 DEIR Section 4.4 - Biological Resources 

Page 4.4-4 Revise/update last paragraph as follows: 

Coastal oak woodland is extremely variable. The overstory of this community consists of 

deciduous and evergreen hardwoods. On mesic1 sites, the trees are dense and form a 

closed canopy. In drier sites, the trees are widely spaced, forming an open woodland or 

savannah. The understory is equally variable. In some instances, it is composed of shrubs 

from adjacent chaparral or coastal scrub vegetation communities, which form a dense and 

impenetrable understory. More commonly, shrubs are scattered under and between trees. 

Where trees form a closed canopy, the understory varies from a lush cover of shade-

tolerant shrubs, ferns, and herbs to sparse cover with a thick carpet of litter. When trees 

are scattered and form an open woodland, the understory is grassland, sometimes with 

scattered shrubs. The interrelationships of slope, soil, precipitation, moisture availability, 

and air temperature cause variations in structure of coastal oak woodlands. These factors 

vary along the latitudinal, longitudinal and elevation gradients over which coastal oak 

woodlands are found (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).  

In Santa Cruz County, these woodlands are commonly dominated by Common species may 

include Arroyo willow (Salix lasiolepis), big leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), black oak 

(Quercus kelloggii), boxelder (Acer negundo), and California bay laurel (Umbellularia 

californica), California sycamore (Platanus racemosa), coast live oak (Quercus agrifolia) 

Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Pacific madrone (Arbutus menziesii), and valley 

oak (Quercus lobata) (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988) a dense understory of shrub, herb, 

and vine species such as California hazelnut (Corylus cornuta), creeping snowberry 

(Symphoricarpos mollis), California blackberry  (Rubus ursinus), pink honeysuckle 

(Lonicera hispidula), and poison oak. 

Page 4.4-11 Revise the first sentence of the last paragraph as follows: 

A total of 9387 special-status plant and 5546 special-status wildlife species have been 

documented from in the county. 

 

1 Mesic refers to areas characterized by, relating to, or requiring a moderate amount of moisture. 
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Page 4.4-12  Add new text at the end of the first paragraph as follows: 

  Appendix E also includes species on CDFW’s “Special Animals” list that are listed in the 

existing County General Plan/LCP (Appendix B). The Special Animals list is a broad term 

used to refer to all the animal taxa tracked by CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB), regardless of their legal or protection status. This list is also referred to as the 

list of “species at risk” or “special status species” (CNDDB 2022).  

Page 4.4-15 Add new text at the end of the County Sensitive Habitats list as follows: 

The existing General Plan/LCP also refers to Appendix B (of the General Plan/LCP) for a list 

of specific habitats and/or species. It is noted that this Appendix does include a list of 

animal and plant species, but not a list of habitat types. 

Page 4.4-26 Add new text under the Locally Adopted Habitat Conservation Plans section as follows: 

A search of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS) 

identified 23 HCPs in that have been adopted in Santa Cruz County since the late 1999s. 

Most of the HCPs within unincorporated Santa Cruz County have expired, except for the 

Interim HCP for Mount Hermon June Beetle and Ben Lomond Spineflower HCP, which is 

summarized below, and the Seascape Uplands Long-Toed Salamander HCP. The Seascape 

HCP is focused on the Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander. In addition, the City of Santa 

Cruz’ Operations and Maintenance HCP was approved in 2021 and affects lands within 

the unincorporated county areas as summarized below. 

City of Santa Cruz Operations and Maintenance Habitat Conservation Plan 

The City of Santa Cruz developed the Operations and Maintenance Habitat Conservation 

Plan (OMHCP) for improvements or projects with the potential to take federally listed 

species and other non-listed special-status species. The HCP covers six wildlife and four 

plant species: Ohlone tiger beetle, Mount Hermon June beetle, tidewater goby, Pacific 

lamprey, California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, robust spineflower, Santa Cruz 

tarplant, San Francisco popcorn flower, and Ben Lomond spineflower. The biological goals, 

objectives, and conservation measures include restoring habitat temporarily disturbed, 

contributing to protected and managed lands that support covered populations, 

implementing bypass flows consistent with the Anadromous Salmonid HCP (currently being 

developed), pursuing other conservation actions that will result in conservation benefits, 

and implementing general and species-specific impact minimization measures and 

best management practices.  

The OMHCP addresses maintenance and repairs of infrastructure owned and operated by 

the City of Santa Cruz that includes areas within the unincorporated county, including 

upgrades to the North Coast Pipeline and rehabilitation of diversion structures, operation 

of existing City facilities, and operations and maintenance of existing water diversions and 

transmission lines and their associated features. The OMHCP was finalized and the 
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incidental take permit was issued by the USFWS in January 2021; the permit is effective 

through January 2051 (City of Santa Cruz 2021). 

Page 4.4-41 Correct typo in first citation and add new citations as follows: 

AMBAG. 2021. 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 

Strategy… 

CDFW. 2022. Fully Protected Species Access on June 23, 2022 at 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Fully-Protected. 

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). April 2022. Special Animals List. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Sacramento, CA. Accessed on June 

28, 2022 at https://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/list.html. 

City of Santa Cruz. Undated; Incidental Take Permit Issued January 2021. Final City of 

Santa Cruz Operations and Maintenance Habitat Conservation Plan for the 

Issuance of an Incidental Take Permit under Section 10(a)(1)(b) of the 

Endangered Species Act. Prepared by Ebbin, Moser + Skaggs LLP, Hagar 

Environmental Science, Dana Bland & Associates, Entomological Consulting 

Services, Ltd., Kittleson Environmental Consulting Services, Biotic Resources 

Group. 

USFWS. 2022b. Monarchs. Accessed on June 23, 2022 at 

https://www.fws.gov/initiative/pollinators/monarchs. 

3.2.7 DEIR Section 4.7 – Geology and Soils 

Page 4.7-12 Add the following next text to the end of Section 4.7.2.1, Federal Regulations: 

           Paleontological Resources Protection Act 

The Paleontological Resources Protection Act (PRPA) of 2009 directs the Secretaries of the 

Interior and Agriculture to manage and protect paleontological resources on federal land 

using “scientific principles and expertise.” The PRPA incorporates most of the recom-

mendations of the report of the Secretary of the Interior entitled "Assessment of Fossil 

Management on Federal and Indian Lands (USDI, 2000) in order to formulate a consistent 

paleontological resources management framework. In passing the PRPA, Congress 

officially recognized the scientific importance of paleontological resources on some federal 

lands by declaring that fossils from these lands are federal property that must be preserved 

and protected. The PRPA furthers the protection of fossils on federal lands by criminalizing 

the unauthorized removal of fossils. The PRPA codifies existing policies of the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM), National Park Service (NPS), United States Forest Service 

(USFS), Bureau of Reclamation, and United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and 

provides the following:  

https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Fully-Protected
https://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/list.html
https://www.fws.gov/initiative/pollinators/monarchs
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a. criminal and civil penalties for illegal sale and transport, and theft and vandalism 

of fossils from federal lands;  

b. minimum requirements for paleontological resource-use permit issuance (terms, 

conditions, and qualifications of applicants);  

c. definitions for “paleontological resources” and “casual collecting”; and  

d. requirements for curation of federal fossils in approved repositories.  

Page 4.7-26 Correct the first sentence of the last paragraph as follows: 

However, retained and proposed General Plan/LCP policies outlined in Table 4.7-5 would 

also serve to avoid or reduce impacts to these features. 

3.2.8 DEIR Section 4.8 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Page 4.8-25 Update the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments subsection of Section 4.8.2.3 

per comments from AMBAG as follows: 

The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) is the designated MPO for 

the Monterey Bay region. The AMBAG region includes Monterey, San Benito, and Santa 

Cruz counties. In addition, AMBAG is the Council of Governments for Monterey and Santa 

Cruz counties. As of 2009, many of the cities and counties in the AMBAG jurisdiction had 

not quantified their baseline GHG inventories, due to lack of staff and funding. The AMBAG 

Energy Watch designed a program to Sustainability Program assists member jurisdictions 

in a variety of climate action planning support services, including baseline GHG inventories. 

Additionally, in 2008, AMBAG adopted the Monterey Bay Regional Energy Plan (Regional 

Energy Plan) (AMBAG 2008). The Regional Energy Plan provides a framework that local 

cities and counties can adopt or use as guidelines to reduce energy use. 

Additionally, CARB set initial SB 375 GHG-reduction targets for the Monterey Bay Area at 

0% increase from 2005 per capita emissions by 2020, and 5% below 2005 per capita 

emissions by 2035. In June 2014, AMBAG adopted the Moving Forward 2035 Monterey 

Bay – Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2035 

MTP/SCS) (AMBAG 2014). The 2035 MTP/SCS demonstrated that, if implemented, the 

region would achieve over a 3%-per-capita GHG reduction in passenger vehicle emissions 

by 2020, and an approximately 6% reduction in 2035. These reductions meet the GHG 

targets for AMBAG, as discussed above. In June 2018, AMBAG adopted an update to the 

2035 MTP/SCS, Moving Forward Monterey Bay 2040 (2040 MTP/SCS), the 

implementation of which was anticipated to achieve the GHG reductions targets 

established by CARB a 4%-per-capita reduction in GHG emissions from passenger vehicles 

by 2020, as well as a projected reduction in GHG emissions of nearly 7%-per-capita from 

passenger vehicles by 2035 (AMBAG 2018). The 2040 MTP/SCS outlines the region’s 

proposed transportation network, emphasizing multimodal system enhancements, system 
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preservation, and improved access to high quality transit, as well as land use development 

that complements this transportation network (AMBAG 2018). 

In 2018, CARB approved revised SB 375 GHG‐reduction targets for the Monterey Bay Area 

at 3% decrease from 2005 per capita emissions by 2020 and 6% reduction from 2005 per 

capita emissions by 2035. In November 2021, AMBAG released the draft 2045 MTP/SCS, 

an update to the 2040 MTP/SCS, which was adopted in June 2022, and meets the revised 

GHG emission targets established by CARB. 

Page 4.8-35 Add the following new text after the first paragraph and before Table 4.8-7 as follows: 

It is noted that on June 15, 2022, the AMBAG Board of Directors certified the Final 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared for the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS); made a finding that the MTP/SCS 

achieves the greenhouse gas reduction targets established by the California Air Resources 

Board; adopted the Final 2022 Regional Growth Forecast; and adopted the Final 2045 

MTP/SCS (AMBAG 2022). This action occurred after the issuance of the EIR Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) for the Sustainability Update, which establishes the baseline condition 

for the EIR analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update Draft EIR and 

close of the Draft EIR public review period. The EIR addresses project consistency with the 

adopted plan (2040 MTP/SCS) that was in effect at the time of issuance of the NOP and 

preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Page 4.8-38 Add new citation as follows: 

AMBAG. 2022. Moving Forward Monterey Bay 2045 – 2045 Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy. Adopted June 15,2022. Accessed June 

27, 2022 at  https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-

plan-sustainable-communities-strategy.  

3.2.9 DEIR Section 4.10 – Hydrology and Water Quality 

Page 4.10-16 Add the following new text regarding surface water quality after the first full paragraph: 

Sanitary surveys are required by the State Water Resources Control Board to be completed 

for each watershed that is a drinking water source, and updates are required every five 

years. A watershed sanitary survey is a detailed evaluation of surface water sources and 

their vulnerability to contamination with a description of watershed management practices, 

and recommended corrective actions to maintain or improve water quality (Kennedy/Jenks 

Consultants 2018). 

A watershed sanitary survey was completed for the San Lorenzo River and North Coast 

watersheds for the City of Santa Cruz and San Lorenzo Valley Water District (SLVWD). The 

survey identified contaminant sources that can contribute sediments, pathogens, and 

chemicals that are potentially significant to drinking water quality. Watershed management 

https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy
https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy
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jurisdiction in the San Lorenzo and North Coast watersheds includes multiple agencies. 

The majority of the watershed is governed by Santa Cruz County and/or regulated by 

numerous federal and state agencies with the water purveyors jurisdiction limited mostly 

to those areas that they have land ownership. Regulatory activities include the County’s 

regulations regarding cannabis cultivation, wastewater management, water quality, 

riparian and sensitive habitats; state regulations regarding beneficial use and permitting 

of stormwater, urban runoff, riparian zone construction, and timber harvest by the 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board; and federal water quality regulations for 

waste discharge and wetland filling (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2018.) 

The survey found that water quality data indicated no expected seasonal and dry/wet year 

variations have occurred. The North Coast sources, in particular Liddell Spring, have 

continued to have lower total coliform levels when compared to the San Lorenzo River 

sources. The survey concluded that the San Lorenzo and North Coast watersheds are 

generally providing a high water quality, with some expected variability during the wet 

season. The agencies closely manage the high turbidity events by bypassing stormflows, 

using stored water and/or alternative sources, that, when combined with the water 

treatment processes, are delivering a consistently safe drinking water to the residents. 

However, the study indicates that the City faces some future regulatory challenges as well 

as interest in wintertime flows for regional water supply reliability and is reviewing some 

identified potential changes with state Department of Water Resources, to continue to 

meet drinking water regulations in the future (Kennedy/Jenks Consultants 2018). 

Page 4.10-17 Add new text regarding Soquel Creek Water District before the first full paragraph as 

follows: 

Four SqCWD wells have Chromium 6 levels above 10 parts per billion (ppb) and below 50 

ppb. The Chromium 6 detected in SqCWD’s groundwater supply is naturally occurring; 

there have been no industrial spills or discharges. Since the 1970s until 2014, California 

enforced a drinking water standard for total Chromium (which includes Chromium 6) of 50 

parts per billion (ppb). As of September 11, 2017, the maximum contaminant level (MCL) 

for Chromium 6 is no longer in effect while the State establishes a new standard. In the 

interim, Chromium 6 will be regulated under the total Chromium MCL of 50 ppb. All SqCWD 

production wells comply with the total Chromium standard, and no treatment is necessary 

at this time. SqCWD has conducted a successful pilot treatment project. Design and 

installation of a permanent, centralized treatment facility to treat water from is currently 

on hold until the new MCL is established by the State. The District would then identify which 

wells will require treatment, if any, and which treatment alternative will be able to meet the 

new standard (Soquel Creek Water District 2022). 

Page 4.10-21 Revise second full paragraph under Section 4.10.1.6 as follows: 

The County has established many flood control zones including two countywide flood 

control zones (known as Zone 0 and Zone 4), Zone 5, Zone 6, Zone 7, Zone 7A and Zone 
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8 and the Pajaro Storm Drain Maintenance District. The County has established four flood 

control zones in the unincorporated urban areas of the county based on defined watershed 

boundaries. Zone 5, established in 1969, generally covers the Live Oak and Soquel areas. 

Zone 6, established in 1986, generally covers the urban area of Aptos and La Selva Beach. 

Zone 7A, established in 2005, covers the Pajaro River watershed within the County of 

Santa Cruz with the exception of the City of Watsonville, and Zone 8, established in 1977, 

covers the San Lorenzo Valley. These flood control districts/zones were formed to address 

water quality and flood control needs within their boundaries, but according to County staff, 

do not generate sufficient funding to address the needs and especially to upgrade the 

aging flood control infrastructure within them and the increasing unfunded state mandated 

water quality and pollution prevention requirements. 

Page 4.10-22 Add new text before the first full sentence as a new paragraph as follows: 

It is noted that in 2021, an attempt to form a Rio Del Mar Flats Benefit Assessment District 

to fund the maintenance and operation of a proposed drainage pump station and related 

improvements failed to secure the ballot votes needed, and grant funding to build the 

project was returned. 

Page 4.10-22 Revise and expand the first full sentence as a new paragraph as follows: 

A Master Plan Update for the Zone 5 Flood Control District, which generally covers the live 

Oak, Soquel and the City of Capitola, is being prepared with a focus on the regional facilities 

within the zone (generally 36-inch diameter pipes and larger as well as open channels),  

assessing condition and capacity of the facilities, building on prior master plans completed 

in 1998 and 2013. The objective is to develop a maintenance program, a Capital 

Improvement Program, an impact fee analysis for future development, as well as an 

engineer’s report to be potentially used for future funding or financing of maintenance 

activities and identified projects. The Master Plan Update is expected to be completed by 

June 2023.  

Page 4.10-27 Add new text at the end of the first full paragraph as follows: 

Due to the robust nature of the County’s pre-existing development review requirements 

contained within the County Design Criteria, the RWQCB approved of the County’s 

continued use of augmented County Design Criteria requirements in lieu of the 

requirements in R3-2013-0032.  

Page 4.10-30 Add new text after the Chapter 16.20 section to describe the County’s Water Quality 

Ordinance as follows: 

Chapter 16.24, Water Quality Control 

Chapter 16.24 of the SCCC regulates water quality and activities leading to turbidity in any 

water body in the county. This chapter addresses the amount of turbidity that may be 
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increased in a water body, exemptions from the chapter, approvals needed if an activity is 

proposed that may result in increased turbidity, and violations and enforcement.  

Page 4.10-34 Revise the second sentence of last paragraph as follows: 

However, all future development projects are required to adhere to the County Design 

Criteria Central Coast RWQCB Resolution No. R3-2013-0032, which commits development 

in the region to comply with the NPDES statewide Phase II Municipal General Permit, Order 

No. 2003-0005-DWQ as enforced by the County. 

Page 4.10-35 Revise the last two sentences of the second paragraph as follows: 

BMPs also are specified for different categories of land uses in the County of Santa Cruz 

Design Criteria. and this section of the SCCC indicates that these land uses are subject to 

BMPs in accordance with the SWRCB General Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water 

from Small MS4s (WQ Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ). These categories include single-family 

development on slopes exceeding 30%; commercial developments disturbing 10,000 

square feet or more; automotive repair shops; retail gasoline outlets; restaurants; 

subdivisions with 10 or more housing units; and parking lots 5,000 square feet or more or 

with 25 or more parking spaces. 

Page 4.10-36 Revise the last paragraph as follows: 

Therefore, with implementation of proposed and existing County policies and compliance 

with state regulations and local regulations, including the post-construction requirements 

of Central Coast RWQCB Resolution No. R3-2013-0032 and in County stormwater 

regulations, future development accommodated by the proposed project would avoid or 

minimize adverse water quality effects associated with stormwater runoff, erosion, and 

discharges, resulting in a-less-than-significant impact. 

Page 4.10-37 Add the additional policies in Table 4.10-5 under Water Quality as follows: 

• Require grading, building, and timber harvesting in Water Supply and Least 

Disturbed watersheds to meet strict standards for erosion control and protection 

of water quality and provide a higher level of protection within karst areas of Water 

Supply Watersheds. (ARC-4.2.9)  

• Seek funding for a study to map karst areas and identify management strategies. 

Require geologist to evaluate proposed leachfields, stormwater discharge, road or 

other area of disturbance within areas mapped or suspected to be underlain by 

marble or karst. Any new sewage or stormwater dispersal system shall be located 

at least 100 feet from any sinkhole or other karst feature that would rapidly 

transmit contaminated water. (ARC-4.5.4) 

• ARC-6.1.1 Protect significant geological features such as caves, large rock 

outcrops, inland cliffs and special formations of scenic or scientific value, 
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hydrological features such as karst topography, major waterfalls or springs, and 

paleontological features, through the environmental review process. (ARC—6.1.1d) 

Page 4.10-42 Revise the fourth sentence of the Groundwater Recharge subsection as follows: 

In addition, as discussed above in Impact HYD-1, new development and redevelopment in 

urban areas would be required to adhere to County regulations, the Central Coast RWQCB 

Resolution No. R3-2013-0032, which commits development to incorporate stormwater 

design controls that prioritize LID treatment systems that include features such as bio-

swales and retention/detention basins to facilitate onsite infiltration. 

Page 4.10-52 Add the following new references: 

Kennedy/Jenks Consultants. 2018. San Lorenzo River and North Coast Watersheds 

Sanitary Survey Update. February 2018. Prepared for City of Santa Cruz in 

association with San Lorenzo Valley Water District. Accessed June 22, 2022 at  

https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showpublisheddocument/85117/6376

05784635270000. 

Soquel Creek Water District. 2022. Chromium 6. Accessed June 28, 2022 at 

https://www.soquelcreekwater.org/219/Chromium-6. 

3.2.10 DEIR Section 4.11 – Land Use and Planning 

Page 4.11-8 Add the following new text before the Watsonville Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

subsection as follows: 

It is noted that on June 15, 2022, the AMBAG Board of Directors certified the Final EIR 

prepared for the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(MTP/SCS); made a finding that the SCS achieves the greenhouse gas reduction targets 

established by the California Air Resources Board; adopted the Final 2022 Regional Growth 

Forecast; and adopted the Final 2045 MTP/SCS (AMBAG 2022). This action occurred after 

the issuance of the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP), which establishes the baseline 

condition for the EIR analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update 

Draft EIR and close of the Draft EIR public review period. The EIR reviews the proposed 

project with the adopted plan (2040 MTP/SCS) that was in effect at the time of issuance 

of the NOP and preparation of the Draft EIR. However, it is noted that “Existing/Planned 

Opportunity Areas” within unincorporated Santa Cruz identified in the 2045 MTP/SCS are 

the same as those identified in the 2040 MTP/SCS as described above. The 2045 

MTP/SCS also identifies a “Potential Opportunity Area” that generally encompasses the 

unincorporated Live Oak are between Soquel Avenue and Portola Drive. 

  

https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showpublisheddocument/85117/637605784635270000
https://www.cityofsantacruz.com/home/showpublisheddocument/85117/637605784635270000
https://www.soquelcreekwater.org/219/Chromium-6
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Page 4.11-8 Revise Footnote 1 as follows: 

1 AMBAG created a set of “place types,” which established a set of land use designations 

common to general plans for the three counties and 18 cities in the region during the 

development of the 2040 2035 MTP/SCS. These place type categories are meant to act 

as a common “language” so that the diverse general and specific plans across the 

Monterey Bay Area may be compared in a consistent and standard manner. Metrics and 

characteristics used to determine place type designations include density, setting, 

character, and transportation. Place type categories include urban, suburban, town, non-

urban, and other. According to AMBAG, the place type categories were updated as part of 

the 2045 MTP/SCS on June 15, 2022; see text above. 

Page 4.11-32 Add the following new text before the Watsonville Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 

subsection as follows: 

As previously indicated, AMBAG adopted the 2045 MTP/SCS on June 15, 2022, which 

occurred after the issuance of the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP), which establishes the 

baseline condition for the EIR analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability 

Draft EIR and close of the Draft EIR public review period. This EIR reviews the proposed  

project’s consistency with the adopted plan (2040 MTP/SCS) that was in effect at the time 

of issuance of the NOP and preparation of the Draft EIR.  

Page 4.11-38 Add new citation as follows: 

AMBAG. 2022. Moving Forward Monterey Bay 2045 – 2045 Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy. Adopted June 15,2022. Accessed June 

27, 2022 at  https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-

plan-sustainable-communities-strategy.  

3.2.11 DEIR Section 4.13 - Population and Housing 

Page 4.13-3 Add new text to the end of the second paragraph as follows: 

It is noted that on June 15, 2022, the AMBAG Board of Directors adopted the Final 2022 

Regional Growth Forecast (AMBAG 2022b), which occurred after the issuance of the EIR 

Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Sustainability Update, which establishes the baseline 

condition for the EIR analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update 

Draft EIR and close of the Draft EIR public review period. Therefore, this EIR reviews the 

proposed project with the adopted Regional Growth Forecast that was in effect at the time 

of issuance of the NOP and preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Page 4.13-4 Revise the text of the first paragraph as follows: 

In its 2018 Regional Growth Forecast, AMBAG projected a higher number of housing units 

in the county in 2020 than actually occurred based on DOF estimates as reported in 2020 

Census data. AMBAG forecasted 57,848 housing units in 2020 within the county’s 

https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy
https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy
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unincorporated area and 109,179 for the county as a whole, while the DOF’s 2020 Census 

estimates of the actual number of housing units as of January 1, 2020 were 57,662 

57,327 and 106,135106,345, respectively. Table 4.13-4 shows the existing and projected 

housing units within the county from 2020 through 2040. 

Page 4.13-5 Add new text to the end of the top paragraph before Section 4.13.13 as follows: 

It is noted that on June 15, 2022, the AMBAG Board of Directors adopted the Final 2022 

Regional Growth Forecast (AMBAG 2022b), which occurred after the issuance of the EIR 

Notice of Preparation (NOP), which establishes the baseline condition for the EIR analyses, 

as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update Draft EIR and close of the Draft EIR 

public review period. Therefore, this EIR reviews the proposed  project with the adopted 

Regional Growth Forecast that was in effect at the time of issuance of the NOP and 

preparation of the Draft EIR. 

Page 4.13-7 Correct typo in Table 4.13-7 as follows: 

Table 4.13-7. Santa Cruz County Employment Forecast, 2020-2040 

Year 
Santa Cruz County 

(Unincorporated) 

Santa Cruz County  

(Whole) 

2025 40,826 124,141 125,141 

 

Page 4.13-8 Revise the last sentence of the second paragraph under the Regional Housing Needs 

Requirements subsection: 

The draft 2023-2031 RHNA Plan was released by HCD in April 2022 and allocates shares 

of the regional housing need to AMBAG’s member jurisdictions. AMBAG has received The 

2023-2031 regional allocation from HCD is 33,274 units, which is approximately three 

times higher than the existing allocation for the region (33,274 units).  The allocation for 

unincorporated Santa Cruz County is 4,634 dwelling units for 2023-2031 (AMBAG 2022a). 

Page 4.13-16 Revise the last paragraph as follows: 

The proposed project would allow for 4,500 net new dwelling units, which is somewhat 

higher than the 3,179 3,514 new units based on AMBAG’s current projections shown in 

Table 4.13-4 above. It is also noted, that the estimated growth of new dwelling units used 

for the EIR analyses is similar to, but slightly below, draft RHNA allocation of 4,634 housing 

units released in April 2022 for unincorporated Santa Cruz County for the years 2023-

2031.  
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Page 4.13-17 Add new citations as follows: 

AMBAG. 2022a. Draft 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 2023-2031. April 

2022. Accessed July 26, 2022 at  https://www.ambag.org/plans/regional-

housing-planning. 

AMBAG. 2022b. Moving Forward Monterey Bay 2045 – 2045 Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan/ Sustainable Communities Strategy. Adopted June 15,2022. Accessed June 

27, 2022 at  https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-

plan-sustainable-communities-strategy. 

3.2.12 DEIR Section 4.15 - Transportation 

Page 4.15-5 to Revise first and second paragraph under Rail Service as follows: 

Page 4.15-6  

There is currently no year-round passenger rail service in Santa Cruz County. The Santa 

Cruz Branch Rail Line, which was acquired by the SCCRTC in 2012, formerly provided 

freight rail service is an active rail line with some portions of the rail line out of service. Rail 

operations were active on the entire length of the rail line until 2009; however, freight rail 

operations have not occurred north of San Andreas Road since 2017 and north of Lee 

Road in the City of Watsonville since 2018. This 135+-year old rail transportation corridor 

parallels Highway 1, extending almost 32 miles from just south of the county line near 

Watsonville to Davenport in north Santa Cruz County. The right-of-way (ROW) is generally 

50 to 60 feet wide with 37 bridges and trestles, including major crossings of the Pajaro 

River, Highway 1, Soquel Creek, the Santa Cruz Yacht Harbor and the San Lorenzo River. 

The corridor links major activity centers as it traverses downtown Watsonville, Aptos 

Village, Capitola Village and the Santa Cruz Beach area near downtown Santa Cruz. The 

Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line was most recently used for freight and recreational passenger 

service. 

The SCCRTC purchased the rail corridor to preserve the corridor for existing and future 

transportation uses, including freight rail, passenger rail service/transit, and bicycle and 

pedestrian facilities (SCCRTC 2018). In 2015 the SCCRTC completed the Santa Cruz Rail 

Transit Feasibility Study, which evaluated the feasibility of adding rail transit service on the 

Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line between Santa Cruz and Watsonville. The passage of Measure 

D required an analysis to determine the future potential use of the corridor that would best 

serve Santa Cruz County residents and visitors. The SCCRTC’s Unified Corridor Investment 

Study, completed in January 2019, contains an analysis of the options for transportation 

uses of the rail ROW. One of the outcomes of this study was to protect preserve the Santa 

Cruz Branch Rail Line for high-capacity public transit adjacent to a bicycle and pedestrian 

trail. SCCRTC, in partnership with METRO, initiated the Transit Corridor Alternatives 

Analysis in 2019, which is evaluatesing public transit investment options that provide an 

https://www.ambag.org/plans/regional-housing-planning
https://www.ambag.org/plans/regional-housing-planning
https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy
https://www.ambag.org/plans/2045-metropolitan-transportation-plan-sustainable-communities-strategy
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integrated transit network for Santa Cruz County utilizing all or part of the length of the rail 

ROW as a dedicated transit facility (SCCRTC 2022). The Transit Corridor Alternatives 

Analysis is complete and identified electric passenger rail as the locally preferred 

alternative for transit on the Santa Cruz Branch Rail Line.  

Page 4.15-8 Revise first paragraph of Section 4.15.1.4, Funding Transportation Improvements as 

follows: 

A number of state, regional, county and local agencies are involved with transportation 

planning and implementation of transportation programs and improvements within Santa 

Cruz County. Caltrans manages the state highway system and implements highway 

maintenance and safety projects. However, SCCRTC often implements highway 

improvements and is critical to helping fund state highway improvements within the 

county. The SCCRTC is the state-designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency 

Authority (RTPA) for transportation planning activities in Santa Cruz County. SCCRTC 

oversees planning and funding programs for local and countywide projects within Santa 

Cruz County using state and federal transportation funds. The 12-member SCCRTC Bboard 

includes representatives from local cities and agencies within the county and is composed 

of the five County Supervisors, one representative from each local city, and three 

representatives from Santa Cruz METRO.  

Page 4.15-8 Revise third paragraph of Section 4.15.1.4, Funding Transportation Improvements as 

follows: 

In 2016, residents in Santa Cruz County passed Measure D, a 30-year ½-cent sales tax 

measure that provides funding to highway projects, local streets and roads projects, and 

alternative transportation infrastructure projects. The Measure D sales tax allocates a 

portion of the funds to three sets of auxiliary lane projects on Highway 1 between Soquel 

Ave and State Park Drive. Measure D funds provide a local source of funds that helps 

leverage additional funds from state and federal sources. Measure D also allows for 

Highway 1 improvements between State Park Drive and Freedom Boulevard and provides 

funding directly to local jurisdictions, including the County of Santa Cruz, funding to the 

MBSST/Coastal Rail Trail, of which several sections are located in the County of 

Santa Cruz, and provides funding for transit service countywide. 

Page 4.15-8 Revise first sentence of last paragraph as follows: 

Local projects are often partially funded with by a combination of regional, state, and/or 

federal grants and resources. 

Page 4.15-9 Revise third sentence as follows: 

The SCCRTC’s Regional Transportation Plan provides Both documents The show 

“constrained” and “unconstrained” project lists. 
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Page 4.15-12 Add new text at the end of the first paragraph as follows: 

The 2045 RTP was adopted by the SCCRTC on June 16, 2022, which occurred after the 

issuance of the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP), which establishes the baseline condition 

for the EIR analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update Draft EIR and 

close of the Draft EIR public review period.  

Page 4.15-13 Add the following new text before the Impact Conclusion subsection as follows: 

The proposed Access + Mobility (AM) Element provides updated road classifications as 

shown in Table 4.15-1; road classifications are illustrated on county roads in Figure 3-4 in 

Chapter 3, Project Description. Further illustrations and information are provided in 

Appendix A of the County Design Guidelines. 

Page 4.15-25 Revise Table 4.15-6 to include the following proposed policies and implementation 

strategies as follows: 

• Update the SCCC to require employers and large development to provide TDM 

Plans and programs to provide infrastructure, resources, and planning that 

supports and incentivizes travel by non-drive alone modes in order to reduce VMT. 

(AM-1-1d) 

• Encourage and allow developers to provide multimodal improvements that shift 

travelers from vehicles to alternative modes of transportation to improve LOS and 

simultaneously reduce VMT. (AM-6.2.2) 

Page 4.15-26 Revise Mitigation Measure TRA-2 as follows: 

MM TRA-2:  TDM Program: Add an implementation strategy to evaluate other parking-

related measures that, if feasible, could become part of the County’s TDM 

requirements, including but not limited to: reduced parking requirements 

for commercial and residential uses, implementation of paid parking, and 

potential use of fees to help fund transit, and if paid parking is 

implemented, consider directing funds or a portion of funds to public 

transit and active transportation projects. 

Page 4.15-31 Revise the first full sentence as follows: 

It is noted that on June 15, 2022, the AMBAG Board of Directors certified the Final EIR 

prepared for the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

(MTP/SCS); made a finding that the SCS achieves the greenhouse gas reduction targets 

established by the California Air Resources Board; adopted the Final 2022 Regional Growth 

Forecast; and adopted the Final 2045 MTP/SCS (AMBAG 2022). This action occurred after 

the issuance of the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP), which establishes the baseline 

condition for the EIR analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update 

Draft EIR and close of the Draft EIR public review period. The EIR reviews the proposed 
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project with the adopted plan (2040 MTP/SCS) that was in effect at the time of issuance 

of the NOP and preparation of the Draft EIR. 

3.2.13 DEIR Section 4.16 – Utilities and Service Systems 

Page 4.16-1 Revise first paragraph as follows: 

See also Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, for discussions and impact analyses 

regarding surface and groundwater resources and public stormwater drainage facilities. 

Page 4.16-31 Add new text before last sentence of Section 4.16.3.2 as follows: 

See Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, for discussion and impact analyses 

regarding public stormwater drainage facilities. 

Page 4.16-33 Revise second paragraph as follows: 

While most agencies have CIPs or infrastructure master plans to plan for improvements to 

repair, upgrade, and/or replace public utility infrastructure, there are no known facilities 

that would be required as a result of future development accommodated by the 

Sustainability Update based on discussions with service providers. Existing sewer line 

capacity issues in the Soquel area are being addressed with planned improvements by the 

SCCSD. The SCCSD would continue to monitor sewer pipelines and review projects as they 

are proposed to ensure that adequate capacity exists. See Section 4.10, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, regarding stormwater drainage infrastructure. 

Page 4.16-33 Add new paragraph before the last paragraph as follows: 

As indicated in Section 4.10, Hydrology and Water Quality, a Master Plan Update for the 

Zone 5 Flood Control District, which generally covers Live Oak, Soquel and the City of 

Capitola, is being prepared with a focus on the regional facilities within the zone (generally 

36-inch diameter pipes and larger as well as open channels), assessing the condition and 

capacity of the facilities. The objective is to develop a maintenance program, a Capital 

Improvement Program, an impact fee analysis for future development, as well as an 

engineer’s report to be potentially used for future funding or financing of maintenance 

activities and identified projects. The Master Plan Update is expected to be completed by 

June 2023.  

3.2.14 DEIR Section 5.3 – Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Page 5-6 Revise first paragraph as follows: 

The proposed Sustainability Update does not include new or amended policies or 

regulations that would result in construction or expansion of major infrastructure or public 
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facilities that could remove obstacles to growth. However, proposed policy revisions in the 

Agriculture, Natural Resources + Conservation (ARC) Element discourage, rather than 

prohibit, expansion of County-controlled sewer facilities onto agricultural lands in the 

absence of public health considerations for existing development (ARC-1.1.13). According 

to this policy, any sewer lines allowed on commercial agricultural lands also would need 

to be located well below tillable soil depths and with sufficient construction and buffers 

from pipelines to ensure public health and safety.  

The proposed amendments would allow extension of sewer and water lines on commercial 

agricultural lands in the coastal zone, but only under specified circumstances that 

would require safeguards to ensure that such facilities would not result in the 

subsequent conversions of commercial agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses due 

to the utility extensions (ARC-1.1-14). These circumstances include: (a) water 

transmission lines along the North Coast to the City of Santa Cruz for irrigation and related 

agricultural uses, including limited agricultural employee/farmworker housing; (b) sewer 

transmission lines to and from the City of Watsonville sewage treatment plant without 

service to affected parcels, except where necessary to allow for agricultural 

employee/farmworker housing; (c) water and sewer lines to serve existing development 

which has failing wells and/or sewage disposal systems; (d) placement of water and sewer 

lines that provides access to wastewater treatment and distribution facilities to serve 

essential public/quasi-public facilities, where findings have been made that no location is 

available for the use off of commercial agricultural land and with access to sewer and water 

service, and that no other alternatives are available to provide access to water and 

wastewater treatment; and (e) placement of water and sewer lines that provide access to 

wastewater treatment and distribution facilities, if the purpose is to prevent saltwater 

intrusion, recharge groundwater basins, or provide tertiary treated wastewater for 

agricultural uses and purposes; and/or provide service to other public/quasi-public uses 

and facilities as may be approved by the County (ARC-1.14). ARC-1.1.15 would require 

other safeguards to protect agricultural lands, including: however, prohibiting hookups to 

trunk lines through commercial agricultural lands and levying of assessment fees against 

commercial agricultural land for the construction of sewage transmission lines running 

through the commercial agricultural parcels and locating water and sewer lines on 

commercial agricultural land below the tillable soil depth, with buffers as may be advised 

by agricultural professionals. These safeguards are also in included in SCCC section 

16.50.080(C).  

Thus, proposed policy revisions clarify and limit the scope of any utility extensions and 

would not lead to indirect growth inducement (or conversion of agricultural lands) as a 

result of potential extension of water or sewer lines for protection of public health and 

safety and/or as part of recycled water projects. 
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3.2.15 DEIR Section 7.2.2 – Dudek Team 

Page 7-2 Add Technical Team Members as follows: 

Michael Williams Paleontology 

3.2.16 DEIR Appendix E – Biological Resources - Special Status Species Plant 

And Wildlife Lists 

Revise and update Special-Status Plant and Wildlife Species Lists as shown in Appendix B 

of this document. 
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4 DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter includes the comment letters received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) 

for the Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update of the County General Plan and Local Coastal Program 

(LCP) and County Code (Sustainability Update or project), and provides responses to individual comments 

that were submitted by agencies, organizations, and individuals as summarized below in Section 4.2. 

Section 4.3 provides the comment letters, and a response to each comment is provided immediately 

following each letter. Appropriate changes that have been made to the Draft EIR text based on these 

comments and responses are provided in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines section 15088(a) requires a lead agency to 

evaluate and provide written responses to comments raising significant environmental issues. section 

15204(a) provides guidance on the focus of review of EIRs as follows: 

In reviewing draft EIRs, persons and public agencies should focus on the sufficiency of the 

document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways 

in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are 

most helpful when they suggest additional specific alternatives or mitigation measures that 

would provide better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects. At the 

same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms 

of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the magnitude of the project at 

issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the 

project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, 

study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commentors. When 

responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 

issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good 

faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. 

In reviewing comments and providing responses on the following pages, sections 15088(a) and 15204(a) 

of the CEQA Guidelines are considered. The focus is on providing responses to comments that raise 

significant environmental issues. 

4.2 LIST OF COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED 

The Draft EIR was published and circulated for review and comment by the public and other interested 

parties, agencies, and organizations for a 45-day public review period from April 14, 2022 through May 31, 

2022. Electronic copies of the document were distributed to the State Clearinghouse. A Notice of Availability 
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of the Draft EIR was sent to agencies and interested parties. The Draft EIR also was available for public 

review on the County’s website and by appointment at the Santa Cruz County Planning Department (701 

Ocean Street, Fourth Floor in Santa Cruz). Hard copies of the Draft EIR were also available at Santa Cruz 

Public Libraries (Felton and Downtown), and at the Watsonville  Library. An on-line (virtual) public meeting 

was held on May 9, 2022 to explain the project and take oral comments on the Draft EIR. 

Fourteen letters of comment were received; agencies, organizations and individuals that submitted written 

comments on the Draft EIR are outlined below. Several questions regarding the project were asked at the 

public meeting on the Draft EIR, but no comments on the Draft EIR were presented orally at that meeting. 

The transcript is attached. In addition, one late comment is provided, which is attached, but no responses 

are required as it was received after the close of the public review period. 

The following comment letters were received: 

A.  Local, Regional, and State Agencies 

A1 Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) 

A2 City of Santa Cruz Water Department 

A3 Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission 

A4 California Coastal Commission 

A5 California Department of Toxic Substances Control 

A6 California Department of Transportation 

A7 Department of California Highway Patrol 

B. Organizations 

B1 Sierra Club 

C. Individuals 

C1 Betsey Andersen 

C2 Michael Guth 

C3 Becky Steinbruner (Four separate emails) 

C4 Wayne Thompson 

C5 Alex Vartan 

C6 Colleen Young 

D. Draft EIR Public Meeting 

D1 Comment Transcript 

Late Comments – No Response Required  

Sandra Baron 
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4.3 PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Agencies, organizations, and individuals that submitted written comments on the Draft EIR are outlined 

above in Section 4.1, List of Comment Letters Received. Each comment letter is included in this section, 

followed by responses to the comments. As indicated above, section 15088(a) of the CEQA Guidelines 

requires a lead agency to evaluate comments on environmental issues and provide written responses to 

all significant environmental issues. Therefore, the emphasis of the responses is on significant 

environmental issues raised by the commenters (CEQA Guidelines section 15204[a]). Changes that have 

been made to the Draft EIR text based on these comments and responses are provided in the Chapter 3 of 

this document.  
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LETTER A1: AMBAG 

A1-1 Acronyms and Abbreviations. The commenter requests revisions to Acronyms and Abbreviations 

to include Council of Governments.  

 Response: The requested revision has been made; see Section 3.2.1 in Chapter 3, Changes to 

Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-2 Air Quality. The commenter requests a revision on page 4.30-22 in the Air Quality section.  

 Response: The requested revision regarding a minor typo has been made; see Section 3.2.5 in 

Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-3 Biological Resources. The commenter requests a revision on page 4.4-41 in the Biological 

Resources section.  

 Response: The requested revision regarding a minor typo has been made; see Section 3.2.6 in 

Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions. the commenter requests a revision on page 4.48-25 in the 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of the Draft EIR.  

 Response: The requested revision regarding a minor typo has been made; see Section 3.2.8 in 

Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-5 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The 

commenter requests that the Draft EIR text on pages 4.8-34, 4.11-7, and 4.11-8 be updated to 

reflect adoption of the 2045 MTP/SCS.  

 Response: The Draft EIR text has been updated on pages 4.8-34, 4.8-35, 4.11-8, 4.11-32, and 

4.15-31 to acknowledge that the 2045 MTP/SCS was adopted by AMBAG on June 2022 after 

the release of the Draft EIR and after the close of the Draft EIR public review period; see Sections 

3.2.8, 3.2.10, 3.2.11, and 3.2.12 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. However, 

it is noted that as explained on pages 4.0-3 to 4.0-4, the description of the existing physical 

environment and conditions are those that exist at the time the EIR Notice of Preparation (NOP) 

is published, which was July 1, 2020 for the proposed Sustainability Update. The 2040 MTP/SCS 

was the adopted version in effect at that time and during the preparation of the Draft EIR. 

A1-6 Housing Unit Numbers. The commenter requests reconciliation of actual 2020 housing unit 

numbers reported in the text and Table 4.13-4, as well as in calculations on page 4.13-16.  

 Response: The numbers in the text referring Department of Finance (DOF) data was outdated 

information that was intended to be replaced with 2020 Census data, which is correctly shown 

in Table 4.13-4. The text on page 4.13-4 and page 4.13-16 has been updated to align with the 
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information in Table 4.13-4, consistent with 2020 Census data; see Section 3.2.11 in Chapter 

3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-7 Employment Numbers. The commenter requests a correction to the employment number for 

Santa Cruz County in 2025 to match AMBAG’s 2018 Regional Growth Forecast.  

 Response: The typographical error has been corrected as requested; see Section 3.2.11 in 

Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-8 Regional Housing Needs Allocation. The commenter requests a revision on page 4.13-8 in the 

Population and Housing section to add information on the 2023-2031 regional allocation.  

 Response: The requested revision has been made; see Section 3.2.11 in Chapter 3, Changes to 

Draft EIR, of this document. 

A1-9 Population Growth Forecasts. The commenter states that AMBAG’s 2022 Regional Growth 

Forecast estimates lower population and housing unit growth in Santa Cruz County than was 

estimated in the 2018 Regional Growth Forecast, suggesting that the Sustainability Update could 

generate significantly more population growth than forecasted by AMBAG.  

 Response: The County acknowledges the adoption of 2022 Regional Growth Forecast by the 

AMBAG Board of Directors on June 15, 2022, which shows a lower population increase between 

2020 and 2040 in the unincorporated area (2,132) instead of 4,754 in the 2018 Forecast as 

indicated on Draft EIR pages 4.13-3 and 4.13-5. However, as explained in Response to Comment 

A1-5, the description of the existing physical environment and conditions are those that exist at 

the time the EIR NOP was published, which was July 1, 2020 for the proposed Sustainability 

Update. The 2040 MTP/SCS, including the Regional Growth Forecast, was the adopted version 

in effect at that time. The adoption of the 2022 Regional Growth forecast occurred after the 

issuance of the proposed project NOP, which establishes the baseline condition for the EIR 

analyses, as well as after the release of the Sustainability Update Draft EIR and close of the Draft 

EIR public review period. Therefore, this EIR reviews the proposed project with the adopted 

Regional Growth Forecast that was in effect at the time of issuance of the NOP and preparation 

of the Draft EIR. 

 While the projected growth in the Draft EIR is this greater than AMBAG’s population forecast, the 

growth rate resulting from the project would continue to be consistent with historic growth rates 

and the County’s Measure J annual growth rates as discussed on Draft EIR pages 4.13-13 to 

4.13-15. As indicated, the proposed Sustainability Update could accommodate an increase of 

approximately 4,500 new dwelling units between 2020 and 2040, which could generate 

approximately 11,385 new residents based on the average household size in unincorporated 

Santa Cruz County. This estimate provides a worst-case scenario of theoretical maximum project 

buildout for the purposes of CEQA analysis, and it is not known whether this growth would actually 

occur. In addition, the housing unit numbers in the Draft EIR reflect recent state legislation that 

is intended to increase housing development. Furthermore, although the current draft RHNA 
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numbers were released after the preparation and release of the Draft EIR, the allocation for the 

unincorporated County area (4,634 housing units)  in the 2023-2031 RHNA Plan  is significantly 

higher than the last RHNA and also slightly higher than the estimated growth analyzed in the EIR. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13.3.3, residential development within the unincorporated 

area is subject to annual growth rates and residential building permit limits established by the 

County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors. Compliance with Measure J, proposed policies, and 

the Santa Cruz County Code (SCCC) would result in establishment of annual growth rates that 

generally would be consistent with regional and state projections. Therefore, the proposed 

project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in the unincorporated area of 

Santa Cruz County.  

 Furthermore, AMBAG’s growth projections are updated every four years and are prepared with 

considerable input from local jurisdictions. As AMBAG projections are developed in part based 

on locally adopted land use plans, the local basis for AMBAG’s successive projections would shift 

if the County were to adopt the proposed project, and it is expected that subsequent projections 

would be adjusted if needed to reflect locally adopted land use plans and actual population 

growth trends.  

A1-10 Housing Unit Numbers. The commenter requests a revision to the numbers calculated for 

housing units on page 4.13-16.  

 Response: The requested revision has been made; see also response to Comment A1-7 and 

Section 3.2.11 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 
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LETTER A2: City of Santa Cruz Water Department 

A2-1 Fisheries Conservation. The commenter notes that fisheries conservation is a big priority for both 

the County and City of Sana Cruz and supports recommendations in Table 4.4-3 regarding 

requirements for new water diversions, dams, and reservoirs. The comment also suggests 

consideration of similarly protective policies related to groundwater use in priority coho recovery 

and water supply watersheds.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, and it also noted that the table referenced in the 

comment is in the Draft EIR, which summarizes General Plan/LCP policies that avoid/minimize 

potential impacts to special status species. See following responses to specific comments 

regarding fisheries. 

A2-2 Fisheries. The commenter recommends addressing Monterey roach rather than California roach 

and sculpin species other than/in addition to riffle sculpin in the EIR analyses to be more 

responsive to overall fisheries conservation efforts.  

 Response: The comment appears to be in reference to text on page 4.4-16, which is summarizing 

a study that looked at regional wildlife corridors and wildlife linkages. The referenced fish were 

those selected for that study, but is not meant to be a list of locally representative fish species. 

While the Draft EIR analyses did not identify potential development or policy/regulatory changes 

that would adversely impact fish species or habitat, site-specific project review by the County 

would consider relevant species as part of future development proposals along or near local 

streams. 

A2-3 Stream Protection Policies. The commenter suggests that inclusion of policies of streams other 

than those listed (including Laguna Creek) for coho recovery would better reflect current fisheries 

conservation efforts.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment will be taken into 

consideration as part of the review of the project by County staff and decision makers. However, 

it is noted that proposed Sustainability Update policies support implementation of steelhead and 

coho salmon conservation strategies (ARC-3.1.12) as summarized in Table 4.4-3 on page 4.4-

31 of the Draft EIR. The proposed General Plan’s Agriculture, Natural Resources + Conservation 

(ARC) Element contains policies and implementation strategies to protect streams and the fish 

species that use them as habitat. In addition to those listed in Tables 4.4-3 and 4.4-4, the 

following policies and implementation strategies support fishery conservation efforts:  

• ARC-3.2d: Cooperate with agencies on the implementation of the Pajaro River Corridor 

Management Plan and Lagoon Management Plan for the lower Pajaro River, including 

specific habitat restoration projects for the river and its tributaries. 

• ARC-3.3b: Establish a program to identify and re-vegetate disturbed areas in riparian 

corridors.  



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-16 

• ARC-3.3d: Continue implementation of the Stream Wood Program with the goal of 

increasing the amount of large woody material in streams to benefit steelhead, coho 

salmon and other aquatic species.  

• ARC-3.4g Manage anadromous sport fishing so overall productivity of the native fish 

population is enhanced and restored; discourage introduction of non-native species into 

streams. 

• ARC-4.2.2: Designating Least Disturbed Watersheds that support clear running streams 

(includes Laguna Creek).  

• Objective ARC-4.3: To protect and restore in-stream flows to ensure a full range of 

beneficial uses, including fish and wildlife habitat and visual amenities, as part of an 

ecosystem-based approach to watershed management and groundwater management 

that also takes into account the projected effects of climate change. 

• ARC-4.3.1: Support programs, policies, and projects that protect and enhance dry-season 

minimum stream flows for anadromous fish runs to the greatest extent feasible. 

• ARC-4.3.2: Designate the following streams as Critical Water Supply Streams: Laguna, 

Majors, Liddell, San Vicente, Mill and Reggiardo Creeks and their tributaries; San Lorenzo 

River and its tributaries above the City of Santa Cruz; Soquel Creek and its tributaries; 

Corralitos Creek and Browns Valley Creek and their tributaries upstream of the City of 

Watsonville diversion points. Seek to restore in-stream flows where full allocation may 

harm the full range of beneficial uses. 

• ARC-4.3a: Monitor existing and proposed, stream diversions and applications for water 

rights. Work with water users to minimize existing impacts and protect adequate in-stream 

flows based on the following considerations: (a) Normal summer and fall streamflows 

should be preserved and enhanced; (b) Adequate winter and spring baseflows should be 

preserved for fish migration and spawning and juvenile growth; (c) Stream flows should be 

maintained at adequate levels for sediment transport to preserve or enhance downstream 

habitat, and to allow for natural, seasonal lagoon sand berm breaching; (d) Groundwater 

recharge areas should be protected. 

• ARC-4.3f: Request the intervention of the State Water Resources Control Board, the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and other agencies to evaluate and act 

on unauthorized surface water diversions and underflow extractions. 

• ARC-4.3g: Develop more detailed information on streamflow characteristics, water use, 

sediment transport, plant and soil moisture requirements, and habitat needs of Critical 

Water Supply Streams and streams located in the Coastal Zone. Use this information to 

formulate a more detailed strategy for maintenance and enhancement of streamflows on 

Critical Water Supply Streams and provide a basis for cooperative management of 

watershed ecosystems and inter-connected groundwater. 

A2-4 Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs). The commenter suggests adding all adopted HCPs, including 

the City of Santa Cruz Operations and Maintenance HCP (OMHCP) and notes that the OMHCP 
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includes standards for minimum protective flows for several streams within the County’s 

jurisdiction that may have bearing on policy development and future project approvals.  

 Response: A search of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife’s (USFWS’s) Environmental Conservation Online 

System (ECOS) identified 23 adopted HCPs in Santa Cruz County since the late 1999s, although 

the OMHCP does not yet appear on the list. Most of the HCPs within unincorporated Santa Cruz 

County have expired, except for the Interim HCP for Mount Hermon June Beetle and Ben Lomond 

Spineflower that is reported in the Draft EIR and the Seascape Uplands Long-Toed Salamander 

HCP. The EIR text has been revised to include summary of the City’s OMHCP and the Seascape 

HCP.  See Section 3.2.6 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A2-5 Mitigation Banks. The commenter suggests that inclusion of policies that provide mechanisms 

for developing mitigation banks, particularly related to riparian corridors, would be valuable.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. However, in response to this comment, a new General Plan implementation strategy is 

proposed for addition to the ARC Element:  

• ARC-3.3k Consider the creation of a mitigation bank program or participation in a similar 

regional program, along with the needed criteria, to provide a mechanism to offset impacts 

to riparian corridors and wetlands in those cases where the environmental benefit of a 

regional or community approach is greater than that of on-site mitigation.   

In addition, existing Implementation Strategy ARC-3.2b addresses incentives for property owners 

to enhance riparian corridors: 

• ARC-3.2b Encourage enhancement and restoration of sensitive habitats on private lands 

by providing technical assistance and available resource information to property owners. 

Work to develop incentives for habitat restoration. 

A2-6 Steelhead Habitat/Range. The commenter indicates that the range (habitat) for the south-central 

steelhead is incorrect in Appendix E.  

 Response: The range was re-checked and has been corrected; see revised Draft EIR Appendix E 

that is included as Appendix B in this document. 

A2-7 Liddell and Laguna Watersheds. In reference to the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the 

Draft EIR, the commenter states that the analysis of North Coast watersheds should be inclusive 

of other major watersheds including Liddell and Laguna, which are significant water supply 

watersheds, and Laguna is a priority watershed for coho recovery.  

 Response: Liddell and Laguna watersheds are identified on page 4.10-1 and in Figure 4.10-2 of 

the Draft EIR, and thus, within the unincorporated county area considered in the EIR analyses. 

Within the regional characterization of watersheds within the County as set forth in the Santa 

Cruz County Regional Integrated Water Management Plan, these two watersheds are considered 

smaller watersheds, but part of the 15 major watersheds identified in this plan (County of Santa 
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Cruz Health Services Agency 2014). Comment regarding importance as water supply watersheds 

and coho recovery (Laguna) is acknowledged. 

A2-8 Santa Cruz County Code Chapter 16.24. The commenter indicates that the County’s Water 

Quality Ordinance (Chapter 16.24) should be included.  

 Response: The requested revision has been added; see Section 3.2.9 in Chapter 3, Changes to 

Draft EIR, of this document. 

A2-9 Additional Policies. The commenter suggests that inclusion of karst-protective standards and 

policies is appropriate as several County water supply and priority coho recovery watersheds are 

unique in their being influenced by karst geology, as well as policies that preserve the opportunity 

for groundwater recharge in decommissioned quarries, where feasible.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. However, it is noted that karst topography is considered a protective feature and 

addressed in the ARC Element with regard to protection of water quality. Draft EIR Table 4.10-5 

has been updated to include additional polices; see Section 3.2.9 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft 

EIR, of this document. 

A2-10 Drinking Water Quality - Sanitary Surveys.  The commenter states that reference to approved 

drinking water sanitary surveys, including the City's 2018 survey of the San Lorenzo and North 

Coast watersheds, would provide better linkage between adequately protective water quality 

policies and the real challenges facing surface water purveyors related to utilization of water from 

impaired water bodies, such as the City’s use of winter water from the San Lorenzo River. The 

comment further indicates that pollutants related to onsite wastewater disposal systems (nitrate, 

constituents of emerging concern (CECs), pathogens, etc.) or high road density and other land 

disturbance (turbidity and sediment) can present challenges to water supply reliability and overall 

protection of the beneficial uses of water bodies.  

 Response: Surface water quality conditions are addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.10-11 to 4.20-

26. In response to this comment, additional text has been added to describe the scope and 

conclusions of the cited 2018 Sanitary Survey; see Section 3.2.9 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft 

EIR, of this document. 

A2-11 Water Quality.  The commenter states that in addition to the protective policies for fisheries 

related to new water diversions mentioned in the Biological Resources section, it would be helpful 

to have similar policy language that is protective of other downstream beneficial uses of water 

including municipal water supply (MUN). For example, clear alignment of project permitting 

standards with policies related to karst, groundwater recharge, riparian corridor, instream flow 

and groundwater dependent ecosystem (GDEs) protection will be important for successful 

implementation of water resources-related sustainability policies.  
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 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, objectives, policies, and implementation 

strategies throughout the proposed Sustainability Update General Plan/LCP Elements work 

together to control the impacts of development on water supply, including minimum lot sizes in 

protected watersheds and primary recharge areas. See, in particular, Objective, ARC-4.5 

Groundwater Protection + Overdraft and associated policies and implementation strategies. In 

addition, existing County Code provisions continue to control the level of development in rural 

areas with protected resources through use of riparian and wetland buffers, as well as the Rural 

Density Matrix that establishes the amount of development that can occur given presence of 

protected resources.   

A2-12 Mitigation Banking and Incentive Programs. The commenter suggests that mitigation banking 

and incentive programs and policies also apply in this section and could also be extended to 

include broader water resource issues such as dedication of water rights to instream flows 

and related activities.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR, although there is a general reference to the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the 

Draft EIR. See Response to Comment A2-5. 

A2-13 General Comment. The commenter states several issues raised in the comments may be more 

appropriate to address elsewhere in the document. and general alignment of the Sustainability 

Update with special-status species recovery plans, groundwater sustainability plans, water supply 

reliability plans, the Regional Conservation Investment Strategy, drinking water watershed 

sanitary surveys, total maximum daily load and other natural resource related planning efforts 

and consistent implementation of these policies - particularly in water supply and priority coho 

recovery watersheds while permitting projects will make this effort more robust.  

 Response: See Draft EIR pages 4.4-29 to 4.4-31 regarding special status species impacts and 

protection, pages 4.10-38 to 4.10-42 regarding groundwater sustainability impacts, Section 

4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, regarding water supply plans, Response to Comment A2-10 

regarding drinking water watershed sanitary surveys, A2-12 regarding the protection of 

groundwater protection, and Draft EIR pages 4.10-33 to 4.10-38 regarding surface water quality 

impacts.  
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LETTER A3: Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC) 

A3-1 Road Network and Street Types. The commenter recommends that the Draft EIR provide 

examples of roadways typology.  

 Response: The county road classifications are depicted on county roads on Figure 3-4. In 

addition, further illustrations and information are provided in Appendix A of the proposed County 

Design Guidelines. Text in Section 4.15 has been clarified to make reference to this figure and 

the Design Guidelines; see Section 3.2.12 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document.  

A3-2 Rail Service. The commenter recommends text clarifications on Draft EIR pages 4.15-5 and 4.15-

6, and 4.15-8 regarding rail service.  

 Response: The requested revisions have been made; see Section 3.2.12 in Chapter 3, Changes 

to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A3-3 Funding Transportation Improvements. The commenter recommends text clarifications on Draft 

EIR page 4.15-8 regarding funding transportation improvements.  

 Response: The requested revisions have been made; see Section 3.2.120 in Chapter 3, Changes 

to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A3-4 2045 Regional Transportation Plan. The commenter asks that Section 4.15.2.3 include the 2045 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), to be adopted June 16, 2022.  

 Response: The requested revisions have been made; see Section 3.2.120 in Chapter 3, Changes 

to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A3-5 Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Stations. The commenter recommends that the County require 

applicants seeking permits for new residential and commercial buildings to include EV charging 

infrastructure in their project design to increase use of clean vehicles, reduce greenhouse gas 

(GHG) emissions, and support transition to EVs.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, it is noted that the Sustainability Update 

includes policies that support electric vehicles and new EV charging infrastructure at public 

facilities, parking lots and new development (AM-1.1g, AM-1.1.8, AM-10.1.4; see Tables 4.6-2 

(page 4.6-12), 4.8-5 (page 4.8-3), and 4.15-7 (page 4.15-27),  The County also  anticipates an 

update to the CalGreen Code that requires charging stations for commercial development and 

do not want to create a conflict with state code. 

 A3-6 Access to Public Transit. The commenter recommends that the County require new developments 

identify accessible access to the nearest transit stop and invest in improvements to increase 

access to transit.  



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-24 

Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, it is noted that the Sustainability 

Update includes policies that support and/or require new development to support alternative 

transportation, including construction of bus turnouts, bus shelters and parking for busses 

(AM-1.2.1); see Table and 4.15-7 (page 4.15-27), In addition, project applicants are required 

to mitigate the development’s impact related to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). They are 

allowed to choose from a variety of TDM strategies that reduce VMT, including investment in 

transit.  

A3-7  Pedestrian and Bicycle Access. The commenter recommends that new developments provide 

safe, direct, fully accessible pedestrian and bicycle facilities and access, including connections 

to countywide bicycle and pedestrian networks.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, while accessibility (American Disabilities 

Act [ADA]) compliance is regulated by the California Building Code, the proposed General 

Plan/LCP Access + Mobility Element has also included several policies/implementation 

strategies to address safe and accessible bicycle and pedestrian facilities:  

• AM-1.3b: Retrofit existing intersections and sidewalks to be compatible with ADA 

standards and remove existing barriers to movement.  

• AM-2.2g: Require any future development adjacent to or near the railroad right-of-way to 

be planned with the safety of the rail corridor in mind. This includes considering 

pedestrian circulation and compliance with the ADA. Measures to improve safety include 

improvements to existing at-grade crossings as well as fencing, signage, or other 

appropriate measures to limit trespassing onto the active rail tracks.  

• AM-2.3.1; Plan for the needs of people with disabilities in the design of transportation 

facilities. Ensure that sidewalks, crosswalks, public transportation stops and facilities, 

and other aspects of the transportation right-of-way are ADA compliant and meet the 

needs of people with different types of disabilities, including mobility impairments, vision 

impairments, hearing impairments, and others. 

• AM-2.3a: Ensure that new development is ADA compliant and improve roadways to ADA 

standards. Prohibit landscaping that reduces the width of sidewalk (such as tree wells) 

and all other obstacles (such as telephone poles and fire hydrants) that would prevent 

pedestrian movement. 

A3-8 Preferential Parking. The commenter indicates that the SCCRTC supports the County’s VMT 

guidelines to include shared mobility strategies as mitigation measures to offset a project’s VMT 

and suggests that prioritizing parking for carpools, vanpools, and bicycles as a Transportation 

Demand Management (TDM) strategy will provide an additional incentive to reduce single 

occupancy vehicle trips to achieve the target 1.C in the 2045 RTP.  
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 Response: The County is requiring new development or major expansion of an existing 

development to implement a TDM program and/or design measures. The County supports a 

menu of options for developers to design a project that suits the needs of the users and reduces 

VMT. Within that menu of options is included preferential parking for non-single occupancy 

vehicles. A new Appendix I, Transportation Demand Management Strategies, will provide more 

clarity on the strategies. 

A3-9 Implementation of SB 743 and Sustainability Update. The commenter indicates that the SCCRTC 

supports the County’s implementation of SB 743 and decreasing VMT, which is critical to achieve 

the 2045 RTP goals and policies. The commenter also states that the proposed Sustainability 

Update will revitalize a range of key multimodal projects and greatly assist California in reaching 

its aggressive sustainability goals and the goals of the 2045 RTP.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the County appreciates the SCCRTC’s 

support.
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LETTER A4: California Coastal Commission 

A4-1 Intensified Development within the Urban Services Line. The commenter indicates that the 

California Coastal Commission (CCC) is supportive of proposed changes designed to densify 

development within appropriate portions of the Urban Services Line (USL) to better address GHG 

emissions and to foster more sustainable development, such as the proposed new “Residential 

Flex” (RF) zoning designation and changes to commercial districts to allow for both more 

residential and greater density as long as they are applied in such a way as to avoid impacts to 

coastal resources. The comment also suggests further consideration to keeping lower floors 

commercial, including to encourage visitor-serving businesses and off-street parking 

requirements that may affect access to the coast.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. Comments regarding encouraging visitor-serving 

commercial businesses and ensuring that off-street parking requirements do not impede coastal 

access pertain to consistency with the Coastal Act. However, the comment will be taken into 

consideration as part of the review of the project by County staff and decision makers and further 

addressed as part of the County’s LCP amendment.  

A4-2 Policy Changes. The commenter indicates concerns regarding non-USL changes to LCP 

provisions, including:  1) loosening existing restrictions on conversion of established priority uses 

within the coastal zone; 2) encouraging expanded sewage and water services; 3) altering and/or 

reducing long established regulations strictly limiting growth and development outside of the 

western boundary of the City of Watsonville; and 4) provisions for ancillary uses on agricultural 

land.  

 Response: Each of these concerns is discussed in subsequent comments to which specific 

responses are provided below. 

A4-3 Priority Use Conversion. The commenter indicates that the language in the existing LCP Land Use 

Plan (LUP) (LUP Policy 2.22.1) sets out a hierarchy of land use priorities in the coastal zone: 

agriculture and coastal-dependent industry are first priority; recreation and visitor-serving uses 

are second priority; and residential, general industrial, and general commercial are third priority; 

and that the policy prohibits switching from a higher to a lower priority use. The comment 

indicates that the proposed changes these provisions to allow for conversion to lower priority 

uses under certain circumstances is inadequate and not nuanced enough to appropriately 

continue to safeguard priority uses, and absent full parameters, CCC staff do not support 

changing the LCP in this way.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. Comments regarding converting from a higher to a 

lower-priority land use as defined in the Coastal Act pertain to consistency with the Coastal Act, 
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However, the comment will be taken into consideration as part of the review of the project by 

County staff and decision makers and further addressed as part of the County’s LCP amendment. 

A4-4 Sewage and Water Services and Rural Lands. The commenter states that existing LCP language 

tightly regulates water and sewage lines and connections on the County’s rural agricultural lands, 

expressly prohibiting expansion of County-controlled sewer district boundaries and opposing 

expansion of water and sewage through annexation (LUP Policy 5.13.10), but the proposed 

Update would weaken these protections by adding more exceptions (e.g., adding placement of 

water and sewer lines for “essential public/quasi-public facilities” and for the purpose of 

preventing saltwater intrusion, groundwater recharge, or providing treated wastewater for 

agricultural use). The commenter indicates that the language needs “significant tightening” to 

avoid growth-inducing problems and prevent future development in such areas. The commenter 

further states that the presence of new water and sewer lines in these areas would have the 

potential to generate pressure for further non-rural and non-agricultural development. Absent 

significant changes, the commenter indicates that the proposed language is inadequate to meet 

LCP objectives, lacks specific and tangible safeguards against undue growth inducement, and is 

not supported by the CCC. 

 Response: The comment regarding policy changes is acknowledged, but does not address 

analyses or contents in the Draft EIR. The comment will be taken into consideration as part of 

the review of the project by County staff and decision makers. Potential growth-inducing impacts 

of extension of water or  sewer lines on agricultural land as a result of proposed policy changes 

are evaluated on pages 5-5 to 5-6 of the Draft EIR. As explained in the Draft EIR, although the 

revised policies discourage expansion of County-controlled sewer district boundaries, the 

exception would be due to public health considerations, such as failing sewage disposal systems 

(ARC 1.1.13). ARC-1.1.14 further specifies safeguards to prevent conversion of commercial 

agricultural lands. Text regarding extension of water and sewer lines and potential growth 

inducement has been expanded; The requested revisions have been made; see Section 3.2.4 

in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

A4-5 Development West of the City of Watsonville. The commenter indicates that the existing LCP 

contains policies and programs that originate from a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

between Santa Cruz County, the City of Watsonville, and the CCC to strictly limit development 

in the San Andreas planning area (in areas to the West of Highway 1 and the City of 

Watsonville). These provisions include (but are not at all limited to) strict limits and 

prohibitions on provision of utilities in and annexation (by the City of Watsonville) of these 

areas. The Sustainability Update proposes to truncate and consolidate this existing language 

in the LUP, and to move the full text to a referenced appendix. The commenter indicates that 

CCC staff have several concerns and do not support any of the proposed changes associated 

with LCP provisions affecting the lands seaward of the City of Watsonville, which the 

commenter suggests be dropped from the proposal.  
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 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. Comments regarding compliance with the 

“Memorandum of Understanding Regarding City of Watsonville LCP Amendment 1 -99” 

between Santa Cruz County, the City of Watsonville, and the CCC, do not directly pertain to 

environmental impacts identified under CEQA.  However, the comment will be taken into 

consideration as part of the review of the project by County staff and decision makers and 

further addressed as part of the County’s LCP amendment. 

A4-6 Ancillary Uses on Agricultural Land. The commenter indicates that while the CCC is supportive of 

the intent of the proposed changes to support agricultural viability, including potentially through 

ancillary uses (wineries, breweries, produce markets, etc.), the comment indicates that the 

proposed changes do not have enough specificity or performance standards to safeguard against 

inappropriate agricultural conversions and loss of prime agricultural land.  

 Response: Potential impacts related to conversion of agricultural lands as a result of proposed 

policy and/or regulatory changes, including allowing ancillary uses, are evaluated on Draft EIR 

pages 4.2-18 to 4.2-21, and Table 4.2-4 summarizes proposed and retained General Plan/LCP 

policies to avoid/minimize conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses, including 

Policy ARC-1.1.7 that requires all conditional uses to be subject to standards that specify siting 

and development criteria, including: size, location, and density. Furthermore, agricultural 

support uses are still required to be ancillary to agriculture, and protections remain in place to 

protect agricultural land, with special findings required for any non-residential uses as set forth 

in SCCC section 13.10.314 that address measures to limit conversion of agricultural lands. The 

EIR text has been expanded; see Section 3.2.4 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this 

document. 

A4-7 Growth-Inducing Impacts of Ancillary Agricultural Uses. The commenter indicates that ancillary 

agricultural uses raise questions about growth inducement in areas that are expressly protected 

from such growth under existing policies, and it is unclear, how ancillary uses might interact with 

the proposed sewer and water provision policies. The commenter suggests that expansion of 

ancillary uses would require considerable water supply and sewage disposal requirements.  

 Response: See Response to Comment A4-6 regarding impacts of ancillary uses on agricultural 

lands and Response to Comment A4-4 regarding potential growth-inducing impacts related to 

potential water and sewer lines in agricultural areas. 

A4-8 Refinements to Sustainability Update. The commenter suggests that the County consider 

comments in the letter, focus on appropriate sustainability changes within the USL, and avoid 

changes outside of the USL that are certain to lead to coastal resource problems in the view of 

CCC staff as discussed in preceding comments. CCC staff are available for consultation and 

collaboration on potential LCP language to avoid LCP amendment processing issues.  
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 Response: The comment regarding is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents 

in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment will be taken into 

consideration as part of the review of the project by County staff and decision makers. 
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LETTER A5: California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

A5-1 Notice of Availability. The commenter indicates that DTSC received the Draft EIR Notice of 

Availability and that the County is receiving this letter because the Project includes one or more 

of the following: groundbreaking activities, work in close proximity to a roadway, work in close 

proximity to mining or suspected mining or former mining activities, presence of site buildings 

that may require demolition or modifications, importation of backfill soil, and/or work on or in 

close proximity to an agricultural or former agricultural site.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged; however, the County of Santa Cruz as Lead Agency, 

would like to clarify that the proposed project consists of a series of amendments to the County’s 

General Plan/LCP and SCCC, but does not include site-specific development that includes 

groundbreaking activities.  

A5-2 Hazardous Materials in Santa Cruz County. The commenter indicates that (1) the Draft EIR states 

that there are no known DTSC sites within the Project area based on information obtained from 

the Cortese List (Government Code section 65962.5); (2) the Cortese List is not a comprehensive 

list of sites impacted by hazardous waste or hazardous materials; and (3) a search of DTSC’s 

EnviroStor database reveals numerous hazardous waste facilities and sites within the Project’s 

region. The commenter further recommends consulting with other agencies that have oversight 

of hazardous waste facilities to provide a comprehensive list of such sites in the Project area. 

Response: The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive list of sites impacted by hazardous waste or 

hazardous materials within Santa Cruz County, and does not assert that there are no DTSC sites 

in the Project area as stated in the comment. Section 4.9.1.2 of the Draft EIR includes a review 

of the Cortese List as well as a broader review of sites impacted by hazardous waste or hazardous 

materials. The subsection “Hazardous Material Sites” on page 4.9-4 of the Draft EIR discloses 

that there are numerous regulated hazardous waste facilities and sites with known past or 

existing contamination within the county. A total of 1,530 known past or existing regulated 

hazardous waste sites were identified based on a search of DTSC’s EnviroStor database and the 

State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB’s) GeoTracker database, as discussed on 

page 4.9-4 and listed in Table 4.9-1 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR subsection “Cortese List Sites” 

on page 4.9-5 to page 4.9-6 discloses that there are 150 Cortese List sites within the 

unincorporated county and lists them by site type in Table 4.9-2. 

A5-3 Hazardous Wastes or Substances on Project Sites. The commenter states that the Draft EIR 

should acknowledge the potential for historic or future activities on or near the project site to 

result in the release of hazardous wastes or substances, further studies regarding the nature 

and extent of contamination and risks to public health or the environment should be conducted 

in instances in which releases have occurred, and the Draft EIR should identify the mechanisms 

to initiate required investigations and remediation, as well as the government agency responsible 

for providing regulatory oversight.  
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 Response: As described in the Draft EIR pages 4.9-17 to 4.9-21, adoption and implementation 

of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly result in new development that could 

result in the release of hazardous wastes or substances. However, the proposed General 

Plan/LCP amendments could indirectly lead to future development, some of which may take 

place on sites that are contaminated with hazardous materials. As discussed in Section 4.9.3 of 

the Draft EIR, future development facilitated by the Sustainability Update that is located within 

industrial areas or known areas of historic use of chemicals or hazardous materials could require 

site assessment to determine potential presence of soil or groundwater contamination and to 

conduct further monitoring with implementation of remedial actions if necessary, if sources of 

contamination are identified. This is typically completed as part of real estate transactions and 

the CEQA environmental review process. The government agency with regulatory oversight for 

site investigation and remediation would be determined on a site-specific basis. The selected 

oversight agency may be DTSC, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in whose 

jurisdiction the property is located, or, under limited circumstances, a qualified local agency. As 

described on page 4.9-10 of the Draft EIR, the California Environmental Protection Agency 

certifies local government agencies as Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs) to implement 

hazardous waste and materials standards. Santa Cruz County Environmental Health is 

designated as the local CUPA in Santa Cruz County. 

A5-4 Soil Sampling for Aerially Deposited Lead (ADL). The commenter recommends collecting soil 

samples for lead analysis prior to performing intrusive activities due to the potential for soils to 

be contaminated with ADL.  

 Response: As described in the Draft EIR and indicated in Response to Comment A5-3, adoption 

and implementation of the proposed Sustainability Update would not directly result in new 

development that could result in ground-disturbing activities that could encounter ADL-

contaminated soils. However, the proposed General Plan/LCP amendments could indirectly lead 

to future development, some of which may take place on sites that are contaminated with 

hazardous materials, including ADL. Page 4.9-6 of the Draft EIR states that elevated lead 

concentrations can exist in soils along older roadways as a result of ADL from the historical use 

of leaded gasoline. As discussed in Section 4.9.3 of the Draft EIR, future development facilitated 

by the Sustainability Update that is located within industrial areas or known areas of historic use 

of chemicals or hazardous materials could require site assessment to determine potential 

presence of soil or groundwater contamination and to conduct further monitoring with 

implementation of remedial actions if necessary, if sources of contamination are identified. This 

is typically completed as part of real estate transactions and the CEQA environmental review 

process. 

A5-5 Project Sites Near Mining Wastes. The commenter states that if any sites within the project area  

have been used or are suspected of having been used for mining activities, proper investigation 

for mine waste should be discussed in the Draft EIR. DTSC recommends that any project sites 

with current and/or former mining operations onsite or in the Project site area should be 

evaluated for mine waste according to DTSC’s 1998 Assessment Handbook.  
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 Response: As indicated in Response to Comment A-1, the proposed project consists of a series 

of amendments to the County’s General Plan/LCP and SCCC, but does not include site-specific 

development that includes groundbreaking activities. None of the 23 parcels proposed for 

General Plan/LCP land use designation and/or zoning amendments are located near existing or 

former mining operations. Mineral operations in the county are discussed on Draft EIR pages 4.2-

8 to 4.2-10.    

A5-6 Demolition and Removal of Hazardous Building Materials. The commenter states that buildings 

or structures proposed for demolition should be surveyed for lead-based paints, mercury, 

asbestos-containing materials, and polychlorinated biphenyl caulk and that removal of such 

materials should be conducted in compliance with California regulations and policies.  

 Response: As described in the Draft EIR, adoption and implementation of the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not directly result in new development that could result in demolition 

of buildings or structures containing hazardous materials. However, the proposed General 

Plan/LCP amendments could indirectly lead to future development, which may include 

demolition of buildings or structures, some of which may contain hazardous materials. As 

discussed in Section 4.9.3 of the Draft EIR, all demolition activities would be required to be 

undertaken according to Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards to 

protect workers from hazardous materials such as asbestos and lead-based paint. Furthermore, 

future development projects proposed under the Sustainability Update would require site-

specific, project-level environmental review, including investigation related to hazardous 

materials. As noted in the comment, future development projects accommodated by the 

Sustainability Update would be required to comply with all applicable regulations and policies 

pertaining to hazardous materials demolition, removal, and disposal. 

A5-7 Soil to Backfill Excavated Areas. The commenter states that if any projects initiated as part of the 

proposed project require the importation of soil to backfill any excavated areas, proper sampling 

should be conducted to ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination.  

 Response: As indicated in Response to Comment A5-1, the proposed project consists of a series 

of amendments to the County’s General Plan/LCP and SCCC, but does not include site-specific 

development that would involve groundbreaking activities. Future development projects would 

be required to comply with all applicable regulations related to potential soils contamination, 

which would be determined on a project-specific basis.  

A5-8 Sites Used for Agricultural, Weed Abatement or Related Activities. The commenter states that if 

any sites included as part of the proposed Project have been used for agricultural, weed 

abatement or related activities, proper investigation for organochlorinated pesticides should be 

discussed in the Draft EIR.  

 Response: As indicated in Response to Comment A-1, the proposed project consists of a series 

of amendments to the County’s General Plan/LCP and SCCC, but does not include site-specific 

development that includes groundbreaking activities. Future development proposals that are 
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located on sites with potential hazardous materials, including pesticides, would be subject to 

site-specific review as part of the CEQA environmental review process, and with adherence to 

existing federal, state, and local regulations, exposure would be avoided or mitigated through 

site-specific remediation efforts.  
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LETTER A6: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

A6-1 VMT Mitigation Program. The commenter indicates that Caltrans “applauds” the proposed VMT 

Mitigation Program that provides a great opportunity for the County to help meet statewide goals 

of reducing VMT and associated GHG emissions. The commenter further states that Caltrans 

supports reducing VMT and GHG emissions in ways that increase high occupancy modes, active 

transportation, and other TDM methods.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, and no response is required, but the County 

appreciates Caltrans’ support. 

A6-2 VMT Mitigation Bank and Exchange Report. The commenter indicates that Caltrans currently is 

working on the final draft of the Vehicle Miles Traveled Mitigation Bank and Exchange Report. 

The purpose of this report is to inform Caltrans, state agencies, and local and regional planning 

agencies in their consideration of a VMT mitigation bank or exchange program as a strategy to 

facilitate efficient and effective investment in locationally appropriate VMT-reducing projects. 

Caltrans will share this report once completed to help guide the County with its proposed VMT 

Mitigation Program.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but no response is required. 

A6-3 VMT Mitigation. The comment indicates that VMT mitigation will likely encompass a range of 

investments in transportation and land use projects anticipated to shift travel from private 

automobiles to public transit, active transportation, and shared and shorter trips. State and local 

agencies are starting to develop lists of potential VMT-mitigating projects that could be employed 

in a bank or exchange program, including measures such as pedestrian and bike improvements, 

mobility hubs and ride-share parking spaces, transit service improvements, and mixed-use 

transit-oriented development.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but no response is required. 

A6-4 TDM Policies and Implementation Strategies. The commenter indicates that Caltrans concurs 

with the TDM policies and implementation strategies that support multimodal transportation 

systems (such as bicycle and pedestrian facilities as well as public transportation) to provide 

connectivity of modes between the residential uses and commercial/retail uses. The comment 

also suggests that the County consider analyzing first-mile and last-mile transit connections for 

a more comprehensive multimodal network.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, Objective AM-3.2, First + Last Gaps, and 

associated policies and implementation strategies in the proposed Access + Mobility Element 

address this need, including bicycle and pedestrian facility needs in relation to transit routes.  
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A6-5 Roadway Safety. The commenter indicates that Table 4.15-8 (Policies Related to Hazardous 

Designs) in the Draft EIR Transportation section aligns with Caltrans Director's Policy DP–36, 

which is a vision to eliminate fatalities and serious injuries on State roadways by 2050 and 

provide safer outcomes for all communities.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but no response is required. 
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LETTER A7: Department of California Highway Patrol (CHP) 

A7-1 Bus-on-Shoulder Concept. The commenter indicates opposition to the bus-on-shoulder concept 

of the project as motorists involved in traffic collisions, experiencing medical emergencies or who 

have mechanical troubles are instructed to move to the shoulder and out of travel lanes, and 

officers respond to these incidents to move involved vehicles to the shoulder. The commenter 

indicates that the proposal to allow busses on the shoulder would cause confusion, additional 

responsibility to the CHP, and potentially result in dangerous conditions. The commenter 

indicates that further discussion of these issues is needed if the bus-on-shoulder program 

progresses.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged; however, the proposed County Sustainability Update 

does not propose a bus-on-shoulder program. The proposed project does include a policy (AM-

3.1.1), which directs the County to work with Santa Cruz Metro and SCCRTC to support the 

implementation of high frequency and high-quality transit services that connect disadvantaged 

communities to key destinations, including but not limited to the Highway 1 bus-on-shoulder 

project and high-quality transit in the Santa Cruz Branch Line corridor. However, actual 

implementation of such a project would be within the jurisdiction of SCCRTC, Caltrans, and Santa 

Cruz Metro.  

A7-2 Portola Drive Streetscape.  The commenter states that the CHP Santa Cruz Area opposes a 

reduction in lanes in the Portola Drive corridor, and based on feedback from a pilot study 

conducted in 2021, the reduction caused more traffic congestion and affected access into local 

businesses. The comment states that the proposal would increase pedestrians, bicyclists, and 

vehicles and the potential benefit would not outweigh the congestion, frustration, and safety risks 

the increased traffic would cause.  

 Response: The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged. The results of the pilot study based on a 

review for the County by Kimley-Horn is included on page 11 of Appendix G-3 of the Draft EIR. 

This review indicated that the test trial of reduced vehicle lanes and protected bicycle lanes was 

not in the same configuration that was recommended in the Portola Drive study, which would 

have required intersection and turn lane improvements to facilitate the vehicle lane reduction.  

Vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle counts were taken before and during the trial installation. The 

data showed that temporary changes did not alter typical vehicle patterns in the area. However, 

there was a minor decrease in overall vehicle speed, an increase travel times, and a minor 

decrease in bicycle trips.  
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LETTER B1: Sierra Club 

B1-1 Comment Summary. The commenter states that the Draft EIR overlooked changes to the animal 

species list for sensitive habitat designation, that mitigation measures to offset increases in VMT 

are inadequate, and as the proposed regulatory update will rely on spot re-zoning instead of 

significant rezoning and re-designation as part of the update, the Draft EIR assumptions that 

development will occur along transit corridors cannot be substantiated. The Sierra Club does 

acknowledge the important and substantial work that has gone on in the preparation of the Draft 

EIR.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, and specific responses to these concerns as detailed 

in subsequent comments are provided below. 

B1-2 Monarch Butterfly Habitat Listing. The commenter states that the Draft EIR fails to acknowledge 

and assess the impact of the removal of the monarch butterfly from the current General Plan 

Appendix B, “Threatened, Endangered or Animals of Special Concern in Santa Cruz County,” as 

the species has been removed from Appendix K of the proposed Sustainability Update. The 

comment suggests this a weakening of protection for the species and would result in impacts, 

and “implicates BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-6.” The commenter also notes the overwintering 

population at Moran Lake and the Monarch Butterfly Habitat Management Plan for Moran Lake. 

Response: The monarch butterfly (overwintering population) has been a candidate for federal 

listing. According to USFWS’ website, in December 2020, after an extensive status assessment 

of the monarch butterfly, USFWS determined that listing the monarch under the federal 

Endangered Species Act is warranted, but precluded at that time by higher priority listing actions. 

With this finding, the monarch butterfly becomes a candidate for listing, and USFWS will review 

its status each year until they are able to begin developing a proposal to list the monarch (USFWS 

2022). 

Candidate species are considered special status species as indicated on page 4.4-11 of the Draft 

EIR. Therefore, it was an oversight that the monarch was not included on the special status 

species list in Appendix E of the Draft EIR. The species appeared in the records search, but wasn’t 

carried through to the species table due to an error in the internal table automation process. 

However, the correction in the Draft EIR Appendix E has been made; see revisions in Appendix B 

of this document. Similarly, the proposed General Plan/LCP Appendix K list, which is based on 

the Draft EIR Appendix B, will also be updated. The County does consider this species, and 

specifically its wintering sites, to be locally unique (and areas of biotic concern) in addition to the 

species candidacy for federal listing; any proposed disturbance around habitat for this species 

would trigger the County’s biotic review process and requirements. 

Thus, there would be no indirect impacts as suggested in the comment by removal of this species 

from the General Plan/LCP or EIR list of sensitive species that would trigger review under the 

cited thresholds of significance BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-6. It is further acknowledged that the 
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Moran Lake Monarch Butterfly Management Plan is a County management plan for the butterfly, 

adopted in January 2011.  

B1-3 County Sensitive Habitat/Species List. The comment notes that many other “Species of Special 

Concern” have also been removed from explicit listing in the General Plan.  

 Response: The Draft EIR Appendix E species list was re-checked and updated; see Section 3.2.6 

in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document and Appendix B of this document. Some 

wildlife species on the existing General Plan/LCP Appendix B species list are on CDFW’s “Special 

Animals” list, which is a broad term used to refer to all the animal taxa tracked by CDFW’s 

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), regardless of their legal or protection status. This 

list is also referred to as the list of “species at risk” or “special status species,” and is included 

at the end of the revised Draft EIR Appendix E as well as in the proposed General Plan/LCP 

Appendix K. Additionally, as indicated on Draft EIR page 4.4-11, a species that meets the 

definition of rare, threatened or endangered species per the CEQA Guidelines definition in section 

15380 also would be considered during project-specific environmental review. This definition 

includes a species not included in any list if the species can be shown to meet the criteria for an 

endangered or rare species as defined in the CEQA Guidelines. 

B1-4 Monarch Butterfly. The commenter states that any response that simply refers to the CNDDB 

Special Animals List, which currently lists the monarch butterfly on page 28, is inadequate. The 

explicit listing must be restored to the General Plan, so that control of its listing remains with the 

County. The failure to have discussed this removal from the General Plan in light of the adopted 

Habitat Management Plant (HMP) is a deficiency in the Draft EIR. The failure to have discussion 

of this HMP in the updated GP should also be corrected.  

 Response: Monarch butterfly has been added to the Draft EIR Appendix E Special Status Species 

list and the proposed General Plan/LCP Appendix K; see Response to Comment B1-2. 

B1-5 Traffic Mitigation Measures. The commenter states that the Draft EIR concludes that the project 

does not meet the state-mandated target for reduction of VMT, that the proposed mitigation 

measures are weak and unenforceable, and that CEQA requires feasible mitigation measures to 

be implemented. The comment suggests six “feasible” mitigation measures in the comment.  

 Response: With regard to not meeting the state-mandated target for reduction of VMT, the state 

only required that agencies adopt a VMT threshold, and the state provided guidelines on how to 

develop local thresholds; the County adopted its threshold consistent with state guidelines as 

explained on page 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR. The County’s threshold is explained on page 4.15-

15. 

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the mitigation measures (TRA-1 and 

TRA-2) for the identified VMT impact (TRA-1) are weak and unenforceable. Regarding Mitigation 

TRA-1, the VMT mitigation program is based on similar programs being developed throughout the 

state as explained on page 4.15-26 of the Draft EIR, and the County, working with SCCRTC and 
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the City of Watsonville, has received a grant from Caltrans to start the process of developing a 

regional VMT mitigation bank, which will support projects that offset VMT impacts due to new 

development. Furthermore, as indicated in Comments A6-2 and A6-3, Caltrans supports these 

types of programs and is currently completing a draft report to help guide state and local agencies 

with developing VMT mitigation bank or exchange program.  

Mitigation Measure TRA-2 would add a new implementation strategy to evaluate a range of 

parking-related TDM measures, which is an appropriate measure for a program EIR. The measure 

has been revised to indicate potential measures to be considered are not exclusive of others not 

listed in the measure, and that consideration be given to applying funds from paid parking, if 

implemented, to transit and active transportation program. See Sections 3.2.3 and 3.2.12 in 

Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document.  

In addition, the proposed Access + Mobility Element proposes that the SCCC be updated to 

require employers and large development to provide TDM Plans and programs in order to provide 

infrastructure, resources, and planning that supports and incentivizes travel by non-drive alone 

modes in order to reduce VMT (AM-1.1d). The proposed Element also encourages and allows 

developers to provide multimodal improvements that shift travelers from vehicles to 

alternative modes of transportation to improve level of service (LOS) and simultaneously 

reduce VMT (AM-6.2.2). Project applicants)  would be able choose from a variety of VMT-

reducing strategies, including investment in transit.   

In terms of the commenter’s suggestions for other mitigation measures, responses are provided 

as follows: 

• Devote Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) – the commenter suggests using the existing TIF 

that is used to mitigate traffic delay to projects that mitigate VMT from new projects, such 

as transit, active transportation, and bus passes for resident of new development.  

Response: The TIF program is set up specifically for roadway improvements, but 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would set up a VMT mitigation program and funding source to 

fund non-auto transportation modes as suggested in the comment. 

• Eliminate County Policies Regarding Level of Service (LOS) – the commenter 

recommends elimination of policies related to LOS with implementation of SB 743, and 

suggests that the policy is a violation of SB 743. SB 743 and resulting changes to CEQA 

and CEQA Guidelines requires that impact significance assessed as part of the CEQA 

process can no longer rely on LOS as the metric for analysis, but rather must use the 

VMT metric. 

Response: The law does not preclude jurisdictions from continuing to maintain policies 

and programs that address roadway circulation and improvement. As such, elimination 

of LOS policies would not serve as mitigation for VMT reductions. 

• Eliminate Projects that Expand Auto Capacity – The commenter suggests elimination of 

an expansion of Capitola Road from two to four lanes and installation of “queue-jumping 
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lanes” for buses at Soquel Drive intersections instead of adding dedicated right-turn 

lanes.  

Response: The Capitola Road improvement is along a relatively short segment of 

roadway compared to roads throughout the County and would not result in any 

substantial reduction of traffic that would affect or reduce VMT. In addition, the County’s 

VMT Guidelines provide examples of transportation improvements that would generally 

result in no significant impact on VMT, which includes addition of roadway capacity on 

local or collector streets provided that the project also substantially improves conditions 

of pedestrians, cyclists, and if applicable, transit, which would occur with any widening 

of Capitola Road.  

“Queue-jumping lanes” allow busses to use a right-turn lane to move to the front of an 

intersection, bypass a line of vehicles, and move first through an intersection upon signal 

change. These types of facilities can improve transit operations, but are typically used in 

conjunction with bus rapid transit or on roadways with multiple frequent routes.  

Currently neither of those services are present on Soquel Drive, which would not provide 

optimal conditions for a queue-jumping lane.   

• Cost of Parking – The commenter suggests that the cost of parking to tenants in new 

development be “unbundled” from cost of the unit, so tenants can opt out to pay for 

parking in conjunction with allowing the developer to provide parking in amount deemed 

needed.  

Response: This type of parking management strategy suggested in the comment would 

be reviewed as part of Mitigation Measure TRA-2, and it is also included as a potential 

TDM measure to mitigate a project’s VMT impact that is included in the County’s VMT 

Guidelines (County of Santa Cruz 2020b). Furthermore, the County is proposing to add 

an additional implementation strategy to the proposed Access + Mobility Element to 

evaluate adding parking strategies to the SCCC TDM requirements, and if added, would 

consider directing funds or a portion of funds to public transit and active transportation 

projects (AM-6.3j).  

• Institute Parking Tax on Private Parking Lots Above 30 Spaces – The commenter 

suggests instituting a tax on private parking to reduce employee VMT with the revenue 

going to transit and active transportation improvements.  

Response: This type of parking management strategy suggested in the comment is not 

currently proposed and would have to be evaluated further, but could be considered as 

a part of parking reduction measures considered as a result of Mitigation Measure TRA-

2. 

B1-6 Consistency with State Legislation. The commenter claims that because the Draft EIR fails to 

propose adequate mitigation for VMT impacts, the project with mitigation is inconsistent with SB 

743 that requires mitigation of VMT and that this also conflicts with the state’s ability to meet 

GHG reduction goals set by AB 32 and SB 32 and Executive Order EO-S-3-05.  
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 Response: Provisions of SB 743 are summarized on page 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR. The legislation 

directs the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to develop a new metric to replace 

LOS as a measure of impact significance and suggests VMT as that metric. The State CEQA 

Guidelines, which were amended at the end of 2018 and went into effect in 2019 as a result of 

SB 743 requirements, include a new section 15064.3 regarding analysis of transportation 

impacts be added to the State CEQA Guidelines. This section indicates that generally, VMT is the 

most appropriate measure of transportation impacts, and a lead agency had discretion to choose 

the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’s VMT, including whether to express the 

change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure, but beginning on 

July 1, 2020, the provisions shall apply statewide. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.3, the County of Santa Cruz adopted a VMT threshold in June 2020, as required by the 

guidelines provided by OPR and the deadlines established in the CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, the 

project is not inconsistent with requirements of SB 743. Furthermore, while the project does not 

meet the County’s threshold for impact significance, the project would result in a reduction of 

VMT over existing conditions as discussed on pages 4.15-19 to 4.15-25 of the Draft EIR. See 

also Draft EIR pages 4.8-29 to 4.8-37, which found that GHG emissions potentially resulting from 

the proposed project would be less than the existing conditions and that the project would not 

conflict with plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 

B1-7 Land Use and Planning. The commenter indicates that Section 4.02 of the Draft EIR makes the 

assumption that the proposed policies “support higher residential density and/or building 

intensity along transit and multi-modal corridors,” but the proposed project does not identify 

these corridors or legislatively designate these areas. This failure to make these legislative 

changes now will require each proposed development to have a legislative determination 

(rezoning or re-designation) as opposed to merely administrative approval, resulting in spot 

zoning approach that interferes with the stated objective. The commenter asserts that the Draft 

EIR assumptions of how development will proceed in the future (along transit and multi-modal 

corridors) cannot be sustained in light of the County’s failure to due (sic) the actual planning work 

for these areas.”  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the commenter is referred to the 

proposed Access + Mobility Element of the General Plan/LCP, specifically Figure 3-1: Existing 

and Planned Roadway Facilities, which characterizes the typology of roadways in the 

unincorporated county. Table 3-1: Layered Network + Street Types characterizes the features of 

the roadways that are associated with each street type.  It is noted that Draft EIR Section 4.02 

summarizes proposed policies that support new and/or intensified uses in order to estimate 

development potential for the purposes of the conducting the EIR analyses. 
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LETTER C1: Betsey Andersen 

C1-1 Portola Drive Parcels – Traffic Concerns. The commenter thanks County staff for clarifying the 

comment process and indicates that there are neighbor concerns regarding Portola Drive and 

“traffic rerouting as implied by extending Avis Drive,” traffic issues implied by designs that would 

spill traffic onto 35th Avenue and Roland Drive, and resulting air and light pollution. The comment 

also suggests maintaining older trees along the waterway to preserve a green buffer and habitat.   

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the proposed Sustainability Update does 

not include any proposals to extend Avis Drive, although this concept was considered in the 

original Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan. While this EIR analyzes transportation impacts in 

terms of VMT as required by the State CEQA Guidelines, traffic impacts associated with the 

reduction of lanes along Portola Drive and other LOS impacts are also addressed in Appendix G 

of the Draft EIR, and several intersection improvements are noted to maintain vehicle traffic flow 

along Portola Drive. In addition, future proposed development would have to offset their 

particular changes to LOS on street network operations as part of development approval, as well 

as be subject to payment of traffic impact fees that would be used for planned road and 

intersection improvements. Similarly, the retention of any trees located in a buffer area protecting 

a natural drainage feature would be analyzed at time of development.  

C1-2 Portola Drive Development. The comment references the neighborhood in back of development 

along Portola Drive and asks that the County protect the neighborhood in ways compatible with 

needs of new housing.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the comment will be taken into 

consideration as part of the review of the project by County staff and decision makers. However, 

it is noted that the proposed project’s County Design Guidelines would require a minimum 20-

foot buffer between the back of a building development project fronting Portola Drive, along with 

other elements to prevent and minimize aesthetic impacts to adjacent existing neighborhoods. 

See Draft EIR pages 4.1-18 to 4.1-22. 

C1-3 Tree Protection. The commenter supports retaining existing large trees along waterways as noted 

in the County Code as it can mitigate height and density concerns and provides bird habitat.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, tree protection is addressed on Draft EIR 

page 4.4-39. 

C1-4 Lighting and Light Pollution. The commenter supports retaining existing large trees along 

waterways as noted in the County Code as it can mitigate height and density concerns and 

provides bird habitat.  
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 Response:  The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, potential light and glare impacts are 

addressed on Draft EIR pages 4.1-23 to 4.1-24.  

C1-5 Parking and Traffic. The commenter cites concerns regarding traffic and parking in the 

neighborhoods off of Portola Drive and suggests access and internal parking for new 

developments to reduce traffic in the neighborhood.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, on-site parking standards for new 

developments are provided as proposed in Chapter 13.16 of the SCCC. In addition, Appendix B 

of the County Design Guidelines, encourages parking away from Portola Drive toward the rear of 

sites whenever feasible. Parking allowed within setback areas is permitted when there are 

appropriate edge treatments to limit impacts on adjacent residential neighborhoods. 

C1-6 Extension of Avis Street. The comment expresses concern about the proposal to extend Avis 

Street to 35th Avenue and asks if this is no longer being considered.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is necessary. However, the proposed Sustainability Update 

does not include a proposal to extend Avis Street to 35th Avenue; see also Response to Comment 

C1-1. 

C1-7 35th Avenue Neighborhood. The comment states that the 35th Avenue neighborhood is quiet, and 

while attending to needs to offer affordable housing, there should be language guiding 

development with respect to existing residents.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, the purpose of the County Design 

Guidelines is to guide new development in a manner that is compatible with adjacent residential 

neighborhoods. See also Response to Comment C1-4. 

C1-8 Portola Drive. The comment letter includes a paragraph from the Draft EIR regarding parcels 

along Portola Drive proposed for land use redesignation at the end of the letter, but does not 

provide a comment to which a response can be provided.  
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LETTER C2: Michael Guth 

C2-1 Monarch Butterfly Habitat Listing. The commenter asks why the monarch butterfly, which is 

included in the County’s existing General Plan/LCP Appendix B Sensitive Species List, has been 

removed and no longer appears on the County’s Sensitive Species list (now General Plan/LCP 

Appendix K) that is part of the proposed Sustainability Update.  

 Response: See Response to Comment B1-2. 

C2-23 County Sensitive Habitat/Species List. The commenter indicates that with the proposed 

amendments, county special species are no longer on the list and only the state’s Special Animal 

List would apply.  

 Response: See Response to Comment B1-3. 

C2-3 Monarch Butterfly Listing. The commenter states that monarchs, which are special in the County, 

aren't explicitly listed in the proposed Update, in addition to other plants and animals, which is 

not addressed in the Draft EIR analysis.  

 Response: See Responses to Comments B1-2 and B1-3. 
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LETTER C3: Becky Steinbruner 

C3-1 Regional Housing Needs Allocation. The commenter indicates that Appendix C of the Draft EIR 

does not reflect the current Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and asks how the EIR will 

address this requirement.  

 Response: The RHNA covers an eight-year period that coincides with the timeframe for required 

General Plan Housing Elements. Appendix C reflects the 2014-2023 RHNA that is currently in 

place. The recent draft of the upcoming 2023-2031 RHNA was not available at the time Appendix 

C or Draft EIR were prepared. The baseline date for the EIR analyses is the date the EIR NOP was 

issued, which is August 2020. The EIR analyzes impacts to the year 2040 based on adopted 

regional growth forecasts in place when the Draft EIR was prepared. However, in response to 

Comment A1-9, the Draft EIR text has been updated to note the draft 2023-2031 RHNA. See 

Response to Comment A1-9. 

C3-2 Urban High Flex Development Standard. In reference to Appendix C of the Draft EIR, the 

commenter notes that development standards for the proposed Urban High Flex designation 

allow up to 75% of the development to be residential units, which is a significant change from 

the County’s current requirement that mixed-use development include 50% residential units, and 

asks how the County developed this ratio and what types of commercial uses would be allowed 

in mixed-use developments.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the 

Draft EIR. Therefore, no response is required. However, as currently drafted, Urban High 

Residential Flex is a residential land use designation allowing for 100% residential units, not a 

mixed-use zone district. Mixed-use development is allowed in most commercial zone districts, 

and the project raises the ratio of allowed residential square footage in mixed-use developments 

from 50% to 75%. This is due to a reduced demand for commercial development and an 

increased need for residential units to address the housing crisis. Mixed-use developments 

providing affordable housing units have recently applied density bonus concessions to increase 

residential square footage to 75% to render developments economically feasible.  

C3-3 Medical Mixed Uses. The commenter asks how medical uses in mixed-use developments will 

affect traffic to residential areas and how parking would be addressed.  

 Response: Transportation impacts are addressed in Section 4.15 and Appendix G of the Draft 

EIR. Parking is not an issue to be evaluated under CEQA, but future development projects would 

be subject to County General Plan/LCP policies and regulations, which specify parking 

requirements for all proposed uses. Mixed uses are required to calculate minimum parking 

spaces for each type of use on site.  

C3-4 Infill Development. In reference to Appendix C of the Draft EIR, the commenter indicates that Live 

Oak is again being targeted unfairly for the bulk of the County's dense growth, without adequate 

consideration of the impacts this would impose on quality of life and infrastructure needs. The 
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commenter asks if the Santa Cruz Branch Line as a transportation corridor is included, why “zero 

out” other areas instead of providing a more widespread and less-dense approach countywide, 

and how does this comply with SB 35. 

 Response: The comment regarding Live Oak expresses an opinion of the commenter and is 

acknowledged. Potential growth from 2020-2040 is spread out throughout the county’s urban 

areas where potential exists for new or infill development, particularly along multi-modal lines 

providing transit and other urban services. The methodology does provide a conservative analysis 

so as to not over- or under-state the potential growth from 2020-2040. “Quality of life” is not an 

impact category under CEQA, which focuses on significant impacts on the physical environment. 

Impacts related to public utilities and infrastructure are evaluated in Section 4.16 of the Draft 

EIR. As indicated on page 3-19 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Access + Mobility Element 

continues support for use of the Santa Cruz Branch Line and the Santa Cruz Big Trees rail 

corridors for recreational travel, freight and high-quality transit service, as determined by the 

SCCRTC and other rail corridor owners, and thus, the rail corridor is considered a transportation 

corridor. The other question regarding SB35 is not related to analyses or contents in the Draft 

EIR, and no response is required, 

C3-5 Workplace Flex Zone. In reference to Appendix C of the Draft EIR, the commenter asks why the 

Workplace Flex Zone is only located around the rail corridor in Live Oak and not Aptos and that 

Tables 5, 6, and 7 indicate a significant number of jobs forecast for the Aptos area, second only 

to the Live Oak area.  

 Response:  The proposed flex zone is tied to employment generating uses, and as indicated on 

page 5 of Appendix C, locations of these jobs were refined to reflect mixed-use growth along main 

street corridors, multimodal corridors, and around future potential transit stations along the 

Santa Cruz Branch Line, as well as commercial growth in the medical uses around Soquel Drive, 

and job growth related to the new Workplace Flex (C-3) Zone District, which was assumed to 

locate around multimodal corridors and in focused areas such as the 41st Avenue/Soquel Drive 

and 17th Avenue/Santa Cruz Branch Line areas. Soquel Drive within the Aptos planning area also 

would be considered for intensified, multi-use development.  

C3-6 Measure D Greenway Initiative. The commenter asks how the Draft EIR analysis will be adjusted 

if the Measure D Greenway Initiative on the June 7, 2022 ballot is approved, which would 

essentially eliminate public transportation options on the Santa Cruz Branch Line rail corridor.  

 Response: Measure D was not approved, and no changes to the Draft EIR analyses or 

assumptions in Appendix C are required. 

C3-7 Draft EIR Public Review Period. The commenter states that she has not been able to find the 

Draft EIR in public libraries and requests a 30-day extension for the public comment period and 

that the Draft EIR be made available in all branches of “County Public Libraries.”  
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 Response: Both the Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR and the Draft EIR (pages 2-6 to 2-7) 

indicate where the Draft EIR was available for review: online, at the County Planning Department, 

and at three public libraries – Felton, Downtown, and Watsonville branches, so as to be available 

throughout the county. The request for extension of the public review period and availability of 

the Draft EIR at all libraries is acknowledged; however, both the comment period and the location 

of hard copies available to the public met state law requirements.  

C3-8 Draft EIR Public Review Period. The commenter asks that the County extend the Draft EIR public 

comment period. The comment also indicates that the document was not made publicly 

availability in hard copy at any public library in the county, thereby “excluding members of the 

public who do not use computers for information access,” and that the time period to review the 

Draft EIR and Draft Sustainability Plan and Regulatory Update was not sufficient.  

 Response: See Response to Comment C3-7. The draft General Plan/LCP and County Code 

amendments and the County Design Guidelines, as well as proposed map amendments were 

publicly available for three months before the close of the public comment period for the Draft 

EIR and continue to be available throughout the public hearing adoption process.  

C3-9 Draft EIR Public Review Period. The commenter expresses an opinion that the public has not 

been given adequate time to review the Draft EIR and ask that the comment period be extended 

to August 1, 2022.  

 Response: See Response to Comment C3-7. 

. C3-10 Groundwater Recharge. In reference to groundwater recharge areas identified in the County GIS 

system, the commenter asks to include “that this work is actually done by Dr. Andrew Fisher, the 

Recharge Initiative at UCSC, having created the map of soils in Santa Cruz County that are best-

suited for groundwater recharge projects.”  

 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but addresses the County’s GIS maps and not analyses 

or contents in the Draft EIR.. Therefore, no response is required. However, the Draft EIR notes 

this Initiative on page 4.10-33.  

C3-11 Mid-County Groundwater Basin Classifications. The commenter cites a paragraph on page 4.10-

7 of the Draft EIR regarding the Santa Cruz Mid-County Groundwater Basin classification and 

condition and asks that the EIR include information regarding historical DWR classifications of 

the Mid-County Groundwater Basin overdraft and former naming references of the Basin to 

provide better information for the public.  

 Response: CEQA requires reporting existing environmental conditions at the time the EIR NOP is 

released, and the EIR need not provide historical background not relevant to existing conditions 

that provide the basis for impact analyses. It does appear that the comment excerpts paragraphs 

from previous studies and also provides a website link that is not currently active. 
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C3-12 City of Santa Cruz Water Supply Advisory Committee (WSAC). The commenter states that the 

summary of Mid-County groundwater sustainability actions should include discussion of the City 

of Santa Cruz WSAC work that occurred in 2013-2015.  

 Response: Groundwater basin management actions and projects are summarized on Draft EIR 

pages 4.10-8 to 4.10-9, in which City of Santa Cruz projects are included. The WSAC is also 

referenced on Draft EIR page 4.16-5 as part of the background on the City of Santa Cruz water 

supply planning. See Section 4.16 of the Draft EIR for discussion of water supply purveyors and 

impacts of the proposed project on water utilities.  

C3-13 City of Santa Cruz Water Rights Project. The commenter states that the summary of the Mid-

County and Santa Margarita Groundwater Sustainability Actions should also include discussion 

of the Santa Cruz City Water Rights Project because this would better inform the public regarding 

possible conjunctive water supply coordination in the County. The commenter also asks that a 

discussion of the “1914 Water Rights Law” be included to provide accurate guidance for future 

decision-making bodies.  

 Response: As indicated above in Response to Comment C3-12, groundwater basin management 

actions and projects are summarized on Draft EIR pages 4.10-8 to 4.10-9, in which City of Santa 

Cruz projects are included. The City’s proposed water rights modifications are discussed on Draft 

EIR page 4.16-6 as part of the background on the City of Santa Cruz water supply planning. See 

Section 4.16 of the Draft EIR for discussion of water supply purveyors and impacts of the 

proposed project on water utilities. The 1914 Water Rights Law referenced in the comment is 

not applicable to the analyses of the proposed Sustainability Update included in the Draft EIR. 

C3-14 Conjunctive Water Use. Regarding the Mid-County Groundwater Agency (MGA) actions, the 

commenter asks that a discussion of conjunctive water use between the City of Santa Cruz and 

Soquel Creek Water District and the Water Transfer Pilot Project between the two agencies be 

included in the EIR, including reference to technical data on water quality between water sources.  

 Response: The Draft EIR summarizes management options of the MGA’s Groundwater 

Sustainability Plan on page 4.10-9 of the Draft EIR; water transfers are mentioned in Group 2. A 

discussion of water exchanges between the City of Santa Cruz and Soquel Creek Water District, 

as well as Central and San Lorenzo Valley Water Districts, is provided on pages 4.16-5 of the 

Draft EIR. The referenced technical water quality data is noted, but is not necessary to describe 

as part of the impact analyses of the proposed project, which rely on adopted plans that address 

groundwater management and water supply availability, the latter of which is discussed in 

Section 4.16, Utilities and Service Systems, of the Draft EIR.    

C3-15 Water Quality. In reference to the discussion of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act on 

page 4.10-12 of the Draft EIR, the commenter asks that the EIR include discussion of the State 

Water Law enacted by Resolution 68-16 requiring any project affecting high-quality surface 

waters and/or groundwater must conduct an Anti-Degradation Analysis to ensure that the waters 
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of the State better-inform the public regarding the laws that exist to protect the high-quality 

waters of the State. 

 Response:  There is an explanation of the California Antidegradation Policy and Resolution No. 

68-15 on page 4.10-25 of the Draft EIR. 

C3-16 Water Quality - Chromium. In reference to the discussion of groundwater quality on page 4.10-

16 of the Draft EIR, the commenter requests that discussion include hexavalent chromium 

contamination in Soquel Creek Water District (SqCWD) wells.  

Response: Although Chromium 6 is a naturally occurring constituent and the referenced section 

addresses pollutants/contaminants that may affect surface water quality, additional text has 

been added based on information on SqCWD’sst website link cited in the comment. See Section 

3.2.9 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

C3-17 Water Quality. In reference to the discussion of groundwater quality on page 4.10-16 of the Draft 

EIR, the commenter states that there is no discussion regarding the chronic significant ammonia 

contamination of Soquel Creek Water District's O'Neill Ranch Well in Soquel, causing the District 

to take the well offline for the past few years. The comment also requests that EIR include 

reference to and a brief discussion of the Vulnerability Assessment for Soquel Creek Water 

District's production wells and a discussion of PCE contamination groundwater plume moving 

toward City of Santa Cruz production well in Live Oak.  

Response: The referenced section describes general groundwater quality issues related to 

pollutants and contaminants, but is not focused on drinking water quality of specific wells of 

water purveyors. Public water utilities are addressed in Section 4.16 of the Draft EIR, and as 

indicated on pages 4.16-25 to 4.16-26, drinking water quality must meet federal and state 

standards. Thus, details of individual wells throughout the county is not required for the 

“program”-level analyses included in the Draft EIR.  

C3-18 Storm Drainage Plan. In reference to the discussion of stormwater drainage in the last paragraph 

on page 4.10-21 of the Draft EIR, the commenter asks that the EIR include a discussion of the 

County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors recently voting to reject federal funding to implement 

a major stormwater improvement project in the Rio del Mar Flats because property owners 

rejected a new tax to help fund ongoing operation of the improvements.  

 Response: The Draft EIR text has been revised as suggested in the comment.  See Section 3.2.9 

in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document.  

C3-19 Draft EIR Public Review Period. The commenter indicates that she would like to submit further 

comments, but did not have time before the deadline.  

 Response: Comment is acknowledged; see Response to Comment C3-7. 
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LETTER C4: Wayne Thompson 

C4-1 Background. The commenter indicates that he is a paleontologist, working in mitigation 

paleontology.  

 Response: Comment is acknowledged, but does not address analyses or contents in the Draft 

EIR. Therefore, no response is required, 

C4-2 Draft EIR. The commenter commends the efforts of the stakeholders in the Draft EIR, but has 

some concerns, particularly to ensure that the EIR is based on the most recent work in mitigation 

paleontology.  

 Response: The comment is acknowledged, and specific responses are provided to specific 

comments below. 

C4-3 Impact GEO-5: Unique Geologic Features and Paleontological Resources. With regards to Table 

1-1 in Section 1, Summary, the commenter asks whether Impact GEO-5 should be significant 

without mitigation and whether a new mitigation should be added.  

 Response: As explained in Section 2.1 of both the Draft EIR and this Final EIR document, the EIR 

is a “Program EIR” pursuant to section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines. A Program EIR is an EIR 

that may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized as one large project and 

are related geographically, which for the proposed project consists of a series of amendments to 

the County’s General Plan/LCP and County Code. The project would not directly result in new 

development with potential impacts, nor is any change to the County’s regulations regarding 

paleontological resources proposed. As explained on page 4-26 of the Draft EIR, future 

development that may occur under the proposed project could result in excavation activities that 

could potentially damage or destroy unique paleontological or geologic features, if present. 

However, proposed General Plan/LCP policies outlined in Table 4.7-5 and existing regulations in 

SCCC Chapter 16.44 would serve to avoid or reduce impacts to these features. Specifically, Policy 

ARC-6.1.1 seeks to protect specific identified significant unique features. Additionally, SCCC 

Chapter 16.44 seeks to protect paleontological resources and provides methods and regulations 

for the identification and treatment of paleontological resources within the county, including 

preparation of a paleontological survey for specified developments in areas of known 

paleontological resources, and implementation of measures to protect resources during ground-

disturbing development activities. With implementation of proposed policies and existing 

regulations to evaluate and protect unique paleontological and geologic features, the proposed 

Sustainability Update would not result in destruction of these features, resulting in a less-than-

significant impact 

C4-4 Paleontological Mitigation Regulations. The commenter indicates that paleontological resources 

have recently been separately from cultural resources and are now aligned with Geology and 

Soils and asks that a brief list of current federal and state paleontological regulations be included 

in the General Plan. The comment notes CEQA section 21083.09.   
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 Response: The commenter is correct that consideration of paleontological resources are now 

considered under geology instead of cultural resources, and referenced CEQA section cited in the 

comment directed the state to make this this separation. The impact thresholds of significance 

used in the analyses as outlined on page 4.7-16 of the Draft EIR are based in part on Appendix 

G of the State CEQA Guidelines regarding paleontological impacts as indicated on that page. 

Other known federal and state regulations pertaining to paleontological resources have been 

added to the EIR.  See Section 3.2.7 in Chapter 3, Changes to Draft EIR, of this document. 

C4-5 Paleontological Resource Mapping. The commenter asks if a map can be created from the 

County’s GIS to show sensitive paleontological formations.  

 Response: The County’s GIS shows major geo-paleo features and can be accessed on the 

County’s website at: 

  https://www.santacruzcounty.us/Departments/GeographicInformationSystems(GIS).aspx. 

Sensitive areas identified by the County are summarized on pages 4.7-11 to 4.7-12 of the Draft 

EIR. The properties proposed for amendments to General Plan/LCP land use or zoning 

designations are not within these areas.  

C4-6 Paleontological Mitigation References. The commenter indicates that the Society of Vertebrate 

Paleontology is old and the newest update is Paul Murphey, which is cited in the comment.  

 Response: Both references are used in professional paleontological resource analyses, but the 

Murphey reference provides more specific details on management or mitigation measures for 

specific development projects. 

 

 

https://www.santacruzcounty.us/Departments/GeographicInformationSystems(GIS).aspx
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LETTER C5: Alex Vartan 

C5-1 Notice of Availability. The commenter asks whether the EIR and Appendices will be provided at 

the Capitola Library.   

 Response: See Response to Comment C3-7. The location of the hard copies of the Draft EIR and 

Appendices were provided to the commenter. 
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LETTER C6: Colleen Young 

C6-1 Support for Comments. The commenter indicates that support of comments contained in Letter 

C1.  

 Response: Comment is acknowledged; see responses to comments in Letter C1. 
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D: Draft EIR Public Meeting 

Several questions about the EIR public review process and project components were asked and answered, 

but no comments were provided regarding the Draft EIR analyses.  
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Late Comments – No Responses Are Required  

The comment letter was received after the close of the public review period, and no is response is required. 
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County of Santa Cruz 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT & INFRASTRUCTURE DEPARTMENT 
701 OCEAN STREET, 4TH FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(831) 454-2580   FAX: (831) 454-2131   TDD: (831) 454-2123 
 

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
for the 

SUSTAINABILITY POLICY AND REGULATORY UPDATE 
August 2022 

 

No. 
Environmental 
Impact 

Mitigation Measures 
Responsibility 
for Compliance 

Method of 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Compliance 

Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Resources 

AGR-1 Farmland Conversion. 
Adoption and 
implementation of the 
proposed Sustainability 
Update could indirectly 
lead to conversion of 
Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, as 
shown on the maps 
prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources 
Agency, to non-
agricultural use. 

Conversion of Agricultural Land Due to Location of an Essential 
Public/Quasi-public Facility. Amend proposed language in Santa Cruz 
County Code (SCCC) 13.10.313(E) to add public/quasi-public facilities to 
the types of projects for which special findings and requirements apply to 
address conversion of agricultural land. 

County of Santa 
Cruz 

SCCC to be updated 
by the County. 

To be implemented 
as part of 
Sustainability 
Update approval. 

Biological Resources 

BIO-2B Sensitive Habitats. 
Adoption and 
implementation of the 
proposed Sustainability 
Update could indirectly 
result in future 
development at the 
Thurber Lane/Soquel 
Drive property, which 
could impact sensitive 
habitats, including 
riparian and wetland 
habitats, and associated 
potential special status 
species. 

Riparian-Sensitive Habitat Restoration at Thurber Lane/Soquel Drive 
Parcel. Areas of riparian habitat permanently impacted by project 
development shall be replaced at a 2-to-1 ratio by re-creating habitat in 
designated restoration areas on site or off site in accordance with the 
required project-specific Mitigation Plan. The project-specific Mitigation Plan 
shall be prepared by a qualified biologist or restoration professional for 
future development on the Thurber Lane/Soquel Drive parcel. This plan 
shall be based on a site-specific biological resources assessment and a 
project-specific impact analysis conducted in accordance with County 
requirements that identifies the extent of riparian, wetland, and other 
sensitive habitats on this property. The restoration activities shall be located 
on the project site or at an off-site location within the same watershed and 
shall include replacement/re-creation of impacted habitats at a minimum 2-
to-1 replacement ratio with the purpose of creating native plant structure 
and species composition of the habitat loss. Replacement of habitat on site 
through channel re-alignment to the east shall be considered during biotic 
review. The Mitigation Plan shall identify: a restoration site and evidence of 
suitability for restoration; locations for re-establishment of the impacted 

Project Applicant 
responsible for 
hiring Qualified 
Biologist or 
Restoration 
Professional to 
develop and 
implement 
Mitigation Plan at 
time of future site-
specific proposed 
development. 

Measure to be 
included as 
Condition of 
Approval of future 
site-specific 
proposed 
development. 

To be implemented 
during project-level 
design and 
construction, and 
monitored for 5 
years from project 
completion. 
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No. 
Environmental 
Impact 

Mitigation Measures 
Responsibility 
for Compliance 

Method of 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Compliance 

habitat; species, size, and locations of all restoration plantings; methods of 
installation, irrigation, maintenance, and monitoring for a minimum of 5 
years; performance criteria to determine success and specifications for 
replacement plantings if success is not achieved; and provision of annual 
reports to the County to document status and success of the restoration in 
accordance with performance standards established in the plan. 
Establishment and planting of all restoration areas as outlined in the final 
approved “Mitigation Plan” shall be inspected and approved by 
Environmental Planning staff prior to final building inspection. 

Cultural Resources 

CUL-1 Historical Resources. 
Adoption and 
implementation of the 
proposed Sustainability 
Update could indirectly 
lead to development that 
could result in a 
substantial adverse 
change in the significance 
of historical built 
resources. 

Historic Resources Assessment and Project-Level Mitigation. Require 
preparation of an historic resources evaluation for any development 
proposal containing a structure or structures 50 years old or older and that 
are not identified as historic resources in the County Historic Resources 
Inventory. If the structure(s) may potentially meet the criteria for listing as an 
historic resource, and proposed development would have the potential to 
impact the historic significance of the structure(s), the development 
applicant shall provide an historic assessment of the structure(s) prepared 
by a qualified historic consultant. The historic assessment shall include a 
completed DPR 523a form and a letter prepared by the historic consultant 
stating whether the property has historic significance. If it is determined by 
the Planning Department based upon the historic assessment that a 
development would impact a structure that is eligible as an historic resource 
under CEQA definitions, the County shall consider measures that would 
enable the project to avoid direct or indirect impacts to the building or 
structure, including designs consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. If the building or 
structure can be preserved, but remodeling, renovation, or other alterations 
are required, this work shall be conducted in compliance with the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.  

Project Applicant 
responsible for 
hiring Qualified 
Historic Consultant 
to provide Historic 
Assessment at time 
of future site-
specific proposed 
development. 

To be required by 
County as part of 
future project 
environmental and 
permit reviews. 

To be implemented 
during future 
project-level 
environmental and 
permit reviews. 

CUL-2 Resource Documentation. If a significant historic building or structure is 
proposed for major alteration or renovation, or to be moved and/or 
demolished, the County shall ensure that a qualified architectural historian 
thoroughly documents the building and associated landscape and setting. 
Documentation shall include still and video photography and a written 
documentary record/history of the building to the standards of the Historic 
American Building Survey or Historic American Engineering Record, 
including accurate scaled mapping, architectural descriptions, and scaled 
architectural plans, if available. The record shall be prepared in consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer and filed with the Office of 
Historic Preservation. The record shall be accompanied by a report 
containing site-specific history and appropriate contextual information. This 
information shall be gathered through site-specific and comparative archival 
research, and oral history collection as appropriate. 

Project Applicant 
responsible for 
hiring Qualified 
Architectural 
Historian at time of 
future site-specific 
proposed 
development. 

Measure to be 
included as 
Condition of 
Approval of future 
site-specific 
proposed 
development. 

To be implemented 
during future 
project-level 
environmental and 
permit reviews. 
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No. 
Environmental 
Impact 

Mitigation Measures 
Responsibility 
for Compliance 

Method of 
Compliance 

Timing of 
Compliance 

Transportation 

TRA-1 Conflict with County 
Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) Threshold. 
Adoption and 
implementation of the 
proposed Sustainability 
Update would indirectly 
generate new 
development that could 
exceed the County’s 
adopted VMT threshold. 

VMT Mitigation Program. Develop and implement a mechanism to create 
funding for transit, active transportation, and multimodal improvements 
throughout the county by allowing development projects to offset VMT 
impacts by contributing to a bank and/or support a VMT exchange that 
reduces VMT at the regional scale and allows development projects to 
proceed with mitigation. 

County of Santa 
Cruz responsible for 
development of 
VMT Mitigation 
Program; future 
project applicants 
pay fees. 

County to develop 
mitigation program, 
and compliance 
would be included as 
Condition of 
Approval for future 
site-specific 
development 
projects that have 
VMT impacts, 
requiring contribution 
to offset impacts 
prior to issuance of 
Building Permit. 

To be implemented 
by County of Santa 
Cruz within 4 years 
of Sustainability 
Update approval. 

TRA-2 Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. Add an 
implementation strategy to evaluate other parking-related measures that, if 
feasible, could become part of the County’s TDM requirements, including, 
but not limited to: reduced parking requirements for commercial and 
residential uses, implementation of paid parking, and potential use of fees 
to help fund transit, and if paid parking is implemented, consider directing 
funds or a portion of funds to public transit and active transportation 
projects.  

County of Santa 
Cruz 

Implementation 
strategy to be added 
to the General 
Plan/LCP by the 
County. 

To be implemented 
as part of 
Sustainability 
Update approval. 
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APPENDIX E - BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
SPECIAL STATUS TERRESTRIAL PLANT AND WILDIFE SPECIES LISTS 

PLANTS  

Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

Agrostis blasdalei Blasdale's bent 

grass 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal dunes, Coastal 

prairie/perennial rhizomatous herb/May–July/0–490 

Amsinckia lunaris bent-flowered 

fiddleneck 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Cismontane woodland, Valley and 

foothill grassland/annual herb/Mar–June/10–1,640 

Anomobryum 

julaceum 

slender silver 

moss 

None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Lower montane coniferous 

forest, North Coast coniferous forest; damp rock and soil on 

outcrops, usually on roadcuts/moss/N.A./328–3,280 

Arabis 

blepharophylla 

coast rockcress None/None/4.3 Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal 

prairie, Coastal scrub; rocky/perennial herb/Feb–May/10–

3,605 

Arctostaphylos 

andersonii 

Anderson's 

manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, North Coast 

coniferous forest; openings, edges/perennial evergreen 

shrub/Nov–May/197–2,490 

Arctostaphylos 

glutinosa 

Schreiber's 

manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral; diatomaceous 

shale/perennial evergreen shrub/(Nov)Mar–Apr/558–

2,245 

Arctostaphylos 

hookeri ssp. 

hookeri 

Hooker's 

manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Cismontane 

woodland, Coastal scrub; sandy/perennial evergreen 

shrub/Jan–June/197–1,755 

Arctostaphylos 

ohloneana 

Ohlone manzanita None/None/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Coastal scrub; siliceous 

shale/evergreen shrub/Feb–Mar/1,475–1,735 

Arctostaphylos 

pajaroensis 

Pajaro manzanita None/None/1B.1 Chaparral (sandy)/perennial evergreen shrub/Dec–

Mar/98–2,490 

Arctostaphylos 

regismontana 

Kings Mountain 

manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, North Coast 

coniferous forest; granitic or sandstone/perennial 

evergreen shrub/Dec–Apr/1,000–2,395 

Arctostaphylos 

silvicola 

Bonny Doon 

manzanita 

None/None/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Lower montane 

coniferous forest; inland marine sands/perennial 

evergreen shrub/Jan–Mar/394–1,965 

Arenaria 

paludicola 

marsh sandwort FE/SE/1B.1 Marshes and swamps (freshwater brackish); sandy, 

openings/perennial stoloniferous herb/May–Aug/10–560 

Azolla microphylla Mexican mosquito 

fern 

None/None/4.2 Marshes and swamps (ponds, slow water)/annual / 

perennial herb/Aug/98–330 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

Calandrinia 

breweri 

Brewer's 

calandrinia 

None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Coastal scrub; sandy or loamy, disturbed sites 

and burns/annual herb/(Jan)Mar–June/33–4,000 

Calochortus 

uniflorus 

pink star-tulip None/None/4.2 Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Meadows and seeps, North 

Coast coniferous forest/perennial bulbiferous herb/Apr–

June/33–3,510 

Calyptridium 

parryi var. 

hesseae 

Santa Cruz 

Mountains 

pussypaws 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland; sandy or gravelly, 

openings/annual herb/May–Aug/1,000–5,015 

Campanula 

californica 

swamp harebell None/None/1B.2 Bogs and fens, Closed-cone coniferous forest, Coastal 

prairie, Meadows and seeps, Marshes and swamps 

(freshwater), North Coast coniferous forest; 

mesic/perennial rhizomatous herb/June–Oct/3–1,325 

Carex comosa bristly sedge None/None/2B.1 Coastal prairie, Marshes and swamps (lake margins), Valley 

and foothill grassland/perennial rhizomatous herb/May–

Sep/0–2,050 

Carex saliniformis deceiving sedge None/None/1B.2 Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Meadows and seeps, 

Marshes and swamps (coastal salt); mesic/perennial 

rhizomatous herb/June(July)/10–755 

Castilleja 

ambigua var. 

ambigua 

johnny-nip None/None/4.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Marshes 

and swamps, Valley and foothill grassland, Vernal pools 

margins/annual herb (hemiparasitic)/Mar–Aug/0–1,425 

Castilleja latifolia Monterey Coast 

paintbrush 

None/None/4.3 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Cismontane woodland 

(openings), Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub; sandy/perennial 

herb (hemiparasitic)/Feb–Sep/0–605 

Ceanothus rigidus Monterey 

ceanothus 

None/None/4.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Coastal scrub; 

sandy/perennial evergreen shrub/Feb–Apr(June)/10–

1,800 

Centromadia 

parryi ssp. 

congdonii 

Congdon's 

tarplant 

None/None/1B.1 Valley and foothill grassland (alkaline)/annual herb/May–

Oct(Nov)/0–755 

Chorizanthe 

pungens var. 

hartwegiana 

Ben Lomond 

spineflower 

FE/None/1B.1 Lower montane coniferous forest (maritime ponderosa pine 

sandhills)/annual herb/Apr–July/295–2,000 

Chorizanthe 

pungens var. 

pungens 

Monterey 

spineflower 

FT/None/1B.2 Chaparral (maritime), Cismontane woodland, Coastal 

dunes, Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill grassland; 

sandy/annual herb/Apr–June(July–Aug)/10–1,475 

Chorizanthe 

robusta var. 

hartwegii 

Scotts Valley 

spineflower 

FE/None/1B.1 Meadows and seeps (sandy), Valley and foothill grassland 

(mudstone and Purisima outcrops)/annual herb/Apr–

July/755–805 

Chorizanthe 

robusta var. 

robusta 

robust spineflower FE/None/1B.1 Chaparral (maritime), Cismontane woodland (openings), 

Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub; sandy or gravelly/annual 

herb/Apr–Sep/10–985 

Clarkia breweri Brewer's clarkia None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub; often 

serpentinite/annual herb/Apr–June/705–3,655 

Clarkia concinna 

ssp. automixa 

Santa Clara red 

ribbons 

None/None/4.3 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland/annual herb/(Apr)May–

June(July)/295–4,920 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

Collinsia 

multicolor 

San Francisco 

collinsia 

None/None/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Coastal scrub; sometimes 

serpentinite/annual herb/(Feb)Mar–May/98–902 

Cypripedium 

fasciculatum 

clustered lady's-

slipper 

None/None/4.2 Lower montane coniferous forest, North Coast coniferous 

forest; usually serpentinite seeps and 

streambanks/perennial rhizomatous herb/Mar–Aug/328–

7,985 

Cypripedium 

montanum 

mountain lady's-

slipper 

None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Cismontane woodland, Lower 

montane coniferous forest, North Coast coniferous 

forest/perennial rhizomatous herb/Mar–Aug/607–7,295 

Dacryophyllum 

falcifolium 

tear drop moss None/None/1B.3 North Coast coniferous forest; carbonate/moss/N.A./164–

900 

Elymus 

californicus 

California bottle-

brush grass 

None/None/4.3 Broadleafed upland forest, Cismontane woodland, North 

Coast coniferous forest, Riparian woodland/perennial 

herb/May–Aug(Nov)/49–1,540 

Eriogonum 

nudum var. 

decurrens 

Ben Lomond 

buckwheat 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Lower montane 

coniferous forest (maritime ponderosa pine sandhills); 

sandy/perennial herb/June–Oct/164–2,620 

Erysimum 

ammophilum 

sand-loving 

wallflower 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral (maritime), Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub; sandy, 

openings/perennial herb/Feb–June/0–195 

Erysimum 

franciscanum 

San Francisco 

wallflower 

None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill 

grassland; often serpentinite or granitic, sometimes 

roadsides/perennial herb/Mar–June/0–1,800 

Erysimum 

teretifolium 

Santa Cruz 

wallflower 

FE/SE/1B.1 Chaparral, Lower montane coniferous forest; inland marine 

sands/perennial herb/Mar–July/394–2,000 

Eschscholzia 

hypecoides 

San Benito poppy None/None/4.3 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Valley and foothill 

grassland; serpentinite clay/annual herb/Mar–June/656–

4,920 

Fissidens 

pauperculus 

minute pocket 

moss 

None/None/1B.2 North Coast coniferous forest (damp coastal 

soil)/moss/N.A./33–3,355 

Fritillaria agrestis stinkbells None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Pinyon and juniper 

woodland, Valley and foothill grassland; Clay, sometimes 

serpentinite/perennial bulbiferous herb/Mar–June/33–

5,100 

Gilia tenuiflora 

ssp. arenaria 

Monterey gilia FE/ST/1B.2 Chaparral (maritime), Cismontane woodland, Coastal 

dunes, Coastal scrub; sandy, openings/annual herb/Apr–

June/0–150 

Grimmia torenii Toren's grimmia None/None/1B.3 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Lower montane 

coniferous forest; Openings, rocky, boulder and rock walls, 

carbonate, volcanic/moss/N.A./1,065–3,805 

Grimmia 

vaginulata 

vaginulate 

grimmia 

None/None/1B.1 Chaparral (openings); Rocky, boulder and rock walls, 

carbonate/moss/N.A./2,245–2,245 

Hesperevax 

sparsiflora var. 

brevifolia 

short-leaved evax None/None/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub (sandy), Coastal dunes, Coastal 

prairie/annual herb/Mar–June/0–705 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

Hesperocyparis 

abramsiana var. 

abramsiana 

Santa Cruz 

cypress 

FT/SE/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Lower montane 

coniferous forest; sandstone or granitic/perennial 

evergreen tree/N.A./919–2,620 

Holocarpha 

macradenia 

Santa Cruz 

tarplant 

FT/SE/1B.1 Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill grassland; 

often clay, sandy/annual herb/June–Oct/33–720 

Horkelia cuneata 

var. sericea 

Kellogg's horkelia None/None/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral (maritime), 

Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub; sandy or gravelly, 

openings/perennial herb/Apr–Sep/33–655 

Horkelia 

marinensis 

Point Reyes 

horkelia 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal dunes, Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub; 

sandy/perennial herb/May–Sep/16–2,475 

Hosackia gracilis harlequin lotus None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal bluff scrub, Closed-cone 

coniferous forest, Cismontane woodland, Coastal prairie, 

Coastal scrub, Meadows and seeps, Marshes and swamps, 

North Coast coniferous forest, Valley and foothill grassland; 

wetlands, roadsides/perennial rhizomatous herb/Mar–

July/0–2,295 

Iris longipetala coast iris None/None/4.2 Coastal prairie, Lower montane coniferous forest, Meadows 

and seeps; mesic/perennial rhizomatous herb/Mar–

May(June)/0–1,965 

Jepsonia 

malvifolia 

island jepsonia None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Coastal scrub/perennial 

herb/Aug,Oct,Nov,Dec,Jan/49–3,280 

Lasthenia 

californica ssp. 

macrantha 

perennial 

goldfields 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub/perennial 

herb/Jan–Nov/16–1,705 

Leptosiphon 

acicularis 

bristly leptosiphon None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Coastal prairie, Valley 

and foothill grassland/annual herb/Apr–July/180–4,920 

Leptosiphon 

ambiguus 

serpentine 

leptosiphon 

None/None/4.2 Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill 

grassland; usually serpentinite/annual herb/Mar–

June/394–3,705 

Leptosiphon 

grandiflorus 

large-flowered 

leptosiphon 

None/None/4.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Closed-cone coniferous forest, 

Cismontane woodland, Coastal dunes, Coastal prairie, 

Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill grassland; usually 

sandy/annual herb/Apr–Aug/16–4,000 

Lessingia 

hololeuca 

woolly-headed 

lessingia 

None/None/3 Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal scrub, Lower montane 

coniferous forest, Valley and foothill grassland; clay, 

serpentinite/annual herb/June–Oct/49–1,000 

Lilium rubescens redwood lily None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, Lower montane 

coniferous forest, North Coast coniferous forest, Upper 

montane coniferous forest; Sometimes serpentinite, 

sometimes roadsides/perennial bulbiferous herb/Apr–

Aug(Sep)/98–6,265 

Lomatium 

parviflorum 

Small-leaved 

Lomatium 

None/None/4.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Coastal scrub, 

Riparian woodland; serpentinite/perennial herb/Jan–

June/66–2,295 

Malacothamnus 

arcuatus 

arcuate bush-

mallow 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland/perennial evergreen 

shrub/Apr–Sep/49–1,160 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

Micropus 

amphibolus 

Mt. Diablo 

cottonweed 

None/None/3.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, Cismontane 

woodland, Valley and foothill grassland; rocky/annual 

herb/Mar–May/148–2,705 

Microseris 

paludosa 

marsh microseris None/None/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Cismontane woodland, 

Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill grassland/perennial 

herb/Apr–June(July)/16–1,160 

Mielichhoferia 

elongata 

elongate copper 

moss 

None/None/4.3 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, Cismontane 

woodland, Coastal scrub, Lower montane coniferous forest, 

Meadows and seeps, Subalpine coniferous forest; 

Metamorphic rock, usually acidic, usually vernally mesic, 

often roadsides, sometimes carbonate/moss/N.A./0–

6,430 

Mimulus rattanii 

ssp. decurtatus 

Santa Cruz County 

monkeyflower 

None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Lower montane coniferous forest; margins, 

gravelly/annual herb/May–July/1,310–1,640 

Monardella 

sinuata ssp. 

nigrescens 

northern curly-

leaved 

monardella 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral (SCR Co.), Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub, Lower 

montane coniferous forest (SCR Co., ponderosa pine 

sandhills); Sandy./annual herb/(Apr)May–July(Aug–

Sep)/0–985 

Monardella 

undulata ssp. 

undulata 

San Luis Obispo 

monardella 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal dunes, Coastal scrub (sandy)/perennial 

rhizomatous herb/May–Sep/33–655 

Monolopia 

gracilens 

woodland 

woolythreads 

None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest (openings), Chaparral 

(openings), Cismontane woodland, North Coast coniferous 

forest (openings), Valley and foothill grassland; 

Serpentine/annual herb/(Feb)Mar–July/328–3,935 

Orthotrichum 

kellmanii 

Kellman's bristle 

moss 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland; sandstone, 

carbonate/moss/Jan–Feb/1,125–2,245 

Pedicularis 

dudleyi 

Dudley's 

lousewort 

None/SR/1B.2 Chaparral (maritime), Cismontane woodland, North Coast 

coniferous forest, Valley and foothill grassland/perennial 

herb/Apr–June/197–2,950 

Penstemon 

rattanii var. kleei 

Santa Cruz 

Mountains 

beardtongue 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, Lower montane coniferous forest, North Coast 

coniferous forest/perennial herb/May–June/1,310–3,605 

Pentachaeta 

bellidiflora 

white-rayed 

pentachaeta 

FE/SE/1B.1 Cismontane woodland, Valley and foothill grassland (often 

serpentinite)/annual herb/Mar–May/115–2,030 

Perideridia 

gairdneri ssp. 

gairdneri 

Gairdner's 

yampah 

None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Chaparral, Coastal prairie, 

Valley and foothill grassland, Vernal pools; vernally 

mesic/perennial herb/June–Oct/0–2,000 

Pinus radiata Monterey pine None/None/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Cismontane 

woodland/perennial evergreen tree/N.A./82–605 

Piperia candida white-flowered 

rein orchid 

None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Lower montane coniferous 

forest, North Coast coniferous forest; sometimes 

serpentinite/perennial herb/(Mar)May–Sep/98–4,295 

Piperia michaelii Michael's rein 

orchid 

None/None/4.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Closed-cone coniferous forest, 

Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub, Lower 
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Scientific Name Common Name 
Status 

(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

montane coniferous forest/perennial herb/Apr–Aug/10–

3,000 

Plagiobothrys 

chorisianus var. 

chorisianus 

Choris' 

popcornflower 

None/None/1B.2 Chaparral, Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub; mesic/annual 

herb/Mar–June/10–525 

Plagiobothrys 

chorisianus var. 

hickmanii 

Hickman's 

popcornflower 

None/None/4.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Chaparral, Coastal scrub, 

Marshes and swamps, Vernal pools/annual herb/Apr–

June/49–605 

Plagiobothrys 

diffusus 

San Francisco 

popcornflower 

None/SE/1B.1 Coastal prairie, Valley and foothill grassland/annual 

herb/Mar–June/197–1,180 

Polygonum 

hickmanii 

Scotts Valley 

polygonum 

FE/SE/1B.1 Valley and foothill grassland (mudstone and 

sandstone)/annual herb/May–Aug/689–820 

Puccinellia 

simplex 

California alkali 

grass 

None/None/1B.2 Chenopod scrub, Meadows and seeps, Valley and foothill 

grassland, Vernal pools; Alkaline, vernally mesic; sinks, 

flats, and lake margins/annual herb/Mar–May/7–3,050 

Ranunculus lobbii Lobb's aquatic 

buttercup 

None/None/4.2 Cismontane woodland, North Coast coniferous forest, 

Valley and foothill grassland, Vernal pools; mesic/annual 

herb (aquatic)/Feb–May/49–1,540 

Rosa pinetorum pine rose None/None/1B.2 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Cismontane 

woodland/perennial shrub/May,July/7–3,100 

Sanicula 

hoffmannii 

Hoffmann's 

sanicle 

None/None/4.3 Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal bluff scrub, Chaparral, 

Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub, Lower montane 

coniferous forest; often serpentinite or clay/perennial 

herb/Mar–May/98–985 

Senecio 

aphanactis 

chaparral ragwort None/None/2B.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Coastal scrub; 

sometimes alkaline/annual herb/Jan–Apr(May)/49–2,620 

Sidalcea 

malachroides 

maple-leaved 

checkerbloom 

None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, 

North Coast coniferous forest, Riparian woodland; Often in 

disturbed areas/perennial herb/(Mar)Apr–Aug/0–2,395 

Silene verecunda 

ssp. verecunda 

San Francisco 

campion 

None/None/1B.2 Coastal bluff scrub, Chaparral, Coastal prairie, Coastal 

scrub, Valley and foothill grassland; sandy/perennial 

herb/(Feb)Mar–June(Aug)/98–2,115 

Stebbinsoseris 

decipiens 

Santa Cruz 

microseris 

None/None/1B.2 Broadleafed upland forest, Closed-cone coniferous forest, 

Chaparral, Coastal prairie, Coastal scrub, Valley and foothill 

grassland; open areas, sometimes serpentinite/annual 

herb/Apr–May/33–1,640 

Toxicoscordion 

fontanum 

marsh zigadenus None/None/4.2 Chaparral, Cismontane woodland, Lower montane 

coniferous forest, Meadows and seeps, Marshes and 

swamps; vernally mesic, often serpentinite/perennial 

bulbiferous herb/Apr–July/49–3,280 

Trifolium 

buckwestiorum 

Santa Cruz clover None/None/1B.1 Broadleafed upland forest, Cismontane woodland, Coastal 

prairie; gravelly, margins/annual herb/Apr–Oct/344–2,000 

Trifolium 

hydrophilum 

saline clover None/None/1B.2 Marshes and swamps, Valley and foothill grassland (mesic, 

alkaline), Vernal pools/annual herb/Apr–June/0–985 
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(Federal/State/CRPR) 

Primary Habitat Associations/ Life Form/ Blooming 

Period/ Elevation Range (feet) 

Trifolium 

polyodon 

Pacific Grove 

clover 

None/SR/1B.1 Closed-cone coniferous forest, Coastal prairie, Meadows 

and seeps, Valley and foothill grassland; mesic, sometimes 

granitic/annual herb/Apr–June(July)/16–1,390 

Usnea longissima Methuselah's 

beard lichen 

None/None/4.2 Broadleafed upland forest, North Coast coniferous forest; 

On tree branches; usually on old growth hardwoods and 

conifers/fruticose lichen (epiphytic)/N.A./164–4,790 

Sources: CDFW 2021a, CNPS 2021 

Status Legend: 

FE: Federally listed as endangered 

FT: Federally listed as threatened 

FC: Federal Candidate for listing 

DL: Delisted 

SE: State listed as endangered 

ST: State listed as threatened 

SR: State Rare  

CRPR 1B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 

CRPR 2B: Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 

CRPR 3: Review List: Plants about which more information is needed 

CRPR 4: Watch List: Plants of limited distribution 

.1 Seriously threatened in California (over 80% of occurrences threatened / high degree and immediacy of threat) 

.2 Moderately threatened in California (20–80% occurrences threatened / moderate degree and immediacy of threat) 

.3 Not very threatened in California (<20% of occurrences threatened / low degree and immediacy of threat or no current threats known)" 
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WILDLIFE 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

(Federal/State) 
Habitat 

Invertebrates       

Bay checkerspot butterfly Euphydryas editha 

bayensis 

FT/None Serpentine grassland in Santa Clara and San 

Mateo Counties. Primary host plant is native 

plantain (Plantago erecta) with two secondary 

host plants: purple owl's-clover (Castilleja 

densiflora) and exserted paintbrush 

(Castilleja exserta). 

Monarch Butterfly - California 

overwintering population 

Danaus plexippus pop. 

1 

FC/None Winter roost sites extend along the coast from 

northern Mendocino to Baja California, 

Mexico. Roosts located in wind-protected tree 

groves (eucalyptus, Monterey pine, cypress), 

with nectar and water sources nearby. 

Mount Hermon (=barbate) 

June beetle 

Polyphylla barbata FE/None Known only from sand hills in vicinity of 

Mount Hermon, Santa Cruz County, where it 

occurs in sparsely vegetated ponderosa pine 

and chaparral habitat with sandy sedimentary 

derived soils in the Zayante Sandhills 

formation. 

Ohlone tiger beetle Cicindela ohlone FE/None Remnant native grasslands with California 

oatgrass (Danthonia californica) and purple 

needlegrass (Stipa pulchra) in Santa Cruz 

County 

Smith's blue butterfly Euphilotes enoptes 

smithi 

FE/None Restricted to Monterey and Santa Cruz 

Counties, where they occur in coastal sand 

dunes, coastal sage scrub, chaparral, 

grassland, and their ecotones. 

Zayante band-winged 

grasshopper 

Trimerotropis infantilis FE/None Open sandy areas with sparse, low annual 

and perennial herbs on high ridges and hills 

with sparse ponderosa pine within the 

Zayante Sandhills formation in Santa Cruz 

County. 

Fishes       

Coho salmon - central 

California coast ESU 

Oncorhynchus kisutch 

pop. 4 

FE/SE Coho spend approximately the first half of 

their life cycle rearing and feeding in streams 

and small freshwater tributaries. Spawning 

habitat is small streams with stable gravel 

substrates. The remainder of the life cycle is 

spent foraging in estuarine and marine 

waters of the Pacific Ocean. They feed on 

plankton and insects in freshwater and switch 

to a diet of small fishes while in the ocean. 

Southern limit of range is in central Santa 

Cruz county. 

Eulachon Thaleichthys pacificus FT/None Found in Klamath River, Mad River, and 

Redwood Creek and in small numbers in 

Smith River and Humboldt Bay tributaries 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

(Federal/State) 
Habitat 

Monterey hitch Lavinia exilicauda 

harengus 

None/SSC Tributaries to Monterey Bay, specifically the 

Salinas, Pajaro, & San Lorenzo drainages. 

Occur in a wide variety of habitats but most 

abundant in lowlands with large pools or 

small reservoirs that mimic such conditions. 

Steelhead - central California 

coast DPS 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 

irideus pop. 8 

FT/None Spawns in streams from the Russian River, 

Sonoma County, to Aptos Creek, Santa Cruz 

County, California (inclusive). Also occur in 

drainages tributary to San Francisco and San 

Pablo Bays. Regardless of life history strategy, 

for the first year or two of life rainbow trout 

and steelhead are found in cool, clear, fast-

flowing permanent streams and rivers where 

riffles predominate over pools, there is ample 

cover from riparian vegetation or undercut 

banks, and invertebrate life is diverse and 

abundant. 

Steelhead - south-central 

California coast DPS 

Oncorhynchus mykiss 

irideus pop. 9 

FT/None Coastal basins streams from Redwood Creek 

the Pajaro River south to, but not including 

the Gualala Santa Maria River, inclusive; does 

not include summer-run steelhead 

Tidewater goby Eucyclogobius 

newberryi 

FE/SSC Brackish water habitats along the California 

coast from Agua Hedionda Lagoon, San Diego 

County, to the mouth of the Smith River 

Amphibians       

California giant salamander Dicamptodon ensatus None/SSC Known from wet coastal forests and 

chaparral near streams and seeps from 

Mendocino Co. south to Monterey Co. and 

east to Napa Co. Aquatic larvae found in cold, 

clear streams, occasionally in lakes and 

ponds. Adults known from wet forests under 

rocks and logs near streams and lakes. 

California red-legged frog Rana draytonii FT/SSC Lowland streams, wetlands, riparian 

woodlands, livestock ponds; dense, shrubby 

or emergent vegetation associated with deep, 

still or slow-moving water; uses adjacent 

uplands 

California tiger salamander - 

central California DPS 

Ambystoma 

californiense 

FT/ST Annual grassland, valley–foothill hardwood, 

and valley–foothill riparian habitats; vernal 

pools, other ephemeral pools, and 

(uncommonly) along stream courses and 

man-made pools if predatory fishes are 

absent 

Foothill yellow-legged frog Rana boylii None/SSC, SE Rocky streams and rivers with open banks in 

forest, chaparral, and woodland 

Santa Cruz black salamander Aneides flavipunctatus 

niger 

None/SSC Restricted to mesic forests in the fog belt of 

the outer Coast Range of San Mateo, Santa 

Cruz, and Santa Clara counties. Mixed 

deciduous and coniferous woodlands and 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

(Federal/State) 
Habitat 

coastal grasslands. Occurs in moist 

streamside microhabitats and is found under 

rocks, talus, and damp woody debris. 

Santa Cruz long-toed 

salamander 

Ambystoma 

macrodactylum 

croceum 

FE/FP, SE Temporary ponds for breeding and adjacent 

riparian vegetation, coastal scrub, and oak 

woodland during the nonbreeding season. 

This subspecies is restricted to southern 

Santa Cruz and northern Montery Counties. 

Its entire distribution spans no more than 15 

miles. 

Reptiles       

Coast horned lizard Phrynosoma blainvillii None/SSC Occurs in a wide variety of habitats, most 

common in lowlands along sandy washes 

with scattered low bushes. Requires open 

areas for sunning, bushes for cover, patches 

of loose soil for burial, and abundant supply 

of ants and other insects. 

Northern California legless 

lizard 

Anniella pulchra None/SSC Coastal dunes, stabilized dunes, beaches, dry 

washes, valley–foothill, chaparral, and 

scrubs; pine, oak, and riparian woodlands; 

associated with sparse vegetation and sandy 

or loose, loamy soils 

San Francisco gartersnake Thamnophis sirtalis 

tetrataenia 

FE/SE, FP Endemic to San Francisco Peninsula from 

northern San Mateo County along eastern 

Santa Cruz Mountains and west to Point Ano 

Nuevo. Most commonly associated with 

emergent vegetation along the borders of 

ponds, marshes, and lakes. Rodent burrows 

in adjacent uplands are an important habitat 

component as they provide hibernation sites 

and escape cover. 

Western pond turtle Emys (=Actinemys) 

marmorata 

None/SSC Slow-moving permanent or intermittent 

streams, ponds, small lakes, and reservoirs 

with emergent basking sites; adjacent 

uplands used for nesting and during winter 

Birds       

American peregrine falcon 

(nesting) 

Falco peregrinus 

anatum 

None/FP Nests on cliffs, buildings, and bridges; forages 

in wetlands, riparian, meadows, croplands, 

especially where waterfowl are present 

Bald eagle (nesting & 

wintering) 

Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

BGEPA/SE, FP Nests in forested areas adjacent to large 

bodies of water, including seacoasts, rivers, 

swamps, large lakes; winters near large 

bodies of water in lowlands and mountains 

Bank swallow (nesting) Riparia riparia None/ST Nests in riparian, lacustrine, and coastal 

areas with vertical banks, bluffs, and cliffs 

with sandy soils; open country and water 

during migration 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

(Federal/State) 
Habitat 

Black swift (nesting) Cypseloides niger None/SSC Nests in moist crevices, caves, and cliffs 

behind or adjacent to waterfalls in deep 

canyons; forages over a wide range of 

habitats 

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia None/SSC Nests and forages in grassland, open scrub, 

and agriculture, particularly with ground 

squirrel burrows 

California black rail Laterallus jamaicensis 

coturniculus 

None/FP, ST Tidal marshes, shallow freshwater margins, 

wet meadows, and flooded grassy vegetation. 

California brown pelican Pelecanus occidentalis 

californicus 

None/FP Colonial nester on coastal islands in southern 

California and Baja California just outside the 

surf line. Post-breeding adults and dispersing 

juveniles forage over marine and estuarine 

waters along the central and northern 

California coast from June to November. 

California condor Gymnogyps 

californianus 

FE/FP, SE Nests in rock formations, deep caves, and 

occasionally in cavities in giant sequoia trees 

(Sequoiadendron giganteus); forages in 

relatively open habitats where large animal 

carcasses can be detected 

California least tern (nesting 

colony) 

Sternula antillarum 

browni 

FE/FP, SE Forages in shallow estuaries and lagoons; 

nests on sandy beaches or exposed tidal flats 

California spotted owl Strix occidentalis 

occidentalis 

None/SSC Mixed conifer forest, often with an understory 

of deciduous hardwoods. Most often found in 

deep-shaded canyons, on north-facing slopes, 

and within 990 feet of water. 

Golden eagle (nesting & 

wintering) 

Aquila chrysaetos BGEPA/FP Nests and winters in hilly, open/semi-open 

areas, including shrublands, grasslands, 

pastures, riparian areas, mountainous 

canyon land, open desert rimrock terrain; 

nests in large trees and on cliffs in open 

areas and forages in open habitats 

Grasshopper sparrow 

(nesting) 

Ammodramus 

savannarum 

None/SSC Nests and forages in moderately open 

grassland with tall forbs or scattered shrubs 

used for perches 

Least Bell's vireo (nesting) Vireo bellii pusillus FE/SE Nests and forages in low, dense riparian 

thickets along water or along dry parts of 

intermittent streams; forages in riparian and 

adjacent shrubland late in nesting season 

Loggerhead shrike (nesting) Lanius ludovicianus None/SSC Prefers open country for hunting, with 

perches for scanning, and fairly dense shrubs 

and brush for nesting. 

Long-eared owl (nesting) Asio otus None/SSC Nests in riparian habitat, live oak thickets, 

other dense stands of trees, edges of 

coniferous forest; forages in nearby open 

habitats 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

(Federal/State) 
Habitat 

Marbled murrelet Brachyramphus 

marmoratus 

FT/SE Nests in old-growth coastal forests, forages in 

subtidal and pelagic habitats 

Olive-sided flycatcher (nesting) Contopus cooperi None/SSC Nests in mixed-conifer, montane hardwood–

conifer, Douglas-fir, redwood, red fir, and 

lodgepole pine habitats; usually close to 

water 

Purple martin (nesting) Progne subis None/SSC Nests and forages in woodland habitats 

including riparian, coniferous, and valley 

foothill and montane woodlands; in the 

Sacramento region often nests in weep holes 

under elevated freeways 

Saltmarsh (=San Francisco) 

common yellowthroat 

Geothlypis trichas 

sinuosa 

None/SSC Resident of the San Francisco Bay region, in 

fresh and salt water marshes. Requires thick, 

continuous cover down to water surface for 

foraging; tall grasses, tule patches, willows for 

nesting. 

Southwestern willow 

flycatcher 

Empidonax traillii 

extimus 

FE/SE Nests in dense riparian habitats along 

streams, reservoirs, or wetlands in the 

Southwest; uses variety of riparian and 

shrubland habitats during migration 

Tricolored blackbird (nesting 

colony) 

Agelaius tricolor None/SSC, ST Nests in freshwater, emergent wetlands with 

cattails or tules, but also in Himalayan 

blackberrry; forages in grasslands, woodland, 

and agriculture 

Western snowy plover 
 

Charadrius alexandrinus 

nivosus  

FT/SSC On coasts nests on sandy marine and 

estuarine shores; in the interior nests on 

sandy, barren or sparsely vegetated flats near 

saline or alkaline lakes, reservoirs, and ponds 

White-tailed kite (nesting) Elanus leucurus None/FP Nests in woodland, riparian, and individual 

trees near open lands; forages 

opportunistically in grassland, meadows, 

scrubs, agriculture, emergent wetland, 

savanna, and disturbed lands. 

Willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii None/SSC Nests in dense riparian habitats along 

streams, reservoirs, or wetlands; uses variety 

of riparian and shrubland habitats during 

migration 

Yellow warbler (nesting) Setophaga petechia None/SSC Nests and forages in riparian and oak 

woodlands, montane chaparral, open 

ponderosa pine, and mixed-conifer habitats 

Yellow-breasted chat (nesting) Icteria virens None/SSC Nests and forages in dense, relatively wide 

riparian woodlands and thickets of willows, 

vine tangles, and dense brush 

Mammals       

American badger Taxidea taxus None/SSC Dry, open, treeless areas; grasslands, coastal 

scrub, agriculture, and pastures, especially 

with friable soils. 
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Common Name Scientific Name 
Status 

(Federal/State) 
Habitat 

Monterey shrew Sorex ornatus salarius None/SSC Riparian, wetland & upland areas in the 

vicinity of the Salinas River delta. 

Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus None/SSC Grasslands, shrublands, woodlands, forests; 

most common in open, dry habitats with 

rocky outcrops for roosting, but also roosts in 

man-made structures and trees 

San Joaquin kit fox Vulpes macrotis mutica FE/ST Annual grasslands or grassy open stages with 

scattered shrubby vegetation. Need loose-

textured sandy soils for burrowing, and 

suitable prey base. 

San Francisco dusky-footed 

woodrat 

Neotoma fuscipes 

annectens 

None/SSC Forest habitats with a moderate canopy and 

moderate to dense understory 

Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus 

townsendii 

None/SSC Mesic habitats characterized by coniferous 

and deciduous forests and riparian habitat, 

but also xeric areas; roosts in limestone caves 

and lava tubes, man-made structures, and 

tunnels 

Western red bat Lasiurus blossevillii None/SSC Roosts primarily in trees from sea level up 

through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat 

edges and mosaics with trees that are 

protected from above and open below with 

open areas for foraging. 

Sources: CDFW 2021a, USFWS 2021a 

Status Legend: 

BGEPA: Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act 

FE: Federally Endangered 

FT: Federally Threatened 

FC: Federal Candidate 

FP: California Fully Protected Species 

SSC: California Species of Special Concern  

SE: State Endangered 

ST: State Threatened 
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Other Species on CDFW Special Animals List 

Common Name Scientific Name Other Status Notes 

Invertebrates 

Dolloff cave spider Meta dolloff IUCN: VU Likely meets definition of 

rare, threatened, or 

endangered under CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15380 

Santa Cruz telemid spider Telema sp. - Likely meets definition of 

rare, threatened, or 

endangered under CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15380 

Empire Cave pseudoscorpion Neochthonius imperialis - Likely meets definition of 

rare, threatened, or 

endangered under CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15380 

mimic tryonia (=California 

freshwater brackish snail) 

Tryonia imitator IUCN: DD May not meet definition 

under CEQA Guidelines Sec. 

15380. 

Birds 

Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperi CDFW: WL Former SSC not included in 

Shuford and Gardali (2008) 

update. Known to nest in 

County but more common in 

urban and semiurban areas 

now.  

Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus CDFW: WL Former SSC not included in 

Shuford and Gardali (2008) 

update. Known to nest in 

County. 

Ferruginous hawk (wintering) Buteo regalis CDFW: WL 

USFWS: BCC 

Former SSC not included in 

Shuford and Gardali (2008) 

update. Known to winter in 

coastal grasslands in the 

County. 

Lawrence’s goldfinch Spinus lawrencei NABCI: YWL 

USFWS: BCC 

Known to nest in County. 

Mammals 

Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus WBWG: M Former SSC and CDFW 

Watch List species. Likely to 

occur in County. 

Sources: CDFW 2022 

Status Legend: 

CDFW: WL = CDFW Watch List 

IUCN: VU = International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) – Vulnerable 

IUCN: DD = IUCN Data-Deficient  

NABCI: YWL = North American Bird Conservation Initiative - Yellow Watch List( species that may be range restricted or may be more 

widespread but with declines and high threats) 

WBWG: M = Western Bat Working Group Medium Priority Species 

USFWS: BCC = USFWS Bird Species of Conservation Concern 
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