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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.  
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• 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.  
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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, 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.



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update June 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-26 



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-27 



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-28 



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-29 



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-30 

  



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-31 

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.  



 4 – DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Sustainability Policy and Regulatory Update August 2022 

Final Environmental Impact Report 4-40 

 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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