
 

1930 Ocean Street Extension Residential Project 9644 
Final EIR  August 2018 

 

APPENDIX B 
Public Comments on DEIR and PRDEIR 

 
  



 

1930 Ocean Street Extension Residential Project 9644 
Final EIR  August 2018 

 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 
  



From: Rachel Fatoohi [mailto:Rachel.Fatoohi@santacruzcounty.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2017 5:55 PM 
To: Ryan Bane 
Cc: Steve Wolfman; Aaron Becker 
Subject: 1930 OSE 40-unit apartment development 

Hi Ryan, 
We have concerns from residents in the county regarding the stability of Graham Hill resulting from this 
project, specifically since the project proposes to cut down large trees in the steep area at the edge of 
the property that borders Graham Hill Road. While this project is in the city, any impact to the road in 
the area would impact residents in the city and county in the same way and there are extensive number 
of county residents that use the road.   I was not able to access the project plans from your web site but, 
regardless of that,  I trust that you will make sure that the project’s civil and geotechnical engineers 
address the site and Graham Hill Road stability issue thoroughly. 

Regards, 

Rachel Fatoohi, Senior Civil Engineer 
Storm Water Management Section 
Department of Public Works 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060 
Phone (831) 454-2160 
Fax (831) 454-2385 
E-mail Rachel.fatoohi@santacruzcounty.us 
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Serving Monterey, San Benito, and Santa Cruz Counties 24580 Silver Cloud Court
Monterey, CA  93940

PHONE: (831) 647-9411 • FAX: (831) 647-8501

Richard A. Stedman, APCO 

Serving Monterey, San

June 27, 2017 

City of Santa Cruz 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
809 Center Street, Room 107 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Attention:  Ryan Bane, Senior Planner 

Email: rbane@cityofsantacruz.com

Re: 1930 Ocean Street Extension Residential Project - Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Bane: 

Thank you for providing the Monterey Bay Air Resources District (Air District) with the opportunity to comment 
on the above-referenced document.  The Air District has reviewed the document and has the following comments: 

Construction Dust - In order to minimize offsite drift of fugitive dust and maintain compliance with District Rule
402 (Nuisance), the District suggests that the following Best Management Practices for limiting construction dust
be applied where appropriate:

o Prohibit all grading activities during periods of high wind (over 15 mph)
o Water all active construction areas at least twice daily. Frequency should be based on the type of

operation, soil, and wind exposure.
o Apply chemical soil stabilizers on inactive construction areas (disturbed lands within construction

projects that are unused for at least four consecutive days)
o Apply non-toxic binders (e.g., latex acrylic copolymer) to exposed areas after cut and fill operations, or

hydro-seed area.
o Maintain at least 2’0” of freeboard in haul trucks.
o Cover all trucks hauling dirt, sand, or loose materials.
o Plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas as soon as possible.
o Cover inactive storage piles.
o Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks.
o Post a publicly visible sign which specifies the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust

complaints. This person shall respond to complaints and take corrective action within 48 hours. The
phone number of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District shall be visible to ensure
compliance with Rule 402 (Nuisance).

Wood-burning Stoves - The operational emissions can be reduced further by prohibiting wood-burning fireplaces
and stoves in the new development.

Construction Equipment - Given the nearby proximity of residential and commercial land uses, the Air District
recommends using cleaner construction equipment that conforms to ARB’s Tier 3 or Tier 4 emission standards.
We further recommend that, whenever feasible, construction equipment use alternative fuels such as compressed
natural gas (CNG), propane, electricity or biodiesel.
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Building Demolition/Renovation - If any buildings are renovated or demolished as part of this project, Air District
rules may apply. These include Rule 424, National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants and Rule
439, Building Removals. Rule 424 contains the investigation and reporting requirements for asbestos which
includes surveys and advanced notification on structures being renovated or demolished. Notification to the Air
District is required at least ten days prior to renovation or demolition activities. If old underground piping or other
asbestos containing construction materials are encountered during trenching activities, Rule 424 could also apply.
District Rule 439 prohibits the release of any visible emissions from building removals. Rules 424 and 439 can be
found online at https://www.arb.ca.gov/drdb/mbu/cur.htm. Please contact Mike Sheehan, Compliance Program
Coordinator, at (831) 718-8036 for more information regarding these rules.

Best Regards, 

David Frisbey 
Planning and Air Monitoring Manager 

cc:  Mike Sheehan, Compliance Program Coordinator 
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Rick Moe P.O. Box 3710 Santa Cruz, CA 95063 Craig Rowell 

831-462-1590  Fax: 462-5773  Cell: 247-7022  831-426-9630  Fax: 457-2075  Cell: 818-0395 
Perouse@aol.com      craigrowell@gmail.com 

June 30, 2017 

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MAIL 

Ryan Bane 
City of Santa Cruz 
Department of Planning & Community Development 
809 Center Street, Room 107 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
rbane@cityofsantacruz.com  

Re: Comments on 1930 Ocean Street Extension Residential Project Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Bane: 

We are the applicants for the 1930 Ocean Street Extension Residential Project (Project).  We 
appreciate the city’s efforts in preparing the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and, having 
reviewed the document, it is clear that the city and its consultants took great care to thoroughly 
analyze all of the Project’s potential environmental impacts. We offer the following comments to 
assist the city in its evaluation of the Project.   

1. Project Objectives

The project objectives are listed in Chapter 3, section 3.3, and are also discussed in Chapter 
5. While we agree with the six objectives that are identified in the Draft EIR, the document does not
include all of the project objectives that we provided to the city. We request that the following 
objectives, which were previously submitted to the city, also be included in the EIR: 

Provide work-force housing opportunities to a critically underserved community
demographic, specifically police, government workers, emergency personal and teachers.

Develop a project that:
o Is consistent with the goals of infill development;
o Provides housing opportunities at appropriate densities to serve critical housing

needs;
o Avoids urban sprawl by creating sensitive infill within the urban services area; and
o Reduces impacts caused by excessive vehicle trips and commuter traffic patterns.

Develop a project that provides the following off-site community improvements:
o Upgrades 700’+ of the existing substandard Ocean St. Ext. to city standards;
o Improves drainage retention and detention for the upgraded section of Ocean St.

Ext.;
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Ryan Bane, City of Santa Cruz 
June 30, 2017 
Page 2 

o Provides operational and safety improvements to the Graham Hill Rd. and Ocean St.
Ext. intersection; and

o Provides improved pedestrian and bicycle access from the cemetery entrance to
existing Ocean St. improvements.

2. Specific Comments on the Draft EIR by Page Number

The remainder of our comments suggest minor edits to clarify information in the Draft EIR 
or correct minor mistakes.   

Page No. Comment 

Fig. 4.1-2 Figure 4.1-2 is mislabeled “9130 Ocean Street Extension Residential Project.” 

4.4-5 

We suggest the following edits to the description of project site drainage on page 
4.4-5 (suggested deletions are shown in strikeout and added text is shown in 
red):   

Stormwater runoff from the site is conveyed via sheet flow across the site 
and flows into an 18-inch storm drain that runs northerly along the east 
side of Ocean Street Extension along the project frontage and discharges 
on the surface of the street until it flows into a drainage ditch past the 
project site or continues down the east side of the street to Crossing Street. 

4.5-15 

It should be noted that the 2014 traffic counts were less than two years old from 
the date of the traffic report and that Chris Schneiter and Ron Marquez 
considered whether updated traffic reports were needed and determined that the 
October 2014 counts were appropriate. As noted in the Draft EIR, subsequent 
traffic counts in the area demonstrate that the traffic counts relied upon in the 
traffic analysis are valid, if not conservative.  

4.5-20 – 
4.5-21 

The discussion of access and safety hazards should be updated to reflect the fact 
that the pine tree within the northeast island has been limbed up so that it no 
longer impedes the sight line up Graham Hill Rd. and the pepper tree in the 
northwest island has been removed. As noted in the Draft EIR, the removal of 
these trees, along with other improvements proposed as part of the project, will 
improve the safety at the Graham Hill Road / Ocean Street Extension 
intersection. 

4.5-21 

We suggest the following edit: 

The project includes widening Ocean Street Extension to 20 feet along 
most of the project frontage from the project north side of the cemetery 
entrance south to Ocean St. 
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4.5-23 

We suggest the following edit: 

The new sidewalk will start across from the entrance to the project site at 
the entrance to the cemetery and extend south to join the existing sidewalk 
south of the Graham Hill Rd. / Ocean Street Extension intersection. 

5-14 – 
5-15 

As noted in our comments above, the Draft EIR does not include all of the 
project objectives that we provided to the city. We request that the omitted 
project objectives, identified above, be included in the EIR.  The discussion in 
this chapter regarding whether the various alternatives meet the project 
objectives will also need to be updated, although we believe similar conclusions 
will be reached.     

5-23 – 
5-24 

The Draft EIR overstates the ability of Alterative 3 to reduce environmental 
impacts compared to the Project. For example, regarding impact Noise-1 (Noise 
– Exposure to Noise Levels), buildings would still be exposed to Graham Hill
Rd traffic noise under Alternative 3; regarding Impact Bio-1 (Nesting Birds), all 
of the eucalyptus trees along Graham Hill Road would still be removed under 
Alternative 3; and, regarding Impact Bio-2 (Heritage Tree Protection During 
Construction), the remaining heritage trees would still need the same protection 
during construction. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. Please let us know if you have 
any questions.   

Very truly yours, 

Rick Moe and Craig Rowell 
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6/30/2017

Mr. Ryan Bane
Senior Planner
City of Santa Cruz
Department of Planning and Community Development
809 Center Street, Room 206
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Mr. Ryan Bane,

Bike Santa Cruz County requests that any development or road work in the vicinity of Ocean
Street Extension and Graham Hill Road be made bicycle-friendly. This is necessary both to
mitigate impacts from increased motor vehicle traffic and to proactively comply with various
local and state mandates including Complete Streets.

Ocean Street Extension/Graham Hill Road intersection: The Ocean Street Extension/Graham Hill
Road intersection is proposed to be improved by modifying current traffic islands. Leaving town
on Ocean Street, there is a bike lane that fades out right before this intersection. The bike lane
should be extended through this intersection. Coming into town downhill on Graham Hill Road,
a bike lane begins just past this intersection (where the Road turns into Ocean Street). Cyclists
will be riding in the travel lane downhill before veering toward the right to get into the bike lane.
Motor vehicles hopefully are slowing down to veer left as the road curves into Ocean Street.

Adequate room, signing, and pavement markings (such as sharrows) should be provided to help
prevent motor vehicle/bike conflicts on this downhill curve. It appears that with some slight
additional modifications to the traffic islands and roadways the intersection could be adjusted
to accommodate our recommendations. We welcome having further input with staff to design a
bike-friendly intersection here.

Site Development: The subject site is proposed to be residentially developed with an internal
road system. Bike Santa Cruz County takes no position on this development. But, if any
development is to occur it should provide for bikes. Numerous General Plan policies support
on-site facilities, and in particular corresponding Code Section 24.08.430.8 states, “The site plan
shall encourage alternatives to travel by automobile where appropriate, through the provision of
facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists, including covered parking for bicycles…” We note that
the plans provide for bike parking, but all clustered at one location. We recommend that the
racks be dispersed so cyclists can lock their bikes closer to the residences they visit or live in.

1



It appears that ends of the internal roadway are less than 100 feet from Graham Hill Road. We
recommend that there be a multi-use path connecting the roadway to Graham Hill Road. If
someone living in one of the proposed upper homes wanted to bike towards Scotts Valley on
Graham Hill, they would first have to ride downhill, then ride along Ocean Street Extension,
navigate the intersection with Graham Hill and then bike uphill along Graham Hill where there is
little shoulder and no bike lane. They could avoid this inconvenience and shorten their route by
about ¼ mile if they could simply bike up to Graham Hill Road from their house on a pathway
through this site. Similar convenience would be afforded to those biking or walking down narrow
Graham Hill Road to a proposed house on site. We would welcome further discussion with staff
and the developer as to the best location for such an on-site path, given the terrain and trees.

Graham Hill Road Adjacent to the Site: Graham Hill Road borders the site’s property boundary
for about 400 feet. Graham Hill Road is slated for bike lanes in the City’s Active Transportation
Plan as opportunity arises. Site development is such an opportunity. The current shoulders are
only about 2 1/5 to 3 feet wide – so would need to be widened to at least four feet to function
as bike lanes. The site plan shows a five-foot dedication along part of its frontage with Graham
Hill which would allow for such widening.

Thank you for your work on this project and for working with Bike Santa Cruz County to make
our community safer for cyclists.

Warmly,

Janneke Strause
Executive Director
Bike Santa Cruz County
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From: SCCSP Santa Cruz County Sheriff's Posse [mailto:info@sccsp.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 30, 2017 12:59 PM 
To: Ryan Bane 
Subject: Letter of concern for condo project 

June 29, 2017

 To: Ryan Bane, City of Santa Cruz

 From:     Santa Cruz County Sheriff’s Posse

 2127 Ocean St. Ext.

       Santa Cruz, CA 95060

 Dear Ryan Bane: 

I represent the Sheriff Posse organization, which maintains a clubhouse 
and horse facility on Ocean St. Extension. I am concerned that the 
proposed width of Ocean Street Extension at its southern end will cause 
a problem for our members and guests who arrive and leave with a horse 
trailer. The 8.75 lane width will be far too narrow for us to safely 
navigate that area, particularly with the added traffic from the proposed 
development. 

Thank you for considering my comment.

Nancy Murray

President, of S.C.C.S.P.

 WWW.SCCSP.org
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