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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY  GAVIN NEWSOM, GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
PHONE: (831) 427-4863 
FAX: (831) 427-4877 
WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV  

          December 16, 2019 
Samantha Haschert 
City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community Development Department 
809 Center St., Room 101 
Santa Cruz, CA  95060 
 
Re:  Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report for the Riverfront Project  
 
Dear Ms. Haschert: 
 
We received the above referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the City’s upcoming 
environmental impact report (EIR) on the Riverfront Project which proposes to merge five 
parcels and replace existing commercial buildings and parking lots with one 0.98-acre parcel and 
a seven-story mixed-use development containing 175 condominiums, 11,498 square feet of new 
commercial space, and at-grade and underground parking. About one-third of the merged parcel 
would be in the coastal zone and appeal area. The City’s approved Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
is the standard of review for the portion of the proposed project in the coastal zone. 
 
Thank you for engaging with our office early in the environmental review process; doing so will 
help identify and address the project’s potential impacts to coastal resources. As a preliminary 
matter, we continue to strongly support the City’s efforts to protect its coastal resources while 
simultaneously working to cultivate the Riverfront character of its downtown, create affordable 
housing, and protect the river’s natural environment. The City’s Downtown Plan and recent 
amendments to the City’s LCP enacted to help carry out the Downtown Plan will act in tandem 
to advance those efforts. The purpose of this letter is to identify issues of LCP consistency as 
early as possible and propose avoidance and/or mitigation measures to address those issues 
during the CEQA review process. Our ultimate goal with this approach is to facilitate a 
streamlined environmental review process. The following comments apply to the portions of the 
proposed project that are located within the City’s coastal zone.     
   
Standard of Review 
Much of the basis for the City’s current environmental evaluation of this project is based on the 
City’s General Plan 2030 and its associated EIR. However, for the portions of the project that are 
located in the coastal zone, these documents cannot be used to evaluate this project’s impacts on 
coastal resources because neither the General Plan 2030 nor its EIR are formally adopted into the 
City’s LCP. The project’s EIR could help the process of determining how the project potentially 
impacts coastal resources by aligning some elements of the EIR scope towards the City’s LCP. 
Specifically, the portion of the proposed project that lies in the coastal zone will be evaluated 
according to the City’s certified LCP, including the City’s Downtown Plan and the recent LCP 
amendments associated with the Downtown Plan, as that is the legal standard of review for 
approving coastal development permits. 
   
Variances and Exceptions 
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The Riverwalk is a greatly under-utilized coastal access and recreation resource for the City. 
Accordingly, most of our concern about the scope of the project’s EIR centers on the proposed 
project’s use of variances and exceptions that could potentially undermine the development 
standards for this area of the downtown’s coastal zone. The project includes several variances 
and exceptions to applicable development standards, including waivers for maximum building 
height, the Skyline Architectural Variation standard, minimum building stepback requirements, 
and the Downtown Plan’s design guidelines, among others. The statutory basis in the LCP for 
approving or allowing these exceptions and variances is not clear. Please explain the basis for 
each exception and why each exception is allowable. The EIR should also include a detailed 
chart or table indicating the Downtown Plan’s existing development standards, what the project 
proposes, and how the standards are either met or exceeded, as well as the LCP-authorized basis 
for such exceptions or variances.  
 
Visual Resources in the Coastal Zone 
It appears that the proposed buildings may adversely impact visual resources if the already 
substantial design height and bulk allowed by the LCP are increased through the use of variances 
and exceptions, as discussed above.  It is unclear how increasing the maximum building height 
permitted in the Downtown Plan’s “Additional Height Zone B” area from 70 feet to the proposed 
81 feet will protect visual resources, or if this proposed increase is even permissible by the LCP.  
The City’s LCP (Vol. 1, Community Design Element, Goal 2.2 and 2.2.1, p.85) and the 2017 
LCP amendments associated with the Downtown Plan state that the City will preserve important 
public views and viewsheds through a development’s siting, scale, and other specific design 
guidelines that encourage carefully-planned and appropriately-designed growth. Numeric zoning 
standards for height and bulk are understood to be maximums to be subsequently modified in 
order to best meet core LCP policies. The EIR should therefore evaluate how the project’s 
prominent location adjacent to the San Lorenzo River’s western levee combined with its 
proposed 81-foot height (versus the 70-foot maximum allowed in the LCP) and the proposed 
shape and mass of the buildings (with setback and stepback exceptions) would potentially impact 
coastal views to the south and downriver towards the ocean. We recommend that the EIR include 
detailed visual simulations to assess such impacts and that story poles be used to demonstrate 
buildings’ height, setback, and stepback configurations so that the public and decision makers 
can fully assess such impacts. We also recommend that the EIR show how the currently 
proposed design and possible design alternatives would provide view corridors from the street 
toward the river. The EIR should also include an evaluation of the project’s impact (seasonally) 
on sunlight and shade in and around the site.  See LCP Vol. 1, Community Design Element Goal 
2.2. 
 
Water Quality: Storm Water Collection, Treatment, and Discharge 
The NOP provides limited details of how the project’s storm water collection and treatment 
system would function. The EIR should include a detailed explanation of the proposed system, 
including how it is consistent with LCP provisions designed to protect the river’s water quality 
(See LCP Vol. 1, Environmental Quality Element Goal 2.3.1, and LCP Implementation Plan 
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Section 24.14.050). Given the development’s net increase in impervious surface area, 
minimizing storm water run-off and increasing the treatment and filtration of run-off is a high 
priority for a development site that drains directly into the adjacent river near its outlet to the 
ocean. The EIR should also examine the degree to which the site’s pervious landscaping and 
other pervious surface area will be designed to function as bioswales to treat and otherwise 
manage storm water, and should incorporate the principles of “Low Impact Development” as 
much as possible. Also, in keeping with the increasingly more common design features of 
contemporary buildings in our dry region, the EIR should include a detailed description of how 
the project’s rainwater run-off from its roofs can be filtered, stored, and used for the project’s 
landscape irrigation or other uses.    
 
Access 
According to the NOP, the proposed project includes two pedestrian pathways that will provide 
public access to the Riverfront and to the project’s proposed public plazas. These pathways 
address a goal shared by the City and Coastal Commission of stimulating public access to the 
Riverwalk. Although the NOP does not cite specific numbers, our understanding is that the 
buildings in the proposed project would have reduced setbacks and stepbacks from the pedestrian 
pathways and the street, which could compromise the aesthetics of the public accessways and 
outdoor plazas. The EIR should provide the amounts of setbacks and stepbacks and should 
evaluate the aesthetics and utility of the pedestrian pathways and public plazas in light of the 
proposed variances and exceptions to the LCP, i.e. will the pathways be well-lit and not overly 
obscured by shadows or towering building fronts, as these could be factors that adversely affect 
the public’s use of these pathways (See LCP Vol. 1, Community Design Element, Goal 3.6). This 
effect of reduced setback and stepbacks could, in turn, reduce the appeal of using the public 
accessways and plazas and hinder public access to the Riverwalk from this project.  
 
Coastal Hazards 
The LCP requires that development should be planned and executed to mitigate known and 
foreseeable coastal hazards (LCP Vol. 1, Safety Element, Goal 3.1). Flooding and ground water 
intrusion are foreseeable risks for a development site on a coastal floodplain. Climate change 
will likely increase coastal storm intensity, raise sea levels, and allow ocean water to reach 
farther upriver more frequently as high tides correspondingly increase. The NOP states that the 
impacts from climate change would likely raise the water table around the site, which is in the 
100-year flood plain of the San Lorenzo River. While a levee system now protects the project 
site and the rest of downtown, the combination of risks that includes sea level rise, elevated 
water tables, higher seasonal king tides, more intense storms, and reliance on levees to protect 
dense development located on a flood plain calls for a thorough risk assessment in the EIR. This 
is especially relevant considering that the project would require significant excavation for 
foundation piles and an underground parking garage. The NOP mentions a possible risk 
mitigation measure of relying on existing infrastructure to pump out flood water but this 
mitigation factor requires uninterrupted electric power and assumes no significant rain event 
within 10 hours of a flood. With more intense coastal storms predicted to occur with the further 
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onset of climate change, these assumptions may be optimistic, and thus, unduly expose the 
project to avoidable hazards. Finally, the NOP mentions a potential mitigation involving raising 
the elevation of levees to address flooding issues; however, this would require major federal 
funding that would alter the project’s major public accessway to the Riverfront. The EIR should 
therefore thoroughly evaluate all of these issues, including alternatives that avoid such flooding 
impacts, as well as mitigation measures that would minimize such impacts.   
 
Other Issues  
We concur with the City that the subareas of Cultural Heritage and Energy warrant further 
review in the forthcoming EIR. Preserving historic buildings in the coastal zone that have 
significant cultural value and form part of a community’s overall heritage is an important 
element of preserving coastal resources. Commission staff also shares the City’s concern 
regarding the development’s energy use and conservation of energy resources, especially related 
to how the project will generate its own renewable energy and affect the region’s overall energy 
use and carbon emissions.  
 
 
Thank you for considering these comments as you plan the scope of the Riverfront project EIR.  
Please do not hesitate to contact me at the address or phone number above if you wish to discuss 
any of the above comments.  
 
 
Sincerely, 

Colin Bowser 
Coastal Planner 
Central Coast District Office 
 

































To:! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! 12/19/2019
Samantha Haschert, City Planner
City of Santa Cruz

Comments to Notice of Preparation(NOP) for  
 Front St/RiverFront Project

Please note that that my comments are in oblique.

1. Aesthetics
(c) Effects on Visual Character
The potentially 82 feet high Project will change the visual character when viewed from the 
Front St., east bank, down and upstream levee path and streets. 
The high levee trees will be gone, which are currently visible from these locations. 
The mass and potentially 82 feet height of the Project diminishes the view of the sky, which 
has shown to have impact on humans, fauna and flora. 
These aspects are not considered in the NOP findings. 
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01238-y
Protect our right to light
http://www.newgeography.com/content/003938-city-leaders-are-love-with-density-most-city-
dwellers-disagree
City Leaders Are in Love With Density but Most City Dwellers Disagree | Newgeography.com
https://buildingtheskyline.org/city-shadows/
Skyscrapers and Shadows: The Value of Sunshine in the City - Skynomics Blog
https://buildingtheskyline.org › Skynomics Blog
The view of the Palomar and the Del Mar Theater will be blocked by the Project. The 2 
buildings are considered landmarks of Santa Cruz. This lost view ineeds to be addressed in 
the NOP. 

(d) Light and Glare
The Project is designated for residential living. The 175 residential condos and 11,498 square 
feet of ground-floor and levee-front commercial space create an increase of light source. The 
175 condos will house residents, who will be activating light source for their every day needs. 
Currently no light nor glare sources exist on that site that are comparable to the proposed 
Project. Therefore it is an unreasonable assumption that the proposed Project would not result 
in new or substantially more severe light and glare impacts.
These mitigation measures need to be addressed:
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https://buildingtheskyline.org/highrise-living/
https://buildingtheskyline.org/highrise-living/
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01238-y
https://www.nature.com/articles/d41586-019-01238-y
http://www.newgeography.com/content/003938-city-leaders-are-love-with-density-most-city-dwellers-disagree
http://www.newgeography.com/content/003938-city-leaders-are-love-with-density-most-city-dwellers-disagree
https://buildingtheskyline.org/city-shadows/
https://buildingtheskyline.org/city-shadows/
https://buildingtheskyline.org/highrise-living/
https://buildingtheskyline.org/highrise-living/


• Nighttime building lighting at the top of the building, interiors of all floors, lobby and atria shall 
be controlled motion, time sensors.

• It is urged that time-switch control devices or occupancy sensors are installed, complying 
with the current California Energy Code, that can be programmed to turn off lights during 
those time frames.

Night lighting effects night flying birds, such as Owls, Night-Herons, dusk and dawn hunting 
birds, migratory birds, Night-Herons, etc. The Project is in the Pacific migratory Flyway and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service estimates that collision with building glass is currently the 
second greatest source of direct mortality of approximately one billion North American birds 
each year. Therefore all best possible measures have to be applied to the Project to prevent 
bird glass collisions, which are not fully presented in the NOP findings.
 https://sciencing.com/identify-american-hawks-2041155.html
https://environmentalevidencejournal.biomedcentral.com › articles
https://www.nature.com › scientific reports › articles
https://www.sciencedaily.com › releases › 2018/01

The NOP does not show that the Project applies Section 110.6 Mandatory Requirements for 
Fenestration Products & Exterior doors
 https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/CAEC2019/subchapter-2-all-occupancies-mandatory-
requirements-for-the-manufacture-construction-and-installation-of-systems-equipment-and-
building-components.
Nor is Title 24 of  the 2019 California Energy Commission mentioned. (https://
ww2.energy.ca.gov/2018publications/CEC-400-2018-020/CEC-400-2018-020-CMF.pdf2)
These documents address fenestrations, which reduce glare and light as well as energy 
efficiency. 

4. Biological Resources 
(a-c) Special-Status Species, Sensitive Habitat NOP responds to the west slope earthen fill.

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special‐ status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service?

The NOP concludes that no adverse effects need to be considered for " Does Project Involve 
New Significant Impacts or Substantially More Severe Impacts?"  and "New Impacts Peculiar 
to Project or Site?" for (a-c).

• The conclusions ignore that
• habitat modification does occur with consequent habitat loss, which is caused by the required  

earthen77 fill of 3,500 cubic yards for the 490 linear feet of levee to cover approx. 15,500 
square feet(Project Description);

• the Project and the west slope fill will increase of human activity and recreational traffic thus 
impacting existing sensitive riparian habitats;

• the west slope banks have been/are are a part of the Natural Resources riparian corridor, the 
San Lorenzo River;
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https://environmentalevidencejournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13750-019-0155-5
https://environmentalevidencejournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s13750-019-0155-5
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-018-21577-6
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-018-21577-6
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2018/01/180119125817.htm
https://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2018/01/180119125817.htm


• the west slope location presently provides essential shelter, native plant food sources, 
breeding locations, hunting perches for special-status species and the diverse riparian 
corridor wildlife, such as  

• local and migratory birds,
•  snakes, lizards,
• insects 

๏ Owls, Cooper, Red-tailed, Red-shouldered Hawks, Merlin Falcons( Raptors & Falcons 
need high trees for their hunting activities);

๏ the vital information of the "Lower San Lorenzo River 2015 Fall Migration Bird Surveys";
๏ the reports of the rich biodiversity of the San Lorenzo River fauna and flora can be 

found  on e-bird. (e-bird ranks the San Lorenzo River (within Santa Cruz)( https://
ebird.org/hotspots) as number 13 out of the 100 County Hotspots )

๏ and on inaturalist:
https://www.inaturalist.org › check_lists › 55067-Birds-Of-Lower-San-Lor...
https://www.inaturalist.org › check_lists › 55063-Lower-San-Lorenzo-Rive...
https://www.inaturalist.org › projects › san-lorenzo-river-urban-corridor
https://www.inaturalist.org › places › lower-san-lorenzo-river

The loss of habitat, due to modification is not addressed comprehensively, thus validity of the 
NOP conclusions in regard to the substantial adverse effects is not be adequately assessed. 
The incomplete findings have to be revised to fulfill the checklist requirements.
It is worth noting that an in-depth revision is highly advisable, because habitat loss due to 
urban development is causing the steep decline of the bird & insect population, which has 
resulted in the loss of 3 billion birds since 1970 and 40% of the insect population.
 US and Canada have lost nearly 3 billion of bird population in last 50 years: Study - ABC 
News
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/nov/13/insect-apocalypse-poses-risk-to-all-
life-on-earth-conservationists-warn

  Migratory WHITE-crowned  SPARROW feeding on the Project's west slope, Dec. 2019

 b) Have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of the past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects.) 

3
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https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=2&ved=2ahUKEwibu_WSwb3mAhUEd98KHR2YBbAQFjABegQIAhAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.inaturalist.org%2Fprojects%2Fsan-lorenzo-river-urban-corridor&usg=AOvVaw1B2uqjFTKGRPXi3XBsjtLT
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=2ahUKEwibu_WSwb3mAhUEd98KHR2YBbAQFjAAegQIBRAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.inaturalist.org%2Fplaces%2Flower-san-lorenzo-river&usg=AOvVaw0j9zcYDv3TRV09l7-_eDcN
https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=2ahUKEwibu_WSwb3mAhUEd98KHR2YBbAQFjAAegQIBRAB&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.inaturalist.org%2Fplaces%2Flower-san-lorenzo-river&usg=AOvVaw0j9zcYDv3TRV09l7-_eDcN
https://abcnews.go.com/US/us-canada-lost-billion-bird-population-50-years/story?id=65716643
https://abcnews.go.com/US/us-canada-lost-billion-bird-population-50-years/story?id=65716643
https://abcnews.go.com/US/us-canada-lost-billion-bird-population-50-years/story?id=65716643
https://abcnews.go.com/US/us-canada-lost-billion-bird-population-50-years/story?id=65716643


The Project is located in very close vicinity to the riparian corridor, which is a highly valued 
Natural Resource.Riparian Zones | CRD.
It is necessary to evaluate the cumulative impacts of this potentially 82 feet high Project and 
probable future projects on the riparian habitats beyond the immediate buildings site. The 
riparian biodiversity will be cumulatively impacted by the drastic height change from the current 
1-2 story high buildings, the loss of the west side slope habitat and probable future habitat 
loss, the increased light sources, shading, human noise and traffic. The San Lorenzo River lies 
in the important Pacific Flyway needs to be evaluated accordingly,. It is an essential location 
for summer and winter migratory Federal and State protected birds, who are present on the 
west slope.

The urban development effects are addressed in these studies:
Urbanization - Riparian/Channel Alteration | CADDIS Volume 2 | US EPA
(PDF) MANAGING HEALTHY RIPARIAN AREAS IN URBAN SETTINGS OF GREECE TO 
IMPROVE LIVING CONDITIONS
Microsoft Word - UARA_07-17-07.doc - UARA_07-17-07_chapter7.pdf
https://cals.arizona.edu/extension/riparian/pub/UARA_07-17-07_chapter7.pdf
Riparian Areas Environmental Uniqueness, Functions, and Values | NRCS
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/?cid=nrcs143_014199

The Bio Report-Appendix A does not do justice to the Natural Resources that are adjacent to 
the Project. It offers gathered data, but no in-depth, site specific surveys nor inventory data of 
site specific flora, fauna. 
Consequently the NOP findings for (b) are inconclusive and warrant revision.

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands(including, but not 
limited to, marsh,vernal pool, coastal,etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means.

Since this NOP conclusion is not supported with well substantiated data, the above sentence is 
an assumption. 

(a-c) Special-Status Species, Sensitive Habitat 
'Avoid transparent glass skyway, walkways...etc" 
NOP states that "Some windows are located at the corners of buildings, but appear to include 
framing around windows that provide a visual barrier at building corners."
The NOP has to clarify if the Project plans have in fact framing around windows that provide a 
visual barrier at building corners. Asserting that the windows 'appear' to have frames is vague, 
consequently misleading, thus unacceptable. 

(d) Wildlife Movement/Breeding
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https://www.crd.bc.ca/education/our-environment/ecosystems/freshwater/riparian-zones
https://www.crd.bc.ca/education/our-environment/ecosystems/freshwater/riparian-zones
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https://cals.arizona.edu/extension/riparian/pub/UARA_07-17-07_chapter7.pdf
https://cals.arizona.edu/extension/riparian/pub/UARA_07-17-07_chapter7.pdf
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/?cid=nrcs143_014199
https://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/national/technical/?cid=nrcs143_014199


d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites.

The NOP conclusion is an abstract finding that future redevelopment of existing urban 
downtown area would not affect wildlife movement as it would occur within the existing 
development footprint. It is not based on scientific, comprehensive surveys and studies of 
cumulative urban development impacts on riparian biodiversity. 
The NOP is not including a request for a monitoring plan to track the impacts of the increased 
urban development on the riparian corridor. It stands to reason that the City applies best 
management standards to the highly valued Natural Resources, which are not applied/
reflected in the NOP. 
NOP states: "Tree removal during breeding season (generally March1 to August 1) has the 
potential to destroy bird nests, eggs or chicks...etc"
The vague breeding date of '(generally March1 to August 1)' allows for misinterpretations of 
tree removals. 
Furthermore the NOP has to incorporate California State Department of Fish and Wildlife 
amended breeding dates of February 1 through September 1 as stated in the August 6, 2019 
Public Works  'Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement" (Notification No. 1600-2013-0176-R3,
City of Santa Cruz Routine Maintenance Activities).

The III. Environmental Setting section lists the names of the  32 existing trees consist of 13 
species, of which 8 species amount to 19 native trees. In the Conflicts with Local Plans the list 
for 21 planned tree replacements names 5 species, which are all non-native California trees.
The choice of these trees is unacceptable, because these trees do not enhance the riparian 
corridor's habitats and its wildlife. The planned tree is in opposition to SLURP, the General 
Plan 2030, ACOE, who all stipulate that the preservation, protection, and enhancement of 
natural resources is of highest priority.

(e-f) Conflicts with Local Plans
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?

The NOP response does not include the 2003 adopted 'San Lorenzo Urban River 
Plan'(SLURP).
Due to this omission the recommendations, goals and priority of SLURP and the Lower San 
Lorenzo River and Lagoon Enhancement Plan are not considered, addressed nor integrated 
into the NOP findings such as the SLURP section "1.4 Relationship to Existing City 
Plans" (page 13): 
"Future updates of the General Plan and Local Coastal Program will incorporate 
recommendations from the San Lorenzo Urban River Plan for “significant riverfront areas” 
including Front Street, Salz Tannery, and Beach Flats, ..etc. Additionally, the recommendations 
of the Urban River Plan should be referenced in regional plans referring to the San Lorenzo 
River and watershed." 
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Nor are the Project's recreational effects evaluated according to the SLURP's priorities: " the 
Restoration of the River." and "...recognize that the River is first a habitat area for fish and 
wildlife and second a passive recreational area for enjoyment by the community."

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

The regrettable absence of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan should not refrain the City 
from striving to achieve the best protection, enhancement outcomes for the Natural Resources.

6. Energy
(a) Energy Use.
NOP states: It is not expected that the proposed project would not result in impacts related to 
inefficient or wasteful use of energy that would not result in impacts related to inefficient or 
wasteful use of energy that would be peculiar to the project or site or substantially more severe 
than evaluated in the General Plan 2030 EIR.
This sentence is illogic and contradictory thus difficult to evaluate its meaning. 
 
It is regrettable that
• the actual energy demand was not calculated for this site therefore eliminating an evaluation; 
• ASHRAE and ICC findings were not included, which would result in reduced energy use and 

cost. (ABC-Bird-Friendly Design, page 34);
• the Project is not installing solar panels; 
• it is not clear to what extend the CalGreen checklist is applied to the Project
https://aiacalifornia.org › calgreen-checklists

The State of California has the goal to reduce ineffective energy use, which are showing very 
positive results. 
http://www.digitaljournal.com/news/environment/energy-efficiency-had-an-amazing-impact-
in-2019/article/563812
Therefore it stands to reason that the Project's energy use is held to these goal standards, 
which can not be determined by the NOP findings.
These energy saving measures should be a requirement for the Project:
• Nighttime building lighting at the top of the building, interiors of all floors, lobby and atria shall 

be controlled motion, time sensors.
• It is urged that time-switch control devices or occupancy sensors are installed, complying 

with the current California Energy Code, that can be programmed to turn off lights during 
those time frames.

Summary:
The Project is located in close vicinity to a riparian corridor and its important and sensitive 
biodiversity. As noted in the CRD report and supplied links, human development situated close 
to the riparian corridor impacts its health. The applicant and the City Planning Department 
have to account for their decision to place the high and massive Project in this location by 
supplying comprehensive, scientific data that evaluates the cumulative effects/impacts on the 
riparian flora, fauna, aquatic habitats and by applying the best environment management 
practices. It will serve the public Natural Resources and the future generations to apply high 
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caliber, aesthetic, environmental, energy use consideration, evaluation and mitigations to this 
Project. 

Sincerely,
jane mio
215 Mtn. View Ave.
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95062

!    YELLOW-rumped migratory WARBLER feeding in the Project's west slope
!       Nov. 2019
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From: Ruselle Revenaugh [mailto:ruselle@earthlink.net]  
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2019 11:36 AM 
To: Samantha Haschert <SHaschert@cityofsantacruz.com> 
Cc: Dennis Wheeler <gaza@gazabowen.com> 
Subject: 418 development 
 
Hello Samantha, 
 
We were present at the EIR meeting held at Lauden Nelson for the 418 development. 
We've been discussing the various issues surrounding this project for many months now, 
and the meeting brought to life several more. 
Foremost, we are concerned about the potential loss of the community and cultural diversity 
that the 418 project currently provides: so much creativity and heart and healing is available 
and supported there!  But we are also greatly concerned about the environmental impact of 
such a huge development!  We were GREAT supporters of including the river in our new  
developments after the earthquake, knowing that including that fabulous resource of ours, rather 
than hiding it (as we still do), would bring so many benefits to our town, culturally, environmentally, 
and spiritually.  But none of that happened, and we were greatly disappointed!  Instead, we got MORE 
chain stores, big ugly signs welcoming visitors to our not-so-charming any more town, and more 
homeless people populating and peeing on our precious river front properties. 
 
So, now you're talking about building -- and big -- at the rivers edge.  Will you somehow honor the 
river, including it and its natural inhabitants in the developers' plans?  I hope so!  There are MANY 
birds that live in that corridor and many more that migrate through.  Have you actually considered  
them at all?  And what about the depth required for a foundation to support such a massive building! 
That WILL affect the water table, water quality, and the speed of construction, as water naturally will 
flow where it wants to go.  It did not sound like you had addressed these issues in your planning. 
I sure hope that you do! 
 
We recently ran across an article that I am sending to you here, as I think it has great significance for the 
development of Santa Cruz, particularly 418 Front St!  Growing trees on the high rise buildings erected in 
Santa Cruz should be required from now on!!  We are losing trees all the time!  (I was horrified when the  
redwoods in the middle of highway one at Morrissey St were removed; they were the essence of Santa 
Cruz's 
charm!)  And they should absolutely be replaced!  Please take the time to read this article, watch the 
videos 
associated with it, and consider implementing this practice in your planning of our city.  Trees and 
shrubbery  
growing up along the heights of the riverfront developments, especially, would help to address the 
environmental  
impacts of these precious riparian areas! 
 
Please take this seriously.  We used to be a very "green" community.  I understand the need for Santa 
Cruz to grow UP. 
However, that does not mean we should forget or destroy our natural beauty.  On the contrary, we need 
to foster 
MORE of it in order to keep our lands, rivers, forests, as well as Our lungs, hearts, and souls, happy and 
healthy! 
thank you, 
Ruselle Revenaugh 
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-----Forwarded Message-----  
From: Dennis Wheeler  
Sent: Dec 8, 2019 3:52 PM  
To: Ruselle R  
Subject: vertical forest  

The project's two residential towers -- measuring 80 meters (262 feet) and 112 meters (367 feet) 
respectively -- play host to around 20,000 trees, shrubs and plants. They spill out from irregularly placed 
balconies and crawl up the structures' sides. By Boeri's estimates, there are two trees, eight shrubs, and 
40 plants for each human inhabitant…. 

But the architect's proudest claim is that the buildings absorb 30 tons of carbon dioxide and produce 19 
tons of oxygen a year, according to his research, with a volume of trees equivalent to more than 215,000 
square feet of forestland…. 

Other energy-efficient features, including geothermal heating systems and wastewater facilities, have 
attracted less attention. Nonetheless, they help the towers to not only resemble trees, but function like 
them too, the architect said….. 
His firm has already unveiled plans for new Vertical Forest buildings in European cities including Treviso 
in Italy, Lausanne in Switzerland and Utrecht in the Netherlands. 
In the Chinese city of Liuzhou, Guangxi province, he has masterminded an entire "Forest City," scheduled 
for completion in 2020, which comprises tree-covered houses, hospitals, schools and office blocks over a 
sprawling 15-million-square-foot site. (Boeri said that he's also been approached about producing similar 
"cities" in Egypt and Mexico.) 
www.dailykos.com/stories/2019/12/2/1903081/-Architect-creates-gorgeous-Vertical-Forest-high-rises-
lined-with-215-000-Sq-Ft-of-forest-greenery?detail=emaildkre 
 

https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.stefanoboeriarchitetti.net%2Furban-forestry-research%2F&data=02%7C01%7Csstrelow%40dudek.com%7C2d4236614ea84132446c08d793b0076e%7C82b8a27d5b4c4dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C637140256580611965&sdata=0KK1LCaSumWCL6xIY72fw9484mmKAyCUsazIm%2BK6BQA%3D&reserved=0
https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.cnn.com%2Fstyle%2Farticle%2Fchina-liuzhou-forest-city%2Findex.html&data=02%7C01%7Csstrelow%40dudek.com%7C2d4236614ea84132446c08d793b0076e%7C82b8a27d5b4c4dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C637140256580621956&sdata=xs6Qx%2Fz8CNNMA6h%2BSxZsWKD7z9%2BQ37jek2vKxggQjNE%3D&reserved=0
https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dailykos.com%2Fstories%2F2019%2F12%2F2%2F1903081%2F-Architect-creates-gorgeous-Vertical-Forest-high-rises-lined-with-215-000-Sq-Ft-of-forest-greenery%3Fdetail%3Demaildkre&data=02%7C01%7Csstrelow%40dudek.com%7C2d4236614ea84132446c08d793b0076e%7C82b8a27d5b4c4dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C637140256580621956&sdata=07i6bpFVIQeetGvkcniWUM0Biq7mxX4pOoYIKGhw0Ow%3D&reserved=0
https://nam01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.dailykos.com%2Fstories%2F2019%2F12%2F2%2F1903081%2F-Architect-creates-gorgeous-Vertical-Forest-high-rises-lined-with-215-000-Sq-Ft-of-forest-greenery%3Fdetail%3Demaildkre&data=02%7C01%7Csstrelow%40dudek.com%7C2d4236614ea84132446c08d793b0076e%7C82b8a27d5b4c4dbeba360ee75edffcac%7C1%7C0%7C637140256580621956&sdata=07i6bpFVIQeetGvkcniWUM0Biq7mxX4pOoYIKGhw0Ow%3D&reserved=0
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