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1 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
1.1 Introduction 
The Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and Planned Unit Development (PUD) Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (Draft EIR) was circulated for a 45-day public review period from Monday, March 
9, 2009 through Wednesday, April 22, 2009, consistent with CEQA regulations and guidelines.  
Copies of the document were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, regional and local agencies, 
and interested organizations and individuals, for their review and comment.  

Section 15088 (a) of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines states 
that:  

The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft EIR and shall prepare a written response. The lead agency shall 
respond to comments received during the noticed comment period and any extension and 
may respond to late comments. 

In response to the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, as 
lead agency, has evaluated the comments received on the Draft EIR.  Written responses to the 
comments related to environmental issues are included in this Final EIR.  

Section 1.2, below, provides a list of all those who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during 
the public review period.  Section 1.3 contains master responses for similar comments for which 
answers could be grouped together.  Section 1.4 contains all of the comments received on the 
Draft EIR along with responses to each.  These responses include identifying where text revisions 
in the Draft EIR are made as a result of the comments and responses.  Text changes resulting 
from comments on the Draft EIR are presented in Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR, by 
chapter and section.  Revisions to the Draft EIR text are indicated by underline for new text and 
strikeouts for deleted text.   

This Final EIR document in conjunction with the Draft EIR (March 2009), constitutes the Final 
EIR for the proposed project.  
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1.2 List of Commenters 
All commenters on the Draft EIR are listed in the Table 1-1 below.  Each comment is identified 
with a two part numbering system. The first number corresponds to the number assigned to the 
comment letter.  The second number corresponds to the comment identified within the letter.  For 
example, comment 1-1, refers to the first comment in the letter from Ms. Jennifer Calate, 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  
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Table 1-1: List of Commenters 

Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

 Federal Agencies     

-- None -- -- -- -- 

 State Agencies     

1-1 Transportation and Circulation: Threshold of 
significance used to evaluate impacts 

-- 

1-2 Transportation and Circulation: Claim of 
economic infeasibility of improvements 

-- 

1-3 Transportation and Circulation: Responsibility 
for calculation and imposition of fees for traffic 
impacts to the State Highway System.  

-- 

1-4 Transportation and Circulation: Request an 
analysis of the Harkin Slough Road/Green 
Valley Road/Silver Leaf Drive intersection, 
Highway 1/Harkins Slough Road, and Harkins 
Slough Road/Green Valley Road/Silver Leaf 
Road 

-- 

1-5 Transportation and Circulation: Request for 
inclusion of discussion of the Coastal 
Implementation Plan for the Pajaro Valley High 
School. Request that mitigation measures and 
implementation plans are consistent with Zone R 
performance standards  

-- 

1 Jennifer Calate, California 
Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans)  

April 20, 2009 

1-6 Transportation and Circulation: Encroachment 
permit requirements 

-- 

2-1 Biological Resources: Waste discharge permit 
requirements for the freshwater marsh, seasonal 
wetlands, ephemeral drainage, and agricultural 
basin (Impact 3.4-8).  
Agricultural basin is a “waters of the state” and 
would be subject to acceptance by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (Mitigation 3.4-8). 

-- 

2-2 Biological Resources: Mitigation shall occur in 
locations that receive clean water (Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-8). 

-- 

2-3 Biological Resources: Mitigation maintenance 
requirements (Mitigation Measure 3.4-8)  

-- 

2-4 Hydrology and Water Quality: Treatment and 
control of flows (Mitigation Measures 3.8-1a 
and 3.8-1b)  

-- 

2-5 Hydrology and Water Quality: Phased Grading 
during construction activities 

-- 

2 Roger W. Briggs, California 
Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Central Coast Region 

April 20, 2009 

2-6 Hydrology and Water Quality: Low impact 
development techniques and maintenance of best 
management practices.  

-- 

3 Dan Otis, California Department 
of Conservation 

April 22, 2009 3-1 Agricultural Resources: California Department 
of Conservation recommends the use of 
mitigation to compensate for the direct loss of 
agricultural land. 

AG-1 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

 Local Agencies     

4-1 Introduction: The City would like to reserve the 
option to use the EIR for future actions on the 
Specific Plan and annexation requests.   

-- 

4-2 Project Description: The City requests changes 
to Page 2-14 of the Project Description in the 
Draft EIR.  

-- 

4-3 Geology and Soils: Clarifications on lateral 
spreading setback as required by Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-2.  

-- 

4-4 Biological Resources:  Santa Cruz Riparian 
Corridors and Wetland Policy 5.2.5 requires a 
100-foot setback from wetlands. Request 
clarification on the findings for a reduction in 
the setback requirements.  

-- 

4-5 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Split 
of affordable units affects project revenues and 
fiscal mitigation.  

-- 

4-6 Transportation and Circulation:  Adoption of a 
fee program would require adoption of a fee 
ordinance.  

-- 

4 Keith Boyle, City of Watsonville, 
Community Development 
Department 

April 22, 2009 

4-7 Certification of the EIR -- 

5-1 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Maximum capacity, enrollment and average 
class sizes for all schools that would be affected 
by the proposed project.  

-- 

5-2 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Growth ratio formulas used by the District.  

-- 

5-3 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Current school facility fees for residential, 
commercial and/or senior housing 
developments, and parking and/or storage. 

-- 

5 Richard Mullikan, Interim 
Director of Construction, Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District 
(PVUSD) 

April 22, 2009  

5-4 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  Table 
3.12-1: PVUSD Enrollment.  

-- 

6-1 Air Quality:  Air Quality conformity. -- 

6-2 Air Quality:  Construction emissions of Reactive 
Organic Gases (ROG) 

-- 

6-3 Air Quality: District Rule 424, NESHAPS and 
District Rule 306, Asbestos NESHAPS fees 

-- 

6 Jean Getchell, Monterey Bay 
Unified Air Pollution Control 
District (MBUAPCD)  

April 22, 2009 

6-4 Air Quality:  Long term operational emissions 
from wood burning fireplaces (Mitigation 
measure 3.3-3)  

-- 

7-1 Project Description and Land Use and Planning:  
Future LAFCO approvals 

-- 

7-2 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Water 
consumption for strawberries  

P-2 

7 Patrick McCormick, Santa Cruz 
Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) 

April 22, 2009 

7-3 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Feasible mitigation measures for recharge of the 
Pajaro Valley groundwater basin.   

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

8-1 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation: Water 
supply policies 

P-3 

8-2 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation:  Data 
in the Urban Water Management Plan 

P-4 

8-3 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation:  Status 
of the coastal distribution pipeline and water 
derived from the Central Valley Water project 
and the Pajaro Valley Water District’s 
augmentation charge.  

P-3, P-5 

8-4 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Groundwater basin. 

P-3 

8-5 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Potential for adjudication in the groundwater 
basin.  

P-5 

8 John G. Eiskamp, Pajaro Valley 
Water Management Agency 

April 21, 2009 

8-6 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Agreement between the City of Watsonville and 
the PVWMA for the City’s recycled water 
system 

-- 

 Private Interests     

9-1 Location of the proposed project  -- 

9-2 Project impacts to biological resources, 
agricultural resources, and 
transportation/circulation, groundwater impacts, 
and climate change. 

P-3 

9-3 Recirculation of the EIR -- 

9-4 Environmental Setting -- 

9-5 Biological Resources:  Surveys of special status 
species.  

-- 

9-6 Biological Resources: California Red Legged 
Frog 

-- 

9-7 Biological Resources: Western Pond Turtle  -- 

9-8 Biological Resources: Future studies of special 
status species.  

-- 

9-9 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation: Water 
supply and water demand of the proposed 
project 

P-3 

9-10 Public Service, Utilities and Recreation: 
Uncertainty of water supply.  

P-3 

9-11 Cumulative Analysis: Global Climate Change -- 

9-12 Transportation and Circulation:  Increased traffic -- 

9-13 Transportation and Circulation: Airport 
Road/Ranport Road  

-- 

9-14 Transportation and Circulation:  Traffic 
improvement mitigation and likelihood of future 
funding.  

-- 

9 Mark Sullivan, Sierra Club, Santa 
Cruz County Group of the 
Ventana Chapter 

April 22, 2009 

9-15 Recirculation of the EIR -- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

10-1 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation: Water 
Supply and overdraft of the Pajaro Valley 
groundwater basin 

P-3, P-4,  
P-5, AG-1 

10-2 Hydrology and Water Quality: Low Impact 
Development (LID) 

-- 

10-3 Public Service, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Groundwater recharge 

-- 

10-4 Cumulative Analysis: Long-term Cumulative 
Water Supply   

P-3 

10-5 Biological Resources – Characterization of the 
biological resources within the planning area 

-- 

10-6 Biological Resources - Requirement that 
developers implement future mitigation 
measures 

-- 

10-7 Biological Resources: Characterization of the 
biological resources within the planning area 

-- 

10-8 Biological Resources: Wildlife Corridors -- 

10-9 Biological Resources: Performance Standards -- 

10-10 Biological Resources: Western Pond Turtle and 
Santa Cruz Tar Plant 

-- 

10-11 Project Description: Open space designation -- 

10-12 Project Description: Wetland and riparian buffer  -- 

10-13 Project Description: Regulatory approval (Pages 
2-13 through 2-15) 

-- 

10-14 Biological Resources: Riparian Habitat  -- 

10-15 Biological Resources: Relevant Project 
Characteristics (3.4-14) 

-- 

10-16 Biological Resources: Urban Open Space 
Designations 

-- 

10-17 Biological Resources: California Red Legged 
Frog – Environmental setting 

-- 

10-18 Biological Resources: Western Pond Turtle -- 

10-19 Biological Resources: Habitat for Ground 
nesting birds and prey base for raptors  

-- 

10-20 Biological Resources: Bats -- 

10-21 Biological Resources: Santa Cruz Tarplant site -- 

10-22 Biological Resources: Red Legged Frog (CRLF) 
– temporary construction impacts and 
coordination wt 

-- 

10-23 Biological Resources: CRLF - Surveys -- 

10-24 Biological Resources: CRLF - Success criteria -- 

10-25 Biological Resources: CRLF - Consultation with 
USFWS 

-- 

10 Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
 

April 22, 2009 

10-26 Biological Resources: CRLF - Protocol Level 
Surveys  

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

10-27 Biological Resources: CRLF - Wildlife 
Corridors 

-- 

10-28 Biological Resources: CRLF – Pre-construction 
surveys 

-- 

10-29 Biological Resources: CRLF – Success criteria 
and status of species 

-- 

10-30 Biological Resources: Western Pond Turtle 
(WPT)  

-- 

10-31 Biological Resources: WPT– Habitat 
Enhancement Plan and loss of habitat 

-- 

10-32 Biological Resources: WPT – Feasibility of 
mitigation measure 

-- 

10-33 Biological Resources: WPT – mitigation -- 

10-34 Biological Resources: WPT – monitoring of 
mitigation 

-- 

10-35 Biological Resources: Habitat loss -- 

10-36 Biological Resources: Mitigation measure 3.4-4a 
(tree removal)  

-- 

10-37 Biological Resources: Mitigation Measure 3.4-
5a (Bats) 

-- 

10-38 Biological Resources: Mitigation Measure 3.4-
8a (Wetland replacement) 

-- 

10-39 Biological Resources: Mandatory findings -- 

10-40 CEQA Considerations: No Project Alternative -- 

11-1 Population and Housing: Demographics/Family 
Size – Adjustment for low income family units 

-- 

11-2 Population and Housing: Adjustment in family 
size affect other technical sections of the EIR.  

-- 

11-3 Transportation and Circulation: Legal 
justification for using Santa Cruz County 
regulations to determine whether an impact is 
significant.  

-- 

11-4 Transportation and Circulation: Clarification on 
funding for the East Lake Avenue and Holohan 
Road improvements, as well as responsibility for 
constructing the improvements (Impact 3.13-5). 

-- 

11-5 Transportation and Circulation: Clarification on 
funding to construct the improvements at 
Highway 1 NB/Harkins Slough Road 
intersection, as well as responsibility for 
constructing the improvements (Impact 3.13-6). 

-- 

11 Timothy J. Morgan, Attorney at 
Law 

April  22, 2009  

11-6 Transportation and Circulation: Clarification on 
funding to construct the Airport 
Boulevard/Freedom Boulevard intersection, as 
well as responsibility for constructing the 
improvements (Impact 3.13-7). 

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

11-7 Transportation and Circulation: Clarification on 
funding to construct the improvements at 
Highway 1 NB and Larkin Valley Road, as well 
as responsibility for constructing the 
improvements (Impact 3.13-8). 

-- 

11-8 Transportation and Circulation:  Clarification on 
total improvement cost to construct a left-turn 
pocket on Freedom Blvd, as well as what the 
“fair share” credit would be towards the other 
transportation improvement costs (Mitigation 
Measure 3.13-11). 

-- 

11-9 Transportation and Circulation: Clarification on 
fair share contribution of traffic calming 
measures in residential neighborhoods 
(Mitigation Measure 3.13-12). 

-- 

11-10 Cumulative  - Transportation and Circulation: 
Clarification on fair share contribution for 
installation of a traffic signal at East Lake 
Avenue/Wagner Avenue (Mitigation Measure 4-
1). 

-- 

11-11 Transportation and Circulation: Clarification on 
fair share contribution towards a traffic calming 
plan on Brewington Drive, south of Crestview 
Drive (Mitigation Measure 4-2). 

-- 

11-12 Transportation and Circulation:  Clarification on 
the fair share contributions toward the traffic 
improvements outlined in MM 3.13-5 through 
MM 3.13-8 and MM 4-1 and 4-2 after paying 
for the improvements in MM 3.13-11 and MM 
3.13-12. 

-- 

11-13 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Clarification on the percentage increase in the 
total number of people living in the service area 
represented by Phase 1 (County site), increase in 
the number of low income housing units, and 
whether or not the Sherrif has prepared an 
analysis of the service demands of Phase 1. 

-- 

11-14 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Public 
Services  through a PILOT, CFD/Mello-Roos 
District  

P-1 

11-15 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Clarifications on the Watsonville Public Works 
and Utilities Department water pumping.   

-- 

11-16 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Pajaro 
Valley Water Management Agency’s efforts to 
resolve the overdraft situation in the Pajaro 
Valley Groundwater basin.  

-- 

11-17 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Recycled water 

-- 

11-18 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Clarification on current agricultural water use 

P-2 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

11-19 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Disparity between water use versus wastewater 
generation  

-- 

11-20 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Adjustment of water demand to account for 
family size for the specific types of housing 
units in this project. 

-- 

11-21 Project Description: Project occupancy numbers -- 

11-22 Transportation and Circulation:  Traffic 
mitigation  

-- 

11-23 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  Fiscal 
analysis 

P-1 

   

11-24 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Water supply and groundwater overdraft 

-- 

12-1 Mitigation Measures and Recirculation: 
Significant impacts are not adequately mitigated 
with mitigation measures included in the Draft 
EIR and that the EIR should be recirculated.  

-- 

12-2 Length and content of the DEIR -- 

12-3 Project Description: Number of governmental 
actions evaluated in the Draft EIR. 

AG-2 

12-4 Agricultural Resources: Agricultural Buffer 
regulations and agricultural buffer standards 
used for other approved projects.  

-- 

12-5 Agricultural Resources: Agricultural buffer 
width. 

AG-2 

12-6 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Groundwater and overdraft conditions of the 
aquifer and impacts of Phase 1 (County site) 

P-3 

12-7 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Overdraft conditions in the Pajaro Valley 
groundwater basin and City projects to relieve 
the overdraft conditions.  

-- 

12-8 Executive Summary: Groundwater overdraft in 
Table S-1 (Executive Summary of 
Environmental Impacts). 

-- 

12-9 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Overdraft of the Pajaro Valley Groundwater 
Basin 

-- 

12-10 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Impact of the financial crisis on the Pajaro 
Valley Water Management Agency’s ability to 
provide for groundwater mitigation to halt 
seawater intrusion.  

-- 

12-11 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Impact of the proposed project on groundwater 
recharge.  

-- 

12 William Parkin, Wittwer & 
Parkin, LLP 

April 22, 2009 

12-12 Cumulative Analysis: Cumulative impact of 
increased groundwater overdraft.  Water “offset” 
to minimize groundwater overdraft.  

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

12-13 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Comparison of flexibility of residential water 
demand versus agricultural water demand.  

P-2 

12-14 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Water demand for strawberries and apples.  

P-2 

12-15 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Availability of mitigation measures to reduce 
water demand to zero.  

-- 

12-16 Agricultural Resources: Indirect and direct 
impacts on adjacent agricultural lands with 
widening of Wagner Road and mitigation to 
avoid the need for Wagner Road.  

LU-1 

12-17 Land Use and Planning: Consistency of the 
Wagner Road widening with the City of 
Watsonville General Plan and County of Santa 
Cruz General Plan.  Consistency with Measure 
U.  

LU-1 

12-18  Land Use and Planning: Consistency with 
Measure J. 

-- 

12-19 Agricultural Resources and Alternatives 
Analysis:  Alternatives to allow agricultural land 
to continue in agricultural use if not planned for 
immediate development.  

-- 

12-20 Hydrology and Water Quality: What will the 
impacts be to adjacent agricultural lands? What 
measures would eliminate any offsite 
stormwater flows for 10-year, 25-year, and even 
larger storm events.  

-- 

12-21 Cumulative Impact (Climate Change): Impact of 
climate change on water supplies in the Pajaro 
Valley. 

-- 

12-22 Agricultural Resources:  Feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce the significant and 
unavoidable impact to prime agricultural land. 

AG-1 

12-23 Agricultural Resources: Agricultural buffer  AG-2 

12-24 Transportation and Circulation:  Access from 
Freedom Boulevard and neighborhood impacts 
to Atkinson Lane, Freedom Blvd., Kadderly 
Lane, Vic Rugh Lane, Gardner Avenue, Blanca 
Lane, Brewington Avenue, Crestview Drive, 
Eastlake Avenue, and Martinelli Avenue.  
Traffic patterns for both ingress and egress from 
the project site with an analysis indicating where 
it will be possible to make right and left turns 
ontol Eastlake Avenue or Freedom Blvd. in 
order to gain access to the project site.  

-- 

12-25 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Stormwater flows to the detention basin in the 
expansion of Crestview Park. 

-- 

12-26 Transportation and Circulation: Site access 
without Wagner Avenue. 

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

12-27 Hydrology and Water Quality:  Effects on 
stormwater runoff with reduced internal street 
widths. 

-- 

12-28 Biological Resources and Project Description: 
Future approvals do not include any endangered 
species permits that may be needed.  

-- 

12-29 Project Description: Use of Solar energy -- 

12-30 Agricultural Resources:  Policy consistency due 
to conversion of agricultural land.  

AG-1 

12-31 
Master  

Agricultural Resources: Agricultural buffers AG-2 

12-32 Alternatives Analysis: Urban infill alternatives 
within Santa Cru z County.  

-- 

12-33 
Master  

Agricultural Resources: Agricultural buffer and 
consistency with City and County policies.  

AG-2 

12-34 Agricultural Resources: Mitigation for the 
significant and unavoidable impact of 
agricultural land conversion 

AG-1 

12-35 Project Description: General Plan Amendment -- 

12-36 
Master  

Agricultural Resources: 200-foot buffer 
requirements of the City and County 

AG-2 

12-37 Agricultural Resources:  Urban Limit Line 
(ULL)   

-- 

12-38 Agricultural Resources: Mitigation for the loss 
of prime agricultural land. 

AG-1 

12-39 Biological Resources:  Enforcement of 
mitigation measure 3.4-3i. 

-- 

12-40 Biological Resources: Retention of mature trees.  -- 

12-41 Biological Resources:  Special Status Bat 
Species  

-- 

12-42 Biological Resources: San Francisco Dusky 
Woodrat 

-- 

12-43 Biological Resources: Loss of Native Oaks -- 

12-44 Hydrology and Water Quality and Public 
Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  Stormwater 
detention pond. 

-- 

12-45 CEQA Considerations: Measure U and Wagner 
Avenue. 

LU-1 

12-46 CEQA Considerations:  Growth inducing 
impacts and alternatives to reducing impacts on 
agricultural land. Effectiveness of agricultural 
buffer on adjacent agricultural land and drainage 
impacts to agricultural land. 

AG-1 

12-47 Project Description: Impacts of different 
government actions. 

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

12-48 
Master  

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Long-
term operational water impact (residential uses 
versus agricultural uses).  

-- 
 

12-49 Recirculation of the EIR. -- 

13-1 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Airport 
Hazards): Watsonville Airport Master Plan 

-- 

13-2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Airport 
Hazards): Runway Length and ALUCP 

-- 

13-3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Airport 
Hazards): Airport Noise 

-- 

13 Watsonville Pilots Association April 8, 2009 

13-4 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (Airport 
Hazards): EIR and process 

-- 

 Private Residents     

14-1 Agricultural Resources: Agricultural buffer AG-1 

14-2 Agricultural Resources: Agricultural land 
conversion within the planning area and Wagner 
Avenue. 

AG-1,  
LU-1 

14-3 Agricultural Resources:  Agricultural buffer and 
review by the APAC 

AG-2 

14-4 Agricultural Resources:  Interim buffer and 
review by the APAC 

-- 

14-5 Hydrology and Water Quality:  Stormwater 
drainage and Wagner Avenue 

LU-1 

14-6 Agricultural Resources:  Effects on commercial 
agriculture with the extension of Wagner 
Avenue 

-- 

14-7 Transportation and Circulation: Traffic impacts 
on East Lake Avenue and other agricultural 
connector roads.  

P-2 

14-8 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Agricultural water use 

-- 

14 Darlene Din April 22, 2009 

14-9 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Water use of residential homes versus 
agricultural uses. 

-- 

15-1 Transportation and Circulation: Congested 
access and impacts to local residents 

-- 

15-2 CEQA Considerations: Location of project  -- 

15-3 Need for additional housing -- 

15 Bill Passey April 20, 2009 

15-4 Opinion on the proposed project  -- 

16-1 
 

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Water demand for Phase 1 (County Site) 

-- 16 Linda Gordon April 20, 2009 

16-2 
 

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Water use rates for agricultural parcels 

P-2 

17 Ron Gordon April 17, 2009 17-1 Agricultural Resources:  Agricultural land 
conversion 

AG-1 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

17-2 CEQA Considerations: Atkinson Lane versus 
Par 3 Golf site or other locations in Aptos. 

-- 

17-3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Existing 
levels of pesticides in the soil.  

-- 

18-1 
Master  

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Stormwater Runoff to Crestview Park detention 
pond.  

-- 18 Abbie Silva April 21, 2009 

18-2 Biological Resources: Mitigation for the 
degradation of wetlands 

-- 

19 Kristy Bodeda April 15, 2009 19-1 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Infrastructure financing 

P-1 

20-1 Transportation and Circulation:  Increased traffic 
on Wagner Avenue from project to East Lake 
Avenue and Holohan Road.   

-- 

20-2 Agricultural Resources: Buffering of Wagner 
Avenue and Crestview Drive 

LU-1 

20 Carmen Jordan  April 27, 2009 

20-3 Agricultural Resources:  Agricultural buffer 
along Wagner Avenue. 

-- 

21 Harriette Ryan April 20, 2009 21-1 Agricultural Resources: Financial implications 
of the loss of agricultural production within 200-
foot buffer.  

-- 

22-1 Transportation and Circulation: Thresholds of 
significance for traffic impacts.  

-- 22 Colleen Brunetti April 17, 2009 

22-2 Transportation and Circulation:  Level of service 
at study intersections  

-- 

23 Arnold Brunetti April 20, 2009  23-1 Transportation and Circulation: Infeasibility of 
traffic improvements noted in the Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) 

-- 

24 Wanda Hernandez April 21, 2009  24-1 Agricultural Resources: Agricultural buffer for 
Wagner Avenue extension.   

LU-1 

25-1 Land Use and Planning:  Divide an establish 
neighborhood 

-- 

25-2 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Increase in police presence 

-- 

25-3 Agricultural Resources:  Agricultural land 
conversion of Phase 2 (City site)  

-- 

25-4 Transportation and Circulation: Congestion at 
study roadway intersections and street segments  

-- 

25-5 Transportation and Circulation:  Increased safety 
hazards at the East Lake Avenue (Highway 
152)/ Wagner Avenue intersection.  

-- 

25-6 Transportation and Circulation:  Financing of 
improvements to the Airport 
Boulevard/Freedom Boulevard intersection.  

-- 

25 Rich Persoff April 22, 2009 

25-7 Population and Housing:  Accuracy of family 
sizes in Watsonville and affects to services and 
associates costs.   

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

25-8 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Financing of capital improvements 

P-1 

25-9 Agricultural Resources: Value of agricultural 
land after rezoning 

P-1 

25-10 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Fiscal 
analysis 

P-1 

25-11 CEQA Considerations: Alternatives  -- 

25-12 Wagner Avenue LU-1 

25-13 CEQA Considerations: Higher density 
development on the County site. 

-- 

26-1 Project Description: Project Description and 
Process of Phase 1 (County Site)  

-- 

26-2 Project Description: Measure U -- 

26-3 Unemployment rate and environmental setting -- 

26-4 Population and Housing:  Home vacancy rate 
and alternatives to providing high density low 
income housing in one location. 

-- 

26-5 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Statistics for additional crime. 

-- 

26-6 High density projects throughout the County.  -- 

26-7 Overcrowded and severely overcrowded 
conditions in the unincorporated area and 
substandard housing in the City of Watsonville.  

-- 

26-8 Population and Housing: Population projections -- 

26-9 Impacts and mitigation measures – delineated by 
phase 

-- 

26-10 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Financing of services and infrastructure 

P-1 

26-11 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Impacts to the school district and the library. 

-- 

26-12 Transportation and Circulation: Description of 
Atkinson Lane, Gardner Avenue, Crestview 
Drive, and Wagner Avenue 

-- 

26-13 Transportation and Circulation: Level of service 
of study intersections and roadway segments 

-- 

26-14 Transportation and Circulation: Review by a 
Professional Traffic Engineer 

-- 

26-15 Transportation and Circulation:  Traffic studies 
for Vista Montana and Ohlone Parkway 
developments  

-- 

26-16 Transportation and Circulation: Actions being 
taken to mitigate existing problems.  

-- 

26  Carmell Edwards April 22, 2009 

26-17 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  
Long-term operational impact on the 
groundwater basin and water demands of Phase 
1 (County site) 

P-3 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

26-18 Project Description: Comment about the 
proposed project.  

- 

26-19 CEQA Considerations: Recommend approval of 
“Alternative 1 – No Project Alternative.” 

-- 

27 Mark Sullivan  April 16, 2009 27-1 Public noticing -- 

28-1 Unmitigated impacts which will contribute to 
the economic decline of the housing market.  

-- 

28-2 Need and purpose of the proposed project and 
evaluation of alternatives 

-- 

28-3 CEQA Considerations: Alternatives to the 
proposed project  

-- 

28 Zooey Diggory April 17, 2009 

28-4 Comments on the proposed project -- 

29-1 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Fiscal 
impact to police and fire service.  

P-2 

29-2 Project Description: Density of Phase 1 (County 
site) 

-- 

29-3 Traffic improvements, schools and parks -- 

29 Britt Jordan April 16, 2009 

29-4 Comments on the proposed project -- 

30 Antonio Aguado April 2, 2009 30-1 Project Description: Location and nature of the 
proposed project 

-- 

31 Antonio Aguado and Maria 
Hipolito 

March 26, 2009 31-1 Project Description: Location and nature of the 
proposed project 

-- 

32-1 Agricultural Resources and CEQA 
Considerations: Alternative location to eliminate 
conversion of prime farmland 

-- 

32-2 Project Description and Aesthetics and Visual 
Resources: Location of County site (grading and 
visual impact)  

-- 

32-3 Air Quality: Long-term operational air quality 
impacts 

-- 

32-4 Biological Resources: Impacts to CRLF and 
other species 

-- 

32-5 Hydrology and Water Quality: Stormwater 
Runoff and Mosquito abatement 

-- 

32-6 Aesthetics and Visual Character: Density and 
aesthetics impacts 

-- 

32-7 Noise: Short-term construction noise -- 

32-8 Population and Housing: Occupancy rates and 
in-lieu fees 

-- 

32-9 Transportation and Circulation:  Mitigation of 
traffic impacts.  

-- 

32 Patricia Fink April 18, 2009 

32-10 Transportation and Circulation: Traffic calming 
plans 

-- 

33 Carmen Gagne April 18, 2009 33-1 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Schools 

P-6 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

34-1 Compare the effects of traffic, schools, density 
to other high density developments in the City 

-- 

34-2 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Impact of not providing a school facility within 
the planning area.  

P-6 

34-3 Population projections and impacts on parking, 
emergency access, sanitation, and safety.  

-- 

34-4 Transportation and Circulation:  Congestion on 
study roadways and intersections.  Emergency 
response within the planning area on 
roundabouts.  

-- 

34-5 Agricultural Resources:  Rat infestations in 
agricultural buffer due to density of 
development 

-- 

34-6 Sanitation problems with the birds P-1 

34-7 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Emergency safety plans and comparison with 
other subdivisions.  

-- 

34-8 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Schools 

P-6 

34-9 Project Description: Density reduction  

34-10 Project Description and Public Services, Utilities 
and Recreation: Consider full impact of the 
proposed project and fiscal impact of the project 
to services and schools.  

-- 

34 Trina Coffman-Gomez  April 6, 2009 

34-11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials: Evaluation of 
pesticides and chemicals in the soil.  

P-1, P-6 

34-12 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: Parks -- 

34-13 Project Description:  Income levels of proposed 
housing.  

-- 

34-14 Project Description: Density reductions based on 
traffic and circulation.  

-- 

34-15 Project Description: Flexibility in the plan  -- 

34-16 Population and Jobs -- 

   

34-17 Comments on the proposed project  -- 

35-1 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Financing of public services 

P-1 

35-2 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Relationship between high density housing and 
increased gang activity.  

-- 

35-3 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: 
Potential for arsenic and copper in the soil.  

-- 

35-4 Transportation and Circulation:  Traffic study  -- 

35 Judy Doering Nielsen  April 13, 2009 

35-5 Transportation and Circulation:   Emergency 
Access 

-- 
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Letter Commenter Date Number Topic Master 
Response 

36-1 Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation:  High 
crime would result due to low income residents 
with underemployed parents 

-- 36 James Greenwood No date 
provided  

36-2 Project Description: Need jobs more than 
housing 

-- 

37 Enedina Perez No date 
provided 

37-1 Project Description: Commenter provides 
comments on the nature of the proposed project.  

-- 

38-1 Transportation and Circulation: Safety impacts 
due to existing significant congestion on 
Freedom Boulevard and Atkinson Road. 

-- 

38-2 Transportation and Circulation: Supports access 
from the planning area to Holohan Road and 
conversion of Holohan Road to a four lane 
roadway.  

-- 

38-3 Transportation and Circulation: Supports access 
via another north-south road, either Wagner, 
Brewington or both from Martinelli to Green 
Valley to alleviate Freedom Blvd.  

-- 

38-4 Transportation and Circulation: Traffic on 
Atkinson Lane or Freedom Boulevard between 
Lincoln and Green Valley Road.  

-- 

38 Rocky Barrera  March 31, 2009 

38-5 Transportation and Circulation:  Congestion, 
accidents, and safety impacts if access to 
Holohan Road and areas east of Atkinson Road 
and Freedom Boulevard is not provided.  

-- 

39-1 Environmental Impacts: Comments on the 
environmental aspect of the proposed project.  

-- 39 Billy Rodriguez  March 22, 2009 

39-2 Project Description: Comments on the design of 
the proposed project.  

-- 
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1.3 Master Responses 
Master responses have been prepared below to address common issues that have been raised by 
the various commenters.  Master comments are organized by topic.  Each master response is 
coded with letters and numbers.  The letters represent the topic discussed and the number 
identifies specific area discussed.  The following Master Responses are provided: 

• Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-1 – Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation  

• Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-2 - Existing Water Use  

• Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft 

• Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-4 – Viability of the Pajaro Valley Water 
Management Agency (PVWMA)  

• Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-5 – Recycled Water Plant and Dilution of 
Recycled Water 

• Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-6 – Public School Impacts 

• Agricultural Resources: AG-1 – Mitigation for Conversion of Agricultural Land 

• Land Use and Planning: LU-1 – Wagner Avenue Extension   

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-1 - Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation 
Several responses request additional information on financing of the project (Response to 
Comment #11-14, #11-23, #19-1, #25-8, #25-9, #25-10, #26-10, #34-6, #34-11, and #35-1) and 
how it affects public services and infrastructure.  As noted on page 3.12-26 of the Draft EIR, a 
Public Services and Public Facilities Financing Plan was prepared for the proposed project by 
Applied Development Economics (ADE) to assess the impacts from the proposed annexation and 
development of up to 450 residential units within the planning area.  The financing plan analyzed 
the costs of construction or enhancement of infrastructure and facilities associated with the 
proposed project and analyzed funding sources, including regular tax revenues and funding 
arrangements that may be required for the proposed project. 

At project buildout, project revenues totaling $1.0 million per year would be generated by the 
proposed project for the provision of municipal services.  This is comprised of property taxes, 
sales taxes, and other taxes and fees.  In current (2009) dollars, the proposed project is projected 
to increase the total assessed values by about $122 million at buildout.  This would generate an 
estimated $260,000 per year in property tax revenue for the City of Watsonville after annexation.  
The proposed project would require about $1.1 million in general fund service costs, resulting in 
an annual funding gap (deficit) of $97,737.  This funding gap can be mitigated through several 
financing mechanisms including increased PILOT payments on the affordable units, special taxes 
through a Community Facilities District (CFD), or other financing program, which would need to 
be established between the City and the County as required by Mitigation Measure 3.12-1.  
Through this mechanism the overall project would pay the full cost for municipal services.  In the 
event that a non-profit developer is exempted from property tax payments, they would be 
required to cover the local cost of services.  
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Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-2 - Existing Water Demand  
Several responses commented on the calculation of existing water demand within the planning 
area (Response to Comment #9-9, #11-18, #12-13, #12-14, #14-7, #16-2, #29-1).  The existing 
water demand was questioned because the per acre volume of water used on the strawberry fields 
was more than 5.5 acre feet per year (AFY)/acre which is approximately 2.5 AFY more than a 
typical acre of strawberries require of 3 AFY/acre.  The existing water use for Assessors Parcel 
Numbers (APN) 048-231-17 and 048-231-18 (Israel Zapeda Farms) was based on billing data 
provided by the property owner that was verified by the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency (PVWMA).  After a review of this information it was discovered that: 1) Israel Zepeda 
Farms leases APN 048-251-09 (Grimmer Orchards) and that the well from which the meter 
records were obtained also irrigates the Grimmer parcel; and 2) APN 048-231-17 (Israel Zepeda 
Farms) which is all located within the planning area and all of APN 048-231-18, a 23.8 acre 
parcel, of which only six acres is within the planning area.  Due to the inapplicable well meter 
records, the Draft EIR has been revised to estimate existing water use based on typical per acre 
water demands for strawberries and apples, the two crops grown in the planning area.  The 
existing water demand within the planning area is broken down as follows:  

Existing Water Demand 
Phase 1 (County site) 
Type Units  Area  Demand Factor Demand 
Single Family Homes (APN 048-211-25) 2 2.3 acres 0.322 AFY/unit1 .644 AFY 
Fallow Agricultural Land2 (APN 048-221-09) -- 5 acres 0 AFY 0 AFY 
Phase 1 (City site)     
Type Units Area Demand Factor Demand 
Single Family Homes (APN 019-226-43 and 019-226-44) 2 .5 acres 0.322 AFY/unit1 .644 AFY 
Vacant Land (APN 019-236-01 and 019-226-42) -- 1.8 acres  0 AFY 0 AFY 
Subtotal  1.29 AFY 
Phase 2 (City site)      
Type Units  Area Demand Factor Demand 
Strawberries (APN 048-231-17 and 048-231-18) -- 17.7 acres 3 AFY 53.1 AFY 
Strawberries (APN 048-251-09)3,5 -- 16.7 acres 3 AFY 50.3AFY 
Apples (APN 048-251-09)3,5 -- 8.3 acres 1 AFY 8.3 AFY 
Fallow Agricultural Land (048-231-01) -- 2.5 acres  0 AFY 0 AFY 
Phase 2 (County site)     
Type Units Area Irrigation Type Demand 
Fallow Agricultural Land2 (APN 048-221-09) -- 5.5 acres 0 AFY 0 AFY 
Subtotal     111.7 AFY 
Total Water Demand 112.98 AFY 
Notes:  
1Demand factor determined by dividing water deliveries to single family homes (3,868 AFY) by the number of single family accounts (11,920 accounts) for 2005 as shown in 
Table 11 of the City of Watsonville UWMP.  This demand factor should represent a conservative water demand estimate since single family homes (low density residential) 
typically have larger lots (higher landscaping demand) and higher occupancy compared to low, medium, and high density homes based on the City of Watsonville General 
Plan. 
2. Fallow agricultural land within the planning area is not irrigated. 
3. Irrigation estimates for strawberries and orchards provided by the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency and the Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau 
4. Water use on the PG&E parcel (APN 048-211-24) is not included in the existing water use as no changes are proposed on this parcel.  
5. Approximately two thirds of Assessors Parcel Number 048-251-09 was converted to strawberries two years ago.  The remainder of the parcel is in apple orchards 
(Personal communication with Joe Rodgers, Grimmer Orchards on May 7, 2009). 
 
Source: RBF Consulting 2009 

 
The following provides a description of both existing and historical water demand by the main 
arable parcels in the planning area:  
 

• Lamb property (APN 048-221-09) – This 15.4 acre parcel was planted in strawberries as 
late as 1987.  The size of the plantation was approximately 10 acres which would have 
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had a water demand of 30 AFY.  Currently it is not farmed and no water demand was 
attributed to it. 

 
• Israel Zepeda Farms (APN 048-231-01) – This 2.2-acre parcel was farmed in 

strawberries as late as 2003.  When farmed the parcel would have a water demand of 6 
AFY.  Currently it is not farmed and no water demand was attributed to it. 

 
• Israel Zepeda Farms (APN 048-231-17) – This 11.8-acre parcel is currently farmed in 

strawberries.  Its water demand is estimated to be 35.4 AFY. 
 

• Israel Zepeda Farms (APN 048-231-18, portion) – 5.9-acres of this parcel is located in 
the project area.  Its water demand is estimated to be 17.7 AFY. 

 
• Grimmer Orchards leased to Israel Zepeda Farms (APN 048-251-09) – This 25.1-acre 

parcel was entirely an apple orchard prior to preparation of the EIR.  At the time of NOP 
for the EIR (9/10/08) 16.8 acres of the property had been planted in strawberries.  In the 
first few months of 2009 the remaining orchard was razed, and in May 2009 the field was 
being prepared for strawberries.  For the EIR water demand is for 16.8 acres of 
strawberries and 8.3 of orchard for a total water demand estimated to be 58.6 AFY. 

 
• Including the four single family dwellings (SFD) located within the planning area, the 

total existing water demand is estimated to be approximately 113.0 AFY.   
 
As presented in Table 3.8-10: Projected Water Demand on page 3.12-15 in Section 3.12: Public 
Services, Utilities and Recreation in the Draft EIR, the estimated water demand for the proposed 
project is based on demand factors of .2 AFY/unit for multi-family residential uses and .322 
AFY/unit for single family residential uses.  Irrigated parkland (park and stormwater swales) and 
open space which 4.8 acres are included in the proposed project would demand 6.24 AFY.  
Therefore, the proposed project would have a total water demand estimated to be 107.2 AFY.  
This is 5.8 AFY less than existing water use in the planning area. Section 2.0: Revisions to the 
Draft EIR has been revised herein to reflect these changes. Note that if the proposed project is not 
developed and the current agricultural uses continue with the remaining portion of the Grimmer 
orchards parcel (APN 048-251-09), which is converted to strawberries as planned, estimated 
water use would increase to 129.6 AFY, which would be 22.4 AFY more than the proposed 
project.   

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft 
Some of the comments received questioned proceeding with the proposed residential 
development in light of the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin overdraft (Response to Comments 
#8-1, #8-3, #8-4, #9-2, #9-9, #9-10, #10-1, #10-4, #12-6, and 26-17).  The Draft EIR cited the 
sustainable yield estimated by several groundwater models to be 24,000 AFY while the total 
groundwater pumping from the basin is approximately 55,300 AFY (average of the last five 
years) on page 3.12-11 in the Draft EIR.  The City of Watsonville’s service area utilizes 
approximately 6,800 AFY of groundwater (average groundwater use between the years 2003 and 
2007) or 12.6 percent of the total groundwater pumping from the basin.  The overdraft has led to 
seawater intrusion and has caused agricultural wells located close to the coast to be unusable due 
to high salt content. 
 
The models which estimate the sustainable yield to be 24,000 AFY assume that the coastal wells 
remain in production.  Recently these coastal wells have started to be replaced by PVWMA’s 
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coastal distribution system which delivers diluted recycled water from the City of Watsonville 
Waste Water Treatment Plant.  Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency’s (PVWMA’s) Basin 
Management Plan estimates that with a redistribution of wells from coastal to inland locations the 
sustainable yield would be much greater, approximately 48,000 AFY.  PVWMA is working with 
the USGS to develop a new groundwater basin model that would include the recent changes to 
the coastal wells and provide a more accurate description of how the groundwater basin responds 
to pumping. 
 
Water Conservation 
 
The City has developed several initiatives in response to the overdraft including the initiation of a 
water conservation program.  The program includes financial incentives to replace inefficient 
fixtures and appliances with low flow and energy efficient ones.  This includes rebates to 
customers who replace regular toilets and washers with low flow models, and a low flow toilet 
replacement program which has no cost to the customer.  The water conservation program 
requires new development to provide water efficient landscaping and irrigation systems and to 
install efficient low flow fixtures and appliances.  The water conservation includes a landscape 
audit program which is available to residents and assists them with the planning modifications to 
landscaping and irrigations systems to maximize the water use efficiency.  In addition the water 
conservation program includes Kindergarten through12th grade and adult water conservation 
education for area schools.  This program is funded by groundwater impact fees which assess 
$338 per new residential bedroom.  The proposed project would be required to contribute 
groundwater impact fees in accordance with this program, as well as comply with a water 
conservation augmentation program that would ensure that the water consumption of new homes 
within the planning area is fully offset as required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is 
incorporated herein. 
 
Since the inception of the fixture and appliance rebate and replacement programs, the City of 
Watsonville has replaced 7,082 toilets with low flow models and 2,030 washers with energy star 
washers for a total water savings to date of 239 AFY.  Water conservation effectiveness can be 
measured by examining the total growth in water connections and the average per connection 
water use.  Since records were first kept in 1989, the number of connections has increased from 
11,668 to 15,796 in 2008, a 26 percent increase.  During the same period total water use changed 
from 7,761 AFY in 1989 to 7,960 in 2008 (both surface and groundwater sources), an increase of 
2.5 percent.  The average per connection water use (includes all connections, both residential and 
commercial) during this same period decreased from .67 AFY to .50 AFY, a decrease of 25 
percent.  
 
Partnering with PVWMA – the Water Recycling Plant 
 
The City of Watsonville is a partner with the PVWMA in the implementation of some of the 
elements of PVWMA’s Basin Management Plan.  Most notably the City financed the 
construction of the water recycling plant which produces irrigation water for PVWMA’s coastal 
distribution system.  This element of the Basin Management Plan will recycle an amount equal to 
50 percent of the City’s water production, delivering up to 6,000 AFY of blended recycled water 
to farms located in the coastal areas for the purpose of replacing coastal wells.  The City of 
Watsonville provides PVWMA technical support for this project and other basin management 
plan projects.  The City of Watsonville may partner with the PVWMA on other Basin 
Management Plan projects in the future as the opportunity arises. 
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Improving Surface Water Diversions and Treatment 
 
The City of Watsonville is developing plans for improving its surface water diversions and 
treatment facilities at Corralitos and Browns Valley Creeks.  The old and inefficient sand filter 
plant treatment works would be replaced with a modern membrane treatment system.  The 
proposed treatment plant would, for the first time, allow surface water production during the 
winter when supply is greatest.  The new surface water treatment plant could increase production 
of the City’s surface water supplies up to 2,000 AFY. 
 
The City’s Approach to Evaluate New Development and new Water Demand 
 
The City evaluates water demand for new development by comparing water demand of the 
existing land use to the water demand of the proposed project.  For the City growth areas 
identified by Measure U, much of the existing land use is agriculture.  A typical comparison of 
existing agriculture water demand versus residential water demand would find that an acre of 
strawberries would use 3 AFY while an acre zoned single family residential would yield 
approximately 9 single family dwellings which would demand .32 AFY per single family 
dwelling unit for a total water demand of 2.88 AFY.  Approximately one half this amount or 1.44 
AFY would be recycled and delivered to coastal farmers for irrigation.  Therefore, the difference 
in water demand between the agriculture use and the residential use is 1.56 AFY. 
 

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-4 – Viability of the PVWMA  
Some of the comments received questioned the effectiveness of PVWMA (Response to 
Comments #10-1 and #8-3).  PVWMA has had its augmentation fee challenged in court and 
subsequently reduced to $80/acre feet (AF).  However, the PVWMA is continuing to collect 
augmentation fees and sell water to farmers, and is implementing elements of its Basin 
Management Plan.  Four elements of the Basin Management Plan are operating: 1) the recycled 
water project, 2) the coastal distribution system, 3) the Harkins Slough groundwater recharge 
project and 3) two supplemental inland wells which provide a portion of the supply for the coastal 
distribution system.  The City has partnered with PVWMA by financing and developing the water 
recycling plant.  In addition the City has provided the PVWMA with a variety of technical 
support. 

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-5 – Recycled Water Plant and Dilution of 
Recycled Water 
Several comments requested information on the City’s recycled water plant (Response to 
Comment #8-3, #8-5, and #10-1).  The City has completed its Recycled Water Plant, located next 
to the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP).  The Recycled Water Plant processes a portion of the 
WWTP’s secondary treated effluent, providing additional treatment to the tertiary level.  The 
tertiary treated water is blended with groundwater to increase the supply when irrigation demand 
is high and to provide an uninterrupted supply of irrigation water if the recycled water plant stops 
producing for maintenance work for example.  The groundwater utilized for blending is pumped 
by the City of Watsonville from its inland wells.  PVWMA has contracted with the City for up to 
2,000 AFY of groundwater from inland wells to be used as blending water or to be delivered to 
coastal farms without blending.  The water is imported by PVWMA’s coastal distribution system 
to coastal farms whose wells are increasingly becoming too salty for irrigation.  The amount of 
water recycled is 4,000 AFY which is an amount equal to approximately 50 percent of all the 
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potable water the City produces.  Deliveries of recycled water and City well water to the coastal 
farms will total up to 6,000 AFY (4,000 AFY recycled water/2,000 AFY well water), and replace 
irrigation water which would have originated from groundwater pumping from coastal farm 
wells.   If the pumping of coastal wells were allowed to continue, the saltwater intrusion would 
increase and the basins sustainable yield would be reduced.   
 

Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation: P-6 - Public School Impacts 
Several comment letters requested additional information on why a school is not proposed within 
the planning area and how the proposed project would mitigate its impact to the schools 
(Response to Comment #33-1, #34-2, #34-8, and #34-11).  As noted on page 3.12-32 of the Draft 
EIR, upon initiation of the preparation of the Specific Plan and PUD, the City Council and the 
County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors appointed a 17 member Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) to provide technical assistance in the formulation of the Plan.  One of the 
major issues addressed by the TAC was whether the planning area should accommodate a new 
elementary school.  The PVUSD was represented on the TAC and formed a subcommittee, the 
purpose of which was to address the impacts of the proposed project on the PVUSD and to 
provide a thorough level of analysis to determine whether the planning area is an appropriate 
location for a school.  The subcommittee concluded that the planning area is not large enough to 
accommodate a school; and therefore a school was not proposed within the planning area.  
However, both the City of Watsonville and the County of Santa Cruz would continue to work 
cooperatively with the PVUSD to find suitable locations for future school facilities. 

As discussed in the Draft EIR, future development within the planning area would be required by 
state law to pay development impact fees at the time of the building permit issuance.  The 
PVUSD currently charges development fees in the amount of $4.43 per square foot of residential 
development.  These fees are used by the PVUSD to mitigate impacts associated with long-term 
operation and maintenance of school facilities.  When building permits are issued associated with 
future development in the planning area, these fees would reflect the most current fee amount 
requested by the PVUSD.  Project applicants within the planning area would also be required to 
pay any additional applicable fees, if the PVUSD implements additional funding measures, 
including those described in the Facilities Master Plan (refer to the Environmental Setting 
section).  Pursuant to Section 65996(3)(h) of the California Government Code, payment of these 
fees “is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of impacts of any legislative or adjudicative 
act, or both, involving but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or 
any change in government organization or reorganization.”  

Agricultural Resources: AG-1 - Mitigation for Conversion of Agricultural Land 
Several comments were submitted regarding the mitigation for the loss of agricultural land 
(Response to Comments #3-1, #12-1, #12-34, #12-22, #12-30, #12-38, #12-46, #17-1, #14-1, and 
#14-2).  The 2005 City of Watsonville General Plan EIR recognized that approximately 580 acres 
of Prime Farmland located within the Sphere of Influence (SOI) would eventually be converted to 
urban uses.  The City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 
conversion of the Prime Farmland to urban use when it certified the EIR for the 2005 City of 
Watsonville General Plan.  Following adoption of the 2005 City of Watsonville General Plan by 
the City in 1994, Measure U was passed by 60 percent of the voters in 2002 which amended the 
general plan.  Measure U directs new growth to designated areas within and around the City of 
Watsonville in order to protect agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive areas, while 
providing the means for the City to address housing and job needs for the next 20 to 25 years.  
Measure U established an urban limit line (ULL) along the northern boundary, which excludes 
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land previously included east and west of East Lake Avenue, and directs growth into several 
unincorporated areas.  The three primary areas of growth include the project site, Buena Vista, 
and Manabe-Burgstrom (now Manabe-Ow) Specific Plan areas.  A western boundary west of 
Highway 1 was defined by Measure U to remain undeveloped.   

Since approximately 43.8 acres of the planning area on Assessors Parcel Numbers 048-231-17, 
048-231-18, and 048-251-09 within the planning area are located outside of the existing SOI, the 
conversion of this Important Farmland was not considered in the 2005 City of Watsonville 
General Plan.  The Watsonville Vista 2030 EIR evaluated the conversion of the Important 
Farmlands within the ULL (including the planning area), consistent with Measure U within the 
planning area and the City Council adopted a Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 
conversion in 2006.  However, the County of Santa Cruz and the City of Watsonville does not 
rely on the Statement of Overriding Considerations that was previously adopted for the 
Watsonville Vista 2030 EIR.  In addition, the off-site improvements to the proposed Wagner 
Avenue extension would result in the conversion of a maximum of an additional 1.51 acres of 
Prime Farmland in order to widen the roadway for a total maximum conversion of approximately 
45.31 acres.  Although, the planning area is designated as a future growth area in Measure U, the 
physical conversion of this Important Farmland was not considered in the 2005 City of 
Watsonville General Plan.  Therefore, the conversion of Important Farmland within the planning 
area was determined to be a significant and unavoidable impact.  

As the County of Santa Cruz and City of Watsonville contain no policies or implementation 
programs that require mitigation or offsets for the conversion of Important Farmland, there are no 
feasible mitigation measures available to reduce the impact of agricultural land conversion to a 
less than significant level at this time.  Since Important Farmland can’t be reproduced elsewhere, 
this would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact under Phase 2 (City site) for which 
no feasible mitigation measures are available to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.  
If an agricultural compensation program is developed, future development within the planning 
area would be required to participate in order to address the conversion of Important Farmlands. 

Agricultural Resources: AG-2 – Agricultural Buffers  
Numerous responses request additional information on the agricultural buffer setback 
requirements (Response to Comment #12-4, #12-5, #12-23, #12-31, #12-33, #12-36, #14-3).  The 
agricultural buffer policies as required by the County of Santa Cruz and the City of Watsonville 
are described in Section 3.2.2: Regulatory Setting on pages 3.2-9 through 3.2-16 of the Draft EIR.  
Chapter 16.50 of the Santa Cruz County Municipal Code is noted and is incorporated into the 
regulatory section of Section 3.2: Agricultural Resources of the Draft EIR in Section 2: Revisions 
to the Draft EIR herein.  The specific requirements of the City of Watsonville Agricultural Buffer 
Policy and relevant general plan policies regarding agricultural buffers (Policy 5.13.22, 5.13.23, 
5.13.24, and 5.13.25) are described in the regulatory setting of the Draft EIR.   

The City of Watsonville and the County of Santa Cruz both have similar agriculture buffer 
policies.  Both jurisdictions maintain a 200-foot agricultural buffer, but policy language differs 
slightly.  The City of Watsonville Agricultural Buffer Policy, adopted in 2004, was modeled after 
the County’s policy, and the intent is to follow County policy, as it applies to the City of 
Watsonville.  The proposed Specific Plan and the County’s PUD for the planning area both 
identify the required agricultural buffers as part of the proposed Specific Plan and PUD.  
Facilities (e.g. proposed roadways) located in both of the proposed buffer areas are consistent 
with both established policies. 
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The purpose of requiring an agricultural buffer policy for both the City and the County is to 
prevent conflict between agricultural uses and residential uses.  The County’s purpose is to 
“prevent conflict between agricultural and residential, recreational, and institutional structures 
and outdoor areas designed for public parking and intensive human use, such as an outdoor dining 
area or private swimming pool.”  The purpose of the City’s policy is to “create a buffer between 
County agricultural land and Watsonville residential uses, to be consistent with the County 
Agricultural buffer policy, applicable to the development of residential, institutional, hotel, and 
active parks adjacent to commercial agriculture.” 

County Policy 5.13.23 (Agricultural Buffers Required) in the Santa Cruz County General Plan 
and Section 16.50.095 in the Santa Cruz County Code restricts the use of outdoor areas (e.g. 
dining patios and swimming pools) designed for intensive human use within the 200-foot buffer 
zone.  Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission (APAC) review is not required unless the width 
of the buffer zone is proposed to be modified from the established standards.  

The City’s agricultural buffer policy, modeled after the County’s, allows regional drainage 
facilities, underground utilities, within the first 150 feet of the buffer.  This area must be fenced 
and off limits to the public.  In the remaining 50-feet of buffer area, public roads, sidewalks and 
bike lanes and other public utilities may be installed.   

Because the proposed project would be developed in phases, with Phase 1 (County site) and 
Phase 2 (County site) to be developed under the County’s jurisdiction and Phase 1 (City site) and 
Phase 2 (City site) under the City’s jurisdiction, each municipality is proposing to utilize their 
adopted agriculture buffer policies as required by mitigation measures MM 3.2-2a and MM 3.2-
2b on pages 3.2-19 and 3.2-20 in the Draft EIR.  Due to concerns raised by commenters during 
the public review period regarding the potential conflicts between residential uses within the 
planning area and the adjacent agricultural uses, mitigation measures MM 3.2-2a and MM 3.2-2b 
have been revised slightly to reflect incorporation of barriers (e.g. vegetative fencing) along the 
edge of the proposed buffers adjacent to the existing commercial agricultural uses, and placement 
of pedestrian sidewalks and bicycle lanes adjacent to residential uses within the last 50-feet of the 
agricultural buffer. These measures would substantially reduce potential conflicts between 
agricultural uses and proposed residential uses within the planning area. These mitigation 
measures have been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measures 
MM 3.2-2a Consistent with Policy 5.13.23 (Agricultural Buffers Required) in the Santa Cruz 

County General Plan and Section 16.50.095 in the Santa Cruz County Code 
project applicants shall demonstrate adequate land use separation in conjunction 
with Final Map consistent with the proposed Specific Plan and PUD for Phase 2 
(County site) subject to review and approval by the County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department.  Final site plans shall include an interim 200-foot 
agricultural buffer within Phase 2 (County site) consistent with the conceptual 
land use plan for the proposed Specific Plan and PUD.  The buffer distance shall 
be measured from the edge of the parcel to the nearest residential property line 
and shall include a six to eight foot barrier (e.g. vegetated fencing) adjacent to the 
agricultural uses. Outdoor areas designed for intensive human use shall be 
restricted within the buffer zone. Other than fencing, regional drainage facilities, 
and underground utilities, only landscape and related non-accessible open space 
components are allowed within the first 150 feet of the buffer.  Within the 
remaining 50 feet of buffer, adjacent to the proposed development area, uses such 
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as public streets and roads, regional and local storm-drainage improvements, and 
other underground utilities; and pedestrian and bicycle trails are allowed.  
Sidewalks and bicycle lanes shall be allowed on the western portion of the public 
streets located within the buffer, but restricted on the eastern portion of the street.  
Upon annexation of the adjacent commercial agricultural use and rezoning of 
Phase 2 by the City, the interim 200-foot agricultural buffer within the Phase 2 
(County site) development area shall terminate. 

MM 3.2-2b Consistent with the City of Watsonville Agricultural Buffer Policy, project 
applicants shall demonstrate adequate land use separation in conjunction with 
Final Map consistent with the proposed Specific Plan and PUD for Phase 2 (City 
site) subject to review and approval by the City of Watsonville Community 
Development Department.  Final site plans shall include a 200-foot minimum 
land use buffer along the eastern boundary of the planning area within Phase 2 
(City site) of the proposed project consistent with the conceptual land use plan.  
The buffer distance shall be measured from the edge of the parcel to the nearest 
residential property line and shall include a six to eight foot barrier (e.g. 
vegetated fencing) adjacent to the commercial agricultural uses. Other than 
fencing, regional drainage facilities, and underground utilities, only landscape 
and related non-accessible open space components are allowed within the first 
150 feet of the buffer.  Within the remaining 50 feet of buffer, adjacent to the 
proposed development area, uses such as public streets and roads, regional and 
local storm-drainage improvements, and other underground utilities; and 
pedestrian and bicycle trails are allowed.  Sidewalks and bicycle trails shall only 
be allowed on the western portion (development side) of the street within the 
remaining 50-feet of the buffer, but restricted on the eastern portion of the street.  
Any other pedestrian trails, such as one along Corralitos Creek, within the 200-
foot agricultural buffer area shall only be permitted once a regional system has 
been developed adjacent to the planning area and a management plan has been 
developed with adjacent farm operators.  

Several commenters noted that the proposed agricultural buffers should be reviewed by the 
APAC.  The proposed project does not include a reduction in the buffer width.  However, the 
policies of both jurisdictions allow for a reduction in the agricultural buffer, as long as specific 
findings can be made, based on unique or topographical situations.  In order to reduce the buffer, 
the County must have approval by APAC.  The City can reduce a buffer to 150 feet, with 
approval by the City Council.  There is no set limit on the reduction in the width of the County 
agricultural buffer.   

Land Use and Planning LU-1 - Wagner Avenue Extension  
Several commenters provided comments on the proposed Wagner Avenue extension (Response to 
Comments #12-16, #12-17, #12-45, #14-2, #14-5, #14-6, #20-2, #24-1, and #25-12).  Wagner 
Avenue is an existing public road located between existing commercial agricultural land and 
existing single-family residential homes and an elementary school.  Wagner Avenue consists of 
two distinct segments, an east and a west.  The east segment is a local two lane road that runs 
west from East Lake Avenue and turns into a dirt road one block past California Street, then 
turning northward to access agricultural properties. 

The west segment of Wagner Avenue is a one lane road that connects Virginia Street to Bronson 
Street.  This segment provides access only to the residences on the south side of the road.  The 
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road is currently not a through road but does provide access to residential, and agricultural 
properties.  The northern end of Wagner Avenue currently ends at the termination of Crestview 
Drive.  The project would enhance Wagner Avenue by making it a 2 lane through street and 
connecting it with Crestview Drive. 

The extension of Wagner Avenue is intended to relieve future traffic congestion in the area by 
providing an alternative route along the perimeter of the City.  It has been determined by the 
traffic analysis completed for the Atkinson Lane EIR that, the cumulative volume of traffic in the 
area, would increase enough at project build-out, that the extension and expansion of Wagner 
Avenue would be necessary.  This is partly due to increased traffic caused by the project at 
Freedom Boulevard and Martinelli Street, in conjunction with anticipated future growth.  The 
Wagner Extension is consistent with the 2005 City of Watsonville General Plan and only expands 
the existing roadway.  Measure U does not apply because it has very limited impact on existing 
agriculture operations. The proposed expansion of Wagner Avenue is not a growth inducing 
impact because there are no plans for development on the other side of the expanded street. 

The City’s agriculture policy provides an exception for modifications to existing facilities within 
proposed agricultural buffers.  The intent of both the City of Watsonville and the County of Santa 
Cruz Agricultural Buffer policies is to provide protection between agricultural land and the 
development of new residential, commercial, or industrial uses, but not to restrict the addition to 
or expansion of existing public and private facilities in a potential buffer area.  The extension and 
expansion of Wagner Avenue would provide for an additional buffer between the non-agricultural 
and agricultural uses, which would provide for improved conditions for both uses, with minimal 
loss of agricultural land.  Neither the County nor the City Buffer policies require additional 
buffers for the expansion of existing streets, or public facilities.  Current buffer policies 
exceptions would allow expansion of existing public facilities.  To address concerns by the 
commenters, the Specific Plan has been revised to require that if pedestrian pathways are 
incorporated as part of the extension of Wagner Avenue that they be installed on the residential 
(western) side of the proposed street to reduce potential conflicts between the two uses and that a 
six to eight foot tall solid landscaped barrier be constructed between the agricultural use and the 
eastern edge of the street.  Implementation of these design measures as part of the proposed 
Wagner Avenue would reduce potential conflicts between agricultural uses and the proposed 
extension of the roadway.  
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1.4 Response to Comments  
Comments received on the Draft EIR and the individual responses to those comments are 
provided in this section.  Each comment letter is reproduced in its entirety and is followed by 
responses to the substantive comments raised on environmental issues discussed in the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter # 1 
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans)  
April 15, 2009 
Response to Comment #1-1 
Comment is noted.  As noted on page 3.13-7 of the Draft EIR, since the majority of the planning 
area is located in the County of Santa Cruz and the County is serving as lead agency under 
CEQA, the analysis measured the resulting levels of service against the County thresholds of 
significance to determine the level of potential impact.  The County of Santa Cruz General Plan 
and LCP Policy 3.12.1 (Level of Service (LOS) Policy) sets the level of service threshold to 
determine whether a project creates an unacceptable level of service on a street segment of 
intersection.  Policy 3.12.1 states that LOS C is considered the objective, but sets LOS D as the 
minimum acceptable (where costs, right-of-way requirements, or environmental impacts of 
maintaining LOS under this policy are excessive, capacity enhancement may be considered 
infeasible).  Proposed development projects that would cause LOS at an intersection or on an 
uninterrupted highway segment to fall below D during the weekday peak hour is required to 
mitigate their traffic impacts. Proposed development projects that would add traffic at 
intersections or on highway segments already at LOS E or F is also required to mitigate any 
traffic volume resulting in a one percent increase in the volume/capacity ratio of the sum of all 
critical movements.  For unsignalized intersections significant impacts are defined to occur when: 
1) the addition of project traffic causes intersection operations to degrade from LOS D or better to 
LOS E or F, and the peak hour signal warrant from the MUTCD is satisfied, or 2) project traffic 
is added to an intersection operating at LOS E or F, and the peak hour signal warrant from the 
MUTCD is satisfied. 

Several of the intersections and roadway segments are State Highway facilities under the 
jurisdiction of Caltrans.  The Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies states 
that if an existing State Highway facility is operating at less than the target LOS, the existing LOS 
should be maintained, thus adding any trips to a facility operating at an adverse LOS would be 
considered significant.  However, impacts have been evaluated according to County significance 
criteria.   

The commenter notes that the following court cases invalidated the approach used to evaluate 
traffic impacts in the Draft EIR: Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, Los Angeles 
Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles, and the Communities for a Better Environment v. 
California Resources Agency.  In the Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford case, the 
EIR evaluated air emissions from a coal-fired cogeneration plant. The technical approach taken in 
the EIR to evaluate ozone impacts was to compare the project's emissions of hydrocarbons 
(ROG) and NOx with total regional emissions of those pollutants. The EIR estimated that daily 
emissions from the project would not exceed 0.20 percent of total ROG and NOx emissions in 
King's County, and that project emissions were therefore considered minor and insignificant. 
Building off the Kings County decision, in the Communities for a Better Environment v. Calif. 
Resources Agency, 103 Cal. App. 4th 98 (2002) (the "CBE" case) ruling, the Court of Appeals 
found that CEQA Guidelines section 15064(i)(4) was invalid.  Section 15064(i)(4) allowed the 
incremental impacts of a project to be determined not cumulatively significant if they were "so 
small" that they make only a "de minimis" contribution to a significant cumulative impact where 
"environmental conditions would be the same whether or not the proposed project is 
implemented." The Court found that a de minimis analysis was subject to the same infirmities as 
a "ratio"-type analysis. Section 15064(i)(4) has since been rescinded by the Resources Agency, 
thus completely eliminating the availability of any de minimis-type analysis.  In the Los Angeles 
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Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles case, the court rejects a predetermination by the 
lead agency that a small incremental increase in noise level was insignificant. The ruling focused 
on the importance of evaluating cumulative effects. The Draft EIR evaluated the project and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project against the County of Santa Cruz General Plan Policy 
3.12.1, which is a specific threshold. 

Response to Comment #1-2 
As noted on page 3.13-19 of the Draft EIR, the Green Valley Road/Main Street intersection 
would continue to operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour and would decrease from LOS E to 
LOS F during the AM peak hour.  The addition of project traffic does not increase the volume to 
capacity ratio by more than one percent during either the AM or the PM peak hour.  Therefore, in 
accordance with the County of Santa Cruz thresholds, the proposed project would not 
substantially worsen by more than one percent at an intersection that is operating at an 
unacceptable level of service.  

Response to Comment #1-3 
The County of Santa Cruz is lead agency for the proposed project, but the City of Watsonville is a 
responsible agency under CEQA and would collect traffic impact fees for those improvements 
that would be under the jurisdiction of the City of Watsonville and Caltrans. The proposed 
project’s fair share contribution for each improvement has been estimated and is incorporated into 
the mitigation measures for each transportation and circulation improvements to the state 
highway system identified in Section 3.13: Transportation and Circulation section of the Draft 
EIR.  For Mitigation Measure 3.13-5, the County of Santa Cruz would collect traffic impact fees 
for the identified improvements to East Lake Avenue (Highway 152)/Holohan Road.  The 
remaining impacts to the state highway system would be under the jurisdiction of Caltrans and 
the City of Watsonville.  Mitigation measures for transportation and circulation improvements 
identify that the fee program and fee ordinance would be tied to the City’s Capital Improvement 
Program that would be implemented over time by the City of Watsonville when specific 
improvements are warranted.  The mitigation measures specify that the City of Watsonville is 
currently updating their fee program and would adopt the program prior to issuance of building 
permits within Phase 1 of the proposed project.  Payment of the project’s fair share for these 
improvements would be required at that time.   

Response to Comment #1-4 
Analysis of the Harkins Slough Road/Silver Leaf Drive/Green Valley Road intersection was not 
requested previously by the commenter when Caltrans commented on the Notice of Preparation 
(NOP) on September 8, 2009.  However, the Project Study Report (PSR) for the improvements 
would include analysis at this intersection.   

Response to Comment #1-5 
Comment noted.  The proposed project does not include construction of a new off-ramp, but 
installation of a new signal at the Highway 1 Ramps/Harkin Slough Road interchanges.  
Therefore, the proposed project would not add a new off-ramp and/or provide additional road 
capacity within the Zone R district. Compliance with the Zone R Performance Standards would 
not be necessary. 
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Response to Comment #1-6 
Comment is noted.  The County of Santa Cruz acknowledges that any work completed within the 
States right-of-way would require an encroachment permit that shall be completed to Caltrans 
engineering and environmental standards.  
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Response to Comment Letter # 2 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
April 14, 2009 
Response to Comment #2-1 
Comment noted.  Page 3.4-23 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the freshwater marsh/seasonal 
wetland complex, ephemeral drainage, and irrigated agricultural basin would be considered 
waters of the State of California, subject to the regulation by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) and the Wetland Resources Policy of the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) and the Fish and Game Commission.  These features are all considered sensitive 
habitats under CEQA and local General Plans. 

However, as stated on page 3.4-35 of the Draft EIR, "The hydrology within the irrigated 
agricultural basin is artificial, resulting from flooding by mechanical pumps..."  The basin is now 
dry and no longer filled with water from pumping and would not subject to waste discharge 
requirements if it is removed and filled (pers. comm., Mike Higgins, RWQCB, May 13, 2009). 

The text on page 3.4-36 of the Draft EIR has been amended as follows: 

Recommendations for enhancement and continued long-term success of created wetlands 
will be included in annual monitoring reports submitted to the City of Watsonville, and 
CDFG, and/or other regulatory agencies.  

Response to Comment #2-2 
The mitigation site would be located in the proposed expanded Crestview Park.  Crestview Park 
currently doubles as a detention basin during large storm events for the surrounding urban 
development.  However, the expanded Crestview Park would provide an additional three acres of 
parkland that could accommodate a mitigation site.   
Stormwater entering the mitigation site would be pre-filtered through a series of Low Impact 
Development (LID) techniques prior to receiving the runoff.  Mitigation Measures 3.8-1a and 3.8-
1b would require incorporation of LID techniques as part of the final drainage plans within each 
phase of the proposed project.  LID techniques incorporated as part of the final drainage plans 
would include: bioretention/bioswales, soil amendments, rain barrel and cisterns, permeable and 
porous pavement and tree box filters that would result in a reduction of pollutant loads to 
receiving waters.  These LID techniques would be required to meet the City of Watsonville and 
County of Santa Cruz Stormwater Management Plan’s performance standards.  With 
incorporation of LID techniques as part of the final drainage plans for the proposed project, 
storwmater runoff received within the wetland habitat created within the Crestview Park 
detention basin would be treated prior to entering the detention basin.  

No waste discharge requirements would be imposed on the proposed project due to the filling of 
the agricultural detention basin (Personal Communication with Mike Higgins, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, May 13, 2009).  

Response to Comment #2-3 
Comment noted.  Only the detention basin in the expanded Crestview Park would be utilized for 
mitigation.  Oak trees may also be planted along Corralitos Creek.  Mitigation Measure 3.4-8a on 
page 3.4-36 has been modified to address implementation of long-term maintenance 
recommendations in Section 2: Revisions to the Draft EIR as follows:  
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Created wetland habitat will be designed by a certified landscape architect and wetland 
specialist to function as wetlands, support wetland vegetation during the rainy season, and 
will be planted with native wetland vegetation typical of the Central California coast region 
(e.g., Typha angustifolia, Scirpus californicus, Salix spp., etc.) at the stormwater detention 
basin in the southern portion of the planning area within the expanded Crestview Park.   
 
Long-term monitoring of mitigation wetlands and existing wetlands within the planning area 
shall be conducted for a period of five years or until the time the established success criteria 
are met (see Table 3.4-3).  Monitoring will be performed annually by a qualified 
botanist/wetland specialist to determine whether mitigation wetlands meet or exceed pre-
established performance criteria.  The success of wetland creation will be evaluated on the 
basis of density and diversity of native plant species at the wetland creation site.  If excessive 
mortality occurs, plantings will be replaced at a 1:1 ratio.  The wetland specialist will be 
responsible for selecting the species for replacement plantings.  Recommendations for 
enhancement and continued long-term success of created wetlands will be included in annual 
monitoring reports submitted to the City of Watsonville, and CDFG, and/or other regulatory 
agencies the RWQCB (if applicable).  

 
Table 3.4-3: Success Criteria for Wetland Creation Site 

Year Type of Criterion Used Success Criterion 
1 Percent of Plants Surviving 90% Survival in Good or Fair Condition 

2 Percent of Plants Surviving 80% Survival in Good or Fair Condition 

3 Percent of Plants Surviving 75% Survival in Good or Fair Condition 

4 Percent of Plants Surviving 70% Survival in Good or Fair Condition 

5 Percent of Plants Surviving 65% Survival in Good or Fair Condition with 
75% Vegetative Cover 

 

Response to Comment #2-4 
Comment noted.  Under the Phase 1 project scenario, urban runoff from residential areas would 
be directed into the upland vegetated buffer surrounding the seasonal wetland and freshwater 
marsh areas.  A Habitat Enhancement Plan will be required (see Mitigation Measures 3.4-3a and 
3.4-3b) that will require revegetation of the wetland buffer with native riparian and upland 
species.  Page 3.8-18 of the Draft EIR also states, “The proposed Specific Plan and PUD includes 
a Conceptual Water Quality Improvement Plan in order to reduce pollutant loads to receiving 
waters.  A number of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques are included in the propose 
Specific Plan and PUD including: bioretention/bioswales, soil amendments, rain barrels and 
cisterns, permeable pavers, and tree box filters.  Incorporation of these LIDs into future 
development within the planning area would ensure that the proposed project meets the County of 
Santa Cruz and the City of Watsonville Stormwater Management Plan’s performance standards.”   

Page 3.8-9 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  
The County of Santa Cruz, led by the Storm Water Management Unit and 
Environmental Health Services watershed staff, and the City of Capitola submitted 
the proposed Stormwater Management Program (SWMP) and application for a Phase 
II permit to the SWRCB in October 2008.  The final Santa Cruz County and City of 
Capitola Stormwater Management Program was adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on May 12, 2009.  The SWMP builds on locally popular efforts to 
preserve and enhance Santa Cruz County watersheds and in the County and the 
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City’s response to the new statewide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) General Permit requirements for agencies designated by the 
SWRCB.  Under this General Permit, the County of Santa Cruz and the City of 
Capitola would implement specific types of urban runoff pollutant control measures 
and submit reports to the RWQCB.   
The objectives of the SWMP are to: 
The Stormwater Phase II Final Rule requires that construction activities resulting in a 
land disturbance of greater or equal to one acre adhere to a site runoff program 
implemented by the local agency.  The following objectives of the Construction Site 
Runoff Control Program are designated to reduce pollutants generated by 
construction activities: 

• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges and require controls to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants during construction;  

• Minimize land disturbance at construction sites;  
• Reduce the discharge of pollutants to stormwater to the maximum extent 

practicable (MEP), 
• Protect water quality from pollutants generated by construction activities;, 

and 
• Develop and implement Measurable Goals to evaluate the success of the Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) 
The Stormwater Phase II Final Rule requires that new or redevelopment projects 
resulting in a land disturbance of greater than or equal to one acre adhere to a post 
construction stormwater management program implemented by the local Agency.  
The primary objectives of the Post Construction Program are as follows: 

• Reduce the potential for discharge of pollutants into urban runoff from new 
development and redevelopment areas;  

• Manage site runoff volumes and flow rates such that they are similar to pre-
construction levels; and  

• Treat as appropriate. 
• Long-term protection, 
• Satisfy the appropriate water quality requirements of the Clean Water Act, 

and 
• Educate residents and businesses about stormwater pollution and efforts 

being made to improve water quality. 
The activities included in the SWMP are based on the USEPA stormwater 
regulations, the SWRCB General Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Small 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (Small MS4) and the Model Urban Runoff 
Program (MURP).”   

 

Response to Comment #2-5 
Comment noted.  The planning area would likely be constructed in multiple phases; and 
therefore, graded in phases.  However, neither the County Grading Regulations (Chapter 16.20) 
or Erosion Control Ordinance (Chapter 16.22), nor Chapter 6 of the City of Watsonville 
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Municipal Code (Excavations, Grading, Filling, and Erosion Control) requires “phased grading.”  
Section 16.22.060 of the County Code requires the preparation of an erosion control plan prior to 
the issuance of a building permit.  Page 3.8-7 of the Draft EIR states, “Future development within 
the County Site would require compliance with Section 16.22 of the Santa Cruz County Code 
Erosion Control Ordinance), which requires preparation of an erosion control plan that indicates 
the proposed methods for controlling runoff, erosion and sediment movement prior to approval of 
a building permit, development permit or land division within the County site.  Once the planning 
area is annexed to the City of Watsonville, future development within the City portion of the 
proposed project would be required to comply with Chapter 6 (Excavations, Grading, Filling, and 
Erosion Control) of the City of Watsonville Municipal Code.”  In addition, Section 16.22.090(a) 
states, “No land clearing operations greater than one acre per year per site or grading operations 
greater than 100 cubic yards may take place between October 15 and April 15, unless authorized 
by the Planning Director and found to be consistent with the purposes of this chapter.”   

Response to Comment #2-6 
Comment noted.  Please see Response to Comment #2-4.   

According to the Santa Cruz County and City of Capitola Stormwater Management Program, 
adopted May 12, 2009, “There are numerous BMPs available for post construction runoff control.  
Existing BMPs available from sources such as California Stormwater Quality Association 
(CASQA) and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) programs will be compiled 
into a BMP reference list and manual. The purpose of the list is to provide general guidance on 
the types of BMPs used to control stormwater runoff from new and redevelopment sites. The 
manual will be made available to agency staff and project applicants.”   

As noted on page 3.8-8 of the Draft EIR, as part of the City of Watsonville Stormwater 
Management Program, all building plans are evaluated to assess the implementation of the City’s 
standards, including stormwater best management practices (BMPs). The SWMP provides BMPs 
that address stormwater runoff during construction related to erosion and sediment control.  
According to the City of Watsonville Stormwater Management Program adopted by the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, Central Coast Region on April 3, 2009, “Runoff from new 
developments and redeveloped property can significantly affect receiving water bodies if left 
unmanaged. The objective of the Post-Construction Storm Water Management program is to 
reduce post-construction pollution by developing storm water development standards which will 
be required of new development and redevelopment projects. This will be achieved by developing 
and implementing BMPs that target pollutants of concern for each activity.” 

The Post Construction Management Program has been designed to achieve the four following 
conditions:  

1. Maximize infiltration of clean storm water, and minimize runoff volume and rate – 
BMPs have incorporated low impact development measures which reduce volume 
and rate by maximizing infiltration.  Alternative hydromodification criteria will be 
developed which establish numeric criteria for controlling runoff volumes and rates. 

2. Protect riparian areas, wetlands and their buffer zones – The City of Watsonville’s 
“Watsonville Vista 2030” general plan specifies a riparian buffer of 100-feet where 
no development may occur. 

3. Minimize pollutant loading – Low impact development BMPs will be selected to 
minimize pollutant loading and hydromodification. Pollutants of concern will be 
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identified and impairments of receiving waters will be considered in design of the 
Post Construction management program. 

4. Provide long term watershed protection – The Post Construction Management 
Program includes revising as required all of the regulatory mechanisms used by the 
City to enforce and further low impact development and hydromodification controls. 
This includes the City’s General Plan, its municipal code, standard conditions of 
approval, CEQA initial study checklist, plan review permitting and inspection 
procedures. A program of long term inspection and monitoring of approved and 
implemented post construction BMPs will be continued and refined to ensure that 
development requirements are being carried out. The City will coordinate with 
neighboring jurisdictions (County of Santa Cruz) which contribute to the water 
quality of the same watersheds as the City. Hydromodification criteria are being 
developed together by the City and neighboring jurisdictions for consistent 
application of standards over common watersheds.”   

The BMPs described in the County’s and the City’s Stormwater Management Programs would be 
implemented into the project design to mitigate urban runoff pollution from the planning area 
following construction.   
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Response to Comment Letter # 3 
California Department of Conservation 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #3-1 
Comment noted.  See Master Response AG-1 - Mitigation for Conversion of Agricultural Land.  
Mitigation strategies provided by the commenter are acknowledged and forwarded to County 
staff and decision makers for further consideration.  
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Response to Comment Letter #4 
City of Watsonville  
April 21, 2009 
Response to Comment #4-1 
Comment is noted.  Page 1-3 of the Draft EIR has been clarified in Section 2.0: Revisions to the 
Draft EIR to show that as a responsible agency under CEQA, the City reserves the right to use the 
certified EIR on future Specific Plan and annexation actions.  

Certification of the Final EIR 
If the County of Santa Cruz finds that the Final EIR is “adequate and complete,” the 
County of Santa Cruz may certify the Final EIR.  The rule of adequacy generally holds 
that the EIR can be certified if: 1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of 
environmental information, and 2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be 
made regarding the project in contemplation of environmental considerations. As a 
responsible agency, the City of Watsonville may consider adoption of the Specific Plan 
following certification of the EIR by the County of Santa Cruz also certify the Final EIR 
prior to adoption of the Specific Plan.  

Response to Comment #4-2 
Comment is noted.  Page 2-14 of the Draft EIR has been clarified in Section 2.0: Revisions to the 
Draft EIR as follows:  

The County of Santa Cruz will consider certification of the Final EIR, approval of Phase 
1 and 2 (County site), and adoption of the PUD as the lead agency under CEQA in 
support of adoption of the PUD.  As defined by Measure U, the City will may consider 
adoption of the Specific Plan, as a responsible agency under CEQA following 
certification of the EIR by the County of Santa Cruz.  Upon adoption of the Specific Plan, 
the proposed project would require an annexation and a Sphere of Influence Amendment 
(SOI) request for those portions of the planning area located outside of the City limits and 
the SOI.  The annexation and the SOI amendment would require approval by the Santa 
Cruz County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).  Once the Final EIR is 
certified by the County of Santa Cruz, the City of Watsonville as a responsible agency 
under CEQA, would consider approval of the Specific Plan.  Following approval of the 
Specific Plan and EIR, a petition may be filed to LAFCO for the annexation and SOI 
amendment.  The City's adoption of the Specific Plan, however, would require an 
annexation and SOI amendment request for those portions of the planning area that 
located outside of the City limits and SOI.  The annexation and SOI amendment would 
require approval by the Santa Cruz County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO), which would be a responsible agency under CEQA.  Following approval of 
the annexation and SOI amendment, projects may proceed in the City portion of the 
proposed project after January 2010. 

Response to Comment #4-3 
Comment regarding how the design-level geotechnical report may determine that the setback is 
not necessary is noted.  Mitigation Measure 3.6-2 states that the “design level geotechnical report 
shall also specify foundations and structural elements that are designed to resist forces and 
potential ground settlement generated by liquefaction and lateral spreading and shall incorporate 
the following into the final site plans, unless the additional analysis indicates it is not necessary.” 
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Therefore, final design level geotechnical reports would therefore confirm if a 150-foot setback 
would be required when future design-level review is conducted.  

Response to Comment #4-4 
Comment is noted regarding the findings for the reduced setback surrounding the freshwater 
marsh.  The findings are as follows: 

1. That there are special circumstances or conditions affecting the property; 
The Special Circumstances affecting this property relate to the nature and condition of 
the freshwater marsh and seasonal wetland.  The wetland is a man-made abandoned 
agricultural pond, located in an area that has been intensively modified through previous 
agricultural operations.  It is an isolated impoundment that is removed from local and 
regional wildlife corridors, and is not under the Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction.  
The wetland is surrounded on three sides by existing urban development and is primarily 
fed by urban runoff.   

2. That the exception is necessary for the proper design and function of some permitted or 
existing activity on the property;  
The Riparian Exception is necessary to allow for construction of a drainage system that 
will serve the surrounding parcels and improve water quality over existing conditions, 
through filtration of all runoff entering the wetland.  The reduction in buffer width is 
required in order to properly align the Brewington Avenue extension on the property, and 
development of the project site would not be possible without predevelopment levels for 
a range of storms up to the 10-year level during the first phase, and up to the 25-year 
level with the construction of Phase 2 area.  Installation and operation of these 
improvements will not interfere with wildlife movement, impact water quality, or cause 
erosion.   

In addition, there is a high potential for liquefaction induced lateral spreading in portions 
of the planning area considered in the EIR, particularly adjacent to Corralitos Creek.  
Consequently, development must be set back at leas 150 feet from the southern “top of 
bank.”  Providing for this geologic set back also necessitates reducing the buffer around 
the abandoned agricultural pond.  According to the geotechnical report prepared for the 
planning area, development can safely occur if set back 50 feet from this wetland.  While 
this geologic constraint contributes to the need for a reduced pond buffer, it results in a 
more extensive buffer along Corralitos Creek, which is a more biologically diverse and 
productive regional wildlife corridor.   

3. That the granting of the exception will not be detrimental to the public welfare or 
injurious to other property downstream or in the area in which the project is located;  
The exception will have no impact on downstream property owners, due to the project 
conditions, which require that drainage leaving the site be limited to the 25-year 
predevelopment level.  Other drainage improvements on the property will prevent 
flooding in the area directly adjacent to the wetland.   

4. That the granting of the exception, in the Coastal Zone will not reduce or adversely 
impact the riparian corridor, and there is no feasible less environmentally damaging 
alternative; 
The proposed project is located outside of the Coastal Zone.   
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5. That the granting of the exception is in accordance with the purpose of this chapter, and 
with the objectives of the General Plan and elements thereof, and the Local Coastal 
Program Land Use Plan.   
The Riparian Exception is consistent with the General Plan in that it allows a safe over-
flow path for storm water to be built, and required restoration activities will substantially 
enhance the wildlife value of the wetland.  The buffer reduction allows for the most 
appropriate site plan on the property, and contributes to the feasibility of wetland 
enhancement and onsite stormwater treatment.  The Riparian Exception conditions will 
be incorporated into the PUD that is being proposed as part of this project. 

Also see Response to Comments #10-8 and #10-10. 

Response to Comment #4-5 
Comment is noted.  The third paragraph on page 3.12-27 in the Draft EIR has been revised as 
follows and is incorporated into Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR.   

“Project Revenues 
At project buildout, project revenues totaling $990,326 approximately $1.0 million per 
year would be generated by the proposed project for the City of Watsonville provision of 
municipal services.  This is comprised of property taxes, sales taxes, and other taxes and 
fees.  In current (2009) dollars, the proposed project is projected to increase the total 
assessed values by about $122 million at buildout.  This would generate and estimated 
$241,765 $260,000 per year in property tax revenue for the City of Watsonville after 
annexation.  In the case of the affordable units developed by non-profit agencies, they are 
often exempted under state law from paying property taxes.  To address this deficiency 
and to ensure the that entire project pays it fair share to support municipal services such 
as fire and police protection, the City and the County would need to work with the 
property owners and/or developers to establish a payments in lieu of taxes (often referred 
to as PILOT) or similar agreement that would equal the City local share of the normal 
property tax allocation for the affordable units.” 

The sixth paragraph on page 3.12-27 in the Draft EIR has been revised as follows and is 
incorporated into Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR.   

“Fiscal Mitigation 
At project buildout, the proposed project is projected the to generate $990,326 
approximately $1.0 million per year in general fund revenues and require about $1.1 
million in general fund service costs, resulting in an annual funding gap (deficit) of 
$114,750 approximately $100,000.  This funding gap can be mitigated through several 
financing mechanisms including increased PILOT payments on the affordable units, 
special taxes through a Community Facilities District (CFD), or other financing program, 
which would need to be established between the City and the County.  This funding gap 
would be paid by each unit of the project at an average rate of $255 at project buildout.  
Through this mechanism the overall project would pay the full cost for municipal 
services.  In the event that a non-profit developer is exempted from property tax 
payments, they would be required to cover the local cost of services.” 
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Response to Comment #4-6 
County staff appreciates the identified correction.  The traffic mitigation measures have been 
modified to indicate that updating the traffic fee program requires adoption of a fee ordinance. 

Response to Comment #4-7 
Comment noted.  The EIR would be certified for the entire project (Specific Plan and PUD).  
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Response to Comment Letter #5 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #5-1 
Current capacity of the elementary, middle, and high schools within the planning area is noted.  
Table 3.12-2: Capacity of Schools Serving the Planning Area on page 3.12-6 of the Draft EIR has 
been updated in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR, to reflect the current enrollment of 
schools:  

Table 3.12-2: Current Capacity of Schools Serving the Planning Area – 2008 

Grade Level and School Name Current 
Enrollment 

(Students) in 
2008 

Maximum 
Capacity 

(Students) 

Current 
Capacity 

(Students) 

Average 
Class Size 
(Students) 

Elementary School      

H.A. Hyde  592 607 616 24 9 29 

Ann Soldo 596 614 556 -40 -58 29 

MacQuiddy 629 662 602 -27 -60 29 

Current Capacity Total -- -- -43-109 -- 

Middle School      

Cesar Chavez 565 572 740 175 168  -- 

Lakeview 624 641 772 148 131 -- 

E.A. Hall 597 630 728 131 98 -- 

Current Capacity Total -- -- 454  397 -- 

High School     

Pajaro Valley 1,563 1,610 2,200 637 590 -- 

Watsonville High 2,105 2,160 2,464 359 304 -- 

Current Capacity Total -- -- 996 930 -- 

Source: PVUSD Facility Master Plan 2008, PVUSD 2009  

Response to Comment #5-2 
Comment noted.  Growth ratios noted by the PVUSD for elementary school, middle school, and 
high school were used to determine the number of students that would be generated by the 
proposed project.   

Response to Comment #5-3 
Growth formulas noted by the Pajaro Valley Unified School District are noted.  The growth rate 
for high school was incorrect in the Draft EIR and has been modified to address in Table 3.12-8: 
Proposed Project School Generation.  
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The Pajaro Valley Unified School District’s 2008 Facility Master Plan was used to prepare the 
Educational Facilities setting in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation.  The 
PVUSD’s comments regarding school facilities fees are noted and page 3.12-33 has been 
modified as follows:  

“In addition, future development within the planning area would be required by law to 
pay development impact fees at the time of the building permit issuance.  The PVUSD 
currently charges development fees in the amount of $4.43 per square foot of residential 
development, $0.47 for commercial and/or senior housing developments, and $0.10 per 
square foot for parking and/or storage.  These fees are used by the PVUSD to mitigate 
impacts associated with long-term operation and maintenance of school facilities.  The 
project applicant’s fees would be determined at the time of the building permit issuance 
and would reflect the most current fee amount requested by the PVUSD.  Project 
applicants within the planning area would also be required to pay any additional 
applicable fees, if the PVUSD implements additional funding measures, including those 
described in the Facilities Master Plan (refer to the Environmental Setting section).  
Pursuant to Section 65996(3)(h) of the California Government Code, payment of these 
fees “is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of impacts of any legislative or 
adjudicative act, or both, involving but not limited to, the planning, use, or development 
of real property, or any change in government organization or reorganization.”  Any 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction of new schools would be analyzed 
by the PVUSD prior to construction.  Therefore, the increased demand on the PVUSD is 
considered a less than significant impact on school services.” 

Response to Comment #5-4 
Comment regarding the PVUSD enrollment information is noted.  Table 3.12-1: PVUSD 
Enrollment has been modified in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR to include information in 
the 2008 Facility Master Plans follows: 
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Table 3.12-1: Pajaro Valley Unified School District Enrollment 

Schools 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 

Elementary 9,373 
11,182 

9,313 
11,270 

9,297 
11,235 

9,236 
11,180 

9,056 
11,063 

8,744 
10,826 

8,957 
10,711 

9,349 
10,588 

9,823 
10,495 

8,841 
10,696 

8,983 
10,790 

Middle 3,762  
2,842 

3,808 
2,806 

3,773 
2,826 

3,765 
2,885 

3,821 
2,843 

3,942 
2,935 

3,944 
3,053 

4,041 
2,865 

3,825 
2,827 

3,653 
2,856 

3,660 
2,821 

High 4,927 
4,981 

5,153 
5,288 

5,243 
5,398 

5,232 
5,393 

5,173 
5,354 

5,122 
5,363 

5,045 
5,282 

5,509 
5,482 

5,429 
5,450 

5,471 
5,440 

5,085 
5,372 

Other 1,341 
395 

1,520 
403 

1,589 
405 

1,649 
405 

1,638 
401 

1,760 
398 

1,591 
396 

-- 
394 

252 
390 

1,194 
395 

1,659 
392 

Total 19,403 
19,400 

19,794 
19,767 

19,902
19,864 

19,882
19,863 

19,688
19,661 

19,568
19,522 

19,537
19,442 

18,899 
19,329 

19,329 
19,162 

19,159
19,387 

19,387
19,375 

Change from previous year 
589 

391 
367 

108 
97 

-20 
-1 

-194 
-202 

-120 
-139 

-31 
-80 

-638 
-113 

430 
-167 

-170 
225 

228 
-12 

Source:  Terry McHenry, Pajaro Valley Unified School District, Office of the Associate Superintendent, June 24, 2005; the Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
Facility Master Plan, 2007,2008. 
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Response to Comment Letter #6 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #6-1 
Comment regarding attainment for all federal air quality standards is noted.  Page 3.3-16 of the 
Draft EIR has been modified as follows:  

“The MBUAPCD also uses many EPA and state requirements as the basis for determining the 
significance of air quality impacts under CEQA, including: 

• Ambient Air Quality Standards.  Exceedance of any national AAQS is considered a 
significant impact to air quality. 

• New Source Review Offset Requirements.  The MBUAPCD uses federal offset 
thresholds for PM10 and CO as criteria for significance (82 and 550 lb/day, respectively). 

• Conformity. Federal regulations requiring that certain general and transportation projects 
conform with the State Implementation Plan (SIP) are used to help determine the 
cumulative significance of air quality impacts. 

• Air Quality Management Plans.  Project emissions that are not accounted for in the 
AQMP's emissions inventory are considered a significant cumulative impact to regional 
air quality. 

• New Source Review Offset Requirements. Under State regulations, new or modified 
stationary sources that would emit 137 pounds per day or more of VOC or NOX are 
required to offset their emissions.” 

Response to Comment #6-2 
As noted on page 3.3-16 of the Draft EIR, construction activities involving typical construction 
equipment (defined by the MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines as scrapers, tractors, dozers, graders, 
loaders, and rollers) that temporarily emit precursors of ozone (i.e., reactive organic gases or 
oxides of nitrogen) are accommodated in the emission inventories of state and federally required 
air plans and would not have a significant impact on the attainment and maintenance of ozone 
AAQS.  Therefore, the emissions of Reactive Organic Gases are accommodated in existing 
emission inventories.  As buildout of the proposed Specific Plan and PUD would occur over 
several years, future project applicants would be required to consult with the MBUAPCD should 
construction activities require the use of “non-typical” equipment.   

Response to Comment #6-3 
Comment is noted.  The second paragraph on Page 3.3-21 has been modified as follows and is 
incorporated into Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

“The proposed project is subject to the asbestos NESHAP, and thus would be required to 
comply with these specified work practices.  The proposed project must also comply with 
MBUAPCD Rule 424 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPS) 304 (Asbestos NESHAP Fees), which determines fees for asbestos removal.  
Additionally, the proposed project shall comply with the NESHAP as established by the 
EPA.  NESHAP specifies work practice requirements to limit asbestos emissions from 
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building demolition and renovation activities, including the removal and associated 
disturbance of asbestos containing materials.  The requirements for demolition and 
renovation activities include asbestos surveying, notification, asbestos containing 
materials removal procedures and time schedules, asbestos containing materials handling 
and clean-up procedures, and storage, disposal, and landfilling requirements for asbestos-
containing waste materials.  All operators are required to maintain records, including 
waste shipment records, and are required to use appropriate warning labels, signs, and 
markings.  In addition, mitigation measures MM 3.7-3a and MM 3.7-3b in Section 3.7, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials would require that each structure is inspected by a 
qualified environmental specialist for the presence of asbestos containing materials 
(ACMs) and lead based paints (LBPs).  If ACMs and LBPs are found during the 
investigations, a remediation program shall be developed to ensure that these materials 
are removed and disposed of by a licensed contractor in accordance with all federal, state 
and local laws and regulations, subject to approval by the MBUAPCD, City of 
Watsonville, and the Santa Cruz County Environmental Health Department, as 
applicable.  Any hazardous materials that are removed from the structures will be 
disposed of at an approved landfill facility in accordance with federal, state and local 
laws and regulations.  With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed 
project would not result in the emission of asbestos or lead based paint.”  

Response to Comment #6-4 
Comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 on page 3.3-24 has been modified to incorporate 
the MBUPACD’s recommendations for wood burning stoves as follows and is incorporated into 
Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

“MM 3.3-3 Fireplaces proposed for future residential development within the planning area 
shall be gas-fired and meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
certification requirements. The use of wood-burning fireplaces or wood burning 
stoves shall be prohibited in perpetuity on all residential properties included 
within the proposed project and shall be recorded on the title of all parcels and 
run with the land.  This measure shall be demonstrated on all proposed tentative 
maps and improvement plans prior to approval of building permits within the 
planning area.  In addition, project applicants within the planning area shall 
consider implementation of MBUAPCD-recommended mitigation.  The City of 
Watsonville Community Development Department and the County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department shall review proposed tentative maps and improvement 
plans to identify emission reduction measures that are incorporated into the plans 
and staff may recommend additional measures as practical and feasible including 
the following: 

 Incorporate energy-efficient appliances into residential uses. 
 Orient buildings to minimize heating and cooling needs; 
 Provide shade trees to reduce cooling needs; 
 Include energy-efficient lighting systems; 
 Include solar water heaters or centralized water heating systems; and 
 Increase insulation beyond Title 24 requirements to minimize heating 

and cooling needs.” 



MBARKER
Line

MBARKER
Text Box
7-1

MBARKER
Text Box
7-2

MBARKER
Line

MBARKER
Text Box
7-3

MBARKER
Line





   Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and PUD Final EIR 
  Response to Comments 

May 2009  Page 69 
 

Response to Comment Letter #7 
Santa Cruz County Local Agency Formation Commission 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #7-1 
Comment regarding the necessary LAFCO applications is noted.  Page 2-1 in the Draft EIR and 
page S-1 in the Executive Summary have been modified to address these LAFCO applications.  
Section 2.8.1: Future Approvals Within the Planning Area has also been revised to address the 
LAFCO applications that would be required. 

“2.4.1 Future Approvals within the Planning Area 
Future approvals within the planning area may require additional site planning and related 
permits by the County of Santa Cruz and the City of Watsonville, and may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• General Plan Amendment; 

• Approval of Subdivision Map(s), pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act; 

• Demolition Permits; 

• All Final Improvement Plans; 

• Utility Plans; 

• Construction Phasing and Duration; 

• Architectural and Site Plan Review; 

• Landscaping and Lighting Plans; 

• Grading and Building Permits; 

• LAFCO approvals, including Extraterritorial Water Service from the City of 
Watsonville and Extraterritorial sewer service from the City of Watsonville for 
County Phases 1 and 2; Amendment of the City of Watsonville Sphere of Influence; 
Annexation to the City of Watsonville; and Detachments from Various Special 
Districts for Phase 2 (City site); 

• Santa Cruz County Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection Ordinance Exception 
for the PUD; 

• Santa Cruz County Roadway/Roadside Exception for the width of the Brewington 
Avenue Extension Right of Way; 

• Annexation and Sphere of Influence Amendments; and/or  

• All related subsequent actions to the greatest extent possible. 
 
Subsequent development may also require obtaining a National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, a streambed alteration 
agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), and completion of a 
Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, which would be a responsible 
agency under CEQA.”  

Response to Comment #7-2 
Comment noted.  See Master Response P-2 - Existing Water Use. 
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Response to Comment #7-3 
A small portion of the planning area, adjacent to Corralitos Creek is identified as a groundwater 
recharge area.  No development is proposed within this portion of the planning area.   
 
The proposed project includes low impact development (LID) storm water retention techniques 
including including bioretention/bioswales, soil amendments, permeable and porous pavement 
and tree box filters that would provide groundwater recharge within the planning area, as well as 
reduce contamination in the stormwater runoff within the planning area.  Groundwater recharge 
would also occur at the expanded Crestview Park and the temporary detention basin within the 
planning area.  In addition, as described on page 3.12-28 of the Draft EIR, future development 
within the planning area would be required to pay the City’s groundwater impact fee, which is 
currently set at $347.56 per bedroom and is used to retrofit water fixtures (e.g. toilets, 
showerheads, etc.) within the City.  The water retrofit program, which is funded by the 
groundwater impact fees results in a savings of 748 gallons of water per unit per month, would 
offset approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water consumption of new homes within the 
planning area. 
 

Regionally, there is one active groundwater recharge project currently operating in the basin, 
which is being operated to reduce groundwater overdraft and increase recharge.  This PVWMA’s 
Harkins Slough recharge project which pumps Harkins Slough surface water to a recharge basin 
(pond) located on a coast side property.  This program is limited to the volumes and the times of 
year the active recharge may operate as determined in the permit from the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.  Other surface water bodies including area lakes and streams have been 
proposed by the PVWMA for diversion and recharge.   
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 Response to Comment Letter #8 
John G Eiskamp 
April 21, 2009 
Response to Comment #8-1 
Comment noted.  Consistency with Policy 7.18.2, 7.18.3, and 7.18.6 in the Draft EIR are 
analyzed in Table 3.9-1a in Section 3.9: Land Use and Planning in the Draft EIR.  As noted on 
page 3.9-45 of the Draft EIR consistency with Policies 7.18.2 and 7.18.3, Section 3.12: Public 
Services, Utilities, and Recreation addresses impacts of new development on the City of 
Watsonville, which is the water purveyor for the proposed project.  As described in Master 
Response P-1: Existing Water Use, buildout of the proposed Specific Plan and PUD would 
generate a water demand of approximately 017 acre feet of potable water every year.  This is 6 
AFY less than the estimated existing water use in the planning area. The City of Watsonville 
indicates they have adequate supplies to serve the proposed project.  Future development on 
Phase 1 (County site) and the remainder of the planning area would be required to pay the City’s 
groundwater impact fee, which is currently set at $347.56 per bedroom and is used to retrofit 
water fixtures (e.g. toilets, showerheads, etc.) within the City.  The water retrofit program, which 
is funded by the groundwater impact fees results in a savings of 748 gallons of water per month, 
would offset approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water consumption of new homes within the 
planning area. See Master Response P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft for additional 
information regarding the City’s water conservation program. In addition, the proposed project 
would be required to contribute towards a water conservation augmentation program that would 
ensure that the water consumption of new homes within the planning area is fully offset as 
required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated herein in Section 2.0: Revisions 
to the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment #8-2 
Comment noted.  The City of Watsonville’s service area utilizes approximately 6,800 AFY of 
groundwater (average groundwater use between the years 2003 and 2007) or 12.6 percent of the 
total water use within the groundwater basin.  

Response to Comment #8-3 
Comment noted.  See Master Response P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft and Master Response 
P-5 – Recycled Water Plant and Dilution of Recycled Water.  

Comment noted regarding implementation of the PVWMA Revised Basin Management Plan and 
the augmentation fee.  See Master Response P-4 – Viability of the PVWMA.  While the PVWMA 
has had its augmentation fee challenged in court and subsequently reduced, four features of the 
PVWMA Revised Basin Management Plan are operating: 1) the recycled water project, 2) the 
coastal distribution system, 3) the Harkins Slough groundwater recharge and 4) two supplemental 
inland wells which provide a portion of the supply for the coastal distribution system.  The 
PVWMA continues to collect augmentation fees and sell water to farmers and implement 
elements of its Basin Management Plan.  The City has partnered with PVWMA by financing and 
developing the Water Recycling Plant.  In addition the City has provided the PVWMA a variety 
of technical support. 

 Response to Comment #8-4 
Comment noted.  See Master Response P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft regarding the safe 
yield of the basin.  As stated in Response to Comment #8-2, the City of Watsonville’s service 
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area utilizes approximately 6,800 AFY of groundwater (average groundwater use between the 
years 2003 and 2007) or 12.6 percent of the total groundwater pumping in the basin.  
 
Commenter states that the year round pumping by the City’s well field has created a persistent 
hydraulic depression centered under the City.  The location of the hydraulic depression has more 
to do with the fact that the City is surrounded by the most intensively extractive agricultural wells 
in the basin than the city’s year round well pumping.   
 

Response to Comment #8-5 
Comment noted on appropriative water rights.  The City’s right to appropriate groundwater is 
prescriptive.  While the primary rights to groundwater lie with the overlying property owner, the 
majority of the City wells are located within the City limits where groundwater isn’t extracted for 
agriculture.  The City has not engaged in a hostile taking of groundwater nor has there been a 
devastating impact to nearby agriculture because of the relatively small amount of groundwater 
extraction by the City compared to the basin as whole and the responsible way the City has 
addressed the groundwater overdraft.  As discussed in Master Response P-5 – Recycled Water 
Plant and Dilution of Recycled Water, the City’s response includes development of a water 
recycle plant which recycles an amount equal to 50 percent of the City’s groundwater pumping, 
the assessment of impact fees which funds the City’s water conservation programs, planning for 
the improvement and expansion of its surface water diversion during the rainy season months, 
and its financial and technical participation with the development and implementation of elements 
of PVWMA’s Basin Management Plan.  Commenter is also referred to Response to Comment #8-
3.  

Response to Comment #8-6 
Commenter notes that the City is under contract to sell PVWMA 2,000 AFY.  This contracted 
water which is an amount not to exceed, is intended for either blending the water produced by the 
City’s recycled water plant or for delivery, unblended, to coastal farms via the coastal distribution 
system.  The blending water provides flexibility for the coastal distribution system, increasing 
supplies when irrigation demand is high and providing an uninterrupted supply of irrigation water 
if the recycled water plant stops producing for maintenance work for example.  It is important to 
note that the 2000 AFY which PVWMA has contracted with the City for replaces water that 
farmers would pump from their coastal wells, which if allowed to continue would increase the 
extent of the saltwater intrusion and reduce the basin’s sustainable yield.   
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Response to Comment Letter #9 
Mark Sullivan, Sierra Club, Ventana Chapter 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #9-1 
Comment noted.  On November 5, 2002, the voters of the City of Watsonville approved voter 
initiative Measure U, the “Watsonville Urban Limit Line and Development Timing Initiative,” 
formulated by Action Pajaro Valley.  By defining a new ULL area, Measure U was designed to 
protect commercial agriculture lands and environmentally sensitive areas while providing the 
means for the City to address housing and jobs needs for the next 20 to 25 years.  Measure U 
policies were added to the 2005 City of Watsonville General Plan by Resolution 199-02, adopted 
July 23, 2002.  The Measure U-designated ULL provided for the development of Future Growth 
Areas, including development within the planning area.  The planning area is surrounded on three 
sides by existing urban development and is considered an infill urban development project. 

Response to Comment #9-2 
Commenter does not provide specific details as to how the Draft EIR fails to fully evaluate traffic 
and transit mitigation measures and how the Draft EIR fails to fully evaluate impacts to the Pajaro 
Valley Water Basin and climate change.  The commenter is referred to an evaluation of the Pajaro 
Valley Groundwater basin on pages 3.12-10 through 3.12-15 in Section 3.12: Public Services, 
Utilities and Recreation for additional baseline information on the groundwater basin.  This 
information is also clarified herein based on comments on the Draft EIR.  The commenter is 
referred to Master Comment P-3 regarding clarifications on the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin.  

Response to Comment #9-3 
Per Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR 
when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 
availability of the Draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification.  Per 
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in 
an adequate EIR.  The clarifications to the EIR incorporated herein would not trigger the 
recirculation process per CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

Response to Comment #9-4 
Commenter does not provide specific information as to how the environmental baseline was 
incorrect and/or does not provide enough detail to analyze the proposed project.  The 
environmental setting for each environmental issue area is presented in Sections 3.1: Aesthetics 
and Visual Character through 3.13: Transportation and Circulation under “Environmental 
Setting” in the Draft EIR.  The environmental setting presents the environmental baseline of 
conditions within the planning area when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed for the 
Draft EIR.  The project description is presented in Section 2: Project Description of the Draft 
EIR.  

Response to Comment #9-5 
Comment noted.  Adequate data gathering to meet the requirements of CEQA were conducted 
and documented in the Draft EIR and its appendices.  EcoSystems West conducted site-specific 
biological surveys on May 23, 2008.  The only sensitive wildlife species observed or expected to 
occur on the project site is the Western Pond Turtle.  The California red-legged frog was not 
observed and the occurrence is unlikely and not expected to occur as stated in the Draft EIR.  
However, protocol surveys are proposed at the recommendation of the USFWS.   
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Section 15204(a) of CEQA states, “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.  
When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”   

Response to Comment #9-6 
Comment noted.  Please see response to Comment 9-3.  Herpetologist Bryan Mori of Bryan M. 
Mori Consulting Services surveyed the site on June 5 and 17, 2008.  Page 14 of the Special-status 
Amphibian and Reptile Preliminary Site Assessment prepared by Bryan Mori and contained 
within Appendix D states, “The presence of CRF on the project site also is considered unlikely, 
due to the combination of the following factors: 1) the aquatic habitats on site support bullfrogs, 
which are significant predators of native amphibians; 2) potential non-breeding habitat on the site 
is confined to only a few isolated patches of dense blackberry, willow thickets and smartweed; 3) 
the project site is largely isolated from other areas of potential habitat, due to extensive 
urbanization and agricultural uses surrounding the site; and 4) dispersal to the site from source 
populations is unlikely, since the closest know CRF populations are over one mile away, and 
because of the isolated nature of the site from these localities.  Although CRF are known to use 
riparian corridors (such as Corralitos Creek) for migration and as non-breeding habitat, in this 
situation, no CRF observations are known from Corralitos Creek or nearby Salsipuedes Creek.  
The section of Corralitos Creek adjacent to the project site does not appear to provide a reliable 
source of standing water outside of the rainy season, and potential breeding ponds adjacent to the 
creek are lacking in the project vicinity.”  However, at the recommendation of the USFWS, 
protocol level surveys are a requirement of MM 3.4-2 of the Draft EIR.  These would occur prior 
to the issuance of a building permit.  

Response to Comment #9-7 
Comment noted.  CDFG provided the County with no mitigation strategy or guidance for the 
western pond turtle during the public review period. Section 15086(d) of CEQA states, “Prior to 
the close of the public review period, a responsible agency or trustee agency which has identified 
what that agency considers to be significant environmental effects shall advise the lead agency of 
those effects. As to those effects relevant to its decision, if any, on the project, the responsible or 
trustee agency shall either submit to the lead agency complete and detailed performance 
objectives for mitigation measures addressing those effects or refer the lead agency to 
appropriate, readily available guidelines or reference documents concerning mitigation measures. 
If the responsible or trustee agency is not aware of mitigation measures that address identified 
effects, the responsible or trustee agency shall so state.”  As stated on page 3.4-27 of the Draft 
EIR, “CDFG is currently preparing a conservation strategy for WPT with more broadly 
applicable standards (S. de Leon, personal communication, 2008).  In the absence of standardized 
agency guidance, the County of Santa Cruz developed the following mitigation measures (MM 
3.4-3a through 3.4-3l) to protect WPT and WPT habitat in the planning area.”  The prescribed 
outcome for the western pond turtle mitigation strategy is outlined in detail in the Draft EIR under 
MM 3.4-3a through 3.4-3l.  A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (see Chapter XX of 
the Final EIR) has been prepared and would be implemented by the County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department to ensure compliance with the required mitigation measures.   

Response to Comment #9-8 
Comment noted.  As stated in response to Comment 9-3, “Adequate data gathering to meet the 
requirements of CEQA were conducted and documented in the Draft EIR and its appendices.  
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EcoSystems West conducted site-specific biological surveys on May 23, 2008.  The only 
sensitive wildlife species observed or expected to occur on the project site is the Western Pond 
Turtle.”  Mitigation specified in the Draft EIR for additional sensitive species is to ensure that 
none are present in the future if and when the project is developed.  Development is not expected 
in the near future on the project site.  There is no project applicant for Phase 1 of the County site 
and the City has no immediate plans to annex the planning area into the City of Watsonville.   

Response to Comment #9-9 
Comment noted.  The analysis of water supply and groundwater is presented in Section 3.12: 
Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR presents the baseline 
water use within the planning area with modifications presented herein as described in Master 
Response P-2: Existing Water Use.   The proposed project would be required to pay groundwater 
impact fees to the City of Watsonville for implementation of a water conservation program, as 
well as comply with a water conservation augmentation program that would ensure that the water 
consumption of new homes within the planning area is fully offset as required by mitigation 
measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated herein in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR.  
 
The Draft EIR cites estimates of the safe yield to be 24,000 AFY.  This estimate is supported by 
several ground water models prepared over the years.  These estimates assumed the continued 
production from coastal wells which is unrealistic as these wells have been rendered unusable by 
seawater intrusion.  PVWMA’s Basin Management Plan estimates that with a redistribution of 
wells from coastal to inland locations the sustainable yield would be much greater, approximately 
48,000 AFY.  PVWMA is working in coordination with the USGS to develop a new model which 
accounts for the changing locations of the wells.  Commenter is also referred to Master Response 
P-3: Groundwater Basin Overdraft.  

Response to Comment #9-10 
At issue in the California Supreme Court’s decision in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible 
Growth Inc. vs. City of Rancho Cordova (Vineyards case) was the sufficiency of the water supply 
analysis contained in an EIR prepared for a multi-phased 6,015 acre mixed use project with 
22,500 homes, with a nearly 20-year buildout horizon. Since the project was over 600 homes a 
water supply assessment (WSA) was required in accordance with SB 610.  The EIR’s water 
supply analysis identified near-term water supplies to serve the first phases of the proposed 
project, as well as potential long-term water supplies for the later phases of the proposed project.  
The Vineyards case established the requirement of a discussion of both the uncertainty of water 
supplies and the reasonably foreseeable alternatives in the Draft EIR.  The status of the 
PVWMA’s Basin Management Plan and the City of Watsonville’s involvement in implementing 
the Basin Management Plan is discussed in the Draft EIR, as well as herein.  Commenter is 
referred to Master Response P-2 - Existing Water Use and Master Response P-3 - Groundwater 
Basin Overdraft for additional information.   
 
The City of Watsonville, as the water purveyor determined that the proposed project would not 
require preparation of a WSA as the proposed project would not demand an amount of water 
equivalent to, or greater than, the amount of water required by a residential development of more 
than 500 units and would not result in an increase of ten percent or more in the number of public 
water systems existing service connections.  As stated on page 3.12-27 of the Draft EIR, the City 
of Watsonville is able to meet its water demands through the use of surface water and 
groundwater.  The existing water system has sufficient capacity to provide water to the proposed 
project and the necessary infrastructure to serve the project site.   Water sources to serve the 
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proposed project are not considered “speculative sources” and “unrealistic paper allocations” as 
suggested by the commenter.  
 
Comment noted regarding the PVWMA’s augmentation fee. While the PVWMA has had its 
augmentation fee challenged in court and subsequently reduced, four features of its basin plan are 
operating:  the recycled water project, the coastal distribution system, the Harkins Slough 
groundwater recharge and two supplemental inland wells which provide a portion of the supply 
for the coastal distribution system.  The PVWMA continues to collect augmentation fees and sell 
water to farmers and implement element of its Basin Management Plan (BMP).  The City has 
partnered with PVWMA by financing and developing the Water Recycling Plant.  In addition the 
City has provided the PVWMA a variety of technical support.  

Response to Comment #9-11 
The commenter requests identification and quantification of greenhouse gas emissions, analysis 
of effects of those emissions to determine significance, and/or identification of feasible mitigation 
measures to provide evidence to support the County’s conclusion, as set forth in the Draft EIR, 
that the project’s incremental effect is not cumulatively considerable (and thus is not significant 
in and of itself).  A qualitative assessment of project emissions is included in Section 4.5.3 
(Cumulative Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR.  Background information on global climate 
change and regulatory efforts and actions also are also provided in that section of the Draft EIR.  
The state is developing emissions inventories and strategies to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions to 1990 levels. The Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 and AB 32 (Health & Safety 
Code, § 38501 et seq.) both seek to achieve 1990 emissions levels by the year 2020.  Executive 
Order S-3-05 goes even further than AB 32, and requires that by 2050 California’s GHG 
emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels.  AB 32 defines GHGs to include carbon dioxide, 
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluouride.   

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) identified 36 “early actions to mitigate climate 
change in California” in April 2007 as required by AB 32.  These actions relate to low carbon and 
other fuel standards, improved methane capture at landfills, agricultural measures, reduction of 
hydrocarbons and perfluorocarbons from specified industries, energy efficiency, and a variety of 
transportation-related actions.  The transportation sector accounts for nearly a third of the carbon 
dioxide emissions in the United States (Urban Land Institute 2008), and contributes 39 percent of 
California's gross GHG emissions, which makes it a key targeted element in the state's efforts. 

In accordance with provisions of AB 32, CARB has completed a statewide Greenhouse Gas 
(GHG) Inventory that provides estimates of the amount of GHGs emitted to, and removed from, 
the atmosphere by human activities within California.  The inventory includes estimates for 
carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), 
hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and perfluorocarbons (PFCs), which are often referred to as the "six 
Kyoto gases". The current GHG Inventory covers years 1990 to 2004.  Based on review of this 
inventory, CARB approved a 2020 emissions limit in December 2007 of 427 million metric tons, 
which is equivalent to the 1990 emissions level.  A preliminary estimate of approximately 600 
million metric tons has been estimated for 2020 without reductions.  However, the preliminary 
numbers indicate that the difference between 1990 emissions level and ARB’s preliminary 
estimate for 2020 emissions is 172 million metric tons.   

The state is in the process of determining levels of reduction and reduction strategies. The state 
adopted a Climate Change Scoping Plan on December 12, 2008 that identifies and makes 
“recommendations on direct emission reduction measures, alternative compliance mechanisms, 
market-based compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and non-monetary incentives for 
sources and categories of sources that [CARB] finds are necessary or desirable to facilitate the 
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achievement of the maximum feasible and cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gas emissions 
by 2020.  (Health & Safety Code, § 38561(a).)   

Final CARB regulations are not due until January 1, 2011, and will not be operative until January 
1, 2012.  By the former date, CARB must adopt “greenhouse gas emissions limits and emissions 
reductions measures to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-effective 
reductions in greenhouse gas emissions in furtherance of achieving the statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions limit[.]”  (Health & Safety Code, § 38562(a).) 

As indicated above, the state has not adopted GHG Reduction Strategies or determined thresholds 
to be applied to individual projects, and the County and City has not completed emissions 
inventories.  Senate Bill 97 (enacted in 2007) requires the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research (OPR) to develop CEQA guidelines “for the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions or 
the effects of greenhouse gas emissions,” which must be completed by July 1, 2009, so that they 
can certified or adopted by the California Resources Agency on or before January 1, 2010.  (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21083.05.)  On April 13, 2009, OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural 
Resources its proposed amendments to the state CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions, 
as required by Senate Bill 97. The Natural Resources Agency will begin a formal rulemaking 
process to certify and adopt the amendments as part of the state regulations implementing CEQA, 
in accordance with the requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). The 
rulemaking process will be completed by January 1, 2010, as required by Public Resources Code 
section 21083.05(b). The Natural Resources Agency's rulemaking process will include additional 
opportunities for public involvement, including comment periods and public hearings. As 
required by the APA, the Resources Agency will respond to all public comments in writing 
before certifying and adopting the amendments.  Please let me know if you have any questions on 
this process. 

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) suggests several possible 
approaches to evaluating a project’s impact to climate change, each of which has its pros and 
cons. The report considers the application of thresholds, reviews methodologies for quantifying 
GHG emissions, and inventories mitigation measures that could be applied to development 
projects. The paper indicates that as the state’s GHG reduction program evolves over time, GHG 
thresholds, policies and procedures for CEQA may undergo significant revisions and that uniform 
statewide thresholds and procedures may be adopted.  These developments have not occurred yet, 
which is not surprising given that the ARB’s regulatory scheme will not be fully operational until 
the beginning of 2012. 

One quantification method suggested in the CAPCOA report to calculate emissions related to 
project operations is use of the air model URBEMIS, which provides identification of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions.  This tool is imperfect, however.  As indicated in the Draft EIR, carbon 
dioxide is the mostly widely emitted greenhouse gas and is used as a reference for determining 
greenhouse gas emissions levels. CO2 is primarily generated by fossil fuel combustion in 
stationary and mobile sources, and nearly 85 percent of the California’s GHG emissions in 2004 
were carbon dioxide. Thus, URBEMIS can identify the majority of GHG emissions, but not all of 
them. The program accounts for vehicle trips and construction emissions, but does not account for 
project energy demands or trip reduction measures.  Some other programs are referenced for new 
stationary and area sources/facilities and construction-only projects. The California Climate 
Action Registry (CCAR) Protocol includes calculations to determine indirect GHG emissions 
from project energy use. 

Based on the above approach, a review of the URBEMIS calculations for the proposed project 
(see Appendix B of the Draft EIR) shows an estimated 9,137 pounds per day of CO2 emissions 
during the summer and 11,605 pounds per day during the winter for Phase 1 of the proposed 
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project, which accounts for some area source emissions as well as project operational emissions 
related to traffic and 23,040 pounds per day during summer and 20,347 pounds per day for Phase 
2.  

The above estimate provides a general indication of the proposed project’s direct operational 
GHG emissions, but does not include energy use or other indirect emissions. The California 
Climate Action Registry (CCAR) Protocol also establishes methods for calculating direct mobile 
and stationary source emissions, indirect emissions from electricity use, direct process emissions, 
and direct fugitive dust emissions.  The proposed project is planned to be developed over a 
number of years. Thus, it would be difficult and speculative to try to determine future 
construction operations, equipment and building materials. Additionally, other state sources cited 
above do include indirect emissions from manufacture and transport of building materials.  
Notably, private construction contractors building private development projects are free to 
purchase building materials in the marketplace from a variety of sources, which are impossible 
for the County to predict in advance. Cement, steel, and wood products, for example, could come 
from any number of regions or countries, and thus could be transported to Watsonville from 
relatively short distances or much greater distances, depending on unpredictable factors such as 
future market prices and supply and logistical considerations.  Any attempt today to predict the 
emissions associated with cement, steel, or lumber production and transport would therefore be 
purely speculative and would not lead to reliable information.  Any attempted quantification 
might create an illusion of precision that would, in effect, deceive members of the public and 
decision-makers as well.  The same considerations apply to the transport and use of other kinds of 
building materials. 

Another factor to consider is that, phased buildout of the proposed project, CARB’s AB 32 
regulations may well regulate many of the energy producers, manufacturers, and vehicle engines 
that will be producing some of the “indirect emissions” of concerns to various commenters. 
Congress, too, may enact climate change legislation regulating out-of-state sources. Such 
prospects create the danger of “double-counting” emissions, with the result that lead agencies 
may be asking development projects to mitigate impacts from sources that are already themselves 
regulated and subject to mitigation requirements.  By the time the proposed project would be fully 
builtout, California should already have achieved the reductions required by AB 32.  Many of 
these reductions will likely come from the power plants that will supply the planning area and the 
vehicle engines that allow people to travel to and from the project site. 

While a project’s GHG emissions can be estimated with some level of accuracy, there is no 
currently adopted state or local threshold of significance.  Although this fact, by itself, does not 
excuse the County of Santa Cruz from assessing whether a project’s GHG emissions would be 
significant, the lack of consensus does indicate the difficulty associated with formulating a 
quantitative threshold.  This state of affairs may change in the future, however.  As discussed 
above, the Resources Agency, through SB 97, will be issuing guidance for CEQA analyses by 
January 2010, and CARB will be developing on a parallel track a series of programs, measures or 
regulations to reduce GHG emissions to the specified 1990 levels, which could affect standards 
and thresholds to be developed by local communities. 

In the absence of emissions thresholds, and adopted strategies, there is no reliable gauge by which 
to measure the significance of project-specific quantification of GHG emissions. The County of 
Santa Cruz therefore opted to employ a qualitative approach to assessing the incremental effects 
of the proposed project on global climate change.   

The CAPCOA report reviews several approaches to development thresholds including: no 
thresholds; a GHG threshold of zero; and approaches to developing a non-zero threshold.  As 
noted in the CAPCOA report, AB 32 and Order S-3-05 target the reduction of statewide 
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emissions and do not specify that emissions reductions should be achieved through uniform 
reduction by geographic location or by emission source characteristics.  Thus, one approach 
would be to develop reduction percentages to be consistent with the state’s goal.  As indicated 
above, however, determination of emissions reductions for new development projects would 
require knowledge of the efficacy of other GHG promulgated regulations and measures, and since 
the CARB strategies will not be available for several more years, it is difficult to determine 
accurately what the new project reductions might be in the short term (CAPCOA January 2008).  

Most GHG emissions in California are attributable to transportation and energy consumption over 
which the County has no control.  Some applicable strategies that are being considered by the 
state are summarized in Table 4-1 (page 4-14 through 4-15) of the Draft EIR.  State programs 
have not yet been formulated or put in place which could affect offsets by development, although 
most preliminary state-identified actions recommended by the CARB are related to fuel and 
energy consumption.  However, it is also advocated that development projects incorporate 
measures to reduce vehicle miles traveled, which would also address transportation-related 
emissions.  A number of publications have identified project-level mitigation measures that could 
be applied to specific development projects.  Generally these include measures such as: 

• Infill, mixed-use development 

• Energy-efficient building design and heating/cooling systems 

• Incorporation of transit facilities 

• Implementation of vehicle-reduction measures 

• Use of energy- and water-efficient appliances and equipment 

The proposed project is located and designed in a manner intended to reduce vehicle miles 
traveled, air pollution, and energy consumption, and thus to substantially reduce GHG emissions.  
More specifically, the proposed project already incorporates many of the “smart growth” 
concepts that are advocated for project-level mitigation in many leading articles and treatises.  
The project is considered an infill development that is surrounded on three sides by existing 
development and is accessible to transit facilities, incorporates alternative transportation features 
including bike lanes and sidewalks.  Thus, the proposed project incorporates many of the 
measures that are recommended as mitigation for development project GHG emissions.  
Additional reductions would occur with buildings designed in accordance with LEED ratings to 
further reduce indirect energy use and other emissions.  Until the State of California or the federal 
government take steps requiring utilities to supply the project site with clean electricity and 
requiring vehicle manufacturers to ensure that the vehicles (including transit vehicles) are 
powered with clean energy sources, neither the County of Santa Cruz or the City of Watsonville 
can eliminate most of the GHG sources associated with the proposed project.  

Since the project implements many of the mitigations measures recommended for specific 
development projects, the County of Santa Cruz has concluded that the project’s incremental 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact related to GHG emissions and global climate 
change is not cumulatively considerable. Neither the state, County of Santa Cruz, or the 
MBUAPCD has developed a threshold of significance or determined that development projects 
should result in a zero net increase in GHG emissions.  The commenter noted that feasible 
mitigation measures were not identified within the EIR to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 
While additional measures could also help reduce project-related greenhouse gas emissions, given 
the incorporation of other measures cited above, the Draft EIR properly concludes that the 
project’s incremental effect to global climate change impacts as well as impacts to the proposed 
project from the effects of global warming is not cumulatively considerable. As a result, 
additional measures would not be required. 
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Response to Comment #9-12 
Comment is noted regarding increased traffic from the proposed project, which would result in 
additional delay at study intersections.  Project traffic impacts and mitigation measures were 
identified in Section 3.13: Transportation and Circulation and in Section 4: CEQA Considerations 
for the proposed project and under cumulative conditions, respectively.  Mitigation measures are 
identified for those intersections that would result in a potentially significant impact.   

Response to Comment #9-13 
As noted in Response to Comment #1-1, since the majority of the planning area is located in the 
County of Santa Cruz and the County is serving as lead agency under CEQA, the analysis 
measured the resulting levels of service against the County thresholds of significance to 
determine the level of potential impact.  Per the County of Santa Cruz thresholds, for un-
signalized intersections significant impacts are defined to occur when: 1) the addition of project 
traffic causes intersection operations to degrade from LOS D or better to LOS E or F, and the 
peak hour signal warrant from the MUTCD is satisfied, or 2) project traffic is added to an 
intersection operating at LOS E or F, and the peak hour signal warrant from the MUTCD is 
satisfied.  Therefore, although the Airport Boulevard/Ranport Road intersection operates at level 
of service (LOS) F in the worst approach, since the intersection does not meet signal warrants, no 
improvements are warranted at this intersection in accordance with the County of Santa Cruz 
significance criteria.  

Response to Comment #9-14 
Comment is noted.  Payment of traffic impact fees for identified improvements would be required 
prior to issuance of building permits.  Therefore, fees would be collected in order to implement 
identified improvements.  The fee program and fee ordinance would be based on the City’s 
Capital Improvement Program, which would be implemented over time by the City of 
Watsonville for identified improvements.  

Response to Comment #9-15 
See Response to Comment #9-3 regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter #10 
Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #10-1 
While the Pajaro Valley Water Management Agency (PVWMA) has had its augmentation fee 
challenged in court and subsequently reduced, four features of its basin plan are operating:  the 
recycled water project, the coastal distribution system, the Harkins Slough groundwater recharge 
and two supplemental inland wells which provide a portion of the supply for the coastal 
distribution system.  The PVWMA continues to collect augmentation fees and sell water to 
farmers and implement element of its Basin Management Plan (BMP).  The City has partnered 
with PVWMA by financing and developing the Water Recycling Plant.  In addition the City has 
provided the PVWMA a variety of technical support.  See Master Responses P-3, P-4, and P-5 for 
additional information.  

Response to Comment #10-2 
The proposed project includes low impact development (LID) storm water retention techniques 
including including bioretention/bioswales, soil amendments, permeable and porous pavement 
and tree box filters that would result in a reduction of pollutant loads to receiving waters, which 
creates groundwater recharge.  The requirement for LID is also mandated by both the City’s and 
County’s SWMP.   

Response to Comment #10-3 

See Master Response P-2 – Existing Water Use regarding the existing water use and effects to the 
groundwater recharge within the planning area.  The proposed project would result in an overall 
reduction in water use over existing conditions.  In addition, the LID stormwater techniques that 
would be required as part of the final drainage plans for the proposed project would ensure that 
the proposed project would not interfere with groundwater recharge within the planning area.  

Response to Comment #10-4 

Comment noted.  Comment makes a statement regarding the conclusion in Section 4: CEQA 
Considerations regarding the impact to the Pajaro Valley Groundwater Basin.  Commenter is 
referred to Master Response P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft for additional information.  

Response to Comment #10-5 
Adequate data gathering to meet the requirements of CEQA were conducted and documented in 
the Draft EIR and its appendices.  Page 5 of the Biotic Assessment (Appendix D) of the Draft 
EIR states; “An EcoSystems West Biologist conducted a botanical assessment of the project area 
on 23 May 2008.  The entire site was thoroughly evaluated on foot and all vascular plant species 
in identifiable condition when the site visit was conducted, regardless of regulatory status, were 
identified to species or infraspecific taxon using keys and descriptions…”  EcoSystems West also 
stated; “We characterized and mapped all habitat types occurring on the site, and recorded data on 
physiognomy, dominant and characteristic species, topographic position, slope, aspect, substrate 
conditions, hydrologic regime, and evident disturbance for each habitat type.”  The survey also 
followed guidelines from the California native Plant Society (2001) coincided with time periods 
for identifying those special-status plant species for which suitable habitat was present within the 
survey area.   
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Section 15204(a) of CEQA states, “CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every test or 
perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.  
When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental 
issues and do not need to provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith 
effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.”   

Response to Comment #10-6 
Any biologist selected by the builder to conduct the required preconstruction surveys would be 
required to meet the same standards as any other consulting biologist working on a project under 
County review.  In addition, all surveys and subsequent reports would require a peer review by 
the County-approved consulting biologist to ensure completeness of reports and compliance with 
CEQA and County policies and ordinances. 

Response to Comment #10-7 
Please see response to Response to Comment #10-5.  Adequate data gathering to meet the 
requirements of CEQA were conducted and documented in the Draft EIR and its appendices.  
Subsequent data collection (pre-construction surveys) is required to ensure that site conditions 
have not changed immediately prior to the issuance of the building permit.  The proposed project 
would be phased and construction would not commence for several years.   

Response to Comment #10-8 
The primary regional wildlife corridor located within the project study area is directly adjacent to, 
and within Corralitos Creek and its associated riparian canopy.  Wildlife may use the Pajaro 
River, Salsipuedes and Corralitos Creek corridors as a conduit between the undeveloped, high 
habitat value areas in the Santa Cruz Mountains that lie north and northeast of the planning area, 
and the hills that lie to the south between the Pajaro River and Elkhorn Slough.  The proposed 
project would not impact the area adjacent to Corralitos Creek due to the proposed 200-foot 
agricultural buffer from the northern property line, the 150-foot seismic hazard zone precluding 
structures within 150 feet of the top of bank of Corralitos Creek, and the 50 foot setback from the 
drip line of the riparian vegetation as required by the County’s Riparian Corridor and Wetlands 
Protection Ordinance.  Although there is evidence of wildlife movement on the project site (e.g., 
observations of wildlife, trails, tracks, scat, and prey remains), no other significant wildlife 
corridor exists within the property that would be impacted by the proposed project.   

Response to Comment #10-9 
Comment noted.  Section 15126.4 (a)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states, “Formulation of 
mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. However, measures may 
specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and 
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”  The mitigation measures 
incorporated in the Draft EIR include performance measures that would ensure that mitigation is 
not deferred.  

Response to Comment #10-10 
CDFG provided the County with no mitigation strategy or guidance for the western pond turtle 
during the public review period. Section 15086(d) of CEQA states, “Prior to the close of the 
public review period, a responsible agency or trustee agency which has identified what that 
agency considers to be significant environmental effects shall advise the lead agency of those 
effects. As to those effects relevant to its decision, if any, on the project, the responsible or trustee 
agency shall either submit to the lead agency complete and detailed performance objectives for 
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mitigation measures addressing those effects or refer the lead agency to appropriate, readily 
available guidelines or reference documents concerning mitigation measures. If the responsible or 
trustee agency is not aware of mitigation measures that address identified effects, the responsible 
or trustee agency shall so state.”  As stated on page 3.4-27 of the Draft EIR, “CDFG is currently 
preparing a conservation strategy for WPT with more broadly applicable standards (S. de Leon, 
personal communication, 2008).  In the absence of standardized agency guidance, the County of 
Santa Cruz developed the following mitigation measures (MM 3.4-3a through 3.4-3l) to protect 
WPT and WPT habitat in the planning area.”  The prescribed outcome for the western pond turtle 
mitigation strategy is outlined in detail in the Draft EIR under MM 3.4-3a through 3.4-3l.  A 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (see Chapter 3.0 of the Final EIR) has been 
prepared and would be implemented by the County of Santa Cruz Planning Department to ensure 
compliance with the required mitigation measures.   

As stated on page 3.4-25 of the Draft EIR, “A population of federally Threatened and California 
Endangered Santa Cruz tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia) is located entirely within the PG&E 
parcel in the westernmost portion of the planning area on Assessors Parcel Number 048-211-24.  
No development is proposed for this portion of the planning area; however, the proposed 
residential development may result indirect impacts to the population.”  In order to avoid or 
reduce the potential indirect impacts to a less than significant level, future development within the 
planning area would be required to implement MM 3.4-1.  

Response to Comment #10-11 
Policy 5.11.1 of the County General Plan states, “Urban Open Space (O-U) identifies those lands 
within the Urban Services Line and Rural Services Line that are not appropriate for development 
due to the presence of one or more of the following resources or constraints: (a) Coastal bluffs 
and beaches; (b) Coastal lagoons, wetlands and marshes; (c) Riparian corridors and buffer areas; 
(d) Floodways and floodplains; (e) Wooded ravines and gulches which separate and buffer areas 
of development; (f) slopes over 30 percent; and (g) Sensitive wildlife habitat areas and biotic 
resource areas.”  As defined by General Plan Policy 5.11.1, the O-U designation would be 
appropriate for the wetland and riparian areas of the project site under County jurisdiction.  

Response to Comment #10-12 
As stated on page 2-9 of the Draft EIR, “The proposed PUD includes a 50-foot wetland buffer 
from the edge of the seasonal wetland and freshwater marsh in the western portion of the 
planning area, which would require an exception to Policy 5.25, Setback from Wetlands in the 
County of Santa Cruz General Plan.  The County of Santa Cruz determined that the proposed 
project would not be required to provide a 100-foot setback, as long as the proposed project was 
consistent with the Riparian Corridor and Wetlands Protection Ordinance, which requires a 100 
foot buffer from the wetland.  The exception is proposed since the area outside of the existing 
buffer zone has been intensively modified through previous agricultural operations; the feature is 
an isolated impoundment that is fed primarily by urban runoff; the feature is isolated and not 
under the Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction; the freshwater marsh and seasonal wetland is a 
man-made abandoned agricultural pond that is surrounded on three sides by existing 
development; and the freshwater marsh and seasonal wetland is isolated from local and regional 
wildlife corridors.”   

The only sensitive species known or expected to occur within the freshwater marsh is the western 
pond turtle.  Please see response to Comment #10-10.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-3a through 3.4-3l, impacts to the western pond turtle would be less than significant 
under the proposed project (with the proposed 50 foot wetland buffer). 
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Response to Comment #10-13 
Section 2.8.1 of the Draft EIR has been revised in the Final EIR to read, “Subsequent 
development may also require obtaining a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement from CDFG, and completion of a Section 7 or 10a consultation with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service which would be a responsible agency under CEQA.” 

Response to Comment #10-14 
The riparian woodland habitat within the project area is recognized as an important habitat by the 
County of Santa Cruz and is protected under the County of Santa Cruz Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Protection Ordinance.  The purpose for the ordinance is to “eliminate or minimize any 
development activities in the riparian corridor in order to preserve, protect, and restore riparian 
corridors for: protection of wildlife habitat; protection of water quality; protection of aquatic 
habitat; protection of open space, cultural, historical, archaeological and paleontological, and 
aesthetic values; transportation and storage of floodwaters; prevention of erosion; and to 
implement the policies of the General Plan and the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan 
(Section 16.30.010 of the County of Santa Cruz Code).”   

Response to Comment #10-15 
Please see page 3.4-25 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of impacts and mitigation measures for 
potential indirect impacts to the Santa Cruz tarplant.  A 50-foot wetland buffer is proposed.  A 
riparian exception would be required to comply with Section 16.30.060 of the County Code.  
Please see page 2-9 of the Draft EIR for a complete discussion of the proposed 50-foot wetland 
buffer. 

Response to Comment #10-16 
Please see Response to Comment #10-11 for a complete discussion of the Urban Open Space 
designation.   

Response to Comment #10-17 
The following text has been added to page 3.4-20 of the Draft EIR and is included in the Final 
EIR.   

The historic range of the CRLF extended southward from Marin County coast, and inland 
from Shasta County south to Baja California (Jennings and Hayes 1994).  The CRLF has 
been extirpated from 70 percent of its former range (USFWS 1996). Presently, CRLF is 
found primarily in central coastal California in natural and artificial ponds, quiet pools 
along streams and in coastal marshes (USFWS 1996).  In the breeding season, CRLF 
mostly inhabit pools greater than two feet deep, although shallow, perennial marsh 
habitat may also be productive if it is free of non-native aquatic predators (Hayes and 
Jennings 1988; B. Mori, pers. obs.).  Optimal aquatic habitat is characterized by dense 
emergent or shoreline vegetation for cover.  Seasonal ponds with little emergent/shoreline 
cover located in grasslands, however, may also be used for breeding, where water levels 
permit the metamorphosis of larvae and rodent burrows offer cover (USFWS 2002).  
Breeding typically occurs between December and April, depending on annual 
environmental conditions and locality.  Radio-telemetry data indicate that adults engage 
in straight-line movements irrespective of riparian corridors or topography, and they may 
move up to 1.7 miles between non-breeding and breeding sites (Bulger, et al. 2003; 
Fellers and Kleeman 2007).  Much of this species’ habitat has undergone significant 
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alteration by agricultural, urban development and water projects, leading to exit of many 
populations (USFWS 1996).  Other factors contributing to the decline of red-legged frogs 
include its historical exploitation as food; competition and predation by bullfrogs (Rana 
catesbeiana) and introduced predatory fishes (Jennings and Hayes 1985; Hayes and 
Jennings 1988; Lawler, et al. 1999); and salinization of coastal breeding habitat (Jennings 
and Hayes 1990).   

The text in the Draft EIR is consistent with the technical appendix.  Page 14 of the Special-status 
Amphibian and Reptile Preliminary Site Assessment contained within Appendix D states, “The 
presence of CRF on the project site also is considered unlikely, due to the combination of the 
following factors: 1) the aquatic habitats on site support bullfrogs, which are significant predators 
of native amphibians; 2) potential non-breeding habitat on the site is confined to only a few 
isolated patches of sense blackberry, willow thickets and smartweed; 3) the project site is largely 
isolated from other areas of potential habitat, due to extensive urbanization and agricultural uses 
surrounding the site; and 4) dispersal to the site from source populations is unlikely, since the 
closest know CRF populations are over one mile away, and because of the isolated nature of the 
site from these localities.  Although CRF are known to use riparian corridors (such as Corralitos 
Creek) for migration and as non-breeding habitat, in this situation, no CRF observations are 
known from Corralitos Creek or nearby Salsipuedes Creek.  The section of Corralitos Creek 
adjacent to the project site does not appear to provide a reliable source of standing water outside 
of the rainy season, and potential breeding ponds adjacent to the creek are lacking in the project 
vicinity.”  At the recommendation of the USFWS, protocol level surveys are a requirement of 
MM 3.4-2 of the Draft EIR.  These would occur prior to the issuance of a building permit.  

Response to Comment #10-18 
Please see Response to Comment #10-11.   

Response to Comment #10-19 
Regular disking occurs throughout the planning area including those areas not currently in 
agriculture.  Biological surveys by EcoSystems West concluded that successful reproduction of 
ground nesting raptors and birds would be precluded due to regular disking within the planning 
area.  Also, please see Response to Comment #10-5.   

Response to Comment #10-20 
Please see Response to Comment #10-5.  The majority of habitat that has the potential to support 
special-status bat species would not be impacted by the proposed project.  Setbacks are proposed 
from the riparian areas of Corralitos Creek.  In addition, the wetland area is buffered with a 50-
foot setback.  The remainder of the site contains few trees and minimal structures, most of which 
are currently occupied.  For these reasons, it was concluded in the Draft EIR that implementation 
of mitigation measure MM 3.4-5 would reduce impacts to special status bat species to a less than 
significant level.   

Response to Comment #10-21 
Comment noted.  Page 21 of the Biotic Assessment does make “recommendations” that are used 
to manage populations of Santa Cruz tarplant in other parts of the County.  However, the 
population located on the PG&E parcel would not be directly impacted by the proposed project.  
The project only proposes annexation of the parcel into the City of Watsonville.  Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1 is intended to address any potential indirect impacts from the residential 
development.  Active management of the Santa Cruz tarplant population on the PG&E site is the 
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responsibility of PG&E.  The Draft EIR concludes that any potential (indirect) impacts to the 
Santa Cruz tarplant would be reduced to a less than significant level.   

Response to Comment #10-22 
See Response to Comment #10-17.  Protocol surveys are proposed only at the recommendation of 
the USFWS.  The presence of the CRLF is unlikely and not expected to occur as stated in the 
Draft EIR.  MM 3.4-2a states, “If CRLF are observed (during protocol surveys), the project 
applicant shall initiate consultation with the USFWS and CDFG to determine the appropriate 
permitting action; a Section 7 consultation and development of a Biological Opinion or a Section 
10a consultation and development of an HCP may be required.  Project conditions may be 
developed in consultation with USFWS and CDFG to avoid “take” of CRLF that may occur 
within the planning area during construction activities.  Project activities shall not resume until 
final federal approval of the proposed project is received.”  Permanent impacts would be 
addressed through the USFWS consultation process and the development of either a Biological 
Opinion or HCP.   

Response to Comment #10-23 
Comment noted.  Please see Response to Comment #10-22.   

Response to Comment #10-24 
Comment noted.  Please see response to Comment #10-22.  MM 3.4-2 states, “Project conditions 
may be developed in consultation with the USFWS and CDFG to avoid “take” of CRLF that may 
occur within the planning area during construction activities.  Project activities shall not resume 
until final federal approval of the proposed project is received.”  The mitigation clearly 
demonstrates that no significant impacts to the CRLF would occur as a result of the proposed 
project. 

Response to Comment #10-25 
Comment noted.  Consultation would occur between the any future project applicant and the 
USFWS under Section 10a, the likely scenario if a consultation were to be required.  The County 
of Santa Cruz, as lead agency, would not participate in the consultation process.  However, it 
would be the responsibility of the County Planning Department to ensure that all mitigation 
measures are implemented.  Therefore, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program has been 
included in the Final EIR (see Section 3: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP)).  

Response to Comment #10-26 
Comment noted.  Although the Biological Assessment anticipated that the protocol-level surveys 
would be conducted in 2009, the actual timeline for the surveys is not known due to the 
uncertainty of a project applicant.  There is not currently a project applicant with a development 
proposal for the planning area.  In addition, knowing that USFWS protocol-level surveys are only 
valid for a period of two years, it is very likely that any protocol-level surveys conducted at this 
stage of the planning process would no longer be valid by the time an application is submitted.  
For these reasons, protocol-level surveys are not being required at this time, but are called out in 
MM 3.4-2 to be completed prior to the issuance of a building permit.   

Response to Comment #10-27 
Comment noted.  They have been considered.  Please see Response to Comment #10-8.   
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Response to Comment #10-28 
Comment noted.  Please see Response to Comment #10-17.   

Response to Comment #10-29 
Comment noted.  Please see Responses to Comments #10-22 and #10-24.   

Response to Comment #10-30 
Comment noted.  Please see Response to Comment #10-5.  Although the number of individual 
WPTs occurring within the onsite freshwater marsh is not known, biological surveys have 
established the presence of WPT.  Due to the uncertainty of the development timeline of this 
project, capturing and tagging the existing pond turtles at this stage in the planning process would 
not serve any real purpose.  It is likely that the existing population would likely have changed by 
the time a development a building permit is issued.  Also, please see responses to Comment #10-
7, #10-10 and #10-26.   

Response to Comment #10-31 
Comment noted.  The only wetland feature within the planning area that would be removed 
would be the agricultural detention basin located in the northern portion of the planning area.  
Hydrology to this agricultural basin is fed only by pumping groundwater into the basin.  
Groundwater pumping has ceased and the agricultural basin is currently dry.  However, 
mitigation measure MM 3.4-8a and MM 3.4-8b are designed to reduce the impacts associated 
with the removal of the agricultural basin during Phase 2 of the City site by creating freshwater 
marsh habitat at a 2:1 replacement ratio, and replacing impacted oak trees (greater than 6 inches 
DBH) at a 3:1 replacement ratio.  

Response to Comment #10-32 
The following discussion describes successful capture, breeding, and re-release of western pond 
turtles in Washington state under a head-start program.  The program is outlined in the 
Washington State Recovery Plan for the Western Pond Turtle, August 1999.  Temporary pond 
turtle relocation would be identified in the Habitat Enhancement Plan to be developed according 
to MM 3.4-3b.   

Since 1990, a head-start program — where eggs are taken from certain sites, hatched and the 
young raised until they are an adequate size for re-release —has been used to improve the 
chances of survival for hatchling turtles from wild nests. The total number of western pond turtles 
in known Washington populations is estimated at only 1,250 individuals, approximately 80-85% 
of which went through the head-start program at Woodland Park Zoo. Oregon Zoo is now also 
participating in the head-start program (http://www.zoo.org/conservation/pond_turtle.html). 

The Woodland Park Zoo, Center for Wildlife Conservation, and Department of Wildlife initiated 
a joint project in 1990 to improve recruitment in the Columbia Gorge populations. The objective 
of the program is to increase the survival chances of young turtles in the wild by “head starting” 
them at Woodland Park Zoo to a size where they can escape predation by bullfrogs. Head starting 
has been demonstrated to improve survival of hatchling freshwater turtles where predation by 
bullfrogs is a problem (Haskell et al. 1996). Hatchlings are captive reared in an environment 
optimally suited for rapid growth. Juvenile turtles kept in these conditions year round can attain 
the size of a 2-year old wild turtle in a single year (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
1999). 
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To obtain hatchlings from wild nests, adult female turtles are trapped in the spring and equipped 
with transmitters. All captured turtles (except for the smallest juveniles) are marked for individual 
identification by filing notches in the marginal scutes of the carapace according to the system 
described by Bury (1972a). Transmitter-equipped turtles are monitored at two-hour intervals from 
8:00 a.m. until dark starting on May 15 each year, and monitoring is continuous when a female is 
discovered to have left the pond. Monitoring of transmitter-equipped females continues until the 
turtle has laid eggs or until July 15, whichever comes first. This program relies heavily on 
volunteers to monitor the transmitter-equipped females (Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, 1999). 

Once a female has nested, a frame is placed over the nest to exclude predators and hold in any 
hatchlings that might emerge. Expected hatching dates are calculated based on the known dates 
on which the eggs are laid. Arrangements are made to visit nests at the appropriate time to check 
on the status of the eggs. Once hatching is underway, the hatchling turtles are taken to the zoo to 
begin a 1 to 2-year stay in captivity. Prior to release back to the wild, juvenile turtles are 
individually marked with notches in the marginal scutes of the carapace and a Passive Integrated 
Transponder (PIT tag) is inserted under the skin of a hind leg. The PIT tag is a computer chip 
encapsulated in medically safe glass that is pre-programmed with an identifying number that can 
be read with a portable reader (Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 1999). 

The Woodland Park Zoo has successfully reared and released 187 juvenile western pond turtles 
under the head-start program. The 187 head start and 38 captive-reared juveniles were released at 
the Klickitat (139) Skamania (60) and the Lakewood, Pierce County (26) sites. Of 142 juveniles 
released by fall 1997, 61 had been recaptured at least once by fall 1998 (K. Slavens, unpubl. 
data). Each was weighed and found to have grown significantly since release. Visual surveys 
suggest that the survival of these head-started turtles is better than is indicated by the recapture 
information. Re-sightings of juveniles indicate that the program is likely to be successful at 
producing recruits that will eventually bolster the breeding population. Size distribution of 
captured turtles appears to be showing an increase in size classes between 80 and 120mm 
(Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, 1999). 

Response to Comment #10-33 
Comment noted.  Tagging and documenting caught turtles is included as a mitigation measure.  It 
is not a requirement of the County or the CDFG.  Please see response to Comment #10-10.  The 
best management practices have been included to ensure that they are documented in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (see Section 3: Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program of the Final EIR) and implemented.   

Response to Comment #10-34 
Monitoring of the WPT is part of the mitigation strategy to determine success.  Also, please see 
response to Response to Comment #10-33.  The purpose of the Habitat Enhancement Plan (MM 
3.4-3b) and WPT monitoring (MM 3.4-3l) is to ensure and document success.   

Response to Comment #10-35 
Comment noted.  MM 3.4-3i is intended for WPT only.  The measure was drafted in response to 
Impact 3.4-3.  Other mitigation measures are directed towards other sensitive species.   
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Response to Comment #10-36 
The Significant Tree Ordinance does not apply to this site because it is located outside of the 
Coastal Zone.  Mitigation Measure 3.4-4a would be enforced through the PUD and Specific Plan.   

Response to Comment #10-37 
Though a wide range of bat house sizes and styles are being used, through their North American 
Bat House Research Project, Bat Conservation International (BCI) has found that bats prefer 
larger houses and those mounted on buildings or other large wooden or concrete structures. Both 
preferences help buffer day-to-night temperature fluctuations, which appear to be a dominant 
concern for roosting bats, especially nursery colonies. For bat houses mounted on buildings, those 
with chambers at least 20 inches (50.8 centimeters) wide (side to side) were inhabited 82 percent 
of the time (83 of 101 houses); houses of the same width and with chambers at least 25 inches 
(63.5 centimeters) tall achieved 90 percent occupancy (37 of 41 houses).   

Local testing has contributed dramatically to bat house successes, with occupancy improving 
from 23 percent in 1995 to 61 percent by 2000. Those who carefully follow BCI’s latest 
guidelines for construction and mounting are achieving success rates of 80 to 90 percent!  The 
Bat House Research Project enabled continent-wide sharing of consistent data. 

The species most commonly reported in North American bat houses are the little brown myotis 
(Myotis lucifugus), Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) and big brown bat (Eptesicus 
fuscus).  Most of the occupied houses attracted bats within the first year (average: nine months), 
while 89 percent were used within two years (The Bat House Researcher, Volume 12, No.1, 
Spring 2004).   

Response to Comment #10-38 
 Mitigation Measure MM 3.4-8a is intended to mitigate impact to freshwater marsh per the City 
of Watsonville and CDFG.  To ensure success, created wetland habitat would be designed by a 
certified landscape architect and wetland specialist to function as wetlands, support wetland 
vegetation during the rainy season, and would be planted with native wetland vegetation typical 
of the Central California coast region at the stormwater detention basin in the southern portion of 
the planning area within the expanded Crestview Park.  The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (see Section 3 of the Final EIR) would ensure compliance.  Please see the revised 
language on page 3.4-36 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment #10-39 
Section 15065(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states, “A lead agency shall find that a project may 
have a significant effect on the environment and thereby require an EIR to be prepared for the 
project where there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, …”  The County and City 
jointly decided that preparation of an EIR was appropriate.  Mandatory finding of significance are 
normally made during the preparation of an Initial Study.  However, no Initial Study was 
prepared for this project due to the early decision to prepare an EIR.  The Draft EIR address 
significant impacts.  As stated on page 3.0-1 of the Draft EIR, “The Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures section provides a brief description of standards that were used to evaluate whether an 
impact is considered significant based on standards identified in CEQA, the State CEQA 
Guidelines, and agency policy or regulations.” 
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Response to Comment #10-40 
The No Project Alternative does not mean “no development.”  In some instances, the No Project 
Alternative would result in similar impacts to the proposed project due to existing zoning.  Page 
4-26 of the Draft EIR states, “Phases 1 and 2 (County site), Phase 1 (City site), as well as the 
northeastern portion of Phase 2 (City site) are currently designated for residential uses with the 
remainder of the planning area designated for agricultural uses.  Phase 1 and 2 (County site) are 
designated R-1 (Single Family Residential – Low Density) in accordance with the Santa Cruz 
County Code and Phase 1 (City site) is designated R-1 (Residential-Single Family) under the City 
of Watsonville Zoning Ordinance.  The remainder of the planning area within Phase 2 (County 
site) is zoned CA (Commercial Agriculture).   

Page 4-26 of the Draft EIR also states, “Development under Alternative #1 – No Project 
Alternative would allow for development of approximately 1.9 acres for approximately 15 single 
family homes within Phase 1 (City site), and development of approximately 6.8 acres for 
approximately 30 to 50 single family homes within Phase 1 (County site) for a maximum total of 
65 single family homes.   
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Response to Comment Letter #11 
Timothy J. Morgan, Attorney-at-Law 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #11-1 
The number of people per households that was used for the population generation estimates in the 
EIR was based on the Department of Finance (DOF) estimates for the City of Watsonville, which 
is 3.73 persons.  These are the same population estimates that are used by the City of Watsonville 
and the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG).  The persons per household 
for the City of Watsonville is much greater than other incorporated and unincorporated portions 
of the County of Santa Cruz.  For comparison purposes, the City of Capitola has a rate of 2,062 
persons/household, City of Santa Cruz has a rate of 2.383 persons/household, and the City of 
Scotts Valley has a rate of 2.506 persons/household, which are much lower than the City’s 
generation rate.  The City of Watsonville, DOF, and the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments do not have population estimates for “low income” housing units. 

Response to Comment #11-2 
Since the persons per household is based on a number that has been verified by the DOF based on 
population estimates in the City, the impact to other technical sections, which are based on 
population estimates would not be affected.  Traffic estimates are based on the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates for specific uses (e.g. residential), which is 
based on industry standards.   

Response to Comment #11-3 
As noted in Response to Comment #1-1, since the majority of the planning area is located in the 
County of Santa Cruz and the County is serving as lead agency under CEQA, the analysis 
measured the resulting levels of service against the County thresholds of significance to 
determine the level of potential impact.  Several of the intersections and roadway segments are 
State Highway facilities under the jurisdiction of Caltrans.  The Caltrans Guide for the 
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies states that if an existing State Highway facility is operating 
at less than the target LOS, the existing LOS should be maintained, thus adding any trips to a 
facility operating at an adverse LOS would be considered significant.  However, impacts have 
been evaluated according to County of Santa Cruz significance criteria.  

Response to Comment #11-4 
The County of Santa Cruz collects traffic impact fees through the Pajaro Valley Planning Area 
traffic impact fee towards construction of planned improvements in the County’s Capital 
Improvement Program, which includes the East Lake Avenue/Holohan Road intersection.  The 
proposed project would be required to pay “Roadside Improvement” and “Transportation 
Improvement” fees to the County of Santa Cruz. In accordance with the County Code Ch. 15.12, 
roadside improvement fees would provide funding for roadside related infrastructure 
improvements (i.e. curbs, gutters & sidewalks) as found in the Santa Cruz County Capital 
Improvement Program for a total of $178,000 (200 units at $890/unit) for Phase 1 (County site). 
Transportation improvement fees would provide funding for transportation related infrastructure 
improvements (e.g. roads and bridges) as found in the Santa Cruz County Capital Improvement 
Program for a total of $533,400 (200 units at $2,667/unit). 



   Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and PUD Final EIR 
  Response to Comments 

May 2009  Page 116 
 

The County of Santa Cruz and Caltrans are currently preparing a Project Study Report (PSR) for 
the proposed improvements to this intersection, which will identify the schedule for 
improvement.  The intersection falls under Caltrans jurisdiction and final improvement permits 
will be obtained from Caltrans. Cumulative projects would continue to contribute to this 
improvements on a fair share basis as part of the Pajaro Valley Area traffic impact fee program.  
The County of Santa Cruz is currently pulling the funding together to complete the improvements 
for this intersection and is hoping to qualify for $1,000,000 in Minor A funding through the PSR 
process.  The County of Santa Cruz has also applied for a "Safe Route to School" grant that 
would provide $540,000 and will be applying for a "Congestion Management and Air Quality" 
grant in June 2009 for up to $200,000 to complete design and construction.   

Response to Comment #11-5 
The Draft EIR indicates that a Project Study Report (PSR) shall be prepared by the City of 
Watsonville and Caltrans.  The City has entered into discussion with Caltrans about the PSR; 
however a schedule for the proposed improvements has not been developed at this time.  

Payment of the proposed projects fair share contribution towards the improvement identified in 
Mitigation Measure 3.13-6 at the Highway 1 NB ramp/Harkins Slough Road intersection is 
appropriate mitigation under CEQA provided that there is an enforceable plan providing for 
construction of the improvements.  The mitigation measure states that the City of Watsonville 
would update their traffic impact fee program and fee ordinance that would be tied to the City’s 
Capital Improvement Program prior to implementation of the proposed project.  This would 
provide a program to ensure that the improvements would be constructed by the City when 
warranted.   The fair-share concept assigns funding responsibilities for mitigation measures based 
on a project’s relative contribution of traffic generated by a given development on a specific 
intersection.   

Response to Comment #11-6 
As noted in Response to Comment #11-5, payment of the proposed projects fair share 
contribution towards the improvement identified in Mitigation Measure 3.13-7 at the Freedom 
Boulevard/Airport Boulevard intersection is appropriate mitigation under CEQA provided that 
there is an enforceable plan providing for construction of the improvements.  The mitigation 
measures require that the City of Watsonville update their traffic impact fee program and fee 
ordinance that would be tied to the City’s Capital Improvement Program prior to implementation 
of the proposed project.  This would provide a program to ensure that the improvements would be 
constructed by the City of Watsonville when warranted.  The fair-share concept assigns funding 
responsibilities for mitigation measures based on a project’s relative contribution of traffic 
generated by a given development on a specific intersection.   

Response to Comment #11-7 
Mitigation Measure 3.13-8 on pages 3.13-23 and 3.13-24 states that a PSR shall be prepared by 
the City of Watsonville and Caltrans for improvements to the Highway 1 NB Ramps/Larkin 
Valley Road intersection.  The City has entered into discussion with Caltrans about the  PSR; 
however a schedule for completing the project study report and for the proposed improvements 
has not been developed at this time. 

Payment of the proposed projects fair share contribution towards the improvement identified in 
Mitigation Measure 3.13-8 is appropriate mitigation under CEQA provided that there is an 
enforceable plan providing for construction of the improvements.  The mitigation measure 
requires that the City of Watsonville update their traffic impact fee program and fee ordinance 
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that would be tied to the City’s Capital Improvement Program prior to implementation of the 
proposed project.  This would provide a program to ensure that the improvements would be 
constructed by the City when warranted.  The fair-share concept assigns funding responsibilities 
for mitigation measures based on a project’s relative contribution of traffic generated by a given 
development on a specific intersection.   

Response to Comment #11-8 
The anticipated cost of the design and construction of an extension of the southbound left-turn 
pocket from Freedom Boulevard to Crestview Drive (Mitigation Measure 3.13-11) is 
approximately $20,000. Mitigation Measure 3.13-11 on page 3.13-25 has been modified as 
follows and has been incorporated into Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR:  

Mitigation Measure 
MM 3.13-11a The first project applicant on APNs 048-221-09, 048-251-09, 048-231-17, or 

048-231-18 within the planning area shall design, fund and implement the 
southbound left-turn pocket from Freedom Boulevard to Crestview Drive by at 
least 50-feet.  The estimated cost of this improvement is $20,000 and shall be 
funded by the first applicant within the planning area.  This improvement shall be 
installed prior to occupancy of any portion of these parcels.  The first applicant 
within the planning area shall fund and implement this improvement and shall be 
credited against the projects fair share contribution of traffic impact fees by 
implementing this improvement.  A cost share agreement will be developed by 
both the City and the County to ensure that these improvements are fully 
implemented 

MM 3.13-11b All project applicants shall contribute their fair share toward the installation of 
traffic improvements in MM 3.13-11a through the collection of TIA fees and/or 
any other fees through the cost sharing agreement. 

Response to Comment #11-9 
Mitigation Measure 3.13-12 in the Draft EIR proposes to mitigate increased traffic on the 
following neighborhood streets:  Brewington north of Crestview, and Atkinson and Gardner east 
of Freedom.  The traffic calming plan could include width reducing islands at the following 
intersections: Brewington/Jasmin (2 corners); Brewington/Paloma (2 corners); 
Brewington/Crestview (4 corners); Atkinson/Mata (2 corners); Atkinson/Kadderly (2 corners); 
Atkinson/Vic Rugh (2 corners); Atkinson/Arista (2 corners); and Gardener/VicRugh (2 corners).  
The estimated cost of this improvement is $200,000.  

Mitigation Measure 3.13-12 on page 3.13-27 of the Draft EIR has been broken up into two 
mitigation measures and modified as follows and has been incorporated into Section 2.0: 
Revisions to the Draft EIR: 

Mitigation Measure 
MM 3.13-12a: Prior to occupancy of any project on APNs 048-211-25, 019-226-42, 019-226-44, 

019-236-01, or 048-231-01, the proposed project project applicants shall develop 
and implement a traffic calming plan on: 1) Atkinson Lane, east of Freedom 
Boulevard and 2) Gardner Avenue, east of Freedom Boulevard 1) Brewington 
Avenue north of Crestview Drive; 2) Gardner Avenue, east of Freedom 
Boulevard, and 3) Atkinson lane, east of  Freedom Boulevard along the streets 
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that are affected by the proposed project.  The estimated cost of this improvement 
is $200,000.  A cost share agreement will be developed by both the City and the 
County to ensure that these improvements are fully implemented.  The first 
applicant within the planning area on any of these parcels shall fund and 
implement this improvement and shall be credited against the projects fair share 
contribution of traffic impact fees to the City of Watsonville for implementation 
of this improvement. 

 

MM 3.13-12b:  Prior to occupancy of any project on APNs 048-221-09, 048-251-09, 048-231-
17, or 048-231-18, project applicants shall develop and implement a traffic 
calming plan on Brewington Avenue north of Crestview Drive along the streets 
that are affected by the proposed project.  The estimated cost of this improvement 
is $160,000.  A cost share agreement will be developed by both the City and the 
County to ensure that these improvements are fully implemented. 

Response to Comment #11-10 
Comment noted.  The City has collected fees for the installation of a signal at this location.  The 
Vista Montana Subdivision located east of the intersection deposited half of the estimated amount 
for the signal. The proposed project would pay their proportionate fair share of $81,250.00, which 
is the cost of one leg or a quarter of the cost to design and construct the signal at the East Lake 
Avenue/Wagner Avenue intersection. The City of Watsonville would pay the remainder of the 
fees city wide traffic impact fees for installation of this signal.  The estimated improvement costs 
to the intersection have been incorporated into Mitigation Measure 4-1 on page 4-24 has been 
modified as follows and incorporated into Section 2: Revisions to the Draft EIR and into the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

Mitigation Measure 
MM 4-1  Project applicants within the planning area shall pay their proportionate fair share 

of $81,250 towards installation of a traffic signal at the East Lake 
Avenue/Wagner Avenue intersection prior to occupancy of the proposed project.  
The estimated cost of this improvement is $325,000.  The City of Watsonville is 
updating their fee program and fee ordinance and will adopt the program prior 
issuance of a building permit. first phase of the proposed project.  The City of 
Watsonville shall coordinate with Caltrans to approve design and installation of 
the signal. 

Response to Comment #11-11 
Comment noted.  The anticipated cost of implementation of traffic calming measures on 
Brewington Avenue (south of Crestview Drive) as required by mitigation measure MM 4-2 is 
approximately $500,000. The estimated improvement costs to the intersection have been 
incorporated into Mitigation Measure 4-2 in Section 2: Revisions to the Draft EIR and into the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.  

Response to Comment #11-12 
Comment is noted regarding the aggregate sum of expenses associated with mitigation measures 
3.13-5 through 3.13-12.  The following table presents the fair share percentage, improvement 
costs, and the projects fair share contribution towards transportation and circulation related 
mitigation measures included in the Draft EIR.   
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Improvement  Fair Share 
Percentage  

Total 
Improvement 
Cost 

Project 
Contribution 

1) East Lake Avenue (Highway 152)/Holohan Road 
(MM 3.13-5)1 

-- $1,500,000 $711,400 

2) Highway 1 NB Ramps/Harkin Slough Road and the 
Highway 1 SB Ramps/Harkin Slough Road (MM 3.13-
6) 

2.36 percent  $520,000 $12,272 

3) Airport Boulevard/Freedom Boulevard Intersection 
(MM 3.13-7) 

7.57 percent $1,047,000 $79,257  

4) Highway 1 NB Ramps/Larkin Valley Road 
Intersection (MM 3.13-8) 

8.70 percent  $1,260,000 $109,620 

5) Left turn pocket at Freedom Boulevard/Crestview 
Drive Intersection (MM 3.13-11) 

100 percent  $20,000 $20,000 

6) Traffic calming plan on Atkinson Lane (east of 
Freedom Boulevard) (MM 3.13-12a) 

100 percent $200,000 $200,000 

7) Traffic calming plan on Brewington Avenue (north 
of Crestview Drive), Gardner Avenue (east of Freedom 
Boulevard) (MM 3.13-12b) 

100 percent $160,000 $160,000 

8) East Lake Avenue/Wagner Avenue Intersection 
(MM 4-1) 

1 leg (1/4 of the 
total cost)  

$325,000 $81,250.00 

9) Traffic calming plan on Brewington Avenue (south 
of Crestview Drive) (MM 4-2) 

100 percent $500,000 $500,000 

Total  $1,873,799 
 

Notes: 
1. Pajaro Valley Planning Area “Roadside Improvement” and “Transportation Improvement” fees. 
 
 

Response to Comment #11-13 
The CEQA Guidelines require that a lead agency evaluate a projects potential to “result in a 
substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of or need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant impacts, to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other public 
facilities.  Impact 3.12-2 in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation in the Draft 
EIR analyzed the increased demand to the County Sherriff’s office for law enforcement services 
within the planning area and determined that the proposed project would not result in an impact to 
the existing service in the area and/or result in substantial adverse physical impacts due to the 
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities.  

Response to Comment #11-14 
See Master Response P-1: Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation.  

Response to Comment #11-15 
Comment noted.  The City of Watsonville Public Works and Utilities Department (PW&UD) has 
a prescriptive right to pump groundwater from wells that the City operates.  Like other 
groundwater extractors within the PVWMA boundary, no limits on the allowable amount of 
pumping have been established for the various groundwater extractors. The City of Watsonville 
Public Works and Utilities Department (PW&UD) would have to deliver 107.2 AFY to supply 
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the proposed project.  This water would be produced by both groundwater pumping and surface 
water sources. 

Response to Comment #11-16 
Comment is noted.  The PVWMA is not “essentially bankrupt” as suggested by the commenter.  
It continues to operate collect fees and pursue its mission and goals.  Notably, it recently launched 
delivery of recycled water through its coastal distribution pipeline.  PVWMA is the recipient of a 
variety of state grants for it Basin Management Plan initiatives which, due to the state’s budget 
problems, have been postponed. 
 
PVWMA has finished the following projects:  
 

• Coastal Distribution pipeline 
• Harkins Slough Groundwater Recharge project 
• Recycled Water project 

 
PVWMA is pursuing additional surface water diversions for irrigation (Pinto and College Lake) 
and for recharge (Murphy’s Crossing). 

Response to Comment #11-17 
PVWMA has contracted with the City of Watsonville for delivery of up to 2,000 AFY from the 
City’s inland wells.  This water is intended for blending with the recycled water or to be delivered 
unblended to coastal farms.  Since this quantity of pumped water replaces irrigation water which 
farmers would otherwise pump, this pumping doesn’t represent an additional demand from the 
groundwater basin.  
 
The recycled water is blended with the pumped water to provided sufficient supplies to coastal 
farms when demand is high.  In addition, the 2,000 AFY provides flexibility for the coastal 
distribution system if the supply of recycled water is interrupted during plant maintenance work 
for example.  The tertiary treated recycled water contains 900 mg/l of dissolved solids and is 
suitable for irrigation water without dilution.  Prior to the availability of the recycled water, 
coastal farms were irrigating their fields with coastal wells with a dissolved solids content as high 
as 1400 mg/l.    

Response to Comment #11-18 
Comment noted.  See Master Response P-2 – Existing Water Use.   

Response to Comment #11-19 
The County staff appreciates the comment regarding wastewater generation rates.  Wastewater 
generation rates presented in the Draft EIR were incorrect and the Final EIR text has been 
clarified to reflect the wastewater generation rates from the City of Watsonville.  Impact 3.12-6 
on page 3.12-35 of the Draft EIR has been modified to reflect wastewater generation rate of 200 
gallons per unit per day as follows:  

“Increased Wastewater Demand 
Impact 3.12-6: The proposed project would generate approximately 180,000 90,000 gallons a day 

of wastewater, increasing the demand on the Watsonville Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (WTTP).  However, the existing service provider has an adequate capacity to 
meet this demand.  Therefore, this would be considered a less than significant 
impact. 
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The proposed project would generate up to 180,000 90,000 gallons per day of 
wastewater, which is based on 450 units x 400 200 gallons per unit per day).  The 
Watsonville WWTP, which would serve the proposed project, has the capacity to treat 
12.1 million gallons per day.  However, the WWTP treats on average seven million 
gallons of wastewater from residential, commercial and industrial sources.  The 
wastewater contribution of the proposed project to the WWTP would represent 
approximately 1.4 0.7 percent of the total daily wastewater treated at the wastewater 
treatment plant.” 

This minor clarification did not change the conclusions in the Draft EIR for wastewater 
generation.  Therefore no additional information is necessary.  

Response to Comment #11-20 
Demand factors for residential use water are based on the type of residential use. Multi-family 
uses for example use 0.2 AFY/unit and single family homes use 0.322 AFY/unit.  Water use for 
single family residential uses was determined by dividing water deliveries to single family homes 
(3,868 AFY) by the number of family accounts (11,920 accounts) for 2005 as shown in Table 11 
in the City of Watsonville Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).  This demand factor should 
represent a conservative water demand estimate since single family homes (low density 
residential) typically have larger lots (higher landscaping demand) and higher occupancy 
compared to low, medium, and high density homes based on the City of Watsonville General 
Plan. 

Response to Comment #11-21 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #11-1 regarding population generation estimates 

Response to Comment #11-22 

See Response to Comment #1-1 regarding thresholds of significance that were used to evaluate 
the transportation and circulation impacts of the proposed project.   

Response to Comment #11-23 
See Master Response P-1: Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation.  

Response to Comment #11-24 
Commenter is referred to Master Response P-2- Existing Water Use regarding the existing water 
use within the planning area. 
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Response to Comment Letter #12 
William Parkin, Wittwer & Parkin LLP 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #12-1 
With the exception of impacts to commercial agriculture, specific comments are not provided by 
the commenter regarding the inadequacies of the mitigation measures in the Draft EIR.  
Regarding the comment on agricultural resources, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
AG-1 - Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land. 

Per Section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR 
when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 
availability of the Draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before certification.  Per 
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation is not required where the new 
information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in 
an adequate EIR.  The clarifications to the EIR incorporated herein would not trigger the 
recirculation process per CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5. 

Response to Comment #12-2 
Comment regarding the environmental review process under CEQA is noted.  The environmental 
setting for each technical section in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR is presented based on the specifics 
of each technical issue in the EIR.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report meets the intent of 
the California Environmental Quality Act and provides an adequate analysis of all technical 
issues regardless of the number of pages in the EIR.   

Response to Comment #12-3 
Comment is noted.  Commenter is correct in that the Draft EIR would serve as a single document 
for three separate governmental actions to be carried out by three separate governmental agencies 
as described in Section 2: Project Description in the Draft EIR.  Section 15161 of the CEQA 
Guidelines states that an EIR shall examine all phases of the proposed project (including 
planning, construction and operation).  Each section of the Draft EIR describes the regulatory 
setting of both the City of Watsonville and County of Santa Cruz, agencies with jurisdiction 
within the planning area.  Specific impacts and mitigation measures for each phase are clearly 
identified in the environmental analysis in Section 3.0: Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation Measures of the Draft EIR, as well as in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) that is included in Section 3.0 of the Final EIR.   

Please see Response to Comment #12-1 regarding recirculation.  

Response to Comment #12-4 
See Master Response AG-2: Agricultural Buffers. 

Response to Comment #12-5 
See Master Response AG-2: Agricultural Buffers. 

Response to Comment #12-6 
The analysis of water supply is included in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities and 
Recreation.  Impact 3.12-7 analyzes the impact of the overall Specific Plan and the County’s 
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PUD on the groundwater basin.  Cumulative impacts of the proposed project to the groundwater 
basin are discussed in Section 4: CEQA Considerations on pages 4-20 and 4-21 of the Draft EIR.  
Pages 3.12-9 through 3.12-14 of the Draft EIR address the environmental setting of the Pajaro 
Valley Groundwater Basin.  Impact 3.12-7 addresses the impact of the proposed project including 
Phase 1 (County site) on the groundwater basin.   

The Draft EIR acknowledges Phase 1 (County site) is not currently being irrigated as shown in 
Table 3.8-10: Projected Water Demand.  Aerial photographs show this property was an orchard in 
1982 and in the 1987 aerial photographs the property was cultivated in strawberries.  Therefore 
the county’s PUD portion of the proposed project which is a net 10 acre development once 
required 10 AFY when it was cultivated as an orchard (1 AFY/acre of orchard) and 30 AFY when 
it was cultivated in strawberries (3 AFY/acre of strawberries).   
 
As discussed in Master Response P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft, groundwater impact fees 
are collected from new residential development and are used to fund water conservation programs 
which distribute low flow shower heads and hose nozzles, issue cash rebates for owner replaced 
low flow toilets, issue cash rebates for energy star washers, fund the installation of low flow 
toilets, provide Kindergarten through 12th grade and adult conservation education in local schools, 
provide landscape and irrigation audits for residents and insure that new development install 
efficient landscape and irrigation systems and efficient plumbing fixtures and appliances.  The 
low flow toilet rebate program and fixture distribution was initiated in 1990 and the washer rebate 
program began in 2000.  The low flow toilet replacement program began in 2006.  To date the 
water conservation programs have replaced 7082 regular toilets with low flow, and 2030 regular 
washers with energy star washers for an annual water savings of 239 AFY.  In the past 20 years 
the average annual per connection water use has decreased by 25% attesting to the effectiveness 
of the City’s conservation efforts. Phase 1 (County site) would be required to pay the City’s 
groundwater impact fee, which is used to retrofit water fixtures (e.g. toilets, showerheads, etc.) 
within the City and would result in an overall water savings of 748 gallons of water per month per 
unit, which would offset approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water consumption of new 
homes within the planning area including the Phase 1 (County site).  In addition, the proposed 
project would be required to comply with a water conservation augmentation program that would 
ensure that the water consumption of new homes within the planning area is fully offset as 
required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated herein in Section 2.0: Revisions 
to the Draft EIR.  

Commenter states that the “overdraft induced saltwater intrusion is leading to extremely 
significant degradation of the quality of the freshwater aquifer.”  While this is true for some 
coastal wells which have become increasingly salty, inland wells are not degraded.  Water 
produced by City wells meet all state standards for domestic water consumption. 
 

Response to Comment #12-7 
The City pumps approximately 7000 AFY from the groundwater basin which is approximately 
12.6% of the basins total 55,300 CFY of groundwater pumping (average of the last five years).  In 
partnership with the PVWMA the City has developed a responsible approach to address the 
overdraft.  This includes development of a water recycle plant which recycles an amount equal to 
50% of the City’s water production, the assessment of groundwater impact fees which funds the 
City’s water conservation programs, and the planning for the improvement and expansion of its 
surface water diversions which would allow for the first time diversions of surface water during 
the rainy season when supplies are most abundant. 
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Response to Comment #12-8 
Impact 3.12-7 on page S-4 in the Executive Summary presents the impact of the proposed project 
on the groundwater basin.  As described on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 
would result in a significant cumulative impact to water supply and the groundwater basin.  As 
described in the Draft EIR on page 4-21, future development on Phase 1 (County site) and the 
remainder of the planning area would be required to pay the City’s groundwater impact fee, 
which is currently set at $347.56 per bedroom and is used to retrofit water fixtures (e.g. toilets, 
showerheads, etc.) within the City.  The water retrofit program, which is funded by the 
groundwater impact fees results in a savings of 748 gallons of water per month, would offset 
approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water consumption of new homes within the planning area 
and would reduce future development’s impact on the groundwater basin.  In addition, the 
proposed project would be required to comply with a water conservation augmentation program 
that would ensure that the water consumption of new homes within the planning area is fully 
offset as required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated herein in Section 2.0: 
Revisions to the Draft EIR. 

The City produces approximately 12.6 percent of the total annual groundwater production from 
the basin and the Specific Plan project proposes no more than 450 housing units.  To assess the 
environmental impacts of “the cumulative and continued overdraft” would require the 
development of a new, more realistic ground water model which accounts for the failure of 
coastal wells.  This model, which is beyond the scope of the Specific Plan EIR, is currently being 
developed by the PVWMA and the USGS. 

Response to Comment #12-9 
The determination of the groundwater basins safe yield was estimated from the old models that 
included production from coastal wells, some of which have been taken out of service.  This trend 
with coastal wells will continue and increase as the well water becomes more salty and as coastal 
farmers replace their well water with deliveries from the coastal distribution system.  The 
PVWMA Basin Management Plan estimates that with the redistribution of coastal wells inland, 
the safe yield would be much greater, approximately 48,000 AFY.  The total City groundwater 
production is proportionately much less than agriculture, representing just 12.6 percent of the 
total basin groundwater pumped. 

Response to Comment #12-10 
With regard to what PVWMA is doing about the groundwater overdraft see Response to 
Comment #10-1.  

Response to Comment #12-11 
As noted on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR, since the proposed project would result in a reduction in 
the amount of water use within the planning area over existing conditions, the proposed project 
would not substantially contribute to a depletion of groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge to the extent that it would result in lowering of the groundwater table.  In 
addition, the proposed project would require Low Impact Development (LID) techniques 
including bioretention/bioswales, soil amendments, permeable and porous pavement and tree box 
filters that would result in a reduction of pollutant loads to receiving waters, but would also assist 
with recharge of the groundwater basin.  

The proposed project would utilize low impact development techniques and the development 
would be under the jurisdiction of the County and the City’s Storm Water Management Plan 
which requires the projects not only control development caused increases to runoff rates but to 
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also control increases to runoff volume.  Control of runoff volume depends either on percolation 
of the runoff into soils which is accomplished by integrating landscape areas with the storm drain 
system or recycling runoff for use as irrigation water for landscaping which may be achieved in a 
variety of ways such as collecting roof runoff and storage in cisterns.   

Response to Comment #12-12 
Table 3.12-3: Past and Projected Groundwater Pumping Volumes on page 3.12-10 of the Draft 
EIR presents the groundwater pumping within the City from 2000 to the year 2030 and the 
percent operating capacity.  As shown in Table 3.12-3, the proposed project is projected to 
increase the amount of groundwater by the year 2030, however the City would still be at 
approximately 66 percent of capacity.  As described in Response to Comment #12-8, future 
development on Phase 1 (County site) and the remainder of the planning area would be required 
to pay the City’s groundwater impact fee, which is currently set at $347.56 per bedroom and is 
used to retrofit water fixtures (e.g. toilets, showerheads, etc.) within the City.  The water retrofit 
program, which is funded by the groundwater impact fees results in a savings of 748 gallons of 
water per month and would offset approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water consumption of 
new homes within the planning area.  This would reduce future development’s impact on the 
groundwater basin.  In addition, the proposed project would be required to comply with a water 
conservation augmentation program that would ensure that the water consumption of new homes 
within the planning area is fully offset as required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is 
incorporated herein in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR.   

Table 3.12-3 in the Draft EIR presents past groundwater pumping and estimates future 
groundwater pumping between the years 2000 to 2030.  The table indicates an increase of 848 
AFY during this period, which is a 13 percent increase.  The growth in groundwater pumping 
assumes the City grows in areas defined in Measure U, which includes the construction of 5,700 
new housing units.  Much of the planned growth areas identified in Measure U are currently 
farmed and the replacement of the farming activities with residential uses would reduce water 
consumption because residential uses require significantly less water than agriculture on a per 
acre basis.  A typical comparison of existing agriculture water demand versus residential water 
demand would conclude that an acre of strawberries would use 3 AFY while an acre zoned R1 
would yield approximately 9 single family dwellings which would demand .32 AFY/SFD unit for 
a total water demand of 2.88 AFY.  Approximately half this amount or 1.44 AFY would be 
recycled and delivered to coastal farmers for irrigation.  Therefore the difference in water demand 
between the agriculture use and the residential use is approximately 1.56 AFY. 

Response to Comment #12-13 
Section 4: CEQA Considerations in the Draft EIR on page 4-1 analyzes the significant 
irreversible changes associated with implementation of the proposed project in accordance with 
Section 15126.2 (c) of the State CEQA Guidelines.  As presented in the Draft EIR, development 
of the planning area to support urban uses would be regarded as a permanent and irreversible 
change.  Development of the Phase 2 (City site) would essentially eliminate any remaining 
agricultural production within the planning area and a variety of non-renewable and limited 
resources would irretrievably committed for construction and operation of the proposed project, 
including water.  Therefore, the Draft EIR has analyzed the change of the proposed project from 
agricultural use to urban use and the irreversible change associated with the change in land use.  

In addition, the CEQA Guidelines require that a lead agency analyze whether or not the proposed 
project would “substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 



   Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and PUD Final EIR 
  Response to Comments 

May 2009  Page 168 
 

groundwater table (e.g. the production date of nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)” and does 
not specifically require evaluation of the “type” of water.  Commenter is referred to Master 
Response P-2- Existing Water Use regarding the existing water use within the planning area.  

Commenter alleges that the project would cause a significant impact to long term water supplies 
by creating an inflexible water demand when compared with agriculture where demand is more 
flexible and farmers may elect to suspend irrigating a field.  This assertion supposes that the 
aquifer is unreliable and will fail from time to time.  PVWMA’s Basin Management Plan 
estimates that with a redistribution of wells from coastal to inland locations the sustainable yield 
would be much greater, approximately 48,000 AFY.  PVWMA is working with the USGS to 
develop a new groundwater model which accounts for the effects of the coastal wells being 
replaced with recycled water delivered by the coastal distribution system. 
 
The project proposes no more than 450 new homes, which is below the number of new homes 
(500) which would require preparation of a Water Supply Assessment as required by California 
Water Code Sections 10910-10912.  The City pumps approximately 7000 AFY of groundwater 
for a service area that encompass not only the City but a sizable number of connections within the 
County.   That production represents just 12.6 percent of the total annual groundwater production 
of the basin. 

Response to Comment #12-14 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response P-2- Existing Water Use.  

Response to Comment #12-15 
Comment noted. See Response to Comment #12-6, #12-8, and #12-12 regarding payment of the 
City’s groundwater impact fee, which would offset approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water 
consumption of new homes within the planning area. In addition, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with a water conservation augmentation program that would ensure that the 
water consumption of new homes within the planning area is fully offset as required by 
mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated herein in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft 
EIR.  

Response to Comment #12-16 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response LU-1 - Wagner Avenue Extension. 
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Response to Comment #12-17 
Consistency of the proposed project with the City of Watsonville General Plan and County of 
Santa Cruz General Plan is analyzed in Section 3.9: Land Use and Planning.  See Master 
Response LU-1: Wagner Avenue Extension regarding Wagner Avenue.  A summary of Measure 
U is included on page 3.9-5 of the Draft EIR and is incorporated by reference.  Measure U 
amended the City’s General Plan to define a new urban limit line (ULL) and make related policy 
changes to the City’s General Plan policies and land use designations.  Similar to other reference 
documents in the EIR, Measure U is available for review at the City of Watsonville Community 
Development Department. 
Page 3.9-5 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows:  

City of Watsonville 
Measure U 
On November 5, 2002, the voters of the City of Watsonville approved voter initiative Measure U, 
the “Watsonville Urban Limit Line and Development Timing Initiative,” formulated by Action 
Pajaro Valley.  By defining a new ULL area, Measure U was designed to protect commercial 
agriculture lands and environmentally sensitive areas while providing the means for the City to 
address housing and jobs needs for the next 20 to 25 years.  

• The Measure U-designated ULL allows the planning and development of Future Growth 
Areas, including the project site.  Measure U amended the City’s General Plan to define a 
new ULL and make related policy changes to the City’s General Plan policies and land 
use designations. Specifically, Measure U calls for:   

a. Annexation of the planning area to the City of Watsonville following adoption of 
a Specific Plan;  

b. No development to be allowed by the City of Watsonville within the planning 
area before January 1, 2010; and  

c. A minimum 50-percent of the units to be affordable work force housing. 

Response to Comment #12-18 
Commenter is correct in that the policy of Measure J that prime agricultural lands and lands that 
are economically productive shall be preserved for agricultural use.  Phase 1 (County site) would 
not be located on Important Farmland, but Phase 2 (City site) is comprised of approximately 42.4 
acres of Important Farmland, which would be converted to urban uses.  Consistency of the 
proposed project with policies in the City of Watsonville General Plan and the County of Santa 
Cruz General Plan, relating to agricultural preservation are included in Section 3.9: Land Use and 
Planning.  

Measure J also created Santa Cruz County’s Below Market Rate housing program.  Through the 
approval of Measure J in 1978, voters set the requirement that all housing construction projects 
with more than five units must designate 15 percent of the units as affordable to low and 
moderate income households.  

Response to Comment #12-19 
Four alternatives to the proposed project were evaluated in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines, as well as phasing of future development within the planning area to allow 
commercial development to continue with development of the proposed project.  The proposed 
project would be phased over time as discussed in Section 2: Project Description of the Draft 
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EIR.  Therefore, commercial agricultural production within Phase 2 (City site) would be allowed 
to continue if Phase 1 (County site) is developed prior to development of Phase 2 (City site) as 
would be required by mitigation measure MM 3.2-2a.  Phase 2 (City site) of the proposed project 
would require that future development incorporate a 200-foot buffer along the eastern portion 
within the planning area as required by mitigation measure MM 3.2-2b, which would ensure the 
viability of the adjacent parcels that are designated for agricultural uses.   

Section 4.6: Project Alternatives evaluates alternatives to the proposed project in accordance with 
the CEQA Guidelines.  The No Project Alternative considers the environmental effects of not 
approving the proposed project with anticipated future development based on existing zoning 
designations.  Development under Alternative #1 – No Project Alternative would allow for 
development of approximately 1.9 acres for approximately 15 single family homes within Phase 1 
(City site) and development of approximately 6.8 acres for approximately 30 to 50 single family 
homes within Phase 1 (County site).  The remainder of the planning area is designated 
Agriculture Commercial (CA) in accordance with the County of Santa Cruz County Code and 
therefore development was not proposed for this portion of the planning area under this 
alternative.  Total development under Alternative #1 – No Project Alternative would include 
between approximately 45 and 65 single family homes in accordance with the existing zoning 
designations within the planning area.  Due to the active agricultural uses within Phase 2 (City 
site), this alternative would require a 200 foot permanent agricultural buffer within the County 
site, similar to the proposed project, which would restrict future development within this area.  

Response to Comment #12-20 
Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality presents the long-term operational impacts of 
increased stormwater runoff during Phase 1 and buildout of the proposed project.  The conceptual 
plan for Phase 1 would utilize the freshwater marsh and temporary detention basin to mitigate the 
increase of stormwater runoff from the planning area.  The temporary detention basin would 
require a 0.7 acre-foot surface capacity and approximately 0.2 acres of surface area and would be 
located within the temporary agricultural buffer to the east of the freshwater marsh and east of the 
extension of Brewington Avenue.  A weir outlet structure would capture and convey the overflow 
from the freshwater marsh to a culvert that would continue conveyance under the Brewington 
Avenue extension and into the temporary detention basin.  The weir outlet and culvert would be 
designed to accommodate a 100-year peak spill rate.  As shown on Tables 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 in 
Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR, drainage conditions under Phase 1 
(County site) for both a starting elevation of 74 feet at the freshwater marsh and a starting 
elevation of 77 feet would result in a reduction in the peak spill rate and overland flow to 
Crestview Park in comparison to existing conditions for up to a return period of a 100-year storm.  
As under existing conditions, stormwater runoff would be infiltrated into the native soil and 
would not result in a significant impact to adjacent agricultural land uses under Phase 1 (County 
site).  

Buildout of the proposed project would add an additional 21 acres of impervious surfaces that 
would drain to Crestview Park.  Currently, the stormwater runoff from the planning area flows 
overland to the Crestview Park detention basin, which has approximately four acres of detention 
volume.  The detention basin at Crestview Park currently spills over during the 10-year and 15-
year storm events.  The freshwater marsh has approximately four acre-feet of storage between the 
assumed starting elevation of 74 feet and the spill elevation of approximately 77 feet.  Phase 2 
condition assumes that the freshwater marsh/seasonal wetland would continue to function under 
buildout of the proposed project.  
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The conceptual drainage plan for Phase 2 of the proposed project would include removal of the 
temporary detention basin and construction of an expanded detention basin at Crestview Park, 
which has been designed in order to handle the increased stormwater runoff with buildout of the 
proposed project.  Storm drain pipes of varying sizes would convey stormwater from within the 
planning area to the Crestview Park detention basin.  An approximately three acre detention basin 
would be required to provide sufficient storage to accommodate between the 15-year and 25-year 
event as required by the City.  The expanded Crestview Park detention basin design would 
incorporate an underdrain system, gravel trenches, and perforated pipes to accelerate infiltration 
and drying and increase the usability of the park during the wet season. 

The analysis of stormwater detention for the proposed Specific Plan is conceptual in nature, 
however the proposed design features would provide detention of surface water runoff in order to 
ensure that post-development runoff does not exceed pre-development runoff.  However, 
implementation of mitigation measures 3.8-1a for Phase 1 (County site) and mitigation measure 
3.8-1b for buildout of the proposed project would require preparation of a final drainage plan that 
would require detailed hydrologic modeling, existing facilities, soil and topographic data; erosion 
control and best management practices; descriptions of proposed flood control facilities; Low 
Impact Development (LID) techniques; compliance with waste discharge requirements; phasing 
and implementation; identification of the entity that is responsible for facility design and 
construction; Clean Water Program compliance; and facility maintenance to ensure for long-term 
vegetation maintenance and access.  

Response to Comment #12-21 
Comment noted.  Section 4: CEQA Considerations evaluated the cumulative impacts of global 
climate change.  See Response to Comment #9-11.  

Response to Comment #12-22 
Comment noted.  See Master Response AG-1 - Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land. 

Response to Comment #12-23 
Comment noted.  See Master Response AG-2 - Agricultural Buffers. 

Response to Comment #12-24 
 The Executive Summary notes that the proposed project would result in a potentially significant 
impact to the East Lake Avenue (Highway 152)/Holohan Road intersection; Highway 1 NB 
Ramps/Harkins Slough Road intersection; Airport Boulevard/Freedom Boulevard intersection; 
and the Highway 1 NB Ramps/Larkin Valley Road intersection; Freedom Boulevard/Crestview 
Avenue intersection; and an increase in traffic on Brewington Avenue (north of Crestview 
Avenue), Gardner Avenue (east of Freedom Boulevard); and Atkinson Lane (east of Freedom 
Boulevard).  Mitigation measures are incorporated in the Draft EIR would reduce these impacts 
to a less than significant level.  Table 3.13-1 presents the level of service at each of the study 
intersections evaluated within the traffic impact analysis that is included in Appendix G in 
Volume II of the Draft EIR.  

Payment of the proposed projects fair share contribution to improvements identified in mitigation 
measures for the intersections and roadway segments noted above is appropriate under CEQA 
provided that there is an enforceable plan providing for construction of the improvements.  The 
mitigation measures require that the City of Watsonville update their traffic impact fee program 
and fee ordinance that would be tied to the City’s Capital Improvement Program prior to 
implementation of the proposed project.  This would provide a program to ensure that the 
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improvements would be constructed.   The fair-share concept assigns funding responsibilities for 
mitigation measures based on a project’s relative contribution of traffic generated by a given 
development on a specific intersection.   

Response to Comment #12-25 
The proposed park adjacent to the existing Crestview Park would expand the existing 
park/detention basin.  The expanded Crestview Park detention basin design would incorporate an 
underdrain system, gravel trenches, and perforated pipes in order to accelerate infiltration and 
drying and increase the usability of the park during the wet season.  In addition to the dedication 
of 3.5 acres of parkland, future development within the planning area would require contribution 
towards the parks facilities fee of $667 per each three bedroom dwelling unit and the County of 
Santa Cruz has a parks dedication fee of $1,000 per single family dwelling unit and $750 per 
multi-family dwelling unit in order to fund future park development prior to issuance of building 
permits.   

Response to Comment #12-26 
Section 8 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix G, Volume II of the Draft EIR) evaluates the 
impacts on the surrounding road network without the Wagner Avenue extension.  In addition, 
Section 4.6: Project Alternatives compares the environmental impacts of the proposed project 
with Alternative #2: Proposed Project Without the Wagner Avenue Extension. 

Response to Comment #12-27 
Comment is noted regarding reducing stormwater runoff by reducing the width of the proposed 
internal street network.  The internal street network for the proposed project was based in part on 
the City standards, but incorporates landscape swales on the local streets and swales and 
bioswales on the swale streets in order to facilitate infiltration of stormwater flows from the 
increase in impervious surfaces within the planning area.  

Response to Comment #12-28 
Comment is noted regarding endangered species permits that may be needed.  As presented in 
Table 3.4-2: Special Status Species and Sensitive Habitats Occurring or with Potential to Occur 
within the Planning Area, one special status plant species and ten special status wildlife species 
known to occur or with potential to occur within the planning area.   

As presented on page 3.4-26 of the Draft EIR, Ecosystems West Consulting Group and Bryan M. 
Mori Biological Consulting Services concluded that the occurrence of California Red Legged 
Frog (CRLF) is unlikely based on the presence of bullfrogs, which are predators to CRLF, within 
aquatic habitat and the relative isolation due to urbanization of the planning area from known 
localities.  However, due to the presence of suitable aquatic habitat and known CRLF localities 
within the dispersal distance of the planning area, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service has 
recommended that protocol level surveys are conducted, which is required by Mitigation Measure 
3.4-2a.  At this time, the proposed project would not require Section 7 consultation and 
development of a Biological Opinion or a Section 10a consultation and development of a Habitat 
Conservation Plan for the California Red Legged Frog unless protocol level surveys indicate they 
are located within the planning area.  

Mitigation measures are also required for Santa Cruz Tarplant, Western Pond Turtle, Avian 
Species, Special Status Bat Species, and Dusky Footed Woodrat.  The mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR include performance measures that would ensure that these species are 
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protected should subsequent surveys determine that they are located within the planning area 
prior to construction.  

Response to Comment #12-29 
Comment is noted.  As noted on page 4-13 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project incorporates 
design guidelines that encourage sustainable and green development practices.  These green 
design guidelines include: projects seeking Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED) certification, incorporating of roofing materials that are light in color or reflective 
materials that reduce the heat island effect, and optimal building orientation for the use of active 
and passive solar energy features.   

Response to Comment #12-30 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-1 - Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land.  

Response to Comment #12-31 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-2 - Agricultural Buffers. 

Response to Comment #12-32 
The planning area is surrounded on three sides by existing urban development and is considered 
an infill development site.  There are no other sites located within the City limits that would be 
large enough to accommodate the proposed project.   

Response to Comment #12-33 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-2 - Agricultural Buffers. 

Response to Comment #12-34 
Comment noted.  See Master Response AG-1- Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land.  

Response to Comment #12-35 
Comment is noted.  The proposed project would require a General Plan Amendment and has been 
noted in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR within Section 2.8.1: Future Approvals Within 
the Planning Area. 

Response to Comment #12-36 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-2 - Agricultural Buffers. 

Response to Comment #12-37 
It is acknowledged that the planning area is located adjacent to agricultural lands to the east of the 
project site, which are located outside of the City’s ULL in unincorporated Santa Cruz County.    
Measure U established the ULL in order to protect agricultural lands and environmentally 
sensitive areas, while providing the means for the City to address housing and job needs for the 
next 20 to 25 years.  Since the surrounding agricultural land is located outside of the ULL, 
significant constraints would preclude conversion of adjacent farmland to urban use, including 
amending the ULL.   

Response to Comment #12-38 
Comment noted.  See Master Response AG-1- Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land.  
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Response to Comment #12-39 
Comment is noted.  Mitigation measure 3.4-3i on page 3.4-30 requires that permanent signage be 
placed on the perimeter of the wetland buffer area clearly stating that people and their pets should 
not enter the wetland area or associated buffer due to the presence of sensitive habitat.  

Response to Comment #12-40 
From a regulatory perspective, there is little to no protection for onsite trees that are not 
associated with a sensitive or riparian habitat.  The Significant Tree Ordinance does not apply to 
this site because it is located outside of the Coastal Zone.  Mitigation Measure 3.4-4a would be 
enforced through the requirements of the PUD and Specific Plan.   

Response to Comment #12-41 
Comment noted.  Adequate data gathering to meet the requirements of CEQA were conducted 
and documented in the Draft EIR and its appendices.  EcoSystems West conducted site-specific 
biological surveys on May 23, 2008.  The only sensitive wildlife species observed or expected to 
occur on the project site is the Western Pond Turtle.  No sensitive bat species were observed.  
However, mitigation specified in the Draft EIR for additional sensitive species (e.g., bats, San 
Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, etc.) is to ensure that none are present in the future if and when 
the project is developed.  Development of the planning area is not expected in the near future.  
There is no project applicant for Phase 1 of the County site and the City has no immediate plans 
to annex the planning area into the City of Watsonville.   

Response to Comment #12-42 
Comment noted.  Please see response to Comment #12-41.   

Response to Comment #12-43 
The larger native oaks that would be impacted are located around the agricultural basin that 
would be removed during the Phase 2 of the City’s project to allow the connection of Brewington 
Avenue with Atkinson Lane.  Oak trees are very difficult and expensive to move due to their 
extensive root zone that needs to be moved with the tree.  Oak trees are rarely moved for this 
reason and at great cost with mixed success.  For these reasons, oak replacement as specified in 
MM 3.4-8b is more appropriate.  For all oaks greater than 6 inches diameter breast height (DBH) 
or greater than 8 feet tall that are removed, project applicants within Phase 2 (City site) shall plant 
replacement oaks along the margins of the riparian buffer and ephemeral drainage in the western 
half of the planning area and within the designated agricultural buffer and along Corralitos Creek 
at a 3:1 ratio subject to review and approval by the City of Watsonville Community Development 
Department.   

Response to Comment #12-44 
Comment is noted.  The proposed project would expand the existing detention basin at Crestview 
Park by approximately three acres for a five acre detention pond.  

Response to Comment #12-45 
Comment is noted.  Please see Master Response LU-1 - Wagner Avenue Extension. 
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Response to Comment #12-46 
Comment is noted.  The Draft EIR is adequate and was prepared in accordance with the CEQA 
Guidelines.  Comment is not specific enough to address which sections of the Draft EIR are 
considered inadequate.  

Growth inducing impacts, including conversion of adjacent agricultural land to urban uses is 
addressed in Section 4.3: Growth Inducement.  As noted on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR, the 
planning area is located adjacent to agricultural lands to the east of the project site, which are 
located outside of the City’s ULL in unincorporated Santa Cruz County.  These parcels are 
designated “Agriculture Commercial (CA)” in the Santa Cruz County Zoning Code and as 
“Agriculture” in the Santa Cruz County General Plan. The proposed project incorporates a 200-
foot buffer on the eastern portion of the planning area adjacent to existing agricultural uses as a 
permanent limit to urban development on the eastern border.  Measure U established the ULL in 
order to protect agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive areas, while providing the means 
for the City to address housing and job needs for the next 20 to 25 years.  Since the surrounding 
agricultural land is located outside of the ULL, significant constraints would preclude conversion 
of adjacent farmland to urban use.  Therefore, the Draft EIR determined that the proposed project 
would not induce conversion of adjacent agricultural land to urban uses.   

See Response to Comment #12-20 on the impact of stormwater runoff to adjacent agricultural 
uses. Also see Master Response AG-1 for Measure U discussion. 

Response to Comment #12-47 
See Response to Comment #12-3. 

Response to Comment #12-48 
Comment noted.  See Response to Response to Comment #12-13 

Response to Comment #12-49 
Comments noted.  See Response to Comment #12-1 regarding recirculation of the Draft EIR.  
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Response to Comment Letter #13 
Watsonville Pilots Association 
April 8, 2009 
Response to Comment #13-1 
The Watsonville Airport Master Plan (WAMP) incorporates the safety compatibility zones from 
the California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (Caltrans 2002) for both runway 8-26 and 
2-20.  Runway 8-26 is identified as the cross wind runway and is not used as the primary runway.  
The City of Watsonville Airport Manager has defined this runway as a short aviation runway with 
a length of less than 4,000 feet, serving fewer than 12,000 small aircraft operations annually.  
Historically, the FAA has designated the Airport Manager as the final authority on runway 
designations.  During the litigation on the City of Watsonville General Plan the City is using the 
existing WAMP without Resolution 74-05 along with the 2002 California Airport Land Use 
Planning Handbook and Watsonville Municipal Airport Draft Land Use Compatibility Plan as 
guidelines for future development in the airport influence area.  The City is not required to be part 
of an Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC).  The planning area is under review under the 2005 
City of Watsonville General Plan and previously approved Airport Master Plan of which the 
proposed project is consistent.  

Response to Comment #13-2 
The crosswind runway has never been defined as a medium length runway serving large planes.  
The Caltrans Draft Land Use Compatibility Plan for the airport identifies runway 8-26 as a short 
aviation runway.  As defined by the WAMP and the Caltrans Draft  Land Use Compatibility Plan 
for the City of Watsonville, only a very small sliver of the southwest corner of the Atkinson 
property is in safety compatibility Zone 6.   The City does not agree that safety zones for a larger 
runway should be used as part of this analysis.  The Caltrans Department of Aeronautics did not 
provide comments on the Draft EIR.  The City will continue to be the responsible agency to 
determine land use compatibility until such time that the Vista 2030 General Plan lawsuit issues 
are settled on appeal.   

Response to Comment #13-3 
Exhibit 11 of the Watsonville Airport Master Plan indicates the noise contours for the existing 
runway configurations.  As described on page 3.10-7 of the Draft EIR, the 55 DB CNEL contour 
does not extend into the planning area. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in an 
exposure of excessive noise levels from the airport. 

Safety and noise hazards from airport operations at the Watsonville Municipal Airport are 
described in Impact 3.7-10 on page 3.7-17 and 3.7-18 of the Draft EIR.  As required by 
mitigation measure MM 3.7-10 on page 3.7-18 of the Draft EIR, future development within the 
planning area would be required to obtain overflight easements to inform future residents that 
existing airport flyover areas exist in the area. 

While the City’s 2030 General Plan is in litigation, the City of Watsonville is the determining 
body for land use decisions around the airport.   The City is using the 2005 City of Watsonville 
General Plan and previous WAMP for establishing compatibility.  The WAMP was previously 
used by the City in determining compatibility and will continue to be utilized while the General 
Plan is under review.  There is no requirement under the previous documents for an ALUC to be 
formed for review of land use decisions.  Therefore the proposed project has been determined to 
be consistent with the previous planning documents and is consistent with the intent of California 
Aeronautics law. 
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Response to Comment #13-4 

Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #13-1 and #13-2. 
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Response to Comment Letter #14 
Darlene Din 
April 22, 2009  
Response to Comment #14-1 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-1 - Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land. 

Response to Comment #14-2 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-1 - Mitigation of Conversion of Agricultural Land.  
See Master Response LU-1 regarding Wagner Avenue and potential conflicts with adjacent 
agricultural lands.  

Response to Comment #14-3 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response AG-2 – Agricultural Buffers.  Review of the 
agricultural buffer by Agricultural Policy Advisory Commission (APAC) is not required as the 
proposed project does not propose a reduction in the agricultural buffer.  

Response to Comment #14-4 
Comment is noted.  See Response to Comment #12-20. 

Response to Comment #14-5 
Comment noted. See Master Response LU-1 – Wagner Avenue Extension.  

Response to Comment #14-6 
Comment noted.  Section 3.12: Transportation and Circulation in the Draft EIR evaluates the 
transportation and circulation impacts of the proposed project on East Lake Avenue and on the 
other study roadway segments and intersections; identifies potentially significant impacts and 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.   

Response to Comment #14-7 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response P-2 – Existing Water Use.  

Response to Comment #14-8 
Comment is noted.  Responses to comments are provided above.  Regarding the change from 
agricultural water use to urban water use associated with the proposed project, see Response to 
Comment #12-13.  
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 Response to Comment Letter #15 
Bill Passey 
April 20, 2009  
Response to Comment #15-1 
Commenter is referred to Section 3.13: Transportation and Circulation in the Draft EIR regarding 
the traffic impacts associated with the proposed project.  Comment is noted regarding comments 
on the proposed project.  No further action is required. 

Response to Comment #15-2 
Comment is noted regarding the location of the proposed project.  No further action is required. 

Response to Comment #15-3 
Comment is noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.  No 
further action is required. 

Response to Comment #15-4 
Comment is noted and referred to City staff and decision makers for further consideration.  No 
further action is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter #16 
Linda Gordon 
April 20, 2009  
Response to Comment #16-1 
Comment is noted regarding water use at Phase 1 (County site).  See Response to Comment #12-
6.  

Response to Comment #16-2 
Comment is noted regarding water use on existing agricultural crops within planning area.  Please 
see Master Response P-2 – Existing Water Use.  



MBARKER
Line

MBARKER
Polygonal Line

MBARKER
Text Box
17-2

MBARKER
Text Box
17-1



MBARKER
Text Box
17-3

MBARKER
Line



   Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and PUD Final EIR 
  Response to Comments 

May 2009  Page 191 
 

Response to Comment Letter #17 
Ron Gordon 
April 20, 2009  
Response to Comment #17-1 
See Response to Comment AG-1 – Mitigation for Conversion of Agricultural Land.  

Response to Comment #17-2 
In addition to the planning area, other communities in the County would accommodate their fair 
share of affordable housing. In addition to the Atkinson Lane Specific Plan area, the Board of 
Supervisor selected six sites throughout the county according to the site selection process outlined 
in the adopted County of Santa Cruz Housing Element.  Other affordable housing sites chosen by 
the Board of Supervisors include: two in Aptos for a total of 6 acres; one in Live Oak totaling 5 
acres; one in Soquel totaling 4 acres; and a second site in the Pajaro Valley totaling 4.41 acres.  
The total rezoning would total approximately 30 acres countywide.   

Response to Comment #17-3 
A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment that was prepared for 56 Atkinson Lane (APNs 048-
211-25 and 019-226-42) in order to determine information pertaining to historical practices on 
these parcels.  Based on the Phase II Limited Soil Investigation, there would not be a human 
health risk on APNs 048-211-25 and 019-226-25 from residual pesticides in the soil.  Due to the 
historical agricultural uses on the remainder of the planning area, Mitigation Measure 3.7-9 in the 
Draft EIR would ensure that proper testing, evaluation and remediation of potential pesticide 
residues associated with historical agricultural use within the planning area is conducted on 
Assessors Parcel Numbers 019-226-43, 019-226-44, 019-236-01, 048-231-01, 048-221-09, 048-
231-17, 048-231-18, and 048-251-09 prior to issuance of a grading permit.  Adequate 
performance measures are incorporated into the mitigation measures in order to ensure that if 
pesticide residues are discovered within the soil that they are remediated prior to construction 
activities occurring within the planning area.  
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Response to Comment Letter #18 
Abbie Silva 
April 20, 2009  
Response to Comment #18-1 
The conceptual storm drainage plan for the proposed project addresses stormwater treatment for 
Phase 1 and buildout of the proposed project.  The conceptual plan for Phase 1 would utilize the 
freshwater marsh and temporary detention basin to mitigate the increase of stormwater runoff 
from the planning area.  The temporary detention basin would require a 0.7 acre-foot surface 
capacity and approximately 0.2 acres of surface area and would be located within the temporary 
agricultural buffer to the east of the freshwater marsh and east of the extension of Brewington 
Avenue.  A weir outlet structure would capture and convey the overflow from the freshwater 
marsh to a culvert that would continue conveyance under the Brewington Avenue extension and 
into the temporary detention basin.  The weir outlet and culvert would be designed to 
accommodate a 100-year peak spill rate.  As shown on Tables 3.8-1 and 3.8-2 in Section 3.8: 
Hydrology and Water Quality of the Draft EIR, drainage conditions under Phase 1 (County site) 
for both a starting elevation of 74 feet at the freshwater marsh and a starting elevation of 77 feet 
would result in a reduction in the peak spill rate to Crestview Park in comparison to existing 
conditions for up to a return period of a 100-year storm.  As required by Mitigation Measure MM 
3.8-1a, detailed hydrologic modeling and soil and topographic data would be required when 
completing a final drainage design.  

Response to Comment #18-2 
Comment noted.  As discussed on pages 3.4-34 and 3.4-35 of the Draft EIR (Impact 3.4-7) 
discusses the short-term construction impacts of the proposed project to the freshwater marsh in 
the western portion of the planning area.  Mitigation Measure 3.8-2 in Section 3.8: Hydrology and 
Water Quality would ensure compliance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES).  

The only wetland feature within the planning area that would be removed is the agricultural 
detention basin located in the northern portion of the planning area.  Hydrology to this 
agricultural basin is fed only by pumping groundwater into the basin.  Groundwater pumping has 
ceased and the agricultural basin is currently dry.  However, mitigation Measure 3.4-8a and 3.4-
8b are designed to reduce the impacts associated with the removal of the agricultural basin during 
Phase 2 of the City site by creating freshwater marsh habitat at a 2:1 replacement ratio, and 
replacing impacted oak trees (greater than 6 inches DBH) at a 3:1 replacement ratio.  
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Response to Comment Letter #19 
Kristy Bobeda  
April 15, 2009 
Response to Comment #19-1 
Comment is noted.  The financial burden for the proposed project would not fall on existing City 
residents.  See Master Response P-1: Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation. 
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Response to Comment Letter #20 
Carmen Jordan 
April 15, 2009 
Response to Comment #20-1 
Comment is noted regarding the level of service at the Holohan Road/East Lake Avenue 
intersection. Page 3.13-21 of the Draft EIR presents the impact and mitigation measure for 
improvements to the Holohan Road/East Lake Avenue intersection.   

Response to Comment #20-2 
Comment is noted regarding Wagner Avenue.  The proposed Wagner Avenue extension is 
described on page 4-21 in the Specific Plan.  Two options are described, which would reduce 
impacts to the neighborhood and minimize the cost of design and land acquisition. Both options 
include a parking lane and a sidewalk.  Option A would also include two designated bike lanes 
and landscaped swales.  

As noted in Master Response LU-1-Wagner Avenue Extension, the City of Watsonville’s 
agriculture policy provides an exception for modifications to existing facilities within proposed 
agricultural buffers.  The intent of both the City of Watsonville and the County of Santa Cruz 
Agricultural Buffer policies is to provide protection between agricultural land and the 
development of new residential, commercial, or industrial uses, but not to restrict the addition to 
or expansion of existing public and private facilities in a potential buffer area.  The extension and 
expansion of Wagner Avenue would provide for an additional buffer between the non-agricultural 
and agricultural uses, which would provide for improved conditions for both uses, with minimal 
loss of agricultural land.  Neither the County nor the City Buffer policies require additional 
buffers for the expansion of existing streets, or public facilities.  Current buffer policies 
exceptions would allow expansion of existing public facilities. 
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Response to Comment Letter #21 
Harriette Ryan 
April 20, 2009 
Response to Comment #21-1 
The 200-foot agricultural buffer would be placed entirely within the planning area, which would 
ensure that adjacent agricultural land would not be taken out of production.  The 200-foot 
agricultural buffer would be owned and maintained by either the City and/or in common 
ownership by a homeowners association (HOA).  This shall be specified in the development 
agreements with future development within the planning area.  
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Response to Comment Letter #22 
Colleen Brunetti  
April 17, 2009 
Response to Comment #22-1 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #1-1 regarding the thresholds of significance that 
were used for the proposed project to evaluate impacts at study roadway segments and 
intersections.   

Response to Comment #22-2 
Comment noted.  Table 3.13-1: Level of Service Summary Table is presented on pages 3.13-6 
through 3.13-9 in the Draft EIR, which shows the level of service under “Existing Conditions,” 
“Existing Plus Background Conditions” and “Existing Plus Background Plus Project Conditions.”  
Based on the County of Santa Cruz thresholds of significance, impacts for the study intersections 
and roadway segments were identified.  For those impacts that were found to be potentially 
significant, mitigation measures were developed in order to mitigate the impacts of the proposed 
project to a less than significant level. As described in Section 3.13: Transportation and 
Circulation, the proposed project would either design and construct specific improvements or 
provide its fair share of traffic mitigation costs caused by future development within the planning 
area.  Payment of the proposed projects fair share contribution to improvements at the respective 
intersections is appropriate under CEQA provided that there is an enforceable plan providing for 
construction of the improvements (e.g. a fee program that would be tied to a Capital Improvement 
Program prior to implementation of the proposed project), so that it can be assured that the 
improvements would be constructed.  The improvements would be constructed in accordance 
with the City’s Capital Improvement Program when warranted.  A project is not required to 
provide mitigation funding beyond the level of impact. Pursuant to CEQA Section 
15126.4(a)(4)(A and B), there must not only be a link between the impact generated by a project 
and the mitigation required of it but there must be rough proportionality between the two as well.  
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Response to Comment Letter #23 
Arnold Brunetti 
April 20, 2009 
Response to Comment #23-1 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #1-1. Impacts were identified to study roadways and 
intersections based on the County of Santa Cruz significance criteria. Section 3.13.4 of the Draft 
EIR provides a discussion of impacts and mitigation measures that would mitigate project traffic 
impacts to below a level of significance.  The buildout scenario in the Traffic Impact Analysis is 
based on a 498-unit buildout scenario rather than the 450 units proposed.  Therefore, the analysis 
of project-related traffic impacts is considered conservative.   
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Response to Comment Letter #24 
Wanda Hernandez 
April 21, 2009 
Response to Comment #24-1 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response LU-1 - Wagner Avenue Extension.  
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Response to Comment Letter #25 
Rich Persoff 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #25-1 
In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 3.9: Land Use and Planning analyzes whether 
or not the proposed project divides the physical arrangement of an establish community (e.g. 
construction of a highway through an established residential community).  As discussed on page 
3.9-7 of the Draft EIR, Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed project would not disrupt or divide an 
established community, as the proposed project would result in a continuation of adjacent 
residential uses located to the north along Atkinson Lane and the residential land uses located 
along Brewington Avenue, Paloma Way, and Brookhaven Drive. 

Response to Comment #25-2 
Impact 3.12-2 in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation evaluates the increased 
demand for law enforcement services within the planning area.  As discussed in Response to 
Comment #35-3 and on page 3.12-1 of the Draft EIR, mitigation measure 3.12-1 would ensure 
that funding of additional law enforcement services would be handled through a funding 
mechanism established by the City and County in order to meet acceptable thresholds, including 
the projects “fair share” of providing additional staff members to the City of Watsonville Police 
Department in order to serve the planning area under buildout of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment #25-3 
Comment noted regarding the significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to agricultural 
land.  Consistency with Policy 5.13.20 and Policy 5.13.22 in the County of Santa Cruz General 
Plan is described in Section 3.9: Land Use and Planning in the Draft EIR and is included herein 
as reference.  The planning area is surrounded on three sides by existing urban development and 
existing agricultural uses within the planning area have already had to adapt to the intrusion of 
urban uses. Phase 1 (County site) County is not comprised of Important Farmland.  Therefore, 
this portion of the proposed project would not result in the conversion of commercial agricultural 
land. 

Response to Comment #25-4 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #1-1. Impacts were identified to study roadways and 
intersections based on the County of Santa Cruz significance criteria.  

Response to Comment #25-5 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #1-1. Impacts were identified to study roadways and 
intersections based on the County of Santa Cruz significance criteria.  A signal at the East Lake 
Avenue/Wagner Road intersection is not warranted under project conditions in accordance with 
the significance criteria.  However, mitigation measure 4-2 in Section 4: CEQA Considerations 
would require installation of this signal under cumulative conditions.  

Response to Comment #25-6 
Comment is noted. The proposed project is committed to providing its fair share of traffic 
mitigation costs caused by future development within the planning area, but is not responsible for 
providing mitigation funding beyond its impact, including mitigating for existing traffic 
deficiencies.  
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Response to Comment #25-7 
Comment is noted.  As noted in Response to Comment #11-1, the number of people per 
households that was used for the population generation estimates in the EIR was based on the 
State Department of Finance (DOF) estimates for the City of Watsonville, which is approximately 
3.73 persons per household.  This figure is used by the City of Watsonville and the Association of 
Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG).  This figure is much higher than other jurisdictions 
located in Santa Cruz County and the unincorporated portions of the County and therefore 
accounts for the larger number of people per household in comparison to other jurisdictions in the 
County.  

Response to Comment #25-8 
Comment is noted.  The financial burden for the proposed project would not fall on existing City 
residents.  See Master Response P-1 - Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation. 

Response to Comment #25-9 
Comment noted. See Master Response P-1 - Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation. Section 
15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines states “economic and social changes resulting from a project 
shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Economic or social changes may be 
used, however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on the 
environment. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a project, the 
physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any other physical 
change resulting from the project.” Therefore, the fiscal gain to be realized by the property 
owners within the planning area would not be addressed herein in that the proposed project would 
be fiscally neutral with implementation of mitigation measure MM 3.12-1 in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment #25-10 
Comment noted. See Master Response P-1 - Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation. 

Response to Comment #25-11 
Comment regarding Alternative #1: No Project Alternative and Phase 1 (County site) are noted 
and referred to County staff and decision makers for further consideration.  

Response to Comment #25-12 
See Master Response LU-1 - Wagner Avenue Extension. 

Response to Comment #25-13 
Comment is noted.  Commenter supports an alternative that proposes high density residential uses 
on the Phase 1 (County site) only.   Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR 
describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the objectives of the proposed project and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation.  Development on only the Phase 1 (County 
site) was not consistent with Measure U and therefore was eliminated from consideration.  
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 Response to Comment Letter #26 
Carmell Edwards 
April 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #26-1 
Comment noted.  The following discussion further explains the reasoning behind the objectives of 
the proposed project. 

EIR Goals and Objectives 

Page 2-4 of the Draft EIR provides the following project objective that are based on the goals of 
the MOU and the community:  

• Rezone the 16-acre County site to allow a residential density of 20-units per acre to 
achieve the housing allocation goal as required by the County Housing Element. 

• Provide housing capacity to address the City’s projected needs for the next three 
housing element cycles. 

• Create a development plan for the planning area that addresses roadway layout, 
housing types and affordability restrictions, parks and schools, infrastructure 
financing, neighborhood concerns, protection of environmental resources, and 
specific development guidelines. 

• Restrict development to not exceed a total of 450 residential units. 
• On the County site, allow 200 multi-family units with a mix of rental and “for sale” 

units at a density of 20 units/acre. 
• Allow units that accommodate a range of income levels – from very low to moderate 

to market rate 
• Restrict a minimum 40 percent of the units as affordable work force housing. 
• Strive to restrict 80 percent of the units on the County site with long-term 

affordability covenants. 
• Include a mix of both rental and ownership housing. 
• Integrate development with the surrounding neighborhoods. 
• Provide a financing plan for implementation by both the City and County for jointly 

financing required infrastructure to serve the Planning Area and surrounding 
neighborhood. 

• Allow annexation of the planning area to the City following adoption of a Specific 
Plan. 

County of Santa Cruz State Mandates 

California Government Code Sections 65583 (a)(1) and 65584 require that a Housing Element 
include “documentation of projections and a quantification of the locality’s existing and projected 
housing needs for all income levels…[including] the locality’s share of the regional housing need.  
The overall housing unit demand for the Monterey Bay Area region is estimated by the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).  The Association of Monterey Bay 
Area Governments (AMBAG) has constructed a Regional Housing Needs Determination 
(RHND) model to distribute HCD’s projected demand for housing by jurisdiction within the 
region.  Each jurisdiction is assigned a share of HCD’s housing growth overall, as well as a 
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number of units in various income categories so that lower income households will be 
appropriately distributed throughout the counties and region.   

AMBAG projected a need for 3,441 total new housing units in the unincorporated areas of the 
County (approximately 530 housing units per year) during the 7.5 year planning period between 
January 1, 2000 and June 30, 2007 (extended by the legislature through June 30, 2009).   
Section 65583 (c) of the Government Code requires that housing elements contain “a program 
which sets forth a five year schedule of actions.…” in order to implement stated goals, objectives 
and policies.  Moreover, this program of actions is required to include programs which 1) identify 
sites available for new housing; 2) assist in development of housing; 3) reduce governmental 
constraints to housing; 4) improve the conditions and sustaining the amount of existing affordable 
housing units; 5) promote equal housing opportunities for all persons; and 6) preserve the number 
of existing housing units.   
Goal 1 of the Housing Element is to “Promote Production of Affordable Units.”  Through its 
planning and zoning regulations, Santa Cruz County is required to expand affordable housing 
production.  Programs that expand the County’s capacity to meet its affordable housing goals 
include the development of new general plan and zoning policies that would provide for the 
following land uses: (1) Density of 20 units per acre based on the developable land area.  The use 
and density of any site designated under this rezoning program and any project proposed under 
this rezoning program is established at the time the site is designated and will be by-right; (2) A 
minimum requirement of 40% of the units be deed-restricted with long term affordability 
covenants, predominantly for low and very low income households; and (3) A minimum site area 
of two net developable acres.   

City of Watsonville and Measure U 

As stated on Page 2-4 of the Draft EIR, On November 5, 2002, the voters of the City of 
Watsonville approved voter initiative Measure U, the “Watsonville Urban Limit Line and 
Development Timing Initiative,” formulated by Action Pajaro Valley. By defining a new ULL 
area, Measure U was designed to protect commercial agriculture lands and environmentally 
sensitive areas while providing the means for the City to address housing and jobs needs for the 
next 20 to 25 years. Measure U policies were added to the 2005 City of Watsonville General Plan 
by Resolution 199-02, adopted July 23, 2002. The Measure U-designated ULL allows the 
planning and development of Future Growth Areas, including the planning area. Specifically, 
Measure U calls for: (1) Annexation of the planning area to the City of Watsonville following 
adoption of a Specific Plan; (2) No development to be allowed by the City of Watsonville within 
the planning area before January 1, 2010; and (3) A minimum 50-percent of the units to be 
affordable work force housing. 

Response to Comment #26-2 
Comment is noted regarding comments on the proposed project.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment #26-3 
Comment is noted regarding the unemployment rate and environmental setting.  No further 
response is required.  

Response to Comment #26-4 
Commenter is referred to Section 3.11: Population and Housing regarding vacancy rate.  The 
vacancy rates included on page 3.11-3 were based on the 2008 Department of Finance estimates.  
However, the EIR notes in the second paragraph that “ Similar with nationwide trends, vacancy 
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rates in the City of Watsonville have likely increased for housing stock and have decreased for 
rental properties.”   The purpose of the EIR under CEQA is to address the environment impacts of 
the proposed project.   

Section 15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines states “Economic and social changes resulting from a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Economic or social changes 
may be used, however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant 
effect on the environment. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a 
project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any 
other physical change resulting from the project.”  

Response to Comment #26-5 
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines require that a lead agency evaluate a projects potential to 
“result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of or need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
impacts, to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other 
public facilities.  Impact 3.12-2 in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation 
analyzes the increased demand for law enforcement services within the planning area.  As 
discussed in Response to Comment #35-3 and on page 3.12-1, mitigation measure 3.12-1 would 
ensure that funding of additional law enforcement services would be handled through a funding 
mechanism established by the City and County in order to meet acceptable thresholds, including 
the projects “fair share” of providing additional staff members to the City of Watsonville Police 
Department in order to serve the planning area under buildout of the proposed project.  

Response to Comment #26-6 
Comment noted.  Please see Response to Comment #26-1.  According to the 20 units per acre 
rezoning program of the County of Santa Cruz Housing element, candidate sites require a 
minimum site area of two net developable acres that would support up to 40 units.  There is no 
discrepancy between the amount of high density development proposed for any single site.  The 
Board of Supervisor selected the seven sites throughout the county according to the site selection 
process outlined in the adopted County of Santa Cruz Housing Element.  Other affordable 
housing sites chosen by the Board of Supervisors include: two in Aptos for a total of 6 acres; one 
in Live Oak totaling 5 acres; one in Soquel totaling 4 acres; and a second site the Pajaro Valley 
totaling 4.41 acres.  The total rezoning would total approximately 30 acres countywide.   

With the extension of Brewington Avenue, a temporary emergency access road connecting to 
Atkinson Lane, and a second connection with Atkinson Lane at the west end of the planning area, 
Phase 1 of the proposed project would have adequate access for police and fire.  During Phase 2, 
the Brewington Avenue extension would be connected with Atkinson Lane further improving 
access for police and fire.  In addition, the project would be connected to Wagner Avenue to the 
south.   

Response to Comment #26-7 
Section 3.11: Population and Housing describes the population and the housing conditions in 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County and the City of Watsonville.  Commenter is referred to the 
City of Watsonville Housing Element for additional information regarding overcrowded and 
severely overcrowded housing conditions.  
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As noted in Response to Comment #11-1, the number of people per households that was used for 
the population generation estimates in the EIR was based on the State Department of Finance 
(DOF) estimates for the City of Watsonville, which is approximately 3.73 persons per household.  
This figure is used by the City of Watsonville and the Association of Monterey Bay Area 
Governments (AMBAG).  This figure is much higher than other jurisdictions located in Santa 
Cruz County and the unincorporated portions of the County.  CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate 
whether a proposed project would induce substantial population growth; displace substantial 
number of housing and/or people necessitating the construction of housing elsewhere. According 
to the AMBAG population forecasts for the City of Watsonville, the anticipated future population 
within the planning area is accommodated for in the regional forecasts.  

Response to Comment #26-8 
Comment is noted.  As the population estimates currently used for the proposed project were 
based on the Department of Finance population generation rates per household that are utilized by 
the City of Watsonville and AMBAG, environmental impacts and mitigation measures would not 
need to be revised.  

Response to Comment #26-9 
Comment regarding delineation of impacts and mitigation measures is noted.  Mitigation 
measures are delineated by phase and/or assessor parcel number where applicable throughout the 
EIR.  

Response to Comment #26-10 
See Master Response P-1: Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation.  Phase 1 (County site) would 
not be exempt from paying their fair share of funding for implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in the Draft EIR. Mitigation measures in the EIR take into account timing of when 
specific mitigation measures would need to be implemented in order to mitigate a potentially 
significant or significant impact identified in the EIR. 

Response to Comment #26-11 
Comment is noted.  Existing conditions at the schools within the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District are presented in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities and Recreation on pages 3.12-3 
through 3.12-7.  Information presented in the EIR has been modified herein in “Revisions to the 
Draft EIR” by information provided by the PVUSD, which indicates that enrollment has gone 
down.  See Response to Comment Letter #5 from the PVUSD.   

Commenter states that schools are not addressed in the Executive Summary is incorrect.  Schools 
are discussed on page S-47 of the Executive Summary under Impact 3.12-3.  

As discussed in the Draft EIR, future development within the planning area would be required by 
state law to pay development impact fees at the time of the building permit issuance.  The 
PVUSD currently charges development fees in the amount of $4.43 per square foot of residential 
development.  These fees are used by the PVUSD to mitigate impacts associated with long-term 
operation and maintenance of school facilities.  When building permits are issued associated with 
future development in the planning area, these fees would reflect the most current fee amount 
requested by the PVUSD.  Project applicants within the planning area would also be required to 
pay any additional applicable fees, if the PVUSD implements additional funding measures, 
including those described in the Facilities Master Plan (refer to the Environmental Setting 
section).  Pursuant to Section 65996(3)(h) of the California Government Code, payment of these 
fees “is deemed to be full and complete mitigation of impacts of any legislative or adjudicative 
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act, or both, involving but not limited to, the planning, use, or development of real property, or 
any change in government organization or reorganization.”  

Response to Comment #26-12 
Comment is noted. The proposed project is committed to providing its fair share of traffic 
mitigation costs caused by future development within the planning area, but is not responsible for 
providing mitigation funding beyond its impact, including mitigating for existing traffic 
deficiencies.  The impacts of the proposed project on study intersections and roadway segments 
were evaluated based on the County of Santa Cruz thresholds for traffic.  See Response to 
Comment #1-1 for additional information on the County’s threshold of significance on how 
impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment #26-13 
The levels of service at study intersections presented in Table 3.13-1 were modeled by a 
professional consulting traffic engineer and were reviewed by the City of Watsonville and the 
County of Santa Cruz for accuracy.  .  See Response to Comment #1-1 for additional information 
on the County’s threshold of significance on how impacts were evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment #26-14 
A comprehensive traffic study was prepared by a professional traffic engineer and was 
independently reviewed by the City’s traffic engineer and the County’s traffic engineer. 

Response to Comment #26-15 
The CEQA Guidelines require that the specific impacts of the proposed project are analyzed 
during the environmental review process, but does not require comparison of the proposed project 
with the impacts of similar projects.  

Response to Comment #26-16 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #26-12. 

Response to Comment #26-17 
Comment is noted regarding the groundwater overdraft and seawater intrusion.  Please see Master 
P-2 - Existing Water Use and Master Comment P-3 – Groundwater Basin Overdraft for additional 
information.  

Comment is noted regarding the water use within Phase 1 (County site) of the proposed project. 
Future development on Phase 1 (County site) and the remainder of the planning area would be 
required to pay the City’s groundwater impact fee, which is currently set at $347.56 per bedroom 
and is used to retrofit water fixtures (e.g. toilets, showerheads, etc.) within the City.  The water 
retrofit program, which is funded by the groundwater impact fees results in a savings of 748 
gallons of water per month, would offset approximately 70 to 100 percent of the water 
consumption of new homes within the planning area. See Master Response P-3 – Groundwater 
Basin Overdraft for additional information regarding the City’s water conservation program. In 
addition, the proposed project would be required to contribute towards a water conservation 
augmentation program that would ensure that the water consumption of new homes within the 
planning area is fully offset as required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated 
herein in Section 2.0: Revisions to the Draft EIR and in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP). 
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Response to Comment #26-18 
Comment is noted regarding comments on the proposed project.  No further action is required. 

Response to Comment #26-19 
Comment regarding Alternative #1: No Project Alternative is noted and referred to City staff and 
decision makers for further consideration.  
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Response to Comment Letter #27 
Mark Sullivan  
April 16, 2009 
Response to Comment #27-1 
Comment is noted.  Notices for the 45-day public review period for the EIR were posted in two 
locations within the planning area.  The Notice of Completion (NOC) of the Draft EIR was 
publicized according to the standard practices. Copies of the notices were sent to the commenter 
by the County of Santa Cruz.  
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Response to Comment Letter #28 
Zooey Diggory 
April 17, 2009 
Response to Comment #28-1 
Comment is noted regarding comments on the proposed project and mitigation of impacts.  
Commenter does not provide specific comments on mitigation measures, which makes it difficult 
to provide a response.  No further response is required. 

Response to Comment #28-2 
Comment is noted.  To clarify, the National Environmental Policy Act requires evaluation of a 
projects purpose and need.  The California Environmental Quality Act requires a statement of 
project objectives sought by the proposed project to help the lead agency develop a reasonable 
range of alternatives to evaluate in the EIR in order to aid the decision makers in preparing 
findings or a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary.  The statement of objectives 
should include the underlying purpose of the project.”  Page 2-4 of the Draft EIR provides the 
following project objectives, which are based on the goals of the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) and the community:  

• Rezone the 16-acre County site to allow a residential density of 20-units per acre to 
achieve the housing allocation goal as required by the County Housing Element. 

• Provide housing capacity to address the City’s projected needs for the next three 
housing element cycles. 

• Create a development plan for the planning area that addresses roadway layout, 
housing types and affordability restrictions, parks and schools, infrastructure 
financing, neighborhood concerns, protection of environmental resources, and 
specific development guidelines. 

• Restrict development to not exceed a total of 450 residential units. 
• On the County site, allow 200 multi-family units with a mix of rental and “for sale” 

units at a density of 20 units/acre. 
• Allow units that accommodate a range of income levels – from very low to moderate to 

market rate 
• Restrict a minimum 40 percent of the units as affordable work force housing. 
• Strive to restrict 80 percent of the units on the County site with long-term affordability 

covenants. 
• Include a mix of both rental and ownership housing. 
• Integrate development with the surrounding neighborhoods. 
• Provide a financing plan for implementation by both the City and County for jointly 

financing required infrastructure to serve the Planning Area and surrounding 
neighborhood. 

• Allow annexation of the planning area to the City following adoption of a Specific 
Plan. 

Response to Comment #28-3 
Comment is noted.  Commenter recommends consideration of alternatives that do not result in 
significant and unavoidable losses of agricultural and water resources.  Section 15126.6 of the 
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CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project 
or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the objectives of the proposed 
project and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  As such, the EIR evaluated four 
alternatives to the proposed project and compared the environmental impacts of those alternatives 
with the impacts of the proposed project.  In addition, each alternative was evaluated to determine 
how well it meets the objectives of the project, as currently proposed.  As described in Section 4: 
CEQA Considerations, Alternative #1: No Project Alternative and Alternative #2: Proposed 
Project Without the Wagner Avenue Extension reduced the impacts to agricultural resources.  
Alternative #3: Reduced Density and Alternative #4: Alternative Design would result in a 
reduction of impacts to water resources in comparison to the proposed project.  An additional 
mitigation measure has been incorporated into Section 4.0: CEQA Considerations that requires 
that the proposed project complies with a water conservation augmentation program that would 
ensure that the water consumption of new homes within the planning area is fully offset as 
required by mitigation measure (MM 4-3), which is incorporated herein.  This would eliminate 
the proposed project’s contribution to a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact to water 
resources.  
Cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 4: CEQA Considerations. 

Response to Comment #28-4 
Comment is noted regarding comments on the proposed project.  No further response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter #29 
Britt Jordan 
April 16, 2009 
Response to Comment #29-1 
See Master Response P-2 - Existing Water Use. 

Response to Comment #29-2 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment #29-3 
Comment noted.  Impacts and mitigation measures to address potentially significant traffic 
impacts are included in Section 3.13: Transportation and Circulation.  Impacts and mitigation 
measures to schools and parks are addressed in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities, and 
Recreation.  

Response to Comment #29-4 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter #30 
Antonio Aguado 
April 2, 2009 
Response to Comment #30-1 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter #31 
Antonio Aguado and Maria Hipolito 
March 26, 2009 
Response to Comment #31-1 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter #32 
Patricia Fink 
April 18, 2009 
Response to Comment #32-1 
The proposed project is consistent with the voter-approved Measure U, which directs new growth 
to designated areas within and around the City of Watsonville in order to protect agricultural 
lands and environmentally sensitive areas, while providing the means for the City to address 
housing and job needs for the next 20 to 25 years.  Measure U established an urban limit line 
(ULL) along the northern boundary, which excludes land previously included east and west of 
East Lake Avenue, and directs growth into several unincorporated areas.  The three primary areas 
of growth include the Atkinson Lane, Buena Vista, and Manabe-Burgstrom (now Manabe-Ow) 
Specific Plan areas.  A western boundary west of Highway 1 was defined by Measure U to 
remain undeveloped.  Although the proposed project results in a total maximum conversion of 
45.31 acres of Important Farmland, the proposed project is consistent with the voter-approved 
Measure U, in order to preserve other agricultural lands located near the City.  

Response to Comment #32-2 
Development of Phase 1 (County site) would be located adjacent to existing residential uses, 
which would provide a continuation of the existing residential development in the City.  Grading 
and site design of Phase 1 (County site) can be accommodated within the constraints of the 
existing topography.   

Response to Comment #32-3 
As discussed on pages 3.3-21 through 3.3-25, long-term operational emissions associated with the 
proposed project are reduced by incorporation of a pedestrian network and Class 3 bicycle trails 
within the planning area that link to outside uses in order to facilitate use of alternative 
transportation within the planning area.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 prohibits the use 
of wood-burning fireplaces or wood burning stoves in perpetuity on all residential properties 
included within the proposed project, as well as incorporation of MBUAPCD-recommended 
mitigation measures (e.g. energy efficient appliances and lighting systems, orientation of 
buildings to minimize heating and cooling needs, provision of shade trees, and increase insulation 
beyond Title 24 requirements).  Implementation of this mitigation measure would result in a 
reduction of long-term operational emissions within the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution 
Control District (MBUAPCD) thresholds.  

Response to Comment #32-4 
Adequate data gathering to meet the requirements of CEQA were conducted and documented in 
the Draft EIR and its appendices.  EcoSystems West Consulting Group and Bryan M. Mori 
Biological Consulting Services conducted an assessment of biological resources within the 
planning area.  The assessment consisted of a review of the project description, data collection 
during reconnaissance level surveys, and evaluation of maps and literature from federal, state, and 
local agencies and databases.  Based on the occurrences of special status species in the project 
vicinity and site visits conducted on March 13, May 23, June 16, August 21m and November 6, 
2008, Ecosystems West identified sensitive habitats and special status species known to occur or 
with potential to occur within the planning area.  This is documented in Section 3.4: Biological 
Resources and Appendix D to the Draft EIR.   

As presented in Table 3.4-2: Special Status Species and Sensitive Habitats Occurring or with 
Potential to Occur within the Planning Area, one special status plant species and ten special status 
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wildlife species known to occur or with potential to occur within the planning area.  As presented 
on page 3.4-26 of the Draft EIR, Ecosystems West Consulting Group and Bryan M. Mori 
Biological Consulting Services concluded that the occurrence of California Red Legged Frog 
(CRLF) is unlikely based on the presence of bullfrogs, which are predators to CRLF, within 
aquatic habitat and the relative isolation due to urbanization of the planning area from known 
localities.  However, due to the presence of suitable aquatic habitat and known CRLF localities 
within the dispersal distance of the planning area, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service has 
recommended that protocol level surveys are conducted, which is required by Mitigation Measure 
3.4-2a.  Mitigation measures are also required for Santa Cruz Tarplant, Western Pond Turtle, 
Avian Species, Special Status Bat Species, and Dusky Footed Woodrat.  The mitigation measures 
included in the Draft EIR include performance measures that would ensure that these species are 
protected should subsequent pre-construction surveys determine that they are located within the 
planning area prior to construction.  

Response to Comment #32-5 
Mitigation measures 3.8-1a and 3.8-1b would require that future development within the planning 
area prepare a detailed final drainage plan design to control the rate and volume of stormwater 
runoff to pre-development conditions to a variety of storm event recurrences.  The final drainage 
plans for Phase 1 (County site) shall include a culvert connecting the freshwater marsh to a 
temporary detention basin designed to reduce the potential for flooding of existing and future 
development by passing the 100-year peak spill rate and controlling the surcharge elevation in the 
freshwater marsh/seasonal wetland.  In addition, mitigation measures 3.8-1a and 3.8-1b would 
require that the final drainage plans identify the entity that is responsible for facility maintenance 
to ensure for long-term vegetation and access to control mosquitoes (i.e., to ensure for long-term 
vegetation control and access to control mosquitoes abatement). 

Response to Comment #32-6 
In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, Section 3.9: Land Use and Planning analyzes whether 
or not the proposed project divides the physical arrangement of an established community (e.g. 
construction of a highway through an established residential community).  As discussed on page 
3.9-7 of the Draft EIR, Phases 1 and 2 of the proposed project would not disrupt or divide an 
established community, as the proposed project would result in a continuation of adjacent 
residential uses located to the north along Atkinson Lane and the residential land uses located 
along Brewington Avenue, Paloma Way, and Brookhaven Drive.  

Response to Comment #32-7 
Short-term construction noise is typically comprised of noise from construction equipment, 
including earth movers, material handlers, and portable generators.  The restriction of 
construction hours as required by Mitigation Measures 3.10-1a and Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b 
would be required during the different phases of the proposed project.  Mitigation Measure 3.10-
1a would be required during construction activities on Phases 1 and 2 of the County site and 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-1b would be required during Phase 1 (City site) and once the planning 
area is annexed to the City of Watsonville. 

Response to Comment #32-8 
As noted in Response to Comment #11-1, the number of persons per households that was used for 
the population generation estimates in the EIR was based on the California Department of 
Finance (DOF) estimates for the City of Watsonville, which is approximately 3.73 persons per 
household.  This figure is used by the City of Watsonville and the Association of Monterey Bay 
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Area Governments (AMBAG).  This figure is much higher than other jurisdictions located in 
Santa Cruz County and the unincorporated portions of the County.  These population estimates 
were used in the Public Services and Public Facilities Financing Plan was prepared for the 
proposed project by Applied Development Economics (ADE) that analyzed the costs of 
construction or enhancement of infrastructure and facilities associated with the proposed project 
and analyzed funding sources, including regular tax revenues and funding arrangements that may 
be required for the proposed project. 

Response to Comment #32-9 
Payment of the proposed projects fair share contribution to improvements at the respective 
intersections is appropriate under CEQA provided that there is an enforceable plan providing for 
construction of the improvements (e.g. a fee program that would be tied to a Capital Improvement 
Program prior to implementation of the proposed project), so that it can be assured that the 
improvements would be constructed.  The fair-share concept assigns funding responsibilities for 
mitigation measures based on a project’s relative contribution of traffic generated by a given 
development on a specific intersection.  As described in Section 3.13: Transportation and 
Circulation, the proposed project would provide its fair share of traffic mitigation costs caused by 
future development within the planning area, but is not required to provide mitigation funding 
beyond the level of impact. Pursuant to the U.S. Supreme Court Nollan and Dolan cases and 
CEQA Section 15126.4(a)(4)(A and B), there must not only be a link between the impact 
generated by a project and the mitigation required of it but there must be rough proportionality 
between the two as well.  

Response to Comment #32-10 
Traffic generated by the proposed project for construction is generally considered short-term and 
is not evaluated in the evaluation of impacts to the level of service of study intersections and 
roadway segments.  In addition, since construction of the proposed project would occur in 
separate phases over a number of years, impacts to the local roadways would be considered less 
than significant.  

Response to Comment #32-11 
The traffic calming plans required as mitigation measures MM 3.13-12a and MM 3.13-12b  shall 
include measures that would reduce speeds and potential hazards on Brewington Avenue (North 
of Crestview Drive); 2) Gardner Avenue (east of Freedom Boulevard); and 3) Atkinson Lane 
(east of Freedom Boulevard) along the streets that are affected by the proposed project.  These 
street segments are not operating at unacceptable levels of service, however the increase in traffic 
volumes has the potential to result in an increase in traffic hazards on these neighborhood streets.  



CTOVAR
Line

CTOVAR
Text Box
33-1



   Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and PUD Final EIR 
  Response to Comments 

May 2009  Page 252 
 

Response to Comment Letter #33 
Carmen Gagne 
April 18, 2009 
Response to Comment #33-1 
See Master Response P-6: Public School Impacts.
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Response to Comment Letter #34 
Trina Coffman-Gomez 
April 6, 2009 
Response to Comment #34-1 
The CEQA Guidelines require that the specific impacts of the proposed project are analyzed 
during the environmental review process, but does not require comparison of the proposed project 
with the impacts of similar projects.  

Response to Comment #34-2 
See Master Response P-6: Public School Impacts. 

Response to Comment #34-3 
As noted in Response to Comment #34-1, the CEQA Guidelines require that the specific impacts 
of the proposed project are analyzed in the EIR, but does not require comparisons with other 
projects.  As noted in Response to Comment #11-1, the number of persons per households that 
was used for the population generation estimates in the Draft EIR was based on the Department 
of Finance estimates for the City of Watsonville, which is approximately 3.73 persons per 
household, which is much higher than other jurisdictions located in Santa Cruz County and the 
unincorporated portions of the County.  These population estimates were used to evaluate public 
services (e.g. wastewater, schools, solid waste, law and fire protection, etc.).  Impacts to parking 
and emergency access are based on standards in the municipal code.  

Response to Comment #34-4 
Section 3.13: Transportation and Circulation evaluates the impacts of the proposed project on the 
study street segments and intersections.  Mitigation measures are incorporated within the EIR to 
address improvements to study intersections that would result in potentially significant impacts. 

Roundabouts do not have an effect on emergency vehicle response times compared to other 
controls such as all-way-stops.  Emergency vehicles slow down, make sure the roadway is clear, 
and then proceed across the intersection or through the roundabout. 

Response to Comment #34-5 
As discussed in Response to Comment #21-1, the 200-foot agricultural buffer would be owned 
and maintained by either the City and/or in common ownership by a homeowners association 
(HOA).  The maintenance agreement would be specified in a future development agreement for 
future development within the planning area.  The maintenance agreement would deal with any 
potential sanitation issues with rodents and/or birds within the agricultural buffer zone.   

Response to Comment #34-6 
See Master Response P-1- Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation. 

Response to Comment #34-7 
Streets within the proposed project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code 
for emergency access requirements.  As discussed on page 3.12-29 in the Draft EIR, the Pajaro 
Valley Fire Protection District (PVFPD) would serve Phase 1 (County site) and Phase 1 (City 
site), as well as buildout of the planning area would be served by the Watsonville Fire 
Department once annexed to the City of Watsonville.  The PVFPD and the Watsonville Fire 
Department has sufficient capacity to provide service to the proposed project.  In addition, 
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Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 would ensure that the funding of additional services would be handled 
by future development through a funding mechanism in order to meet acceptable thresholds, 
including the projects “fair share” of funding for construction, operation, and staffing of a new 
fire station for the City of Watsonville Fire Department.   

Response to Comment #34-8 
As discussed in Response to Comment #34-2, pursuant to Section 65996(3)(h) of the California 
Government Code, payment of school impact fees “is deemed to be full and complete mitigation 
of impacts of any legislative or adjudicative act, or both, involving but not limited to, the 
planning, use, or development of real property, or any change in government organization or 
reorganization.” Please see Master Response P-6 – Public School Impacts regarding the 
feasibility of constructing a school within the planning area.  

Response to Comment #34-9 
The CEQA Guidelines requires that a proposed project evaluate a range of alternatives to the 
proposed project, which would reduce environmental impacts.  Four alternatives to the proposed 
project were evaluated and are discussed in Section 4.6: Project Alternatives (page 4-24 of the 
Draft EIR).  Alternative #1 – No Project, Alternative #3 Reduced Project Density (Six to Nine 
Units Per Acre),and Alternative #4-Alternative Project Design would result in a reduced density 
of residential units in comparison to the proposed project.  

Response to Comment #34-10 
The EIR evaluates the environmental impacts of the proposed project as a whole (Specific Plan 
and PUD). 

Response to Comment #34-11 
See Master Response P-1: Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation.  Regarding PVUSD school 
impact fees, see Master Response P-6 – Public School Impacts. 

Response to Comment #34-12 
Commenter references a soils report, but County staff believes that the commenter is referring to 
the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment that was prepared for 56 Atkinson Lane (APNs 048-
211-25 and 019-226-42) in order to determine information pertaining to past investigations of the 
property.  Based on the Phase II Limited Soil Investigation, there would not be a human health 
risk on APNs 048-211-25 and 019-226-25 from residual pesticides in the soil.  The potential 
impact would be considered less than significant to these two parcels as it was determined not to 
pose a significant long-term chronic health threat to human health and the environment.  
However, due to the historical agricultural use on the remainder of the planning area, 
development of the residential uses associated with the proposed project was considered a 
potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure 3.7-9 in the Draft EIR would ensure that 
proper testing, evaluation and remediation of potential pesticide residues associated with 
historical agricultural use within the planning area is conducted on Assessors Parcel Numbers 
019-226-43, 019-226-44, 019-236-01, 048-231-01, 048-221-09, 048-231-17, 048-231-18, and 
048-251-09 during Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the proposed project is conducted.  In order to 
adequately test the surface soil and subsurface soil for pesticide residues, the testing shall be in 
accordance with the Department of Toxic Substances and Control (DTSC) and CalEPA Guidance 
Manual Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields for School Sites, Second Revision 
(DTSC and CalEPA 2004) to provide a uniform approach for evaluating former agricultural 
properties where pesticides have been applied.  The soil sampling and testing program shall be 



   Atkinson Lane Specific Plan and PUD Final EIR 
  Response to Comments 

May 2009  Page 259 
 

subject to review and approval by the City of Watsonville and County of Santa Cruz.  Soil 
sampling and testing shall include, but not be limited to the following in accordance with the 
DTSC and CalEPA guidance documents: sampling the freshwater marsh in the western portion of 
the planning area adjacent to the former agricultural areas of the planning area; sampling each 
area of a parcel which historically produced different agricultural crops; sampling of one surface 
soil sample from zero to six inches and one sub-surface sample from two to three feet with the 
minimum number of samples based on the size of the parcel; and analytical testing for these 
samples for pesticide residues. In the event that subsequent testing indicates the presence of 
pesticide residues beyond acceptable thresholds, the potential health risks shall be evaluated and a 
work plan prepared in order to remediate the soil in accordance with all applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations.  All subsequent testing and remediation activities are subject to review and 
approval by the County of Santa Cruz Environmental Health Department and the City of 
Watsonville prior to issuance of a grading permit. 

Response to Comment #34-13 
The City of Watsonville General Plan standard is five acres of parks per 1,000 residents, which is 
comprised of two acres for neighborhood and pocket parks and three acres for community parks.  
Section 3-6.604 of the City’s municipal code requires dedication of five acres of parkland per 
1,000 residents.  Based on this requirement, population generated by the proposed project would 
require approximately 5.57 acres of parks. In addition to dedicating 3.5 acres of parkland, the 
City of Watsonville has a recreation and parks facilities fee of $667 per each three bedroom 
dwelling unit and the County of Santa Cruz has a parks dedication fee of $1,000 per single-family 
dwelling unit and $750 per multi-family dwelling unit in order to fund future park development.  
Future development within the planning area would be required to pay applicable recreation and 
parks facilities fees at the time of issuance of the building permits. 

Response to Comment #34-14 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment #34-15 
See Response to Comment #34-9 regarding alternatives to the proposed project, which evaluate a 
reduction in the density of the proposed project.  Section 4.6: Project Alternatives compares the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project with each reduced density alternative.  The 
decision makers (County Board of Supervisors and/or City Council) has the option of selecting 
one of the alternatives to the proposed project as part of their decision making process.  

Response to Comment #34-16 
The proposed project is consistent with the voter-approved Measure U.  The three primary areas 
of growth in Measure U include the planning area (Atkinson Lane), as well as the Buena Vista, 
and the Manabe-Burgstrom (now Manabe-Ow) Specific Plan areas.  The voter-approved Measure 
U includes the provision of over a million square feet of business park development and 25,000 
square feet of retail uses that would provide approximately 2,100 jobs within the Manabe-Ow 
Specific Plan area, which is currently undergoing environmental review.  The City of Watsonville 
will continue to monitor the jobs to housing balance within the City.  

Response to Comment #34-17 
Comment is noted.  Federal funding is not being used within the planning area at this time. 
Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further response is required. 
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 Response to Comment Letter #35 
Judy Doering-Nielsen 
April 13, 2009 
Response to Comment #35-1 
Comment is noted.  See Master Response P-1: Public Services and Fiscal Mitigation. 

Response to Comment #35-2 
Section 15064(e) of the CEQA Guidelines states “economic and social changes resulting from a 
project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Economic or social changes 
may be used, however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant 
effect on the environment. Where a physical change is caused by economic or social effects of a 
project, the physical change may be regarded as a significant effect in the same manner as any 
other physical change resulting from the project.”  For example for public services (police and 
fire protection), the CEQA Guidelines require that a lead agency evaluate a projects potential to 
“result in a substantial adverse physical impact associated with the provision of or need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
impacts, to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services, including fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or other 
public facilities.  Impact 3.12-2 in Section 3.12: Public Services, Utilities, and Recreation 
evaluates the increased demand for law enforcement services within the planning area.  As 
discussed on page 3.12-30 in the Draft EIR, mitigation measure 3.12-1 would ensure that funding 
of additional law enforcement services would be handled through a funding mechanism 
established by the City and County.  

Response to Comment #35-3 

Comment noted. A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment that was prepared for 56 Atkinson 
Lane (APNs 048-211-25 and 019-226-42) in order to determine information pertaining to 
historical practices on these parcels.  Based on the Phase II Limited Soil Investigation, there 
would not be a human health risk on APNs 048-211-25 and 019-226-25 from residual pesticides 
in the soil.  Due to the historical agricultural uses on the remainder of the planning area, 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-9 in the Draft EIR would ensure that proper testing, evaluation and 
remediation of potential pesticide residues associated with historical agricultural use within the 
planning area is conducted on Assessors Parcel Numbers 019-226-43, 019-226-44, 019-236-01, 
048-231-01, 048-221-09, 048-231-17, 048-231-18, and 048-251-09 prior to issuance of a grading 
permit in accordance with professional practice.  Adequate performance measures are 
incorporated into the mitigation measures in order to ensure that if pesticide residues are 
discovered within the soil that they are remediated prior to construction activities.  

Response to Comment #35-4 

A comprehensive traffic study was prepared by a professional traffic engineer and was 
independently reviewed by the City’s traffic engineer and the County’s traffic engineer. The 
traffic study was included in the Draft EIR as Appendix I to the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment #35-5 

Streets and proposed improvements would be required to comply with the City’s municipal 
Municipal Code for emergency access requirements. 
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Response to Comment Letter #36 
James Greenwood 
No date provided 
Response to Comment #36-1 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 

Response to Comment #36-2 
The proposed project is consistent with the voter-approved Measure U.  The three primary areas 
of growth in Measure U include the planning area (Atkinson Lane), as well as the Buena Vista, 
and the Manabe-Burgstrom (now Manabe-Ow) Specific Plan areas.  The voter-approved Measure 
U includes the provision of over a million square feet of business park development and 25,000 
square feet of retail uses that would provide approximately 2,100 jobs within the Manabe-Ow 
Specific Plan area.  
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Response to Comment Letter #37 
Enedina Perez 
No date provided 
Response to Comment #37-1 
Comment is noted.  Commenter does not raise an environmental issue; and therefore, no further 
response is required. 
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Response to Comment Letter #38 
Rocky Barrera 
March 31, 2009 
Response to Comment #38-1 
Comment is noted regarding concerns about congestion and traffic along Atkinson Lane and 
Freedom Boulevard.  Impact 3.13-1 in Section 3.13: Transportation and Circulation (page 3.13-18 
through 3.13-19) states that the proposed project would add 3,814 trips per day to the surrounding 
street and intersection network, including six percent of its trips to the proposed Wagner Avenue 
extension, once a connection is provided to the proposed project.  With implementation of the 
proposed project Freedom Boulevard (between Airport Boulevard and Green Valley Road, 
between Green Valley Road and Gardner Avenue, between Gardner Avenue and Crestview 
Drive, and south of Crestview Drive) would operate at acceptable levels of service during the AM 
and PM peak hours.  In addition, Impact 3.13-12 on pages 3.13-26 and 3.13-27 addresses the 
potential for increased traffic to cause traffic hazards along Brewington Avenue (north of 
Crestview Drive), Gardner Avenue (east of Freedom Boulevard), and on Atkinson Lane (east of 
Freedom Boulevard).  Mitigation measures MM 3.13-12a and 3.13-12b would require 
implementation of a traffic calming plan on these street segments in order to address increased 
traffic and address potential safety hazards.   

Response to Comment #38-2 
Access from the planning area to Holohan Road was considered by the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) on May 22, 2008.  However, the TAC rejected this proposal and the Wagner 
Avenue extension was recommended for the proposed project.   

Response to Comment #38-3 
Comment is noted.  The proposed Wagner Avenue extension would decrease the distribution of 
traffic generated by the proposed project along primarily the east-west streets to East Lake 
Avenue.  The Wagner Avenue extension would help to distribute traffic by alleviating traffic 
congestion along Freedom Boulevard, Martinelli Street, Brewington Avenue and Tuttle Street.  

Response to Comment #38-4 
Comment noted.  See Response to Comment #38-1. 

Response to Comment #38-5 
Access to Holohan Road from the planning area is addressed in Response to Comment #38-2.   
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Response to Comment Letter #39 
Billy Rodriguez 
March 22, 2009 
Response to Comment #39-1 
Comment is noted.  County staff appreciates the commenters support for the improved wetland 
stewardship for the proposed project.  

Response to Comment #39-2 
Comment is noted.  County staff appreciates the comment regarding the design of the proposed 
project.  However, the commenter does not raise an environmental issue.




