
;.;;.lHEkESOURCES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

NIACOASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL cOAST AREA OFFICE 
T26 FRONT $TREET, SUITE.300 
SANTA CRU%, CA 95080 
(!l31) 427.-4883 

' ' 
Th 3 

CENTRAL COAST AREA (SANTA CRUZ) 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

For the 

MAY Meeting of the California.Coastal Commission 

• 

:MEMORANDUM Date: May 13, 1999 

TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties 

FROM: Tami Grove, Central Coast Area Deputy Director 

SUBJECT: Deputy Director's Report 

Following is a listing for the exemptions, waivers, emergency permits, immaterial amendments, 
.~xtensions. and assignments issued by the Central Coast Area Office for the May 13, 1999 Coastal 
Commission hearing. Copies of the applicable items are attached for your review. Each i~ includes 
a listing of the. applicants inv~lved, a description of the proposed d~velopment, and a project location. 

Pursuantto the Commission's direction and adopted procedures, appropriate notice matcmal$ Wt:re sent 
to all applicants for posting at the project site. Additionally, these items have been posted. • the 

.. District office and are available for public .review and eomment~ 

This report may also contain additional correspondence and/or any additional staff memorandum 
concerning the items to be heard on today's agenda for the Central Coast Area . . 
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CENTRAL COAST AREA DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED 

SUMMARY OF ATTACHED MATERIALS 

DE MINIMIS WAIVERS 
3-99-016-DM Chris Mack; Scott Green (Carmel, Monterey County) 

3-99-033-DM California American Water Company; Attn: Ron Slaccia (Pebble Beach, Monterey County) 

TOTAL OF 2/TEMS I 
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CENTRAL COAST AREA DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT CONTINUED 

DETAIL OF ATTACHED MATERIALS 

REPORT OF DE MINIMIS WAIVERS 

The Executive Director has determined that the following developments do not require a coastal 
development permit pursuant to Section 30624.7 of the California Coastal Act of 1976. 

Chris Mack 
Scott Green 

3-99-033-DM 
California American Water 
Company, Attn: Ron Slaccia 

family dwelling 
!"''""""" Survey's List of Notable Buildings, but 
let-Mo,..tnr,. has been significantly altered to destroy any 
1arcnm:ctura integrity). 

'""~-'''"""" about 50 linear feet of existing pipeline with 
diameter steel pipe, which will be supported by 

concrete blocks or pillars above the left and right 
of the creek. 

~ CENTRAL COAST AREA DEPUTY DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

Of 8th Street On Lincoln, Carmel V"''""""'"J 
County) 

Pescadero Canyon (between 2nd Ave. in Carmel 
and 17 Mile Drive), Pebble Beach (Monterey 
County) 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -rHE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 427·4863 

NOTICE OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WAIVER 
DATE: May 3, 1999 

TO: Chris Mack; Scott Green 

FROM: Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement: 
Waiver De Minimis Number 3-99-016-DM 

Based on project plans and information submitted by the applicant(s) named below regarding 
the development described below, the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission hereby 
waives the requirement for a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Title 14, Section i 3238 
of the California Code of Regulations. 

APPLICANT: Chris Mack; Scott Green 

LOCATION: 2 Sw Of 8th Street On Lincoln, Carmel (Monterey County) (APN(s) 010-193-02) 

DESCRIPTION: Demolish single family dwelling (On Carmel Historic Survey's List of Notable Buildings, 
but structure has been significantly altered to destroy any architectural integrity). 

RATIONALE: Proposed development involves no potential for any adverse effect, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources and it is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Section 30200). 

IMPORTANT: This waiver is not valid unless the site has been posted AND until the waiver 
has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is proposed to be reported to the 
Corn mission at the meeting of Thursday, May 13, 1999, in Santa Rosa. If four Commissioners 
object to this waiver, a coastal development permit will be required. • 

Persons wishing to object to or having questions regarding the issuance of a coastal permit 
waiver for this project should contact the Commission office at the above address or phone 
number prior to the Commission meeting date. 

Sincerely, 
PETER M. DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 

By: LEE OTTER 
District Chief Planner 

(Jlrq.~~/_ 
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STATE OF cALrFORNIA -THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(831) 427-4$3 

NOTICE OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT WAIVER 
DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

May 5, 1999 

California American Water Company, Attn: Ron Slaccia 

Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 

SUBJECT: Waiver of Coastal Development Permit Requirement: 
Waiver De Minimis Number 3-99-033-DM 

Based on project plans and information submitted by the applicant(s) named below regarding 
the development described below, the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission hereby 
waives the requirement for a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Title 14, Section 
13238 of the California Code of Regulations. 

APPLICANT: California American Water Company, Attn: Ron Slaccia 

LOCATION: Pescadero Canyon (between 2nd Ave. in Carmel and 17 Mile Drive), Pebble Beach 
(Monterey County) (APN(s) 008-161·03) 

DESCRIPTION: Replace about 50 linear feet of existing pipeline with 6" diameter steel pipe, which will be 
supported by two concrete blocks or pillars above the left and right banks of the creek. 

RATIONALE: Proposed development involves no potential for any adverse effect, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources and it is consistent with the policies of Chapter 3 of 
the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Section 30200). 

IMPORTANT: This waiver is not valid unless the site has been posted AND until the waiver 
has been reported to the Coastal Commission. This waiver is proposed to be reported to the 
Commission at the meeting of. Thursday, May 13, 1999, in Santa Rosa. If four Commissioners 
object to this waiver, a coastal development permit will be required. 

Persons wishing to object to or having questions regarding the issuance of a coastal permit 
waiver for this project should contact the Commission office at the above address or phone 
number prior to the Commission meeting date. 

Sincerely, 
PETER M. DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 

By: LEE OTTER 
District Chief Planner 

C CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 



Memorandum May 13, 1999 

To: Commissioners and Interested Parties: 

From: Tami Grove, Deputy Director, Central Coast District 

Re: Addendum for Commission Meeting of Thursday May 13, 1999 

Agenda Item Applicant Description Page 

Th 4b LCP Amendment 1-99 Monterey County Correspondence 1 

Th 4c LCP Amendment 1-98 Monterey County Correspondence 2 

Th 5b Appeal No. A-3-98-101 Bailey-Steltenpohl Correspondence 3 

Th 5e Appeal No. A-3-99-025 Moon Correspondence 92 

Th 6a Appeal No. A-3-98-114 SNG Correspondence 93 



STATE OF CALIFORNIACDBUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AN GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
50 Higuera Street 
SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401-5415 
TELEPHONE: (805) 549-3111 
TOO (805) 549-3259 

Mr. Rick Hyman 

C.P.LlFDRi\!!A 
COASTAL COMMISSiON 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Mr. Hyman: 

April 22, 1999 

5-MON-1-72.0/75.1 
Hatton Canyon 
5-019021 

On March 24, 1999, the Transportation Agency for Monterey County 
{TAMC) voted to move funding for the Hatton Canyon Scenic Highway 
to the Prunedale Bypass. By that vote, TAMC has eliminated the 
current funding for the Hatton Canyon Scenic Highway. The 
California Transportation Commission {CTC) must approve an 
amendment to the State Transportation Improvement Program {STIP), 
however, documentation from the CTC staff indicates that they 
will not oppose the TAMC action. 

As a result of TAMC's revised funding priorities, Caltrans has 
stopped all work on the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report and all ongoing permit activity !or the Hatton 
Canyon Scenic Highway. 

If you have any questions or need any further information, please 
contact me at {805) 549-3182. 

Sincerely 

Gary Ruggerone 
Senior Environmental Planner 
Caltrans District 5 
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MAY-11-1999 TUE 01:55 PM MONltlfr. y l.iU rLHN l't OLUU 

/Nt'~ 
MONTEREY COUNTY 
PLANNING AND BUILDING INSPECTION DEPARTM 

Q P.O. SOX 1 aoa, SAUNAS, CALIFORNIA 93902 PLANNIN~ {8:31) 755-50.25 BUILDING; (f:l31l 7!5-$02'1' PAX: (8:n) 755•54a7 

Q MONTEREY COURTHOUSE. 1000AGUAJITO ROAD. MONTERE't', CAllFOANIA ~940 (631) 64H620 ftAX: (831) 847·71!77 

WILLIAM L. PHILLIPS, DIRECTOR 

May 11, 1999 

Chair Sara Wan and Members 
California Coastal Commission 
451 Fremont St, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Subject: Monterey County Local Coastal Program Major Amendment No. l-9S (Wireless 
Communication)- Item lh4c of May 13, 1999 Agenda 

Dear Chair Wan and Commissioners: 

Please accept a minor modification to clarify the proposed standard for locating wireless 
communication facilities in Big Sur. Monterey County's intention is that the siting of these 
facilities will be consistent with viewshed policies of the Big Sur Coast.Land Use Plan. 

In order to clarify this consistency requiremen~ the following language is suggested for Section 
20.64.31 O.H.t.j (Site Location, General Development Standards) of Amendment No. 1-98: 

«Per the pelieies eeata!aea iH the Big Sw Ceest Lee Use Plan~ 
BO de-Yelepme&t, ia&la6ieg telesOJ=rlfOI:lfJicatieft :faeil:ities, shaH ee 
ee Joeal:ed iB t:Ae eritieal vie•:!Shetb WitQlss communication 
faci!it&cs "$all be subie.ctJo the Big Sur Coast Land Use Plan 
viewshed policies." 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or the Coastal Program 
Supervisor~ Kate McKenna at (831) 155-5025. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

William L. Phillips, AICP 
Director 
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May 41 1999 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 

Attn: Rick Hyman, coastal Planner 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

·LJIII'IIL. P.IIITOM 

llao•t:ellt .NITC:O II.COM 

nOWU.l.INAI 

T.ILIPHDNI (UU UM9U 

ec 1veo 
MAY 0 4 1999 

COA CALIFORNIA 

CEruf~~l ~S~k'f~~Pf 

Re: Permit No. A-3-SC0-98-101 (Applicants: Pred Bailey 
and Greg Steltenpohl} 
our File: 31147.~7575 

Pear Mr. Hyman: 

Our firm represents the Applicants, Fred Bailey and Greg 
Steltenpohl, in the above-entitled appeal before the California 
Coastal Commission. Given the length, complexity, and other 
matters related to the staff recommendation, the Applicants are not 
prepared, and indeed it will be impossible, to respond to the staff 
recommendation at the May 13 1 1999, meeting for which the vote on 
the application is scheduled. Thereforet the Applicants are 
exercising their right to a continuance and postponement of the 
hearing date. The Applicants assume that this postponement of the 
hearing wlll be to the next Northern California meeting scheduled 
in San Rafael during the week of July t3-16. The Applicants waive 
any applicable time .limits for Commission action on the 
application. 

For the record, the Applicants have never previously exercised 
their right to a postponement of the meeting. All that the 
Applicants have done is submit a 49-day waiver. The right could 
not have been exercised previously in any event since there was no 
$taff rP.~ommendation to which the Applicants were expected or able 
to respond. 

Please confirm to me that the matter will be postponed from 
the May 13, 1999, data to a subsequent date to be determined so 

V:\WPOATAl7\58BSOOl.I.RO 
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85/04/1999 13:49 8313737219 FENTON AND KEl..LER PAGE 03 

that the Applicants as well as the Appellants may be informed that 
there is no need to travel to Santa Rosa on that date. 

Thank you very much. 

THJ:lg 

cc t (via fax) : 
'Fred Bailey 
Greg Steltenpohl 

\I!\WPDATA1'1\S498!002.LRG 

Vecy truly yours, 
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DAVENPORT CITIZENS FOR ""1N t; b 
RESPONSIBLE NORTH COAST PLANNING 

Coastal Commission Members and Staff 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: 

Dear Coastal Commission members and staff: 

P.O. Box 252 
D 

Mti.Y 0 6 1999 

Davenport is a designated special community to be protected and enhanced. 
(LCP 8.8, 8.8.2; PRC § 3025 3) Located on the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, 
Davenport is now surrounded by 7500 acres of open space, with 7 miles of 
beaches, owned by Trust for Public Land. Davenport's meadow is famous for its 
whale-watching opportunities (LCP 5.20, 8.8 Davenport Program) and public ocean vista 
of the Sanctuary. (LCP 5.10.3, 5.10.6) 

We agree with the staff report that the Project is out of scale for th~ small-scale 
nature of Davenport, and should be substantially down-sized. 
We agree with the staff characterization of Davenport: "working heritage," 
"dusty informality," "devoid of pretense," "eclectic. frontier rustic." 
We recommend the following modifications to staff recommendations: 

I) Preserve Davenport's historic whale-watching meadow and public ocean 
vista, which is integral to the character of the to\vn. We recommend. 
commissioners restrict all new parking to the lo\ver level and/or first floor of 
Project building. options proposed in the staff repgrt. (LCP 8.8, 8.82. 8.84, 5.10.3, 
5.10.6, 5.!0.10); see staff report, p. 15, 1.0.2 

2) The public view down Davenport Avenue and from scenic Highway 1 is 
obscured by a 30' tall cypress hedge. (LCP 8.7.1, 5.llL~. 5.10.6, 5.!0.9) The hedge also 
encroaches on the southern public beach access path. (LCP 7.7a,b,c; 7.7.1; 7.6.2, 7.7.10. 

7.7.!3, 7.7.15) Hedge clippings are thrown into the adjacent riparian corridor. tLCP 

5.2.2, 5.2.3) Staff recommends cutting the hedge back. to 7 feet to restore the 
public view. We concur that the hedge be limited ro 7 feet; but since 
monitoring the height has been found to be unenforceable and unrealistic over 
the years,_ we recommend that the hedge be remg\·ed and replaced with specific 
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plants that will not exceed 6' in height. are non-invasive. and which will not 
encroach 0 n the public access path. See staff report, pp. 25·27, VI.B and VI. D. 

3) The proposed greenhouse and boat residence should. not be permitted to 
obstruct the public ocean view Q.own Davenport Avenue or from Highway 1. 
(LCP 5.10.3, 5.10.(5, 5.10.9) See staff report, p. 15, I.D.3. 

4) A change to Special Use ("SU") zoning is not justified because the necessary 
findings to support it cannot be made: 

i) The character of the development in the area has not changed and is 
not changing; 

ii) The proposed use was anticipated, discussed and discarded when 
the1994 Genera1 Plan ("GP") was adopted; 

iii) Neighborhood Commercial zoning ("NC," or C-1) is not an error; 
iv) Neighborhood Commercial zoning (the 1994 GP zoning) is consistent 

with the General Plan designation. (LCP 2.13, 2.13.3); see Santa Cruz County 
Code 13.10.381, 13.10.382; see staff report, p. 49. 

A change in zoning to SU. is a dangerous precedent for the coastal zone, because 
it allows developers to ignore and override GP zoning. The zoning on the 
subject property has changed 4 times in the 20 years that the developers have 
leased/owned the property (Agriculture to Unclassified to NC to SU), all to 
accommodate the developers. At least twice there were no public hearings. 

5) The developers have chosen not to have a left-hand turn lane into the lower 
level parking lot (going north on Highway 1). We recommend a left-hand turn 
lane to avoid circulation through town and _past the schop1. (LCP 8.8.4); see staff 
report, p. 24, V.F.b. 

6) The myoporum _trees that front the Project ~uilding on Highway I encroach 
on Caltran's highway right of way and create a pedestrian hazard. (LCP 7.7.c. 1 .1.1, 

7.7.12, 8.7.1. 5.10.3) Myoporum is invasive and may invade nearby riparian 
habitat. (LCP 5.2.2., 5.2.3) We recpmmend removal and replanting with a specific 
species that will restrict hprizontal growth tQ 5 feet in Qrder to provide safe 
pedestrian access alpng Highway 1 to the beach and the public ocean vista. Slle 

stuff report, p. 25, VI.B and p. 17, III.D. 

7) We recpmmend that any additipns tQ the uses described for the Project be 
processed according to a Level 5 permit (public hearings). See staff report, p. 25, VI.A. 

sUo~r/ 
Susan Young, member 
Citizens for Responsible North Coast Planning 
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From The Monterey Bay Shoreline Guide, 
·by Jerry Emory 

(published by University of California 
& the Monterey Bay Aquarium, 1999), 

Press 
p. 49 

SANCTUARY NOTE 

CALIFORNIA GRAY 

WHALE WATCHING 

-o~ . neofthe most 
i; ( spectacular ways to 

view Califomia gray 
whales (Eschrichtius robustus)­
and numerous other marine 
species-is to hop on a whale· 
watching boat in Santa Cru·z 
or Monterey and motor out 
into the marine sanctuary. But 
for a topside, distant view of 
these 30· to SO·fooc beauties, 
park across the street !Tom 
Davenport's commercial area, 
gee out of your car, strap on 
some binoculars, and start 
looking. 

Frpm late November 
through January patient 
observers here (and from 
coascal bluffs aU along the 
bay's shore) can see the ceff­
cafe spouts of grays~and even 
their tails, or Aukes. Unlike 
some other whales, grays 
don't nave pronounced dorsal 
fins. Instead, look for a series 
of small humps along their 
arching back (near the tail) as 
they swim by and then sound 
(dive down). 

During these winter months 
· the grays are migrating south, 

often just beyond the surf 
zone, from their feeding 
grounds in the Bering Sea co 
their birthing and breeding 
grounds off Baja California-a 
shore swim of some S ,OQO to 
7,000 miles ... one way! 
Pregnant females come by 
first, heading for the warm 
waters of Baja's lagoons to 
deliver their 1 ,500· to 2,000-
pound calves. When the grays 
retum north in the spring they 

Cira.y whales ~an be seer:1 offshore during their southward migration 
each fall and winter. 

swim farther offshore and are 
less likely co be seen. 

Gray whales are actually 
more black than gray, but a 
coating of hitchhiking whke 
barnacles, orange whale lice, 
and pale scars (from scraping 
against the ocean floor and 
rocks while feeding) lighten 
them up. 

Grays feed on ampnipods­
small crustaceans-that live in 
the mud oftne ocean floor. 
They also eat plankton, micro· 
scopic plants and animals 
that float in the open water. 
Instead of having teeth (like 
sperm whales, for example), 
they have comblike plates in 
their mouths called baleen. 
When feeding, gray whales 
scoop up muck from the 
ocean floor, or close their 
moucn around a mass of 
plankton, then they use their 
gargantuan tongues to press 
the water out through the 
baleen. Tne amphipods and 

plankton stay behind. Gulp: 
big meal! It sounds improba· 
ble, but their diet of these 
minuscule pieces of food 
helps them attain an adult 
weight of som'e 40 tons. 

Once there were three pop· 
ulations of gray whales. A 
North Atlantic population is 
now extinct, probably because 
of overnuncing. A western 
North Pacific, or Korean, pop­
ulation is still in existence, but 
very few whales remain. The 
population off California's 
coast-the eastern North 
Pacific stock-was hunted to 
near extinction in the late 
19tn century. In 1947, how­
ever, this population was 
given full protection by the 
lntemacicnal Whaling Com· 
mission, and it has since 
rebounded to some 23,000 
individuals, close to its origi­
nal size. (For more about · 
whales and whaling, see pp. 
1 SS-1 57.) 

ANO NU!VO TO NATURA~ !IRIOC:eS 

. . 
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ONLY LIKELY ROUTE 
FOR DELIVERY TRUCKS ---:)> 

DAVENPORT 

According to the presentation to the Board of Supervisors, delivery trucks heading 
north on Highway 1 would not be permitted to turn left into. the delivery area of the 
proposed project because there is no room for a turning lane . Upon seeing the NO 
LEFT TURN sign, it is logical to us that the driver would do as an other tour bus and 
truck drivers in Davenport seem to do now, turn right instead, onto Davenport Ave., 
then left onto Marine View, left again onto Ocean Street, then left onto Highway 1 and 
back down to where they can take a right turn into the delivery area. This route would 
take them along the side and front of Pacific Elementary School property, where 
children are discharged and picked up twice a day under already extremely 
dangerous traffic conditions. This is completely unacceptable. 

When this point was brought up to the Board of Supervisors, one supervisor indicated 
that this was very unlikely, that the trucks would proceed to the proposed parking lot 
where they could take a left turn into the parking lot, then turn left in the parking lot and 
proceed down to the delivery area of the building. This, however, is ·not possible 
because the two areas do not connect. Access to the building from the parking lot is 
by footbridge. The portion of the existing building, which extends into the highway 
right-of-way, for which the developers have asked a variance from the Board of 
Supervisors, blocks any possibility for access to the delivery area from the parking lot. 
The only other (unlikely) possibility would be for these large trailer trucks, with a wide 
turning radius, to pull into the parking lot, maneuver around all of the parked cars and 
go back out onto the highway turning south in order to turn right into the delivery area. 

At this time, we are aware of no traffic plan that could safely serve the town and the 
Bailey/ Steltenpohl project. 

9 



Save Davenport Meadow! 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 

Harry C. Wain 
725 Swanton Road 

Davenport CA 95017 

SUBJECT: APPEAL A-3-SC0-98-1 01 (Bailey/Steltenpohl Project) 

Dear Members of the Coastal Commission; 

APR 3 0 1999 

April 26, 1999 

My wife Barbara and I reside on the north coast of Santa Cruz County and we are 
writing to you to express our concerns regarding potential development of the 
Bailey/Steltenpohl project. As you know, the residents of Santa Cruz County have, for 
many years, been holding at bay the continuing pressure to develop the north coast for 
commercial gain of a few at the expense of the citizens of the world who visit here to 
view the irreplaceable natural beauty with which we are blessed. To my knowledge, 
at least two attempts to build large housing tracts and one attempt to install a nuclear 
power plant have been turned aside in the past. There are strong interests here in 
preserving, rather than developing, the north coast and the people of Santa Cruz, 
along with the help of major environmental organizations, have managed to purchase 
for preservation most of the coastal land between the north side of Santa Cruz and the 
south end of San Mateo County. · 

' The proposed development has the potential to reduce ocean views by replacing the 
meadow with a large private parking lot. In general, commercial development has 
been banned on the ocean side of Highway 1 in order to keep ocean views unspoiled. 
We would hope that if ~ ocean side development is inevitable, that it would be 
limited in size, not block views and not create traffic problems. Any development that 
would increase the traffic problem in Davenport is a concern for us. At this time, we 
are aware of no traffic plan that could safely serve the town and the Bailey/Steltenpohl 
project as presented. (*See attached traffic information and map.) 

We think that a conference center on the Bailey/Steltenpohl property could be lucrative 
for the owners but that it is not needed here and is inappropriate here. This is not 
Monterey or Carmel. 

s· ely, ~ 
cV~ /b. , 

C. Wain Barbara . Wain 
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' f.\PR 2 6 1999 

State Coastal Commission 

Nancy Ann Powell 
30 Rosedale Avenue, Space 44 

Capitola, CA 95010 

April 21, 1999 

#45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I am vehemently opposed to the proposed 70 + parking lot to be built· on the 
northcoast landmark (Davenport). 

That area should be left alone for our generation and future generations to enjoy. 

Sincerely, · . . . · 

.~1 M:·'1Q.£2rl~ 
/nap 

cc: . Sam Farr, U.S. Congress 
Barbara Boxer, U.S. Senate 
Diane Feinstein, U.S. Senate 

N~ An~ Powell 
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For Santa Rosa Meeting lay 13, 1999 

~~@~~··. 

ti' ~. 
<ralifornia Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Jrd Boor 
Santa Cruz, Cralifornia. 95060 

Davenporttt, O'alif • 
• ,. 4, 1999 

Dear Mltmll>ers 1 L, • ;' 'fb·AtitTA~ 
I. came to Davenport frolft"" Gregory Heigh-ts on Bert Lomond llt. when 

. . 

two years old. Went to school there, met my wife there, were mar­
ried in th' local church and raised two children there up to college 
level. 

My parents opened Greg~ry's in 1924. After the war my brother, 
Franeis, and I took over the business and operated it tor 44 years. 
In that time we purchased two proper$ies, one housing the U~ s. 
Post Office and the othe across the street with a rundown and in• 
operable service station. We reconditioned the buildings and open­
the service station--in competition with the one we were operating. 

Community Service--
1 • .Secretary and then president of the Davenport llllprovement 

elubo 
2. Organized the Davenport Vol. ~re Department in 1932. 
). Director JOint lfightway,' District #9, an arm of the Division 

of Highways to expidite the construction of Highway #1 
from Santa Cruz to San Francisco. 

4. Site Committee to locate Dominican Hbspital. 
5. Site Committee to locate Cabrillo College. 

There are only a very few commercial lots lett in Davenport. It 
therefore makes good sense to make improvements and modernize the 
buildings that are on the esisting commercial property. 

What makes me damn llad now, is that the Davenport Vo 1. Fire Depar­
tment has to take their trucks to Santa C'ruz in order to get gas. 
!hat is not progress. 

I belive the Greg Steltenpohl-Pred Bailey project is workable 
and will benefit the town as a whole. · I~. therefore give it my full 
and hea~tY suppert. 

Sincerely, 

d(~ v:_%/J~ 
Alvin v. ~;~~ 
P. en Box )J 
Davenport, Ca 95017 
8)1-426-1081 
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May 1, 1999 

GAUPORNlA 
COA~'rt\l '"'')" ··~·,~~~~ . ' '} * K L \ 1\Jt pji i tj:) ~ -

CENTHAL COAST ARE· 

n ,_ 

P.O. Box 1576 
Burlingame, CA 94010 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Re: Bailey-Steltenpobl Project · 

Dear Sirs: 

CAUFORNL~, 
COASTAL COt,l\rv\l~s;:;r·..J 

While visiting Davenport last weekend we noticed the petitions and flyers at 
the Davenport Cash Store and the bakery denouncing the captioned 
development. 

We have visited the delightful San Mateo-Santa Cruz county coast for 
decades, and have always been enraptured by its beauty considering its 
proximity to such a large urban area. Probably the only place we enjoyed as 
much is the Swiss Oberland - Lake Thun, and the charming Swiss towns of 
Interlochen and, higher in the mountains, Grindelwald. These were places, 
though, where one could dine while watching the sunset over the natural 
wonders, arise to morning mists in the heart of the rugged domain, and 
survive boring business meetings by drinking in the scenic views from the 
conference room. 

The Swiss have managed to do something that seems to completely escape 
United States developers and regulatory authorities in scenic areas: The 
ability to build visitor services facilities while still maintaining the charm and 
scenic beauty of the settings. Probably the most delightful hotel we ever 
visited was Hotel Giessbach, located adjacent a waterfall high above Lake 
Brienz. The setting and style were perfect, and the public was free to visit the 

15 



falls, either by vemicular from the lake below or by car. Commission staff 
members wanting to see how development and natural beauty can 
complement one another should visit this area of Switzerland. 

So now we return to Davenport, where another coast-side developer casts 
· himself upon the shoals of regulatory purgatory. (I use the term purgatory, 

rather than hell, because these people never seem to get to the end except 
when they go bankrupt.) I could tell very little about the nature of the 
proposal, since the inflammatory literature put out by the Cash Store was long 
on hyperbole and short on facts. So I can't say that what the developers are 
proposing is more like Sacramento than Switzerland. Nonetheless, I am 
convinced that the coast needs more visitor facilities, that the ones that exist 
are pitiful and hardly adequate to keep up with the area's burgeoning 
population, and none of them brings the scenic values of the coast to anyone 
other than drive-throughs and surfers. I do find it hard to believe that this 
development could be worse than the present worn out warehouse surrounded 
by mangy bushes. 

Thus, despite my firmly held environmentalist credentials I think you should 
give serious consideration to this project, provided it can be accomplished 
without serious visual impac~. The choice is Switzerland or the sorry status 
quo. ·I hope you and the developers can find a way to cooperate and give the 
public what it has been denied for years in this area: a coast side · 
development that brings the best of the coast to all visitors. 

Sincerely yours, 

~ley 
P.S. I have no commercial interests on the coast, I do not know the 
developers and have no financial interest in this development, and I harbor no 
animus against the Cash Store people (excepting their self-evident 
mercantilism). 

. . 
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California Coastal Commission, members and staff 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Franicisco, CA 94105-2219 n'MY 0 5 1999 

Honorable Members of the Commission> 

This is letter is to strongly oppose the development planned for 22 018 square feet on the 
Westside of Highway 1 in Davenport. What is priceless about this lot is that it offers an 
unobstructed view of the ocean and pasing whales. There are enough shops and restaurants on 
the other side of the highway, and that's where any development should happen if the citizens of 
Davenport should desire so. Who needs the shops, a conference center, etc. anyway?! They exist 
in Monterey and Santa Cruz and in. the Bay area. Why spoil this pristine area? 

Sincerely, 

~·~~'. 
McLaughlin:--~· 
44~High St. 
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060 
831/426~ 1597 

-
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California Coastal Commission, members and staff 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Franicisco, CA 94105-2219 ~ fE(~[ii~:nl lb \.'::0 b '" L , .. 

I : IV .D 
MAY 0 41999 ··-MAY 0 5 1999 

Honorable Members ofthe Commission. CAUfCN..;l.A.. C.n CALiFf.JRN 
• COASTAL COfv\IY,:,,&~·~KfAt COM~)(i81 -;~1/ RAL GOA ~;u:~ .. ON 

This is letter is to strongly oppose the development planned for 22 018 square feet on the · .\jr AREA 
Westside of Highway 1 in Davenport. What is priceless about this lot is that it offers an 
unobstructed view of the ocean and pasing whales. There are enough shopsand restaurants on 
the other side of the highway, and that's where any development should happen if the citizens of 
Davenport should desire so. 
Theproposed developmen plan reflects the values that unfortunately run our society-money and 
things to buy instead of open land, nature, habitats for animals-all of which nurture and enrich 
heart and soul at no cost. Whenever I come to Davenport from Santa Cruz, it is to sit there by the 
cliffs and let myself be absorbed and drawn away from worries, pain, whatever, looking at the 
endless distance, or the spout of one of the sea giants, passing by. And that's what the other 
people do as I observed: draw, photograph, write, and exchange a remark about the beauty they 
witness. That's why people stop here, wander, linger. They can buy things elsewhere, if the 
Davenport shops aren't enough. 

Please think of the future, the need for open coastal areas, given tbe projected population 
growth. Perhaps an important factor in our society's high crime rate is that people are 
getting increasinaJy remote from nature, their souls and hearts drled and hardenedt fed by 
things and money, instead of the love and appreciation of what has always been provided 
free for our nurturance on the plaoet. 

Sincerely, 

~ lfi;, ~41-;_ 
Sigrid McLaughlin, PhD 
445 High St. 
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060 
831/426-1597 
e-mail: sigrid@coincidenee.net 
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Ecology Action 
P.O. Box l188 • Santa Cruz, CA 95061-1188 

831•426•5925 • Fax: 425•1404 

MAY 0 5 1999 

email: ecoact@ecoact.arg 
www.ecoact.org 
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Dear California Coastal Commission, 

I am the author of the recently published book The Monterey Bay Shoreline 
Guide (University of California Press and the Monterey Bay Aquarium). I spent a 
good portion of my youth exploring and camping along the shores of the greater 
Monterey Bay, including watching Gray whales from the bluffs of Davenport. 
My research for this particular book included exploration of the historic town of 
Davenport. Not only is Davenport a well-preserved Central California coastal 
town with a deep and rich history, but it is also home to many historic buildings. 
Additionally, its coastal bluff area has been famous, for decades, as an informal 
but excellent whale-watching site. 

I am writing to express my concern for this site since I understand that the 
coastal bluff fronting the town is now in danger of being paved over to make 
way for a large parking lot-the Bailey-Steltenpohl Project. I have been informed 
that, although the developers have planned two or three benches behind their 
parking lot for whale-watching and relaxation, those who want to watch whales 
or take in the magnificent view will have to find their way through the parking 
lot to arrive at the benches, and once there it is my belief that the 
whale-watching experience and the vistas will be significantly degraded by the 
activities associated with a large, active parking lot (not to mention· the 
inevitable pedestrian traffic across Highway One and the hazardsthat will pose}. 

Perhaps a better use of this area would be a version of the present site, but much 
improved: A restored California coastal bluff full of native coastal chaparral 
scrub species and wildflowers-a small but significant slice of coastal prairie 
which one predominated here. This ·way, visitors could not only visit historic 
Davenport and its existing vibrant business district on the inland side of 
Highway One, but also enjoy the unparalleled views of the Pacific Ocean, the 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, and migrating Gray whales. The 
Bailey-Steltenpohl development would; for all intents and purposes, obscure the 
ocean view for all visitors frequenting the existing businesses in Davenport. 

I urge you to consider the implications of this development on Davenport's 
business community, frequent visitors, and whale-watching enthusiasts. 

Sincerely, 
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PETITION To the Coastal Commissioners: 
We, the undersigned, are opposed to proposed development on the ocean 
side of Hwy. 1 in Davenport (Bailey-Steltenpohl Project) due to the~ '• 
following violations of the Local Coastal Program: IIY ~ ~ 

l. Zoning change is inconsistent with the Local Coastal Program; sets precedent for coastal 
development based on farm buildings; uses spot zoning to accommodate developers 

2. Project is TOO BIG; does not fit the small-scale nature of Davenport 
3. Cumulative impact and growth-inducing impact not studied 
4. Destroys Davenport Meadow (destroys historic whale-watching & public ocean vista, 

scenic Hwy. 1 road vista) 
5. Does not protect Davenport's status as a designated Special Community 
6. Excludes public from established public parking areas 
7. Water availability and sewer capacity not proven 
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From: Rtehard Tordlman Un!v ol California. Santa Cru: Voice: 415-68T ..54;02 To: Prof. Kar•n MeNaily 

RICHARD TERDI:.IA:\ 
542 CHE:\ERY STREET 
SA:\ FRA:\CISCO 94131 

(415) 587-5402 

To: Plarming Commission of Santn Cmz County 

Re: OaYenport Odwalla De\·elopment Project 

Dear Commissioners:. 

I am employed in Santa Cruz County (as a member of the l"C Santa Cn1z faculty). although I 
reside in San Francisco. When in the Santn Cruz aren I liYe \\'ith a fhend in Da\·enport. 

I am \\Titing to express my strong opposition to the proposed zoning changes in cotmection with 
the den:dopment project for the area now occupied by the Odwalla Corporation·s packing shed. I 
belieYe that this de\'elopment project will be strongly de trim .ental ta the quality of life in 
Davenport. and that it will se\'erely· impact the e:-..1raordinary natural beauty of the coastal area in 
Da\'enport Yillage. I think it would be a terrible mistake for the County to allo\Y this de\·elopment 
in Da\·enport. 

The multi-use facilit~y proposed will require a zoning change for ••sp~cial use'' that I strongly urge 
you not to appro\·e. The proposed facility will change the entire character of the bayside coastal 
area in Davenport. Theincrease in parking spaces. the two story struchtre and associated • 
constructions that are proposed by the de\·dopers \Yi!l atl~ct three-quarters of the bayside are:l of 
Davenport village. It will dominate the Yillage and entirely change the current ntra! and peac.:ful 
character of one of Santa Cruz County· s most beautifitllocations. The increase in trat1ic and in 
transients will senm:ly impact the quality of lit~ in Danmport. This is the wrong place tor a 
facility of the kind proposed. I hope you will agree that the wonderful character of O:Jsenporr 
should be preserved. nnd YOM to oppose rhe special use zoning. 

I thank you for your attention to my opinion concerning this project. 

Sincerely~ 

(Professor) Richard T erdiman 
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To Whom It May Concern. 

June Reuben 
P.O. Box 267 
Davenport, Ca 95017 
March 23,1998 

As a resident of Davenport, I am writing to express my concern about the proposed 

changes to the Odwalla facility on Highway 1 in Davenport. I feel it is important that 

any business coming into Davenport be a nonpolluting, small scale venture. 1 think 

this is important in order to maintain Davenport as a community centered small town. 
. . 

am particularly concerned about increased traffic, parking, and partying at night in f~ont 

of my house. 

,_,..,, ~-
Sincerely, . ,.,. ''i\ 'If l\, ," ~.··~ .•. :;;· .. 

II U!.a,~'ll:.....,.. ill ·v- • ... · .. ·. 
Q..__\-...L K . . -·"'"". 
<J-- ~m19s9 
June Reuben 

• < 
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Planning Commission 
Santa Cruz County, Calif.· 

re: Odwalla Project, Davenport 

Dear Sirs, 

March 17, 1998 

) 

As a Davenport resident, l have concerns about this project. The most outstanding 
concern I. have is the size of the parking lot. The square footage of the lot, compared 
to the square footage of the entire town is visually overwhelming. Also, one of the 
aims of the Coastal Zone requirements is to minimize obstructions to ocean view. 
This parking lot seems to have the opposite effect. If a nine'.ty car lot is required for 
the use of the building, then maybe the proposed use is too broad for the size of the 
building. · 

The traffic flow, and particularly the access to the parking lot from the. highway, is 
another concern. I feel there should be extensive discussion and review with the 
town citizens about this. More safety measur~s should be taken into account. 

This is a large project for Davenport. The impact on the water and sewer systems of 
the to-wn will be large. I am concerned that the proposed use by ~e Odwalla project 
and .the actual use, once it is built, are very different amounts. I do not want to pay 
more in the future for the sewer and water of someone else, who is not a resident. 
'With the installation of the sewer and water systems in this town, promises were 
made by the cpunty to the residents. The results cost the residents a lot more on 
their tax bills every year. The response from the county was "Sorry, we were ·wrong. 
but this is the way it is." It would be good to avoid future statement like that. . . 

Sincerely Yours, 

~ctAJ)r~ ;;_ 
Linda Schauble V 'f" 

Davenport Resident 
205 San Vicente Street 

95017 

. . 
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13 May 1998 

Ms. Denlse Hol'berl, Commissioner 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Re: Steltenpohl/ Bailey Project 

Dear Ms. Holbert 

This will be the third letter I have written regardmg the proposed expanston of the 
"Odwalla Building". In my most recent letter dated October 10,1997, I stated,."! am not 
opposed to this project per se." Last fall I was a lukewarm supporter and continued t~ · 
be very concerned about the size of the parking and pedestrian safety. But a great de·ar 
has changed since then and I am now alarmed by what may happen to the face of 
Davenport if our coliUI'tunity is not allowed a voice in its future. 

Davenport is a very small and very scenic commUnity. It is also unique along the coast 
because the character of the historic town has not been spelled by the tourist:-based 
commercial businesses that have boutiqued parts of the coast from Big Sur tq · 
Mendocino. Historically, the retail businesses have been located on the east side of • 
RouteOne. ·· 

Today, there are five projects planned for Davenport that threaten to change forever the 
historic character of the town. These are: 

• The Steltenpohl/ Bailey Expansion (submitted to the County) 
• Dave Leurs Barn Remodel (submitted to the County) 
~ Licursi Project 
• New US Post Office· 
• Coast Dairies public access Impact 

If these projects were distributed evenly throughout Davenport the impact would b~ 
very different. The cumulative impact of all these projects is magnified because they aU 
occur along the 1000' Route One frontage of a very small town. · · 

Let me make one thing clear, ~am not opposed to the commerdal redevelopment of 
Davenport. However, each project and its impacts must be considered as part of the 
bigger piclure whic:h a.nndpates and plans for a Davenport that is di.£Ee:ent than it is 
today. Th'1t bigger picture now includes five significant projects. 

As a member of the team that is starting to plan for the future of Coast Dairies, I am 
convinced that tourist traffic along the North Coast, and particularly in Davtmport, is 
going to increase considerably. 

o~.ooc 
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Regarding the 5teltenpohl I Bailey project, I have these specific concerns: 

• Placing a commercial venture of this size on the west side of Route One results in a 
series of impacts that will change forever the way Davenport looks and the way it 
functions for vehicles 1md pedestrians. · 

• The parking lot is too big to be placed in the scenic viewshed of the town and sets a 
precedent for continuation of parking west oi Route One to the 1"\..rth of this project. 
'Why place 72 cars in the one view of the ocean for which Davenport is famous? 

• The safety of pedestrians crossing Route One has not been addressed in a 
satisfactory or responsible manner in the staff report. The importance of this single 
issue can not be over emphasized as the number of visitors in cars and on foot is · 
going increase dramatically over the next ten years. 

This is not an easy issue for a small community like Davenport. We see each other 
regularly. I hope a compromise can be reached that allows for improvement of the 
property without adversely impacting the town. To say that this pe:rson is for and that 
person is against, misses the point. The issue here is to plan responsibly for Davenport. 

My recommendations are as follows: 

• I recommend the community meet to with planning staff to fully understand the 
cumulative parking impact of all that is planned for the Route One corridor in 
Davenport. · 

• l strongly urge Greg and Fred to hold their application until those impacts are 
understood and planned for. 

• If they feel they must move fonvaxd, then I must recommend reducing the size of 
the project and resulting parking by ~ating the second floor addition. 

Sincerely, 

John Eames 
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Welcome ... 
c;::r 
"'f' 

Davenport is a smalllo\m of about 200 people locatcJ on 
the north central coasl of Califomia, half way hchH:cn 
San Francisco and Monlcrcy. Thc1c is no gas station hul 
there nrc a few sights to sec ruul shops to browse. 
llopclully. this mnp will help }'nil In cuju.v ynm ,·i•;il·:l!ld 
our I0\\:!1! -<e 

c.:\ .. u 

~7)1. 1\ff-9~ Country Stot·c 
f.::! ~gJ{~T and DELl. Say ''lli"lo lhc Ayyad Fatuily. 
l'- ific'aft'lace lo pick up ll1al pi..~1ic lunch . 

Q l}At(>Y,.)ll-5 rliONF.: (•1011) 42J-l:l6J 
t .•. (T5t j 

;:- D.~Y.~•port Post Office 95017 
.;'f roW.f: M..Sat: 7-7 Sun: 8-.5 Closed holidays. 
..=:; ~f,BflOW: M-F8·12:30/I:J0-4 Sat8-IO:JO (408)426-9531 

2. PSi~ Azul li.U·:XICAN H "m 
i..?o'i.'Comidas Conidas, y Mlriscos. 
HRS: Fri-SIIt 10-7; Sun-Thur 10-6:30 PIIONE: (408) 425-1742 

3. Wllale City Bakery, Bar & Grill 
BAKERY, BAR & OJULL, OCCASIONAL LIVE MUSIC. 
A Davenport IMdnwk. Walch out for tl1e llew clawtl 
IIOURS: ~Daily@ 6:JO AM I'IIONF.: (408) 423-91103 

4. Whale Hedge Watercolors-Bill Fravel 
fine landscape watercolors IUid. real whale mdgc. 

........ FEATURING THE NEW SC WATERCOLOR SOCIETY 
WAIL l'ch. '98 featured Artist- SUE IIASS, Ektlllly J)o(,, 
!lOURS: 10-7j closed Mfr. PIIONE: (4011) 4jl!.J?W 

5. Davenport Light 
Only 1rllflic ligk atllif'Jtway I between llalf Moon Bay IUid Sulla 
Cruz. Blew down in the storm of 1995. Took 2 days to repair. 

6. Pacific School 
Award winning K-6 elementary sc:hooiiUid pre-sdtool. 

Pf~9NE: (408) 415-7002 

7. Davenport Jail Museum 
THE MUSEUM OF ART AND IIISTORY 
HOURS: weekend:! 10-2 PIIONE: !4082429-1964 

8. Davenport Weather Sub-Station 
llle higltlifl!l! of any visit!~ Davenporl. 

9. Thrift Store USJ;U GOODS. 
Good place lo pick ·UJ1 a bargain. Ucncfib Pacific School. 
IIOIJUS: 11-5 Fri. Sot. Sun. rllONI~: ('IIIII) ·11J ?HR 

10. Omware Glass Gallery 
Featuring works by local u1ists and Omware's g~eatline ol 
kiln-fired functiunal r.la.'l.~wme GHANI) OPENING 12/6 12·.~ 
IIOUHS: 1!1-.5 daily I'IIONE· ( 4flli).J7'1 < 1111 

I I. Odwalla Duildiug 
'I he juice fiaul's li•m•er hc:uJ'I''"'1crs . wh"l nexfl'l ·-- ·- ...... .. 
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12. New Davenport Cash Store 
RI.STAURANT, IIF.D & BREAKFAST, GWT SilO!'. 
Duvc;oport's most popular attraction: 
I IOU ItS: am-9rm l'IIONE: (408) 426-4122 I 42~-1818 

13. Old Barn 
Once a factory producint: the drums and the boxes used to Lhip 
artidookes and 'sprouts. 

14. Davenport Resource Center 
OII.INGIJALCOMMUNITY CENTER 
Rts•n•rc.:-Services. ltolaling art eldlihib. 
I f')l'l. :9-~ M-F PHONE: 408 425-Sfl~ 

15. "t.~Vincent de Paul Church 
tl,~:rtj\bLIC Cll URCft?;' <:(' PHONE: ( 408}47 I ·170 I 
ftdiiiiited i!Y,91 ~. thisS:n~~ch was modeled after a church in 
rsm~..-lan~ huill ..Ji(l\~1 from the local cement planl 
!~1i'f1Vl-tass!~; s~1;JpPm (Spanish); Sun. lOam. 

;:..; .. :----:;-.t')t ---~-i;.::~~~.: "' 

16./J?;~id J!'bye~~~:i~es Gallery KNIVES, FfNE 
tAR-'Jt arnJ'EitAFfk::~NTINE'S SALE I0%0<~11ery-
fi.~id\sale f!.!fURS;;paii~:!,O-~. incl. lloliday Mondays. . 

Mfl'k;; 0.~.:': 1¢ · PHONE: {408}426-6046 

11K1~~Jndberg St~~;~s woaw RENOWN 
fEMPORARYf..tn::POLASS. Experience the finest! 

. "~ fitS: 10-4 daily Pll0NE:(408) 413·2.532 

18. Aeolus Uoats 
UI/JWERS 01: FINE WOOD BOATS. 
Visit and bo amaz.:d. Boat building Ia Ifill an ART here. 
I lOt IRS: 9-S M-Sat PHONE: d.aX 423-5681 or c:vo 462·289.6 

19. Davenport Surfsail 
WINDSURFfNO REPAIR & EQUIPMENT 
Closest shop to Scott Creek and Waddoll Crock. 
HOURS: 9·3 W..Sun PHONE: (408) 429-60~ l 

20. The Davenport Rock 
Don't miss this Da.vcnporl favorite. 

21. Davenport Beach 
BEAUTIFUL SMALL BEACH. 
This beach can be very dangerous under certain conditions. The 
rocks and dillS a1 c:itha md should ooly be oxplorcd wilh exlrcmc 
caution. l'leas.: remove all your own trub. . 

22 Whale Watching Area 
GRAY WIIAI.E MIGR,\TION: JAN.· MAY. 
Call )'CIU·rountl rnarine lile IIQT!~!NE... ( 41.5} 474-0488 

23. Davenport Railroad Cut 
Sdid hv numr to I><! a "C! rr ABOVE" all other r'\ilroatl cub 

24. The Washing Machine 
When the surf lUld 1idc:s are rig!!t. lhia IITU fills wilb &ea foam. 

~"i Sunset Grove 

26. Davenport Fire Station 
01\VENI'ORT'S OWN VOLUNTEER Fl!tE IIOIISE 
WhL'II caught by l.he title, call for a ride. 
EMERGENCY: 91 I nt ISfNESS 4 H-2466 

27. RMC Cement Phmt 
The big thing over !.:hind the rrccs. 

28. North Highway 1 (inmilc,) 

1.7 SWANTON HO.IIMVENPOltTI.ANDING 
:U SCO'IT CREEK (windsurfing) 
6.3 GREYHOUND ltOCK ( views, picnic, hcaches) 
7.7 WADDELLCREEK(winm-urling) 

RANCIIO del OSO ( museum ) 
BIG RASIN STATE PARK ( redwoods ) 

I 0.3 ANO NUEVO (elephant Seals) 
17.0 PIGEON PT. IJGHTIIOUSE (hostel) 
20.1 OEAN IIOLLOW (beach. tide pools ) 
21.7 PESCAI)ERO (beaches, Butano S.P.) 
27.3 SAN GREGORIO (beaches) 
38.5 HALF MOON BAY 
67.3 SAN FRANCISCO 

29. South Highway 1 <in mites> 
0.7 CAOllAOE m;;ACII 
1.2 UONNY JX)()N BMCII 
2.2 PANTIIER BEACH 
2.9 LAGUNA/ SAND IIIU. OJ.UFF 
1.9 REI>. wnrrn. & uum nEAcu 
!1.2 4 MILE IJEACII 
U J MILE UEACII 
7.1 WILDER RANCII (mountain biking. blufftraila) 
9.0 SANTA CRUZ ( Wtslcrn Dr./lat. Light) 
!11.0 MONTEREY 

LOCAL NEWS 

February 1998 • 9 Sweetheart Specials· at the Wbale 
Hedge and David Boye Knives Gallery. A new 
menu at the Davenport Cash Store. Electricity·. phone 
and potable water! Lots of GraY. Whales headed south! 

f 

About $4 mill. more needed in contributions lo 
buy the Coast Dairies Land from the developers. 
Talk to the Folks at the Whole Hedge for details ..... . 

And leave yow- donation in their fishbowll 

l'roduccd by 
WlfALE II EDGE STUDIO 
Bill Fravel WATERCOLORS 

~. 
51 OCEAN bl. IJAVKNPOR'f,CA. 
Cln•cd 1\lff. Open JO .. 7 or HOLUm al the llcdge 

I 

Private viewing: CALL(408)4S8-1959 

·,.., 
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DAVENPORT, Ca. 
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Davcnpon Rock 
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- Ann Parker • Box 293 • Davenport, CA • 95017 • (408) 458-0891 - . 

March 16, I 998 

County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Department 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

COA. CALfr:, 
· · · . . .·STAL ~/ Dear Plann1ng Commrss1oners. Cci'VTAAL ~O SSfON 

. · 1 . AkEA 
When people hear that I live in Davenport, the response is nearly always a commenr1 

like, "What a great little town," orl "You're lucky to live there: I've always liked that little 
community." 

I think that most people who have spent any time at all in Da.,venport --from taking a 
walk on the cliffs or visiting Lundberg Studios to livir:g in the town for over 1 o years, as 
I have -- can't help but notice the uniqueness of thi~ tiny community. 

It worries me, therefore, that a development such' as the expansion and rezoning of 
the old Odwal!a packing plant site is being considered when there seem to be so 
many potentially damaging aspects. 

I've read the study and the numerous letters of complaint about the project. Many of 
my questions remain insufficiently answered, and my own concerns are similar to a 
number of those already expressed: increase of traffic, possible pollution from 
runoff or water contamination, cross-traffic impact, increased parking 
impact upon neighborhoods, dramatic increase in usage of natural 
facilities in the area, additional challenge to pedestrians, limitation of 
access routes to beaches and cliffs, etc. 

One of my strongest concerns is what seems to me to be an extraordinary visual 
impact on a spectacular viewshed already limite9 by the existing Odwalla property 
and the large trees surrounding it. Both the proposed expansion and the parking lot 
couldn't help but adversely affect the view for everyone, from passing motorists and 
tourists to residents and customers at local businesses. 

"' But I feel that the two. most challenging problems are these: · 

• This rezoning and development seems to me potentially to be a very significant, 
precedent-setting actlon · -·this site is already the largest commercial facility on 
the ocean side of Highway One, all the way from Santa Cruz to Half Moon Bay, and 
now it's to be expanded? _It fronts one of the area's most breath-taking views of the 
Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. This area seems an obvious one to protect 
stringently, or at least to develop only in the most careful and appropriate manner. 

· EXHlBJJ ~ 
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• And perhaps most the most important, yet most elusive, reason of all is this: that the 
proposed project would surely significantly impact Davenport's quality of life. I'm 
not just talking about my own experience as a resident, or worrying in a "Not In My 
Back Yard'' manner. Small towns are like fragile ecosystems: adding a significant 
development, with all of its attendant changes, can't help but drastically affect such a 
community's balance . 

. As you read this letter, think of your own personal experience with Davenport: don't 
you agree that its ·unique character is worth protecting? I think this quirky little town is 

J important to anyone who ever spent ten minutes buying stamps in the post office, or a 
day with their family in the beach cove, or an overnight at the Cash Store Inn. Once 
this ~nique blend of con:munity is gone, it's gone. 

l know that life isn't static, that change is inevitable and change is often accompanied 
by growth. I also don't think that Davenport has to always remain just the same as it is. 

: l'm not anti-development, per se, and in my job as public relations director for the 
· Santa Cruz Seaside Company I often deal with issues of growth and development. 

But I am against inappropriate development, and this particular project just seems too 
big and too ambitious for little Davenport, at least at this point in time. 

Thank you for your time and energy in considering all aspects of this project. 1 know 
that a tremendous amount of effort and expertise has already gone into the process, 
and I appreciate that dealing with this project is not an easy task. But like most things 
that challenge our time,·energy, imagination and spirit, I think that this issue is worth 
the effort. 

MAY 0 7 1999 
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Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

338 Swanton Road 
Davenport, Ca. 95017 
March 24, 1998 

R c~,v~ 
MAY 0 7 799g 

RE: Odwal.la Proposal APN: 58-121-04 COAsfALtF;Ql?NiA 
CENTR~l 00~MiSSi01V ) 

It has long been my impression that Californtcl, ~d Santa Cruz 
in particular, has made a commitment to the protection of our 
coastline and .its fragile resources. The thoughtful acquisition of the 
magnificent Coast Dairies properties and the d~signation of the 
Monterey Bay as a National Marine Sanctuary must then stand in 
stark contrast to the rubber-stamping of a project of this scale ·.and 
intent that can do nothing but degrade the delicate environment that 
surrounds it. 

The spectacular bluffs and beaches of the North Coast have 
long been the jewel of our County's coastline and the enjoyment of _ 
magnificent ocean views from Highway One and Davenport has 
shaped the character of this small community for generations. This 
viewshed is. a birthright that has been free and available to everyone 
and the thought that my child will enjoy this experience only from 
across a parking lot full of sport utility vehicles and luxury sedans 
or from the windows of yet another day spa or conference center is 
profoundly saddening. The development fees that would accrue to 
the local school ·district from this project would surely seem a sort 
of blood money, paid in exchange for something infinitely more 
precious and valuable to our children-- THEIR right to enjoy what WE 
have always enjoyed. 

The viewshed IS a precious resource--equally as valuable and 
worthy of preservation as a natural reserve or a forest of old­
gro'Nth redwoods. The fact that an EIR was not even required for this 
project is an outrageous rebuff to th~ North Coast environment and 
the resources it contains. 

The rural character and charm of Davenport cannot be 
recreated a~ Ia Main Street Disneyland once it is destroyed. The 
proposed project is truly a wolf in sheep's clothing, masquerading as 
opportunity for our community, while covering up the inescapable 
fact that it will reward its developers far more richly than anyone 

' . 
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else. It seems that neither of the applicants wishes to make a real 
contribution to Davenport, as neither of them chooses to reside 
there. Perhaps they don't wish to drive home through traffic that is 
increased by •only• 306 vehicle trips per day. 

The General Plan has established the zoning parameters for the 
purpose of bring.ing developers into compliance, not the reverse. The 
notion that this project has been carried along with the knowledge 
that it IS NOT and HAS NEVER BEEN in compliance, leads ·one to 
assume that its developers have had reason to believe that a re~ 
zoning was a fait accompli. .Surely, it cannot be true that the body 
that should by rights be protecting our North Coast is, in fact, 
betraying it? 

The original zoning of Neighborhood/Commercial was designed 
to meet the needs of local communities and there is no reason to 
assume that this need is now different. The serving of tourists, 
however revenue"enhancing this may be, must not take precedence 
over the welfare of Davenport and its citizens. 

You have heard from many North Coast residents about the 
certain impact of this project on their neighborhood and the 
inability of such a small community to absorb the effects of a 
development of this scale. You are obligated to consider this impact 
most seriously. The arbitrary re"zoning of this rare ocean"side 
parcel to allow a project of this scale is a frightening omen of a 
future where our only tangible experience of the natural world is 
paved with asphalt and littered V!ith ei'Tlpty paper cups . 

. I must urge you, as guardians of our most valued and 
irreplaceable resources, to re-consider the hasty approval of this 
project, and to ask yourselves how you will feel when you next drive 
up the North Coast to stroll on its beaches or watch whales 
migrating from its bluffs. Will you be proud to share with your 
children and grandchildren your role in the preservation of Santa 
Cruz County's coastline, or will you be as.hamed to admit your 
complicity in allowing the beginning of the end--not only of our 
pristine coastal environment, but also of a small town, the 
quintessential small town, and its way of life. 

~ ., •• J.j ·~· b...., ,..., ·-' 
~:~··· ,..""".fi:.~~rrr· erely, 

M/4Y 07 ~c«~· w~ 
Claudia Weaver 
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To: 

From: 

Santa Cruz County 
Planning Commission 

Karen C. McNally 
P. 0. Box .211 
Davenport, CA 95017 

c -<,-
16 March 1998 

MAy 0 7 ~a . lv99 

v 1 ~ .- {1f~. COA 04jCA LJ r~'1 f.l~t, 
I have owned a home in Dt:;ve.Sp~r.:~ A~f;,f,~ .. ~ 1lJ'~.R.rs and I 

strongly urge you to po·stpone for one !i#!~f.t5y'jjj,ii(J'Iiecision to 
rezone the Highway l/Davenport Avenue area (front C-1 to SO'}. 
for the Bailey-Steitenpohl project to expand the aid packing 
shed (now occupied by Odwalla) and pave a parking lot for new 
visitor services. In this period an overall plan Ahould be 
developed to assess the net impact and future directions and 
needs of Davenport's small "Old Town" of 200 population in 
light of the recent sale of all surrounding properties by 
Coast Land Dairies, to be placed in a land trust.· Davenport 
is·a north coast "island" for future commercial development 
and, perhaps, could be spoiled if allowed to ·change, rezone 
by rezone, without an overall and comprehensive pla~. 

I .am oppose~ to a rezone aL the present time because: 

1. It establishes a precedent for commercial tourist 
facilities on the ocean side of Highway 1 along the north 
coast of Santa Cruz County. 

2. It spoils· the historic "Stei.nbeck" style views of ocean, 
agricultural and farm housing along the north coast. 

3. Crime is likely to increase in the .small community of 
Davenport with an ~ncrease in transient visitor facilities. 
Centered around church, school, volunteer fire department, 
·general post office and a few "home grown" businesses, 
Davenport is a fine model as a stable, diverse town of 200 
that is now nearly crime free. Have Santa Cruz County 
planners carefully examined other similar towns to predict 
the effects of an influx of new visitors on Davenport's crime 
rates? 

4. The unique property on the ocean side of Davenport should 
be obtained from the owners and preserved for use as a public 
viewing area. Bailey's lack of good stewards~i~ and lack of 
concern for the town are clear when one sees 'that he 
currently grows high hedges, often untrimmed, causing serious 
impediment of the ocean view from the town and highway. 

5. The current· zoning of C-1 should be maintained with uses 
that serve the neighborhood/town, not services that draw more 
tourists. Davenport already does its share, putting up with, 
for example, fume-belching tour buses that unload visitors on 
a daily basis. No new commercial projects should be approved 
and no zoning changed without a careful look at all impacts, 

. ' 
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including crime, and a solid town plan. Davenport needs time 
to reach to its new status as an island in the newly 
preserved properties surrounding it . We hear that two more 
developments for tourists are now being planned. Parking 
problems, traffic hazards ~nd circulation across Highway 1, 
unsafe sidewalks and walkways for pedestrians young and old, 
underdeveloped water and sewer facilities, and other town 
problems must be solved in the context of an overall town 
plan that looks to the £uture needs of the community before 
properties are rezoned. 

6. What seismic code is being observed? UBC (Uniform 
Building Code)l was updated following the 1994 Northridge 
earthquake to reflect new knowledge about peak ground 
accelerations in the near field. A magnitude 2 earthquake is 
likely on the San Gregorio fault, only 3 miles away from the 
proposed project, and within the economic lifetime of the 
structure. A peak horizontal ground acceleration of 75-100% 
g and 30 seconds duration of strong ground shaking would not 
be surprising .• Have all elements of the structure been 
designed to this standard, for the safety of its occupants? 
Furthermore, new studies of seismicity along the San Gregorio 
suggest that it lies closer to the land than the previous 
poorly constrained earthquake locations would indicate. The 
scale of the proposed remodel (nearly doubling its size) 
certainly warrants the use of the most up-to-date knowledge 
pertaining to earthquake-s·afe constr1:1ction, unless Santa Cruz 
County is willing to put its residents and visitors at risk 
in the quest for new development. Considering the recent 
loss of life and property damage in the 1989 Santa Cruz 
mountains earthquake, I would think the County would be 
extremely cautious about new development along the north 
coast corridor from Davenport to Ana Nuevo where this major 
fault makes its closest approach in Santa Cruz County. With 
each earthquake, new legal liability is established for local 
governments. 

Other concerns should be addressed as future studies 
identify issues that could negatively impact the town, and 
are not now foreseen. I urge you to postpone your rezoning 
action for one year. 

Sincerely, 

'~ C /Jrc J1J& 
Karen C. McNally ~ 
Ph.d, Earth Sciences 

J--!5 EXHIBiT ~9 
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. . MJW 0 7 ·gog 
Dear Planning Comnuss~on: 1 "" 

40 Davenport Ave. 
Davenport, CA 95017 

M;j,/6~8 

c AI f f:.:''W \I! A 
Back in the la£'~~~~ P;Q!@ C~flR~q~?-.fti-K '70s, I· was syrnpathet ic 

to Proposition 20, ~~1pEPR~~~1~~Jhat created the Coastal 
Commission. At that time I thoug~~ our object was to try to 
restrict growth on the ocean side of the road, so people 
going by could share the ocean with the rest of us--to 
maintain the coast as a beauty asset, not just for· 
Californians, but also for other Americans and the rest of 
the world. I thought it would be really difficult to s~op 
growth 1 but it would be quite simple to retain a viewshed. 
That's why I'm upset at the project proposed here, because in 
my memory -- I used to stop along here in the 1950s -- I've 
always enjoyed the ocean yiew from Davenport. I didn't think 
anybody owned it. The land was sold for a pittance; why 
didn't the County buy it then to preserve it~ There was even 
a sign that said "Davenport California, Grey Whale Migration, 
Jan thru May. u (Mr. Bailey wanted to remove the sign; I :said 
it's not yours to destroy. It was supposed to be preserved 
and not destroyed, but I don't know where it is now.) I'm 
very disappointed that it's even being consi~ered to develop 
Davenport's ocean view now. I thought the people who are 
representing us would be agreeing that we should preserve the 
coast for future generations. The Monterey Sanctuary extends 
north of Davenport, and so includes the Davenport coastline. 
I can't understand why we would want to develop here. 
Normally, we determine the worth of a project by writino down .... 
the pros and cons, and I can think of many cons, but not one 
pro, except for money. 

Cons: It's going to destroy the view that people have 
cherished for many, many years. I'm worried about safety-­
there's not even a sidewalk on either side of the road. I've 
discussed that with County planners and Supervisor Gary 
Patton. I told them that when I was a.boy in Saskatchewan, 
Canada towns had a sidewalk allowance. Everywhere there were 
wooden sidewalks. But apparently there is no allowance for a 
sidewalk--what about all those kids? Cars are going by at 45 
mph (that's if they're going the speed limit), big cement 
trucks whiz by and can't brake in time for pedestrians. 
There is no pedestrian lane, no stoplight, ancC it's 
irresponsible to think there won't be an accident when there 
will be young children crossing Highway l back and forth to 
visit commercial establishments on both sides. There's no 
safe crossing. 

A good example of what happens when the ocean bluffs are 
overdeveloped--when I went to Malibu in the 1970s, I had to 
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,:. :...;., .. get permission to go through a pizza parlor to get down to 
the beach with my kids. 

When County planner Kim Tschantz came up to present the 
project, he said the zoning was neighborhood-commercial, and 
when I questioned, "How did it serve the neighborhood?" Mr. 
Tschantz replied that "neighborhood" didn't really mean 
''neighborhood," "neighborhood" didn't mean that its intent 
was to serve the neighborhood. .Now I see that the zoning is 
being changed to "commercial." There. wasn't a hearing on 
this--! thought when a zoning change was proposed that there 
should be a neighborhood hearing about it. Mr. Tschantz 
seems to have jus'St sat down and changed it. 

Since the Coast Dairy land purchase people might say, 
now we've got lots of views, but this is Davenport's view-­
it's the only town from Santa Cruz to Pescadero, where 
someone can stop to eat, walk around and look at the ocean 
from our.town bluff. 

At the meetings, they always say that we're really lucky 
to have someone like Mr. Bailey, someone who knows Davenport, 
to develop the parcel. But Mr. Bailey lives ·in Hawaii, not 
in Davenport. One of the first things I was taught at 
University, never trust anyone's word on a contract. Mr. 
Bailey implies we have security, we can trust Mr. Bailey, but 
I'm afraid this is just the beginning--that there will be 
further development in the future--raising the height and 
cutting off access to the beach. 

Mr. Bail~ and Mr. Steltenpohl--I'm very disappointed 
with them. I thought they led a life of consideration for 
people before property. They must know in their true hearts 
.~hat this project will benefit only a few people and not the 
majority, disregarding future generations. My wife and I 
have owned our house in Davenport for nearly twenty years, 
and we've lived here permanent+y for thirteen years. We are 
of an age now where we need to be closer to the services that 
one needs as one ·grows older. My point is, I'm opposing this 
because I think this project is wrong, not that I have any 
personal stake in it. We owe it to future generations to 
preserve thts·view. · 

Painfully, 

./1/ ~· . .·,., 
··; /.;....;' c"" • v • ...... .--'--

Bob Lee 
R c I· 

MAY 0 7 i999 
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WHALE HEDGE STUDIO 
Bill Fravel WATERCOLORS · ..•... ···.11'·· .. ~ 

March 15, 1998 · 
. '· ., . 

' .. 
. County of Santa Cruz 
Planning Commission 

. Kim Tschantz, 'Planner . 
701 ocean St., Room 400 

· Santa Cruz, Calif 9506q 

Dear I<.iiD & Pianning Cornrnis~ion: . 
. · . . . 

' • ,· • '•I 

. COAs 
.· CENt 

. ~. ,· . . . ~ 

T~~-.. y~~ ~I for y~~r efforts·t~ ktclude and huo~·the.reside~ts ofDavenport re~arding .the 
warehouse (Odwalla) project on Highway 1. We have reviewed the revision of the Environmental 
Review Initial Study and mitigations proposed by the owners. ·It ·s~ems that you have made the 
best decisions possible in considering a building/parking lot project: of this size. Our concerns 
continue t? be regarding: · · 

Scope of th'e Project: 

1. Addition of square footage to existing bu~~ing (+9791 sq. ft.) 

2. Addition of a second floor to the building 
. . 

3. Creation of a large, non-public parking lot 

All of this, on the coast side ofHighway, does not seem to indicate a "protective" stance in 
planning for the North Coast. Rezoning to accommodate such a large project for the space, 
especially when considered in context of the ·size ofDavenport, is questionable. . . 

Traffic 

Traffi~ testing was certainly not at what has been the peak over the last tfuee years. Wbile 
summer months are very busy, Dave~poii: is fast becoming a destination for Gray Whale Watching 
(Jan. through May). The town is also a pit stop for tour buses, the number of which has also 
increase~ over the same time period. 

Marilvn Fravel, Representative 
51 Ocean St. PO Box 178 Davenport, CA. 95017-0178 (408) 458-1959 

Toll Free Fax/Phone l-888-WhaleHedge 
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Steltenpohl/Bailey Project 
Fravel Family- P.% 

Was the forthcoming "park" (Coast Dairies Land) around Davenport, and expected increase in 
traffic and congestion, considered in traffic review? Are there recently updated traffic projections 
regarding traffic on :Highway 1 near this part of the Sanctuary? We hope we can assume that the 
traffic issue will receive weightier consideration as planning continues. 

Access 

:Historically, folks walk all over the new parking area to access the cliffs and enjoy our beautiful 
) view of the Pacific. While a primary path to Davenport beach is to be eliminated, other secondary 

accesses will also be lost. How has this been studied or included in your planning? 

Planning Process 

We know you must be aware of other, new development that is happening in Davenport on 
!pghway 1, including remodeling of"the old barn" at Davenport Ave., and new building plans to 
~eplace the old Foresters' Hall, in front of the Davenport Jail Museum. The lack of address of all 
of these developments in a more definitive planning process for the Highway 1 frontages does not 
make for complimentary planning for traffic, parking, usage, pennits/~aivers, etc. In a tovm the 
size of Davenport (population 200 and lots ofkids and dogs), and within such a small area for 
consideration, we strongly encourage a more inclusive and comprehensive approach to planning 
for that area. . 

We are all in a special position to design projects and plans that reflect the Santa Cruz County 
long-standing commitment to pre-servation, stewardship, and coastal access. 

MAY 0 7 i999 

Marilyn Fravel 

~· 

Emery Fravel 

l~·.' lZ' 
Muggs Fravel 
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BRUCE LEE / . ;, 

p;o. BOX 407 

DAVENPORT, CA \ 
/ 

95017 

Mr. Kim Tschantz, Planner 

701 Ocean Street 

Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Re: Applica.tion No. 95-0685 

· Greg Sceltenpohl 

·.Fred and Bren Bailey 

Dear Mr. Tschantz, 

. After Vi~wing the Environmental Review Initial Srudy, I have several concerns 

· abo:ut t:J;li~ _proje~t. · · · . 

~ I feel the project is simply too large f?r the cominucity. A proj~ct of over 

. ~enty-th~usand square feet, a~ost a .cubic Inile <?f earth excavation and. 

requi.ring a parking lot of 72 cars i~ a town 'Wiili a population of around 200 

people is quite signiqcant... ' 

·· • Size and Scope. 

The projects size and scope need to be evaluated in light of the other com­

mercial development currently happening in Davenport. There is a \vine tast­

ing room and art gallery behtg bcllt as well as the reconstructi~n of the h_:lll 

'·at Marine Viev-; and Highway 1 both directly aeross the street from the pToposed 

project. For the public 'good·, County planners need to keep the big picture of 

the amount of development and that development~ impact on a community 

.i:r:t mind when granting applicatipns. Has the addition~! construction going 

on in Davenport been considered here? 

• Service t<;> CommuPjC:·: 

-r:-he project does not directly serve the community. Despite claims to the 

contrary, there is no eVidence of this. 

·• Special Use Permit. . ·• 
I strongly object to the granting.of a special use permit for this project. I'm 

especially concerne"d about what the zoning change should mean if the land 

-..yas purchased .and redeveloped. 

page 1 
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B~UCE LEE 
P.O. BOX 407 
DAVENPORT, CA 
95017 '~ ..... · 

e ~o 
. MA·Y ~ 7 i9o 

• Right of passage and beach access. . · · . ...,,9 
Th bl. h bl' .h d . h f Ci.'i,.a"' CAL ., e pu 1c as esta 1s e a ng to passagect/~~·.~i ~and, which cannor: be 

revoke,d. Despi~e the rriyscenous disappearance'UtMJ r:i;;y~~ sign s~orcly 
after the purchase of the property, townspeople and visitors from a~ over the \vorld 

have used ¢at meadow for years as a whale watching sight as well as for beach 

access. It should not be turned into a private asphalt lot. 

) 

• Parking. . 

The growth of parking problemS in the town has not been properly addressed. There 

is already a parking problem in Davenport, ~nd this· project, despite pro-viding private 

parking spaces, actually worsens t?e problem of public parking in Davenport by 

removing space currently used for public parking · ' 

The counties requirement for an asphalt lot with white and blue markings should be 

waived· or rec;:onsidered. A black asphalt lot wo~ld destroy the quality and mood of 

'the beautiful ...,isca on.the oce::m side of the highway. 

• Inaccurate traffic study. . 

. Because the traffic report was done on perhaps the lowest possible days in the year 

for traffic volume, they c~ot be accurate {or peak traffic conditions. \\:-rule there is 

no traffic study done in this area in peak months, the change fn traffic volume could 

be an order of magnirude .. '\-Vhlle this project \vill not contribute significamh· co the . . 
overall volume, traffic hazards and accidents as a result of E:ars turning: imo and from 

. -
the pr?posed development in a significantly increased traffic vo!~me are possible and 

likely .. 

• Lack of Epvironmental impact report. 

;In light of the environmentally sensicive.North Coast, and in light of the recenc pro­

posed purchase of the Co~t Dairies land for a public_park, is this kind of de,·elop­

ment appropriate for a small historically significant' to~ central to newly acquired 

public land_? I do not beli.eve so.'!t is baffling to inywhy a full Environmental impact 

report was not required. 

For the above reasons, I think the size and scope of this pr~ject should be reevaluated. 

sincerely, 

Bruce Lee 
· page 2 
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March 1998 

To: Santa Cruz County Planning Commission 

From: Frank Wylie, 1900 Smith Grade, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 CAU;:{IR5'Ij~,..."'·r,·.1 
CiiA. ~rA\ en r,nfvd ;:,tJ 11..1.l'~ 

Subject:H-t 95-0685, 3500 Coast 1:-ligh>vay 1, Davenport A.PN(s)C(!5~\~~~1'4J.POAST AHEA 

I find it reprehensible that Santa Cruz county which holds itself as an environmentally concerned 
advocate proposes to mar the coastline at Davenport. The coastline from Half Moon Bay to Moss Landing 
is one of our greatest assets and nowhere is it marred by a commercial structure (except farm buildings). 
The one exception is the abandoned Odwalla building, a tall, unsightly corrugated metal building that 
blocks one's view of the ocean. It blocks the view at one of the most attractive bluffs on the coast, and area 
where the whales come close and whale watching is popular. 

The quaint village of Davenport is home to about 250 people. It already has a variety of different 
restaurants and three places which serve alcohol. There is also a small grocery and a post office and a B 
and B. The addition of any large project would seriously, and negatively, change the character of the 
village. Currently, all commercial structures and the pOst office are located on the "land" not the ocean 
side of 1:-lighway 1. Additionally and importantly, as a larger business is add~ it would cause a greater 
traffic hazard. Davenport is located on a hill and it is very difficult to see the traffic in both directions 
because of this hill. As a result, there is a serious traffic problem which has resulted in a least one fatal 
accident. The addition of a major restaurant-inn-micro-juicery(micro bre·wery at the first hearing), etc. 
would further exacerbate the traffic problems. 

This proposed development is a site left over from the railroad from which the land was 
purchased (Most ·will recall it as the onetime home of Odwalla which brought business and jobs to 
Davenport and then whisked them away.) The current warehouse building is situated directly on the 
property line, and it is proposed that they be allowed to keep the building there and expand it( almost 
doubling the size by converting it to a t>vo story structure and raising the roof line further. If they· are 
granted that very basic exception, building on the property line, is it possible that a lot of other people in 
Santa Cruz County will want to claim similar exceptions ? Also, those denieg the same special prh ilege 
may >vish to claim why the County's rules are "'different for some people." 

The experience of Ck:hvalla should teach us that times change, and enterprises change hands, and 
things change. Although \Ve are assured that Odwalla has nothing to do >'tith this project, one of the 
partners is the president ·of Ck:hvalla. 

The notice of public hearing states that the request is also to excavate 1,350 cubic yards of dirt 
from this >vonderful, scenic bluff oYerlooking the sea. That's a lot of dirt(about 4,406 large wheelbarrows 
full) and as we know, many excavations grow in the process. 'The purpose: to place a large parking lot 
and thus creating a larger traffic problem as traffic would then enter(going both north and south) from 
both sides of Highway 1. 

Why do we want to destroy a great natural bluff in favor of a parking lot ? Why do we want to 
add a new big, mixed purpose building which has been describes as a lodging for visitors, a caretaker's 
residence, a restaurant, micro-juicery offices and retail uses. Doesn't that essentially give them license to 
conduct almost any business there in the future ? 

Why indeed do you propose to destroy a bluff and enlarge and heighten an ugly corrugnted 
building to obstruct the public's view of the Pacific. ,. 

57 



How can the County of Santa Cruz propose to so destroy one of the loveliest sections of our 
coastline and repiuce it with a crass, unattractive commercial beach front? That would be a travesty of 
great dimension, especially for an area which takes pride in its protection of the coastline. 

P.S. Would the Commission consiaer a suggestion? At the hearing in Davenport, the planning person 
entered and sat ~d talked with the OY\ners of the Odwalla site. That perception may not contribute directly 
to the concept of impartiality that the Commission seeks .. 

I 

R. 
MAY 0 7 1999 . ~~ .. 
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MlW 0 7 1S99 
RE: Statement to Planning Commission: 

CAL\F{}f\!'\!~~~ . ~ 
.. ""' . .,!. ,. ~ ;_, 1·· l;i ~ -r't,, ; (' c- l n t~ 

To whom does the Santa CruzCCG.:unJ:).:L Pf.aP,~rn~\-~iartment owe a duty? 
To the developers of a parcel? Or tc£;ftiilf<¢JJm£i{iilfiyf.i"','Surely the Planning 
Department owes its primary duty to the community and the County. But in 
this case the County Planning Department has seemed to present a done-deal to 
the community without adequate attention paid to community .concerns ·such 
as parking, traffic and the destruction of the town's viewshed. Neighbors 
have expressed to me their feeling of hopelessness in the face of this project. · 
And why shouldn't they feel this way--for tounty Planning seems prepared to 
grant the developers special exceptions in order to do this. Why?--Why is 
County Planning willing to grant a variance and a rezoning in order to allow 
the project to go forward; why has County Planning decided that an EIR in 
specific relation to this project is not necessary? 

I have already written to you about the necessity for an EIR. Here I 
want to comment on the zoning change request,. I would also like to request 
that the Planning Commission postpone their· final decision until neighbors 
have had a chance to respond to the staff report in writing. 

1) Ya ria n c e: The developers have requested and County Planning 
recommends granting an area variance, due to the existing packing shed not 
being set back far enough. The relief requested is the relaxation of the set­
back requirements to 0 · feet for the reconstruction of 25 lineal feet of the 
building. Has County Planning really looked carefully at the traffic 
consequences of such .a variance? Isn't there already a hazard in that the 
proposed facility abuts a. busy highway? The existence of the new facility with 

• an attendant increase in vehicular and foot traffic will exacerbate already-
existing pedestrian and traffic problems. County Planning argues that 
allowing the variance will preclude the necessity of a building extension, 
which would result in further obstructions of ocean views. However, has 
County Planning thought of just limiting the project's size--why would an 
extension even be necessary? A variance is allowed when it is based on 
"unnecessary hardship" to the landowner. I do not think it is an "unnecessary 
hardship" to limit the size of a project in accordance with the legal setbacks. 
"Mere hardship" is not enough. 

2) Special Use permit: The requested zoning change from Neighborhood 
Commercial to Special Use in and of itself is suspect. Special Use is defined as 
involving situations requiring particular attention and special treatment due 
to the neighborhood ramifications of the special use. The implicit condition 
for granting such a zoning is that the relief granted must neither ravish the 
general plan for the neighborhood nor amount to such preferential treatment 
as to constitute spot zoning. Spot zoning, by definition, is invalid because it 
amounts to an arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable treatment of a limited 
area within a district. · 

In this case, the requested relief does conflict with the General Plan and 
it amounts to the preferential treatment of spot zoning. 
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1) It is unreasonable and capnc1ous for County Planning to find that 
the criteria of the General Plan were met fo,r granting Special Use zoning. The 
General Plan designates the parcel in question "Neighborhood Commercial." 
County Planning itself notes, "this designation allows small scale [sic] 
commercial businesses to meet the needs of indi '\dual urban neighborhoods 
and rural communities and visitors to those areas." ~See p. 8 of Staff Report.) 
The current zoning of "Neighborhood Commercial" is already very flexible-­
this zoning primarily promotes services for the benefit of the neighborhood 
and surrounding rural area, but at the same time and at the same scale can 
serve visitors. As such, the "Neighborhood Commercial" zoning is quite · 
desirable for our small town. In contrast, the Special Use zoning would allow 
units that were primarily visitor-serving. Such a usc would not serve the 

'
j . 

community, nor would it aid in maintaining the integrity of our 
neighborhood. County Planning suggests that the proposed multi-use facility 
would "contribute to established centers of community activity and 
commerce." However, our neighborhood already has a place for meetings, nor 
do we need offices. The Neighborhood Commercial zoning fits the community's 
needs; a SU mixed zoning does not. 

2) A granting of a Special Use zoning would be spot zoning because the 
County Planner is fitting the zoning to the project instead of the project to the 
zoning. This is preferential treatment for the developers and thus is invalid. 

The Model Land Development Code allows special Qevelopment permits 
based upon a finding of compatibility with surrounding areas and with 
developments already permitted under the general provisions of the 
ordinance. The Bailey project, as it stands. is not compatible with the 
surrounding area. It is important that we preserve the integrity of the 
neighborhood, and a project of this size will do the opposite. I am not 
opposed to Mr. Bailey exercising his right to develop his parcel--however, the 
development should be of a size that contributes to the character of the 
community, not overwhelms the. community. Mr. Bailey should not ·be allowed 
special exceptions to the general plan in order to overbuild the parcel. 

What Davenport needs is a town plan; we need to coordinate all of the 
development in our town~·not just grant it on an ad hoc basis. We care about 
our town. 

Don't it always seem to go, . 
hat you don't know what you've got 'til it's gone, 
hey paved paradise and put up a parking lot." 

--Joni Mitchell, "Big Yellow Taxi" 

Thank you. 

Susan Young 

MAY 0 7 1999 
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Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz CA 95060 

Members of the Commission: 
MAY 0 7 1999 

Bruce A. McDougal 
PO Box J 
Davenport CA 95017 
March 24, 1998 , ~ 

----.7 ;p:::~-~- "((I' 
' ,'::~ \. 

~_;; } 
~ 

CA l,,,,..,,!! ·. 
(' r"l :""! • t- L '\))1 ~~ ; A . 

I have serious conce::ns about th~tl~~1~f/S:~el~~~;E<?~ pro~osal for the old 
packers warehouse m Davenport. 1 HM'se€tCS'~ea,o~tbese m my letter to 
Planning in response to the Negative Declatation (see attachment 12M of the 
Revised Environmental Review) but I do not feel they were addressed in the 
staffs revision or in the Staff Report to the Commission. They include, but 
are not limited to, the following points. 

1. The destruction of the existing meadow and historic whale watching 
and scenic viewshed to build a parking lot on the ocean side of highway 1, in 
the very center of what has been declared a Special Community, clearly is 
contrary to the intent and purpose of the Coastal Act. The proposed lot has 
been "sited and designed to minimize impacts as much as possible", but this 
is not enough. The meadow is a part of the view, and the only way to save 
the meadow, and the character of the Davenport community's historic ocean 
vista is to deny, or dramatically reduce, the scale and scope of the project. 

2. This area has always been open and accessable, and used by the 
public for parking, enjoying the ocean vista, and beach access. The 
Davenport Beach ~s designated for Primary Public Access, and any 
development calls for public automobile parking (GP 7.7.14-7.7.16) The 
proposal to close the area to public parking, and limit pedestrian access to 
two paths to the beach, denies to the public the right to park and pass which 
has been acquired prescriptively by long public use. I do not understand why 
this is not addressed in the staff report. This right must be preserved, even if 
this application is denied. The suggestion that the adjoining property can 
and will be used by the public is not the point. The staff report (P.26 c.) 
refers to possible future development, and if the public is excluded from the 
present propoal, it will establish a precedent. There may also be an effort to 
close access to this area too, because of traffic concerns. The obligation to the 
public goes with the property, and cannot simply be ignored. 

3. The project is too large to be assimilated into a tiny coastal 
community without forever altering its character. The General Plan specifies 
(8.8.4: Davenport Character) "Require new development in Davenport to be 
consistent with the height, bulk, scale, materials, and setbacks of existing 
development: generally small scale, one to_j;wo story structures ofwood 
construction". This building is already the largest building in town, and 
doubling that is inconsistent with the above conditions. 
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4. The proposed uses are not directed at serving the immediate 
community, as required; and a change in zoning as requested to allow almost 
any use invites an even greater removal from any community connection. 
The owners do not reside in the community, and their only business there is 
the building itself, and its potential for rent or sale. 

5. The impacts on the water and sewer are to be 11mitigated11 by the 
applicant paying for improvements to the water and sewer systems. This 
needs a lot of explanation. We have always been told by Public Works that 
these systems· were designed to allow the full buildout of all vacant properties· 
in the community. It is likely the warehouse was never included in this· 
calculation, and so it is fair that they are a special case. But if this proposal 
puts such a strain on the systems that they need to be expanded to 
accomodate it, what will be the case when those of us who have been 
promised buildout go to build? 

At this point there happens to be a deal cooking with RMC Lonestar to 
expand the water system to accomodate them (but nobody else) that can be 
stretched to include the warehouse, for a price. But what happens then? Do 
we in fact have the reserve capacity to accomodate future buildout, or don't 
we? And if we don't, isn't now the time to expand while the system is being 
refitted? 

Meanwhile, the sewers and pump station in oldtown (the central core of 
Davenport) are awaiting grant money to replace them. There will be no 
expansion of the existing sewers; and after the grants, there will be a $35,000 
local share to be absorbed by the district. The applicants are being asked to 
pay connection fees for system upgrades; but is this simply absorbing the · · 
district share of the cost, without expansion? Again, where does that leave us 
re: capacity and future buildou.t? 

I hope your actions on this proposal will reflect the love and concern for our 
precious ccast for which Santa Cruz County is famous. 

Sincerely, 

. , ~~l/t~[)ruceA. McDougal 

M~~Y 0 7 i999 

C;~UmRrHA 
COASTAL COii'~J; !SSiON 
C£NHIAL COASJ Aril:A 
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Att: Santa Cruz County Planning Dept. 
From: Kristen Raugust . 

454 Swanton Road, Davenport, Calif., 9SMAY 0 7 79qq 
RE: Greg Steltenpohl for Fred Bailey ~~ 

r, '\' ' March 22, 1998 Cnlir'"r1 ::,~-· 
..... ;,;.,\ ;..t'.rth.,. 

CFr;I""R ;t,; -- nr ~ ~~~~H .... 

Dear Planning Dept , and to whom it may concern, 
As a long tim-e resident of Davenport, I am outraged and 

concerned that you have declared the proposed project by Fred 
Bailey and Greg Steltenpohl, as a negative environmental impact to 

,1 the North Santa Cruz County coast. 
During this crucial period, I seriously recommend that you re­

evaluate your decision in good conscience. 
Please take into account that even though the size of the 

project is not nearly as big, as say the proposed Coast Land and Dairy 
proposal, it would impact the North County in just as big a way. 

I have listed below my reasons that an Environmental Impact 
Report should and must be done, to maintain the integrity of the 
North Coast and to insure further protection of the Monterey Bay 
Sanctuary. I am in complete contradiction to the assessment of your 
planner, Kim Tschantz. I think he did a incompetent job and his 
actions and motivations should be looked at. This project is too big 
and important not to have more people involved. 

A) View shed. I dispute the contention that there is a minimum 
impact on the view shed area in the north end of town. In fact there 
is much more view shed blockage than the two residential and one 
commercial area than you have insinuated. In fact many more 
residential and business properties will lose there views. Thls must 

· seriously be looked at again with more modeling done to know 
exactly what view interruption will take place. 

As I speak, this very moment, there are people from ail over 
. -

the country and all over the world, stopping to sit in the beautiful 
meadow and watch the fabulous whale migration. If the building rise 
and the parking lot are to be allowed, the public would not have this 
accessibility. They would not have the oportunity to stop and walk or 
sit and enjoy the extrodinary rare view. 

B). Sewer and water. The sewer ancLwater situation is already 
maxed out. The system already needs to be enlarged and improved. 
Who will burden the cost and maintain it? This is another area that 
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really needs more study and planning. This is very important 
because if and when failure occurs the brunt of it ends up in the 
Monterey Bay Sanctuary. 

C) Parking and traffic. Again, another monumental problem for 
Davenport already. With the current traffic flow and speed limit, 
disaster is already waiting to happen. There needs to be a very 
thorough and comprehensive study done. I don't feel that enough of 
attention to this problem has been done. There are no tum lanes or 
any indication that the speed limit is to be lowered soon .. This is not a 
minimal problem but a maximum one. · 

D) Biotic and biological. Here, there are more plants and animals 
that will have there lives and habitats destroyed than meets the eye. 
We must take a longer and harder look at this. The meadow is an 
intregal part of this cycle. Not only that but people have enjoyed the 
biotic beauty of the meadow for scores of years. 

E) Beach access. Now this is a big issue. I highly disagree with you 
that there will be minimal impact in this area. In fact there will be 
an gigantic impact. Not only will the parking lot being on the meadow 
create a physical barrier, it will create a physiological and emotional 
one also. Then with the proposed plantings and the fences people will 
feel intimidated to even go down to the ocean. There is not enough 
access to Davenport beach as it is. 

F) Soil. With the parking lot being built, the soil in the meadow will 
be destroyed and lost forever. We mustn't let this happen. It could 
disrupt the drainage and flow of water in the north end of town. 
Erosion is a potential hazard here. I don't feel there has been 
adequate evaluation of the soils at the south end of the property also. 
What about the old underground gasoline tank? Was there a permit 
issued for removal? Was there any leakage into the soils in which 
water drains down into San Vincente Creek which in turn runs into 
the Monterey Bay Sanctuary? Was the soil tested? These are 
questions in which I don't think were adequately answered in the 
short period of time spent on the soil problem. 

G) This project would be growth inducing and have an 
accumulative impact on the area. 

MAY 0 7 1999 
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H) Re-zoning of the proposed project site to SU is very rare. It 
would be extremely inappropriate for a small community such as 
Davenport. 

So in closing, I want to strongly encourage you to change your 
mind and request that an Environmental Impact Report be done in 
it's entirety. It must be done thoroughly and thoughtfully because 
the welfare of this unique and pristine area is at stake. For current 
and future generations. 

J 
Sincerely, 
Kristen Raugust 

MAY 0 7 i9S.9 
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March 23, 1998 

To: Planning Conunission 
County Building 
701 Ocean Avenue 

· Santa Cruz, 95060, Ca 

From: Marcia McDougal 
BoxJ 
Davt:!nport, Calif 95017 

Re: Steltenpohl/ Baily project 
Odwalla Building . 
Davenport· California 

There is a BIG controversy in the SMALL town of Davenport. There 
is a proposal for a big change. This change is about something much 
larger than the little town of Davenport. It is about commitment to 
the California Coastal Plan, the whole coast of California. The 
proposed project violates the purpose of the Coas!Al Plan, which 
states clearly its purpose to keep the coastal corridor from 
development on the coast side of the highway. Further, we have not 
only the coastal act to conform to, but the Monterey Bay Marine 
Sanctuary to protect. This is our legacy to pass on to future 
generations. This coast belongs to the whole globe, to anyone who 
drives down it. It renews the human spirit to look out to sea. It's 
not for a few to take away for personal gain. Instead it demands 
stewardship. 

The town of Davenport is small, and the proposed project is too large. 
It would drastically change the character of the town. Enlarging the 
Odwalla building and taking out the meadow and replacing it with 
cars and asphalt; and then importing growth to 'cover up' this insult 
to the environment is excessive and insensitive.· The peregrine 
falcon lives in the meadow. There are always people found in its 
grassy field, taking in its beauty. It is the only place in Davenport 
that allows this kind of grace. Each season this meadow has been the 
focus point for watching whales as they pass closest to this shore 
entering the bigger Monterey Bay. This proposal excludes the public 
in exchange for private, commercial use. Since World War ll, this 
grassy meadow has always been open to the J2Ublic for walking and 
parking at the top. For decades the Whale Watching sign proudly 
stood at the top of the meadow acknowleging the grey whale 

J 
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migration, part of the history and symbol of t:pe town. It 
mysteriously got knocked down shortly after the property was 
bought by Baily/Steltenpohl. The sign was never replaced. 

The project wants to change the zoning from C·l, General Plan 
Designation: Neighborhood Commercial which includes community 
use, to SU multiple use. An intrinsic threat here is that if the zoning 
change is granted, the SU makes the real estate more attractive for 
future sale. It would also have a large impact on Davenport. It is.not 
appropriate. 

Historically the community has been excluded from this property. 
Pre-Steltenpohl, when the property changed hands from the packing 
building to Bailey, the path to the beach was blocked from the 
community for over a year. (see enclosed note from the planning 
dept. 1976) A path was not recreated until a threat from the 
community of a grand jury proceedings was acted upon by the 
county (see enclosed petition from 1976). After this a hedge was 
planted to hide a fence, which was erected without a permit. This 
hedge now is over 25 feet tall, blocking the ocean views from 
Highway one and a large portion of Davenport Avenue. This does not 

. reflect an attitude of concern for the community. 

Those supporting the project appreciate the Baileys excellent 
aesthetic taste, as do my husband and I who were instrumental in 
their purchase of the packing shed property for just that reason. But 
this is not the issue. 

We have businesses in Davenport and know that more commercial 
development brings more commercial traffic, therefore more 
business for everyone; However, we would trade that for the very 
quality of life that attracted us to this small town thirty years ago. It 
is rare to find a coastal village with the character of Davenport. It's 
place on the coast is idealic. It needs protecting. Please don't take 
it's heart and soul away. 

!)i/j y 0 '7 ·~ 
!Yo; t::.t99 
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I N T [ R - 0 F F. I C E CORRESPONDENCE 

/\pfil :!B, 1976 

!·like !·Iiller, co.~stdl ~~\n;~sion 

Ed 13 i c 1 s k; , P 1 11 n n i n 9 Ll.L-~·. 

Fred [!~ i1 ey 

'11l~b 

. . 

. --·. ·-----r-:---------------_: __ _ 

/\n inspc:ction of the Oailey site on Friday, April 23rd 
revcal~d that fences have .been constructed with gates 
along the rear and front of the site. A sign hu.s been · 
po~ted which reads "No Beach Access". 

Please: inform ulf: ·of the Coastal Commission heilrin!] for 
Uailcy. · 

Ell: 1 d 
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The Planning Commission 
Santa Cruz County 

Subject: Plans for development of the 

Dear Members, ) 

P.O. Box 252 
Davenport 
CA 95017 

I write in order to have my views on the planning of development for the 
Odwalla site taken into account by both your Commission and the County 
Board of Supervisors. As a resident of Davenport, I have some specific 
concerns, two more general concerns, one very general concern, and two 
complaints. 

. . 
I am not against sustainable development, to use .the term currently 
fashionable in California's political processes. I gather that the land 
formerly occupied by the Odwalla factory is owned by Mr. Fred Bailey, 

~~:.;~· who wishes to develop it for other purposes. Apart from Mr. Bailey's early 
attempt to impede access of the public to Davenport beach, use of the site 
heretofore has seemed acceptable, and it is reasonable that Mr. Bailey be 
allowed to develop it - appropriately. 

The position of the lot on the ocean side of Highway One makes the 
question, of what "appropriate" may be, highly sensitive. In the many 
places where I have lived that have fronted water, the previous presence 
or the lack of foresight in· preserving or losing that connection as 
uninterrupted as possible, has always been critical in the current success 
or failure of that place as a desirable community. I gather that Mr. Bailey 
has left Davenport - but I hope he has not also left behind the interests of 
those who remain here. 

The planned addition of a second floor to the building is not appropriate. 
It will certainly serve the commercial interests of the developer (and of 
whomever may subsequently buy it); but this will be at the expense of 

. Davenport's residents locally, and of the integrity of the Central Coast 
between Hwy One and the shoreline along one of its most beautiful and 
certainly its most accessible stretches. 
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The visual and practical impacts will be lm~yoidable. And if a two-storied 
building can be kept low -- then a MlWglQ ~t~gd building can be kept even 
lower. Directly related to the intend1:4,1 ~s:yat;~A footage (and the as yet 
troublingly unspecific use), is theo'-:S~J1oof .. ';~~'- The parking for 92 
cars, as presently planned, is cofiiii'leatly CO\ff bi'~~roportion to the size and 
extent of the town. It would, in fact, interpose a building and its associated 
parking between the town and the .bluffs along·· the full length. of Davenport 
gs it lies on the level of the highway. Ii is inconceivable to me that a · 
planning department with reasonable regard for the integrity of the 

< i 

existing community could approve of such ·an abysmal vision. The visual ) 
and pedestrian access to the bluffs and the ocean from the upper ·half of 
the town is an essential part of Davenport's character (ind~ed, even the 
sacrifice of the present meadow is a terrible loss in this respect). 

It seems hardly necessary to emphasize that. a de~ei.opment with one floor 
instead of two should need only half the parking at present projected. Yhis 

. issue should not be reasoned backwards. -If a project can not go for-Ward 
without increased parking and increased parking is unacceptable for other 
reasons, then the project should not go forward at that scale. Increased 
parking should not suddenly be deemed acceptable. 

Whether the Commission concerns its~lf with the matter of projected 
employment, I do not know. But I a!ll perfectly certain that a cool look at 
proposals (two- or one- floored) specific enough to yield a judgement 
would provide insignificantly minimal expectations for employment in the 
local comtn unity. 

The affect on the town, however, will be more than visual and emotional; it 
will be a traffic nightmare. The current area in which casual visitors may 
park will largely disappear - and, presumably, if the development is 
successful (which it should and ought to be), casual visitors will also 
increase. This wili mean that casual parking will spread throughout the 
town, even as far ·as San Vicente. Davenport is (and should remain) a small 
town, and the affect of such parking will be horrible, poth for the 
convenience of local ·residents and for the visual environment. And this 
just as PG&E is putting cables underground to IMPROVE that environment 
-- I hope that the county will act to do likewise. 

The plans now include intentions to partially block access back to the town 
for vehicles emerging from the developed site. This is a ·case of sticking a 
torn document back together with cheap tape. Vehicles that wish to re­
enter the town and are barred from doing so, will simply drive down the 
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road and turn at the lay-by -- thus substantially increasing the hazards on 
an already dangerous road. The exit from the site is placed directly 
opposite Davenport Avenue: if cars may go straight ahead, then they can 
cross Hwy One (also drastically increasing the traffic hazards) and simply 
enter directly into the town . If vehicles are prevented from doing so, then 
visiting drivers who wish to do so will simply go a short distance south (as 
just explained), and drivers "Yith a legitimate reason to enter the town · 
(personal visitors -- even residents) will be infuriated by. having that need 
denied. The positio-n will be similar to the abomina~le traffic patterns that 
have developed as a result of the Long's development on Mission street 
and its accompanying mish-mash of vehicular prohibitions. 

My two more general concerns are that, one, there appears to have been 
no adequate traffic study. The "mitigations" in the current document are 
remarkable for how little they mitigate and for what they ·ignore. 
Davenport, as a very small town that lies on the edge of a major highway, 
lives or dies (sometimes literally) by the quality of pianning in traffic. I do 
not see how any responsible planning department could proceed on the 
basis of the gross inadequacy of the report in this regard. My second 
concern is broader, namely, the apparently total lack of an EIR adequate to 
the present plan. Is the plan trying to tell us, first, that the EIR done for 
the Odwalla factory is appropriate for the currently proposed 
dev_elopment; and second, that there are today no better informed 
standards? I doubt whether anyone who has recently built a house in 
Davenport would be impressed by such claims. The proposal must have an 
appropriate EIR. 

My· most general concern is that this very large (relative to the town) 
development is being . considered with absolutely no indications that some 
more coherent vision for the town is framing the decisions -- still less with 
any significant exchange with and in the town about how residents 
envision Davenport in the long-term. Other plans for commercial 
development are in process (Forresters' Hall, the old barn, for example). 
Mr. Bailey is not the only person with a right to develop. But I have heard 
not one voice from the county about consultation with. ·rhe town for 
developing a coherent plan. Such consultation IS A MUST. And both the 
county and the residents of Davenport should make reasonable decisions 
informed by the interests of the Central Coast at large. What has been 

~~~~:~i~yatd~:!~sJ::t~~n B:~dis e:lra!C~-~ --~- in terms of 
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road and turn at the lay-by -- thus substantially increasing the hazards on 
an already dangerous road. The exit from the site is placed directly 
opposite Davenport Avenue: if cars may go straight ahead, then they can 
cross Hwy One (also drastically increasing the traffic hazards) and simply 
enter directly into the town . If vehicles are prevented from doing so, then 
visiting drivers who wish to do so will simply go a short distance south (as 
just explained), and drivers 'Yith a legitimate reason to enter the town · 
(personal visitors -- even residents) will be infuriated by ~aving that need 
denied. The position will be similar to the abomina~le traffic patterns that 
have developed as a result of the Long's development on Mission street 
and its accompanying mish-mash of vehicular prohibitions. 

My two more general concerns are that, one, there appears to have been 
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no adequate traffic study. The "mitigations" in the current document are 
remarkable for how little they mitigate and for what they ·ignore. 
Davenport, as a very small town that.lies on the edge of a major highway, 
lives or dies (sometimes literally) by the quality. of pianning in traffic. I do 
not see how any responsible planning department could proceed on the 
basis of the gross inadequacy of the report in this regard. My second 
concern is broader, namely, the apparently total lack of an EIR adequate to 
the present plan. Is the plan trying to tell us, first, that the EIR done for 
the Odwalla factory is . appropriate for the currently proposed 
development; and second, that there are today no better informed 
standards? I doubt whether anyone w . c.entl:Y.._built a house in 

~ Davenp~rt would be impressed by such· :"" ~~~f!-~st have an 
appropnate EIR. U 

MAY 0 7 1999 
My :.most general concern is· that this very lar ~relative to the town) 
development is being considered with abs6 · '"l£q~'1('#t!licat~ons that some 
more coherent vision for the town is framfiftJ7; ~TJM~AIJ. still less with 
any significant exchange with and in the town about how residents 
envision Davenport in. the long~ term. Other plans for commercial 
development are in process (Forresters' Hall, the old barn, for example). 
Mr. Bailey is not the only person with a right to develop. But I have heard 
not one voice from the county about consultation with. ·the town for 
developing a coherent plan. Such consultation IS A MUST. And both the 
county and the residents of Davenport should make reasonable decisions 
informed by the interests of the Central Coast at large. What has been 
happening at Half Moon Bay is a warning to everyone (both in terms of 
community disatisfaction and environmental results). 
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My complaint is directed at the opposite from a silence. It is both general 
and specific. It concerns more generally the manner in which the Planning 
Department has permitted one of its members, Mr. Kim Tschantz, to 
become a spokesman for the developer. The meeting called last July, on 
the face of it to promote just the kind of open discussion we need, was in 
fact quite the converse. It w.as conducted purely as an effort to sell the 
project. The developer certainly has the right to inform and to try to 
persuade the co~munity, although he was hardly wise to carry this to the 
lengths of suppressing and curtailing any expression of contrary opinion, m 
the manner /supported and furthered ·by Mr. Tschantz. I must point out 
that it is, in reason, not possible for Mr. Tschantz to deny that this 
happened. The fact that it happened is documented in the reactions of 
those who tried to so speak. The fact that it was systematic is documented 
by the fact that so many reactions were the same. In this view, Mr. 
Tschantz has, upfortunately for both Mr. Bailey and the Planning 
Department, r_adically called into question the wisdom and partiality of the 
Department. 

The more specific aspect of my complaint concerns the change· of zoning. 
The meeting orchestrated by Mr. Tschantz was presented as an effort to 
involve the community in the plans for a site zoned as "neighbourhood 
commerciaL" Requests from the floor to elucidate the contribution of the 
plan to the neighbourhood were ignor~d. Now, it is suddenly proposed (in 
very small print), that the zoning be changed to "SU." I do not recall .11r. 
Bailey or Mr. Tschantz calling another meeting to explain this change. It is 
a specific dismissal of the interests of those who live here. I hope that Mr. 
Bailey will be able to develop his property in a reasonable manner, and 
that he will be able to do this with the impartial assistance of a 
Commission that has managed to persuade the Department to re-establish 
public trust. 

Yours sincerely 



----------- ---
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P.O. Box 252 
Davenport. CA 
95017 

Planning Commission 
County of Santa Cruz 
701 Ocean Street 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

R-~~~\E;:9L Much;~ 
Re: Ci\ Li fGR ~~~A 

C I1A~i--' I G· ,: . ·.::,., . 
. ':: <'·Mi.. .,.,:'il•id;::,;~tOI\1 

Proposed Odwalla Expansion 

CENTRAL COA;:d Af;;:.i. 
Dear Pl~ning Commission· membe~s: '""n 

I am opposed to the pro/osed Odwalla project as it currently stands. 
following are some of the ·issues I find important: 

The 

:Whether or not there the Plannjn~ Department bas a conflict of interest. 
I am alanned by the Planning Department's unseemly partisanship in 

its rush to push through a developer's project in our town, namely the 
proposed Odwalla expansion. 1 was, unfortunately, out of town during last 
summer's community meetit1g in which Odwalla applicants and County 
planner Kim Tschantz pres'ented .the expansion project. 1 heard from 
neighbors afterwards, however, that the project was presented as almost a fait 
accompli. Neighbors complained to me . that they were ignored when they 
brought up concerns with the project. Neighbors complained to me that the 

· presentation was such a puff piece for the benefit of the developer that they 
felt they would be spoiling the party to make any adverse comments. 
Neighbors complained to me that it seemed that the Planning Department was 
working for the developer, not for the town or County's benefit. 

Whether or not an Envjrompental lp1pact Report should haye been ordered. 
Why wasn't an E.I.R. done? --the impact on our community is enonnous. 

According to the court in Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project y. County of 
Stanislaus. 48 Cal. App. 4th 182, 5~ Cal. Rptr. 2d 625 (1996), the California 
Supreme Court's sta~dard for detennining whether an E.LR. should be ordered 
is: "With certain limited exceptions, a public agency must prepare an EIR 
whenever substantial evidence supports a fair argument that ·a proposed 
project 'may have a significant effect on the environment.' 'Significant effect 
on the environment' means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse 
change in the environment." UL, ··at 629-630, citing Laurel Heights 
Improvement Assn. y, Re:ents of_ University of California. 6 Cal. _4th 1112, 26 
CaL Rptr. 2d 231, 864 P. 2d 502 (1993). 

This is the environmental impact of the Bailey project as I· see it: 

1. Davenport's ocean frontage will now be completely blocked by an ugly 
smear of a huge parking lot (92 cars). Although cars have parked on the bluff 
on a casual basis, there is still a section of meadow (marked by footpaths) that 
pt;ople use to watch whales and view the ocean (in the area where the old 
whale ·watching stand once stood before it was torn down by the new owner). 

' . 
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z;affi~nc~~:~~d ct~:~~~ :~ltl ~~ev:~~b rt~'\ of expansionan~f~~~ns;d~rafii~e 
in the early fall--not in the summ ~iS.::...at :::Jt' can see Highway 1 
from my house, and during the summer there is a constant stream of traffic, 
often stoppages of traffic where there a~t:Wrii!Jt 1§~9dents south of 
Davenport. The proposed 4-legged intersection opening up across Davenport 
Avenue will frustrate drivers wantint}O ~mzr.:@~Nf?.\lt of the project and they 
will either .drive across, in~o pavenP..i'ry;,~:p~~~t'l}; .tat~$! J.9r tum around further 
south on Highway 1, creatmg a rec~·lfor·"'triff.i&TaeCiatnts. 

3. Davenport will be turned into a parking lot for the benefit ·of commercial 
developers. Odwalla proposes ·to expand from a small factory where only ten or 
eleven cars were parked at one time to. a multi-use facility, which is built to 
attract ninety-two cars at a time. Whereas the Odwalla factory workers 
generally arrived in the morning and left in the late afternoon (I assume 
working an eight-hour shift), the expected ninety-two cars would arrive to eat 
at the restaurant, shop in the shops, use the conference center, soak in the 
spa, and then drive on after an hour, after two hours, after three hours. Thus, 
the constant turnover of cars would certainly multiply our existing traffic 
problems immensely. 

Davenport is a small town--the traffic that the developer intends to 
bring to Davenport will overwhelm us, with beach traffic spilling over into 
the streets of Davenport since beachgoers who have traditionally parked on 
the bluff will be precluded from using the private Odwalla parking lot. We 
already have a few tour busse~ stopping in Davenport and impeding traffic on 
Ocean Street on a regular basis--certainly this new project will attract even 
more tour busses. All of this increased traffic will tum Davenport into a 
parking lot. 

Mr. Bailey does not address these traffic concerns--instead saying, "This 
is. a Cal Trans issue." Well, it's still an issue for Davenport, and a project this 
size should not be allowed until traffic problems can be addressed. 

4. Pedestrian safety is not addressed adequately. Where are the sidewalks, 
crosswalks, pedestrian bridge, pike lanes that would be necessary to secure the 
safety of pedestrians who would be crossing highway 1 from the current 
commercial strip to the proposed oceanside commercial strip? 

5. Visual impact. With Mr. Bailey's proposed p'arking lot hogging the entire 
front of the town, Davenport's window to the sea is obliterated. Other beach 
towns, such as Laguna Beach in southern California, have removed ocean 
frontage buildings in order to make towri parks fronting th~ -ocean. Look to 
the cities of Long Beach and Santa Barbara, which have 'created green, grassy 
parks along their ocean fronts. Why should Davenport regress and be forced 
to give up its ocean view bluff in order to build a gigantic parking lot? 
Approval of this project as it stands would set a dangerous precedent for 
further development of the ocean side of the highway all along our beautiful 
California coastline. 

6. The initial study did not adequately take into account the project's impact on 
the water and sewer systems in Davenport. I am concerned that the estimate of 
usage will turn out to be inaccurate, and the resulting additional use will 
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become a financial burden on Davenport residents and a strain on our existing 
systems. MAY 0 7 1999 

I find the Planning Department's approval of lM~Li4'fl?r~~~ project on our 
town's ocean bluff .especiall~ ir~nic .in light o~. ' ~~.r,.:,~ruf<fu~4~ment by 
the .Packard Foup.dauon that It w1ll g1ve $175 mn eY~'e T tt\lit:Afive years 
to protect California's natural landscape from overdevelopment. (See "$175 
Million Endowment for Habitat," by Alex Barnum, San Francisco Chronicle, 
Al3, March 11, 1998.) Why isn't the County applying for any of this. money to 
purchase the ocean bluff from Mr. Bailey and preserve our town's viewshed 
for residents and visitors alike? 

Whether . or not the zoninz should be permitted to be changed, 
The proposed Odwalla expansion is not a neighborhood community 

project. The project does not benefit the community, but the developer. Why 
should the zoning change to benefit the developer? The developer speaks of 
attracting our Silicon Valley friends to his project. The developer speaks of. 
jobs, but $5.50 an hour for a 'busboy in a restaurant is not .a real job. Aga.in, 
this sets a dangerous precedent for development along the north coast, for 
other developers to argue that they, too, should be allowed a Special Use permit 
to develop on our coastline. 

:Whether or not there should be a town plan to plan to coordinate the rapid 
commercial development takinz place in Davenport. especially in light of th« 
Coast Dairy Land Trust. 

Davenport is an active, vibrant· town with plans and hopes for the 
future. Davenport's future is even brighter now that a Land Trust is in the 
process of being created out of the Coast Dairy land, a Land Trust dedicated to 
preserving the open space on the north coast. Thus, Davenport now has an 
even stronger duty to future generations to !Dake sure we develop responsibly 
-- building and expansion projects should be coordinated to create a jewel in 
the midst of the Land .Trust, not. tarnish or even destroy Davenport's existing 

·qualities through piecemeal development projects. I believe there are two 
small projects in ·the works--the Forester Hall is being rebuilt and the barn on 
Highway 1 and Old Coast Highway was purchased recently with an eye toward 
commercial development. Arros Market was recently purchased, and when · 
the Post Office's lease is tenninated by the new owners (l assume that they 
want to redevelop), the Post Office will be forced to relocate or even close 
altogether. Perhaps a meeting place as much as the Community Resource 
Center and the church, the post office holds our community together. More 
changes have been coming to Davenport in the Jast few years than have come 
in the last several decades--this is a turning point for the community of 
Davenport and we need to see that we have preserved its ··charms for future 
generations. ' 

I moved to Davenport because of its unique qualities -- it's a small town 
peopled with kind, intelligent, interesting, creative neighbors and, visually, it 
opens up to a· stunning view of the coastline. The open bluff has traditionally 
been used for whale watching (Bailey removed the whale watching sign 
posted on the bluff, leaving only a cement foundation for the sign--but it is 
still used for that purpose). 
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Althouah there are only two hundred residents in Davenport, 
Davenport is!;.> a real community--we have a community center which provides 
programs for seniors, the disabled, and the poor, and the center bas recently 
put together a community lending library. Davenport bas a post office that 
brings the community together--with a postmistress and postal workers who 
provide the best service I've ever seen a post office provide. Davenport is 
proud to be the home of a volunteer fire station, built through the efforts of 
community volunteers. Davenport harbors many neighborhood groups and 
associations, which support projects for the betterment of Davenport. 
Davenport hosts small businesses, such as Lundberg's Glass, Bowie Knives, the 
Whale Hedge Gallery, the Cash Store, Arras Market, Omware Gallery, and Whale 
City Diner--but these· are small businesses, which fit the size of our 
community. The Bailey Pr.oject is too large for a community the size of 
Davenport, ·and takes away precious community resources--our tradil)onal 
whale-watching site and our windov) to the coastline. Davenport is NOT a pit 
stop for Highway 1 traffic, and Davenport should not be a parking lot for 
overreaching developers who do not seem to realize that their project could 
kill the charm of our town. 

I beg the Planning Commission to consider the Planning Department's 
. recommendation carefully--if the Planning Commission is not swayed by my 

proposal to coordinate the mini-explosion of commercial development ·taking 
place in Davenport, then I ask the~ Planning Commission to consider halving 
the size of . the Bailey project, keeping the building at its current one-story 
level and halving the amount of parking spaces, thus leaving the community 
and those who come to enjoy the community a window to the sea. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely yours, 

s~~ 
Susan Young 

M:W 0 7 1999 

P.S. These letters are due today, March 17. However, the staff report is not 
available until late this afternoon and so I will not be able to comment on the 
staff report in this letter. Because the staff report is so crucial . in determining 
whether the Planning Department has met the requirements of the County 
Code provisions, I will have to present . another letter to Planning Commission 
members before the March 25, 1998 meeting. I hope there is some way to 
insure that Planning Commission members will have a chance to read 
Davenport residents' comments on the staff report before· 'fhe Planning 
Commission makes a final decision. 
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STATEMENT TO PLANNING COMMISSION A~e 

I am a resident of Davenport. 
MlW 0 7 1999 

1) The site, in both a local and a wider context, hf!~L-~'1~'~we pre­
established frame in which this proposal is vie~~t~~'Tfce,A~ff~~{_afiion of a 
General Plan for the Monterery Bay region is predica1eif preci'sefy on this 
assumption. The Plan, to the best of my knowledge, is clear on the 
importance to the region as a whole of keeping to a minimum any 
development north of Western drive. To1 this end, acceptable development 
should be within previously established Residential and Neighbourhood 
Commercial (C-1) guidelines. This will maintain the viability of existing 
commumtles. The importance of this General Plan derives, more widely. , 
from the northern continuity of the open coast, from the San Mateo border 
and as far as the developmental disaster of Half Moon Bay. In my 
experience, this stretch of Highway One is genuinely unique for its 
combination of scenic splendour and accessibility. It is an extraordinary 
privilege to have such an inspiring and at the same practical and everyday 
route between Santa Cruz and San Francisco. Ideally, there should be no 
development whatsoever on the ocean side of Highway One between Santa 
Cruz and and Half Moon Bay. 

2) The constitutional nature of the General Plan means that it should 
remain flexible under substantial and long-term evolution of 
circumstances. There is such an evolution, the Coast Dairy and· Land 
acqms1t10n. Its effect is to increase enormously the importance of the 
Davenport area as a coastal zone, unspoilt as it is accessible. The wishes of 
a particular developer are not an appropriate basis on which to modify 
the articulation of a General Plan in this way. 

3) At the most local level, Davenport is a very diverse and lively 
community for its size. It has, indeed, a very precious status as a 
"neighbourhood,.. This small size means that any commerci_al development 
should be on the same scale, and should serve this community primarily 
and directly. It is precisely the town and its community, in their own, 
present identity, that best serve the quality of this coastal area. 

4) The proposed development, in its present form, is inimical to all these 
concerns. It will not serve this community in any significant way, in either 
pleasure or commerce. In fact, it is described by its proposers as providing 
a ~~gateway" to the Monterey Bay area. Davenport needs a "gate" like a 
hole in its collective head; such a role would entirely destroy its integrity 
as an independent community. The Bay already has several "gates": 
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Davenport acts as legitimately as one ga :'S:fri!~I.y· ~}l)~rfi If 
such "gatesu have to be defined by commerciJ4ntetlstS, ~11e hy not 
propose a whole string of "gateways" between l\l,~\f ~o~:pay and here, 
each busily generating income for their respecti·te developers and for local 
government? CAL!f{H~ iA 

Cr,,•r·.-;J l'r· C"'-l,..,"'"'Nl 
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5) The proposal would interpose buildings and J. very large, privatized 
enclosure of parking tarmac between the town and the oceap., along the 
entire length of the town. as it lies level with Highway One. This would be 
a visual and emotional disaster of major proportions. It would additionally 
result in a crowd of cars already brought by merely casual visitors but 
being forced into local streets and jamming the parking in a very small and 
compact town that even now can barely sustain the parking needs of its 
own residents. 

Irrespective of the proposed function of the development, it is far too 
large. The current size has led the Planning Department to approve a 
zoning variance .that would allow the development to maintain zero set­
back on Highway One, at a point where. this already busy road, which 
carries many big-rigs as well as private traffic, has frequently been the 
site of crashes and near-misses. Surely, with this kind of set-back, the 
prime issue should be public safety, not the benefit of a developer who has 
already put this land to profitable use over many years. Making the 
project smaller will benefit the public ,in .every relevant way. 

6) Most of the established procedural guidelines for safeguarding the 
public interest seem to have been inverted in both the initial and the staff 
report. In public view at least, the handling of this proposal, by the 
planning department as well as by the developers, completely undermines 
its own rhetoric of community benefit. It is a project that could not pay its 
way for a day without the extensive patronage of transient visitors, but 
could survive for ever without a single member of the Davenport 
community ever entering its doors it has apparently been allowed to 
proceed on the assumption that a change in zoning -- essentially an 
instance of spot-zoning -- would legitimate the procedure at the last 
moment. Even within this context, the established purposes of C-1 and 
Mixed Use have been subverted. To claim that a zoning could be changed 
and broadened, merely in response to the request to permit other 
purposes described as "related" to the more limited category, is both 
outrageous and absurd. Everything can be seen as related to anything and 
to override hard-won decisions of categorical differentiation in this way is 
both capricious and arbitrary. 

I 
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This approach, unfortunately, seems to be consistent with a remarkable 
laxity across the board, in relation, for example, to the requisite standards 
for an EIR, for a traffic report, for a seismic report, for a geological report. 

7) Davenport needs a vision and a plan articulated by its own residents, as 
framed by an up-to-date General. Plan and with access to expert resources. 
The developers are not such a resource; nor, judging by the results, are 
their consultants, nor, apparently, is the Planning Department. Their · 
project may indeed have its autonomous merits, such as in its architectural 
and commercial visions, ·but these must not confuse or supplant the 
interests of the community, the interests that we have come here to 
represent. 

It has been extraordinarily difficult even to articulate these interests 
within the highly abbreviated, even conflicting time table imposed on us; 
and I. therefore. re.quest not only the .e };I~~~~Rift .~~si tion of the 
Planmng Comm1sston, but also a contm ..... ~bi£, m.utmg.:.e 

MAY 0 7 ISS9 
John Hay 

•• 
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We, the undersigned1 are opposed to proposed development on 
the ocean side of Hwy 1 in Davenport for the following reasons: . .-i. 

1. Expands existing building from 13,000 to 22,000 sq/ft. ~!)• 
2. Sets precedent for coastal. development & spot zoning. ...... J •• 
3. Multiplies auto traffic & public pedestrian hazards. 
4. Destroys historic Davenport Meadow & ocean viewshed. 
5. Excludes public from established public parking area. 
6. Increase Hwy 1 Davenport retail business 2-1/2 times. 

PRINT NAME 
~.;Jl,\~~ i:1t e·r~ 

(f'R\~1(!1~ &l t,.·<~H1JrJrJ~ 
--r·, ti-1 ;VIos HE;<. 

r,l ;;, ,... ~.(_ L~'r 1: c. 
Xc-c I ;~ ~ I C-or\-(!Q(c f ··- -~ . (..•' j e "" .r.. • , c" L> c c_ ~e-0 ~..,) 

ihoMlL£ i'\A_~OK\{ 
~}'- J<-Ju.,._~ I 

11\\ c V\ ~cte~J1·· 

~~JL- ~tJ £~ -ccJ 

·--R~(\-~V--Q K~ 1\::>.-\ 
,JJj 

LJtir~!Wri tio~J 
~S~r./ c. ·-;;;--(~,..~;<)--eo 

{v' 



. ' 

. ·• 

Dear Ca.r,fcrf'1Q Coos·i t\-\ .LD.t'Yl t.v\.t5~ (~H\ 
N\- lr. .... 'f' r-· I ~ j .(>(! e r<\ l,...t:,..) ~ 4. Y1C1. ...:} ·. a r- J . .. 

\ 
' 1 

86 



_ .. . r ·- r-·'J- v, ,., , - t'~,e.. pe.i•TeOf\ S'-~ ~ t l-\"ecL '-j 
ot?e.' .. "-tr ~.~ c.~~~" 1 r•. "•""' +- c..,. . . 

f:v ' 

PETITION To the Board of Supervisors: 
We, the undersigned, are opposed to proposed development on 
the ocean side of Hwy 1 in Davenport for the following reasons: 

1. Expands existing building from 13,000 to 22,000 sq/ft. 
2. Sets precedent for coastal. development & spot zoning. 
3. Multiplies auto traffic & public pedestrian hazards. 
4. Destroys historic Davenport Meadow & ocean viewshed. 
5. Excludes public from established public parking area. 
6. Increase Hwy 1 Davenport retail business 2-1/2 times. 
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COASTAL COMMISSION 

. * 18 letters from 6th grade students available to review from Commission 
staff. 
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334 Swanton Road 
Davenport, Ca. 95017 
May 9, 1999 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060 

M.L\Y 0 7 1999 

Re.: Perm it # A-3 - SC0-98-1 01 , Applicants Fred Bailey and Greg 
Steltenpohl 

Dear Commissioners, 

The contrivance of ''spof' Special Use rezoning and replacement of 
oceanside public space with a private parking lot would degrade 
Davenport both as a tourist destination and as a vital community. 

The kinds of uses accommodated by Special Use rezoning - restaurant and 
juice bar, apartments, conference center - allow either "park, eat and leave" 
tourism which entails high traffic volume or allow very limited use by 
conferees and employees. The proposed size and nature of the 

· development does not facilitate the public's access to or enjoyment of 
the coast in proportion to the scale of· the project. Uses that are more 
compatible with the thousands of acres of nearby park land would be more 
appropriate. 

Eliminating some of the uses requiring Special Use rezoning would help 
address the project's excessively large scale. The proposed size of the 
private parking lot would damage Davenport's immediacy to the coast and 
ocean. Highway One and speeding traffic are already formidable barriers to 
the coast, and exemplify the incongruity of accommodating visitors at the 
expense of what they came to visit The Bailey-Steltenpohf project would 
carry to an extreme this paradox of wrecking the tourist attraction to bring in 
the tourists. 

Sincerely,~~ 
Jack Herman 
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May 8, 1999 
Rebecca Herman 
334 Swanton Road 
Davenport, Ca. 95017 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast Area Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060 

. fi/\!! ~!\U_~ 
CO . ·-:c't)N 
CE!IH j ! P.;,'.,_A 

Re.: Permit #A-3- SC0-98-1 01, Applicants Fred Bailey and Greg Steltenpohl 

Dear Commissioners, 

This proposed development exceeds reasonable limits for two primary reasons. Both 

are linked to people; the local community and the greater one. 

The first is this. Public access to the coast and to the ocean is visual and it is physical. 

The excessive scale of this proposed development requires a substantial parking lot 

that would preclude a natural interface between land and sea. An attempt to mitigate 

this impact by digging into the cliff does not alter this fact. The proposed parking lot . . 

additionally excludes everyone who is not doing business with the ·development. 

Secondly, the project is excessive because of the multiple uses proposed. This 

present plan would set a solid precedent for any commercial or retail use to take 

priority over the most important resource of the local and the greater community; the 

coast. The Bailey- Steltenpohl proposal has undergone extensive planning but 

remains shortsighted because it does not serve, protect or respect this primary asset. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Herman 
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• 03/~9/1999 06:32 8059952021 

Califomia Coastal Commission 
72S Front St, Ste.300 
Santa CruZ; CA 95060 
Fax: 831427-4877 

Re: Appeal A-3·SL0-99-02S 
Moon I Hutchinson 

Patl Hat.chioson 
2190 Circle Dr. 

CayuiXIS, CA 93430 
(805) 99S-2021 

While I am unable to personally appear before you due to family responsibility constraints, I am 
optimistic that, because ofthe comprehensive and thorough staff report that bas been~ this 
appeal will stand on its own merits. 
The small beach-town community of Cayucos worked loag and hard for ove;r 3 years to create standards 
for development in the designated "Small- Scale Neighborhood", re-named Community Small Scale 
Design Neighborhood The appro'Yal oftbese standards drew praise from your Commission at their 
adoption (Apri11995). TodayJ these affected properties have maintained and increased their desirability 
IIDd value, cwen with limitations of size and massing. 
Approving the projsct b({t1tc yn WfJIIlJl be theftnt ltep to lllfll.trminilw th011 Gtllbli.rW 
~I 

Please consider the following: 
a) The applicants have NOT implemented available mitigation measures that address the noise issue 
t.e. sound board, sound deadening aiding, triple glazed Windows, wall insulation, garden waU etc. 
These options wouldiU.It require a variance and would IU1t undermine the established standards. 
b) This property is NOT unique in its proximity to Highway 1. Many, many~ abut Highway 
1 along Studio Drive, Cass Avenue, Circle Drive and 24th St. All ofthese properties could (and I 
asure you, many wouldt) implement this same option. 
c) The existing dwelling cummtly ezeftlb the allowable size and massing. Allowing additional square 
footage to a already ovBr~ks structure is a definite granting of special privilege. 

This project; 
-is precedent setting 
-camot meet the five findings necessary to grant a variance 
-does not confonn to tbe requirements of the Local Coastal Plan 
-erodes the p.rovisiooa that protect one ofCalifomia'a last genuine beaDh towns • c..,..._ 
Please mpport the Staff Report and deny this project 
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·BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

In the Matter of Coastal ) 
Development Permit ) 
No. A-3-SNC-98-114, ) 
SNG Development Company, ) 
On Appeal from Decision for ) 
Approval by City of Sand City ) 
Pursuant to its Certified ) 
Local Coastal Program ) 

ITEM THU 6a 
May_13, 1999 

STATEMENT OF APPLICANT 
AND APPELLEE 

May 7, 1999 

Prepared by: 

Eric Koenigshofer, Esq. 
Norbert H. Dall 
Stephanie D. Dall 

Counsel and Senior Environmental 
Advisors to SNG Development Company 

A copy of this Statement has been sent to each Commissioner, Alternate Commissioner, and to Commission staff. 

*Attachments available for review from Commission staff. 
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STATEMENT OF APPLICANT AND APPELLE 
Amended COP Application on Appeal A-3-SNC-98·114 
SNG Development Company 

SUMMARY 

ITEM THU 6a, Thursday, May 13, 1999 

The Monterey Bay Shores visitor resort ("project") comes before the Coastal Commission 
("Commission") on de novo hearing following an appeal from the unanimous decision by the 
City Council of Sand City ("City") to approve the 495-unit project on the 39-acre site of a 
former heavy industrial Lonestar dune sand mining facility, located between Highway 1 and 
the sea. 

The policies, maps, and implementation standards of the certified LCP are the primary 
standard of project review both at City and Commission. (PRC Section 30604(b).) In 
addition, the Coastal Act's public access and recreation policies apply because of the 
project site's location between the mapped first continuous public road and the sea. (PRC 
Section 30604( c).) 

A signed Memorandum of Understanding (MOU, 1996) among the State and local parks 
agencies operating in Sand City, the City, and Redevelopment Agency designates the 
Lonestar site as one of two properties along the City's 1.5-mile long Monterey Bay shoreline 
for urban reuse. On recommendation of staff and with the unanimous support of the parties, 
the Commission in 1996 specifically certified LCP Amendment 1-93 to incorporate the MOU 
into the City's LCP and thereby designated and committed 80% of the City's shoreline for, 
open space to address public view, habitat, and coastal access objectives. 

In its coastal permit approval of the project, City made extensive detailed findings of project 
consistency with the Commission:.certified LCP, including based on the Final Environmental 
Impact Report and through imposition-"of specific conditions that applicant must 
demonstrably satisfY prior to permit issuance. 

Commission staff, however, recommends outright denial of the City-approved project, 
notwithstanding that pursuant to the LCP-consistent Habitat Protection Plan the project 
would restore and permanently conserve over 1/3 of the severely degraded site to habitat 
for endangered and other sensitive species, as well a~ provide a system of public coastal 
access facilities to itnplement the LCP's and Coastal Act's environmentally sensitive access 
and recreational objectives. · 

In the course of ext-ensive discussions with Commission staff since January 5, 1999, the 
project applicant has amended the project application to provide the following substantive 
enhancements of project consistency with the LCP, as well as to respond affirmatively to 
issues and concerns of a regional nature. The Commission staff report (received April 30, 
1999) describes and addresses these important amended project components ("the 
Modified Project"}, which: 

• Reduce the project to 378 units (a 24% reduction in density, to 58% 
of the density allowed by the certified LCP}. 

-2· 
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STATEMENT OF APPLICANT AND APPELLE 
Amended CDP Application on Appeal A-3-SNC-98-114 
SNG Development Company · ITEM THU Sa, Thursday, May 13, 1999 

• To protect public views from Highway 1 to Monterey Bay. substantially 
reduce building heights by 19-30 feet in, and eliminate entire building 
sections from, the LCP-designated viewshed areas. 

• Increase the habitat restoration. conservation. public access and 
recreation. and other open space areas to 2/3 of the project site. 

For the reasons summarized below and more fully addressed at Tab 0, as well as in the 
record before the Commission as a whole, the project applicant respectfully requests the 
Commission to approve the Modified Project. including subject to such special terms and 
conditions that will ensure its consistency with the LCP and maximize Coastal Act public 
access and recreation objectives: 

• The project site property is part of Rancho Buena Neche, an 1835 Mexican land 
grant. Through the mid-1940's, the property contained a large dune ridge some 150-
175 feet above and extending towards and along the Pacific Ocean in a series of . 
parabolas. This naturally occurring dune substantially blocked public views from 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

the old Monterey-Castroville Road and the Southern Pacific Railroad's "Del Monte" 
line tracks, located immediately to the east of the dune. 

The Lonestar dune ridge, slope, shoreline, and open pit mine excavated and 
.exported large quantities of sand from the site between the 1940's and 1986. The 
sand mining occurred on, in, and directly affected through grading and vegetation 
removal, all of the site, including its preexisting natura,) landform and associated 

- habitats. 

Pursuant to the Coastal Act, the extraction, grading, mining, and removal of sand 
through 1986 constituted "developmenf', as a result of which no part of the 
site remains in its natural condition in 1999. (PRC Section 30106). 

The certified LCP, as updated through the unanimously approved (11-0) amendment 
that incorporates the MOU into it, specifically designates, zones, and identifies the 
Lonestar site for the Mot:"Jterey Bay Shores (Ghandour) visitor-resort project, up to a 
permitted density of 650 units. 

The project site therefore is neither undeveloped nor open space . 

The certified LCP, as amended and certified by the Commission, contains specific 
textual and mapped visual protection p,olicies, with which the Modified Project fully 
and demonstrably complies. 

The Modified Project site plan limits visitor resort facility development to less than 
a third of the project site property, while allocating over 25 acres to public access, 

-3-
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STATEMENT OF APPLICANT AND APPELLE 
Amended COP Application on Appeal A-3-SNC-98-114 
SNG Development Company ITEM THU 6a, Thursday, May 13, 1999 

• 

• 

• 

• 

recreational uses, and restoration and long-term conservation of habitat for 
endangered and other sensitive animal and plant species. 

Biological studies of the Lonestar property over the past 15 years (ref. FEIR) have 
identified it to contain limited, variable. and unstable habitat values over time, witb 
indications of episodic colonization and possible overall longer term diminished 
resource values directly attributable to massive sit~ degradation from mining 
activities as well as continued wind-driven impacts on the largely unvegetated 
landscape. · 

The certified LCP designates no part of the project site as mapped environmentally 
sensitive habitat. Rather, it specifically identifies the former mining site as 
significantly resource degraded and hence requires specifically delineated dune 
resource restoration to create and an on-going management program to conserve 
viable habitat for endangered and sensitive species. While individual members of 
sensitive plant and animal species have been observed to utilize parts of the site, 
it comes to contain long-term sustainable "environmentally sensitive habitat area(s)" 
pursuant to the compound threshold definition of the term in PRC Section 30107.5 
only through rigorous on-going implementation of the habitat conservation and 
protection program provided and funded through applicant's coastal permit and 
conditions precedent to issuance thereof. 

Similarly, there is documented ample water, which meets applicable health 
standards, and does not adversely affect the sustained yield of the aquifer, from the 
Lonestar 1 ,200 gmp on-site water well to serve the Modified Project. 

The certified LCP, as amended and certified by the Commission, reflects and 
reincorporates the LegJslature's authorization in the Coastal Act that "any permit 
that is issued or any development or action approved on appeal (reference to 
Coastal Act Chapter 6 omitted) shall be subject to reasonable terms and conditions 
in order to ensure that such development or action will be in accordance with the 
provisions of (the Act)." (LCP Implementation Program, page 9.) 

Thus, the LCP enables the City Council or Commission to approve the coastal 
permit for the Modified Project, subject to applicant's satisfying Commission's and 
City's reasonable conditions, precedent to issuance of the permit. 

Applicant and Appellee SNG Development Company (Or. Ed Ghandour} respectfully so 
request. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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} State of Ca.l.iforrda 

MEMORANDUM 

To: PETER DOUGLAS 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Commiui0l1 

OHONGUTIERimZ 

'· 

Business, Transportation & Houain, 
980 • 9th Street, #2450 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Subject: 

'J'RANSMl'J."rBD VIA FAX ONLY 
(4iS) sou4oo 

A representative from the Business, Transportation and Housint Agency will not be 
ab~ to atteDd the Coastal Commi8eion meeting JJ.ext week in Santa Rosa. Howevex, 
we wotdd Jilte. to take the oppoJtunity to submit for the record, the attached writte;n 
cou»:ne~:ta by Caltrana. Tha.uk you tor your cooperation. 

Attachment 

~ ~~!E~\'11~ IDJ 
L lJ ttAY 0 7 1999 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL. CQMMt$$10N 
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I"RY-07-1999 12= J3 

• 51'ADGJ~ 

Calt.nut lia.,..... dlelul&J•dt tor tiLe May 1999 media: oCtile California 
Coastal CoDQDWion !d ka ·Che foBowJi& co~~DQ.tl: 

.AfJ!!!I No. A-3 9 ... 114 CSN9s. S,a Citz? Motaierg Coaa!fl 

.,.... 1'bis item is c lpiJcal by rbc Vcntana Chapter of ebe Sierra Club and Comm!$&ioners Wan 
aucl .Anmnas;o fiom the decilion of the City ofSancJ City~ a pemrit with CODditions to SNG 
c1ovclcrpmem for tbo coDStrUCtlon of rhe Moliterey Bay Shora Resort. This mixed.-use resort 
proposes a 217-room bote!, a 100..\UJit vacation owner.mip (timethare) .retOrt, 4S visitor serving 
rental condomini1m:l units, 133 condominium =~ atld restaurant/bat'~ termis~ pool aad conference 
facilttw .. 1be project~~ S1011hwelt of Highway One and Fremom B®lcvard ~ 

'Ibe Commission js teCOmmenclius ~ o!the _pcruit based on a number o! issues, 
incl\ldi.ne public JCCM; ilnpat;B to species of'r;cmcero, tfireatl to stmlitive habit~ net los of and 
dunes, exceediq the~ lirsUtatiODI prescri)Jecl by the Coastal ·Act, ard inccmsis1ccies •ith the 
Co=milsion,s polic:i~ c traffic and dioulation. 

I I .. 

I 

I Ca1U'Ubi6 ~ita coneem5 o'Ver this~ due to the noptive impacts the p:oject 
Wm hi.VI Dn=LY One &l1d MVml mtaHCtiCG. CiJtrw hu beeu on racord '~hit apptOVal 
should not bl . ll1Uil a P:oject Study Report for .HiJh.way One. curmltly \HMic' P.RParatWl, is 
completed ~ bpaots have betfl :lbily mitigated. The CoiStal CommifsjaJ:J hu cited these 
contems. as 1be basil tor~ the project is inconsistent 'flith its tra!Bc -.ad circulation 
policies. ' 

MC!IItt!!Y Cqaty Local Coastallmem Api!Fte!C {CanneD 

This lpplicadon proposes to wend th., Land U!e and lmplemenfJ.tion portions of 
Monterey Coiity LCP tO allow wetlazld fill of 0. S Jtres at tbe comer of Hi&'hWaY One and 
Carmel Valley IDatl to facilitate cODJfiUCfioD of a riJbWU.m lane from wcsttiouml Cannel Valley 
Road ontO nonhbound BJpway 0=. Staff is~ ewrovai oftbe 8%DCPdment since the 
ameadment meets tba criteria of the Coastal Ac:t for approvaf of werlands ~11: project il for 
iDcid.;em.al pt:&blk se.niccs. AO fcuib.le less GamaJinc alterna'rive exist, and adequate mitiption is 

. p.rovidecl. 
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MONTEREY PENINSUlA 
WATER MANAGEMENT DIS1RICT 
lffl El.DORADO STREET • FOST OFFICE BOX~ 
MONI'EREY. CA. 93942-00aS. {&31) 649..4$66 
FAX (831) 649-3678 • http-.//WIItW.mpwrncl.d$t.(;a.UIS 

April 22. 1999 

Mr. Ed Gb.an.dour 
SNG Developmem Company 
50 Santa Rosa Aveaue, Suite S03 
Santa Rosa. CA 95404 

MAY 1 0 1999 

CALiFORNIA 
CCOASTAL COMMISSION 

ENTRAL COAST AREA 

SUbject: MPWl\ID Rnles Regarding Processing of Water DisU.ibuti.on Syst• 
Applicatioas- Monterey Bay ShORS Project 

Dear Mr. Gbandour: 

This letter is a follow-up to our telephone oonversation on April21, 1999 and is intended to clarify 
the District~s roles for processing applications to create watei' distribution systems within the 
District,. with specific reference ro the Monterey Bay Shores Project. As we discussed. the 
District will accept your application to ~e a water dist:ribution system to serve the proposed 
Monterey Bay Shores Project and process it in accordance with District Rule 22t Action on 
Application for Permit to Cre.ate/Estf:lbltah a Water Dbtrlbution System (Bqdomre). 

Please uote that the District's prlnmry responsibility is in ddermining whether or not there is 
sufficient water in the Seaside Coastal G:omdwater Subbasin to serve the proposed. project wirhou.t 
adversely affecting dle eDvironmeut or the ability of existing systems to provide watet" to users. 
In this regml, the District can process y~ application without the illformatioa x:equested under · 
ittms 10 aDd 11 of the application form. i.e., proof of land nse approval ami completed copy of 
the Montetey County Health Department permit form. As we discussed, if tbis infonnadon ls not 
avaflable at the time the District Board considers your application. the Disl;rict could grant the 
permit conditionally. In 1his tontaxt, finalization oftbe pennit would be subject to submit:ral and 
review of the requested information. Ia any event~ the Boa:td may deny. approve, or co.Dtim.te the 

. permit base4 on the minimmu standards set forth in Rule 22 (B) and (D) and its findiup pursuant 
to Rule 22 (C). 

I trust this information ad.d.cesses your concems. If yon have additional questions or comments 
regar:diDg this matter. please let me know. 
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Enclosure 

R.tJI.E?;!. ·ACll0NONAPlUCA'J10NFORt&RMlttQ~ADiiiSHA. WATER 
DIS11QitmQH SYSTEM 

A. PROCESS 
. . 

Tbc Gelleral Ma:aagcr shall miew the ~ aDd if he determines tbe applbtion tQ be 
complete. be sball act within dUrty (30} days~ 10 ar.k&cdon. of~ review, 
to set a public .beariug by the J3oani on 1hc appiicaDon for such pemlit. ard shall notify the 
applicant in wrlf:fq and~ public notice of the hearing date. I! tbe application Is determined to 
be iocomplete, the GetlealMIDiger sballD'>tifytheapplicamCODCa'DiD.I thatillformadon Jn which 
the applieadoo is deficient and request the applic:aDt to submit tbat IDfomJadon.. At dle bearing. 
rhe Jpplicantshall be entitled to ~evicJeacc in support of his applica1ioD. ~ penoos 
may preseat evideoee in opposition or auppott of the appU.catloo.. The Boud, Jn condtJ.ctlo.i the 
pubBc be:arina, may request hydmlogic, geologic or Olher lbiC!ia ~to obtda.lnfoanatton 
~irct.l for its decision The cott of IUCih studies aball be boi::De by the applicaDt. The Board may 
deD;y, approve, or~ any pennit based on lbe minhnnm Slllldards as set 1brth in Rule 22 (B) · 
IDd ics fiadiagspurawmtto RuiC 22 (C),. The Board may impolc aucb ~oa lhcpemr.tt that 
it deems u.eces:sary an4 pmper. The General Manager shaD nodfy the applicam 'WiftJ:in d1irt.y (30) 
days' In wridog by mail or in pmon· ot the Boani acdon tJ.ken; namely coorinna~~ approval. 
conditional approval. or dada~. Notice of the a.ctiOD 1IJcen ShaU be deemed tD bave been givtn 
wbeo. the writtell D.Odflcation- been deposited in the mail. paapaid. a&lressed to the addless 
shown O!;l the application. or when ped'OD.8lly delivered eo the appnca. or his repreaentative. 

B. MINIMUM SIAND.ARDS FOR GR.ANTING PERMI'[ 

{1) An appl.icad.oa abaii be deDied 1Ql]es$ Jt coioplies with each of tbe foJ.I.owini 
mh!imum sfaadards: 

{a) The application idet:ICifil:s at-. one respoDsiblc Pllf¥ who, at an times, 
will be J.'YilJable and lepDy rcspoosiblc for the proper pedormancc of 
dPc things mquired. of a pennk bolder by dds ~; mJ 

(b) 'lbe ability of the SOUtCe of supply to provide. waier compties db. die 
slmian1s $et fbdh in 'idle 22 of lbe Callfomia Ac:JmiDistrative CodtJ; aad . 

(2) Every applicant. as a CO!I4idon to hqlding a pormitpaisuulco \his rule sball JqM)rt 
anm•Uy by August lat in the form and runner prescribed by the ~ lhe 
quamity of water dd.ivmtl ~ cad1 $OU.t'Ce of sopply. total water produced, and 
average daily mllllber of connec:dolls in 1he system. ml the ~~Umber of new 
coonections a:od ~a map or maps of~ acmce ~ IDd a lisdDa 
of pemdts filed in tllC previous warer year (July 1 to l11DC 30) in each ~ 
~ m1 abe idendty and address of each~ pany as of lone 30th ofdle 

. pnwious year. 

... 
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C. fiNDINGS 

The Board shall determine: 

(1) Whether the system for which a pexmit i8 aouabt would cause ~ 
maplicadon of the same types of servic:es by any existing ~ and 

(2) Whether the permit would result in exportation or imponatitln. of water ou:tslde or 
Into the District. 

(3) Whether lhe permit would result in significant environmental affects that cannot 
be mitigated by conditions attJcbed to ~ pemlit. 

D. MlNIMJ1M STANDARDS 

Notwithstanc1ln the above determinadQDS. no per.mit shall be granted if the Board finds 
and determines that the permit: 

(1) WiD create an o~ o~; ina:ease an existi.Dg over~ft; or 

(2) Will adversely affect the ability of existing systemS to provide watet to users. 

If the Board approves the peaWt. it sbaJ1 establish an expan$ion eapaeity limit, dle system 
capacity ami municipal unit allocation for that water disb:ibudon ~- 1be Board may 
impose other c:onditious in granting the permit. 

B. AMENDMENTS TO PERMIT 

No owner or opCmtor of a water distribution system sballll\odify, add to or dumge bis 
source of supply, ex:paod the system beyood die expansion cap~ Jimit, or e:q)atd the 
service area unless tbat person first files an application to do SQ with Ehe District and 
receives an ameufed creationlestablishmenr permit. Such appli.G'ations lhall be made 
(X!lSUIIlt to RWe 21, and shall be inve;tigated. c.onsidered. determined and acted upon on 
the same terms and conditions as pnMded. for theapprov:al, conditional approval. or denial 

· of a permit. es p.wvided in this rule. · · · 

(Added by Ordinance No. 1 (2111180), amended by Ordi.oance No. 2 (3/11/SO). Ordinance No. 
6 (5/ll/81). aDd Ordinance No. 8 (1/14/81): fonnerly Rule 210, remembered by Ordinance No •. 
6 (5111181) 

. . 
So~rce: Rules and Regulations of the Monterey Peninsula Water Ma~a&ement 

District (Revised Au$ust 1998) 
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City Hall 
1 Sylvan Park, 
Sand City, CA 

93955 

Adrninistra tion 
(831) 394-3054 

Planning 
(831) 394-6700 

FAX 
(831) 394-2472 

Police 
(831) 394-1451 

FAX 
(831) 394-1038 

Incorporated 
May 31, 196o 

April27, J999 

Charles Lester 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Mr. Lester, 

APR 3 0 1999 

CAUf.fJRN!A 
CO,I\ST.~L COM!v1!SSJON 
GUHhAL COAST AFlEA 

The following information is being sent because many of you have not lived through 
the Sand City coastal planning experience. Our City is unique in the Coastal 
Commission's Local Coastal Program development process because it is still 
struggling to become a full-service coastal community of which all Californians can 
be proud. We basically have two parts to the City, one district west ofHighway One, 
and one district to ~he east. Both areas were so severely blighted by industrial 
activities in the 1950s through the 1970s that we eventually created a redevelopment 
project area covering the whole town. And, your Commission, in recognition of the 
fact that sand-mining, batch plants, a sewage treatment plant, and a regional dump 
were not appropriate uses for our beautiful coast, certified an LCP in 1984 that 
allowed a lot of development (approximately 2,400 units of various timeshare, hotel 
and residential development) to create an economic incentive to phase those uses out. 
Of course, all of that potential development raised the ire of local environmentalists 
and park agencies wishing to see a balance of resource conservation and development 

So, after many years of squabbles, and to date, no resort development proceeding 
along our west side, we participated in a year-long series of negotiations with the park 
agencies. Those negotiations were sponsored and endorsed by then Senator Mello, 
and then Assemblyman (now Senator) Bruce McPherson. Those meetings culminated 
in the 1996 Memorandum ofUnderstanding (see attachment) which recognized three 
development envelopes along Sand City's coast with a total development potential of 
approximately 800 units, one-third the amount allowed by the certified LCP. 
Implementation of the MOU will also provide at least 75% percent permanent open 
space, allowing for recreation, coastal access and dune restoration for habitat 
enhancement purposes. The park agencies (State Parks and Regional Parks) also 
agreed to support resort development on the sites known as McDonald/Sterling that 
might be combiri.ed by an interested developer at density ranges between 300 and 450 

· units. (It appears that projects on these two sites will approximate the lower end of 
this range.) The MOU, however, is silent on the number of units to be supported by 
the park agencies on the other sanctioned development envelope known as 
"Lonestar". The Lonestar development envelope is the site for the proposed 
Monterey Bay Shores (l\llBS) project, the subject of the appeal under your review. 
The MOU does recognize the right ofN'Ir. Ghandour to pursue development on this 
site. 

Given this briefhistory, you can see that we come before you today in the continued 
spirit of compromise and environmental protection, and in the hope that you will 
become a partner of Sand City's in developing the kind of town I alluded to in the 
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beginning of this statement. A town which will be more than 50 percent open space; a town that will 
have limited coastal resort development; and a town, based in part on revenues generated from the 
coastal resorts, that will have the ability to enhance dune habitat and restore a coast line that has been 
devastated by past industrial activities. The revenues generated by some coastal development will 
also help beautifY the rest of the town, east of the freeway. Please be community builders with us and 
I do mean "community" in the broadest sense of that term. 

I want to add that the City is 90 percent through developing a coastal Habitat Conservation Plan 
(HCP) which will include all lands west of Highway One. Implementation of that HCP will require 
two, permanent biological stewards to manage the environmental· resources of the area, and it will 
require millions of dollars of funding to purchase some remaining private properties needed for habitat 
restoration. We can implement that HCP - the first of its kind in the nation we are told by the US 
Fish & Wildlife Service - but we need the revenues to be generated by the coastal resorts in those 
MOD-sanctioned building envelopes to bring that to fruition. PLEASE HELP US. We are not 
asking for an LCP amendment - in fact we have, by virtue of the MOU, amended our LCP 
significantly downward in terms of developable areas. We are not asking for a monster project. The 
applicant has agreed to scale-down his project to 58 percent of what our LCP allows. We are only 
asking for fairness - and the chance to become a connected city, on both sides of Highway One. 

The final point that I want to address is Sand City's financial condition. Sand City is an area of the 
Monterey Peninsula that has been heavily usf(.d by intensive commercial and industrial operations in 
the past. It has required careful planning and phasing of development to allow for transition to a 
mixed use, more balanced community. So far, we have been successful in managing the first stages 
of this transition- we have been able to achieve two shopping center projects that have strengthened 

.the City's economic base. But we are not rich or unduly wealthy yet. These first two retail centers 
were redevelopment projects that were difficult to achieve, and the Sand City Redevelopment Agency 
had to provide some "gap financing'' so that these projects were achievable. This "gap financing" has 
required a tax increment bond program that is repaid by most of the Redevelopment Agency's 
increment property taxes for 30 years. We also had to negotiate a "tax sharing" agreement with our 
neighboring city of Seaside to compensate for traffic impacts on their city. Our City (and Seaside) 
have benefitted from the increased sales taxes from the two shopping centers. But we have many 
competing needs and priorities for using those funds to upgrade our City to normal city standards. 
At this point in the City's history, we are too dependent on sales tax revenues and the shopping 
centers. Over 60% of our annual operating budget relies on income from the shopping centers. It 
is imperative in our next development phase to diversify our economic base with hotel-resort uses that 
can generate other revenues such as "transient occupancy taxes" for our efforts to achieve a better 
City. 

So I conclude with a request for a fair hearing and to listen with an open mind to the needs of our 
City and to evaluate our efforts (with the developer) to produce a reduced project that is worthy of 
your approval. Thank you for considering my comments. 

f • 
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cc: Coastal Staff 

Enc: 1996 MOU Regarding Sand City's Coastal Land Use 
Map ofPotential Coastal Development Envelopes 
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CALIFORNIA STATE PARKS 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
REGARDING SAND CITY COASTAL LAND USE 

AMONG 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION, 

MONTEREY PENINSULA REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT, 
CITY OF SAND CITY, and 

SAN.D CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

April 8, 1996 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
REGARDING SAND CITY COASTAL LAND USE 

AMONG 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION, 

MONTEREY PENINSULA REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT, 
CITY OF SAND CITY, and 

SAND CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

This Memorandum of Understanding ( 11 MOU") is made as of 
April ~~ 1996 by and among the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation acting through its Director, hereinafter referred 
to as the "CDPR, 11 and the Monterey Peninsula Regional Park 
District hereinafter referred to as "DISTRICT", and the City of 
Sand City , hereinafter referred to as "CITY 11

, and the Sand City 
Redevelopment Agency, hereinafter referred to as "REDEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY. 11 

RECITALS 

A. The geographic area subject of this agreement is 

generally defined as all those lands within the City of Sand City 

located west of State Highway 1, which is hereinafter referred to 

as the 11 Sand City Coastline." 

B. CDPR owns almosG a majority of small lots south of 

Fell Street on the Sand City Coastline, most of which are 

contiguous with one another. 

C. DISTRICT owns 180 vacant small lots south of Tioga 

Avenue on the Sand City Coastline, including 62% of the small 

lots in the R-3 area, some of which are non-contiguous with one 

another. 

D. DISTRICT owns a promissory note secured by a deed 

of trust in first priority position to a parcel of land located 

north of Tioga Avenue which is referred to herein as the 11 Dump 

Site 11
• DISTRICT has obtained a $700,000 grant from the 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
REGARDING SAND CITY COASTAL LAND VSE -1-
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California Integrated waste Management Board and a $250,000 grant 

from the Monterey Regional Waste Management District for landfill 

reconfiguration. DISTRICT is providing $50,000 for dune 

restoration. CITY has cooperated on this project and has issued 

Coastal Development Permit no. 96-01. 

E. The Sterling parcel {hereinafter referred to as the 

"Sterling Site") is located immediately north of Tioga Avenue on 

the Sand City Coastline. The Sterling Site is in private 

ownership and a coastal development permit has been approved for 

a visitor-serving development on the Site by the CITY and the 

California Coastal Commission (hereinafter referred to as the 

11 Coastal Commission"). 

F. REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY is the owner of two parcels of 

land located north of the Sterling Site which were formerly owned 

by the McDonald estate (hereinafter referred to as the "McDonald 

Coastal Site"}. 

G. The land formerly known as the Lonestar property 

(hereinafter referred to as the "Lonestar Site") .is located north 

of Tioga Avenue at the northerly end of the Sand City Coastline. 

The Lonestar Site is owned by Dezonia and the State Parks 

Foundation. A private development company presently has an 

option to purchase the Lonestar Site. 

H. The Sand City Coastline is an integral part of the 

Monterey Bay State Seashore and possesses important recreational, 

trail linkage, open space and n tural resource values. 

I. DISTRICT hired H. Berry, MAI, to appraise the land 

area south of Tioga Avenue in N'vember 1990. The parties 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
REGARDING SAND CITY COASTAL LAND USE -2-
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subsequently cooperated with certain owners of land located south 

of Fell Street and west of Vista Del Mar Street in Sand City to 

cause an appraisal of the land within that area (hereinafter 

referred to as the "Appraisal Area") prepared by Hanna & 

Associates. 

J. Sand City is part of the urbanized area of the 

Monterey Peninsula. Most of the City is presently developed with 

light industrial and heavy commercial uses. Much of the Sand 

City Coastline is in private ownership. 

K. Development within the Sand City Coastline area is 
. . 

regulated by the Local Coastal Program, most of which has been 

certified. 

L. The City of Sand City is within the Project Area 

of the Redevelopment Plan of the REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY. 

M. Appropriate development within the Sand City 

Coastline area will generate a steady revenue stream for 

assisting the redevelopment of the Project Area and will provide 

one source of funds for public access facilities, dune 

restoration/ and long term operation and management of public 

lands along the Sand City Coastline. 

N. In recognizing the efficiency and effectiveness of 

working cooperatively/ the parties desire to accomplish the 

following mutually beneficial objectives: 

{1) Preserve ocean views from Highway 1. 

(2) Support efforts to restore sand dunes and 

associated dune vegetation and habitat. 

KEKORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
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(3} Create and pr serve a north/south habitat 
I 

corridor for ndangered and threatened 

species. 

(4) Support effor s to create a continuous 
i 

north/south p blic pedestrian and bicycle 

trail, provid·ng linkage to Fort Ord and the 

sula. 

(5) Provide appr riate public open space, and 

beach and du access. 

(6) Identify an going source of revenue to 

develop acce s facilities, restore dune 

lands, intain and operate public lands. 

(7} Enable appr riate public and private 

development consistent with the above 

objectives occur along the Sand City 

Coastl~nei i eluding but not limited to 

visitor serv ng and residential uses. 

NOW, THEREFORE 1 the pa ties hereto mutually agree as 

follows: 

1. Appraisal Area. rees to be the lead agency in 
I 

coordinating funding and priorit purchase efforts to accomplish 

the public acquisition of all of
1 

the privately owned parcels 

contained within the 11 Appraisal rea 11 identified in page one of 

the April 24, 1995 Appraisal {to ether with Addenda dated May 16, 

1995 and March 7, 1996) prepared for the Park Area Appraisal 

Committee by John C. Hanna, MAI. In this regard, CDPR shall use 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
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good faith efforts to obtain the required acquisition funding 

through the formation of partnerships with various public 

agencies and private donors and shall be responsible for the 

preparation and successful negotiation of purchase agreement(s) 

for land located within this area. 

2. R-3 Area. REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY has entered into an 

Exclusive Negotiation Agreement ( .. ENA") with a developer 

concerning the R-3 area. The Agreement will expire on August 21, 

1996, unless extended for an additional twelve {12) months by 

mutual agreement of the parties. Following expiration of the 

ENA, REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY agrees not to enter another exclusive 

negotiation agreement concerning the R-3 area for a period of 

three (3) years. Nothing in this MOU shall be construed to limit 

DISTRICT's ability to continue to buy, sell and/or trade land 

within the R-3 area or to negotiate with the developer identified 

in the current ENA. 
. . 

3. McDonald Coastal Site. The parties agree to support 

development in the general range of 300 to 450 mixed hotel, 

visitor-serving residential and residential units on the McDonald 

Coastal Site and Sterling Site (which may be combined), which is 

consistent with the existing or amended Sand City LCP. The 

parties agree that this is a reasonable number of units in light 

of the amount of open space that may eventually be acquired along 

the Sand City Coastline and the commitment of the CITY to utilize 

a portion of the transient occupancy tax revenues from visitor-

serving development on these sites to benefit park and open space 

maintenance along the Sand City Coastline. The 

l!!EMORANDUM 011' ONDERSTAND:ING 
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parties also agree that residential development is necessary on 

these Sites to offset the potential loss of residential sites in 

other areas of the Sand City Coastline to park and open space 

uses. DISTRICT and CDPR will have the opportunity to review and 

comment on future development proposal(s) for these sites. 

4. Lonestar Site. 

A. During the active period of the option (including any 

extension of said option) , or in the event the option is 

exercised, CDPR, the DISTRICT, and the CITY agree to recognize 

and respect the option agreement and the option holder's right to 

pursue development of the Lonestar Site consistent with the Sand 

City LCP. During the active period of the option, CDPR and 

DISTRICT further agree not to acquire title to any portion of the 

Lonestar Site unless specifically requested to do so in writing 

by the option holder. 

B. In the event the Lonestar Site is not acquired by the 

option holder, and subsequently is acquired by DISTRICT and/or 

CDPR, DISTRICT and/or CDPR will retain only the amount of water 

necessary for the planned use of the Lonestar Site; CITY shall 

have the right to use all excess water from the Lonestar Site 

necessary for development to be located on the Sterling and/or 

McDonald Coastal Sites. Any water that remains after the above 

' allocations shall then be made available for recreational, 

habitat and other uses within the geographic area of this MOU. 

5. Dump Site. CITY and DISTRICT will continue to cooperate 

on the long-term cleanup efforts for the Dump Site and other open 

space areas along the Sand City Coastline. In the event DISTRICT 
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acquires fee title to the Dump Site, it will give CITY a pipeline 

easement for a subsurface pipeline through the Dump Site to 

transport water from the Lonestar Site. 

6. Sand City Bike Trail. DISTRICT and CDPR agree to convey 

all necessary permits or rights-of-way to the CITY for the 

construction, operation and maintenance of the Regional Bicycle 

Path along Sand Dunes Drive south of Tioga Avenue. 

7. Street Vacation. CITY agrees to vacate street and 

public service easements it holds south of Tioga Avenue (except 

the easements or other interest the City holds for Sand Dunes 

Drive and Bay Avenue) , in the manner prescribed by the California 

Streets and Highways Code, at the time such easements are no 

longer required to provide access to any lots located south of 

Tioga Avenue. 

8. Sand Dunes Drive Extension. DISTRICT and CDPR 

acknowledge the importance of the extension of Sand Dunes Drive 

north of Tioga Avenue as" provided in the Sand City LCP and the 

Sand City General Plan Circulation Element. DISTRICT and CDPR 

further acknowledge that the extension of Sand Dunes Drive north 

of Tioga Avenue would be a significant public amenity beyond mere 

circulation attributes. In the event DISTRICT or CDPR acquires 

fee title to either the Dump Site or the Lonestar Site, such 

owner agrees to consider the dedication of an easement over such 

Site for the purpose of extending Sand Dunes Drive north of Tioga 

Avenue. 

9. Beach and Dune Restoration. DISTRICT AND CDPR will 

support joint efforts of dune restoration, and agree to 
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cooperatively explore beach replenishment options or other non­

structural methods of controlling or reducing the rate of erosion 

along the Sand City Coastline. To enable such restoration 

programs, the parties agree to assist and cooperate in developing 

a sand banking program or stock-piling of sand at a suitable 

location in Sand City. 

10. Park Development. DISTRICT and CDPR acknowledge that a 

Coastal Development Permit will be required for any development 

for public use in the Sand City coastal zone. 

11. LCP Amendments. 

A. DISTRICT and CDPR will support an application by CITY to 

the California Coastal Commission to certify amendments to the 

Sand City LCP which: (i) reconfigures on the McDonald Coastal 

Site and/or relocates the dune restoration area designation 

presently on the McDonald Coastal Site to another area along the 

Sand City1 Coastline; (ii) removes the coastal-dependent 

industrial land use designation from the McDonald Coastal Sitei 

and (iii) adds visitor-serving residential and residential land 

use designations to the McDonald Coastal Site. 

B. DISTRICT agrees to amend its application no. 93-01 for 

amendments to the Sand City LCP as those amendments would effect 

the area north of Tioga Avenue, by excluding the Sterling, 

McDonald Coastal and Lonestar Sites from the geographic scope of 

the amendments. The parties agree to support DISTRICT's 

application as thus amended. The parties further agree that 

CITY's support of such an amended application is intended to 

provide significant evidence to the Coastal Commission and the 
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residents of the Monterey Peninsula that CITY, its residents and 

property owners are doing more than their fair share to preserve 

the environment while providing residential, visitor-serving and 

commercial opportunities in Sand City. CITY will work with 

DISTRICT and CDPR to provide public access and amenities in the 

park and open space areas along the Sand City Coastline. 

C. CITY agrees to support a future application for 

amendment to the Sand City LCP to extend the geographic scope of 

the amendments to the Sand City LCP which are subject of 

application no. 93-01 to the Lonestar Site at such time as the 

owner of that Site makes such application to the CITY and only in 

the event the option holder has not exercised its option. 

12. Plan Consistency. CITY agrees that the acquisition and 

disposition of land located South of Tioga Avenue for park and 

open space purposes is now consistent with the Sand City Local 

Coastal Program and General Plan. CITY also agrees that the 

acquisition and disposition- of land iocated north of Tioga 

Avenue, except the Sterling, McDonald Coastal and Lonestar Sites 

(unless the land use designation on the Lonestar Site is amended 

as provided in paragraph 11.C.), for park and open space uses, 

will be consistent with the Sand City Local Coastal Program after 

passage of LCP amendment 93-01 ref-erred to in paragraph 11. B. 

CITY agrees to waive its application fee for any application 

filed by DISTRICT for a report on such consistency under Cal. 

Gov. Code Section 65402. 

13. Settlement of Existing Litigation. CITY and 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY will withdraw from the action known as Sand 

KBMORANDU'M OF UNDBRSTAND:ING 
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City v. MPRPD, (No. M 32072, Monterey County). CITY will file a 

request for dismissal with prejudice in that case within ten {10) 

days of the date this MOU is entered. 

14. Avoidance of Future Litigation. DISTRICT, CITY and 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY agree to use their best efforts to avoid 

future litigation among themselves regarding the Sand City 

Coastline. 

15. Protection of Property Rights. The parties recognize 

that land is both publicly and privately owned along the Sand 

City Coastline. It is not the intent of the parties to discount 

or devalue property rights in any form or manner by the making or 

implementation of this MOU. Rather, it is the intent of the 

parties to respect and protect property rights through fostering 

better cooperation and coordination between all public and 

private land owners. 

16. Headings. The headings contained in this MOU are fer 

the convenience of fhe reader and shall not be interpreted as a 

part of this MOU. 

17. Amendment. This MOU shall not be amended except by 

writing signed by all parties to this Agreement. 

Attest: 

REGARDING SAND CiTY COASTAL LAND USE -10-
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Recommended by: 

SAND CITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

MONTEREY PENINSULA REGION~/1?~ DISTRICT 
/' /' 

I~--~··· 

Recommended by: 

, District Manager 

X 
/J 
1/ 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS 
AND RECREATION 

' 
Redommer:i:ded by: 

Section 
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City Hall 
1 Sylvan Park, 
Sand City, CA 

93955 

Administration 
(831) 394-3054 

Planning 
(831) 394-6700 
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Police 
(831) 394-1451 

FAX 
(831) 394-1038 

Incorporated 
May 31, 1960 

May 4, 1999 

California Coastal Commissioner 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Commissioner, 

A proposed Sand City coastal project, called Monterey Bay Shores, has been 
appealed to the Coastal Commission and iS scheduled for hearing on May 13, 
1999. For the benefit oftheCommission, I am writing this letter to point out some 
public safety issues regarding the property where this proposed project is to be 
located. 

As indicated in the enclosed photographs, there are two serious safety hazards 
located on the Lone Star site: 

I. Left over from the mining operations, there is a large dune located along 
the southern property line, which has not been stabilized. In windy 
conditions, sand is blown across Highway One to such extent that a serious 
traffic hazard is created. 

2. A large pit, left over from the mining operations, has not been sufficiently 
restored. A number of youths trespass on the property and play in the pit 
and slide down the slopes. Several years ago, two youths were killed when 
sand caved in on top of them in the pit area. After this accident, the pit 
was partly filled, but this attractive nuisance still presents a safety hazard. 

The 1\lfB S project is a proposed coastal resort development for a former sand 
mining site, generally referred to as the Lone Star site (after the sand mining firm, 
Lone Star Industries) that operated a sand mining enterprise at this location for 
many years. Another sand mining operation was conducted by Monterey Sand 
Company on another Sand City parcel just a quarter mile south of the Lone Star 
(1\lfBS) site. 

Under the State of California Surface Mining Act (SMARA), the mining operators 
are required to develop and implement reclamation for mining locations that have 
ceased operations. Under the State's regulations, the responsibility for cleaning up 
after surfacing mining impacts and restoring the sites are placed squarely on the 
mining operators. However, this is easier said than done. Frequently the mining 
operators have gone out of business, declared bankruptcy, or the owners have 
died, the business ownership/organization has changed and/or the property 
owners~p·is different. This is the case with all ofthe former mining operations in 
Sand City. 

T • 
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In 1992, the Sand City Planning Director sent a letter to Lone Star Industries, notifying the 
company of their continuing reclamation responsibilities under SMARA. In response, the City 
received the enclosed letter from Lone Star, dated November 9, 1992, which states the following: 

On December 10, 1990, Lone Star Industries, Inc. filed a voluntary petition 
for protection under Chapter 11 of The Federal Bankruptcy Code, In re: New York 
Trap Rock Corporation, et al; Case Nos. 90 B 21276 to 90 B 21286, 90 B 21334, 90 
B 21335 (HS) (Jointly Administered), United States Bankruptcy Court, Southern 
District ofNew York. 

Obviously it is going to be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to obtain reclamation and clean 
up of sand mining operations in Sand City from the previous operators or previous property 
owners. 

That is why Sand City has to rely on the power of economic development to restore and reclaim 
these degraded, unsightly (and in some cases, dangerous), former mining sites. It is the City's 
plan and goal to achieve the reclamation of the Lone Star mining site with an attractive coastal 
resort project that will allow many people to enjoy this area of the California coast. The 
Monterey Bay Shores project will eliminate the pit hazard, stabilize the large dune and convert an 
ugly sand mining site into a beautiful new attraction for Sand City. 

Please consider these issues as you review the proposed MBS project. Thank you. 

Police Chief 

Enc: Photographs oflarge dune and pit 
Lone Star November 9, 1992 letter 

cc: Coastal Staff 
City Council 
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