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Staff Note 
Due to the high visibility and controversial nature of this LCP amendment, the complexity of the land 
use issues raised, and the broader social and educational implications associated with this matter, this 
staff note is provided to add perspective to the staffs recommendation. 

Staff obviously recognizes the great need for an additional high school to serve a growing student 
population currently housed in overcrowded facilities. Additionally, staff strongly acknowledges and is 
keenly aware of the importance to the affected student population, the community, our society and the 
environmental future wellbeing of the state, the nation and the planet of a strong, comprehensive 
secondary educational program offered in facilities that are conducive to and supportive of a stimulating 
and enriching learning experience. So questions of need for another high school and the vital importance 
of education are not at issue in these d-eliberations. They are an obvious given. 

Indeed, it is in recognition of the need for another high school and the importance of education that the 
staff has gone to extraordinary lengths to work with school district and City of Watsonville officials, to 
exercise discretion, and to be as flexible as possible to craft recommendations that accommodate both 
the needs of the district and meet Coastal Act requirements. Unfortunately, the site selected for the new 
high school is subject to severe constraints including public safety (nearby airport), environmentally 
sensitive habitat, urban expansion, agricultural lands, and infrastructure. Since 1993, Commission staff 
has made clear that this site was seriously problematic, and has maintained that alternative sites were 
superior from the perspective of Coastal Act considerations. Nonetheless, the staff does not now 
challenge the PVUSD' s selection of the proposed site for the new high school in this staff report. The 
fact is, the proposed site was selected and is the subject of the proposed LCP amendment and must be 
evaluated and addressed in the context of land use requirements of law. 

It is the Commission's staff responsibility to make the best professional judgement it can applying the 
law (i.e., Coastal Act) to the facts. Staff has been as flexible and accommodating in this matter as 
possible. It is now up to the Commission to consider all the evidence and to make the policy judgements 
it deems appropriate under the circumstances . 

California Coastal Commission 
March 16, 2000 Meeting in Carmel 
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Finally, staff wishes to express sincere appreciation to all the interested parties who have worked with 
staff in a professional and constructive manner notwithstanding the often emotional and political nature 
of some of the issues raised. While some disagreements remain, the fact the parties have agreed to 
disagree in a mutually respectful and professional way is commendable and is certainly the way staff 
intends to continue to carry out its duties and responsibilities under the law. 

Executive Summary 
The City of Watsonville is proposing changes to its certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to facilitate 
the construction of a new, 2,200 student high school for the Pajaro Valley Unified School District. 
Although within the City limits, the proposed school site lies west of Highway One in a rural area; the 
site is composed exclusively of agricultural fields, wetlands, and environmentally sensitive habitat. In 
recognition of these significant resource constraints, the current certified LCP limits non-agricultural 
development on the site to 10% total impervious surface, prohibits development on slopes over 15%, 
and identifies wetlands and sensitive upland habitat constraints. Non-agricultural development is also a 
conditional use, limited to large lot residential (approximately 20 homes) and non-nuisance light 
industrial, that is allowable only if agriculture is shown to be infeasible, and if consistent with other 
performance standards. 

To allow for the proposed public school use, the City is proposing to modify performance standards for 
site development, including allowing up to 50% impervious coverage and development on slopes up to 
25%, and redelineating the extent of Hanson Slough and the West Branch of Struve Slough and 
associated upland habitat. As discussed below, staff recommends that the LCP amendment be denied as 
submitted because it is inconsistent with Coastal Act policies related to growth inducement west of 
Highway One and the destabilization of this urban-rural boundary; conversion of prime agricultural 
lands; impacts to sensitive wetlands and upland habitat in the Slough system; hazards and public safety; 
and protection of sensitive visual resources. Overall, though, staff is recommending that the 
Commission APPROVE the LCP Amendment to facilitate the High School if it is modified to 
address Coastal Act requirements. Modifications include provisions to: provide for a stable urban
rural boundary, including limitations on future utility extensions on to County agricultural lands; 
redelineate ESHA in Area C to protect wetlands and associated sensitive habitat; setback future 
development to protect wetlands, habitat, visual resources, and minimize landform alteration; provide 
agricultural buffers; and ensure public safety associated with the nearby airport. As discussed in detail in 
these findings, as modified, the LCP amendment would provide a future school development envelope 
of approximately 42 acres1

, provided other potential site limitations can be adequately addressed. 

1 All acreage calculations for the subject site are based digitized data geo-referenced to a photo mosaic of known 
projection._ Although internally consistent, calculations are subject to error._ They do not necessarily conform to other 
acreages or representations in the City of Watsonville submittal and EIR. _Total site acreage is approximately 10% greater 
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Description of Proposed Amendment 
The City of Watsonville is proposing changes to its certified Local Coastal Program for an area west of 
Highway One known as "Area C." The 139 acre Area C site is composed exclusively of agricultural 
fields and wetlands in a rural, agricultural area. It is, however, at the edge of Watsonville within the City 
limits; it is one of the three locations where the City's boundary crosses Highway One (approximately 
7.5% of the City is east of Highway One). The City has had long-standing plans to urbanize the site. 
However, because the Coastal Act applies to the area, the certified LCP shows continued agricultural 
uses, with the possibility of very limited residential or light industrial use. Nevertheless, the City 
participated with the Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD) and others in selecting this site for 
development of a needed new high school. Thus, the City is requesting approval of all of the following 
changes to their certified local coastal program (both land use plan and zoning) to allow the site to be 
urbanized and to accommodate the proposed high school: 

• Designate approximately 76 acres of the roughly·139 acre Area C site as "Area F"; 

• Increase from I 0% to 50% the allowable impervious surface coverage on proposed Area F; 

• Add areas from 15% slope to 25% slope as lands that can be developed on proposed Area F; 

• Decrease by approximately 1 0 acres (or by three-quarters) the area delineated as environmentally 
sensitive habitat area (ESHA) on Area F; 

• Allow development on environmentally sensitive habitat areas that are less than 0.1 acre in size on 
proposed Area F; 

• Add public schools as a conditional use on proposed Area F; and 

• Modify required findings that allow for agricultural conversion. 

Staff Recommendation 
This staff recommendation is in four parts. The fir~t two parts recommend denial of the proposed 
amendment as submitted. The second two parts suggest a series of modifications to the amendment to 
allow it to be approved for the limited purpose of facilitating a new public school. 

Parts 1 & 2: Denial as Submitted 
The proposed Land Use Plan and Implementation Plan Amendments must be denied as submitted 
because they do not conform to the California Coastal Act. The proposc:d amendment would result in 
intensified development of a site in Southern Santa Cruz County that is composed solely of agricultural 

than that cited in these documents and on the County GIS system._ Resultant intensity and development calculations are all 
based on this report's acreage calculations._Other acreage citations in this report are based on GIS data provided by the 
County of Santa Cruz . 

California Coastal Commission 
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land and wetlands and related upland habitat. These two types of coastal land are both afforded a high 
level of protection under the Coastal Act. The site in question is also very scenic, presenting a pastoral, 
undeveloped landscape when viewed from Highway One, Harkins Slough Road, Lee Road, and beyond. 
Such visual resources are also protected under the Coastal Act. The proposed amendment would increase 
the allowable impervious surface coverage on proposed Area F by over 300%, allow development on 
roughly 15 additional acres of steep slopes, allow fill of wetland and related upland habitat areas, and 
would allow for the development of a major public high school facility (currently planned by PVUSD 
for over 200,000 square feet, approximately 4 acres of building coverage and 14 acres of other 
impervious coverage, including an 800 space parking lot) in a coastal zone area heretofore occupied by 
low-intensity rural uses. 

More specifically, the proposed amendment to intensify use of the site can not be approved for the 
following reasons: 

• It places an urban level use in a rural area where 'it will also have adverse resource impacts, which is 
inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30250. 

• It fails to uphold the current urban-rural boundary and provides no significant measures to reestablish 
a new stable urban-rural boundary. Instead, through the lack of constraints placed on services and 
roads, the amendment provides significant growth incentives for and thus a likelihood that there will 
be future growth in what is now a rural area, inconsistent with Section 30254. 

• 

• It does not maximize prime agricultural land preservation but rather, results in a reduction of prime • 
agricultural land inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30241. 

• It does not minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses and fails to satisfy any of the 
five specific criteria for doing so under Coastal Act Section 30241. 

• It does not recognize the extent of the habitat on site; rather it reduces what the City itself had 
previously delineated as habitat based on inadequate evidence. This reduction allows for some of this 
habitat to be developed with uses that are not allowed by Sections 30233 or 30240; other habitat will 
likely have to be developed for improvements to the site, thus leading to an inconsistency with these 
Coastal Act policies. 

• It contains inadequate buffers or criteria for development to prevent adverse impacts on the remaining 
habitat from the increased noise, activity and runoff associated with the more intensive development 
that it allows. This is inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30231, 30233, and 30240. 

• It is not designed to protect views to the coast and scenic areas as required by Coastal Act Section 
30251. Rather, it greatly lessens the protections built into the current LCP by virtue of the more 
intensive development that it will allow. 

• It does not minimize alteration of natural land forms, as also required by Section 30251. The more 
intensive development and the loosening of the slope building restrictions will potentially result in 
greater landform alteration. 
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• It will not result in a design including external non-structural treatments that is visually compatible 
with the character of the surrounding rural agricultural area, as also required by Section 30251. 
Rather, it will result in the introduction of an intensive, urban element into this rural agricultural 
landscape. 

• It does not address hazardous conditions as required by Coastal Act Sections 30250 and 30253 

If the Coastal Commission limits its action to a denial of the proposed amendment as submitted, then the 
currently certified policies remain effective. These policies most likely would assure continued 
agricultural use of the land and maintenance of the existing habitat. If agricultural uses are no longer 
feasible, there is some potential for limited residential, recreational, or light industrial use (no more than 
10% impervious site coverage, ESHA excluded, on the gently sloping upper plateau of the site). 

Parts 3 & 4: Approval Only If Modified (Both Land Use Plan & Implementation 
Plan Amendments) 
Although Commission staff has expressed its serious concerns with the proposed high school at the 
Harkins Slough Road site since at least 1993, the School District and the City have nonetheless 
identified the site as the only viable location for the much needed third District High School and brought 
forward the LCP amendment. The Coastal Commission does have the authority to suggest modifications 
to the proposed amendment that the City of Watsonville may then choose to adopt. Staff has prepared a 
second recommendation that consists of a series of modifications that the Coastal Commission can 
suggest to the City that would allow a public high school to be built on the subject site consistent with 
Coastal Act requirements. These criteria would not allow the exact development design that the District 
has already commissioned, but would allow for a high school of at least 2000 students, and possibly the 
full 2,200 students if certain design adjustments are made (e.g., minimizing onsite parking). The Table 
below compares the developable area and impervious surface coverages allowed under the current LCP, 
the proposed amendment, and the suggested modifications to the LCP amendment. 

Comparison of Development Scenarios on Area C2 

Maximum Maximum 
Developable Area (acres) Impervious Coverage (acres) 

Current LCP 63 10 
Proposed LCP Amendment 86 40 
Suggested Modifications applied to 42 18 
Public School 
Suggested Modifications applied to 8 7 
all other development 

2 The "proposed" category includes the total of proposed Area F plus the remainder of Area C. In each case, the maximum 
"developable area" requires all other plan polices to be met. For example, under current LCP policies, Area C could only 
develop with non-agricultural, non-ES HAs uses if continued agricultural use were demonstrated to be infeasible . 

California Coastal Commission 
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If the Commission adopts the suggested modifications and the City accepts them, then the District could 
apply to the City for a coastal development permit for a high school that meets these criteria. With 
respect to the school site, these suggested criteria include: 

• Setting back the school facilities to protect adjacent agricultural uses and environmentally sensitive 
slough habitat, including redelineation of the ESHA on Area C, as well as to protect visual resources 
and minimize natural landform alteration; 

• Requiring restoration of wetland upland habitat areas; 

• Employing various practices and designs to prevent pollutants from running off of the school site into 
the wetlands; 

• Limiting lighting to avoid disturbance of the species who frequent the wetlands; 

• Accessing the school from either a bridge on Harkins Slough Road or from West Airport Boulevard 
to avoid filling West Branch Struve Slough and/or Hanson Slough wetlands; 

• Servicing the school with water and sewer lines from one common point under Highway One to 
prevent growth inducement west of Highway One; 

• Placing a Utility Prohibition Overlay District around the perimeter of the City coastal zone lands west 
of Highway One to address growth inducement; 

• 

• Designing the road and utilities so that they end into the school and do not stub out beyond; this will • 
also discourage additional growth in the area; 

• Securing approval from the Division of Aeronautics that the school site is safe in light of its 
proximity to the City of Watsonville Airport; 

• Designing the school facilities to be compatible with the character of the surrounding rolling hill 
landscape; 

These criteria will need to be supplemented by various legal procedures and mechanisms, such as zoning 
map changes, a binding resolution, easement provisions, and right-to-farm and hold harmless guarantees 
that the City of Watsonville will have to implement. The purposes of this package are two-fold: to 
ensure that the school is built in an environmentally sensitive manner, and to ensure that the building of 
the school and its attendant facilities (e.g., improved road, sewer extension, water extension) does not 
lead to further intensified development in this rural, agricultural area and significant wetland ecosystem. 
The overall effect of the resource constraints at the Harkins Slough site on the potential developable area 
of Area C is shown in Figure 1. 
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Findings and Declarations 
The Commission find and declares as follows: 

1. Watsonville LCP Background 
The Coastal Act requires local governments with land in the coastal zone to prepare, and submit to the 
Coastal Commission for certification, a local coastal program (LCP) governing development in the 
coastal zone. LCPs consist of: ( 1) a land use plan designating the types, locations, and intensity of uses; 
and (2) an implementation plan that is adequate to carry out the land use plan requirements. Some 
jurisdictions modified their General Plans to conform to these Coastal Act requirements; others, like the 
City of Watsonville, simply prepared new documents covering their coastal zones. As such, when the 
City subsequently adopted a new General Plan in 1994, it referenced the provisions of the Local Coastal 
Program as applying to the City's coastal zone. 

• A. Watsonville Coastal Zone Location 

• 

The Watsonville coastal zone is located in the rolling hills just outside of the lower Pajaro Valley in 
south Santa Cruz County. The Pajaro Valley is in the agricultural center of Santa Cruz County. 
Favorable climate, combined with some of the most fertile soils in the State, make this an extremely 
productive agricultural region. Agriculture is the principle base of the local economy, although tourism 
(and particularly eco-tourism) are making inroads in this area. Agricultural lands extend the three miles 
west of the City of Watsonville to the Monterey Bay with only a few enclaves of other development 
(e.g., Pajaro Dunes and Sunset Beach, which are non-contiguous oceanfront second home developments) 
represent the only non-agricultural urban land uses west of the City of Watsonville. See Figure 2 
(Vicinity Map) and Figure 11 (Agricultural Lands). 

B. LCP Framework 
Only a small portion (approximately 7.5%) ofthe City of Watsonville lies within the coastal zone. This 
area constitutes approximately 300 acres. Generally, the coastal zone boundary follows State Highway 
One as it runs through Watsonville and South Santa Cruz County. However, about 75 acres ofthe City 
of Watsonville west of Highway One were deleted from the Coastal Zone by the legislature in 1979. See 
Figure 2 and 3 for the coastal zone boundary and the City limits . 

California Coastal Commission 
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For purposes of LCP planning, the City divided their coastal zone into five areas (described as coastal 
areas A, B, C, D and E). Coastal Areas A, B, and C are located directly west of Highway One, while 
Coastal Areas D and E represent two non-contiguous public facility developments west of the City (i.e., 
"islands" within the City limits but separated geographically from the City). Coastal Area Dis currently 
developed with the City's wastewater treatment facility on the Pajaro River, while Coastal Area E serves 
as the City's landfill. In addition, a portion of the Highway One right-of-way is within the City's coastal 
zone. The City's Local Coastal Program has both policies that are applicable to all five coastal areas and 
policies that provide further clarification relevant only to each specific coastal area. See Figure 3 for a 
map of the City's coastal zone areas. 

In addition to specific policies, the Local Coastal Program includes several sections that provide detailed 
description and analysis of coastal resource issues present in the City of Watsonville (and the LCP 
policies that address them). The LCP groups the larger regional issues into: (1) conversion of 
agricultural land to urban use; (2) development opportunities; and (3) protection of resources. Issues 
specific to each respective area of the City's coastal zone (A - E) are also identified. Among other 
things, these additional sections describe the identification and analysis of the City's environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas, detail erosion, sediment and runoff standards, and identify development 
constraints and potential for each coastal area. These issue discussions in the certified LCP clearly 
identify core Coastal Act issues including the conversion of agricultural land to urban uses; 
establishment of a rural-urban boundary; preservation of agricultural land; appropriate water/sewer 
utility service areas; and protection (and acquisition) of sensitive resource areas. 

C. LCP Procedural History 

1. Land Use Plan 
On December 2, 1982, the Coastal Commission certified the City of Watsonville's Coastal Land Use 
Plan; this certification was dependent upon the City modifying the Plan in several ways suggested by the 
Commission. The suggested modifications included clarification that wetland upland transition areas 
were to be considered wetlands, and identification of a process for identifying habitat areas. The 
Watsonville City Council accepted the suggested modifications on January 25, 1983. Soon thereafter, 
the Commission's Executive Director reported the result of the City's action on the modifications to the 
Commission and the Land Use Plan was effectively certified as of April14, 1983. 

2. Implementation Plan 
Subsequently, on June 7, 1988 the Commission certified the City's Coastal Implementation Plan; as with 
the Land Use Plan, this certification was dependent upon the City modifying the Plan as suggested by 
the Commission. The City modified the Implementation Plan as suggested by the Commission, and the 
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Implementation Plan was effectively certified on November 15, 1988. The City assumed coastal 
permitting authority on December 8, 1988. 

3. Previous LCP Amendments 
There has been one previous amendment to the LCP approved by the Commission (Major Amendment 
Number 1-98, approved with suggested modifications on April 8, 1998, effective May 13, 1988). The 
purpose of this previous amendment was to expand the types of public recreational use that would be 
permitted in Area A of the City's coastal zone (in the northwestern comer of the City - not the subject 
site) in order to allow a golf driving range. Although the Coastal Commission has not yet received a 
final local coastal permit action notice for the driving range as required by the LCP and Coastal Act, the 
range has since been installed. 

4. City-Issued Coastal Development Permits 
The Commission has received final local action notices from the City for five coastal permits to date. 
These previous coastal permits did not involve the subject Area C site. One coastal permit was issued for 
a 2.7 acre portion of Area A to allow for a yard waste mulching operation (City permit number U-12-
95). The yard mulching operation was classified as an agricultural use; this operation currently exists . 
Two other coastal permits (one after-the-fact) were issued by the City to allow for the City's wastewater 
treatment plant and for landfill improvements (on Areas D and E, respectively). These improvements 
have since been constructed. 

Finally, two coastal permits have been issued for a 4.3 acre parcel on Area B. One permit provides for a 
100 unit hotel (City permit number U-13-89), and a second permit allows utility extensions through the 
Highway One right-of-way to serve the hotel (City permit number U-25-91). Neither the hotel nor the 
utility extensions have been constructed, and the City has extended these permits annually since they 
were issued (in 1989 and 1991, respectively). The City has also changed the conditions of these two 
permits without notice or hearing on the changes. Commission staff has notified the City that these 
changes can not be effective without proper notice on hearing.3 The status of these two coastal permits 
may be resolved when the City acts to extend them again on March 14, 2000. Area B is directly 
northwest of the subject Area C site adjacent to the West Airport Boulevard offramp from Highway One 
(see Figure 3). 

3 Commission staff letters of May 19, 1999, December 3, I 999, and February I 0, 2000 to City of Watsonville . 
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2. Proposed Amendment Background and 
Description 

A. Applicability of Amendment 
Although one component of the proposed amendment would be placed in the LCP section applicable to 
all areas within the City's Coastal zone, ~ts practical applicability would be limited to coastal Areas A, 
B, and C (see discussion in the Agricultural findings beginning on page 72). The remaining several 
components of the proposed LCP amendment would apply only to an approximately 76 acre site located 
within the City's coastal zone Area C, that the City proposes to redesignate as Area F. 

1. Site Description (Existing Area C) 
Area C is located to the north of Harkins Slough Road at the intersection with Lee Road, west of 
Highway 1 on the western outskirts of the City of Watsonville. Area C is composed of seven parcels 
totaling approximately 139 acres (assessor parcel numbers 018-281-02, 08, 12, 14, 15, 18, and 19); this 
area represents the largest contiguous block of land within the City's coastal zone. Area C is situated 

• 

within a larger geographic region of extremely low intensity development without public services (water • 
& sewer) and dominated by agricultural uses. This region extends from the western border of the City at 
Highway 1 all the way to the Pacific Ocean. Areas to the west and south (immediately outside the City's 
boundaries surrounding Area C) in unincorporated Santa Cruz County are designated by the County as 
Commercial Agriculture and Open Space (Watsonville Slough Ecological Reserve). Land use 
designations for the areas remaining within the City's jurisdiction to the north and east are designated as 
Environmental Management and Public. Across Highway 1 inland to the north and east are areas zoned 
for Industrial, Environmental Management, Residential-Low Density, Public, Residential-Medium 
Density, and General Commercial. As of 1997, Area C was a part of a larger single strawberry farming 
operation extending west outside of City limits.4 

2. Site Description (Proposed Area F) 
The proposed LCP amendment would designate approximately 76 acres of current Area C as Area F. 
The site-specific portion of the proposed amendment would apply within Area F. The 76 acres that 
would become Area F encompasses four southern parcels in Area C and a portion of the largest parcel. 
All of these parcels are owned by Ralph & Kathleen Edwards. The two remaining parcels in Area C 
closest to the Highway (parcel numbers 018-281-02 and 15) are owned by the City of Watsonville and 
they are not proposed for inclusion in proposed Area F. Again, see Figure 4 for the parcel configuration 

4 South Santa Cruz County Ranch Maps, Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner's Office (1997) 
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Figure 5: Area C and Proposed Area F Site Map 
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Proposed Area F is bounded on the north by the lands under agricultural cultivation, on the east by the 
west branch of Struve Slough and then Highway 1, on the south by the Watsonville Slough Ecological 
Reserve, and on the west by Hanson Slough along with lands under agricultural cultivation. 
Approximately 27 acres of Area C is mapped in the LUP as an environmentally sensitive habitat area 
(ESHA); of which 14 of these habitat acres are within proposed Area F. There is a noticeable slope break 
running north and south which contains a dirt road that separates the habitat area and grassy slopes 
above it, from the remainder of the property. The remainder of Area F (and Area C for that matter), a 
total of approximately 70 acres, is currently used for agricultural production - mainly strawberry 
farming. The site has two small sheds, a well, a water storage tank and a fuel storage tank. 

B. Amendment Procedural History 
Although the amendment is much broader in scope, the essential impetus for this amendment is to 
facilitate the development of a third high school for the Pajaro Valley Unified School District (District). 

1. Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD) 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District is a large district stretching from mid-Santa Cruz County south 
through part of North Monterey County. The district serves a (1990) population of 89,000, 
approximately 20,000 of which (in 1999) are school age children attending grades K-12 in public school. 
The District currently has two major public high schools, Aptos and Watsonville High Schools, along 
with Renaissance, a continuing education high schooL Aptos and Watsonville High Schools were 
designed and constructed to house approximately 1,400 and 1,800 students respectively; a total design 
capacity of 3,200 high school students. Notwithstanding these design constraints, Aptos and Watsonville 
High Schools are currently housing 2,200 and 2,360 students respectively; a total of 4,560 students. As 
such, these two District high schools are currently overcrowded by over 1,000 students. The District has 
estimated that by school year 2007-08, District high school facilities must be able to house an additional 
2,000 students.5 

2. Planning History for Proposed Third High School Project 

A. Initial Site Selection Activities (1987- 1995) 
In order to relieve overcrowding and to address the needs of projected future high school students, the 
District is pursing development of a third high school facility. The District has been in the planning 
stages of such a proposed high school since at least 1987 when they first began searching for appropriate 

5 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998) . 
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sites. In September of that year, the District's consultant (Gilchrist & Associates) evaluated several sites, 
including Area C. At that time, the subject Area C site was determined to be undesirable due to lack of 
water and sewer services, airport safety and noise concerns, wetland habitat constraints, and land use 
designations that allow only limited low-intensity development on the site.6 Based upon the results ofthe 
1987 study, the District chose to pursue a site on Green Valley Road near Pinto Lake. This site is in 
unincorporated south Santa Cruz County inland of Highway One and outside of the coastal zone (see site 
map Figure 6). An EIR was prepared for a high school at the Green Valley Road site. However, in the 
face of neighborhood and environmental group opposition, the District chose to abandon that site and a 
new site selection exercise began. 

During 1991, the District's Alternative Site Committee reviewed eleven alternative sites for the high 
school. In January 1992, the District released a status report on the ability to approve the· 11 alternative 
sites reviewed by the Committee. The report indicated that only one of the 11 sites (inland of Highway 1 
near Ramsey Park in the City of Watsonville) had no noise or safety concerns. Five of the 11 sites were 
dropped from consideration entirely due to safety conflicts with Watsonville Airport operations; these 
sites were under the flight paths of aircraft performing flight maneuvers at low altitudes for airport 
approaches and departures. 7 Five more of the sites (including the subject Area C site) also raised some of . 
the same airport safety and noise concerns due to proximity to Watsonville Airport operations. Because 
of these safety and noise reservations, the District was directed by the State Division of Aeronautics to 
pursue all other alternatives sites before selecting any of these five sites (see Exhibit J for Division of 

• 

Aeronautics correspondence on appropriate school siting nearby the Watsonville Airport). • 

. Subsequently, in early 1992 the District expanded the Site Selection Committee to include 
representatives from various agencies and local organizations. The Coastal Commission was not asked 
to participate on the Site Selection Committee. This Committee identified 8 potential sites for further 
analysis, which the Committee then rated and ranked. Criteria used to rate and rank those sites 
considered included: (a) a location within attendance area to serve students from the Green Valley Road 
Corridor, Corralitos, and Buena Vista; (b) transportation (PVUSD busing and public); (c) cost (land, 
development, etc.); and (d) acceptability by the State Department of Education. Other stated criteria in 
regards to impacts that were considered include impacts upon: (a) prime agricultural land and 
agricultural activities; (b) projected growth within the City; and (c) projected growth within the County 
of Santa Cruz in the Pajaro Valley. 

The result of this ranking was that the subject Area C site was the top-ranked site; the second top ranked 
site was the previously identified Ramsey Park site (also known as the 'Console' site), followed by the 
Kato and Koenig (Calabassas Road) sites. These three sites were forwarded to the District Board of 
Trustees. The Console site was the site top rated by the Santa Cruz County, LAFCO, and Watsonville 

6 High School Site Suitability Study, John Gilchrist and Associates (September 1987). 
7 As identified by the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics. See Exhibit J for Caltrans Division of Aeronautics correspondence 

on appropriate siting for a District high school. 
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Wetlands Watch representatives on the 1992 Site Selection committee.8 Area C was top ranked by the 
other committee members. 

B. First EIR for the Subject Area C Site (1996- 1997) 
In 1996, the District issued a notice of preparation to prepare a draft EIR for a proposed high school at 
the Area C site. The District subsequently issued a draft EIR (DEIR) for the proposed high school dated 
February 24, 1997. The DEIR identified twenty (20) significant adverse environmental impacts which 
could be feasibly mitigated or avoided, and also identified three (3) significant adverse environmental 
impacts that would be unavoidable or for which no feasible mitigation measure could be used to reduce 
the impact below the level of significance. Forty-seven (47) mitigation measures were proposed in the 
DEIR. The surplus Watsonville Hospital site was identified as the environmentally superior alternative 
for the new high school. There were fifteen (15) comments on the DEIR. The District certified the first 
FEIR for high school development on the Area C site in May 1997. 

In June of 1997 Watsonville Wetlands Watch and California Alliance for Resource Conservation filed a 
Petition for Writ of Mandamus against the District and it's Board of Trustees (Case No.133018) in 
Superior Court of Santa Cruz County seeking to overturn the EIR and alleging several violations of 
CEQA. This suit alleged, among other things, that the EIR did not adequately analyze, identify, and/or 
mitigate impacts to sensitive habitat, agricultural lands, and water quality; grov-.rth inducement; and 
cumulative environmental impacts. The suit likewise contended that the EIR's alternatives analysis was 
inadequate. See Exhibit I, EIR lawsuit documentation. 

Rather than litigate this suit, the PVUSD Board decided to decertify the first EIR and circulate a revised 
draft EIR (RDEIR) with additional information and analysis to correct possible flaws in the first EIR. As 
a result of the Board's decertification of the first EIR, Watsonville Wetlands Watch and California 
Alliance for Resource Conservation dismissed their lawsuit (subject to recovery of attorneys' fees and 
costs). 

C. Second EIR for the Subject Area C Site 
In June 1998, the District issued a Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR). The RDEIR identified twenty (20) 
significant adverse environmental impacts which could be feasibly mitigated or avoided, while also 
identifying three (3) significant adverse environmental impacts that are unavoidable or for which no 
feasible mitigation measure could be used to reduce the impact below the level of significance. Sixty-six 
(66) mitigation measures are proposed in the RDEIR. This time the RDEIR concluded that the 
expansion of Watsonville and Aptos High Schools was the environmentally superior alternative 
(following the "no project" alternative). The PVUSD received 17 comments on the revised draft EIR. 
For example CDFG commented in a July 24, 1998 letter that "the Department believes that the proposed 
project would result in significant adverse impacts to biological resources including State- and 

8 This committee also had two PVUSD representatives, a City of Watsonville representative, a Farm Bureau representative, 
and a member of the citizen group opposing the original Green Valley Road site . 
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Federally-listed species." 

The Final RDEIR (FEIR) was certified by the District's Board on September 9, 1998. The FEIR dated 
September 1998 identifies the same twenty (20) significant adverse environmental impacts that could be 
feasibly mitigated or avoided, while also identifying twelve (12) new significant adverse environmental 
impacts, for a total of fifteen (15), that are unavoidable or for which no feasible mitigation measure 
could be used to reduce the impact level below the level of significance. Hence, the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District adopted a statement of overriding consideration through Resolution Number 98-
99-06 for all unavoidable or unmitigatable impacts. Five new mitigation measures were added for a total 
of seventy-two (72) in the FEIR. The expansion of Watsonville and Aptos High Schools was still 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative (following the "no project" alternative). 

In October 1998, Watsonville Wetlands Watch and California Alliance for Resource Conservation once 
again filed suit in Santa Cruz County Superior Court alleging that the FEIR failed to acknowledge that 
the site is located on prime agricultural land and that the project failed to mitigate or change the project 
as a result of it's inconsistencies with the Watsonville LCP and the Coastal Act (Case No.134587). On 
May 14, 1999 the Court found that the revised EIR complied with CEQA requirements, and that 
substantial evidence in the record supported the revised EIR's conclusions. The Court also specifically 
found that: 

• 

The above referenced findings [on the adequacy of the EIR] do not purport to bind the 
California Coastal Commission in its determinations regarding the third high school project. • 

Thus, the Court's decision places no burden on the Coastal Commission's own determinations with 
regard to the LCP amendment and any impacts or issues therein.9 As for the lawsuit, Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch and California Alliance for Resource Conservation appealed the Santa Cruz Superior 
Court decision to Appellate Court on July 19, 1999. As of the date of this staff report, several briefs have 
been filed with the Court, but the appeal remains unresolved and a date for oral arguments has yet to be 
set. See Exhibit I, EIR lawsuit documentation. 

9 In correspondence received in the Commission office on February 29, 2000, Legal Counsel for the PVUSD asserts that 
the decision that the agricultural land on the site is not prime has already been made because_the "specific issue of whether 
sufficient evidence exists to conclude that the property is not prime agricultural land within the meaning of the Coastal 
Act has been litigated, and the court's finding in this regard serves as stare decisis." (Stare decisis is defined in Blacks 
Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition as "decided cases." Synonyms include "precedent" and "res judicata".) Commission staff 
disagrees with this assertion because the case has not been decided. The trial court decision was appealed by the plaintiffs 
and the appeal has not been heard as of this date. The Trial Court decision also specifically stated "The above referenced 
findings do not purport to bind the California Coastal Commission in it's determinations regarding the third high school 
site. " One of the "above referenced findings" found that, based on the school CEQA documents, the site did not contain 
prime agricultural land. Finally, the referenced litigation was based on a challenge to the school district's CEQA 
documents, and the Commission was not a party to the suit. For all of these reasons, the Commission is free to make an 
independent determination on the issue of prime agricultural land on this site. See Exhibit I for recent CEQA lawsuit 
correspondence received by the Commission. 
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D. Alternatives to the Subject Area C Site 
The 1998 FEIR described and updated the alternative site analyses previously undertaken by the District 
as summarized above. The Console/Ramsey park site, which had been developed by that time with a 
shopping center, was no longer available. Although discussed in the 1998 FEIR, another of the District
identified sites, the Watsonville Hospital site, is also no longer available, having been converted to 
offices, including District administrative offices, and residences since the FEIR. The 1998 FEIR 
discusses how the subject Area C (called Harkins Slough Road) site compares favorably with the 
alternative sites. 

The table below summarizes some of the alternative sites that have not been committed to other uses that 
the PVUSD has previously considered (see Figure 6 for a location map of sites). The last column 
indicates the reasons why the District did not pursue these sites. These sites have characteristics similar 
to the subject Area C (Harkins Slough Road) site; i.e., need utility extensions, are on two-lane roads, are 
outside (with exception of Landmark) urban boundaries, are in (or have been) in agricultural use, and are 
near urbanized areas with sewer (except for Amesti Road) and water. The following sites are all directly 
adjacent to urban or suburban density residential development at least on one side with urban services 
(i.e., there is not a discernable urban-rural boundary such as a freeway and a slough separating these sites 
from developed areas). 

Table 1: Alternative High School Sites Considered 

... 

Alternative Site 1: Landmark (Franceschi) . .. · . Reasons Why DistrictDid Not Pursue 
......... . •· .••. < .•.... ·. . . • :· • • . . .. ·.•...• . ·.. • ..... 

• Inadequate size Approximately 85 acres of the area referred to as the 
"Landmark" remains undeveloped. The largest 
undeveloped parcel m the City of Watsonville ts the • Unavailable for purchase or have to 
roughly 67 acre privately-owned Franceschi property (APN pay high severance cost 

018-372-02), which is reportedly for sale, as a previous • Other development proposals 
purchase agreement reportedly has expired. A City 
development feasibility study concluded that, after • Less direct route for students to 
subtracting acreage slated for access road improvements access 

and open space (Struve Slough) resources, approximately • Needed for jobs & housing 
53 developable acres were present on the Franceschi 
parcel.1o • Not designated in General Plan for a 

high school 
A major thoroughfare (Ohlone Parkway, constructed to the 
site boundary) is planned to provide access through this 
site. Sewer and water connections are close to the site 
boundary at an adjacent urban residential housing 
development. 

• City would have to urbanize subject 
site (Area C) instead (i.e., to make up 
for development slated for the 
'Landmark' area) 

10 Landmark Development Feasibility Study, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (September 1998) . 
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The site is designated for Medium Density Residential and 
Environmental Management in the City of Watsonville 
General Plan. The site is currently in row crop production. 
The site's primary soil capability unit is IV (irrigated) and 
II (non-irrigated) and its Storie index is 44. This site does 
not have any constraints from an aeronautics perspective. 

In case additional acreage were required, this parcel is 
contiguous to the 18 acre Mine parcel also within the City 
limits. It is level and not currently being farmed. 

Another alternative m case additional acreage were 
required is a 27 acre contiguous parcel (Burgstrom 
Assessors Parcel Number 052-1 04-40) outside the City 
limits. LAFCO approved adding this to the City's sphere of 
influence, but then denied the City's annexation request in 
1999. The County General Plan designates this area as 
Agriculture. The County Agricultural Resource 
classification is type 2B, limited agricultural land -
geographically isolated. The City's General Plan 
designated this area for mixed industrial and commercial 
use, pursuant to a specific plan. The land is in row crop 
production. The site's primarily soil capability unit is IV 
and the Storie indexes are 44 and 36. 

' ·. . . .. ·.· .. · .·· . ·. . ' .• . .... · ·..•••. .•. > 
Alter.native Site 2.: Green Valley 

.... ···.· · .•. · .. · ... · ····.· 

This approximately 50 acre privately-owned site is located 
in unincorporated Santa Cruz County on Green Valley 
Road about Y2 mile north of the intersection with Amesti 
Road, adjacent to residential neighborhoods. The street is 
two-lane (approximately 28 to 30 feet wide) with a 
sidewalk/bike path. Existing sewer and water lines pass by 
the site. Utility hook-ups would require LAFCO approval 
for the City of Watsonville to supply extraterritorial service 
or to annex the site (or a school would have to rely on on
site water and septic). 

The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General 
Plan outside, but adjacent to, the Urban Services Line. The 
County's Agricultural Resource classification is 2-D 
limited agricultural land experiencing use conflicts. The 

• Needs 200 foot agricultural buffer to 
adjacent property 

• Dependent on road widening and 
bridges 

• Adverse impacts on adjacent 
agricultural land 

• Near a designated elementary school 
site; undesirable to locate high school 
adjacent to elementary school 

• Potential highway noise 

Reasolls ·why DistrictDi.d N~t .Pursue . ··.. . ' ···.. . .. · .... · . ..· ... ··.·. . . > 

• Local and environmental group 
opposition 

• Adjacent to Pinto Lake (safety 
concerns) 

• Adverse impacts to Blue herons & 
bird migration routes 

• Need to mitigate for seismic (on-site 
fault traces) and liquefaction 
constraints 

California Coastal Commission 
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site is designated "Agriculture" in the Watsonville General 
Plan. It is not currently in agricultural use. The site's 
primarily soil capability unit is II and the Storie index is 
68. A 1987 Division of Aeronautics evaluation ranked this 
site as suitable for school development. 

•·· A.it~rn~ti#~·sife~f cr 
This approximately 25 acre, privately owned, level site is 
located in unincorporated Santa Cruz County adjacent to 
the Watsonville city limits and urban residential 
development off of Brewington Ave. The nearby streets are 
improved (approximately 40 feet wide) with sidewalks and 
contain water and sewer lines. Utility hook-ups would 
require LAFCO approval for the City of Watsonville to 
supply extraterritorial service or to annex the site (or a 
school would have to rely on on-site water and septic). 

• Not in attendance area; too close to 
Watsonville HS. 

• Conversion of agricultural land 

• Adverse impacts on adjacent 
agricultural land 

• Potentially growth-inducing 

• Greater neighborhood traffic impacts 

The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General • Not served by City fire & police 
Plan outside, but adjacent to, the Urban Services Line. The 

• 

County's Agricultural Resource classification is type I-A- • High liquefaction 
viable agricultural land. The site is designated "Specific • 
Plan Area" for Residential use in the Watsonville General 
Plan. The site's primarily soil capability unit is III and the 
Storie index is 72. The site is an apple orchard. This site 
would not appear to have any constraints from an 
aeronautics perspective. 

If additional land were needed, there are similar 
agricultural parcels adjacent to the site, including a 22 acre 
site. 

This 29 acre, privately owned site is located in 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County on Calabasas Road. It is 
comprised of two parcels. There is a third adjacent parcel 
of approximately 34 acres; resulting in a total site area of 
approximately 63 acres. The site is adjacent to a residential 
neighborhood with sewer and water. This street to the site 
is two-lane (about 28 feet wide) with sidewalk. The sewer 
would have to be upgraded and extended or the site would 

· .. ····~l~~n~.~~tJ(~t~l~f.:biifN~t·Pit)iS· i;,·. 
• Local opposition 

• Conversion of agricultural land 

• Adverse impacts on adjacent 
agricultural land 

• More costly 
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have to be served with a septic system. Any utility hook
ups would require LAFCO approval for the City of 
Watsonville to supply extraterritorial service or to annex 
the site. 

The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General 
Plan outside County's urban services line. The County's 
Agricultural Resource classification of one parcel is 2-D
limited agricultural land experiencing use conflicts; the 
other parcel and the adjacent parcel have no agricultural 
resource overlay. The site's primarily soil capability unit is 
III and the Storie index is 66. The site is designated 
"Specific Plan" for residential use in the Watsonville 
General Plan. The site is currently in agricultural use; a 
combination of row crops and greenhouses/nursery. The 
adjacent parcel is an orchard. This site does not have any 
constraints from an aeronautics perspective. 

Alternative sites on Calabasas Road. For example, PVUSD 
considered "Koenig," an approximately 18 acre, site, 
comprised of 5 privately-owned parcels . 

The site is designated in the County General Plan as "Rural 
Residential,' outside County's urban-rural boundary. The 
site is designated "Specific Plan" for residential use in the 
Watsonville General Plan. The site's two primarily soil 
capability units are III and IV and the respective Storie 
indexes are 62 and 36. The site is used for residences, 
greenhouses, and grazing. This site does not have any 
constraints from an aeronautics perspective. 

There are other sites along both sides of Calabasas Road in 
this area that have more open acreage than Koenig, some of 
these had been considered in earlier screening by PVUSD. 
Generally, the more open lands are to the east and in 
agricultural use and so designated, while the lands to the 
west are in a rural residential designation, but have more 
structures and are of smaller parcel sizes . 

• Farther from nearest fire station 

• Poor access: served by two lane road 

• Growth-inducing 

• Farther from commercial areas 

• No transit access 
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Aptos High School is located on a 65 acre site owned by 
PVUSD in unincorporated Santa Cruz County accessed off 
of Freedom Boulevard. It is served by sewer and water. 

• Need new EIRs 

• School district reorganization could 
not occur 

The site is designated Public Services in the County 
General Plan outside, but adjacent to the County's urban 
services line. It is not agricultural land. This site would not 
have any constraints from an aeronautics perspective. An 
adjacent approximately 10 acre site would be purchased to 
accommodate some expanded facilities. 

• Insufficient size 

• Poorer access to Aptos HS; need 
improved road 

• Sites would be too crowded 

Watsonville High School is located on a 36.38 acre site 
owned by PVUSD in the City of Watsonville on It is 
served by sewer and water. 

• Poor fire and police response times 

• Code compliance issues 

The site is designated "Public/Quasi Public" in the City of 
Watsonville General Plan. It is not agricultural land. This 
site would not appear to have any constraints from an 
aeronautics perspective. 

This approximately 70 acre privately-owned, level site is • 
located in unincorporated Santa Cruz County behind a 
subdivision off of Green Valley Road. The streets leading • 
to the site are two-lane (approximately 40 feet wide) with • 
sidewalks. and contain water and sewer li_nes. Hook-up 
would require LAFCO approval for the City of 
Watsonville to supply extraterritorial service. • 

• The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General 
Plan outside, but adjacent to, the County's urban-rural • 
boundary. The County's Agricultural Resource 
classification is type I-A -viable agricultural land. The site 
is designated "Agriculture" in the Watsonville General 
Plan. The site's primarily soil capability unit is II (III if 
non-irrigated) and the Storie index is 68. The site is in crop 

11 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998). 
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production. A 1987 Division of Aeronautics evaluation 
ranked this site as suitable for school development. 

.··. ... .. . :, 

Previous Alternative:·Amesti Road ·.·,.c .• 
•.:··.. .,·. 

• Lack of sewer service This approximately 45 acre privately owned site is located 
in unincorporated Santa Cruz County off of Amesti Road, 
a little over a mile from the intersection with Green Valley • Limited septic suitability 

Road, adjacent to residential neighborhoods. The street is • Agricultural designation 
two-lane and contains a water line. Hook-up would require 
LAFCO approval for the City of Watsonville to supply • Requires filling and compaction 

extraterritorial service. There is no nearby sewer, nor is the • Outside of sewer district 
site in a sewer service area; therefore, it would need an on
site septic system. • Productive agricultural land 

The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General • High cost of extending services 

Plan outside County's urban-rural boundary. The County's • Dangerous intersection ofPioneers 
Agricultural Resource classification is type 2-D --- limited and Green Valley Roads 
agricultural land experiencing use conflicts. The site is 
designated "Agriculture" in the Watsonville General Plan. • Distance from population center 
The site's primarily soil capability unit is III and the Storie 
index is 62. A 1987 Division of Aeronautics evaluation 
ranked this site as suitable for school development. 

An alternative site located farther down Amesti Road at the 
corner of Pioneers Road IS an approximately 48 acre 
sloping privately-owned site (not previously considered by 
PVUSD) with similar attributes to this one. 

The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General 
Plan outside County's urban-rural boundary. The site is 
designated "Agriculture" in the Watsonville General Plan. 
The site's primarily soil capability unit IS III (non
irrigated) and IV (irrigated) and the Storie index is 42. This 
site would not appear to have any constraints from an 
aeronautics perspective. 

Landmark 
Since the FEIR, and especially since the Department of Education's 1993 field site evaluation, several 
potential issues have been clarified, and several other conditions have changed relative to the Landmark 
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• The primary Landmark area parcel, the 67 acre Franceschi parcel, may be for sale. (At the time, the 
field site evaluation stated that condemnation would be required, whereas it would not be required on 
the subject Harkins Slough site12

). 

• Ohlone Parkway, the thoroughfare planned between Main Street and West Beach Street has been 
partially constructed. It now ends at the southern boundary of the site. (At the time, the field site 
evaluation stated that this was a gravel road, whereas FEMA was going to pay all the costs of 
extending utilities to the subject Harkins Slough site13

). 

• The City has completed a development feasibility study for the Landmark area which indicates that 
approximately 53 developable acres are present on the Franceschi parcel after subtracting acreage 
slated for access road improvements and open space (Struve Slough) resources. 14 (At the time, the 
field site evaluation indicated only 39.5 usable acres.) 

The Landmark site shares some of the same general constraints associated with the subject Area C site 
(including lands in agricultural production and adjacency to Struve Slough). Some of the District's 
reasons for not pursuing this site would also apply to the subject Area C site. The constraints that the 
Landmark area does not share with the subject Area C site are that development at this location would 

• 

not have the adverse growth-inducing impacts, nor further destabilize the current urban-rural boundary. • 
Moreover, the site does not raise potential safety concerns relative to the airport. In fact, the Landmark 
site is in an area otherwise hemmed in by urban development that is slated for further urbanization in the 
future. As of the date of this staff report the Landmark (Franceschi) option appears feasible. 

Expansion of Aptos and Watsonville High Schools 
There are also changed circumstances with regard to the FEIR's environmentally s·uperior alternative of 
expanding the existing District high schools at Aptos and Watsonville to accommodate additional 
students. At the time of the 1998 FEIR, the District's administrative offices were housed at the 
Watsonville High School campus. These offices have since moved to the old Watsonville Hospital (part 
of the reason that the Hospital site is no longer a potential alternative location for a high school). To the 
extent that this office space relocation has freed additional student space at Watsonville High School, 
this alternative may be even more attractive than as analyzed in the 1998 FEIR, when it was deemed by 
the District to be the "Environmentally Superior Alternative" under CEQ A. 

It is also noted, that while. presented (and then rejected) as a complete alternative to constructing a third 
high school, some improvements at either or both existing schools could affect the ultimate size of the 

12 As it turns out, condemnation proceedings are required for the Harkins Slough site and are presently underway. 
13 This latter point is no longer true; furthermore, the analysis in this report has concluded that a bridge may have to be 

constructed on Harkins Slough Road for habitat and possibly flood prevention purposes. The City has preliminarily 
estimated its cost at $3.9 million. 

14 Landmark Development Feasibility Study, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (September 1998). 
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needed third high school. The two existing public schools combined sit on 11 0 acres and currently have 
capacity of 3200 students, but house 5190 students. This overcrowding is accommodated by utilizing a 
combined 45 portable classrooms. PVUSD has planned on eventually housing 2,200 students at the 
proposed new high school. This would leave 3,000 students currently at the other two schools and 4,000 
students in ten years if the District's future student population projections hold. However, if some 
improvements could be made at the other high schools, then the amount of students assigned to the new 
third high school might change. Following is a table relating student body size to available acreage, 
based on State Department of Education (DOE) guidelines. The table includes proposed new guidelines 
that have not yet been formally adopted. 

Table 2: State Department of Education High School Acreage Guidelines 

Number of Students Current Proposed Proposed 
DOE Guidelines DOE Guidelines DOE Guidelines if 

(acres) (acres) Class Sizes Are 
Reduced (acres) 

1001- 1200 31.3 33.5 
1201 1400 34.2 36.4 
1401 1600 36.1 38.7 
1601- 1800 39.7 44.5 
1801-2000 41.6 47.1 
2001-2200 44.6 50.1 
2201-2400 46.5 52.7 
2401-2600 None 58.3 61.5 
2601-2800 " 60.8 64.4 
2801 3000 " 63.5 67.3 
3001-3200 " 65.8 69.9 
3201 3400 " 68.0 72.4 

E. Coastal Commission Involvement and Comments 
As noted, the Coastal Commission staff was not invited to be part of the PVUSD's site selection 
processes. And, indeed with the selection and subsequent pursuit of the Green Valley Road site, which is 
outside of the coastal zone, there was no urgency for the Commission to be involved. 

However, in mid-1993, when it became public knowledge that the District had abandoned the Green 
Valley Road site because of neighborhood opposition and was considering the subject Area C site, 
Commission staff began what has since become a lengthy exchange with the District and the City. 
Commission staff has consistently informed both parties that the proposed Area C site west of Highway 
One raised (and continues to raise) a range of coastal resource issues, including, but not limited to 
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development adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of public services and infrastructure to 
rural areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion of agricultural. lands, impacts to the 
public viewshed, impaired water quality, and a destabilized urban-rural boundary. See Exhibit D for 
Commission staff correspondence. 

In summary, in addition to numerous more informal phone conversations, the Commission staff made its 
views known through a total of ten letters, testimony at three District hearings, and testimony at one City 
meeting from 1993 through 1999: 

• On July 28, 1993 Commission staff wrote to the District suggesting a meeting to discuss potential 
adverse impacts and inconsistencies with the local coastal program arising from siting a high school 
west of Highway One in the Coastal Zone. A similar request letter was sent to the District on June 22, 
1995. 

• In July of 1995, Commission staff expressed concerns to the School Board that the proposed high 
school location at Area C was inappropriate and that such development at this location could result in 
significant impacts to coastal resources. Commission staff subsequently met with the District staff. 
Follow-up letters were sent to the District on August 14, 1995 and to the City on September 15, 1995 
discussing procedures for the necessary local coastal program amendments. 

• 

• On January 1, 1996, Commission staff requested that the City and District continue to consider the 
"Console" site as an alternative school site in the District's upcoming EIR "since it is not yet • 
developed and is contiguous to urban uses." This site has since been developed with a shopping 
center. 

• On April 11, 1996, Commission staff provided detailed comments on the notice of preparation for the 
first Draft EIR, identifying significant issues including, but not limited to: conflicts with the Coastal 
Act; growth inducement on west side of Highway 1; negative impacts on wetland habitat and adjacent 
agriculture ; non-point source water quality; and visual siting impacts. 

• On March 26, 1997 Commission staff again testified before the PVUSD School Board, expressed 
serious concerns with the proposed project, and indicated that it is inconsistent with the Coastal Act. 

• On April 9, 1997 Commission staff wrote a letter again identifying issues of concern and expressing 
inadequacies of the DEIR and urging pursuit of a less environmentally damaging alternative location. 
The Commission was subsequently informed at the April 1997 Coastal Commission hearing about the 
nature of the proposed high school project at Area C, and staffs serious concerns for siting such 
development at this location. 

• On May 14, 1997 Commission staff again testified before the PVUSD School Board on the District's 
second public hearing on the Draft EIR and reiterated serious concerns over the proposed site. 

• On August 5, 1998 Commission staff wrote detailed comments on the Revised DEIR again urging 
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pursuit of a less environmentally damaging alternative. 

• On May 12, 1999 Commission staff informed the District by letter that condemnation proceedings on 
Area C (the Edwards property) were premature until an LCP amendment was approved, but again 
suggested pursuing alternative sites rather than the LCP amendment. 

• On June 7, 1999, Commission staff testified at the City of Watsonville Planning Commission 
recommending that the City and the District pursue alternatives to the subject Area C site in order to 
avoid significant coastal resource impacts. 

• On July 27, 1999 Commission staff wrote a letter on the subject LCP amendment package, once again 
reiterated the same set of serious concerns over the proposed high school project, indicating that the 
proposed LCP amendment package raised significant Coastal Act compliance issues and weakened 
the existing LCP. 

See Exhibit D for the full text of these Commission staff correspondences on the project. 

F. School Approval by State Department of Education and State Architect 
Before pursuing an LCP amendment to allow a school on Area C, PVUSD had plans prepared and began 
condemnation proceedings for the proposed high school. The State Department of Education approved 
the final plans on October 21, 1998 and conditionally approved the school site on October 26, 1999. The 
approval by the State Architect is valid for four years. However, according to a representative of the 
Office of the State Architect, the approval must be extended each year. Currently, the District is waiting 
for approval of this year's extension. 15 The State Architect's office indicates that the extension will be 
approved once some minor changes to the plans are made. 

G. City of Watsonville Approval of Proposed Amendment 
The currently certified LCP does not allow for a high school at PVUSD's chosen site, nor does it allow 
for any development of that magnitude on Area C. Therefore, the LCP would need to be amended in 
order for PVUSD to be able to obtain a coastal permit to construct its proposed high school and related 
infrastructure improvements on Area C. Accordingly, PVUSD applied to the City of Watsonville for an 
amendment of the City's General Plan and it's Local Coastal Program to facilitate development of a high 
school off of Harkins Slough Road. The request was filed in September of 1998. 

On May 19, 1999 the Watsonville City Planning Commissioner approved the LCP amendment package, 
by a vote of four to two. This action was taken notwithstanding the Commission staffs testimony 
summarized above and concerns raised by the California Department of Fish and Game that the 
proposed high school would have significant and unmitigatable adverse impacts on the Watsonville 
Slough system, on and off-site. The CDFG letter concluded (see Exhibit K for the full text): 

15 Phone conversation with Coastal Commission staff, February 29, 2000 . 
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The Department finds the Final Revised EIR unacceptable and strongly advises the applicant to 
seek an alternative site. 

On July 27, 1999 the Watsonville City Council reviewed the subject LCP Amendment package. By a 
vote of six to zero, the Watsonville City Council adopted Resolution 222-99 and ordinance 1080-99 
thereby approving the proposed amendment to the City's Coastal Land Use Plan and Implementation 
Plan. This Council action also considered and concurred with the subject FEIR, and relied upon it in the 
Council's LCP findings (Resolution 221-99). Again, this action was taken notwithstanding Coastal 
Commission staff and Department of Fish and Game objections. CDFG' s July 12, 1999 letter indicated 
that the subject site is biologically sensitive, and that if some form of development were to occur on the 
subject site, adverse impacts from such development cannot be mitigated on the site. It concluded: 

We will continue to advise against locating the high school at this site. 

See Exhibit K for CDFG correspondence. 

H. Commission Action Since the City of Watsonville Approval of Proposed 
Amendment 
The main amendment application package was received in the Commission's Central Coast District 
Office on August 23, 1999, and subsequent materials missing from the main package were received on 
August 27 and September 15, 1999. The application was filed on September 15, 1999. 

The Coastal Act requires that where an amendment request contains both IP and LUP amendments, as is 
the case here, Section 30511(a) of the Coastal Act allows for a 90 day period within which the 
Commission must act. In this case, the 90th day fell on December 14, 1999 (i.e., September 15th + 90 
days December 14, 1999). Therefore, the amendment would have had to be scheduled for action at the 
Commission's December 7-10, 1999 meeting in San Rafael if it were to be decided within 90 days of 
filing. However, Coastal Act Section 30517 allows the Commission to extend, for good cause, the 90 
day time limit for a period not to exceed one year. 

In a letter received November 12, 1999 the City requested that the Commission hearing on the proposed 
amendment package take place no earlier than March 2000 in order to better enable the City to prepare 
necessary documentation supporting the amendment request. Pursuant to the City's request, the 
Commission extended the time-frame for action (for a period not to exceed one year) on the subject 
amendment at the December 9, 1999 Commission hearing. See Exhibit E. 

C. Current LCP Policies: What is Allowed? 
To better understand the implications of the City's LCP amendment submittal, it is instructive to 
consider the possible development potential on Area C under the currently certified local coastal 
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program provisions (i.e., land use plan text and maps and zoning text and maps). 

1. Land Use Plan Policies 

A. Agriculture is the Principle Use on Area C 
Like the Coastal Act, agriculture is given priority protective status in the current land use plan. Policy 
III.C.l lists agriculture as one of three permitted uses; the two others are passive recreation· and 
aquaculture (which is a form of agriculture). 

B. Provisions to Allow Non-Agricultural Uses 
Notwithstanding the priority that agriculture is afforded, the LCP does open the possibility for other 
uses. In addition to the permitted passive recreational use, the LUP allows for conditional uses on Area 
C: residential on large-lot (5 acre minimum lot size per housing unit) or light non-nuisance industrial 
park (not including outside storage). However, LUP Policy III.C.4 states: 

Non-agricultural use may be permitted only if continued agricultural use is demonstrated to be 
infeasible. 

Although "infeasible" is not defined in the City's LUP, Coastal Act Section 30108 defines feasible as 
follows 

"Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors. 

Thus, the City's LCP sets a high standard if conversions of agricultural uses on Area C are pursued. In 
short, it must be demonstrated that continued or renewed agriculture at the site cannot be "accomplished 
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
social, and technological factors." 

C. Limits on Non-Agricultural Development 
The LUP also includes specific performance standards to limit development at Area C. The LUP 
requires: 

• A voidance of all environmentally sensitive habitat areas; all ESHA acreage is to be excluded from 
calculation of lot size for number of residential units and allowed impervious surface coverage 
(Policy III.C.3.a); 

• Minimum of 5 acre lot per housing unit (Policy III.C.3.b); 

• Minimum of 15 acre lot for industrial use (Policy IILC.3.c); 
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• Minimum of 10% (oflot area) impervious surface coverage (Policy III.C.3.d); 

• Minimum 50 foot setback from riparian areas (Policy III.C.3.e); 

• Minimum 100 foot setback from wetlands or wetland transitional zones (Policy III.C.3.e); 

• Slopes above 15% cannot be developed (Policy III.C.3.f); 

All of these protections were certified into the LUP in acknowledgement of the appropriateness of 
limiting development on this sensitive site west of Highway 1. As stated in the certified LUP: 

{Area C} presents the largest set of questions [in terms of the City's coastal zone areas}. Though 
zoned for residential development, it has the most varied terrain of any of the Coastal Zone 
areas and is the location of the city's most valuable coastal resource, Struve Slough. Without 
question any form of development of the site would be difficult and would require preservation of 
the natural resources. Potential options included transfer of development rights to Area A, 
extremely limited light industrial development with the requisite buffer zones and flood control 
maintenance requirements, or designation of the entire area for environmental management. 
Residential development would require very strict performance standards with the need to extend 
roads, sewer or septic tank and water systems, and the potentials for encroachment on the 
wetlands, flooding and further degradation of the groundwater, and the need for improved 
access to the parcels. 

That any non-agricultural and/or non-resource management development is allowed on Area C at all 
reflects the differing perspectives between the City's General Plan and the requirements of the Coastal 
Act when the LCP land use plan was originally certified on December 2, 1982. At the time of 
certification, although in agricultural production, the lands that were to become Area C were designated 
for residential use in the City's General Plan. The current LCP policies reflect a balance between the 
City's General Plan and the Coastal Act's protective resource policies, dictating continued agricultural 
use in Area C with the possibility of future conversion to other uses at a very limited intensity. 

See Exhibit B for the selected land use plan text and maps. 

2. Implementation Plan Policies 
The City's Implementation Plan includes the text of the applicable sections of the City's zoning code 
and zoning maps. In general, a local government's Implementation Plan provides more detail than the 
land use plan concerning the specific uses allowed and the parameters for allowing them (e.g., setbacks, 
heights, parking requirements, etc.). While also true in this case, the City's certified Implementation 
Plan applicable to Area C in large measure mirrors land use plan restrictions for Area C. 

The Implementation Plan principal permitted uses for Area C are: Public parks; publicly owned open 
lands, privately owned aquaculture facilities; public and quasi-public open space; irrigated agriculture; 
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non-irrigated agriculture; pasture and native grasses; animal agriculture; and wetlands. Some specific 
categories of park uses include tot lots, playgrounds, athletic fields, public golf courses, public pools, 
local or state parks, fairgrounds, zoos, botanical gardens, wildlife preserves, and public open space. 
However, it is noted that these are not all limited to passive recreational pursuits, as required by the Land 
Use Plan. 

The Implementation Plan conditional uses for Area C are: Single family residences; Industrial 
machinery, equipment, and supplies-wholesale; Industrial nonmanufacturing, miscellaneous; Industrial 
pattern makers; Industrial truck services; and Highway right of way (within existing roadway area). 
Also, the principal permitted uses of the IP-Industrial Park District are Area C conditional uses. These 
include: Storage, limited to permitted IP District uses; Wholesale vehicles and equipment; Wholesale 
drugs, chemicals; Wholesale dry goods and apparel; Wholesale food distributors; Wholesale electrical 
goods; Wholesale hardware, plumbing, and heating supply; Wholesale machinery, equipment, and 
supplies; Wholesalers, miscellaneous; Research and development of manufacturing firms; Contractors, 
general; Construction, special trade contractors; Welding shop; Blueprinting service; Dairy products, 
manufacturing; Bakeries, large scale; Candy products, manufacturing; Beverage industries; Apparel and 
other products made from fabrics; Furniture and fixtures; Paper and allied products; Printing, publishing, 
and reproduction; Pharmaceutical products, manufacturing; Ice manufacturing; Rubber, plastic and 
leather products Stone cutting, monument manufacturing; Fabricated metal products manufacturing; 
Machines, business, manufacturing; Machine, service industry, manufacturing; Miscellaneous 
machinery, except electrical; Electrical machinery, equipment, and supplies; Transportation equipment 
Instruments, photo, optical goods, watches, clocks, manufacturing; Miscellaneous manufacturing 
industries Blueprinting, microfilming, service; Services to buildings, machinery, and property; 
Vocational trade schools; Tool designers; Delivery service; Packages, not freight; and Automobile 
parking facilities. 

The Industrial Park requirements are somewhat different than those stated in the Coastal Implementation 
Plan. However, since the Coastal Implementation Plan says that the regulations both that it contains and 
that are found in the Industrial Park district section of the Municipal Code apply, there could be some 
dispute as to which set supercedes the other. Also, the City has slightly amended the Industrial Park 
permitted uses and requirements since the version (latest Reprint August 30, 1985) submitted with the 
Coastal Implementation Plan. However, since those subsequent changes were never formally submitted 
to the Coastal Commission as local coastal program amendments, they are not effective for the coastal 
zone. 

There are clearly a large number of principal and conditional uses currently assigned to Area C. This 
should not be taken as evidence that such development is a certainty, however. In fact, the IP, like the 
LUP, stringently protects against conversion of Area C land from agricultural to non-agricultural uses. 
Such a conversion would be predicated upon a finding that "continued agricultural use is demonstrated 
to be infeasible" (IP Section 9-5.705(c)(4)(a)). Any non-agricultural use, principal or conditional, 
requires a finding that it is in conformance with LUP Chapter II policies including, but not limited to, 
LUP Policies II.A.l and II.A.2 prohibiting conversion of land "suitable for agricultural use" unless 
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continued or renewed agricultural use of the land in question is not feasible, or such conversion would 
result in development near existing developed areas served by adequate public facilities. 

The IP mirrors the LUP sets of performance standards and establishes the following minimum 
requirements: · 

Minimum Lot Area and Dimension (IP Section 9-5.705(c)(l)): 5 acres per residential unit, 15 acres 
per industrial use; each lot must have a frontage of 330 feet. 

Minimum Setbacks (IP Section 9-5.705(c)(2)): 50 feet from riparian habitats and 100 feet from 
wetlands or transitional zones; 20 feet for front and rear yards, 5 feet for interior side yards. 

Maximum Coverage and Height (IP Section 9-5.705(c)(3)): Maximum impervious surface coverage 
is 10%. Maximum height is 2Y2 stories or 30 feet. 

The minimum lot dimension and maximum coverage calculations are net. Wetlands, riparian habitat, and 
other environmentally sensitive habitat areas are excluded from the minimum lot dimension and 
maximum coverage calculations. 

See Exhibit B for the selected implementation plan text and maps. 

3. Relationship of Current Policies to Allowable Development · 

A. Maximum Amount of Development Area and Maximum Coverage 
Under the current local coastal program there are two key calculations: the number of acres that a use 
can occupy and the maximum amount of impervious surface. The first calculation is based on LCP 
policies that require development to avoid and be buffered from the West Branch of Struve Slough, from 

· Hanson Slough, from upland transitional habitats, and from adjacent agricultural operations. In addition, 
development would need to avoid slopes greater than 15%. This development envelope is calculated by 
removing from the 139 acre Area C the following: environmentally sensitive habitat (ESHA) (- 41 
acres), 100 foot ESHA buffer (-16 acres), slopes greater than 15% (-28 acres), and property setbacks 
(generally 20 feet wide or -3 acres). The result (after accounting for overlapping categories) is 
approximately 63 acres of land. However, about five acres of this total is isolated from the remainder by 
steep slopes, hence netting a more realistic 58 acre development envelope. This is illustrated in Figure 7; 
also see Table 3 below. 

The second calculation, for the maximum amount of impervious surface, involves removing ESHAs (-41 
acres) from the 13 9 acre Area C and then taking 1 0% of that number The result is 1 0% of 98 ( 13 9 -41) 
or approximately 10 acres. 
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Table 3: Current LCP Planning Constraints16 

Total Area C Proposed Area 
F 

Total acres 139 76 
ESHAmapped 41 14 
Steep Slopes (> 15%) 28 17 

Buffers to Adjacent Agricultural Land 3 1 
(i.e., 20' rear yard setback) 
Buffers ESHA 16 12 
Developable Area 63 39 
(Total- ESHA- Slopes- ESHA Buffer- Ag Buffer) 
Impervious Coverage allowed (Total- ESHA x 10%) 10 6 

Remainder of 
AreaC 

63 
27 
11 

2 

4 
24 

4 

In conclusion, a maximum of approximately 63 acres (58 if one removed isolated "developable" areas; 
see Figure 7) of the 139-acre Area C site could be developed with non-agricultural uses and a maximum 
of 10 of these acres could be covered with buildings or pavement and only after a finding was made 
that continued agricultural use was infeasible. 

B. Illustrative Use Scenarios 
If the agricultural conversion finding could be made, there are various options for other uses of Area C 
under current LCP policies. For purpose of analysis, three general future development scenarios that 
may be possible at this location are presented: continued open space use (i.e., agriculture), complete 
conversion to non-agricultural use, and partial conversion to non-agricultural use. 

Continued Open Space, Agriculture and Habitat (Existing Scenario) 
The LCP's primary intention is that agriculture and open space/habitat uses remain on the site. This is 
illustrated through their designation as principally permitted uses. Since agricultural use remains feasible 
(see agricultural finding below), this is the most likely scenario under the current LCP. Three other 
provisions in the LCP bolster the unlikelihood of residential or industrial development occurring: 

LUP Policy II1C.3(j) states that the City should work with other agencies and organizations by 
promoting acquisition of the upper portion of the West Branch of Struve Slough; 

LUP Policy II1C.3(m) states, "It is anticipated that market forces and development costs will 
delay development of this area until after the infilling of comparable lands east of Highway 1. " 

LUP Section 5(B)(Area C) states in summary, "Without question any form of development of the 

16 All totals in acres. 
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site [Area C} would be difficult." 

Under this scenario of continued agriculture, there would be no structural developments, save maybe for 
a barn or storage shed. The number of site occupants should average no more than 50. 17 

Complete Conversion to Non-Agricultural Use (Maximum Development Scenario) 
This maximum possible development scenario is based on the possibility that at some time the City 
would make the required findings to allow agricultural conversion. As stated above, such a conversion to 
a non-agricultural use would require finding that continued or renewed agricultural use is infeasible, or 
that such conversion would result in development near existing developed areas served by adequate 
public facilities. If such findings were first made, the maximum amount of nonagricultural development 
that would then be allowed under current LCP policies are as follows: 18 

Recreational 
The LCP allows parks that provide passive recreation. The amount of paving and other structural 
development in a park is usually minimal; the site for example, could have parking, restrooms, and 
perhaps some trails. The number of people in a park on Area C could vary greatly depending on the type 
of park uses provided. However, it would be very unlikely to have more than 1,000 daily visitors; in 
reality the number would probably be far fewer. 19 

17 The current tenant employs 20 to 40 people (Emidgio Martinez phone conversation of l/31/00); the UFW testified at a 
LAFCO hearing that a 90 acre strawberry parcel employs about 60 farm-workers or 2/3 worker per acre. Given 70 acres 
offarmland on Area C that would yield 47 workers. The City testified to a lower figure. 

18 For purposes of analysis only, a maximum intensity development scenario is presented based the maximum intensities of 
each ofthe Area C permitted uses. Since there are many categories of recreational and industrial uses, the calculations are 
representative of what might occur. The final discretion would be the City's through the coastal permit process. 

19 Since the land is situated between two wetlands and adjacent to the Department of Fish and Game Reserve, the most 
fitting use would be as a wildlife preserve. The current adjacent reserve is closed to visitors; so the use intensity is 
effectively zero. A brief survey of other open space preserves revealed estimated weekend users any where from 30 to 
500 on sites ranging from 33 to 173 acres. A rule of thumb for a nature trail is 50 people per mile of trail (Albert 
Rutledge, Anatomy of a Park, 1971 ). Assuming a loop trail and with maybe some connections could yield two miles of 
trails on Area C, which is about 2/3 mile long. Thus, usage would be approximately 100 daily visitors. Another allowed 
use is a botanic garden. A 65 acre botanic garden in Santa Barbara gets up to 800 daily visitors on spring weekends. 
The nearest comparable park (i.e., with wetlands as opposed to a beach or forested public park) is Pinto Lakes County 
Park, although somewhat larger (183 acres) and containing sports fields. Its estimated summer use is 250 visitors on 
Saturdays and 400 visitors on Sundays. 
Although active recreational uses are not allowed under the Land Use Plan, golf courses and sports fields are examples of 
potentially more intensive uses listed as subcategories of land uses in the zoning ordinance. A nine-hole golf course needs 
approximately 55 developed acres and 20 natural area acres. A rule of thumb is a maximum of eight golfers per hole at 
one time. (George Fogg, Park Planning Guidelines, 1990) Thus, there would be a maximum of 72 golfers on the site. 
Baseball fields, for example, require 350 to 400 feet square. Given the configuration of the developable area, no more 
than 10 fields could be accommodated. At 50 players (2 teams of25) per field the would be 500 players. These intensities 
could be even higher if spectators were included, but then the amount of fields would have to be reduced for parking and 
other amenities. Furthermore, that level use would be limited to non-winter seasons and generally weekends . 
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Residential development within the 98 acre development envelope would also need to meet parcel size, 
frontage, and buffering requirements. The LCP allows five acre homesites, and requires a parcel frontage 
of at least 330 feet. Approximately 19 homes could theoretically be built under these constraints. Any 
such homes would need to be adequately buffered from on-site ESHA (a minimum of 100 feet from 
wetlands and 50 feet from riparian areas) and adjacent agriculture. Though the City's LCP does not 
include an agricultural buffering provision, the required setback for the adjacent County agricultural 
lands per the Santa Cruz County LCP is 200 feet. Residential development brings with it its attendant 
pets, lights, noise, and activity. At three people per house,20 there would be approximately 57 people on 
the site at any given time. 

Industrial 
As noted there are about 98 useable acres, leaving maximum impervious surface coverage of just under 
10 acres (1 0% of that figure per policy III.C.3.a), that could be covered with buildings and pavement. 
According to Watsonville 2005 General Plan (p.44), industrial uses generate an average of 25 jobs per 
acre under current LCP. This means that there would be approximately 250 workers on the site. 

The LCP does not completely dictate how siting of these uses would occur beyond the steep slope and 
setback limitations. In other words within the potentially buildable area shown in Figure 7, there would 
be some discretion as to siting any conditionally-approved uses. The LCP does require a minimum 
parcel size of 15 acres for industrial development and permits industrial uses within an "industrial park." 
One 15 acre parcel would have ample room to house all of the industrial development allowed (i.e., the 
10 acres of impervious surface) in an industrial park setting. Given site constraints and infrastructure 
costs, it can be anticipated that likely only one industrial park would be developed on Area C, leaving 
the balance of the site in open space, including possible continued agricultural use. 

Vocational School 
One conditionally allowed use under the industrial park category is a vocational trade school. Vocational 
trade schools can vary greatly in size and type. In Santa Cruz County, for example, there are tax 
preparer, hairdresser, massage, and truck driver schools. Thus, some of these schools need little space 
for a classroom. Some, like the District's current Academy Vocational Institute, just require office space 
as students apprentice at local businesses or complete a home study course. If others require on-site 
facilities, such as a paved area to practice truck maneuvering, then the acreage requirements could be 
quite large. If the vocational school were public for high school age students, it would be subject to the 
same guideline as for any other public high school.21 This would mean no more than 1,000 students.22 If 
the vocational school were private, then the size limitation would be governed by parking. Under the 

20 Per the Watsonville General Plan p. 44. 
21 Letter from Department of Education February 1, 2000. 
22 Guidelines for 1,000 students are for 5.2 acres of parking and roads and 2.1 acres for hardcourts; which would leave 2.7 

acres for building; guidelines for buildings are not shown separately, but are shown together with grounds (which could 
be mostly pervious surfaces); for up to 1000 students the guidelines are 6.2 acres. 
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City Municipal Code, one parking space per 3 students plus one per employee is required for trade, 
vocational and business schools. Assuming seven out of the available 1 0 impervious surface acres are 
devoted to parking at 320 square feet per space, and assuming a student instructor ratio of 25 to 1, then 
2,550 students could be accommodated, subject to all other environmental constraints (see findings 
herein). 

Partial Conversion to Non-Agricultural Use {Mixed-Use Scenario) 
A third possible future scenario which would leave the balance of the site remaining in agricultural 
production is partial conversion to another, say for example, industrial use. As noted, the current LCP's 
allowance of conditional non-agricultural uses requires a minimum of 5 acres per residential unit and 15 
acres for industrial development. Thus, there is the possibility that part of the site could convert to such 
conditional uses. Area C is currently made up of five separate parcels. This suggests that one or more 
separate developments of one type or another could be pursued by independent landowners with an 
investment backed expectation to develop on each respective site, while the others keep their land in 
agriculture. However, at this time all five parcels are in common ownership. 

C. Conclusion: Use Intensities Under Current LCP 
The current LCP allows for only agricultural use of Area C unless agriculture is determined to be 
infeasible. A little over half of Area C is currently in agricultural use. The portion that is not is 
composed largely of steep slopes and environmentally sensitive habitat areas where development is not 
allowed. There is a narrow strip of sloping land (roughly I 00 feet by 1000 feet or 2 acres) east of the 
agricultural use and not explicitly prohibited from being developed adjacent to Harkins Slough Road. 
It's size, lack of services, and the LCP's visual policies would all serve to limit its development 
potential. It's most likely and encouraged use under the LCP would be for passive recreation, such as a 
park or open space preserve. There appears to be enough developable area under the current LCP to 
allow for some parking, restrooms, trails and other improvements to serve as a base to view the wildlife 
and scenic beauty ofthe West Branch Struve Slough wetlands. It would not meet minimum lot size for 
residential or industrial use. 

The portion of Area C in agricultural use has historically been in that use with a recent change from 
grazing to cultivation. While the feasibility of continued agriculture might not have been apparent at the 
time that the policy was written two decades ago, at present, it is feasible to continue the use (see 
Agricultural finding below). However, for analytical purposes, if one assumes that a finding of 
infeasibility could be made at some point, then the site would have additional development potential 
under the LCP. As discussed above and as summarized in Table 6, this development could take the form 
of residences, industry, parks, or vocational schools. The figures generated in this report should be taken 
as only gross estimates, subject to the following constraints (in addition to the finding of infeasibility to 
continue agriculture): 

• As noted previously, the acreage figures provided have some potential degree of error; site sizes 
given by the County's GIS are smaller. Since the calculated intensities are derived from acreage 
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multipliers, smaller acreages would reduce the calculated intensities. 

• The development envelopes shown on Figure 7 are maximums. Their actual sizes and the sizes of 
any structures in them would be further constrained by the results of environmental review and 
application of all relevant LCP policies including those that relate to scenic resource protection (e.g., 
hide structures from Highway One, if feasible) and hazard avoidance. 

• Any development would be subject to market considerations. The roughly isolated nature of the site 
and the lack of infrastructure are factors that may limit its development into some of the uses that the 
LCP allows. Furthermore, there may not be a demand for some of these uses or a demand for them at 
their maximum potential intensity. 

D. Proposed LCP Policies 
In total there are eight (8) proposed amendments to the Watsonville LUP and nine (9) proposed 
amendments to the Watsonville Implementation Plan. See Exhibit A. 

1. Proposed LUP Policies 
Proposed amendments to the Watsonville LUP include the following: 

1) Amend Figure 1 of Section I to designate part of existing Coastal Area C to new Coastal Area F. 

2) Amend Section II.A.2 by replacing the words "serve to concentrate development consistent with 
Policy 1 ,"with "preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development with Policy II.A.l." 

3) Amend Figure 2 of Section II.D.l to include a revised delineation of the environmentally sensitive 
habitat in new Coastal Area F. 

4) Amend Section III of the Coastal Land Use Plan by inserting same text detailing permitted uses, 
conditional uses, performance standards, and criteria for non-agricultural use of Coastal Area C for 
new Coastal Area F, with additions and changes as listed below. 

5) Amend new Subsection III.F.2 to add "Public school" as a conditional use in new Coastal Area F. 

6) Amend new Subsection III.F.3.d to allow up to 50 percent maximum impervious surface in new 
Coastal Area F. 

7) Amend new Subsection III.F .3 .f to allow development of areas with up to 25 percent slope in new 
Coastal Area F. 

8) Amend new Subsection III.F.4 to change the criteria of conversion to non-agricultural use to 
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circumstances where continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or when such 
development would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with 
Policy II.A.l. 

2. Proposed Implementation Plan Policies 
Proposed amendments to the Watsonville IP include the following: 

1) Amend Section 9-5.702 to allow the creation of Coastal Area F as the sixth separately designated 
coastal area of Watsonville. 

2) Amend Section 9-5.703 by adding a new Subsection (F) stating principally permitted uses in new 
Coastal Area F. There is no change from the previously designated principally permitted uses for 
Coastal Area C. 

3) Amend Section 9-5.704 by adding new Subsection (F) stating conditionally permitted uses in new 
Coastal Area F. The conditionally permitted uses are the same as the previous designation of Coastal 
Area C, with the exception of the addition of public schools as a new use. 

9) Amend Section 9-5.705 by redesigning existing Subsection (f) to be "Subsection (g)" and by 
inserting the new Subsection (f) with the same text of Subsection (C) for Coastal Area C, detailing 
performance standards for new Coastal Area F, with additions and changes to such section as listed 
below. 

4) Amend Section 9-5.705.f.3 to allow up to 50 percent maximum impervious surface in Coastal Area 
F. 

5) Amend Section 9-5.705.i to expand upon criteria for agricultural use conversion by allowing such us 
which would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with Section II 
of the Land Use Plan. 

6) Amend Section 9-5.705.f.4.ii to allow development of environmentally sensitive habitat areas less 
than 0.1 acre in size in Coastal Area F, provided that such areas are replaced at a minimum 2:1 ratio. 

7) Amend Section 9-5.705.f.4.iii to allow development of areas with up to 25 percent slope in Coastal 
Area F. 

8) Amend newly renumbered Subsection (g) to allow performance standards applicable to all areas to 
include the newly created Coastal Area F within such standard requirements 
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E. General Effect of Proposed Amendment 
This section discusses the general effect of the proposed amendment, namely, to significantly increase 
the amount of development that could occur within the City's coastal zone over what is currently 
allowed. The specific coastal resource impacts of the proposed amendment are discussed in the Coastal 
Act consistency sections of this report. 

1. Relationship of Proposed Amendment to Allowable 
Development 
One proposed LCP policy modification, redefining the criteria for agricultural conversion, would apply 
to several parcels in Watsonville's coastal zone, as discussed below. The other proposed changes to LCP 
policies and maps would apply only to proposed new coastal Area F. Current policies discussed above 
would still govern the remainder of Area C. For analysis purposes, the following discussion is predicated 
on the City being able to make the proposed more liberalized finding of allowing a complete conversion 
of agricultural land. 

A. Agricultural Policy Change 

• 

The proposed amendment would add one additional criterion to allow agricultural conversion in policy 
II.A.2 that is said to affect all areas. The current two criteria are "continued or renewed agricultural use • 
is not feasible" and new "development would serve to concentrate development." The added criteria 
would be "to preserve prime agricultural land." However, at most, this may only apply to Areas A and 
B. This is because Areas D and E are developed and because there are existing, site~specific conversion 
policies for Areas B and C. 

Area A 
Area A already contains a yard waste mulching operation (which is a principally permitted agricultural 
use) and a golf range. Because these are not structural uses, because policy II.A.2 applies to "lands 
suitable for agricultural use," because the yard mulching operation is an agricultural use, and because the 
lands once were previously grazed, the policy, as amended, could apply were there a proposal for a 
different project. However, given that a non-agricultural use has already been allowed and given the site 
characteristics, having the additional available conversion criteria should not be material. The only other 
category of permitted use on Area A is open space recreation. 

Area B 
For Area B the only non-agricultural use allowed is visitor-serving. To permit it requires a finding that 
continued agricultural use is not feasible. The site is former grazing land that is not now in agricultural 
use. The larger of the two vacant parcels comprising Area B has a coastal permit for a 1 00-unit motel 
that has been extended since 1989. Assuming that a new project was proposed for Area B and the site 
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had not been returned to an agricultural use, then the two existing and one proposed criteria of Policy 
II.A.2 would apply, because the site, although not in agriculture, would be suitable for agriculture. Thus, 
the City would have more latitude in being able to approve the proposed use with the amendment, since 
the amendment would add another criteria to allow conversion. 

Area C 
The same reasoning would apply to the remainder of Area C that is not proposed to become Area F. This 
is because the specific, more limiting policy for Area C not being proposed for amendment would still 
apply ("non-agricultural use may be permitted only if continued agricultural use is demonstrated to be 
infeasible" Policy II.C.4) over the more general policy II.A.2. Again, this latter policy would only 
apply were agricultural use to have ceased on the site prior to a development application. 

Table 4: Agricultural Conversion Criteria 

Applicable Conversion Criteria Continued or Development Conversion 
by Coastal Zone Area renewed preserves prime concentrates 

agricultural use agricultural land development 
infeasible 

Area A: golf driving range and Under current LCP Under amendment Under current LCP 
composting facility; former and amendment only and amendment 
grazing land 

Area B: permit for 1 00 unit motel Under current LCP Under amendment Under amendment 
and small vacant parcel; former and amendment only only 
grazing land; if site were vacant at 
time of a development proposal. 

Area B: if site were in Under current LCP Not a criteria . Not a criteria 
agricultural use at time of a and amendment 
development proposal. 

Area C to become Area F current Under current LCP Under amendment Under amendment 
strawberry field and amendment only only 

Proposed Area F portion of Area Under current LCP Not a criteria Not a criteria 
C: current strawberry field and amendment 

The situation for the proposed Area F would be different under the amendment, which would set the 
criteria for conversion to be the same as policy II.C.4. Thus, the proposed amendment represents a more 
liberalizing threshold for allowing a conversion from agriculture. For example, if it were found that 
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continued or renewed agricultural use of the site was still feasible, a conversion could still be allowed if 
the City made a finding that the conversion resulted in preserving prime agricultural land or in 
concentrating development. Since the LCP states that "there is no prime land in the City's coastal zone" 
presumably a finding for developing this site could always be made as it would be an alternative to 
developing prime land elsewhere. 

B. ESHA Redelineation: West Branch Struve Slough 
The proposed redelineation of the portion of West Branch Struve Slough would result in only 29 acres of 
mapped ESHA instead of the 37 acres ESHA identified in the LCP for the West Branch (see Figure 8). 
The acreage of the 100 foot ESHA buffer would be reduced slightly. Since ESHA, wetlands and the 
LCP-required 1 00-foot wetland buffer cannot be developed, the effect of this part of the amendment 
would be that the amount of area that could be developed on the site would be greater by approximately 
8 acres. 

C. Other Wetland Redelineation and Fill 
There are three other smaller wetland areas on Area C. One is an approximately 1.5 acre wetland finger 
of Hanson Slough outside of proposed Area F. It would not be affected by the proposed amendment. The 
second is another finger of Hanson Slough. It is almost 3 acres and would require a 100 foot buffer of 5 

• 

acres. The proposed amendment first shows a redelineation of this wetland to only less than 0.1 acre and • 
then includes a policy change to allow filling of ESHA smaller than 0.1 acre. Thus, the effect of the 
amendment would be to increase the development envelope by approximately 8 acres. The third wetland 
area was not previously mapped in the LCP but was mapped during the EIR process for the new high 
school. It is also shown as just under .1 acre and so it could be filled. 

D. Slope 
The proposed performance standard change to allow slopes from 15 to 25% to be developed would 
affect approximately 10 acres. Also, an additional acre that was surrounded by undevelopable land 
would no longer be. 

E. School Use 
The proposed amendment would add "Public School" as an allowable conditional use for proposed Area 
F. As previously noted, there is a specific proposal for a public high school of 2,200 students, but the 
amendment is more general in just allowing a public school on the site, without specifying size or other 
parameters. However, there are State Guidelines that give a fair indication of what size school could go 
on proposed Area F. Assuming 62 available acres, this could support, for example, a 2,800 student high 
school, or a 900-student middle school and a 1,600-student high school (see Table 2 above). A 2,800 
student high school would typically consist of eight outdoor field areas, 13 hardcourt areas, and eight 
apparatus areas. These physical education facilities would cover 28.9 acres, Buildings and grounds 
would cover 17.7 acres, and parking and roads would cover 14.2 acres under proposed revised State 
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guidelines. Under current guidelines even more students would be acceptable on a 62 acre site. Ori the 
other hand the Commission recognizes that PVUSD has already performed a site-specific analysis and 
environmental review and concluded that it would develop only 55 acres. Still, 55 acres is sufficient to 
support at least 2,400 high school students, even under the proposed revised State guidelines. 

2. Increased Intensity of Development as a Result of the 
Amendment 
The proposed amendment would significantly weaken the LCP resource protection goals. Assuming the 
City made findings to allow a conversion of agricultural land, the amendment components to allow 
wetland fill, to redelineate habitat, and to allow development on steeper slopes would combine to result 
in more potential development of the site because much of the site now cannot be developed due to 
presence of wetlands, ESHA, steep slopes, and impervious surface limitations. Any of the previously 
described allowable LCP uses for the site would be allowed to develop within new proposed Area F at 
this higher level of intensity. 

A. Increased Maximum Amount of Development Area and Maximum 
Coverage 
Under the proposed amendment the acreage calculations for both the development envelope and the 
maximum impervious surface coverage would change. The new parameters for proposed 76 acre Area F 
would remove ESHAs only over .1 acre that have been redelineated (-4 acres), 100 foot ESHA buffer (-7 
acres), slopes greater than 25% (-2 acres), and property setbacks (generally 20 feet wide or 1 acre). The 
parameters for the remaining 63 acre Area C would remain as before: ESHA (- 27 acres), 100 foot 
ESHA buffer (-4 acres), slopes greater than 15% (-11 acres), and property setbacks (generally 20 feet 
wide or 2 acres). The resulting buildable area (after accounting for overlapping constraints) would be 62 
acres on Area F and 24 acres on remaining Area C or a total of 86 acres on what is currently Area C. See 
Figure 8 and Table 5. 

The second calculation, for the maximum amount of impervious surface under the proposed amendment 
would also change. For proposed 76 acre Area F, the calculation would be based upon the new total 
acreage (76 acres), minus the propsoed Area F ESHA acreage (4 acres), multiplied by 50%; a maximum 
total of 36 acres of impervious surface coverage. For the remaining 64 acres of Area C, the calculation 
would be based upon the remainder total acreage (63 acres), minus the remainder ESHA acreage (27 
acres), multiplied by 10%, for a total maximum of 4 acres of impervious surface coverage. The result is 
36 acres on Area F and 4 acres on the remainder of Area C, or a total allowed impervious surface 
coverage of 40 acres on what is currently Area C. 

In conclusion, the proposed amendment increases the development envelope on all of Area C from 63 
acres to 86 acres or 13 7% of that currently allowed. It increases the maximum allowed impervious 
surface coverage on all of Area C from 10 acres to 40 acres, 4 times what is currently allowed . 
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Figure 8: City-Proposed LCP Development Constraints: Area C 
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Table 5: City-Proposed LCP Development Constraints23 

Total Area C Proposed Area 
F 

Total acres 139 76 
ESHA (habitat) mapped 31 4 
Steep Slopes (>25% on F, > 15% on remainder of C) 13 2 

Buffers to Adjacent Agricultural Land (i.e., 20' rear 3 1 
yard setback) 
Buffers to ESHA 11 7 
Developable Area (Total- ESHA- Slopes- ESHA 86 62 
Buffer- Ag Buffer) 
Impervious Coverage allowed (Total - ESHA x 50% 40 36 
for F, x 10% for remainder of C) 

Remainder of 
AreaC 

63 
27 
11 

2 

4 
24 

4 

Table 6: Difference in Development Constraints Between Existing and Proposed LCP 

Change in Total Area C Change in proposed Area 
F portion of Area C 

Total acres Percent Total acres Percent 
increase/ increase/ 
decrease decrease 

Total acres 0 0% 0 0% 
ESHAmapped -10 -24% -10 -71% 
Steep Slopes (>25% on F, >15% on remainder -9 -41% -9 -82% 
of C) 
Buffers to Adjacent Agricultural Land (i.e., 20' 0 0 0 0 
rear yard setback) 
Buffers to ESHA -5 -31% -5 -42% 
Developable Area (Total - ESHA - Slopes - 23 37% 23 59% 
ESHA Buffer- Ag Buffer) 
Impervious Coverage allowed (Total - ESHA x 30 308% 30 481% 
50% for F, x 10% for remainder of C) 

B. Illustrative Use Scenarios Under the Proposed Amendment 
Under the proposed amendment, there would be a slight increase in development if the site were to be 

23 All totals in acres . 
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used residentially. Since the mapped ESHA has been reduced by ten acres, two more homes could be 
built. The use intensity for a park should remain about the same. Following are two possible scenarios 
describing development that could occur under the amendment. 

School on Area "F" and Industrial Development on Remainder of Area C Scenario 
The proposed amendment would result in more surface coverage, as described above and more intensive 
site use if a school is developed on proposed Area F and industrial development occurs on the remainder 
of the site. Additionally, a school is likely to have a larger development envelope by virtue of the fact 
that it contains more pervious, but developed, areas for playfields, landscaping, and the like. 

With regard to intensity of development: about 100 workers would be employed in remainder area C. A 
school could have up to 2,800 students plus 190 teachers and other staff. 

The nature of the use would also be different if the site is developed for a public school. Students, 
teachers, employees, and visitors would need to make their way to the school and around the campus. 
During breaks in classes and after school, or during sporting events or other after-school activities, 
persons would be active on and around the campus. Public schools include such activity five days of the 
week for much of the year (PVUSD operates on a year-round schedule.). There may also be weekend 
events and recreational use of the grounds, including scholastic football games which could draw large 
crowds Such a major facility may also be available for other community uses (e.g., disaster relief 
center). 

Industrial Development Scenario 
As noted, the proposed amendment applies to all types of permitted uses of the site. If for some reason 
the site was not used for a public school, it could be developed with the industrial uses listed above. In 
that case, there would still be 30 more acres of (or 4 times more) impervious surface coverage, but only 
about 1,000 workers employed on site. 

C. Conclusion: Comparison of Proposed and Current LCP Use Intensities 
In general the proposed amendment would increase the potential intensity of use on Area C. Again, 
assuming that agricultural conversion findings could be made, there would be more impervious surface 
coverage and more area subject to development. The resulting number of people on the site would be 
greater. The figures presented give a rough idea of magnitude for comparison purposes, but are subject 
to the same caveats as described in earlier. 
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Table 7: Intensity of Use Under Different Development Scenarios 

Development Scenario CurrentLCP Proposed Amendment 

Coverage People Coverage People 

agriculture/habitat negligible 60 workers negligible 60 workers 

parks, passive recreation Parking, Up to 1,000 Parking, trails, Up to 1,000 
trails, etc. visitors on etc. visitors on peak 

peak days days 

residential 19 houses 57 residents 21 houses 63 residents 

vocational school 3 acres 2,550 12 acres 10,200 students; 
building; 7 students; buildings; 28 408 teachers 
acres parking 1 02 teachers acres parking 

manufacturing 4 acres 250 10 acres 1 000 employees 
buildings; 6 employees building; 16 
acres pavmg acres paving 

school on 76 acre Area F & Not allowed Not allowed 20 acres 2,800 students 
manufacturing on 63 acre buildings; 20 190 staff 
remainder Area C acres pavmg 1 00 em2loi:ees 

3,090 persons 

The addition of public schools as a permitted use, coupled with the increased impervious surface and 
development envelope areas, represents a potentially significantly greater intensity of use (over what the 
LCP currently allows) than is reflected in the calculated numbers for the following reasons: 

• A public school, in contrast to most of the other allowed uses under the current LCP, makes active 
use of pervious surfaces in the form of athletic fields, and at least five days per week (i.e., the entire 
development envelope will be actively used); 

• The only other allowed use category that could develop throughout the allowable envelope (i.e., 
involve pervious surfaces) would be passive recreation. In contrast to a public school such use would 
be of lower intensity with heaviest use only two days per week (i.e., the weekend); 

• A public school, by virtue of being public, offers intensive use opportunities at almost any time in 
the form of various indoor and outdoor community events; 

• A public school will require a complete infrastructure; including off-site utility and road 
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improvements; public funding will be made available to develop the necessary infrastructure. There 
is not the same likelihood of scaling back intensity to the level of available or economical 
infrastructure that there is for the other uses allowed under the current LCP. 

3. Other Effects of the Proposed Amendment 
The described amendment and the resultant potential development scenarios have negative impacts both 
on and off the site on habitat, agriculture, water quality, and views. Additionally, the increased 
magnitude of allowable development may bring with it more urban aspects to the site, such as public 
services and utilities. Thus, the amendment would result in potential projects that further destabilize the 
urban-rural boundary and induce growth west of Highway 1, as described in the next section of this 
report. 

3. Coastal Act Consistency 

A. Standard of Review 

1. Required Findings 
The standard of review for proposed modifications to the City's LUP is consistency with the Coastal 
Act. The standard of review for proposed modifications to the City's IP is that they must be consistent 
with and adequate to carry out the policies of the LUP. In general, Coastal Act policies set broad 
statewide direction that are generally refined by local government LUP policies giving local guidance as 
to the kinds, locations, and intensities of coastal development. IP (zoning) standards then typically 
further refine LUP policies to provide guidance on a parcel by parcel level. 

2. Relationship of Proposed Amendment to PVUSD's 3rd High 
School 
As discussed, the proposed LCP amendment has been prepared to allow a specific proposal to move 
forward- a public high school. Therefore, the Commission can use the extensive information developed 
for that proposal in considering the amendment request. However, the Commission can only use the 
specific high school proposal as an example of what could occur under the amendment. More important, 
review by the Commission cannot be limited to examining only the proposed high school as described in 
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the final EIR for the following reasons: 

First, construction of the high school is not yet assured. Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD) 
does not yet own the land on which the third high school has been proposed. Because there is an 
unwilling seller, PVUSD has commenced eminent domains proceedings to acquire proposed Area F. 
This suit has not yet been decided. PVUSD must also secure funding for the school. It currently has an 
application on file with the State Office of Education for $45 million. Also, if any work takes place in 
the Harkins Slough Road right-of-way, a coastal permit will be required from Santa Cruz County. 
PVUSD has submitted an application to the County for road widening. Road expansion into West 
Branch Struve Slough will most likely require Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Section 1601 Stream Alteration permit from the State Department of Fish and Game, and 
Section 401 certification form the State Water Resources Control Board. 

Second, the high school proposal could change, especially as the result of funding constraints, i.e., there 
may not be money to build all of the elements of the proposal shown in the EIR and project plans to date 
or the state may disallow funding for all of the elements (for example, Scotts Valley High School 
recently had to cut back due to lack of funds) or the District's plans and priorities could change as a 
result of reorganization (recently the District split into three zones and there is a proposal to split it into 
two districts). Also, the high school itself will be subject to a coastal permit issued by the City of 
Watsonville. During such consideration certain design details may emerge or change in response to 
public hearings and the need to ensure consistency with the City's local coastal program and other 
ordinances and requirements. 

Third, the high school could change either before it is built or in the future, even if built as currently 
planned. For example, there could be future growth at the school; the EIR is based on 2,200 students, but 
future population growth could increase that number and under the amendment more building could 
occur than currently planned. As noted, this has happened at the PVUSD's two existing high schools 
both of which exceed their initial design capacity. The current design shows 18 acres of impervious 
surface whereas the proposed LCP amendment would allow up to 36 acres, or twice as much. Also, 
proposed revised state guidelines say that 52.7 acres is sufficient for 2400 students and the developable 
site is at least 55 acres. This suggests that at a minimum another 200 additional students could be 
accommodated on the site. Also, as noted, these are only guidelines. Furthermore, as noted above the 
current project is below the maximum parameters of the proposed LCP amendment, which contains no 
cap on student body size. Thus, a different school design could be applied for (assuming a revised or 
supplemental EIR). Table 2 illustrates the various suggested sizes of a public high school given various 
available acreages. 

Fourth, if the school doesn't happen, then the other conditional uses could be allowed at the increased 
intensity that the proposed amendment would allow. In other words, the proposed LCP amendment 
doesn't increase allowable coverage for schools only. 

In conclusion, the Commission notes that this amendment is a general one to facilitate a high school 
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which may or may not be built, and if built, which may or may not resemble the plans currently 
available. If the PVUSD wishes to advance its high school proposal, then after approval of an LCP 
amendment allowing such a proposal, it would have to submit a coastal development permit application 
to the City of Watsonville (and possibly one to the County of Santa Cruz as well, for any ancillary 
improvements that would be in the County). The permit would be subject to specific conditions to 
ensure that all of the relevant LCP policies are implemented. The local permit decision would be 
appealable to the Coastal Commission because public schools and infrastructure are major public works 
and additionally because part of the site is within 100 feet of wetlands. 

B. Coastal Act Issues Raised by the Proposed 
Amendment 
The proposed LCP modifications would allow for more intensive development of Area C (within 
proposed Area F) on the primarily undeveloped lands west side of Highway One currently dominated by 
agricultural fields. As such, the proposed amendment raises core Coastal Act issues regarding 
concentration of development and maintaining stable urban-rural boundaries; preservation of coastal 
agriculture; the protection of ESHAs, including wetlands, and the protection of the scenic and visual 
qualities of coastal areas. These issues are discussed in the findings below. 

Although the proposed LCP modifications would allow for a general increased development intensity 
applicable to any conditionally permitted use, the reality is that the PVUSD has proposed a 213,000 
square foot, 2,200 student high school project. This proposal has in large measure shaped and driven the 
LCP amendment proposal currently before the Commission. As such, the issues discussion below 
indicates some of the expected resource impacts associated with the proposed high school project that 
would be enabled by the proposed LCP amendments. The Commission notes, however, that the high 
school is just one of many more intensive developments that would be enabled by the proposed 
amendments. Thus, the impacts of the high school, while illustrative, do not necessarily encompass all 
potential impacts of the proposed LCP amendments. 

1. Development and Public Services 
The Coastal Act directs development to be concentrated in appropriate areas, and public services to be 
designed and sized so as not to induce urban growth in inappropriate rural agricultural areas. Area C is 
currently agricultural and wetlands without urban services and is located in a rural agricultural area of 
Santa Cruz County. The proposed amendment ~etains provisions that state Highway One is the urban
rural boundary in the vicinity of Area C, but allows for possible public water and wastewater line 
extensions into Area C, as long as County property is not assessed to pay for them. The effect of the 
amendment will likely be the extension of public services and road improvements into Area C that 
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would have capacity to serve additional development beyond Area C. The amendment is thus 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act in that it allows urban development beyond the urban-rural boundary 
and makes no attempt to impose a new stable urban-rural boundary. A modified amendment can be 
approved that limits intensified development of Area C to a public school only, with limitations on the 
design and size of the public services to it, and strict controls and agreements to prevent any further 
urban development or service extension beyond the site. 

A. Coastal Act Development and Public Services Policies 
General development siting and public service issues are mainly the purview of Coastal Act Sections 
30241(a), 30250, 30252 and 30254. 

Coastal Act Section 30250 states: 

Section 302SO(a). New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able to 
accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will not have 
significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, 
land divisions, other than leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be 
permitted only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed and the 
created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of surrounding parcels. 

Section 30250(b). Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located away 
from existing developed areas. 

Section 30250(c). Visitor-serving facilities that cannot be located in existing developed areas 
shall be located in existing isolated developments or at selected points of attraction for visitors. 

Coastal Act Section 30252 states: 

Section 30252. The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (I) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) 
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or in other areas 
that will minimize the use of coastal access roads, (3) providing nonautomobile circulation 
within the development, (4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means 
of serving the development with public transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public 
transit for high intensity uses such as high-rise office buildings, and by (6) assuring that the 
recreational needs of new residents will not overload nearby coastal recreation areas by 
correlating the amount of development with local park acquisition and development plans with 
the provision of onsite recreational facilities to serve the new development . 
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Coastal Act Section 30254 states: 

Section 30254. New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and limited to 
accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the provisions 
of this division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the Legislature that State Highway 
Route l in rural areas of the coastal zone remain a scenic two-lane road Special districts shall 
not be formed or expanded except where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not 
induce new development inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned public works 
facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new development, services to coastal 
dependent land use, essential public services and basic industries vital to the economic health of 
the region, state, or nation, public recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land 
uses shall not be precluded by other development. 

The Coastal Act also speaks to the need to maintain stable urban-rural boundaries to minimize conflicts 
between agricultural uses and urban uses. Coastal Act 30241(a) states: 

• 

Section 30241(a). The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in 
agricultural production to assure the protection of the areas agricultural economy, and conflicts 
shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the following: (a) By 
establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where necessary, 
clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. 

In general, Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act establishes clear parameters for the location, intensity, type, and • 
design of new development in the coastal zone. First and foremost, Section 30250(a) requires that new 
development be concentrated in and around existing developed areas with adequate development 
capacities. Where such areas are not available, development must be located where adequate public 
services exist, and where the development will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources. Generally, public works such as water, roads and sewer systems, 
must be sized to serve planned development. Highway 1, though, must remain a two lane scenic road in 
rural areas under section 30254. 

The Coastal Act also establishes a set of priority uses that operate within the locational and resource 
constraints for new coastal development. For example, if public services are adequate to support only a 
limited amount of urban growth, land use potential must be first allocated to coastal dependent uses, 
essential public services and vital industry, public and commercial recreation, and visitor serving 
development (Section 30254). The Coastal Act also requires that public recreational uses take 
precedence over private residential and general industrial or commercial development, but not at the 
expense of agriculture or coastal-dependent industry (Section 30222). 

There are only limited exceptions to the general development requirements of the Coastal Act. 
Hazardous industrial development may be located away from developed areas (Section 30250(b)); and 
coastal-dependent industry may be permitted outside developed areas if other locations are infeasible or 
environmentally damaging, and the effects of such development are mitigated (Section 30260). Under 
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Section 30250(c), visitor-serving facilities may also be located outside of urbanized areas, but only if 
urban locations are infeasible for such development. Visitor-serving facilities must also be located in 
existing isolated development nodes or at select points of attraction for visitors. 

Adequate separation between agricultural and urban uses is required. Overall, these requirements reflect 
a fundamental goal of the Coastal Act: to protect coastal resources by limiting new development to 
existing developed areas. 

B. Existing and Proposed LCP Development and Public 
Services Policies 
The previous section of this report has already outlined the proposed change intensity of use (basically 
more site coverage and more people on Area C) and the change in the type of use (public school added 
as a permitted use at this greater intensity level). Policy II.A states, 

New development shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to existing 
developed area able to accommodate it and minimize energy consumption and vehicles miles 
travelled However, visitor serving facilities that caf}not feasibly be located in existing developed 
area may be located at selected points of attraction for visitors . ... 

Effect on Developm~nt: A similar policy exists in the City General Plan. This has the effect of 
discouraging "leapfrog" development and premature or excessive extension of streets and utility 
lines." 

With regard to the urban-rural boundary, the current LCP states that Highway One "serves that purpose 
now, with the exception of the industrial area at the crossing of Beach and Lee Roads." The proposed 
amendment contains no change to these wordings. 

Despite this language regarding the urban-rural boundary, the current LCP does allow for the possibility 
of sewer and water extensions in Areas B and C. The currently approved LCP policies regarding new or 
expanded water and wastewater would continue to apply to proposed Area F for its new use (public 
school) or for intensified industrial uses, as allowed by the proposed amendment. The proposed 
amendment contains no changes to these provisions. These provisions include a verbatim part of the 
second sentence of Section 30254, "Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except where 
assessment for, and provision of, the service would not induce new development inconsistent with the 
preservation of agricultural land and other coastal resources." This LUP policy (LUP Policy II.C) is 
reinforced by performance standard LUP Policy' III.C.3.1 specifically applicable to the subject site: 
"Sewer service will probably not be required if the site is developed at the recommended densities and a 
septic tank system is proven feasible. If sewer service is provided, it must be financed in a way which 
does not require assessments against properties along Lee Road outside of Area C, or against any 
agricultural property." 
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Text in the currently certified LUP explains the effects of these provisions on future development in 
these two quotations: 

The large lot sizes are intended to ... allow the provision of adequately-sized septic tank leaching 
fields ... Utility systems are encouraged not to be extended along the Lee Road [corridor} from 
Area C in order to avoid growth-[inducing} impacts on the west side of the road ... (L UP, p. 18) 

The cost of extending improvements such as a sewer pipeline along Lee Road to serve Area C 
will not be assessed against abutting property owners except as determined by the County to be 
consistent with its LCP. (policy II C) 

C. Background: History of Urban-Rural Boundary and Current 
Setting 
The proposed amendment threatens the stable urban-rural boundary historically defined by Highway 
One in the vicinity of Area C. 

1. Lack of Urbanization in Areas A, .B, and C 
Areas A, B, and C remain rural in nature in both the uses they support and their lack of urban services. 

• 

Sewer and water do not yet cross Highway One to serve any of these areas. There is a developed off- • 
ramp at Rampart Road that provides ready freeway access to Areas A and B. There is no off-ramp 
serving Area C. Road access to Area C is currently quite limited. The main access is provided by 
Harkins Slough Road from across the Highway. Past Area C to the west, Harkins Slough Road is 
flooded by Harkins Slough proper the majority of the year. When it is not flooded in some summers, 
Harkins Slough Road connects through to Buena Vista Drive to the west. Lee Road also connects 
through to Harkins Slough Road form the south. Lee Road, however, is likewise oftentimes flooded by 
the West Branch of Struve Slough. As ofthe date ofthis staff report, both ofthese roads were closed due 
to flooding. In addition, Harkins Slough Road has been known to be flooded immediately west of the 
Highway by the West Branch of Struve Slough. During the recent February 2000 rains, Lee Road was 
flooded and Harkins Slough Road was flooded at both ends. Since there is no public road access to Area 
C from West Airport Boulevard, Area C was not accessible by vehicle at this time. Although the 
flooding immediately west of the Highway has since subsided, Lee Road at the West Branch of Struve 
Slough and Harkins Slough Road at Harkins Slough remain flooded as of the date of this staff report. 
See Figure 10. 

2. Commission Action and LCP Provisions 
Given this rural area without public services, the Commission has consistently recognized Highway One 
as the urban-rural boundary within Watsonville's coastal zone; urban on the inland side and rural on the 
ocean side. In considering whether the coastal zone boundary should be changed, the Commission found 
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that Highway One through Watsonville was the most stable urban-rural boundary. 24 This determination 
was repeated in the Commission's findings for certification of the City's LUP, on December 2, 1982: 
"Since its construction Highway One has functioned as an urban/rural boundary on the western edge of 
Watsonville." The Commission findings of December 2, 1982 further state that, "the Commission 
recognized this line in its decision to deny a permit for a recreational vehicle park in Area B in 1977 and 
in requiring that sewer services not be extended into the City's Coastal Zone areas as a condition of 
approving a permit for a wastewater treatment plant expansion in 1981." In approving the permit for the 
wastewater treatment plant expansion the Commission found, "that abandonment of Highway One as a 
stable urban/rural boundary by permitting development west of it could have adverse impacts on 
agriculture and sensitive habitats." The Commission further found, "that such development could only 
occur after the LUP process had examined the cumulative impacts which could result and could propose 
appropriate land use intensities which could be found consistent with the Coastal Act." 

As noted the City's certified LCP states that Highway One "serves that purpose [of an urban rural 
boundary] now, with the exception of the industrial area at the crossing of Beach and Lee Roads." This 
approximately 75 acre area west of the Highway within the City limits was removed from the Coastal 
Zone in 1979 by the State Legislature. It is currently developed with industry and a new hotel and is 
served by public utilities. 

With regard to the City's land west of Highway One that remain in the coastal zone, the LCP provides 
for continued agricultural use of Area Cas well as recreational use, which fall within the rural category . 
It also allowed for the possibility of more intensive uses, if continued agricultural use proved infeasible. 
The Commission concluded that, "proposed land use densities for Area C, 1 du/5 acres residential and 
minimum lot size of 15 acres, 10% lot coverage, are low and therefore will minimize impact on the 
area's resources." The conditional uses, as limited by the certified LCP, either fall into or at least are not 
inconsistent with the rural category. For example, residential use on five acre parcels is a rural use. 
Many of the other uses shown, while they can be considered and located in urban settings also appear in 
(and are compatible with) rural settings; this is especially true were they to be agriculturally-related 
(such as farm machinery service, food distributors, and farm machinery sales). As a further assurance 
that adjacent agriculture will be protected and that the area is not to be considered urbanized, the 
certified LCP states, "[t]he foregoing requirements will cluster development within the high, gently 
sloping terrace which runs along the middle of Area C where it can do the least damage to the low-lying 
environmentally sensitive areas, and protect the sensitive areas with buffer areas and dense plantings." 
This would also serve to buffer adjacent agricultural land. The certified text goes on to state that, "[t]he 
large lot sizes are intended to limit the populations of people and domestic animals in close proximity 
with the sensitive habitats." This too has the effect of minimizing conflicts with adjacent agriculture and 
supports maintaining the rural nature of the area. 

24 Coastal Commission hearing April 18, 1979. 
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3. Urbanization Initiatives Beyond the Urban-Rural Boundary 
Despite the Commission's policy and LCP's acknowledgement of Highway One as the urban-rural 
boundary, there have been several incremental attempts to extend urbanization west of Highway One. As 
noted, the City approved permits for a hotel on Area B with a new sewer and water line crossing under 
Highway One to serve this site. Agriculture is the principle permitted use of the site; visitor serving 
commercial is the only conditional use allowed. In order to do this, the City had to find under LUP 
policy III.B. that the proposed facility could not be located in a existing developed area and continued 
agricultural use was infeasible. 

In 1996 the City established an Enterprise Zone throughout a large portion of the City, including coastal 
zone Areas A, B, and C, to encourage economic growth and job development. The City also recently 
extended its Redevelopment Area to cover Area B and a portion of the Rampart Road and Highway One 
rights-of-way within the coastal zone. Redevelopment is touted as a way to bring public services into 
these areas. The Commission staff has expressed concerns about the growth inducing impacts of both of 
these actions. 25 As noted, the PVUSD has already secured Department of Education and State Architect 
approval of a high school on Area C that is to rely on public service extensions . 

25 Commission's August 12, 1996 letter to Charles Eadie, City of Watsonville; Correspondence to City, Jan. 13, 2000. 
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Beyond the current City limits, the City was active in pursuing urbanization of at least 850 acres of 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County lands in the coastal zone west of Highway 1. The City's Local 
Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO)-approved sphere of influence (the area defining lands eligible 
for annexation into the City) is currently coterminous with the City's western boundary. 
Notwithstanding this boundary, the City's General Plan (adopted in 1994) identifies an urban limit line 
west of the highway that allows for future growth in the coastal zone. These proposed growth areas 
include approximately 185 acres west of the Highway adjacent to or in the vicinity of Area C. See 
Figure 9. The City applied to LAFCO to expand its Sphere of Influence to encompass this land. Such a 
request is a pre-requisite to annexation and urban level development. However, in 1997, LAFCO deleted 
this area west of the Highway from its approval of a sphere extension. Expanding the sphere in the 
coastal zone was not approved primarily over concerns for preserving coastal agriculture and wetlands.26 

A further sphere extension request was also in the works for 646 acres of coastal zone property adjacent 
to Area C, known as the Tai property (see Figure 9). Approximately 1,800 homes, a school, golf course, 
and other uses were envisioned for Tai. In 1997 the City passed a resolution adding this area to the 
General Plan-defined urban limit line for the City. However, two years later, after an adverse court 
ruling, the resolution was rescinded. Most recently, the City has been considering removing the Tai 
property from the special study category in its General Plan. 

• 

D. Analysis of Consistency With Coastal Act Development • 
and Public Services Policies 

1. Introduction: Proposed Amendment's Effect on Development and Public 
Services 
If approved, the proposed amendment would no doubt result in a change in the provision of public 
services west of Highway One. The type and intensity of development allowed under the amendment is 
almost certainly guaranteed to bring with it urban water, public sewers, and improved roads with 
sidewalks, lighting, drainage, and so forth. Since a new school would most likely be desired to be a 
state-of-the-art-facility and also serve other functions (e.g., available for community events and disaster 
use), the Commission must assume that a full range of such services would occur as a result of this 
proposed amendment. 

New Sewer Line 
The proposed amendment will increase the allowable intensity of development and authorize a type of 
use on the subject site to a level that will most likely require a full range of public services. For example, 
if a 2,200 student public school occurs, it will generate 45,200 gallons of wastewater that must be 
treated. Were on-site treatment to occur using a septic system, a leach field size of about 5 acres would 

26 LAFCO Staff Recommendation August 28, 1997. 
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be required, according to Santa Cruz County standards. Given this large acreage requirement, slow soil 
percolation, City policy to require sewer system hook ups, and state funding and preference to do so, a 
sewer line extension is almost a guaranteed result of the amendment. In fact, though not before the 
Commission at this time, the City has already prepared plans to install an 8" sewer line under Highway 
One and along Harkins Slough Road. This is in addition to the aforementioned approved sewer line 
under Highway One to serve Area B. 

New Water Line 
Similarly, a public water supply extension will likely occur as reliance on an on-site well would require 
a separate treatment facility to make meet school drinking standards. In fact, again though not before the 
Commission at this time, the City has also prepared plans for a 14" water line extension under Highway 
One to serve the proposed school site at Area C. This is in addition to the aforementioned approved 
water line under Highway One to serve Area B. The City has provided information indicating the water 
quality is not suitable for potable use and that a school on the site would cover the area of the well. Other 
utility and public extensions would include telephone, street lights, electricity, and cable service. 

New Roads and Parking 
In the case of a public school being constructed on Area C, there are likely to be the following road 
projects: widening of Harkins Slough Road, additional access to the site, and pressure for the completion 
of a new off-ramp from Highway One . 

The current limited access is sufficient to accommodate continued agricultural use in the area. The 
limited amount of development currently allowed by the LCP is not likely to require increased level of 
road service. The range of non-agricultural, conditional uses, while diverse in terms of potential road 
access requirements, is constrained by Area C performance standards. This limiting factor implies a 
correspondingly low level of pressure to widen roads and increase road amenities such as sidewalks and 
lights. 

However, an increase in the amount of allowable development as would result from the proposed 
amendment, has much the opposite effect. More development brings with it the need for larger roads, 
more traffic controls, sidewalks, and other associated improvements. A much greater level of automobile 
access than currently exists will be required due to the potential for large sporting events and/or other 
school-type functions and special events at a school, the fact that the nearest transit stop is Yz mile away 
and the transit district has no plans to extend service to Area C, and the fact that Area C is not within 
walking distance of most population concentrations. 

Harkins Slough Road Improvements 
The City has already prepared plans for submittal to Santa Cruz County to widen Harkins Slough Road, 
which is currently 20 to 26 feet in width (this separate CDP is necessary because the road itself is 
outside of the City limits in unincorporated Santa Cruz County). These plans show a minimum 45 foot 
wide developed right of way (consisting of two travel lanes, bike lanes, and one sidewalk) widening to 
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54 feet where there is a tum lane, and to an even greater width where there are two turn lanes and a bus 
pullout. Additionally, fill slopes are shown on both sides of the road. The FEIR for the proposed high 
school project recommends that the roadway be lit, which it currently is not. 27 

New Area C Site Access 
With regard to site access, the effect of the amendment will almost certainly be a new road on or 
impacting agricultural land. If secondary access is desired for such a major public development as a 
school, it would traverse agricultural land. This is because alternative access from current roads (i.e., Lee 
Road or Harkins Slough Road from the west) are unreliable. These roads are closed in winter due to 
flooding; the latter, most recently has been closed throughout the year and the most recent report is that 
it would be years before it is reopened. This leaves access from West Airport Boulevard which was 
actually discussed as an alternative primary access in the draft EIR, as the only other choice. Even if 
such a secondary access were not desired, it would result because, by allowing for a school on 75 acres 
of what was Area C, the remaining 64 acres will become landlocked. There is nothing in the proposed 
LCP amendment requiring such a road connection through the subject site from Harkins Slough Road 
and such a road would be incompatible with school planning. Accessing the remaining Area C from 
West Airport Boulevard would run through agricultural land that the City of Watsonville requested be 
added to its Sphere of Influence for future annexation and development. At a minimum, such a route 
would go through the 7 acre Moore parcel currently in strawberries, but designated "Commercial" in the 

• 

City's General Plan. The road might also go through the adjacent strawberry field in the County. From • 
there it would go through the remainder of Area C, also in production. 

Another alternative is shown on the plans submitted to the County.28 These plans show a second 
roadway off of Harkins Slough Road at the western property boundary of proposed Area F. The plans 
show this roadway to be a minimum 44 feet wide, with Harkins Slough Road improved with tum lanes 
to this point. The road would end in a stub at agricultural land at the edge of proposed Area F. As part of 
the condemnation lawsuit, the proposed parcel map that PVUSD has submitted shows such a road 
easement at the edge of the City. 

New Highway One Off-Ramp 
The State Department of Transportation is currently planning for improvements to the Highway One 
overpass at Harkins Slough Road, at the request of the City of Watsonville. While not clearly a part of 
the proposed PVUSD project, the project includes providing a southbound off-ramp on the west of the 
highway, a northbound on-ramp east of the Highway, widening raising the overpass and widening it to 
three lanes. 

The LCP is unclear as to the permitted and conditional uses for the Highway right-of-way. Though 
within the City's coastal zone, this area is not explicitly included in Areas A, B or C of the City's LCP. 
As such, it can be implied that the general policies of the LCP apply to the right-of-way; the general 

27 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998). 
28 Received in the Commission's Central Coast office from the City January 3, 2000. 
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policies, however, do not include permitted and conditional uses. To the extent that any of the off ramp 
were to be located in Area C, it is not a permissible use because Area C only includes the highway right
of-way within the existing roadway as a conditional use. Beyond Area C, the Land Use plan is 
ambiguous as to what is allowed. 

Parking 
With regard to parking, more intensive development, particularly development that is not in close 
proximity to population areas, not only brings more automobile use, but also the need to provide parking 
for those vehicles. Increased parking needs means more areas of land given over to parking lots and/or 
parking lot structures. In the case of the proposed PVUSD High School project, a minimum 800 space 
parking area is proposed. This parking area would cover approximately 6.5 acres of Area C. 

2. Increased Intensity of Development of a More Urban Nature in a Rural 
Area 
As described above the proposed amendment would increase the intensity of use of Area C in three 
different manners. First, it would allow more impervious surface coverage. The increased impervious 
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surface coverage would make the area more urban. Second, the amendment would increase the 
development envelope. The increased development envelope could support scattered building sites 
and/or more pervious development that would be more urban. The specific addition of allowing a public 
school almost guarantees this because public schools require substantial acreage devoted to sports fields. 
Third, as described above, the proposed amendment will increase the number of people on site. This 
increased use intensity will also make the area more urban. Together, the increased imperviou·s coverage, 
development envelope, and amount of people on site will change the heretofore agricultural landscape 
west of Highway One in this location. The result will be a breach in the stable urban-rural boundary at 
Highway One established by the Commission and the City, which is inconsistent with Section 3024l(a). 

The resulting local coastal program language will be internally inconsistent in that it will have 
provisions that contradict it's own description of Highway One as the urban-rural boundary. The 
proposed amendment is deficient because it does not further address the urban-rural boundary. For 
example, it could have attempted to ensure that the increased intensity and new use were limited in a 
manner to act as a transition from the urban to rural area. Or, although difficult, it could have included 
measures that would have suggested establishing a new urban-rural boundary. Examples of such 
measures are discussed in the findings for approval below. 

3. Growth-Inducement From Water, Wastewater, and Other Utility 
Extensions 
The proposed amendment would result in water, wastewater and other utility extensions into proposed 
Area F, as described above. Such service extensions have a history of being growth-inducing. There are 
two primary reasons for this: first, it is difficult to limit capacities of extensions to serve only limited 
areas; and second, such extensions become more and more financially feasible as more and more people 
are required to pay their share for them. As stated in Smart Growth Versus Sprawl in California 2, 
"Local policies that most significantly promote sprawl include ... siting of schools and other public 
facilities at remote locations."29 

Regarding the first point, if for example, the amendment results in a school project generating 45,200 
gallons of wastewater, that flow could be accommodated in a very narrow pipeline (e.g., four inches). 
However, there is no way to size such a line for that limited amount of wastewater generation because 
those persons/agencies responsible for wastewater treatment will generally require a larger diameter line 
to account for peak flows that might occur, to prevent the lines from being clogged, to allow the lines to 
be flushed, and to allow for small cameras to be inserted into the pipes to check for other problems. 
Furthermore, notwithstanding down-sized lines, pumps could be installed that would increase the 
amount of wastewater that the line could handle. The same is true for a water line extension. Fire 
Departments typically now require oversized water lines for fire flow purposes (for both overall volume 
and appropriate pressure). 

29 Steven Moss, Smart Growth Versus Sprawl in California 2 
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The Commission knows from experience that capacity limitations do not always hold. For example, for 
a parcel in Area B of Watsonville's coastal zone, a previous extension of a City wastewater line to serve 
a new hotel was limited to six inches (for the portion under the Highway) and then to four inches (for the 
portion extending from the 6 inch line to the hotel itself) to the site so as not to induce future growth 
west of the Highway. Later, the City said that a larger diameter pipe was needed to avert clogging and 
long repair delays.30 Similarly, only a 6 inch water line was needed to provide adequate water for use by 
the projected development, but the City subsequently changed this to an 8 inch line to have enough 
water for fire protection purposes.31 

For the proposed amendment, no sizing requirements are specified. For example, if a school is built as a 
result of this amendment, it would be accompanied by an 8 inch wastewater collection line.32 An 8 inch 
line is far larger than needed for just this one development. However, the final capacity of any of the 
service extensions allowed would be entirely discretionary by the City. The final approval could be for 
any sized sewer line. 

Neither does the amendment explicitly require a direct tie in of service expansion to the actual use. The 
City could issue two coastal permits as it did for Area B (one for the structure and one for the 
infrastructure) and then actually construct the utility lines in anticipation of the structural development. 
If the development did not subsequently occur, then the capacity in the newly-constructed utilities would 
be available to serve other development in the area . 

The two provisions in the existing local coastal program to limit service expansion are inadequate to 
address the intensified development that would be allowed by the proposed amendment. Land Use Plan 
policy II.C limits assessments for public works. However, this limitation applies only to special districts. 
Since service extensions to Area C would be by the City as the utilities provider, this policy may not be 
applicable because the City is not a special district. Similarly, Land Use Plan policy III.C.3.1 limits 
utility assessments against agricultural properties. However, this limitation applies only to sewer service, 
not for any other service or utility. As such, this policy would not prevent agricultural land from being 
assessed for road, water system, sidewalk, and other non-sewer utility improvements. While these LCP 
policies were viewed as adequate by the Coastal Commission back in 1982 in the context of the 
expected limited amount of development to occur on the subject site, they are not adequate to address 
Section 30254 in light of the proposed amendment and the additional information that is now known 
about the area. To ensure that public service extensions at the edge of rural areas do not destabilize an 
urban-rural boundary, there are a variety of legal measures that could be taken, such as bordering a 
serviced site with a no utility access strip. The proposed amendment is deficient in that it includes no 

30 Santa Cruz Sentinel, February 27, 1997 
31 The City has changed the conditions of these two permits without proper notice or hearing on the changes. Commission 

staff has notified the City that, lacking a properly noticed coastal permit amendment hearing and decision, the original 
conditions apply. On February 18,2000, the City indicated to Commission stafr'that they concur with this assessment and 
the original permit conditions shall stand. 

32 According to documentation received from the City January 3, 2000, and the PVUSD Third High School FEIR 
(September 1998) . 
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Thus, if the amendment resulted in available sewer or water capacity west of Highway One, other 
properties could come under increased development pressure because of the availability of new utility 
extensions. One property would be the aforementioned 646 acre Tai property. This property is directly 
across Harkins Slough Road from proposed Area F. As i.ndicated, there are few limitations on the 
extension of utilities to serve Area C. Thus, it is possible that as a result of this amendment there would 
be a sewer and/or water line being installed adjacent to the Tai site with enough extra capacity to serve 
that site. This would make the cost of developing Tai somewhat less, thus increasing growth pressure on 
it. In fact, potential developers of the Tai site could work out some arrangements with the developer of 
proposed Area F and the City to ensure the former's access to such utility extensions. Other adjacent or 
nearby parcels could experience similar growth pressures, as a result of the proposed amendment. 

4. Growth-Inducement From Improved Roads, Circulation, and Parking 
The above analysis is equally applicable to the circulation system. While parking lots can be sized so as 
to serve just site-related .uses, the road system can not and the likely improvements described here will 
no doubt be growth-inducing. The United States has a history of constructing new freeway interchanges 
followed by new sprawling development as the road system improves. Additionally, improving Harkins 

• 

Slough Road to the very end of the property (or even beyond) and/or building a new road through or 
adjacent to agricultural fields may increase pressure on the nearby parcels to convert to non-agricultural • 
uses. This is because infrastructure improvements bring down development costs for adjacent properties, 
which in turn makes them more attractive for potential developers. This also brings associated pressure 
on governmental institutions to then respond to development opportunities. 

There may be some ways of designing roads so that they function more as driveways to and end in new 
developments to prevent them from being growth-inducing. However, the proposed amendment contains 
no such standards. Again, as with the service extensions, the City will have discretion in the coastal 
permit as to what level of road improvements it requires to serve any new development, such as a 
school, on Area C. To date the noted plans of the City to improve both the Highway One interchange 
and Harkins Slough Road do not address the need to prevent growth inducement. 

Under the Coastal Act new public facilities are to be designed and sized to accommodate the amount of 
development allowed by the LCPs. Since the City and the School District have already gone on record as 
saying the off-ramp is not needed to accommodate intensified use on site (i.e., a public high school), this 
proposed used would be inconsistent with Section 30254 lacking any other traffic-related justification 
for the project. To assure that potential future infrastructure proposals and investments address the need 
to maintain the stable urban-rural boundary, evaluation standards for such projects should be carefully 
spelled out. 

Finally, the LCP amendment does not discuss any alternative transportation strategies or mechanisms to 
minimize automobile use as required by section 30252. Such mechanisms are particularly important for 
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supporting intensive uses like public schools, which tend to generate large amounts of traffic at discrete 
times ofthe day. 

5. Coastal Act Consistency Conclusion 

Land Use Plan Amendment Inconsistency with the Coastal Act 
In conclusion, there are two overarching problems with the proposed land use plan amendment from a 
Coastal Act perspective. First, it allows intensified uses that will be urban in nature, in a rural area, 
which is inconsistent with the Coastal Act Section 3024la. Such allowed development will also have 
adverse resource impacts as discussed in the findings below, which should, therefore, render Area C 
unsuitable for urban expansion. Instead the proposed amendment embraces such expansion. 

Second, even if one assumes that intensifying uses in Area C was appropriate, the proposed amendment 
fails to reaffirm or reestablish a stable urban-rural boundary, inconsistent with section 30241. Instead, 
through the lack of constraints placed on services and roads, the amendment almost assures that there 
will be future growth in what is now a rural area - an area that is not appropriate for any significant level 
of growth under Coastal Act resource, agriculture, scenic, and concentration of development policies. 
Against this backdrop of lack of policies, the Commission views this amendment as continuing a trend 
of more sewer, water, and road extensions coming into what is - and should stay a rural, agricultural 
area. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed Land Use Plan amendment would result in a 
Land Use Plan inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 3024l(a) 

Implementation Plan Amendment Inconsistency with the Certified Land Use Plan 
The proposed implementation plan amendment mimics the proposed land use plan amendment. It 
contains no additional standards that address the urban-rural boundary. It maintains the 50 foot riparian 
and 100 foot wetland setback, with the requirement that tall trees be planted in the habitat buffer. Where 
there is no habitat area at the site perimeter (and hence no habitat buffer requirement), the only setback 
required is five (for side yards) or 20 feet (for front and rear yards). This will place urban development 
too close to, and unbuffered from, rural agricultural and other lands. 

Since the proposed Land Use Plan amendment is being denied, the certified Land Use Plan will remain 
what is currently in effect. As noted, what it currently states is that Highway One is the urban-rural 
boundary. Since the proposed Implementation Plan amendment provides for urban uses in the rural area, 
it must be denied as being inconsistent with the certified Land Use Plan. 

E. Modifications Required to Achieve Coastal Act 
Development and Public Services Conformance 
In order to approve a Land Use Plan amendment, it must be consistent with the Coastal Act. In order to 
approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
Land Use Plan . 
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1. Modifications to Result in a Certifiable Land Use Plan Amendment 
Determining acceptable provisions for Watsonville's local coastal program is challenging. The local 
coastal program must cover three areas (Areas A, B, and C) that extend from inland across Highway One 
into what is, and should remain under the Coastal Act, a rural agricultural area. On the other hand, being 
within the City limits carries with it the expectation of urban development, especially when Watsonville 
has been rapidly growing and projects additional growth that it is attempting to accommodate. One clear 
need for the City is a new public high schooL The high school does not have to be within the City limits 
because the PVUSD extends miles beyond the City limits. Nevertheless, although the Commission's 
staff has expressed its serious concerns with the proposed high school on Area C since at least 1993, the 
School District and the City have identified the site as the only viable location for the much needed third 
High School and have brought forward this LCP amendment. 

This objective of the proposed amendment-to allow for a high school -- can be accomplished through a 
modified local coastal program amendment. There is a parallel to this accommodation in how Area B 
was addressed. For that site, the Commission agreed with the City that visitor serving uses (which are a 
priority under the Coastal Act) could replace agriculture if the proposed facility can not be located in an 
existing developed area and continued agricultural use is infeasible. (No other non-agricultural uses are 
allowed on Area B). 

The above analysis suggests some general approaches in order to maintain consistency with the Coastal 
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Act's development-related policies. One approach is that if there is to be any intensification or expansion • 
of uses, it should be limited in a manner that retains the rural nature of the area. Another approach is to 
allow urbanization, but redraw a stable urban-rural boundary seaward of Highway One. Under either 
approach, minimizing the possibility of future breaches in the urban-rural boundary is a necessity. 

Retention of the Urban-Rural Boundary 
The approach of re-establishing the stable urban-rural boundary somewhere seaward of Highway One in 
the vicinity of Area C is problematic. There is no one or combination of physical features comparable to 
Highway One that surround Area C or the proposed Area F that would act as a stable urban-rural 
boundary. A buffer drawn around proposed Area F would not be as potentially stable as Highway One. 
On two sides urbanized Area F would be adjacent to agricultural land. On the third side there would be a 
rural road separating urbanized Area F from agricultural land and a wildlife wetland reserve. 
Urbanization of Area F implies a full range of urban services. Extending them beyond the boundaries of 
Area F would be much easier and less costly than extending them over (or under) the freeway. 
Urbanization of Area F also implies a lot more people on the site. Preventing them from intruding onto 
or indirectly disturbing the adjacent agricultural lands and Fish and Game habitat is much more difficult 
than if such urban uses remain on the other side of the freeway. Also, if urbanization of proposed Area F 
brings with it an off-ramp to the ocean side of the freeway, it will be still more difficult to create the type 
of barrier that the freeway currently provides. In conclusion one would be looking at an artificial created 
buffer rather than a large, physical buffer, which Highway One currently provides. Therefore, to 
maintain conformance with the Coastal Act the urban-rural boundary should be retained at Highway 
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Allow A Public School Only In a Manner That Is Not Further Growth-Inducing in the Rural 
Coastal Zone 
If the purpose of the amendment, namely allowing a high school, is to be accommodated, then the high 
school and its attendant utilities should be designed to retain the rural nature of the subject site. A stable 
urban-rural boundary is one that both physically and institutionally separates the two patterns of uses in 
a manner that cannot be breached. There may be some of the same uses in both areas, but rural areas are 
characterized by lower densities and intensities and by reliance on on-site, rather than public, services. 
From the Coastal Act perspective, rural areas maintain their aesthetic appeal of being primary open 
space and pastoral and their accommodation of agricultural uses without undo disruptions or complaints. 
Thus, physically, there should be a clear physical separation of urban from rural areas by such features 
as fences, buffer strips, plantings, berms, and similar physical demarcations. Sometimes there are 
transition areas from urban to rural, such as large lot subdivisions and isolated manufacturing plants (as 
the conditional uses currently allow). Physical features that make urban-rural boundaries more stable 
include landforms (e.g., a ravine) and urban edge designs (e.g., cui-de-sacs) that are difficult for urban 
services to cross. While a large high school will have some urban characteristics, its siting and attendant 
service needs can be directed in a manner so that the entire project site reinforces the urban-rural 
boundary to prevent any further breaches in it. In a sense the school can function as a transitional use 
between the urban uses on the inland side of the freeway and the rural agricultural and habitat uses 
beyond. 

Institutionally, there should be legal requirements to support the chosen physical boundary features. 
Examples of some techniques to help stabilize an urban-rural boundary include: 

• preventing unnecessary or uncontrolled service expansions and extensions; 

• limiting and directing the sizing and location of service extensions; 

• zoning the rural area for continued rural-only development; 

• placing the buffer or adjacent rural area in a protective easement or deed restriction; 

• public or land trust acquiring development rights; 

• requiring public votes or more than majority votes to redesignate rural lands; 

• having joint City and County agreements on concerning the location of the urban-rural boundary 
and on mechanisms for changing it. 

The key to ensuring a stable urban-rural boundary is that there be enough of such mechanisms and 
features in place, and that these be supported by all of the official documents, to act to discourage those 
who might contemplate applying to convert rural land to urban land. The more pressure for growth, the 
greater the need for a complement of sufficient measures designed to limit future urban expansion. And, 
the subject area is under significant growth pressure . 
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The Commission notes that the local coastal program alone can not make happen some techniques which 
could help, because there are other entities not bound by the local coastal program. For example, a local 
land use plan policy that discourages annexation by itself does not guarantee a stable urban-rural 
boundary if other agencies, such as water and sewer districts, have policies, and hence promote service 
improvements, that favor such annexations. And some of the techniques noted above, such as 
permanently preventing development through restrictive easements or deed restrictions on lands adjacent 
to Area Care beyond the purview of the subject amendment because they involve lands in the County. 
So, while these cannot be instituted through suggested modification to the City's local coastal program, 
the following are measures that can . 

Greater Site Intensity Exclusively for a Public School 
First, any increase in intensity of site use should be for a public school exclusively (see modification 
4.A.2). While, some increase in intensity for the other permitted uses might not breach the Highway One 
urban-rural boundary, the increase in up to 50% coverage for residences or industry would almost 
certainly. If the high school or another public school project ultimately does not locate on the subject 
site, then any other proposal for more intensified use needs to be examined on its own merit. Since that 
is not the stated objective of the amendment and since there are so many potential non-public school 
uses, it is premature at this time to offer any modifications to allow for more intensive development for 
other than a public schooL 
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In fact the Commission makes no commitment to allowing any such increase in intensity by continuing • 
to find that agricultural use remains the priority use for the site (see next finding); The Commission 
further finds that any increases in the maximum intensities already potentially allowed for any other uses 
may not preserve the urban-rural boundary. The intent of the local coastal program provisions, when all 
read together, is to ensure that any of these other uses do not alter the rural character of the area and are 
not growth-inducing. It is possible, however, that a liberalized application of each policy on its own 
could result in some development that is problematic. Therefore, the Commission finds that some 
additional specificity with regard to siting and public services is necessary to fully guarantee that any 
other use that may be approved will be rural in nature. This is accomplished by adding modifications to 
require clustering, concurrently allowing smaller residential and/or industrial parcels. (see modification 
4.A.2) Since residential uses will require septic systems, a minimum one acre parcel is needed according 
to the basin plan. For industrial uses, the City elsewhere allows 20,000 square foot parcels, so there is no 
reason to require a large minimum size. Of course, if they are to be served by septic systems they may 
have to be larger. 

Special Study Area for Comprehensive Planning 
Second, at this discussion suggests, the entire Area C must be addressed comprehensively. It should not 
be divided into two planning areas. (see modification 1) Rather, the entire site needs to be planned as a 
whole, especially as it is in single ownership (see modifications 4.A.l and 4.A.2). Without some 
comprehensive planning, there could be incompatible development sitings and poorly located or 
duplicative public services or utilities that would be growth-inducing. There is precedent for this 
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approach already in the Watsonville 2005 General Plan; such areas are called Special Study Areas. If 
there is to be an intensification of use for a public school, then no other use beyond agriculture, 
recreation, or habitat preservation on the balance of the site is appropriate. 

Retain Rural Character in Design 
Third, the school must be designed and located to minimize visual resource impacts and to minimize 
adverse impacts on adjacent resources. The necessary modifications are discussed in the following 
findings (see Section 6.4.3). 

Use Onsite Services Where Feasible 
Fourth, each public serVice extension or improvement necessary for a school must be approved only 
after it is concluded that on-site service provisions are infeasible or environmentally more damaging. 
This means considering a well for water service and an on-site wastewater treatment facility (e.g.,. septic 
tank). In addition, Pajaro Valley groundwater basin is currently and has been in overdraft for sometime. 
Modification 4.A.2 therefore requires a city finding of that this water supply situation will not be 
exacerbated by more intensive development on Area C. Given a choice, requiring on-site wastewater 
treatment is a priority because sewer lines are more associated with urban growth than water lines. 

Size and Locate Any Public Service Extensions to Not Be Growth-Inducing 
Fifth, any public service extension must be located and sized in a manner so as not to be growth
inducing. While it is not possible to size utilities to serve only the development to be se~ved, the size can 
at least be commensurate with the desired uses. In this case, there will be a hotel on Area B and a high 
school on Area C that may require utility extensions under Highway One. It is not really possible to size 
sewer and water lines small enough to service only one 1 00 unit motel or one high school. A line that 
small (e.g., 4" would still have some excess capacity). Additionally, the City desires minimize pipeline 
diameters for water line to be capable of being adequate for fire suppression purposes and for sewer lines 
to be capable of insert video cameras; which they maintain is a 8" minimum. 

To at least minimize excess capacity and the possibility that the amendment will bring with it growth
inducing utilities inconsistent with the Coastal Act, the City could instead extend only one line across 
Highway One to serve both a hotel and a school. This will also serve to prevent a duplicate set of costly 
utility extensions across Highway One. And with other suggested modifications that may result in a 
school being built closer to the hotel parcel (see modification 3.A.l), this directive would be even more 
financially attractive. If there is only one line, then it will be the City's responsibility to site it 
appropriately. The candidate area appears to be an extension from the intersection of Westgate Drive and 
Anna Street. This will then require a line paralleling the Highway One right-of-way for a few hundred 
feet. Caltrans only allows such line placement under limited circumstances.33 It appears that such 
findings can be made, but the final decision will rest with Caltrans. If, for some reason, a Caltrans right-

33 That is, must: not adversely affect highway safety and traffic operations or the highway facility itself, can be accessed for 
future maintenance other than from the highway; no economically feasible alternatives, not allowing it would adversely 
affect agricultural land; from Caltrans Project Development Procedures Manual, Chapter 3-20, Article 20, 1995 . 
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of·way cannot be approved, an exception can be made to place a line on County lands, but only if 
appropriately restricted to prohibit future tie·ins. 

Together the development on Area B (a 100 unit hotel estimated to generate 10,000 gpd of wastewater) 
and the intensified development on Area C (for example, a 2,200 student school estimated to generate 
40,000 gpd) can easily be accommodated by an eight inch sewer line, if it is gravity flow, and a six inch 
line if it is a force main. For both the Moss Landing (estimated 107,000 average gpd) and the Castroville 
extended interceptors (estimated 214,000 average gpd) the Commission approved only six inch lines. If 
a force main is used, then the key to capacity will be the size of the pumps. The final design and location 
of a school will thus dictate the kind (gravity and/or force) and location of the sewer line. Once this is 
known, then the engineering can be completed to determine the minimum size necessary for the sewer 
lines. Since water lines will need to be more than the minimum size for fire suppression purposes, then 
the key to preventing utility growth·inducement lies with minimizing the diameter of the sewer pipes 
and the capacity of any pumps. This can be accomplished as a condition of approval of a specific school 
public project. Additionally, the location of the lines should be such that they hook directly into the 
buildings plumbing and that there are no stubs leading to undeveloped portions of the site or beyond. 
(see modifications 4.A.2 and 6.A.l) 

Size and Locate Roads to Not Be Growth-Inducing 
Sixth, for various transportation improvements, again they need to not be growth-inducing, in terms of 

• 

size (capacity) and location. It appears that the ultimate road improvement decision will be the County's • 
to initially make and the Commission's to review if such a decision is appealed. There appear to be two 
alternatives for improved road access to Area C both involving Santa Cruz County jurisdiction; i.e. via 
Airport Boulevard or Harkins Slough Road. The current plans show Harkins Slough Road being 
widened and a sidewalk on one side of the street being installed. The alternative is to extend the roadway 
from Airport Boulevard. This alternative for road access was contained in the first "Proposed Third High 
School Site" draft EIR. There was no map nor detailed analysis of such routing, just a brief conclusion 
that the impacts would be similar to those from a project with access off of Harkins Slough Road. This 
routing appears to have a number of advantages. First, Airport Boulevard already has a functional 
interchange with Highway One; Harkins Slough Road does not. Adding an off-ramp to Harkins Slough 
Road would impact wetlands and their required buffer. Additionally, any improvements to Harkins 
Slough Road would impact West Branch Struve Slough and Hanson Slough wetlands and would likely 
be inconsistent with County LCP policies (the road is in the County). Airport Boulevard is an improved 
road dead-ending into farm fields. Rather than improving another road through wetlands in this area that 
should stay rural, redirecting the end of Airport Boulevard into a high school parking lot may be a more 
stabilizing and less-growth inducing alternative. 

A possible disadvantage of this alternative is that in order to extend roads from Airport Boulevard, there 
will be some intrusion onto County land through the Moore parcel (Assessor Parcel Number 052-021-
21) which is in strawberry production. Although this could be considered growth-inducing and a 
violation of the urban-rural boundary, the County is in a better position to protect its agricultural lands 
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than the City. The County has numerous agricultural protection policies in its local coastal program that 
the City does not. Design and sizing of such a road and utilities could possibly be accomplished in a 
manner consistent with the Coastal Act and the County's local coastal program. In conclusion, as noted, 
the County will be in the position to determine whether to allow improvements of the Harkins Slough 
Road corridor. This analysis suggests that the County give serious consideration to requiring the use of 
Airport Boulevard as an alternative to any service or utility extension along Harkins Slough Road; 
keeping road improvements to the minimum necessary to serve Area C; and avoiding fill of West 
Branch Struve and Hanson Sloughs. 

Finally, as previously discussed, the Highway One off-ramp proposal is not needed to serve Area C, 
Nonetheless, the LCP should address the possibility of such a project in light of the integral relationship 
between public infrastructure and planned urban intensities outside of the urban-rural boundary. In 
addition to meeting the habitat protection and setback policies (which currently appears difficult 
although Caltrans staff say it appears to be possible at this early stage in the design process), this means 
showing that there are no alternatives to address the situation that it is supposed to address; that the 
capacity is limited to that necessary to serve the development that the LCP allows, and that alternative 
transportation components are incorporated to satisfy section 30252 (see modification 2.A.3). The City 
of Watsonville indicates that such an off-ramp (and Harkins Slough Road overpass widening) is needed 
to relieve congestion at Green Valley Road and Main Street, 'l'4 mile outside of the coastal zone 
boundary. This modification would ensure that alternatives such as improving that intersection are 
~xamined, before committing to such a growth-inducing project in the coastal zone. 

Instal/Infrastructure Only If Development Occurs 
Seventh, there needs to be a complementary assurance that the new infrastructure does not get installed 
prematurely (see modification 6.A.l ). Otherwise, if the infrastructure were constructed and then for 
some reason the development that it was designed to serve did not occur, there would be excess capacity 
available to serve inappropriate development. 

Establish Legal Instruments to Prevent Urban Development in Rural Areas 
Eighth, institutional measures to ensure that there is no future urbanization in the area need to be 
incorporated into the amendment. (see modifications 4.A.2 and 6.A.l). Even with the modifications 
listed above, there will be some excess utility and road capacity that could be used to serve other 
development beyond the urban-rural boundary; and the costs of developing such land will be reduced by 
some amount given the development of the subject An~a C site. The fact that these lands will now be 
closer to a developed site, and this approval of an amendment to allow that conversion from agriculture 
to occur, will increase the development pressure in the area. Therefore, it is necessary to countervail 
such perceptions by establishing clear legal instruments against further annexations and utility 
extensions. This can be achieved by extending the prohibition on assessing agricultural property to water 
lines as well as wastewater lines, prohibiting utility extensions outside of the City limits, and enacting a 
City resolution committing to no further annexations. Exceptions can be made for water lines that would 
serve to irrigate agricultural land, because if that land does not have water, then it's urbanization 
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potential increases. The two methods of providing irrigation water are by reclaiming wastewater and 
capturing excess winter flow runoff, both potential projects of the Pajaro Valley Water Management 
Agency. 

Review for Large Special Events 
Finally, as noted, a large public school and its ball fields has the potential to be used for special night, 
weekend, and school vacation events. Some of these could draw large amounts of people and be of a 
different nature of use than a school and the resulting impacts could thus be greater or different than 
those of a school (e.g., an outdoor concert). The Commission has established guidelines for special 
events to address such circumstances that sometimes require separate coastal permits. The City's land 
use plan could have similar provisions (see suggested modification 4.A.2) 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, if so modified in all of the ways outlined here according to the cited modification texts, 
then the Land Use Plan as amended and as further modified is approved as addressing Coastal Act 
policies with respect to development and public service issues. 

2. Modifications to Result in a Certifiable Implementation Amendment 
In order to approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry 
out the land use plan. As described, a deficiency was noted with regard to criteria for development 
within the freeway right-of-way. In order to be consistent with existing LUP policies II.A.l with regard 
to minimizing energy conservation and vehicle miles traveled and II.E.3 with regard to public transit, 
any road improvements need to have an alternative transportation component (see modification 2.B.4) 
and any intensified use must not encourage vehicular use with excessive parking (see modifications 
4.A.2 and 4.B.2). 

Next, since the land use plan is being amended and modified in the manner just described; likewise, the 
Implementation Plan must be so modified. This means that the Implementation Plan must contain 
modifications to limit any increase in intensity to a public school (see modification 4.B.l ), require 
clustering (see modification 4.B.4), treat Area C comprehensively (see modification 4.B.3), have design 
standards that speak to the rural character of Area C (see modifications 4.B.3 and 8.A. 1 ), use on-site 
services where possible (see modification 3B.l), have one sewer and water line cross Highway One (see 
modifications 3.B.l and 4.B.l), restrict the sizing of utilities (see modification 3.B.l, 4.B.3, and 6.B.3), 
provide for non-access easements on any extended utility lines (see modification 4.B.3), address special 
events (see modification 4.B.4), limit further annexations (see modifications 2.B.4 and 4.B.3), and have 
criteria for allowing a new off-ramp and roadway widening (see modification 2.B.4). Additionally, since 
the modifications will reduce minimum parcel sizes to encourage clustering, frontage requirements can 
also be reduced (see modification 4.B.l). 

Furthermore, not only must implementation plans be consistent with the land use plan provisions, they 
must provide the necessary detail to ensure that the land use plan provisions are carried out. Thus, a new 
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overlay zoning district is necessary to apply to the edge of Areas B and C as a legal mechanism for 
preventing the extension of utilities beyond the City limit (see modification 6.B.l ). Also, more detail is 
needed to ensure that the suggested policy of tying infrastructure installation to the construction of the 
permitted structures occurs (see modification 6.B.3). 

Finally, implementation plans must be adequate to carry out land use plans. One way to ensure adequacy 
is for the implementation plans to contain coastal development permit requirements consistent with the 
Coastal Act, since it will be through the coastal development permit and appeal processes that new 
development can be approved and held to the criteria of the local coastal program. This is especially 
important with regard to this proposed amendment because it will facilitate a large development in the 
City's coastal zone. Experience with various coastal jurisdictions has demonstrated that sometimes local 
coastal program provisions can not be adequately carried out, if the developments are approved through 
emergency permit or permit extension provisions or if they are approved without correctly being noticed 
as appealable (to the Coastal Commission). Therefore, clarifying modifications are needed to those 
corresponding portions of the City's Implementation program to ensure that proper coastal permit 
determinations are made. (see modification 10 and 4.B.3). 

If so modified in all of the ways outlined here according to the cited modification texts, then the 
Implementation Plan as amended and as further modified is approved as being consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan as amended and as further modified with respect to 
development and public service issues. 

2. Agriculture 
Protection of agricultural land is a fundamental Coastal Act policy. Area C is currently in agricultural 
use, meets the criteria for being prime agricultural land, and is adjacent to and in an area of agricultural 
land. Although the submitted LCP amendment text mirrors one Coastal Act policy, the overall effect of 
the amendment will be to convert a large portion of Area C to non-agricultural use, with the potential to 
generate conflicts with any remaining agricultural use of the site and with adjacent and nearby 
agriculture. The amendment is thus inconsistent with the Coastal Act because it fails to retain the 
maximum amount of prime agricultural land, direct development away from agricultural lands, provide 
for an adequate buffer to agricultural land or prevent further conversions through limiting land divisions 
and public service extensions. However, the amendment can be approved if modified to: (1) limit 
intensified development of Area C to a public school only for a limited period of time; (2) require a 
finding of no feasible alternative site; and (3) include an agricultural educational component, adequate 
buffers to adjacent agricultural land, and an acknowledgement of the potential conflicts from adjacent 
and nearby farming . 
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A. Coastal Act Agriculture Policies 
The Coastal Act establishes requires the preservation of both prime and non-prime agricultural lands. In 
particular, the Act sets a high standard for the conversion of any agricultural lands to non-agricultural 
uses. Significantly, Coastal Act Section 30241 requires the maintenance of the maximum amount of 
prime agricultural land, to assure the protection of agricultural economies: 

Section 30241. The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in 
agricultural production to assure the protection of the area's agricultural economy, and 
conflicts shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the 
following: 

(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where 
necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and urban 
land uses. 

(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas to the 
lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by conflicts with 
urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical and viable 
neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban development. 

(c) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded by urban uses where the 
conversion of the land would be consistent with Section 30250. 

(d) By developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to the conversion of 
agricultural lands. 

(e) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural development do 
not impair agricultural viability, either through increa$ed assessment costs or degraded air and 
water quality. 

(f) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions approved 
pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime agricultural lands shall not 
diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. 

Coastal Act Section 30241.5 identifies specific findings that must be made in order to address the 
agricultural "viability" of prime lands around the periphery of urban areas subject to conversion 
requests. These findings include an assessment of gross revenues from agricultural products grown in 
the area and an analysis of operational expenses associated with such production. Subsection (b) 
specifically requires that such economic feasibility studies be submitted with any LCP or LCP 
amendment request. Section 30241.5 states: 

Section 30241.5. (a) If the viability of existing agricultural uses is an issue pursuant to 
subdivision (b) of Section 30241 as to any local coastal program or amendment to any certified 
local coastal program submitted for review and approval under this division, the determination 
of "viability" shall include, but not be limited to, consideration of an economic feasibility 
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evaluation containing at least both of the following elements: 

(I) An analysis ofthe gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for the jive 
years immediately preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an 
amendment to any local coastal program. 

(2) An analysis of the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, associated with the 
production of the agricultural products grown in the area for the jive years immediately 
preceding the date of the filing of a proposed local coastal program or an amendment to any 
local coastal program. 

For purposes ofthis subdivision, "area" means a geographic area of sufficient size to provide an 
accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of agricultural uses for those lands included in 
the local coastal program or in the proposed amendment to a cerf!fied local coastal program. 

(b) The economic feasibility evaluation required by subdivision (a) shall be submitted to the 
commission, by the local government, as part of its submittal of a local coastal program or an 
amendment to any local coastal program. If the local government determines that it does not 
have the staff with the necessary expertise to conduct the economic feasibility evaluation, the 
evaluation may be conducted under agreement with the local government by a consultant 
selected jointly by local government and the executive director of the commission. 

Section 30242 establishes a general standard for the conversion of agricultural lands: 

Section 30242. All other lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to 
nonagricultural uses unless (/) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such 
conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or concentrate development consistent with 
Section 30250. Any such permitted conversion shall be compatible with continued agricultural 
use on surrounding lands. 

The next section addresses protection of the soil resource itself: 

Section 30243: The long-term productivity of soils ... shall be protected .... 

Finally, the definition of prime land is found in Section 30113: 

"Prime agricultural land" means those lands defined in paragraph (1). (2), (3), or (4) of 
subdivision (c) ofSection 51201 ofthe Government Code. 

These Section 51201 paragraphs define such lands as: 

1. All land that qualifies for rating as class I of class II in the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service land use capability classifications. 

2. Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating 
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3. Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and which has an 
annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

4. Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes or crops which have a nonbearing 
period of less than five years and which will normally return during the commercial bearing 
period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not 
less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre 

B. Existing and Proposed LCP Agriculture Policies 

• 

As discussed above, the amendment proposes changes to the agricultural conversion policies of the 
certified LCP that, while mirroring Coastal Act policies, would weaken the protection of agricultural 
lands for Area C in the certified LCP. With specific regard to Area C, the LCP currently supports 
agriculture as the principal use. It allows for a limited amount of non-agricultural development at Area 
C, provided that continued agricultural use is demonstrated to be infeasible. The LUP prohibits 
conversion of land "suitable for agricultural use," such as that currently in agricultural production on 
Area C, unless: (1) continued or renewed agricultural use of the land in question is not feasible; or (2) 
such conversion would result in development near existing developed areas served by adequate public 
facilities. The proposed amendment also would add another non-agricultural conditional use (public 
school) and it would modify development standards to make non-agricultural development more • 
attractive (by allowing for more site coverage and reducing mapped ESHA area). 

C. Background: Historic and Current Agricultural Use 

1. Agricultural Use of Site and Surroundings 
Area C has been in agricultural use for many years. Historic agricultural use in the Pajaro Valley dates 
back to pre-European times. The subject site was originally part of James Hanson's dairy in the 1800's 
and appears to have stayed in grazing use until recently, as documented by aerial photographic analysis 
in the PVUSD FEIR. Also, at times the grasses were mowed and likely used for feed, as evidenced by 
hay bales on the site in a 1931 aerial photograph. The background report to the LUP written in 1982 says 
the site at that time was partially in grazing use and partially in row crops.34 Current agricultural use of 
the subject parcel has been strawberry cultivation, a use that has been occurring for the last decade. 

Area C is situated in an agricultural area and is indistinguishable from adjacent strawberry farms. 
According to the South Santa Cruz County Ranch Maps of 1997, other agricultural properties within the 

34 California Department of Water Resources Maps show the part of the site closest to Harkins Slough Road in row crops in 
1975 and the entire farmable portion of the site in row crops in 1982. 
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vicinity and region of the subject site have been used for pasture, strawberries, and vegetables. 35 This 
document reveals that use across Harkins Slough Road to the southwest has more recently been for 
vegetable crops and a small amount of grazing. Until recently there was also an apple orchard located to 
the southwest as well. However, the trees have since been removed. Use of the lands adjacent to 
proposal site ~o the west and northwest has also more recently been for grazing and strawberry 

cultivation. 

Area A was described as in grazing use at the time of LUP preparation. It currently contains a 
composting facility that is categorized as an agricultural use, although it is obviously not soil-dependent. 
Area B was described as in grazing and row crops at the time of LUP preparation. It is currently fallow. 

35 Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commission, South Santa Cruz County Ranch Maps 1997. 
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2. Agriculture Industry in the Pajaro Valley 
Watsonville's coastal zone is part of an area where agriculture is paramount to the economy. According 
to the Pajaro Valley Futures Study, November 1998, "unlike other cities in Santa Cruz County, 
Watsonville's economy is almost entirely dependent on agriculture." This study provides valuable 
information both in the form of statistical analysis of trends in crop acreage and values over the past 20 
years; and also qualitative assessments based on interviews with people who work in the industry 
everyday - growers, processors, labor, service industries, real estate, etc. The following is a summary of 
the study's findings: 

The ideal growing conditions in the Pajaro Valley create high demand for the finite amount of 
agricultural land and land values that are considerably higher than in nearby areas. While 
urbanization may escalate land values to 8 to 10 times the value for agriculture, the high 
agricultural land values indicate the importance of the Pajaro Valley as agricultural land Over 
the past twenty years agricultural production in the Pajaro Valley have increasingly shifted to 
higher income commodities such as strawberries, while apple production has declined. This is 
likely to continue as outside competition and high costs of land, water, and labor make lower 
income crops less economical. 

A review of the 1979 Soil Survey map reveals that there is an abundance of prime agricultural lands 
within the vicinity of Watsonville's coastal zone. This status is a function of these soils' inherently 
high potential to be productive due to their natural physical characteristics (i.e., they meet the first 
Capability Classification or the second Storie Index Rating criteria). The vast majority of these soils 
occur to the south of Area C within the broad flat valley floor surrounding the Pajaro River. Other 
lands to the west of Area C along Harkins Slough and between San Andreas Road and Gallighan 
Slough contain prime soils as well. 

D. Analysis of Consistency With Coastal Act Agricultural 
Policies 

1. Introduction: Effect of the Proposed Amendment on Agriculture 
The proposed amendment would have several effects on agriculture on the site and beyond. It would 
result in a conversion of all of the agricultural land on proposed Area F, if it results in an intensified use 
such as school, which requires all of the available development envelope. It may result in a conversion 
of all of Area C from agriculture, if the remaining area becomes too constrained to farm because of 
conflicts with the adjacent use on proposed Area F or if development is made easier or more economical 
due to the growth-inducing effects discussed in the previous finding. The proposed amendment also has 
the potential to result in a split of the large Area C into two parcels, with the remainder being less viable 
for agriculture, given its smaller size, location adjacent to a school, and lack of water (the school site 
would encompass the well that currently supports Area C farming) . 
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Beyond the site, the proposed amendment has the potential to adverse affect adjacent agricultural uses as 
it introduces an intensive and sensitive use and attendant urban services next to them. Similarly, this 
adverse effect could reach beyond in the vicinity of the site for the same reason. These effects clash with 
several provisions of the cited Coastal Act policies, as will be described. 

2. Prime Agricultural Land Determination 
The agricultural capacity of Area C land is central to an evaluation of LCP amendment Coastal Act 
consistency. As discussed below, neither Areas A nor B would qualify as prime agricultural land at this 
time. However, under Coastal Act criteria, there is little doubt that the cultivated portion of Area C is 
prime land. 

Areas A and B 
According to the 1979 Soil Survey, Areas A and B do not meet the first two prime agricultural land 
criteria. Capability Classifications for these areas range between III and VI, while Storie Index ratings 
range between 28 and 62. In addition, both of these areas have already been committed to non-soil 
dependent operations, making the application of the third and fourth prime land criteria moot at this 
time. However, since the uses of Area A do not permanently cover the soil, and since Area B is not yet 
developed, these areas could become prime if they returned to cultivated or grazing uses in the future . 

AreaC 
Contrary to the findings of an Agricultural Viability Study submitted by the City36

, there is substantial 
evidence that Area C, the location of the proposed high school, meets two of the four Coastal Act tests 
for prime agricultural land. First, though, it is important to address the context of the certified LCP. 

Certified LCP 
The certified LCP is contradictory with respect to its characterization of the agricultural status of Area C 
in 1982. First, the LCP states that "[t]here is no prime agricultural land within the present boundaries of 
the City's coastal zone" (p. 5). Yet, the LCP also states that "Areas A, Band C consist of 145 acres of 
prime range land ... (p. 22)." The Commission's findings for the original LUP suggest that the root of 
this contradiction perhaps lies in the distinction between agricultural land and agricultural soils. The 
Commission's December, 1982 findings state: 

Coastal Act sections relevant to the agricultural component of the LUP include 30113, 30242, 
and 30250. The Coastal Act utilizes the Williamson Act definition for prime soils. There are 
several different tests in the definition; one is that a soil is considered prime if it is rated class I 
or II by the Soil Conservation Service, another is if the land is above 80 on the Storie Index 
Rating. The highest classification of soil in Watsonville's Coastal Zone is Class III, the highest 
Storie Rating is 62. The bulk of the land is rated lower than these figures. Therefore the City 

36 Andrew Mills, Agricultural Viability Study for the Proposed Third High School Site, August 20, 1997 (Appendix B of the 
Revised EIR.) 
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appears correct in its evaluation of the areas within the LUP jurisdiction as having non-prime 
soil. 

In other words, while the Commission characterized Area C as prime range land, it also found that the 
soils of Area C did not meet the SCS Soil Classification or Storie Index Rating for prime soils. Notably, 
the Commission did not specifically evaluate the capability of the land under the third and fourth tests 
required by the Coastal Act. Thus, it appears that the Commission did not completely evaluate Area C 
for its agricultural capability in 1982. 

These contradictory LCP statements, though, are not, and can not be, determinative of the agricultural 
status of Area C today. As with environmentally sensitive habitat assessments, the Commission must 
evaluate the agricultural capability of Area C based on the status of the resource as it currently exists on 
the ground. This is particularly true when an LCP amendment is being proposed that could result in 
significant conversions of land currently in agricultural production. 

Coastal Act Soil Type Tests 
Regarding the first and second tests, according to the USDA Soil Survey published in 1979, there are 
five separate soil types found on Area C. These soils range from III to VI in the NRCS Capability 
Classification system and from 28 to 62 in the Storie index. As such, none of these soil types contain a 
Capability Classification or Storie index rating that alone would qualify Area C's soils as "prime 
agricultural land" under the first two tests. This is also consistent with the Commission's 1982 finding 
concerning the application of these two tests. 

Coastal Act Grazing Land Test 
Area C would qualify as prime agricultural land under the third test if it were being used for grazing. 
First, based on U.S. Department of Agriculture criteria, four of the five soil types found within Coastal 
Area C could be expected to yield, under a high level of management, ten (10) to twelve (12) animal unit 
months (AUM) per acre.37 An animal unit month is defined by the USDA as the amount of forage or 
feed required to feed one animal unit (one cow, one horse, one mule, five sheep, or five goats) for a 
period of thirty days. Therefore, these soil types far exceed the single annual AUM requirement of 
Government Code Section 51201 (c)(3), by providing expected yields between ten (10) and twelve (12) 
AUM's during a thirty day time period, for twelve months out of the year. In addition, while expected 
yields are not available for the fifth soil type, the USDA Survey indicates that this soil type is mostly 
used for range. It should be noted that Santa Cruz's coastal rangelimds are naturally more productive 
than similar land located in interior counties or other coastal counties. Factors that contribute to this 
increased productivity include greater rainfall and a longer growing season. In short, based on soil type 
alone, prime range soils would appear to cover nearly all of the proposed new Coastal· Area F and also 
constitute a majority of Coastal Area C. 

Second, as noted above, the entire site has in fact been used for the grazing of livestock, and the adjacent 

37 United States Department of Agriculture, 1979 Soil Survey . 
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site remains in grazing use. Thus, actual site .use supports the soil type analysis. Indeed, the City's 
viability study acknowledges that the site has been used for livestock grazing "with some frequency 
throughout the years." The study goes on to describe the soils of the property as: 

sufficient to support many of the high-nutrient native and exotic plant species common in the 
area such as burclover, soft chess, pine bluegrass and purple needlegrass, which provide 
excellent feed for cattle and livestock38 {emphasis added]. 

Notwithstanding this conclusion, the viability study cites the lack of actual production records and 
makes estimates, based on summer site observations (late June to early July), that the land could 
accommodate only one animal unit per 4-5 acres from late spring through mid-fall (7-8 months). The 
study does not address the USDA soil capability criteria, or provide any supporting documentation for 
this conclusion. Indeed, the study concludes that it is "difficult to ascertain with any degree of certainty 
how many animal units the property could support in the absence of actual production records." Given 
th.is uncertainty, coupled with the historical evidence of actual grazing use, the USDA yield criteria, and 
the study's conclusion that the soils are sufficient to provide "excellent feed" for cattle and livestock, the 
Commission concludes that there is substantial evidence that the land of Area C would be prime under 
the third Coastal Act criteria. Insufficient evidence has been presented to conclude otherwise. 

Coastal Act $200/acre Return Test 
Area C also qualifies as prime agricultural land under the fourth test: the $200 return per acre criteria . 
First, as discussed above, Area C has been in strawberry cultivation for the last decade. There is no 
doubt that strawberries are a high end crop in Santa Cruz County and California generally. In 1994 
California's annual strawberry crop was valued at over $300 million, and accounted for approximately 
75% of fresh strawberry consumption in the U.S.39 About 95% ofthe state's strawberries are produced in 
coastal areas, because of the extremely favorable marine environment. Of the 19,250 acres of 
strawberries planted in 1994, more than half were in central coast counties.40 

The average yield for strawberries in the County is 5,000 flats per acre, while typical sales prices range 
from $3.00 to $7.50 per flat. The PVUSD FEIR also acknowledges this. Recent data suggests that the 
prices and/or yields have generally ranged on the higher side, with the value of strawberries "hovering 
around $30,000/acre" for the last 20 years.41 The production costs of strawberry production can vary 
widely depending on site characteristics. Establishing site specific cost data is also a sensitive area; 
however, information provided to staff from a reliable source indicates that an average input cost range 
for strawberries, including harvest, of $25,000. One published study supports this finding, estimating the 
production costs at $24,600/acre.42 Another study found higher costs, placing production costs for an 

31 Mills, p. 11 
39 Gliessman, Stephen, et al., Conversion to an Organic Strawberry Production System in Coastal Central California: A 

Comparative Study, Agroecology Program, U.C. Santa Cruz, (1994). 
40 Jd. 
41 Pajaro Futures Study, 4-8. 
42 Gliessman, p. I. 
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average harvest of 5,000 trays closer to $30,300. 43 

As with most agricultural crops, the net economic gain from strawberries can fluctuate year to year, 
depending on market trends, climate, etc. Nonetheless, because of their high economic value, 
strawberries also generally produce a high net income. Two studies prepared for the Commission in the 
late 1970s determined net incomes for strawberries that far exceed the $200 standard. Economic 
Considerations of Coastal Agriculture (1979) indicated a net revenue of between $2,237 (10-year 
average) and $3,080 (5-year average) and Analysis of Agriculture on the Oxnard Plain (1977) indicated 
a net income of $2,278 per acre. More recent reports indicate that profits of $3,500, $5,000 per acre are 
not uncommon and one study showed a return of up to $9,738 per acre for organic strawberries no less.44 

Slightly over half of Area C is planted with strawberries and harvested. Conversations with Mr. Emigdio 
Martinez, the current agricultural operator of Area C, indicate that he leases 70 acres. 45 The Citis 
Viability study describes 15 acres of available land on the project site, and 45 additional acres of 
cultivated land on the remainder of Area C. Mr. Martinez also indicated that strawberries on Area Care 
profitable, and that Area C produces between 5000 and 7000 trays/acre, which is generally higher than 
the County average. Using the range of average sales prices for strawberries, the gross income for the 
site could range between $15,000 and $52,500 per acre in any given year.46 Assuming 6000 trays per 
acre at $5.25/tray, the gross income ofthe site would be $31,500. Even assuming a high production cost 
scenario of $30,000/acre, the net return would be $1,500/acre, well over the $200/acre criteria of the 
Coastal Act. This would translate to approximately $52,500- $60,000 net income for the 35-40 acres of 
the site that the current operator indicated is usually in production.47 

Of course, as mentioned earlier, it should be acknowledged that a particular crop may not be "profitable" 
in any given year depending on a variety of conditions.48 Nonetheless, given the return of the typical 
strawberry crop, it would be difficult to conclude that Area C is not prime agricultural land under the 
$200/acre return criteria over the longer run. (This assumes that "return" in the Williamson Act means 
"net" return as opposed to gross. Under the more liberal interpretation that return means gross income, 
there is absolutely no doubt that the site would qualify as "prime".49

) 

43 Agricultural Extension University of California, 1996. 
44 Gliessman et al. 1990; Webb 1994; Cochran 1994; all cited in The IPM Practitioner Vol. 16, July 1994. 
45 Personal Interview, Emigdio Martinez, l/31/00 
46 Some factors contributing to price fluctuations typically include market demand, quality, and condition. Others may 

include whether the strawberry crop has been grown for juice, packaged freezer sale, or fruit purposes. There are 
numerous factors affecting the selling price, some of which the grower is unable to influence. No evidence is apparent that 
conditions of Area Care so drastically different than the norm that it would be unable to return at least $200 annually per 
acre. 

47 Martinez, 1/31100. 
48 While indicating that strawberry production on Area C was generally favorable, Mr. Martinez also indicated that he will 

break even with some harvests. Martinez, 1/31/00. 
49 Unfortunately, the Williamson Act does not provide a definition of "return." The Commission notes that litigation is 

currently being pursued alleging that the site would qualify as prime agricultural land under the fourth criterion revolving 
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The Commission also notes that the $200 figure may not be appropriately adjusted for current economic 
conditions. Indeed, the State Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century has examined this 
issue and recommends raising the fourth prime standard to $400 per acre, as adjusted annually by a 
factor which is equal to the ratio obtained by dividing the consumer price index for January of the 
immediately preceding year by the consumer price index for January 1, 2000. Still, even if the 
Legislature adopts this revised criteria, the site would still easily meet the "prime" test, based on net 
return. 

In contrast to this general and site specific economic evidence, the City's agricultural study states that, 
"it may be concluded that the agricultural viability of the site is at the lower end of desirability and 
profitability in the area." With respect the productivity of strawberries, the study concludes: 

• Cultivation of 15 acres on the proposed high school site (currently for strawberries) is 
insufficient to support a farmer with the proceeds of production; 

• Production on the high school project site does not contribute significantly to the general 
production of the Watsonville area in any given crop, and; 

• The trend in recent years has been that increasingly fewer acres are cultivated while there 
has been a corresponding increase in costs per acre to farm, resulting in steadily declining 
productivity and profits. 

The Commission finds insufficient support for these conclusions. First, Coastal Area C totals 139 acres 
and the portion west of the farm road is currently used in its entirety for agricultural production. The 
current and past agricultural practice at this location has been to rotate crops over the entire area with 
some acreage being actively cultivated, while the rest is left to fallow. This is common practice for 
strawberry operations. The City's submitted viability study is based on an analysis of only 15 acres of 
the Area C site - that is, a small portion of the proposed new Coastal Area F. This is not an appropriate 
methodology given that the entire Coastal Area C west of the farm road is used for agricultural 
production. 

Second, strawberry production at the proposed site does constitute a contribution to Santa Cruz County's 
top grossing crop. Annual crop reports for the County from 1993 to 1998 confirm this, and indicate a 
fluctuating gross income from strawberries between 72.3 to 104.4 million dollars annually. In addition, 
the amount of acreage constituting the strawberry operation upon Coastal Area C is comparable to 
similar operations in the greater Watsonville area. 

Lastly, there has been no trend in decreasing amounts of cultivated acreage in recent years within Santa 
Cruz County. The United States Department of Agriculture performs an agriculture census every five 

largely around the question of whether "return" means "net" or "gross." While the $200 "return" may seem to 'be a low 
threshold to determine prime land, especially if it is to represent a "gross" figure, one must be aware that it's context is the 
Williamson Act, a measure designed to give tax breaks to agricultural land owners. 
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years. Census data for the County for the years 1987, 1992, and 1997 indicate that the total harvested 
cropland has remained relatively stable during this time period, ranging between 20,469, 22,541, and 
22,229 acres for the respective census years. The Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commission reports 
that strawberry production has increased 269% between 1 977 and 1997.50 Indeed, the recently conducted 
Pajaro Futures Study concludes: 

Strawberry production should remain secure, although it may not continue to expand at the same 
rate that it has recently. There is no competition for summer production. 51 

Although the Pajaro Valley Futures Report provides some discussion of possible future increases in 
water and labor costs, Commission staff has been unable to verify the statement of increasing production 
costs for the County through any published sources. However, it .can be argued that since there has been 
relatively little change in the amount of acreage harvested, there has been no trend in significant increase 
in the costs to farm. 

Apart from the general conclusions of the City's viability study:, the study did provide a more specific 
analysis of Area C productive capability. When examined closely, this analysis also supports the 
Commission's conclusion that Area C land is prime under the $200/acre return test. The study estimates 
that strawberries on the site would generate a profit of $1,950 per acre or $29,250 for the 15 acres. This 
assumes an average yield of 5000 trays/acre for 15 acres, produced at a cost of $6.36/tray, and sold for 
$6.75 per tray. However, the study also assumes that 30-40 acres are needed to produce 15 acres of 
strawberries, because the crop must be rotated. This reduces the per acre profit to between $731 and 
$975 per acre. The Study then assumes that 55 acres (the proposed area of the school) must be rented to 
produce the 15 acre profit, thereby reducing the per acre profit to $532/acre ($29,250/55). Finally, the 
analysis then notes that the rental cost of the property is $750/acre and concludes that the "profit 
potential from the production of strawberries ... is minimal at best."52 

This conclusion, though, would seem to be based on a number of critical incorrect assumptions. First, 
rent does not have to be subtracted from the per acre profit because the production cost formulas used to 
derive the $6.36/acre production cost figure already included a land rent cost of$1,000 per acre-- $250 
more than the apparent rent' that the current operator pays. 53 Without such double counting of rent, the 
Area C profit would be $532/acre- well over the $200/acre criteria. 

Second, although strawberries may be grown on a rotation basis, it is not uncommon in California for 
strawberries to planted as an annual, as opposed to perennial, crop. 54 Mr. Martinez indicated that he 
usually had 35-40 acres of the 70 acres of Area C that he leased, in production at any one time. 55 This 

50 Pajaro Valley Futures Study, p. 4-13. 
51 Id. 4-2. 
52 Mills, p.l 0. 
53 Agricultural Extension of University of California, Strawberry Sample Costs 1996. 
54 IPM Practitioner. 
55 Martinez, l/3 1/00 . 
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would mean that a profit of $1950/acre would be earned for these acres every year. Even assuming that 
Area C profit was $1950/acre every other year, the average annual profit would still be $975/acre, or 
$39,000 a year. Moreover, if and when strawberries aren't planted, an alternative crop may be planted, 
which would make up some of the lost income for that year and acreage. 56 

It is clear that the $1,950 greatly exceeds the $200/acre criteria, as does the adjusted figure of $975 
assuming one year of production, one year fallow. In short, the Study's conclusion should have been that 
the site is prime land under the fourth criteria of the Coastal Act. The $1,950 figure is consistent with 
other published data cited above. 

Finally, apart from the economic analysis of Area C strawberry production, the FEIR assumes, and the 
PVUSD has recently asserted again, that the site is not profitable because the current tenant is reportedly 
unable to make his rental payments. However, it is not appropriate to use social or personal factors to 
determine whether the prime criteria is met, because the criteria is based on "normal" conditions. The 
non-receipt of rent says nothing about the actual return of the land based on harvest and market 
conditions. In short, the City presents no credible evidence to refute that Area C' s agricultural acreage 
can "normally return during the commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of 
unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre." 

Other Tests 

• 

The Commission notes that while it must rely on the Coastal Act/Williamson Act definition of prime • 
agricultural land, other classification schemes have been developed to attempt to more appropriately 
categorize agricultural land. These have been offered in recognition that some lands which rate low on 
the Storie Index or land use capability system, such as Area C, are extremely productive for certain 
crops, and that these indicies may not fully account for other factors such as climate and the economic 
return of certain crops that would make certain lands prime. 

For example under State Law, local agency formation commissions are required to use a definition of 
"prime agricultural land" that encompass the four criteria referenced in the Coastal Act uses plus two 
additional criteria (which are also found in the Williamson Act): Land which has returned from the 
production of unprocessed agricultural plant products an annual gross value of not less than $200 per 
acre for three of the previous five calendar years (this used to be a Coastal Act criteria, but was amended 
out) and "land which is used to maintain livestock for commercial purposes." As another example, the 
State through the Department of Conservation has developed the following categorization for important 
farmlands: "Prime Farmland," "Farmland ofStatewide Importance," "Unique Farmland," and "Farmland 
of Local Importance." 

Examining these other criteria, the upper half of Area C is primarily mapped as "Unique Farmland" and 
"Farmland of Statewide Importance" with slivers of"Prime Farmland" and "Grazing Land." Land under 

56 Mr. Martinez in fact indicated that he had grown broccoli in the past; the City's study notes that the cite was planted in 
broccoli in 1996, p. 10. 
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these categories is considered "prime" by the County of Santa Cruz. The County also considers all lands 
having a designation of Commercial Agriculture to be prime agricultural land. Commercial agricultural 
land is composed often different types, including the State's Unique Farmland. The County conducted a 
detailed assessment of its agricultural land about 20 years ago to arrive at its agricultural resource 
determinations (and it has a process for updating these determinations). 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that the evidence supports a determination that the agricultural 
portion of Area C is "prime." This land meets both the $200/acre economic return criteria and the 
grazing capacity criteria of the Coastal Act. Nor has any substantial evidence has been presented to 
negate this finding. Moreover, the agricultural portion of Area C would appear to continue to be 
considered "prime" under an economic criteria adjusted to reflect inflation and current conditions. 

3. Direct Loss of Prime Land 
The proposed amendment does not achieve the Coastal Act Section 30241 mandate that the maximum 
amount of prime agricultural land be maintained in agricultural production in order to maintain the 
agricultural economy of the area. Under the current LCP, the maximum site coverage for non
agricultural uses is 10%. While the LCP does not guarantee that the remaining acreage stay in 
agriculture, that is a likely outcome. Indeed, since preparation of the LUP in 1982, agricultural use on 
Area C has converted to a high end agricultural crop. 

Under the proposed amendment, maximum impervious coverage is 50% on proposed Area F and 10% 
on proposed Area C. Beyond impervious surface coverage, schools (as opposed to industrial 
developments) have significant pervious surfaces for playfields (as the PVUSD's draft site plan for its 
high school illustrates). Also, given the incompatibility of a school with agriculture, the proposed 
amendment increases the potential to eliminate the entire prime agriculture acreage on proposed Area F. 
This does not comply with the maximization of the amount of prime land required under Coastal Act 
Section 30241. And as will be discussed below, it leaves less possibility of any continued agriculture on 
the farmable portion of the remaining 63 acres of Area C. Again, this does not maximize prime 
agricultural land retention. 

The Commission notes that even if the land in question were not itself defined as prime, Section 30241 
is relevant. The determination of whether the land in question is prime land is not the key to analyzing 
the proposed amendment. More significantly, the amendment proposal is located in an area that makes a 
contribution to the agricultural economy of the region. In other words, Area C is situated in an 
agriculturally productive area -- one of the most productive in the state. Preservation of this economy is 
the primary intent of Coastal Act policies addressing agriculture. Under this goal the preservation of 
prime agricultural soils seeks to preserve the substrate that is inherently able to make a substantial 
contribution to this sector of the economy. Thus, the various subsections of Section 30241 apply to any 
amendment for the site (see finding below for more discussion) . 

California Coastal Commission 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1-99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 86 

4. Lack of Buffer Between Urban and Agricultural Uses 
The proposed amendment would not serve to create the stable urban-rural boundary required by Section 
30241(a) of the Coastal Act, as discussed in the above finding 6.2.2. Nor does the proposal include 
adequate buffers to agricultural land use in the vicinity (Section 30241(a)), or prevent the diminishment 
of the productivity of adjacent prime agricultural lands pursuant to Section 30241 (f) (as well as Section 
30242 for non-prime land conversions). 

The proposed amendment could result in the complete elimination of agriculture on Area C. The City's 
submittal indicates that the proposed school project will have a 200 foot buffer to adjacent agricultural 
land. However, a review of the draft plans does not reveal so wide a buffer. In fact grading is shown up 
to and even beyond the boundaries of proposed Area F. The Commission, though, is not reviewing the 
project application at this time, it is reviewing the LCP amendment request. The actual submitted text 
revision contains no mention of a 200 foot, or of any, agricultural buffer. The LCP provides for only a 
20-foot setback from front and rear property lines, regardless of the adjacent uses. On the perimeter of 
proposed Area F there is about 1,400 feet of agricultural land across Harkins Slough Road and about 
1,000 feet of grazing land on the adjacent Rocha property in Santa Cruz County to the west. Proposed 

View of Area C Site Looking North 
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Area F borders remaining Area C' s fields for about I ,5 00 linear feet. The remaining Area C borders 
agricultural land grazing land and cultivated fields to the west for about 2400 feet and a slight bit to the 
north. 

Typical incompatibility issues raised at urban-agricultural land use interfaces include: noise, dust, and 
odors from agricultural operations; trespass and trash accumulation on agriculture lands; road-access 
conflicts between agriculturally related machinery and automobiles; limitations of pesticide application, 
urban garden pest transfer, theft, vandalism; and human encroachment from urban lands. 

Pesticide application on adjacent agricultural fields is particularly important to this amendment. The 
proposed amendment introduces a new potential site use- a public school that involves a substantial 
number of youths and adults on the site, including outdoor use. In recent years, concerns have been 
raised by parents concerning PVUSD schools (e.g., Ohlone and Amesti) adjacent to agricultural fields. 
Historically, such conflicts mark the beginning of the end for agricultural practices that soon become 
branded as public nuisances as urban uses encroach upon them. 

Current requirements for users of "restricted materials" are such that they must obtain both special 
training and a site-specific permit from their county agricultural commissioner. One such "restricted 
material" that may be used on adjacent strawberry fields is Methyl Bromide, which is scheduled to be 
phased out of use by 2005. Methyl Bromide is a fumigant commonly used in strawberry cultivation 
operations. Before the Agricultural Commissioner can issue a permit they must first take into account 
the presence of sensitive sites in the area. Sensitive sites typically include schools, hospitals, and 
residential neighborhoods. Faced with this, a Commissioner may deny the permit, or may require 
specific use practices designed to protect health and the environment. Without an adequate buffer 
between a public school use and adjacent agricultural fields, the current permitting process by the county 
Agricultural Commissioner may further impact the viability of adjacent agricultural operations. For 
example, without an adequate buffer the potential exists for the Agricultural Commissioner to deny 
pesticide application permits on adjacent fields due to the presence of a school. Over a period of time 
this may negatively impact the viability of the adjacent agricultural operation. Furthermore, additional 
specific use practices not previously required may also negatively impact adjacent operations by 
increasing costs. Either situation illustrates the proposal's inability to prevent conflicts between urban 
and agricultural land uses. 

In conclusion without any mention of agricultural buffering and with only a minimal 5 to 20-foot 
setback, the proposed LCP amendment clearly does not meet the Coastal Act's buffering standard. 

5. Premature Compromising of Agricultural Viability 
The proposed amendment would not facilitate agricultural conversion due to severely limited 
agricultural viability caused by urban conflicts, which is another test of Coastal Act Section 3024l(b). 
This section of the Act is meant to situations where urban uses are actually putting stress of adjacent 
agricultural lands. For example, if there was destructive particulate matter in the air from industrial 

California Coastal Commission 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1-99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 88 

development or high levels of vandalism, then these impacts could be a justification for agricultural 
conversiOn. 

No evidence is apparent or presented by the City that urban uses are impacting Area C's fields. As 
noted, nearly all surrounding land from the western border of Highway 1 all the way to Monterey Bay, is 
currently in agricultural production (see Figure 11 ). Current agricultural use is not in conflict with urban 
areas across Highway 1. Highway 1 presents a suitable buffer to prevent conflicts from arising and the 
access to the area west of the highway is adequate. If anything, agricultural viability of the area has been 
enhanced over the years as the site now supports row crops where it previously was only used for 
grazing. Thus, the proposed amendment clearly does not meet the conversion standard of30241(b). 

The City nonetheless has made the assumption that viability has been compromised by urban conflicts. 
Therefore, as discussed earlier, it has submitted a viability analysis pursuant to Section 30241.5, to 
ascertain economic viability. Again, this study states that, "it may be concluded that the agricultural 
viability of the site is at the lower end of desirability and profitability in the area." However, as 
discussed previously, there is not convincing evidence indicating that the economic viability of the 
agricultural operations at the site have already been compromised. 

6. Developing Beyond Completion of a Viable Neighborhood 

• 

The proposed amendment would not complete a logical and viable neighborhood ·and contribute to the • 
establishment of a stable urban-rural boundary -- another test of Section 30241 (b). As previously 
discussed, the amendment does not propose a new urban-rural boundary. The "boundary" that would 
result from the amendment would be much less stable than the existing Highway One boundary. Since 
there is no other urban use nearby, the proposed amendment would not complete a logical and viable 
neighborhood; it would instead be seen as the start of new neighborhood. While there are very few 
residences on the ocean side of Highway One in the vicinity that would use a high school, if it were built 
on the site, the site can not be considered within a neighborhood for school attendance purposes. 

The area west of Lee Road and south of Harkins Slough Road (referred to as the Tai property) across 
from Area C has been the subject of a recent application for residential development. Owners of the Tai 
property requested a general plan amendment that would have allowed 1,800 housing units. However, in 
1999, the City rescinded its resolution to include this area within it urban limit line. This development 
proposal would be the only potential neighborhood in proximity to the site. However, since the proposal 
is currently inactive it carries no relevance in the context of this LCP amendment request. 

Thus, the proposed amendment clearly does not meet the viable neighborhood standard of the Coastal 
Act. 

7. Other Land Available for Conversion Not Being Pursued 
The amendment would result in conversion of agricultural lands prior to developing available lands not 
suited for agriculture, which goes against the direction of Section 30241 (c) of the Coastal Act. 
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Although the City of Watsonville has limited options to expand urban development, there are other 
possibilities that do not involve agricultural land. The issue of where Watsonville should expand is a 
controversial, hotly-debated topic locally. The Coastal Commission is unfortunately only in a position to 
decide on urban expansions into Coastal Zone agricultural lands, as any other expansion areas are 
outside of the Coastal Zone. Thus, the Commission is not in a position to offer a detailed analysis of 
alternative urban expansion areas that do not involve conversion of agricultural lands. Nor is it in a 
position to weigh the tradeoffs of developing certain agricultural lands instead of others where there is 
no choice but to expand onto farmlands. 

Nevertheless, the Commission has reviewed the documents associated with this discussion and notes 
that both urban infill (including redevelopment) and urban expansion, toward what is known as the 
Buena Vista area, appear to be viable alternatives to expanding on coastal zone agricultural land. 
Furthermore, the Commission notes that growth pressures in the southern Santa Cruz County coastal 
zone are result of both local demand and external pressures. Watsonville General Plan cites the need for 
more housing and jobs to serve its youthful citizen's as they become adults. However, a study also 
reveals that a significant number of Watsonville's jobs are held by non-residents. 57 Even the City itself 
has expressed concern about a major industrial park in nearby Gilroy that could result in Watsonville 
being overwhelmed with park employees looking for less expensive housing. At some point, future 
growth in the area may need to be directed to more appropriate locations other than the coastal zone. 

• 8. Public Services and Other Impairments 

• 

The proposed amendment makes an incomplete attempt to ensure that agricultural viability is not 
impaired through increased assessments as required by Section 30241 (e) of the Coastal Act. The City's 
LCP currently has a provision that prevents special public works districts from forming or expanding so 
that the assessment and the provision of the service would not induce new development inconsistent 
with the preservation of agricultural land. This policy is retained and would apply to this site after the 
amendment. However, as noted in the Development findings, this assessment policy is incomplete, 
covering only certain types of assessment and certain areas. 

The amendment also makes an attempt to prevent degraded air and water quality, which is also required 
by Section 3024l(e) of the Coastal Act. The LCP currently has provisions addressing air and water 
quality. Under these provisions new development must be consistent with the requirements imposed by 
the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District, designed to conserve water to the greatest 
practical extent, and collect and dispose of runoff from impervious surfaces and areas subject to 
vehicular traffic in a way which does not result in soil erosion or degradation of water quality. These 
provisions are important because some of the conditionally allowed uses could be potential air and water 
polluters. Again, allowing increased intensities of such uses would commensurately increase the 
potential pollution problems. Water quality issues, non-point pollution from storm water runoff of 

57 Economic and Planning Systems, Watsonville Economic, Business/Industrial Park, and Labor Force Market Analysis, 
July 1997 . 
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created impervious surfaces. In conclusion, the proposed amendment does not adequately address 
impaired agricultural viability as required. 

9. Land Divisions to Split Viable Agricultural Land 
The proposed amendment may complicate Coastal Act Section 30241(f)'s mandate to not diminish the 
productivity of the prime lands through subdivision. The effect of the amendment is to divide the 
agricultural use of Coastal Area C, all of which is currently used as part of a much larger agricultural 
operation. Division of the parcel by committing approximately half of it to the proposed high school 
would diminish the productivity ofthe prime land found on Area C. Therefore, the proposed amendment 
does not adequately address divisions of prime agricultural land as required. 

10. Non-prime Agricultural Land Conversions 
The proposed amendment contains language that mirrors Coastal Act Section 30242. Were the land in 
question to be all undisputedly non-prime, then this amendment language begins to make sense. 
However, as discussed above, that is not the case. And, the prime definition is in part an economic 
criteria that could change over time. Thus, the proposal to use the non-prime conversion test as the sole 
test is problematic. In particular, it ignores the possibility that the land could be prime and thus ignores 
the Coastal Act policy to protect the general area's agricultural economy. Additionally, as previously 

• 

noted, there is an internal inconsistency built into the document in terms of the different conversion • 
allowances languages. Furthermore, by containing the Section 30242 language only and the assertions 
that there is no prime land in the City's coastal zone, the land use plan, as amended, leaves the 
impression that the operative provisions of Section 30241 do not have to be applied. 

11. Coastal Act Consistency' Conclusion 

Land Use Plan Amendment Inconsistent with Coastal Act 
In conclusion the proposed amendment is clearly inconsistent with the Coastal Act's agricultural policies 
for two overarching reasons. First, it does not maximize prime agricultural land preservation, rather it 
results in a reduction of prime agricultural land. Second, it does not in any way seek to minimize 
conflicts between agricultural and urban land uses. There are few specifics for buffers, assessments, 
runoff control, and the like that would be necessary to have a compliant policy. None of the five criteria 
under Section 30241 are met. Therefore, the amendment must be denied as submitted. 

Implementation Amendment Inconsistent with Certified Land Use Plan 
The lack of specific ordinances to address the Coastal Act agricultural pro.tection policies is carried over 
into the Implementation Plan. Typically, an implementation plan contains more detail to be able to 
implement the policies. Since the proposed amendment simply mimics the proposed land use plan 
amendment, and since the land use plan amendment must be denied, so too must the implementation 
plan amendment. If there were a land use plan amendment that carried out the Coastal Act, then an 
adequate implementation plan would have more detailed measures such as precise buffer procedures and 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1~99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 91 

the like. The proposed implementation plan contains none of this. 

E. Modifications Required to Achieve Coastal Act Agriculture 
Conformance 
In order to approve a Land Use Plan amendment, it must be consistent with the Coastal Act. In order to 
approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
Land Use Plan. 

1. Modifications to Result in a Certifiable Land Use Plan Amendment 
Some of the objectives of the City's submittal can be accomplished through a modified local coastal 
program amendment that addresses the Coastal Act agricultural policies. The denial findings indicate 
that alternatives are available for urban expansion other than using the subject site. Also, the Coastal Act 
does not require that a local coastal program accommodate all projected local growth. It is more accurate 
to contend that in the coastal zone, growth is to be limited by the constraints of resource protection. 
Agricultural use remains the priority use for the site. Any weakening of the standards to allow a 
conversion to other uses or any increase in the maximum intensities already potentially allowed for. any 
other uses would not preserve the maximum amount of prime agricultural land as required by Section 
30241. 

Modifications Generally Applicable to the City 
The intent of the local coastal program provisions, when read together, is to ensure that any uses allowed 
on Area C do not alter the rural character of the area and are not growth-inducing. The effect of applying 
all of these policies should be for the site to remain in agriculture or at least mostly in agriculture. It is 
possible, however, that a liberalized application of each policy on its own could result in some 
development that does not have such a result. Therefore, the Commission finds that some additional 
specificity with regard to siting and public services is necessary to fully guarantee that any other use that 
may be approved will preserve the remainder of Area C and the lands beyond in agriculture. This is 
accomplished by adding modifications to: (1) recognize that Section 30241 of the Coastal Act is also 
applicable to the City (see modification 7 .A. I) and that there are prime agricultural lands in the City (see 
modification 7.A.2); (2) ensure that both the general agricultural conversion policy and then specific 
area policies are internally consistent and consistent with the Coastal Act. (see modification 7 .A. I); and 
(3) ensure that the coverage limitations result in clustering (see modification 4.A.2). Although the City 
of Watsonville does not have any required non-impervious surface coverage (e.g., landscaping) for 
industrial uses, such uses typically have some small percentage of their sites (e.g., 10%) so devoted to 
green spaces. Allowing 10% for landscaping and grounds would result in a building envelope of 8 acres 
and leave about 55 acres for agricultural use and buffers. A building envelope of 8 acres (and an 
impervious surface coverage maximum of 7 acres) would be more than adequate for the other permitted 
uses as well (e.g., for 15 homes), especially if septic systems were allowed beyond these envelopes 
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within the agricultural buffer zone. 

Modifications Specifically Applicable to a Public School on Area C 
With regard to a public school use on the site, the Commission recognizes that it is a critical public use 
and the primary objective of the City's proposed amendment. The Coastal Act also recognizes the 
importance of education, both in terms of mutual planning for such beneficial uses, and in terms of the 
importance of an educated citizenry to the protection of the natural environment: 

30001.5 (e) Encourage state and local initiatives and cooperation in preparing 
procedures to implement coordinated planning and development for mutually beneficial 
uses, including educational uses, in the coastal zone. 

30012 (a) The Legislature finds that an educated and informed citizenry is essential to 
the well-being of a participatory democracy and is necessary to protect California's finite 
natural resources, including the quality of its environment. The Legislature further finds 
that through education, individuals can be made aware of and encouraged to accept their 
share of the responsibility for protecting and improving the natural environment. 

• 

Unfortunately, State Planning law does not require coordination of municipalities' general plans with 
school siting, nor does it prohibit school siting on agricultural lands. Thus, it is not surprising that the 
current City of Watsonville General Plan (and Local Coastal Program) does not have adequate school 
sites reserved for the amount of population that the plan allows. It is also not surprising that the proposed • 
amendment targets agricultural land on the edge of the City, since such land is usually less expensive to 
purchase, there are fewer neighborhood concerns to address, and other land is already developed or 
committed to other uses. 

Also, to date, there has not been a mandatory program in this area to directly mitigate against 
agricultural land conversion. For example, in the City of Carlsbad, developers of agricultural lands that 
are allowed to be converted have an option of paying a one-time mitigation fee of between $5,000 and 
$10,000 per acre A recent Santa Cruz County permit for temporary stockpiling on agricultural land 
nearby (A-3-SC0-98-96; still pending before the Commission on appeal) established a $600 annual fee 
per acre for every year that the fields would be unavailable to farm. The County has an Agricultural 
Conservation Easement program "to preserve and protect productive farmland in Santa Cruz County and 
to provide farmers an economically viable option to remain in agriculture. The program purchases 
agricultural conservation easements, which are valued as the difference between the fair market value of 
the land without restrictions and the value with restriction (i.e., with the easement). For example, the 
program purchased the development rights on the nearby 39.8 acre Cardoza Ranch (of which 18.5 acres 
are in agricultural production) for $212,000 (or $10,800/ agricultural acre). However, this program was 
established in order to receive grant money, not for compensatory mitigation purposes. 

In addition to the suggested modifications discussed above with regard to urban services, modifications 
to the amendment could address the various criteria of Coastal Act Section 30241 and the deficiencies 
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noted in the denial findings in the following ways: . 

No Feasible Alternative for Limited Time Period 
First, a school could be allowed only if there is no other feasible alternative location. Coastal Act section 
30241(c) requires developing available lands not suited for agriculture prior to conversion of agricultural 
lands. The Commission is not in a position to dictate alternative public high school sites especially since 
the viable sites are outside of the coastal zone, and that task is the responsibility of the school district. 
The Commission notes that the school district has examined alternative sites and rejected them. Some of 
the alternative sites would not involve conversion of agricultural land but have other characteristics that 
make them less desirable to the School District than the subject site. Thus, while one may argue that 
technically these sites are "available" since the School district has condemnation powers, they may not 
be available in a timely manner necessary to secure funding and build a high school expeditiously to 
relieve overcrowding because the school district has not pursued them (or has stopped pursing them in 
the case of the Green Valley site) in the same fashion that it has pursued the subject site. If the 
Commission were to deny the amendment in total without offering any modifications, then the school 
district would be set back for some time period in pursuing one of these alternatives. Therefore, a 
modification can be added to give the City authority to allow a specific public school project (e.g., the 
proposed high school), if it makes a finding that there are no suitable non-agricultural sites available for 
the proposed public school use (see modification 4.A.2) . 

If the PVUSD does not or cannot pursue its proposed high school on Area C in the near future, then this 
rationale disappears. If PVUSD pursues another alternative, or the district is reorganized in a manner 
that obviates the need for a school in the vicinity, or student enrollment projections change so that a new 
high school is unnecessary, then the site will not be needed for a public school and this option can 
sunset. If a new school is still being contemplated more than ten years from now, circumstances in terms 
of availability and feasibility of sites will have changed enough to render this exception rationale 
outdated. Furthermore, under the Coastal Act, ten years encompasses at least two periodic review cycles 
(although as a practical matter, more likely one). Periodic reviews offer the Commission a chance to 
examine a local coastal program in light of new circumstances and knowledge, but not to unilaterally 
make changes. By including a sunset provision, the Commission is not permanently bound to this 
decision to allow a more intensive site use and can use the periodic review process to reexamine this 
ISSUe. 

Compact Design 
Second, a provision could be added requiring a public school to be sited and located as compactly as 
possible in a manner to preserve the remainder of the site in agricultural use and not be further 
subdivided. (see modification 4.A.2). However, there is trade-off in this approach. The proposed high 
school does cluster development on the southern portion of the site; thereby, suggesting the northern 
portion could be restricted to continued agricultural use. However, the currently proposed design 
intrudes on sensitive lands, as will be discussed in the subsequent findings. Therefore, the allowable 
building envelope will extend into the remainder of proposed Area C. Given Area C's wetlands and 
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environmentally sensitive habitats, steep slopes, and proximity to agricultural and habitat lands, the 
maximum development envelope of the site, after buffering, is approximately 42 acres. According to 
official . State guidelines, that could accommodate a high school of 2,000 students. These are only 
guidelines and through judicious site planning, the envelope could likely accommodate more students. 
Although PVUSD desires to house 2,200 students at this site eventually, if enrollment projections did 
not materialize, and if a tight site plan were prepared, or if PVUSD is prevented from building in this 
area because of airport safety reasons, then all of the development envelope may not be needed for a 
school. IfPVUSD were to acquire all of Area C, then it should be required to make available for farming 
any of the land not in school use (or habitat or buffer use). Although the remainder area may be small, 
the adjacent parcel is also farmland (the current Area C tenant also leases that adjacent parcel), so a 
farmer could combine farming on the remainder with other land he or she also leases. 

Water Availability 
Third, the well on the site could be made available for agricultural use. Although PVUSD officials 
expressed concern that retaining the well would interfere with a school design, it should be possible to 
isolate the well in a space off-limits to students and construct a pipe from it. The current tenant 
expressed that he could continue farming on any remainder of the property, but only if he could still 
make use of the well. (see modification 4.A.2). 

• 

Buffer 
Fourth, there could be a buffer between a public school and agricultural use. There is no magic in terms • 
of what is an adequate agricultural buffer. The Coastal Act does not provide for specific buffer distances. 
Consequently, these are appropriately determined through localized planning processes such as LCP's. 
North Monterey County uses at least a 200 foot buffer. Santa Cruz County uses a 200-foot buffer, but 
allows case by case reductions based on certain criteria. San Luis Obispo County uses a variable buffer 
ranging from 50 ft (for grazing) to 800 feet, depending on the type of agriculture. The Commission 
findings for coastal permit 3-83-076-A13 provide useful guidance as well. These findings reference a 
1998 study conducted by the City of Santa Cruz on agricultural buffer policies within 16 counties and 4 
cities in the State. In summary the results of the survey were such that buffer distances varied widely. 
Those jurisdictions with a specific buffer distance had row crop buffers ranging from 25 feet to 500 feet. 
In addition, in almost every case buffer distance requirements could vary (both increase and decrease) 
from the specified distance depending upon site-specific conditions 

A complication with regard to Area C is that the site is already in agricultural production. Usually, 
buffers are provided on sites to be developed so as not to compromise the adjacent agricultural land. In 
this case, however, it will be necessary to take agricultural land out of production to achieve any needed 
buffer. Thus, maximizing the buffer may not be the best solution if it entails removing agricultural land 
that could otherwise be kept in production. On the other hand, any new use with its buffer should be 
compatible with continued adjacent agricultural use so that the adjacent use does not have to give up 
some farmland to make up the differen~e. Given the nature and intensity of the school use, and given 
Santa Cruz County's buffer standards (that apply elsewhere in the vicinity), a 200-foot buffer between 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1·99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 95 

any public school use and adjacent agriculture is the minimum appropriate (see modification 4.A.2). 

Right-to-Farm 
Fifth, as a complementary measure the City of Watsonville could enact a "Right-to-Farm" policy. Such 
policies put the jurisdiction on record that its citizens should coexist with the area's economy and not 
consider it a nuisance. (see modification 4.A.2). 

Agricultural Education 
Sixth, the school could have an agricultural education component, as does Watsonville High School, for 
students to learn about sustainable agriculture. Watsonville High has an agricultural department with 
eight separate classes. Perhaps some agricultural elements could occur on site (e.g., organic garden). (see 
modification 4.A.2). 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, if so modified in all of the ways outlined here according to the cited modification texts, 
then the Land Use Plan as amended and as further modified is approved as addressing Coastal Act 
policies with respect to agriculture. 

2. Modifications to Result in a Certifiable Implementation Amendment 
In order to approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry 
out the land use plan. Since the land use plan is being amended and modified in the manner just 
described, likewise, the Implementation Plan must be so modified. This means that the Implementation 
Plan must contain, in addition to the modifications described in finding 3.B.l.E above to ensure that 
urban development does not extend beyond the City limits, modifications to: require portions of Area C 
not being developed or in habitat to be used for continued agriculture (see modifications 4.B.l and 
4.8.4); ensure availability ofthe agricultural well (see modification 4.B.l), include an agricultural buffer 
(see modification 4.8.1 ); require an agricultural hold-harmless, right-to-farm agreement (see 
modification 4.B.l ); ensure that the extension of water/sewer is not assessed against agricultural 
operations in the area (see modification 4.B.3); and incorporate an agricultural educational component 
(see modification 4.B.l ). 

Not only must implementation plans be consistent with the land use plan provisions, they must provide 
the necessary detail to ensure that the land use plan provisions are carried out. Thus, a new zoning 
section is necessary to detail the mechanics of ensuring that legally-binding mechanisms for permanent 
buffers as well as protection of any agricultural lands are put in place (see modifications 5.B.3 and 
7 .B.l ). Additionally, an ordinance needs to be incorporated into the Implementation Plan to detail right
to-farm and hold harmless provisions with regard to preventing conflicts between agricultural and non
agricultural uses. Since the conflicted land would be in the County and since the County already has 
provisions for such hold-harmless agreements, the County certified local coastal program language is 
used as a model for the modification, along with a right-to-farm ordinance adopted by San Luis Obispo 
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County (see modification 7.B.2). Finally, the provisions of the required Agricultural Viability Report 
need to be refined to ensure that there is enough detailed guidance for future reports to contain sufficient 
and accurate information and conclusions (see modification 7.B.3). If so modified in all of the ways 
outlined here according to the cited modification texts, then the Implementation Plan as amended and as 
further modified is approved as being consistent with and adequate to carry out the certified Land Use 
Plan as amended and as further modified with respect to agricultural issues. 

3. Wetlands and Other Environmentally Sensitive 
Habitats (ESHAs) 

• 

The Coastal Act provides for the protection of wetlands and other environmentally sensitive habitats. As 
mapped in the certified LCP, Area C contains approximately 41 acres of wetland and valuable upland 
grassland habitat. Additional upland habitat (not mapped in the LCP as ESHA) occupies another 
approximately 25 acres. The proposed LCP amendment would substantially shrink the delineation of 
mapped wetland habitat areas and confine an ESHA designation only to those areas determined by the 
City to meet the Army Corps of Engineers definition of wetlands. Further, the amendment would allow 
for fill of small areas of wetland. Thus, the amendment would allow conversion of some wetlands and 
associated habitats to non-resource dependent uses. It would also decrease the effective wetland buffer 
areas anticipated under the current LCP, and potentially harm the slough-related habitats and wildlife at • 
the site through accelerated polluted runoff, noise, lights, and increased activity from intensified 
development. The amendment is thus inconsistent with the Coastal Act in that it fails to protect wetlands 
and other environmentally sensitive habitat both from direct and indirect impacts. A modified 
amendment can be approved that: redefines appropriate ESHA delineations; provides for adequate and 
functional ESHA buffer areas; ensures appropriate habitat restoration; limits impervious surface 
coverage; includes drainage controls and filtering mechanisms for site runoff; directs road improvements 
away from sensitive habitat areas to avoid direct wetland fill for such improvements; minimizes 
landform alteration and development on steep slopes; ensures that habitat and buffer restoration and 
management is adequately planned by experts in the field; limits noise, lights, glare and activity visible 
and audible from ESHAs and requires adequate screening to ensure this is the case; and that provides for 
adequate legal protection for sensitive habitats and ESHA buffer areas. 

A. Coastal Act ESHA Policies 
The Coastal Act is very protective of sensitive resource systems such as wetlands, riparian corridors and 
other environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs). The Coastal Act defines environmentally 
sensitive areas as follows: 

Section 30107.5. "Environmentally sensitive area" means any area in which plant or animal life 
or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature or role in 
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an ecosystem and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human activities and 
developments. 

Almost all development within ESHA's is prohibited, and adjacent development must be sited and 
designed so as to maintain the productivity of such natural systems. In particular, Coastal Act Section 
30240 states: 

Section 30240(a). Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any 
significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be 
allowed within those areas. 

Section 30240(b). Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat 
and recreation areas. 

Article 4 of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act also describes protective policies for the marine environment 
and specifically calls out wetland resources. Coastal Act Sections 30230 and 30231 provide: 

Section 30230. Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored. 
Special protection shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic 
significance. Uses of the marine environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain 
the biological productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations of all 
species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, recreational, scientific, and 
educational purposes. 

Section 30231. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for 
the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among 
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling 
runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface 
water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas 
that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

In addition, Coastal Act Section 30233(a), 30233(c) and 30233(d) specifically address wetlands 
protection. In particular, Coastal Act Section 30233 limits development in wetlands to a few limited 
categories where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects: 

Section 30233(a). The diking, filling, or dredging of open coastal waters, wetlands, estuaries, 
and lakes shall be permitted in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, 
where there is no feasible less environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible 
mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects, and shall be 
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limited to the following: 

(1) New or expanded port, energy, and coastal-dependent industrial facilities, including 
commercial fishing facilities. 

(2) Maintaining existing, or restoring previously dredged, depths in existing. navigational 
channels, turning basins, vessel berthing and mooring areas, and boat launching ramps . . 

(3) In wetland areas only, entrance channels for new or expanded boating facilities; and in a 
degraded wetland, identified by the Department of Fish and Game pursuant to subdivision 
(b) of Section 30411, for boating facilities if, in conjunction with such boating facilities, a 
substantial portion of the degraded wetland is restored and maintained as a biologically 
productive wetland. The size of the wetland area used for boating facilities, including 
berthing space, turning basins, necessary navigation channels, and any necessary support 
service facilities, shall not exceed 25 percent of the degraded wetland. 

(4) In open coastal waters, other than wetlands, including streams, estuaries, and lakes, new or 
expanded boating facilities and the placement of structural pilings for public recreational 
piers that provide public access and recreational opportunities. 

(5) Incidental public service purposes, including but not limited to, burying cables and pipes or 
inspection of piers and maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

(6) Mineral extraction, including sand for restoring beaches, except in environmentally sensitive 
areas. 

(7) Restoration purposes. 

(8) Nature study, aquaculture, or similar resource dependent activities. 

Section 30233(c). In addition to the other provisions of this section, diking, filling, or dredging 
in existing estuaries and wetlands shall maintain or enhance the functional capacity of the 
wetland or estuary. Any alteration of coastal wetlands identified by the Department of Fish and· 
Game, including, but not limited to, the 19 coastal wetlands identified in its report entitled, 
"Acquisition Priorities for the Coastal Wetlands of California", shall be limited to very minor 
incidental public facilities, restorative measures, nature study, commercial fishing facilities in 
Bodega Bay, and development in already developed parts of south San Diego Bay, if otherwise in 
accordance with this division . ... 

Section 30233(d). Erosion control and flood control facilities constructed on water courses can 
impede the movement of sediment and nutrients which would otherwise be carried by storm 
runoff into coastal waters. To facilitate the continued delivery of these sediments to the littoral 
zone, whenever feasible, the material removed from these facilities may be placed at appropriate 
points on the shoreline in accordance with other applicable provisions of this division, where 
feasible mitigation measures have been provided to minimize adverse environmental efficts. 
Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a coastal development permit for such purposes 
are the method of placement, time ofyear of placement, and sensitivity of the placement area . 
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As discussed below, the LCP amendment submittal 1s not consistent with these coastal resource 
protection policies of the Coastal Act. 

B. Existing and Proposed LCP ESHA Policies 
Similar to the Coastal Act, the LUP places a high value on environmentally sensitive habitat areas, and 
only uses dependent upon ESHA resources are allowed within these areas. Significant disruption of an 
ESHA is not allowed. Development adjacent to ESHA must be sited and designed so as also protect 
continuation of ESHA habitat values. LUP general (i.e., affecting all coastal zone areas) Policy II.D.2 
and II.D.3 state, in applicable part: 

LUP Policy II.D.2. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas (including but limited to those 
mapped in Fig. 2) shall be protected against any significant disruption of habitat values, and 
only uses dependent on such resource shall be allowed within such areas. 

LUP Policy 1/.D.J. Development of areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
(including but not limited to those mapped in Fig. 2) shall be sited and designed so as to prevent 
impacts which would significantly degrade or be incompatible with the continuance of such 
habitat areas . 

The LUP specifically defines wetland and associated upland transitional areas as ESHA.58 LUP Figure 2 
(the LCP's ESHA map, see Exhibit C) maps approximately 41 acres ofESHA (including different areas 
of freshwater wetland, upland transition, and riparian habitat) on Area C. In addition to the LUP's 
general policies, Area C-specific ESHA policies further describe ways in which on-site ESHA resources 
are to be maintained. LUP Policy III.CJ.a states in part: 

LUP Policy III.C.3.a. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be kept in a naturai state 
and protected from the incursion of humans, domestic animals and livestock, from erosion, 
sedimentation and contaminated runoff, and from loud noise or vehicular traffic .... 

The LUP's Area C buffer requirements state that all development, including agricultural activity, is to be 
set back 50 feet for riparian areas and 100 feet from wetlands or wetland transitional zones (LUP Policy 
III.C.3.e). 

The IP does not contain any equivalent general application ESHA policies, though the IP does require 
consistency with the LUP Chapter II policies (IP Section 9-5.705(f)). For Area C, the IP contains similar 
implementing performance standards for ESHA protection and required setbacks. 

The proposed amendment retains these ESHA policies. However, the proposed amendment also adds a 
policy (that would apply only to proposed Area F) to allow development within ESHA less than 0.1 acre 
in size provided any such ESHA fill is mitigated at a 2:1 ratio. The current LCP ESHA map does not 

58 See also redelineation section in analysis that follows . 
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show any such smaller ESHA areas. The amendment would also more significantly, however, 
redelineate ESHA for the proposed Area F portion of Area C. This redelineation would result in Hanson 
Slough no longer being protected by the LCP's ESHA policies, and would result in a reduction of 

·approximately 7 acres of the area mapped as the West Branch of Struve Slough in LUP Figure 2. Two 
smaller areas of mapped ESHA newly identified by the City would be allowed to be filled under the new 
proposed ESHA fill policy. 

The proposed amendment would also add another extremely person-intensive non-agricultural 
conditional use - the public school - and it would modify development standards to make non
agricultural development more easily accommodated (by allowing for more site coverage and 
development on steeper slopes). Inasmuch as the slope and impervious surface coverage limitations were 
put in place to protect ESHA, and the less intense uses were certified for the same purpose, these policy 
changes are ESHA-related as well. 

Thus, although only one explicit ESHA policy is proposed (to allow ESHA fill), when read together, the 
proposed amendment represents a significant change to the LCP' s ESHA policies. As discussed below, 
it would also result in a substantial negative impact to the wetland and ESHA resources of the 
Watsonville Slough system. 

• 

C. Background: Current Site and Vicinity Habitat Resources • 
Area C contains significant wetland resources and complementary upland habitat. It is part of a large, 
important wetland system: the Watsonville Slough wetland complex. As a result, the site supports 
habitat for a wide variety of animal and plant species that combine to make it an extremely fertile 
biological resource. 

1. Wetland Resources 
The subject site (Area C) encompasses large tracts of wetland resources, including portions of Hanson 
Slough and West Branch Struve Slough. Hanson and West Branch Struve Slough are two of the six 
major branches of the Watsonville Slough System (see Figure 12). The Watsonville Slough System 
drains an approximately 13,000 acre coastal watershed in south Santa Cruz County. This slough system, 
which winds in and out of the City of Watsonville and ultimately to the Pajaro River Lagoon/Estuary 
and on to the Monterey Bay, is probably the largest and most significant wetland habitat between 
Pescadero Marsh (in San Mateo County) to the north and Elkhorn Slough (in Monterey County) to the 
south. The entire Watsonville Slough System has been designated by the California Department of Fish 
and Game (CDFG) as an "Area of Special Biological Importance." 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1-99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

• Figure 12: Main Branches of Watsonville Slough 
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Watsonville Slough System 
The Watsonville Slough System extends from areas well inland of Highway One all the way to the 
Monterey Bay. The Slough System includes approximately 800 acres of (flat) wetland area.59 Although 
difficult to estimate with any degree of accuracy, this Slough System has been reduced in scale over 
time. Farming in and around the sloughs has been ongoing since the 1850s, and much of the sloughs 
have been channelized, graded, and used for agricultural production or grazing at one time or another. 
Encroaching urbanization in and around the City of Watsonville has also led to direct encroachment into 
slough areas over time. Best estimates are that the Watsonville Slough System once included over 1,000 
acres of wetland slough habitat.60 It is likely that the Slough System was once even larger given that 

59 As estimated in Water Resources Management Plan for Watsonville Slough System Santa Cruz County (AMBAG, 
November 1995). 

60 Restoring Converted Wetlands: A Case Study In Watsonville, California A Thesis Presented to The Faculty of the 
Department of Environmental Studies San Jose State University in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the Degree 
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these estimates are based on sparse historical data going back approximately 120 years. 

Despite its historical reduction, the Watsonville Slough System remains a very important ecological 
system. It contains significant areas of fresh and salt water wetland, marsh, and open water areas, 
riparian and oak woodlands, as well as dune and coastal scrub communities nearer the coast. The 
diversity of habitat and its coastal location along the Pacific Coast Flyway combine to make the Slough 
System an important resting, feeding and refuge area for migratory, seasonal and resident waterfowl. In 
addition, the Slough System is home to many other birds, amphibians, reptiles, and other animals - some 
of these species protected by the Federal and State Endangered Species Acts - which likewise use this 
diverse habitat. The rich prey base supports a high diversity of raptor and other predators. Various plant 
species of concern, some of these endangered as well, are also prevalent in the Slough System. United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CDFG have both submitted comments on the proposed 
LCP amendment that indicate that the Watsonville Slough system as a whole, as well as the portions of 
it that are found on Area C, is biologically sensitive habitat particularly worthy of vigilant protection 
(see Exhibits K and L). 

The six major branches making up the Watsonville Slough System are Watsonville Slough, Harkins 
Slough, Hanson Slough, Struve Slough, West Branch of Struve Slough (also known as West Branch 
Slough), and Gallighan Slough. These generally shallow, broad wetland channels transport and drain 
irrigation and precipitation runoff from the greater Watsonville urban and agricultural area (including 
Freedom, Larkin Valley, and other portions of the Pajaro Valley in unincorporated southern Santa Cruz 
County). During winter storm events, these slough branches often flood into broader floodplain areas, 
thus providing important flood protection function for adjacent lands. Such flooding often closes 
stretches of roads for months at a time (including Harkins Slough Road west of Area C, and the Lee 
Road access from the site to the south; both of these roads were so flooded as of the date of this staff 
report). 

While the biological productivity of the Watsonville Slough System has long been widely recognized, 
ongoing sedimentation, and the introduction of agricultural and urban polluted runoff constituents, have 
combined to degrade water quality in the system over time. Such water quality issues can be exacerbated 
by the generally low surface flow gradient (from inland portions of the system to the Monterey Bay) as 
well as the constricted outflow of the system to the Pajaro River Lagoon/Estuary (where a pump station 
at Shell Road manages downstream flows into the tidal estuary). At least partially because of its 
significance, and because of the ongoing threats to its biological productivity, AMBAG completed a 
Water Resources Management Plan in 1995 funded by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.61 One 
of the recommendations emanating from that study was the need for a comprehensive Watsonville 
Slough System Master Plan to identify appropriate resource protective management policies and buffer 

Master of Science by Karl Schwing, 1999, examined land survey maps from 1881 and 1908 and calculated 1,026 and 
1,187 wetland acres, respectively, in the Watsonville Slough system. It should be noted that these maps did not contain 
wetland delineations, rather they generally depicted sloughs and marshes. Examination of aerial photographs found 500 
acres of wetland in 1985 and 652 acres in 1994. 

61 Water Resources Management Plan for Watsonville Slough System Santa Cruz County (AMBAG, November 1995) . 
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standards, as well as restoration and acquisition priorities, outside the scope of AMBAG's management 
plan. Subsequently, the Coastal Conservancy has recently funded development of such a plan for the 
Watsonville Slough System. Unfortunately the planning process has not begun. 

Presence of Hanson Slough on Area C 
Portions of the West Branch of Struve Slough and Hanson Slough are found on Area C (see Figure 13). 
Hanson Slough, including a portion of the headwaters of Hanson Slough, is located along the western 
boundary of Area C in two locations. It is important to understand this particular feature of the Area C 
landscape because the upper finger of Hanson Slough would be graded, filled, and covered with 
buildings and a parking lot if the LCP amendment is approved as submitted, and if the PVUSD's current 
high school site design is approved by the City. 

Hanson Slough extends from Area C through unincorporated Santa Cruz County agricultural lands 
where it feeds into Watsonville Slough proper to the south. The headwaters of Hanson Slough within 
Area C can be found in the riparian area to the north of proposed Area F. This area has been, and 
continues to be, partially farmed. Nonetheless, such farming has not interfered with the growth of willow 
and other riparian species at that locale. The continuation of this riparian habitat area (west of Area C) 
has been heavily grazed over time leading to localized erosion and gullying immediately adjacent to 
Area C. According to the LCP's ESHA map (LUP Figure 2), this riparian area comprises approximately 
1 Yz acres on Area C. This riparian area is not proposed for redelineation by the City's amendment 
request. 

There is also a separate upstream finger of Hanson Slough on Area C, extending northward from the 
bend in Harkins Slough Road at the southwestern comer of Area C, that has been graded and used for 
agriculture at various times. Large portions of this area are currently in agricultural production on the 
site. Portions of this area were also planted when sensitive habitats were first identified at the time of 
LUP certification. Notwithstanding this planting, though, the LUP describes this area as a seasonal 
wetland (wetland upland interface) based upon the presence of hydrophytic plants and at least seasonal 
inundation. It appears that a perched groundwater. table, in tandem with the surrounding steep slopes, 
provide the water source that maintains the hydrology of this upper finger. Dr. Robert Curry, a respected 
University of California wetland biologist who works with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
in defining and protecting wetlands, has responded to Commission staffs request for his opinion on the 
resource value and habitat sensitivity of Area C slough resources as follows: 

The finger of Hanson Slough in question on Area C has clearly been modified over time by 
agricultural operations. However, notwithstanding the presence of row-crop agriculture. and its 
attendant irrigation, this area has the hydrologic characteristics of a seasonally saturated 
wetland. Because of the perched groundwater table here induced by the high-clay content of the 
upper terrace surface soils, hydric soils have developed along the side slopes. Because of the 
surrounding sloping topography, I would expect this hydrologic regime to continue were 
agricultural operations to cease. The generalized NRCSISCS soil maps do not accurately define 
these perched water table conditions. 
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LUP Figure 2 delineates this upper finger of Hanson Slough area as approximately 3 acres (see Exhibit 
C). 

This upland Hanson Slough resource on Area C is characterized by a steeply sloping bowl extending 
from the upper plateau area of Area C. This 'bowl' topographic feature continues onto the property to 
the west. The steep slopes funnel runoff into the slough where it then flows down to Harkins Slough 
Road. From there it flows adjacent to the roadway and into a culvert slightly west of the Area C 
boundary where it meets the main branch of Hanson Slough. Although Area C has changed significantly 
from what historically was probably a predominantly riparian landscape (marshy towards the West 
Branch of Struve Slough), this Hanson Slough slope geomorphology remains essentially intact.62 This 
sloped area thus has long been part of the hydrologic regime of Hanson Slough, and continues to feed 
this system . 

62 LUP Appendix 8 , " Identification and Analysis of Environmentally Sensitive Habitats within the Coastal Zone Portions of 
the City of Watsonville." 

California Coastal Commission 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1·99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 105 

The Watershed Institute at California State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) also has begun 
restoration of the portion or Hanson Slough directly adjacent to Area C (downslope of the upland finger 
on Area C). Through limited hydromodification at the lower end of the culvert under Harkins Slough 
Road, approximately 2 miles of wetland habitat are in the process of being restored. This restored 
wetland is supporting numerous native wetland plants, is visited by wetland birds, and has been used as 
an outdoor laboratory for wetland and water quality scientists at CSUMB and the United States Soil 
Conservation Service. The drainage from the disturbed finger of Hanson Slough on Area C flows 
directly into this downstream restoration site. 

All told, the upper finger of Hanson Slough and the headwaters found in the riparian area due north of 
this finger comprise a total of approximately 4 acres of the 139 acre Area C (see Figure 13). 

Presence of West Branch Struve Slough on Area C 
A major part of the West Branch of Struve Slough is located on the eastern portion of Area C nearest 
f{ighway One. LUP Figure 2 identifies approximately 37 acres of West Branch freshwater wetland and 
wetland upland habitat on Area C (approximately 27% of Area C). The West Branch of Struve Slough 
extends from its headwaters near the Watsonville Airport inland (east of Highway One), then under the 
Highway, through Area C and the adjacent freeway right-of-way, under Harkins Slough Road (by means 
of culverts), through the Watsonville Slough Ecological Reserve (a restoration area owned and managed 
by CDFG directly across Harkins Slough Road to the south of Area C), and then south to Watsonville 

• 

Slough proper (see Figures 12 and 13). • 

The existing LCP distinguishes the West Branch of Struve Slough within Area C as "the city's most 
valuable coastal resource." Unlike Hanson Slough on Area C, the West Branch of Struve Slough has not 
been extensively graded nor generally used for agricultural purposes. Background reports for the LCP 
from the early 1980s indicate that this slough area was undisturbed at that time.63 Air photos of this area 
from as early as 1928 confirm that the West Branch of Struve Slough was undisturbed at that time. The 
sloping channel of the slough itself has probably discouraged any active farming in this area. 

This 37 acre portion of Area C can be found in a natural state at the base of the sloping valley between 
the more gently sloping plateau (along the center of Area C) and Highway One to the east. This large 
wetland area and associated sloping transitional upland habitat is easily the most sensitive resource 
found on Area C. Since at least 1928 (the earliest available air photos), this portion of Area C has been 
demarcated by a farm road of one type or another; the farm road location appears to have changed little 
(if any) since that time to present. This lush wetland system on Area C is complemented downstream 
(across Harkins Slough Road) by the roughly 122 acre CDFG Ecological Reserve located in the area 
bounded by Lee Road and Highway One directly south of Area C. Although some limited connectivity 
is provided by culverts under the road, the functional connection between West Branch habitat on Area 
C and West Branch habitat on the CDFG reserve is currently restricted by Harkins Slough Road itself. 

63 Natural Systems Section for the Watsonville Local Coastal Program Report, Philip Williams & Associates (March 1982) . 
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Figure 13: Current LCP Area C ESHA 
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The freshwater marsh area of the West Branch of Struve Slough is complemented by wetland upland 
transitional habitat. Although "upland transitional habitat" is not defined in the Coastal Act, the certified 
LCP defines this area as a "type of wetland ... that shall be deemed a wetland and as such an 
environmentally sensitive area." LUP Figure 2 maps such transitional habitat at the site. In general, this 
mapped upland transitional habitat area represents a portion of the sloping sides of the valley between 
Highway One and the upper sloping plateau on the center of Area C. 

The West Branch of Struve Slough, Hanson Slough, the wetland transitional habitat extending up the 
sloping channel sides of the slough arms, and the riparian habitat area on Area C are all environmentally 
sensitive habitats under the Coastal Act. According to the existing LCP ESHA map, approximately 41 
acres (or nearly one-third) of Area C is ESHA. 

2. Plant and Animal Habitat 
Area C also provides habitat for any number of plant and animal species - some of these are quite rare. 

Plant Species on Area C 
Recent field observations done for the PVUSD's proposed High School Project identify several dozen 
plant species on the site.64 Many of these species are hydrophytes typically found in and adjacent to 
freshwater marshes such as the West Branch of Struve Slough.65 None of these plant species positively 
identified by the District on the site are state or federally listed as endangered or threatened. 

The LCP indicates that Santa Cruz tarplant may exist on Area C. Santa Cruz tarplant (Holocarptha 
macradenia) is a State-listed endangered species and a California Native Plant Society (CNPS) List lB 
species ("Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere"); the tarplant is also currently 
proposed for Federal threatened list status. This species has been previously documented across Harkins 
Slough Road from Area C to the south. However, according to studies done by PVUSD, conducted 
during the tarplant's blooming season, this species is not present on Area C.66 

According to the AMBAG Watsonville Slough Management Plan, the West Branch of Struve Slough 
marsh plant community on Area C is the most diverse and complex within the Watsonville Slough 
system. Emergent marsh plants adapted to perennial or seasonal inundation and high soil saturation 
dominate the community. The species composition is stratified by elevation into zones that correspond 
to depth, time and duration or inundation or saturation. As stated in the AMBAG study, typical plants 
species in this area of the slough include: 

64 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998). 
65 ·For example, wetland obligate species (i.e., occur almost always in wetlands) such as bog rush (Juncus effusus pacificus); 

facultative wetland species (i.e. occur most of the time in wetlands) such as nutsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), barnyard grass 
(Echinoch/oa crusgalli), and curly dock (Rumex crispus); and other facultative species (i.e. occur generally equally in 
wetland and non-wetland areas) such as velvet grass (Holcus lanatus), 

66 In response to a comment letter from CDFG, the District indicates that additional botanical studies were conducted during 
the tarplant's blooming season (June to October) and no tarplant specimens were found on the site. PVUSD Third High 
School FEIR {September 1998). 
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In areas with shallow, ponded water, the vegetation mosaic includes dense areas of tules 
(Scirpus spp) and cattails (Typha latifolia). These can form dense impenetrable clumps. Lower 
elevation areas, above areas that regularly pond water, are occupied by several smartweed 
(Polygonum) species, sedges (Carex spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.) and pacific silverweeed 
(Potentilla anserina). 

Animal Species on Area C 
The subject site, primarily the West Branch of Struve Slough area between the farm road and Highway 
One, is home to abundant biological resources. As an illustrative example, bird counts for the 
Watsonville Slough System have been known to equal and even surpass those noted for the highly 
productive Elkhorn Slough system to the south according to the AMBAG study. The subject Area C site 
is particularly important for migratory and overwintering waterfowl. As described in the AMBAG study, 
and as condensed and restated as follows in the FEIR for the proposed PVUSD high school: 

Species known to breed in the slough system include mallard, cinnamon teal, gadwall, ruddy 
duck, American coot, pie-billed grebe, green heron, great egret, snowy egret, black-crowned 
night heron, Virginia rail, sora, common gallinule, (long-billed) marsh wren, and perhaps also 
American bittern. Grasslands, and even agricultural lands provide habitat for a variety of 
songbirds such as sparrows, goldfinches, western bluebird, homed larks, western kingbird, and 
many others too numerous to mention. Hawks, harriers, owls, and falcons feed on rodents such 
as California ground squirrel, pocket gopher, voles and mice. Other mammals anticipated at the 
project site include coyote, fox, weasel, rabbit, skunk, opossum, raccoon, and deer. 

Upland slope habitat on Area C, such as that below the farm road and above the West Branch of Struve 
Slough proper, is a particularly vibrant biological community. As stated in the AMBAG Watsonville 
Slough report: 

Grasslands represent a transitional or ecotone community between freshwater marsh and 
adjacent grasslands on the upland side slopes of the sloughs. Many areas have been grazed or 
historically farmed. These activities, in conjunction with the alteration of the slough hydrology 
by sediment deposition, drainage channels, and pumping, have significantly altered the historic 
species composition of the community .... Many animal species forage in the grasslands. 
Sparrows and goldfinches feed on the seed of grass and thistles, whereas horned larks, western 
kingbirds, and western bluebirds forage on the many insects that inhabit grasslands. Hawks are 
often seen soaring above the grassland in search of prey. Ground squirrels, pocket gophers, 
voles and several species of mice are common inhabitants of grasslands, and deer browse the 
grasses andforbs. Lizards and snakes are common reptiles, and although amphibians are rare in 
the dry grassland, tiger salamanders may use abandoned burrows as refuge. 

The upland slope above the West Branch of Struve Slough most certainly has been degraded over time, 
but it still provides valuable habitat and serves as a feeding area for a variety of rodents as well as 
predators such as kestrels, kites, barn owls, and loggerhead shrikes; raptors that may be present include 

California Coastal Commission 
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Peregrine falcon, a federal and state listed endangered species, and Cooper's and sharp shinned hawks, 
both state species of special concern. 67 

As part of the environmental review for the PVUSD's proposed High School Project, the CDFG Natural 
Diversity Database was queried for reported occurrences of sensitive animal species in the Area C 
vicinity. Several sensitive species are known to occur in the project vicinity and suitable habitat for these 
species has been identified on Area C. For the purposes of CEQA, PVUSD presumes the presence of 
these listed species for the proposed Area F site (see list below). Because the significant ::tdverse 
environmental impacts of the project on these, and other, biological resources identified in the District's 
FEIR for the proposed high school cannot be mitigated or avoided if the project were to go forward at 
this site, the District adopted a finding of "statement of overriding consideration" dismissing these 
impacts (see Amendment Description and Background finding beginning on page 15 for more 
information). 

Listed Species on Area C 
68 

Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum) 

California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii)
69 

California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense)
70 

71 
Western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata) 

Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor)72 

Bank swallow (Riparia riparia) 

Federal Status State Status 

Endangered Species Endangered Species 

Threatened Species Special Concern Species 

Candidate Species Special Concern Species 

Species of Concern Special Concern Species 

Species of Concern Special Concern Species 

None Threatened Species 

For the purposes of this LCP amendment request, the City of Watsonville has indicated that the Coastal 
Commission should likewise assume the presence of th~se same sensitive species in that portion of Area 
C that includes the West Branch of Struve Slough as well as the upland transitional habitat extending 

67 AMBAG's Watsonville Slough Study (November 1995) 
68 Santa Cruz long-toed salamander is very rare, and is thought to be present in a handful of locations between Aptos in 

Santa Cruz County, and Castroville in Monterey County. This species spends much of the year underground in willow 
groves, coastal scrub or coast live oak woodland, or other riparian vegetation habitats. Adults migrate at night, following 
rains in early to late winter (November to February), to temporary or semi-permanent ponds to breed. Drainages with 
dense vegetation cover are preferred as a migration corridor, and vegetation is also required near or adjacent to breeding 
ponds as a refuge for the juvenile salamanders. The Santa Cruz Long-Toed Salamander is thought to occur in the Struve 
Slough area (according to AMBAG's Watsonville Slough Study) and potentially other small ponds and wetland areas 
within the slough system. 

69 Red-legged frogs are possible present in larger ponds in the slough system, though they tend to be absent in areas where 
bullfrogs or introduced predatory fish are present. Preferred sites include freshwater ponds, marshes or slow-moving 
streams with adequate emergent vegetation or dense cover along the edge of the water. 

7° California tiger salamander spend much of their Jives underground in terrestrial uplands, and migrate to breeding ponds 
on wet nights between November and February, much like the Santa Cruz Long-toed Salamander. The salamanders are 
restricted to areas where breeding ponds are surrounded by suitable upland grasslands~ 

71 Western Pond Turtle is known to occur in similar habitat in Elkhorn Slough in Monterey County. 
72 Tricolored blackbird is threatened by loss and alteration of breeding habitat, and is primarily restricted to scattered ponds, 

lakes or marshes in California. Two nesting colonies have been identified in the Watsonville slough system, one at 
Hanson Slough, and the other at Struve Slough. 
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westward up from the Slough proper to the break in slope to the west. This area defines that portion of 
the site from the existing farm road east to Highway One. 73 See Figure 14. Listed species presumed to be 
present in this area for the purposes of the LCP amendment are as follows: 

In addition to presuming their presence, the City has indicated that California red-legged frog has been 
positively identified on Area C. According to the City's report, red-legged frogs, including tadpoles, 
juveniles, and adults, were found at several locations in the West Branch of Struve Slough during 
surveys in late 1998/early 1999 (see Figure 14 for the area studied where the species was confirmed).74 

This report also identified limited areas of suitable habitat for California tiger salamander along the 
slope between the farm road and the slough, and a limited area of Santa Cruz long-toed salamander 
habitat at the Hanson Slough riparian area on the western edge of Area C. In any case, neither of these 
sensitive species were positively identified during this survey. However, CDFG reviewed this survey 
and took issue with its relatively short duration and limited survey area, ultimately concluding that "the 
salamander species may occur in numbers too low for the surveys to detect given the survey design. "75 In 
fact, since the California Tiger Salamander spend much of their lives underground in terrestrial uplands, 
and the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander likewise spend much of the year underground in willow 
groves, coastal scrub, coast live oak woodland, or other riparian areas, the salamander species may 
occupy a different area than the limited transect (limited to the base of West Branch Slough) used in the 
study (see Figure 14 for the study area). USFWS has confirmed that potential habitat for these rare 
salamander species occurs on the site (see Exhibit L). A recent literature review of appropriate buffer 
zones for pond-breeding salamanders (such as are the Santa Cruz long-toed and California tiger 
salamanders) indicates that upland habitat buffers need to be over 500 feet to account for upland areas 
used by such species; the review concludes: 

Large terrestrial area adjacent to wetlands are used by adult pond-breeding salamanders and 
newly metamorphosed juveniles throughout the majority of the year. The exclusion of these 
terrestrial areas from protection under wetland statutes would most likely reduce recruitment of 
juveniles into the breeding population, reduce adult survival, and therefore reduce the potential 
of the population to persist. 76 

As previously noted, the AMBAG study also indicates that Peregrine falcon, a federal and state listed 
endangered species, and Cooper's and sharp shinned hawks, both state special concern species, may 
likewise be present at times.77 

73 In response to Commission staff inquiries, the City confirmed that the presence of these same listed species should be 
presumed in a December 7, 1999 meeting at the Commission's Central Coast District Office. 

74 Harkins Slough Road/Highway 1 Ramp Project: Results of Amphibian Surveys Final Report, Dana Bland & Associates 
(August 1999). 

75 As indicated in the February 15, 2000 letter from Brian Hunter (CDFG Central Coast Regional Manager) to Charles 
Lester (Coastal Commission Central Coast District Manager); see Exhibit K. 

76 "Biological Delineation of Terrestrial Buffer Zones for Pond-Breeding Salamanders," Raymond Semlitsch, Conservation 
Biology (October 1998) 

77 AMBAG's Watsonville Slough Study (November 1995) 
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The above listed species are rare and threatened. As such, the habitat area for these listed species on 
Area C (i.e., at a minimum that area east and downslope of the existing farm road on Area C extending 
to the Highway) is an environmentally sensitive habitat area under the Coastal Act. Although much of 
this area is already mapped in the LCP as ESHA due to the presence of the West Branch of Struve 
Slough, approximately 25 acres of upland ESHA habitat not identified in LUP Figure 2 provides habitat 
for these listed species. 

3. Conclusion 
Although much of Area C is currently given over to agricultural production, the site is framed in by 
significant slough resources and associated upland habitat areas; approximately one-third of Area C is 
currently mapped as ESHA in the LCP. The site generally slopes north to south between these slough 
branches. Moreover, because of these slough resources, and despite ongoing agriculture, Area C 
provides habitat for several sensitive and endangered animal species. USFWS and CDFG have indicated 
that substantial habitat resources are present here. CDFG currently recommends that the entire site area 
be defined as ESHA under the Coastal Act. As stated most recently by CDFG in responding to 
Commission staffs request for CDFG's opinion on the resource value and habitat sensitivity of Area C 
(see Exhibit K): 

We view the sloughs and adjacent upland areas as forming a single ecosystem. Many wetland 

• 

species require upland areas for portions of their life cycle. For example, amphibian speCies may • 
aestivate in or migrate through upland areas. Upland species (raptors, small carnivores, song 
birds, deer, etc.) benefit from the production of food (vegetation, insects, rodents, etc.) and cover 
associated with wetlands. In our judgement, the entire area in question is small enough that 
development anywhere on the site will, to some extent degrade the value of the site for wildlife. 
The Commission should consider whether the entire site meets its definition of ESHA (Coastal 
Act Section 30107.5) based on the rare slough/upland habitat combination existing there. It 
seems to us that it does. 

This assessment is corroborated by that of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), who 
state (see Exhibit L): 

The Watsonville Slough system is especially important as a refuge, feeding and resting area for 
migratory, winter and resident waterfowl. In addition the slough system is reported to support 
the largest concentration of migrant and wintering raptors in Santa Cruz County. The sloughs 
adjacent to the subject project provide actual habitat for the federally threatened California red
legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) and potential habitat for the federally endangered Santa 
Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum), the California tiger 
salamander (Ambystoma cailiforniense), a federal candidate for listing, and the Santa Cruz 
tarplant (Holocarpha macradenia), a species proposed for listing as federally endangered. 

USFWS concludes: 
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We recommend taking the broadest view possible in interpreting the extent of ESHA resources 
on the site. 

Because of the resource value of the overall Watsonville Slough System (a CDFG "Area of Special 
Biological Importance"), the rare upland habitat/West Branch of Struve Slough habitat combination, the 
City survey documenting listed species, CDFG's review of the City's survey indicating that additional 
listed species may occur here, the AMBAG report documenting listed species, USFWS indicating the 
sensitive habitat provided here, CDFG's recommendation that the entire site should be defined as ESHA, 
and the overall undeveloped and relatively intact habitat of the West Branch of Struve Slough, it is 
reasonable to presume, as the City and District have done, and as the City has indicated the Commission 
should do as well, that the Area C site, and in particular the undeveloped upland area between the farm 
road and the slough, contains habitat for listed species. Where such threatened species are present, or 
even presumed to be present, extreme caution is warranted. Absent appropriate surveys showing that 
these species or their habitat are not present, such caution is required. As such, and moreover as 
recommended by CDFG to apply to the entire site, it is prudent to define at least the upland area between 
the farm road and the West Branch of Struve Slough as ESHA. 

Such a distinction, if anything, represents a conservative estimate of the sensitive habitat present at Area 
C. In fact, the agricultural plateau also provides for some limited amount of habitat connectivity between 
the various slough fingers. It is likely that sensitive species travel across this plateau between the 
sloughs. For example, USFWS indicates that California red-legged frog "may migrate across upland 
habitat for distances up to one mile" (see Exhibit L). Lacking appropriate surveys, .it is difficult to prove 
or disprove such wildlife corridors. Almost without question, this is what occurred before agricultural 
use of this area. As CDFG recommends, and as the School District presumed for the purposes of CEQA, 
the entire Area C site could be considered ESHA. Corroborating this is the fact that USFWS 
recommends "taking the broadest view possible in interpreting the extent of ESHA resources on the 
site." Given the significance of the overall Watsonville Slough System, it could be argued that the entire 
site should be considered ESHA. 

Were the site to be acquired for resource protective purposes (such as was done by CDFG for the area 
directly south of the site that is part of the same subsystem), there is little question that such a distinction 
would be made. However, as a practical matter, the upper plateau of the site is currently farmed. A 
portion of the slopes below this farmed area have likewise been disced and planted at various times by 
agricultural operators on the site over the years. Because of this, and because the specific high school 
development proposed for the site is an important social priority, the Commission finds that the less 
inclusive course is the appropriate course to steer in this instance, and that in addition to the area so 
mapped in the LCP, the upland habitat area between the farm road and the West Branch of Struve 
Slough qualifies as ESHA under the Coastal Act. Therefore, the LCP's ESHA delineation for the site 
should be changed to account for this sensitive upland habitat area as well. 

The effect is that the entire wetland and upland slope habitat of the West Branch of Struve Slough would 
be considered ESHA (while the previous Hanson Slough wetland designation would remain the same) 
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for the purposes of site planning. When this upland slope habitat area is combined with the previously 
described approximately 41 acres of wetland and riparian habitat previously delineated on Area C, the 
total ESHA within Area C is approximately 67 acres (or roughly one-half of Area C) as shown on Figure 
15. 

D. Analysis of Consistency with Coastal Act Sensitive 
Habitat Provisions 

1. Introduction: Proposed Amendment's Effect on Habitat 
The proposed amendment would redelineate previously delineated ESHA areas to no longer be ESHA. 
As a result, ESHA-related development restrictions would not apply to these areas and they could then 
be converted to developed uses. Allowing an increase in impervious surface (nearly a 500% increase on 
proposed Area F) and development on steeper slopes (roughly an additional 15 acres of steep slopes that 
would become developable) adjacent to the reduced ESHAs would act in tandem to overwhelm the 
LCP's buffering provisions for even the redelineated ESHAs. Development on steeper slopes implies 
that greater landform alteration on natural topographic features would be allowed. In addition, the more 
intensive development accommodated, including but not limited to a public school, would: threaten 
adverse impacts to slough system hydrology and water quality; threaten adverse impacts to adjacent 
habitats as it introduces an intensive use, along with attendant urban services next to them; and lead to 
adverse cumulative impacts on the larger slough system for the same reasons. As discussed below, these 
effects clash with Coastal Act habitat protection policies in the following ways. 

2. Redelineation Reduces ESHA 
The City has proposed to redelineate ESHA on proposed Area F. This proposed redelineation would 
remove 10 acres (or roughly one-fourth) of the area previously identified on Area Cas ESHA from the 
LUP's ESHA map. In support of this portion of their application, the City has provided a report titled 
Investigation of the Presence of Waters of the United States: New Millennium High School Site, 
Watsonville California by Huffman & Associates, Inc. (dated June 1998). This report identifies the 
presence of 3.54 acres of wetlands on the proposed Area F site in three specific locations; this 3.54 acres 
of wetland represents the same area that the City proposes to designate as ESHA on proposed Area F. 

Redelineation Focuses Only on One Category of ESHA: Wetlands 
One issue with solely using the results of the Huffman report to redelineate ESHA is that wetlands are 
just one category of environmentally sensitive habitat to be found at Area C. As described above, there 
are also wetland upland transitional habitat areas (as currently mapped in the LCP) as well as habitat for 
listed animal species on the slopes of the West Branch of Struve Slough channel. As a result, the use of 
the wetland delineation report to designate ESHA underestimates the total amount of environmentally 
sensitive habitat area on the site. This is inconsistent with the protection offered these on-site ESHAs by 
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both the Coastal Act and the LCP. 

Wetland Delineation Criteria 
Also problematic is the fact that the Huffman report uses the Federal wetland delineation standard and 
not the Coastal Act's more expansive wetland definition. The Federal methodology requires the presence 
of all three wetland indicators (i.e., periodic saturation, hydric soils, and hydrophytic vegetation) in order 
to classify an area as a wetland. However, based on the Coastal Act definition of wetland, and Section 
13577(b) of the Commission's regulations, the Coastal Commission considers an area a wetland if any 
one (or more) of the three indicators are present. The Coastal Act definition of wetland is expressly 
incorporated into the City's certified LCP. The Coastal Act and LCP definition of wetland is: 

Lands within the coastal zone which may be covered periodically or permanently with shallow 
water and include saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water 
marshes, swamps, mudflats, andfens. (Coastal Act Section 30121,· LCP Appendix C) 

Section 13577(b)(l) ofthe Commission's regulations states: 

For purposes of Public Resources Code Sections 30519, 30600.5, 30601,30603, and all other 
applicable provisions of the Coastal Act of 1976, the precise boundaries of the jurisdictional 
areas described therein shall be determined using the following criteria: 

. .. Wetland shall be defined as land where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface 
long enough to promote the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of hydrophytes, 
and shall also include those types of wetlands where vegetation is lacking and soil is poorly 
developed or absent as a result of frequent and drastic fluctuations of surface water levels, wave 
action, water flow, turbidity or high concentrations of salts or other substances in the substrate. 
Such wetlands can be recognized by the presence of surface water or saturated substrate at some 
time during each year and their location within, or adjacent to, vegetated wetlands or deep
water habitats. For purposes of this section, the upland limit of a wetland shall be defined as: 

(A) the boundary between land with predominantly hydrophytic cover and land with 
predominantly mesophytic or xerophytic cover,· 

(B) the boundary between soil that is predominantly hydric and soil that is predominantly 
nonhydric; or 

(C) in the case of wetlands without vegetation or soils, the boundary between land that is flooded 
or saturated at some time during years of normal precipitation, and land that is not. 

Moreover, LUP Appendix C further clarifies the definition of wetlands: 

Wetlands must have one or more of the following three attributes: (1) at least periodically, the 
land supports predominantly hydrophytes,· (2) the substrate is predominantly undrained hydric 
soil; and (3) the substrate is nonsoil and is saturated with water or covered by shallow water at 
some time during the growing season of each year . 
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Moreover, LUP Policy II.D.l identifies "wetland upland transition" as wetland. LUP Policy II.D.l 
states, in applicable part: 

Wetland-upland transition is defined as a type of wetland occurring along the seasonally 
inundated margins of a slough. Wetland-upland transition may have been altered historically for 
the production of pasture or other crops. Nevertheless, if it displays evidence at anytime of year 
of periodic inundation by surface water, hydric soil conditions, the occurrence of wetland plants, 
or use by wetland dependent animals, it shall be deemed a wetland and as such an 
environmentally sensitive area. 

If any environmentally sensitive areas are newly identified or suspected or if environmentally 
sensitive area boundaries are to be adjusted as a result of omission - see draft independent 
scientific research, the City shall conduct appropriate studies to verify and delineate the area. 
The City shall then make a determination as to the existence of an environmentally sensitive area 
with specific factual findings based on these studies. If this determination differs from the 
conclusions contained in the LUP maps and policies as to the location of environmentally 
sensitive areas, then the City shall seek an amendment to the LUP reflective of this 
determination. !he verification and delineation steps shall include consultation with the State 
Department of Fish and Game and the consideration of additional information which may be 
provided by other experts. 

• 

The CDFG review of the subject site, as is required by LUP Policy II.D.l when ESHA boundaries are , • 
proposed for adjustment, concluded that the entire site should be considered ESHA (see Exhibit K). In 
addition, the limited area defined as wetland by the Huffman report does not account for areas where one 
or two indicator(s) may be present. Likewise, it does not account for areas of"wetland upland transition" 
which are defined as wetlands by the LCP. The portions of Area C meeting these criteria should also be 
classified as "wetland." Because they are not, and because this deficiency means that they could be filled 
or otherwise developed with non-resource dependent development, this is inconsistent with the wetland 
protective policies of both the Coastal Act and the LCP. 

West Branch of Struve Slough Redelineation 
Commission staff field observation is that the Huffman report appears to generally only characterize the 
extent of freshwater marsh making up the West Branch of Struve Slough proper. The sloping channel 
and relatively flat, broad channel of the slough at this location makes it relatively obvious where the 
channel bottom begins and ends. Unfortunately, with respect to accurately identifying all slough wetland 
habitats, the test sample locations for the Huffman and Associates delineation report did not encompass 
the upland slope between the farm road and the West Branch of Struve Slough. It is difficult to explain 
this deficiency when the existing LUP wetland delineation the delineation being challenged- shows 
this area as wetland. Insufficient evidence has been submitted by the City that would contradict this 
original wetland hypothesis. 

Some of this sloped area above the West Branch of Struve Slough is likewise subject to seasonal 
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inundation, and higher up the slope, any number of small seeps are present. In fact, according to the 
geotechnical evaluation of the site used by the school district for the proposed high school, borings done 
at the top of this slope (approximately 50 feet east of the farm road) identified groundwater 
approximately 43 feet below the surface; this corresponds to a daylight elevation approximately half
way down the slope representing the edge of the current LUP wetland delineation.78 The District's FEIR 
identified much of this upper slope area as an area of elevated groundwater levels corroborating the 
geotechnical evaluation's bore log conclusions.79 This is consistent with Commission staff observation 
of seasonally persistent vegetation at and below this same elevation. If a portion of this sloped area were 
field tested, based upon the Commission's Coastal Act criteria, such testing would likely have resulted 
in an enlarged wetland delineation. This is particularly true given the LCP's wetland upland transition 
definition cited above. 

The West Branch of Struve Slough is a very important part of the overall Watsonville Slough System. It 
is incumbent upon development and plan change proposals to adequately characterize this resource. 
CDFG recommends that the entire Area C site be considered ESHA, and USFWS recommends the 
broadest possible interpretation of where ESHA is present there. Redelineating roughly 7 acres of this 
resource from ESHA to non-ESHA status to allow this area to be filled or otherwise developed with 
non-resource dependent development, particularly when there is evidence that this redelineation is not 
supported by Coastal Act and LUP wetland delineation standards, is inconsistent with the wetland 
protective policies of both the Coastal Act and the LCP . 

Hanson Slough Redelineation 
With respect to the finger of Hanson Slough that the Huffman report un-delineates, this area was tested 
by Huffman Associates. In fact, both of the test sample locations (Fl and F2) were shown to be "within 
a wetland" based upon the Army Corps methodology (i.e., all three wetland criteria were satisfied). (See 
Figure 13 for the test sample points.) However, the Huffman report then dismisses these results because 
it asserts that the two test areas met the following two criteria (for which the Corps may exempt 
otherwise qualifying areas from wetland classification): 

(a) Non-tidal drainage and irrigation ditches excavated on dry land 

(b) Artificially irrigated areas which would revert to upland if the irrigation ceased. 

There are several problems with this line of reasoning. First, since the area shows evidence of all three 
wetland criteria, it qualifies as a wetland under the Coastal Act. The Coastal Act does not list 
exemptions such as those asserted by the Huffman report above. As such, the area in question is wetland 
to which Coastal Act and LCP wetland policies apply. In fact, the test sample results only help to bolster 
the validity of the existing LUP delineation for this area. 

78 Bore site 8-3 described in Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation for Edwards Property, Watsonville California, Steven 
Raas and Associates (June 1992). 

79 FEIR Section 5.5 Geology (September 1998) . 
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Second, the two criteria cited by the Huffman report do not apply to the area in question. In terms of 
criteria (a) above, this finger of Hanson Slough is not a "drainage or irrigation ditch." In fact, this area is 
a naturally formed, steeply sloping bowl that extends onto the adjacent property to the west. This slope 
geomorphology is a natural topographic feature that has been documented since the first air photographs 
taken in 1931, and it has long been part of the hydrologic regime of Hanson Slough. This sloping area 
occupies approximately 15 acres; although temporary agricultural ditches may have been constructed 
from time to time in this area, it most certainly is not a drainage or irrigation ditch. 

In terms of criteria (b) above, the area is currently irrigated since it is currently being farmed. This does 
represent "artificial irrigation." Portions of this area were also so irrigated and planted when it was first 
delineated as a wetland when the LUP was certified. However, were this farm irrigation to cease, it 
would be expected that the hydrology of the system would remain based upon the fact that the 
topography of the site directs runoff into this 15 acre swale and the fact that this area is underlain by a 
perched groundwater table. 80 In fact, the aforementioned geotechnical evaluation bore log shows that a 
boring approximately at the center of proposed Area F encountered free groundwater "perched in the 
sand layer above the clays at 39 feet."81 Since this boring point was located at the approximately 92 foot 
contour, the perched ground wate~ table corresponds approximately to the 50 foot contour. Most all of 
the area delineated as Hanson Slough wetland in the existing LCP is below this 50 foot contour. 
Unfortunately, no borings or other tests (other than the wetland test sample points) were done in the 
Hanson Slough area. 

• 

This upper finger of Hanson Slough has clearly been degraded over time by farming operations. • 
However, even with row crop agriculture, this area continues to show evidence . of wetland 
characteristics. Commission staff has observed these wetland characteristics at this location for a number 
of years, including, but not limited to observances during the course of past surveys related to the 
downstream habitat restoration project immediately adjacent. Before restoration was begun in 1996, the 
adjacent lower section of Hanson Slough was grazed and seasonally disked. The response to restoration, 
including restoring natural flow (decommissioning of the drainage channel) and stabilizing slopes with 
native grasses and trees, was rapid and substantial. The area now supports numerous native plants, 
remains wet for much of the year, and is frequented by wetland and upland bird species. More than 
anything, the Huffman report only reinforces the wetland delineation and restoration potential for the 
adjacent upland finger of Hanson Slough on Area C. 

As succinctly stated by Dr. Robert Curry, a respected University of California wetland biologist who 
works with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards in defining and protecting wetlands, in 
responding to Commission staffs request for his opinion on the resource value and habitat sensitivity of 
Area C slough resources (see Exhibit M): 

The purpose of this letter is to briefly comment on the resource values associated with the upper 

80 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998); Section 5.5 Geology. 
81 Bore site B-2 described in Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluationfor Edwards Property, Watsonville California, Steven 

Raas and Associates (June 1992). 
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finger of Hanson Slough north of Harkins Slough Road on Area C within the City of Watsonville. 
It is my understanding that the City of Watsonville has submitted a plan amendment request to 
define this portion of Hanson Slough as other than statutory wetland. It is my further 
understanding that the Pajaro Valley Unified School District intends to jill this area to allow 
school buildings and a parking lot to be developed there. I urge the Commission to reject any 
request to lessen protection for this portion of Hanson Slough. 

I am a wetland scientist, employed through my University of California faculty position, to aid 
the Regional Water Quality Control Boards in defining and protecting wetlands. I am very 
familiar with this section of the Watsonville Slough System, having been involved at different 
times in a monitoring the restoration project for the State directly downstream. The finger of 
Hanson Slough in question on Area C has clearly been modified over time by agricultural 
operations. However, notwithstanding the presence of row-crop agriculture and its attendant 
irrigation, this area has the hydrologic characteristics of a seasonally saturated wetland. 
Because of the perched groundwater table here induced by the high-clay content of the upper 
terrace surface soils, hydric soils have developed along the side slopes. Because of the 
surrounding sloping topography, I would expect this hydrologic regime to continue were 
agricultural operations to cease. The generalized NRCS/SCS soil maps do not accurately define 
these perched water table conditions . 

In fact, if agriculture were to cease in this area of Hanson Slough, and it were to be left alone, it 
would be expected that hydrophytic plants would reestablish in the base of the slough with 
moisture-tolerant grassland species extending up the slopes. In fact, even with the current 
unnatural cultivation of strawberries, hydrophytic weedy vegetation is already common in this 
area. If left alone, I would expect other wetland species to reestablish themselves. Of course, this 
process could be accelerated if limited wetland restoration of this area were to occur. 

The area of Hanson Slough proposed for redelineation, even in its current degraded state, is an important 
piece of Hanson Slough and the overall slough resources west of the Highway at this location. In fact, 
while row crop agriculture continues to degrade this Hanson Slough resource, this degradation is 
temporary and can be undone. The same cannot be said for other non-agricultural uses. Were the area to 
be un-delineated, and grading, filling, and some form of structural development were to occur in this 
area, it would be much more difficult, if not impossible, to ever restore the wetland. Restoration 
potential exists now, however, simply through a process of fallowing the agricultural operations, 
removing any invasives, and allowing the natural hydrophytic plant regime to reestablish itself. It is 
clear that this area is a wetland worthy of Coastal Act and LCP protection. Lacking a preponderance of 
evidepce to the contrary, there is no resource reason to undelineate (particularly to allow complete 
wetland fill) this finger of Hanson Slough. In fact, to do so runs contrary to the Coastal Act and the LCP. 

Accordingly, the City's proposed redelineation underestimates the total amount of environmentally 
sensitive habitat area on the site. This is inconsistent with the protection offered on-site ESHAs by both 
the Coastal Act and the LCP . 
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Redelineation Conclusion 
The proposed ESHA redelineation does not adequately characterize the full range of actual ESHA on 
Area C. The City's previous consultants identified ESHA as mapped on LUP Figure 2 and adopted by 
the Commission in 1982. Since that time, we have a far better understanding of the extent and sensitivity 
of the species and their habitats in and around Area C. The evidence provided by the City in support of 
their proposal does not present a reasonable case for redelineation of all ESHA on site. In fact, the City's 
information, in combination with assessments of State and Federal resource agencies and other experts 
(including the Commission's own biologist), reaffirms the previous delineation at Hanson Slough and 
supports the need to delineate additional areas of upland habitat next to the West Branch of Struve 
Slough as ESHA. 

Approximately 20 acres of the site which are environmentally sensitive habitat areas would not be 
delineated as such were the proposed amendment to be adopted as submitted. 82 As such, under the 
proposed amendment, development could be allowed in these sensitive areas to the detriment of habitat. 
Within environmentally sensitive habitat areas, the Coastal Act only allows for uses that are dependent 
on the ESHA resources and only if those allowed uses do not significantly disrupt habitat values. 
Adequate ESHA buffers from adjacent uses are also required by the Coastal Act. Given the extent of 
actual ESHA on site, the City's proposed redelineation of wetlands-and its reduction of identified 
ESHA based solely on that redelineation--is not consistent with these Coastal Act ESHA directives. 

• 

PVUSD's proposed high school is a specific example of a development that would directly remove • 
ESHA on the site if the redelineation is approved. As detailed in the FEIR for the proposed high school 
at this site, "approximately two-thirds of the grassland habitat adjacent to the West Branch Slough 
would be removed for project development."83 As described earlier, this upland habitat area is a vibrant 
biological community that plays an important, integral role in the slough ecological complex. 
Furthermore, the area is presumed to provide habitat for listed endangered species. All of these factors 
qualify the upland slope, at a minimum, as ESHA. School development in this area would be 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act's ESHA requirements. 

Moreover, were PVUSD's high school to be built exactly as proposed at this location, the entire upper 
finger of Hanson Slough would be filled, graded level, and covered with school buildings and a parking 
lot. Such a use is clearly not dependent on the Hanson Slough resource therein and in fact, would lead to 
its total destruction. Such activities cannot be found consistent with the Coastal Act In addition, unlike 
agricultural operations, such substantial alteration of the natural topography, and such massive physical 
development would totally block expansion of the restoration of Hanson Slough upstream. In fact, 
acquisition and restoration of this portion of Hanson Slough is a valid alternative, one that has been 
discussed by local land trusts and environmental organizations for years, and one that may eventually 
come to pass for this system if the ESHA is appropriately protected. 

12 Approximately 7 acres of West Branch Struve Slough, approximately 3 acres of Hanson Slough, and approximately 10 
acres of upland West Branch habitat east of the farm road on proposed Area F. 

83 Page 5.7-11 of the PVUSD Third High School FEIR (9/98). 
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Furthermore, as detailed in the FEIR, PVUSD's proposed high school would have additional indirect 
effects on the habitat areas not physically displaced by development. The FEIR states: 

The loss of grassland habitat caused by the project would narrow this existing grassland habitat 
connection; thereby diminishing the habitat of the remaining habitat. It would also interfere with 
the movement of wildlife across the low, intervening area between the upper ends of these 
sloughs and the Watsonville Slough Ecological Reserve .... Amphibians and reptiles could be 
affected, as well as mammals, songbirds, and raptors. The impacts associated with habitat 
fragmentation and interference with migratory corridors would be significant. 84 

While a specific project is not before the Commission at this time, such impacts associated with 
potential development facilitated by the City's proposed ESHA redelineation, are illustrative of the 
Coastal Act inconsistencies raised by this amendment package. 

3. Allowing Non-Resource Dependent Development in ESHA 
The proposed amendment would allow "that environmentally sensitive habitat areas less than 0.1 acre in 
size be developed, provided such areas are replaced at a minimum 2:1 ratio" within proposed Area F. 
The reason for this proposed policy is that the PVUSD's proposed site plan for their proposed high 
school would require fill of small wetland areas identified in the Huffman report. There are at least three 
problems with this proposed policy . 

First, as described above, the Huffman report is based upon the Federal delineation methodology, not the 
Coastal Commission's delineation methodology, and underestimates the area that qualifies as "wetland" 
under the Coastal Act on Area C (see above). As a result, the proposed high school site plan would result 
in fill of wetland areas greater than 0.1 acre in size. For example, the upland finger of Hanson Slough 
(described above, approximately 3 acres) was not delineated by the Huffman report as wetland, and is 
proposed for parking lots and building development by the District. Accordingly, such a policy, even if 
approvable under the Coastal Act, would not require mitigation for the actual amount of wetland fill 
necessary to accommodate the proposed high school. 

Second, the proposed 'development in ESHA' policy is an Implementation Plan policy- the City did 
not propose a corresponding Land Use Plan policy for proposed Area F. In fact, the LUP's existing 
ESHA policies (except for the proposed revised ESHA map) would not change were the LCP 
amendment approved. The standard of review for Implementation Plan policies is whether or not they 
are consistent with and adequate to carry out the LUP. In this case, the LUP remains protective of 
ESHA. In fact, the LUP's ESHA policies mirror those of the Coastal Act and only allow for 
development within ESHAs that is dependent upon the resources therein, and which does not 
significantly disrupt habitat values.85 An Implementation Plan policy which allowed development in 

84 Page 5.7-11 of the PVUSO Third High School FEIR (9/98). 
85 Land Use Plan Policy 11.0.2; also relevant are LUP Policies 11.0.3 (mirroring Coastal Act Section 30240(b)) and 11.0.4 

protecting biological productivity of wetlands (among other resources) . 
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ESHA would not be consistent with, nor adequate to carry out, the Land Use Plan's ESHA policies 
applicable to Area C and/or proposed Area F. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, any proposed policy which allows for non- resource dependent 
development in environmentally sensitive habitat areas, including but not limited to wetland areas, is 
contrary to Coastal Act ESHA requirements. The Coastal Act limits development in ESHAs to uses 
dependent on the resources therein, and requires development in adjacent areas to carefully safeguard 
their preservation. As such, the proposed 'development in ESHA' policy also is inconsistent with the 
Coastal Act. 

While not before the Commission at this time, a specific example of a development that would directly 
remove such ESHA on the Area C site were the 'development in ESHA' policy to be approved is the 
PVUSD's proposed high school. As illustrated by the proposed site plan for the proposed high school in 
the project FEIR, wetland/ESHA areas along Harkins Slough Road would be covered by development 
under both the existing LUP ESHA delineation and the City's proposed ESHA delineation. All of the 3 
acre finger of Hanson Slough on Area C would be destroyed. This would directly negatively affect the 
downstream Hanson Slough resources. It is conceivable that other fragmented habitats on the site could 
likewise come under this policy resulting in additional areas of fill. 

• 

Although the Coastal Act (Section 30233) allows for 8 specific development uses within wetland areas 
(if there are no feasible less environmentally damaging alternatives and impacts have been mitigated), 
such development is extremely limited. The City is not proposing a similar policy. Even if they were, a • 
public school is not a Section 30233 allowable use. 

In sum, Coastal Act and LUP policies focus on avoidance of impacts to environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas, rather than mitigation as proposed by the City, and the proposed Implementation Plan 
modification to allow development in ESHA cannot be found consistent with either the Coastal Act or 
LUP. 

4. Public Service Improvement Impacts on ESHA 
The City anticipates that the increased intensity of use at the site will likely require public service 
improvements. For example, specifically planned as part of the high school proposal are the extension of 
utilities along and improvements to Harkins Slough Road. However, as noted previously, Harkins 
Slough Road crosses both West Branch Struve Slough and Hanson Slough. Certain designs of road 
widening or sidewalk addition could result in more fill of these wetlands, which is inconsistent with 
LCP policies as well as those of the Coastal Act. Harkins Slough Road crossing West Branch Struve 
Slough is currently about 26 feet wide, with the Slough immediately adjacent to the roadway edge. 

Improving the road and adding a sidewalk, as is being proposed by the School District, would require 
about 30 more feet of roadway width. Although such a road widening could be accompanied by a bridge 
spanning the West Branch resource as recommended by CDFG and USFWS (see Exhibits K and L), the 
District plans to accomplish this width by fill. At about 100 linear feet of wetland, the result would be 
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30,000 square feet of wetland fill (about 2/3 of an acre); a similar area of fill would be necessary to 
widen Harkins Slough Road for the Hanson Slough crossing at the southwest corner of Area C. 
Likewise, extension of various utilities (such as water and sewer) would likely have a long-term impact 
on these wetlands through fill, or short-term if they were buried under the current Harkins Slough Road 
by virtue of the construction work required. Such wetland fill is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and 
Land Use Plan policies. 

In addition to the District's planned improvements to Harkins Slough Road, Caltrans is currently 
considering offramp and overpass interchange improvements at Harkins Slough Road.86 Although 
limited details are available as of the date of this staff report, these improvements at least conceptually 
include raising the overpass, widening it to 3 lanes, installing an on-ramp on the inland side of the 
Highway, and installing an off-ramp adjacent to Area C. 87 Based upon the extent ofthe West Branch of 
Struve Slough on Area C adjacent to the Highway, it appears that a portion of the west side off-ramp 
being contemplated would be placed within the slough, other ESHA, and/or within the LCP-required 
I 00-foot slough buffer. Commission staff has commented that this interchange project has not yet been 
shown to be necessary, may not be the most appropriate solution, and raises serious concerns regarding 
(1) development in and adjacent to the West Branch of Struve Slough, and (2) tl1e potential for growth 
inducement and corresponding agricultural conversion west of the Highway at this location. (It should 
be noted that the District has indicated that the proposed high school does not require the interchange 
project.) Policies need to be put in place to protect the West Branch Struve Slough ESHA from potential 
adverse impacts of all development, including any that might occur on the east side of the slough, such 
as the interchange project. 

5. Changes in Hydrology 
The Area C site is located on the edge of a fluvial terrace in the Pajaro Valley, and the sediments below 
form several aquifers. The site's surface soils are categorized as hydrolytic soil Group D by the Santa 
Cruz County Soil Survey, which have high runoff potential and low infiltration rates when wet. The 
West Branch of Struve Slough is identified as being flood-prone, and both Hanson and West Branch 
Sloughs are within the I 00-year floodplain. 

With the proposed increased surface and development coverage, the flow of water into the Watsonville 
Slough System would be greatly altered. Increasing the allowable impervious surface coverage by 5 
times (10% coverage to 50% coverage) would impact flow characteristics including changes to input 
location, volume, flow energy, and flow period. Unless they can be appropriately managed, such 
hydrologic changes will alter the circulation and flushing characteristics of the sloughs, and could lead to 
an altered hydrologic period. All these alterations could increase erosion and sedimentation, and 
ultimately adversely affect wetland plant and animal communities, and overall habitat quality within 
slough system resources on Area C (i.e., West Branch of Struve Slough and Hanson Slough) and the 

86 See Development and Public Services Section of Findings. 
87 The overpass is currently two lanes with on and off ramps only on the southern side of Harkins Slough Road . 
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downstream reaches of these slough systems. 

The slough resources on Area C receive water from various sources. These include ground water 
percolation, sheet flow from adjacent slopes and drainage from the upper watershed (partially altered by 
other development). Sheet flow and ground water inputs have been documented to play important roles 
in wetland plant and animal community structure. Most of the water in this portion of the slough 
receives considerable filtering prior to entering the main water body. Increasing the allowed site 
coverage as proposed could greatly alter the quantity and quality of groundwater and surface sheet flow 
and possibly replace these water sources with point source drainage inputs containing additional 
contaminants and altered hydrology. Moreover, encroachment of development onto the slopes adjacent 
to the slough (as would be provided by the proposed ESHA redelineation and increased allowed slope 
coverage) could alter the flow characteristics from the upland area, therefore altering the filtering 
capabilities and increasing the erosion potential therein. 

In addition, the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin has been in overdraft for at least 50 years; recent 
estimates are that the overdraft is about 18,000 acre-feet per year.88 Inasmuch as the proposed 
amendment would allow for a huge increase in the allowable impervious surface coverage within a 
region experiencing severe overdraft and saltwater intrusion, this too raises a potential issue. 

• 

The increased surface coverage allowed by the proposed amendment would allow for the alteration of 
the existing hydrology of highly valuable and important coastal slough system. This system is protected 
by the Coastal Act, particularly under ESHA and water quality. The proposal would not result in • 
"maintaining biological productivity," would not "prevent depletion of groundwater supplies," and 
would not "prevent substantial interference with surface water flow" as required by Coastal Act Section 
30231. This is particularly the case since Coastal Act Section 30230 dictates that "special protection 
shall be given to areas and species of special biological or economic significance." As described above, 
CDFG has designated the Watsonville Slough System as an "Area of Special Biological Importance" 
and habitat for special status species is found on Area C. Increasing allowable impervious surface 
coverage standards by 400% in this rural area of agricultural use and sensitive habitats runs counter to 
the Coastal Act's ESHA wetland and ESHA policies. 

6. Adverse Water Quality Effects 
Runoff from storm events is part of the natural hydrologic process: rain water that does not infiltrate into 
the ground will flow by the force of gravity into water bodies such as lakes, streams, rivers, and oceans. 
In an urban setting, natural drainage patterns have been altered and this storm water runoff, as well as 
non-storm discharge (e.g., irrigation water, accidental spills, washdown water, etc.), picks up sediments 
and contaminants from land surfaces, and transports these pollutants into surface and groundwater. This 
type of runoff is known as polluted runoff which, because it does not originate from a distinct "point" 
source (e.g., an industrial discharge pipe), is also described as nonpoint source pollution. 

88 Page 5.11-1 ofthe PVUSD Third High School FEIR(9/98). 
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Increased development, as would be allowed by the proposed amendment, could negatively impact water 
quality by contributing additional urban contaminants to the Watsonville Slough in an area that presently 
does not receive large inputs of urban runoff pollution. Such increased polluted runoff can result in 
significant adverse impacts to aquatic ecosystems, public use, and human health including ground and 
surface water contamination, damage to and destruction of wildlife habitat, decline in fisheries, and loss 
of recreational opportunities. Urban runoff is known to carry a wide range of pollutants including 
nutrients, sediments, trash and debris, heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum hydrocarbons, and synthetic 
organics such as pesticides. Urban runoff can also alter the physical, chemical, and biological 
characteristics of water bodies to the detriment of aquatic and terrestrial organisms. 89 

Although agricultural runoff exists at Area C, it is not clear that swapping the negative impacts of this 
agricultural runoff for urban runoff constituents would be more protective of site resources. In fact, 
common pesticides used in urban settings are likewise attributed to water quality degradation of the 
Pajaro and Salinas watersheds. A change from agriculture to urban development could continue (or even 
increase) the input of pesticides and herbicides draining into the slough system (e.g., fertilizers, 
pesticides, and herbicides applied to lawns, ballfields, ornamental landscaping etc.). Moreover, urban 
contaminants, such as heavy metals and hydrocarbons, can cause toxicity in invertebrates or be 
accumulated by these species which are fed on by other fish and birds. 

The Watsonville Slough System has been identified by the SWRCB and the Federal EPA as a water 
body where beneficial uses have been impaired.90 Identified problems include: pesticide and PCB 
accumulation in sediments and aquatic organisms, high nutrient levels, grease and oil contamination, 
toxic organic substances (i.e., dacthal, DDT, dildrin, endrine, and toxaphene), localized algae blooms, 
periodic low levels of dissolved oxygen and toxic levels of ammonia. 91 The Coastal Act requires that 
resources such as the Watsonville Slough System, including West Branch of Struve Slough and Hanson 
Slough resources on Area C, "be maintained, enhanced, and where feasible, restored." The existing LCP 
impervious surface limitations were expressly put in place to minimize such water quality impacts to 
Area C slough resources. The proposed changes would allow quite the opposite, increasing the amount 
of nonpoint source polluted runoff that may enter into the sloughs, inconsistent with Coastal Act water 
resource protection policies. 

89 Pollutants of concern found in urban runoff include, but are not limited to: sediments; nutrients (nitrogen, phosphorous, 
etc.); pathogens (bacteria, viruses, etc.); oxygen demanding substances (plant debris, animal wastes, etc.); petroleum 
hydrocarbons (oil, grease, solvents, etc.); heavy metals (lead, zinc, cadmium, copper, etc.); toxic pollutants; floatables 
(Jitter, yard wastes, etc.); synthetic organics (pesticides, herbicides, PCBs, etc.); and physical changed parameters 
(freshwater, salinity, temperature, dissolved oxygen). 

90 Beneficial uses and activities that are negatively impacted by polluted runoff include, but are not limited to: aesthetic 
enjoyment; agricultural supply; aquaculture/mariculture; cold freshwater habitat; commercial and sport fishing; estuarine 
habitat; freshwater replenishment; groundwater recharge; hydropower generation; industrial service and process supply; 
inland saline water habitat; marine habitat; migration of aquatic organisms; municipal and domestic water supply; 
navigation; preservation of biological habitats of special significance; rare, threatened, or endangered species; shellfish 
harvesting; spawning, reproduction, and early development of aquatic organisms; warm freshwater habitat; water 
contact/non-contact recreation; and wildlife habitat. 

91 Questa Engineering Corporation (1995) . 
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7. Increased Development Intensity 
The existing LCP limits development and impervious surface coverage expressly to curtail development 
of Area C and thereby protect the sensitive slough resources. As the LUP states: 

The foregoing requirements will cluster development within the high, gently sloping terrace 
which runs along the middle of Area C where it can do the least damage to the low-lying 
environmentally sensitive areas, and protect the sensitive areas with buffer areas and dense 
planting. The large lot sizes are intended to limit the populations of people and domestic animals 
in close proximity with the sensitive habitats ... The small maximum percentage of impervious 
ground water cover is intended to minimize the disruption of groundwater recharge and to avoid 
erosion problems .... 

The proposed amendment would allow for a much greater intensity of development which, if it were to 
take place as currently envisioned on the site and off (as a result of public service improvements), would 
have a negative impact on sensitive bird and animal species and their habitat, wetlands, and overall 
water quality inconsistent with Coastal Act policies protecting these resources. Assuming the City made 
findings to allow a conversion of agricultural land, the amendment components to allow wetland fill, to 
redelineate sensitive habitat, to allow development on 66% steeper slopes, and to allow 5 times the 
amount of impervious surface coverage would combine to result in far more potential development of 
the site because much of the site now cannot be developed due to presence of wetlands, ESHA, steep 
slopes, and impervious surface limitations. Any of the previously described allowable LCP uses for the 
site could develop within new proposed Area F at this higher level of intensity. More intensive 
development means more noise, activity, and runoff which each have adverse consequences for the 
wetlands and other sensitive habitats. 

While not before the Commission at this time, the proposed PVUSD high school project is illustrative of 
this point. The proposed high school would include facilities for some 2,200 students· and 120 
employees. There would be an 800 space parking area, sports fields, buildings, walkways et cetera. 
Approximately 4 acres of buildings, 14 acres of paved area, and 37 acres of pervious area (in 
landscaping and ballfields) would occupy the area extending above and into the upland habitat of the 
West Branch of Struve Slough on proposed Area F nearest Harkins Slough Road. All of the upper finger 
of Hanson Slough would be filled to make way for the school development. 

This would result in a major increase in activity on the site, increased urban runoff, decreased filtration 
and percolation, and overall negative resource impacts. The encroachment of the development site 
towards the slough and into the upland habitat area (through the placement of recreation fields directly 
adjacent to the slough) would likely increase the flow of contaminated water from irrigation and surface 
flow changes directly adjacent to these sensitive areas. In addition to the direct fill of the upper finger of 
Hanson Slough, the downstream remainder of this system would likewise be adversely impacted by this 
new source of polluted runoff. 

Grading of the undeveloped site and development of the proposed high school project would result in an 
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alteration of existing on-site drainage patterns, as well as increasing runoff volumes and velocities from 
the site. In the proposed drainage plan, all runoff from the project site is designed to flow through on site 
collection systems prior to discharge into two created detention basins along Harkins Slough Road, and 
through three discharge pipes directly onto the upland West Branch of Struve Slough slopes. As such, 
existing drainage patterns into both Hanson and West Branch Struve Slough would be forever altered. 
Some limited filtering would be provided by the detention basins. However, unfiltered urban runoff 
would directly drain into the West Branch of Struve Slough, the "City's most valuable coastal resource 
according to the LCP," as would detention pond runoff into both West Branch and the remainder of 
Hanson Slough left unfilled off-site. 

Adverse Effects From Increased Noise and Activity 
The current use of the site, and the LUP's principal designation for Area C, is for agriculture. Major 
activity associated with agricultural production is generally limited to discrete times of the year when 
soil is prepared, crops are planted, and crops are harvested. Lesser amounts of activity dominate the rest 
of the year when crops are tended, minor equipment repairs are undertaken, etcetera. According to the 
current farmer, approximately 20-50 workers generally can be expected at any one time on Area C when 
the upper plateau area (outside of the ESHA area) is under agricultural cultivation. 

Increased human activity visible and audible to West Branch of Struve Slough marsh and upland habitat 
areas will negatively impact the birds and animals therein. As described above, this is a relatively 
undisturbed environment, home to any number of migratory, seasonal and year-round inhabitants who 
are foraging, nesting, hunting and resting in this area. Some of these animals include State and 
Federally-listed endangered species. The current agricultural level of activity has a certain negative 
impact on this habitat area. However, since major agricultural activity is limited to discrete times of the 
year, and most of the time there is limited activity as crops are more generally tended, the significance of 
this impact is lower than most uses. 

The proposed amendment would change this dynamic in several ways. By allowing more of the site to 
be developed, more buildings, parking lots, walkways and other structures would be allowed on the site. 
Such increased structural development would be accompanied by more persons, and all of the 
corresponding activities associated with those persons (i.e., driving to and on the site, walking, talking, 
eating, working on the site, etc.). The increased level of activity would increase the amount of noise and 
movement visible and audible from the environmentally sensitive habitat areas on Area C. Depending on 
the use, night lighting and glares into ESHA would be expected. Such increased noise, activity and night 
lighting would likewise be expected at the Harkins Slough Road crossings of Hanson and West Branch 
Struve Slough due to increased access along (and potential expansion of) this road access to Area C. 
Such increased noise and activity would disrupt the adjacent habitat over and above the current level of 
disruption. This is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and Land Use Plan requirements that adjacent 
development not degrade these sensitive habitats. 

Moreover, the proposed public school conditional use is much more person-intensive than the existing 
allowed or conditional uses. Students, teachers, employees, and visitors would need to make their way to 
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the school and around the campus. During breaks in classes and after school, or during sporting events 
or other after-school activities, persons would be active on and around the campus. Public schools 
include such activity 5 days of the week for much of the year. Some districts, for example PVUSD, 
operate schools on a year-round schedule. There may also be weekend events and recreational use of the 
grounds, including scholastic football games which could draw large and noisy crowds. Such major 
public facilities are often available for other community uses and events which draw more users during 
off-peak school use times; such a community use is planned by the District for the proposed high school 
facility.92 Such non-school related activities can include any number of events not necessarily associated 
with a school, but nonetheless that can take place at such a community facility, such as fairs, carnivals, 
and other such activities. These more intensive uses may also include lighting of the sports facilities and 
parking areas during nighttime events, which could result in long-term disruption of the nocturnal 
foraging and movement activities of wildlife adjacent to the school. Such noise and other impacts arising 
from the activities associated with person intensive uses (unless adequately managed or mitigated) are 
incons.istent with the Coastal Act and Land Use Plan requirements that adjacent development not 
degrade these sensitive habitats. 

8. Mosquito Control 

• 

Intensified site use may also require more frequent applications of mosquito control methods. In 
February 2000, the Santa Cruz County Mosquito and Vector Control District for the first time will be 
treating West Branch Struve Slough adjacent to the subject site. Although the District treats regardless of • 
adjacent uses, it will treat at a lower threshold (i.e., when the presence of mosquito larvae is lower) if 
there is an intensive use nearby (e.g., a school) or if complaints are received. Although the Mosquito and 
Vector Control District uses integrated pest management with safe chemicals, the potential for more 
aggressive treatments and possible attendant affects on the wetland ecosystem increases as adjacent 
intensified human uses increase. 

9. Adequate ESHA Buffers 
Buffers function as important transition zones between development and adjacent sensitive wetland and 
wetland upland areas. These buffer areas adjacent to such sensitive habitat areas act to protect the habitat 
from the direct effects of nearby disturbance (both acute and chronic), and sometimes provide necessary 
habitat for organisms that spend only a portion of their life in the wetland such as amphibians, reptiles, 
birds, and mammals. In fact, some wetland dependent birds and animals have specific needs that can 
only be met in the adjacent upland buffer. For example, small wetland dependent animals must often 
burrow above the water table to avoid flooding of their burrow. Moreover, "edge effect" theory proposes 
that species numbers of both plants and animals increase at the edges, due to the overlap from adjacent 
habitats and the creation of unique edge habitat niches.93 By minimizing disturbance to the resource from 

92 Page 2-5 of the PVUSD Third High School FEIR (9/98). 
93 As detailed in "Wetland and Stream Buffer Size Requirements - A Review" (Castelle, Johnson, and Conolly), Journal of 

Environmental Quality (September- October 1994 ). 
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adjacent development, and by providing transitional habitat areas, buffers contribute to the health and 
vitality of functioning wetland systems such as West Branch and Hanson Sloughs. 

Natural buffer areas provide protection for sensitive habitats from adjacent urban use in a number of 
ways. Such areas can include barriers (for example, through fences and vegetative screening), blocking 
off activity, lights, glare, noise, et cetera that would otherwise adversely impact biological receptors in 
the ESHA. Depending upon their design, buffers can also be a functional part of the ESHA acting as a 
transition zone from the more sensitive to less sensitive parts of a site; for example, native revegetation. 
In addition, buffers can reduce the velocity of surface runoff from adjacent development and provide 
area for infiltration of runoff, removing particulate contaminants and protecting against sedimentation 
and erosion. Similarly, these areas can increase the retention period of water in adjacent wetlands by 
increasing local groundwater recharge through percolation. 

The Coastal Act provides no specific dimensions for buffers adjacent to ESHA but the goals are outlined 
in Sections 30231 and 30240(b ): 

Section 30231. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for 
the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among 
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling 
runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface 
water flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas 
that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

Section 30240(b). Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 
significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the continuance of those habitat 
and recreation areas. 

While appropriate buffer widths vary, the most commonly used setback standard for wetlands and 
environmentally sensitive habitat has generally been 100 feet. This is the recommended minimum buffer 
width by the Coastal Commission Procedural Guidance for Review of Wetland Projects (June 1994). 
The City's current LCP policy mimics the 100 foot buffer standard. However, there is no biologic reason 
that dictates that 100 feet is the magic buffer number for protecting resources. In fact, site specific 
buffering standards should vary depending on the characteristics and value of particular wetlands, as 
well as the topography and other qualities of the site itself. 

A literature review of buffer effectiveness completed in 1995 for the Coastal Commission outlines 
numerous studies and techniques for quantifying the necessary size of buffers.94 This study found 
applied buffer widths ranging in size from 30 to 600 feet. Each study provided a set of issues to be 
considered when defining buffer width. Criteria include sensitivity and uniqueness of adjacent resources, 

94 Dyste 1995 . 
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intensity of adjacent development, and the slope of the buffer. None of the studies included a review of 
buffers with slopes of 15% or greater as is the case with the Area C site. One study in California, 
calculated that a buffer of 150 feet on a 3% slope was capable of 90% sediment removal. The variables 
that affect the efficiency of this model included vegetation cover, the width of the buffer, the slope of the 
area, vegetation height, the ability of soils to absorb water, and rate of runoff. The conclusions of a 
second study recommend a minimum buffer width of 100 feet to be maintained, and the buffer area 
should be sufficiently wide enough to include among others, soils with severe development constraints 
adjacent to wetlands and adjacent uplands, wetlands of high biological significance, and steep slopes of 
greater than 15%.95 

• 

The buffer widths found in the study done for the Commission is corroborated by a similar literature 
review study in 1994 which found appropriate buffers ranging in size up to about 650 feet. 96 The widest 
buffers were found to be necessary for high value wetland systems (such as Hanson and West Branch 
Sloughs) that were adjacent to intense land uses (such as that proposed by the LCP amendment). Of the 
multiple functions of buffers (such as for water temperature moderation, sediment removal, and nutrient 
removal, etc.), the widest buffer widths were directly correlated to the function of preserving species 
diversity. As an example, the study found that bird species diversity, richness, relative abundance, and 
breeding numbers were found to be positively correlated with wetland buffer size. As a general rule, the 
study emphasized that fixed buffer systems do not consider site-specific conditions and thus may not 
adequately buffer resources. Variable width buffer systems based upon unique site conditions, resource 
values, and adjacent land use intensities serve to better protect valuable resources. • 

The proposed modifications to the LCP would significantly impact the effectiveness of any ESHA buffer 
system and should therefore be reevaluated as to their size and structure. In fact, our understanding of 
buffer functions and their role in protecting habitat has increased since the LCP's current 100 foot 
wetland and 50 foot riparian buffer requirements were certified in the early 1980s. For example, the 
proposed increase in impervious surfaces from 10% to 50% would overwhelm the minimum 50 and 100-
foot buffers suggested in the LCP. While onsite stormwater management measures would be required of 
any development on this site, the ultimate protection from urban runoff provided by the buffers would 
still be limited. The additional change proposed for Area C to allow development on slopes up to 25% 
would similarly increase the nite of stormwater flow, potentially increasing erosion of hillsides and the 
filling of the adjacent wetlands. The increased impervious surfaces and greater slope allowances would 
degrade both the long hydroperiod and low hydrologic energy normally associated with this portion of 
the wetland. Groundwater recharge through percolation would be limited by both the increased 
impervious surface and increased flow rates associated with greater slope allowances. In addition, since 
protected habitat areas would likewise be reduced by the proposed amendment, development would be 
allowed to move over the break in slope above these habitat areas, into both the buffer and habitat itself. 

95 Porter 1980. 
96 "Wetland and Stream Buffer Size Requirements- A Review" (Castelle, Johnson, and Conolly), Journal of Environmental 

Quality (September- October 1994). 
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The PVUSD's high school project is instructive on these points. As currently envisioned, this proposed 
development would grade much of the proposed Area F site, including completely filling Hanson Slough 
and grading east of the current farm road to construct artificial fill slopes (up to a 44% slope gradient) 
above the West Branch of Struve Slough. These West Branch fill slopes, and the ballfields propped up 
by these slopes, would extend into the areas that currently qualify as ESHA as well as into buffer areas 
required under the existing LCP. These fill slopes extend to within 100 feet of the City's proposed West 
Branch wetland delineation. 97 Although the District has termed this area east of the artificial fill slope on 
proposed Area F a "Biological Restoration Area, " the FEIR does not include any measures to restore 
this area. In fact, this area would be left alone until such time as an appropriate resource management 
agency were to come forward to facilitate (and pay for) restoration. 

The currently proposed, and even the existing, LCP buffering measures are wholly inadequate to protect 
the valuable slough resources on this site in light of the significant intensification of development that 
would be allowed by the amendment. They do not take into account the unique site topography and the 
resource value and unique biological productivity of Hanson Slough, West Branch of Struve Slough and 
the overall Watsonville Slough System. In fact, rather than a rote recitation of the 100 foot standard, 
these unique resources and the site topography combine to dictate site specific buffering needs. 

In fact, although CDFG and USFWS both have recommended that the school district pursue alternative 
site to protect the resources on Area C, both CDFG and USFWS have indicated that if any development 
were to take place on this site, it should be confined to the upper plateau area as opposed to reliance on a 
fixed buffer width. As stated by CDFG (see Exhibit K): 

To minimize the potential loss of habitat values associated with this proposed change in the 
LCP, we believe much more of Area "C" should be acquired, the school facilities planned 
further away from the sloughs, and remaining area lands conserved. Buffers should extend 
beyond the break in slope above the sloughs to reduce[and} to buffer the effects on slough 
habitats from the effects of erosion from adjacent land uses. . .. We suggest the following 
requirements ... School facilities should be arranged in the expanded site so they are as far from 
wetlands as practical, maximizing the area of protected uplands adjacent to the sloughs. 

As stated by USFWS (see Exhibit L): 

A 1 00-foot buffer is inadequate to protect such areas 

These recommendations are echoed by Dr. Robert Curry: 

It is critically important that the functional integrity of this system be maintained. The upland 
school site is the source of precipitation recharge that maintains these wetland systems. The only 
way to accommodate development on the upland site would be to confine it to the upper terrace 

97 According to the most recent PVUSD proposed high school drainage plans received in the Commission's Central Coast 
District Office February 24, 2000 . 
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area above both Hanson and West Branch Struve Sloughs. Any schoolyard development and roof 
areas should be developed with porous pavement and dry-wells to insure continued infiltration 
and recharge. No grassed playing fields should be allowed because these are among the very 
most damaging to adjacent recharge-dependent wetlands. No development of any kind should be 
allowed to extend over the break in slope above these resources. Since this break in slope is 
fairly clearly defined (by the existing farm road ac{jacent to West Branch Slough and by the steep 
bowl surrounding Hanson Slough), this setback should be easy to identify. In fact, these upland 
slope areas support a habitat that should be considered environmentally sensitive in its own 
right. If ANY activity is to take place in these areas, it should be limited to the control of non
native species and replanting with native trees, shrubs and grasses - nothing more. 

Both CDFG and USFWS have indicated that the 1 00 foot buffer is inadequate to buffer Area C 
resources (see Exhibits K and L). This evaluation is corroborated by local wetlands expert Dr. Bob 
Curry (see Exhibit M). The proposed intensification of allowable development, in tandem with the lack 
of site specific buffering parameters that account for this intensification in light of resources, is 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act and Land Use Plan's ESHA buffering policies. 

10. Cumulative impacts to Watsonville Slough System 

• 

Finally, it is critical to note that Area C is located within the overall Watsonville Slough System. This 
freshwater slough system is one of the most important in the State, and needs to be considered as a • 
whole when plan changes and development scenarios inconsistent with its overall well-being are 
contemplated. As seen from the discussion above, there are several identifiable negative impacts that 
would be expected due to the proposed amendment package. The cumulative impact of these together 
would result in an overall decline in the Watsonville Slough System as a whole. As stated again by Dr. 
Robert Curry (see Exhibit M): 

Finally, the Commission should note that Hanson Slough is part of the larger Watsonville Slough 
System, probably the most significant freshwater wetland system on the California coast. Even 
with the significant agricultural operations west of the Highway, much of this Watsonville 
System remains in a relatively natural state. This is precisely the type of resource protected by 
the Coastal Act. In fact, the school project, one that would flatten much of the site, including 
completely filling the finger of Hanson Slough and filling much of the upland habitat slope of the 
West Branch of Struve Slough, is precisely the type of development that led to the citizen
initiated passage of Proposition 20 and the subsequent Coastal Act. I urge you to reject both the 
amendment and the school project . ... 

Even if development is confined to the plateau area, there would be significant and 
unmitigatable impacts on the sloughs. Further, development of the site would commit it to urban 
use; from which it would be difficult if not impossible - to return to open space and 
conservation uses. The highest best use of this area west of Highway I is to allow future 
generations and Monterey Bay to enjoy improved water quality and esthetics of the most 
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important freshwater slough habitat on the central coast. It is not to allow such rare habitat to 
be graded, filled, and covered with an urban use. 

11. Coastal Act Consistency Conclusion 

Land Use Plan Amendment Inconsistent with Coastal Act 
In conclusion, the proposed amendment is clearly inconsistent with the Coastal Act's habitat protection 
policies for three overarching reasons. First, it does not recognize the extent of the habitat on site and 
reduces what the City itself had previously delineated as habitat (without sufficient justification and 
contrary to Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife and other experts assessments). The 
amendment then allow some of this habitat to be developed with uses that are not allowed by Sections 
30233 or 30240. In fact, the proposed PVUSD high school would completely fill, grade and develop 
with structures the upper finger of Hanson Slough and would fill, grade and cover portions of the upland 
habitat of the West Branch of Struve Slough. 

Second, the increased area of allowable development (on steeper slopes and more impervious surface 
coverage) will adversely impact the hydrology and water quality of Hanson and West Branch Struve 
Slough resources on site and downstream. Increased impervious surfacing changes the flow of water into 
the sloughs, affecting overall slough hydrology. Development, and increased impervious development, 
means an increase in runoff from the site. This runoff will contain typical urban runoff constituents 
which impair water quality. It is not consistent with the Coastal Act to allow for these additional 
detrimental effects to the Watsonville Slough System. Notably, the current LCP policies, including those 
designed to limit the intensity of development, were specifically put in place to protect these resources. 

Finally, because of the more intensive use proposed by the amendment (i.e., public schools), it renders 
the buffers and criteria for development under the LCP inadequate to prevent adverse impacts on the 
habitat. More intensive development brings with it increased noise, lights, glare and associated activity 
to the detriment of sensitive animal receptors. Some of these receptors on Area C are State and/or 
Federally listed species. Such unmanaged person-intensive use is inconsistent with the Coastal Act and 
Land Use Plan requirements that adjacent development not degrade these sensitive habitats. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed Land Use Plan amendment would result in a Land 
Use Plan that is inconsistent with the Coastal Act ESHA policies discussed in this finding and must be 
denied as submitted. 

Implementation Amendment Inconsistent with Certified Land Use Plan 
Since the proposed implementation amendment simply mimics the proposed LUP amendment, and since 
the LUP amendment must be denied, so too must the implementation plan amendment. Otherwise, it 
would allow for adverse habitat impacts not allowed by the currently certified land use plan. Typically, 
an implementation plan contains more detail to be able to implement LUP policies. If there were a land 
use plan amendment that carried out the Coastal Act, then an adequate implementation plan would have 
commensurately more detailed measures to address any potential adverse habitat impacts. Although 
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there is relatively good detail in the Implementation Plan regarding habitat protection from indirect 
impacts, the proposed intensified site use also needs to be accompanied by additional measures 
necessary to adequately buffer and protect Hanson and West Branch Slough resources consistent with 
the site topography and the unique habitat present in the sloughs and upland areas. The proposed 
implementation plan proposes no such additional measures. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed Implementation Plan amendment is inconsistent with 
and inadequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan and must be denied as submitted. 

E. Modifications Required to Achieve Coastal Act ESHA 
Conformance 
In order to approve a Land Use Plan amendment, it must be consistent with the Coastal Act. In order to 
approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
Land Use Plan. 

1. Modifications to Result in a Certifiable Land Use Plan Amendment 

• 

In order to address the deficiencies enumerated in the denial findings, there are two basic approaches one 
could take. As suggested by the Department ofFish and Game, the entire site could be considered ESHA 
and hence limited to uses only dependent on the habitat. USFWS likewise suggests that the high school • 
development be directed offsite. This approach has validity when one views the Watsonville Slough 
system in a comprehensive manner, noting that not only have the physical wetlands shrunk by at least 
half, but the upland habitats for many of the creatures that use the wetlands have been converted to non 
open space uses. The other approach is to recognize more limited habitat areas but to require them to be 
protected. Because the Commission chooses this later approach, in order to accommodate a public 
school, then: (1) the delineated habitat areas need to be protected and restored where necessary; (2) they 
need adequate buffering; and (3) the developed area needs to be designed so as not to adversely impact 
the habitat areas. 

Measures to Protect and Restore the Delineated Habitats 
First, the Land Use Plan needs to be updated to reflect the biological evaluations that have occurred 
since it was prepared in the early 1980's. The Land Use Plan contains habitat descriptions that are no 
longer complete. The information in this report can be included in the Land Use Plan (see modifications 
5.A.l, 5.A.2, 5.A.3, 5.A.4). 

Second, although agriculture is a priority use under the Coastal Act, it should not result in degradation of 
habitat areas. Currently agriculture is generally limited to the area west of the break in slope above the 
West Branch of Struve Slough, and into the upland finger of Hanson Slough. The LCP currently 
prohibits this agricultural incursion into the upper finger of Hanson Slough. If Hanson Slough area 
agricultural use is thus discontinued, and if any necessary habitat corridors or other habitat restoration 
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measures are necessary on the site, some amount of agriculture would be converted to a different use. 
This could be read as inconsistent with the agricultural protective polices of the LCP. At a minimum, it 
creates unneeded confusion in the LCP. Therefore, a modification is necessary to explicitly state that 
agricultural lands needed for habitat or buffer can be converted to those higher priority uses (see 
modification 4.A.2). 

Third, except for the lack of a complete functional connection under Harkins Slough Road, West Branch 
Struve Slough appears to be a well-functioning, little impacted wetland, that is not in need of intensive 
restoration. If restoration is pursued in this area to improve the habitat's function, it needs to be carried 
out according to a management plan prepared by a biologist and hydrologist (see modification 4.A.2). In 
contrast, the other wetland areas on the site could substantially benefit from restoration. A modification 
is appropriate to require restoration of adjacent drainage areas and the upper drainage flowing from 
under the Highway (see modification 4.A.2). In order to maintain continued biological productivity of 
these resources, any development activity that alters the hydrologic regime of the slough system needs to 
be dependent upon restoration of the affected slough segment (see modification 4.A.2). Finally, 
restoration plans with adequate monitoring and performance criteria are needed to ensure the continued 
function of these areas (see modification 4.A.2). 

Fourth, the habitat areas should be permanently protected, legally as well as physically. There are many 
ways to accomplish this from deed restrictions, to open space and conservation easements to outright 
dedications (see modification 4.A.2). Since the Department of Fish and Game already owns and 
manages the adjacent Wildlife Refuge on West Branch Struve Slough, it is most sensible to give that 
agency management authority, if not outright ownership, over that portion of West Branch Struve 
Slough in Area C. However, the costs of any mitigation responsibilities arising out of approving a 
development on the site should be borne by the developer. No matter what legal mechanism is chosen 
for long-term protection, it needs to incorporate the safeguards enumerated here. 

Fifth, one potential publicized benefit of a new school in Area C is that the curriculum would educate 
students as to the adjacent wetland resources. Although there is no such requirement built into the LCP 
amendment, the City has provided various indications that the school district would establish such a 
curriculum. This is worthy and deserving to be included in the amendment. A similar requirement was 
placed on North Monterey County High School adjacent to Moro Cojo Slough (CDP P-77-83). 
However, care must be taken to ensure that there are not adverse impacts from large numbers of students 
trampling the wetland in the name of science. Such measures would include: having a designated 
observation area within the school grounds above the wetland; a limited designated degraded area for 
supervised students to work in to learn about restoration, monitoring, etc.; a strictly controlled access 
program into any other wetland area on the site or nearby; and a program that makes use of other 
wetland areas in the City where there are already developed paths and other amenities suitable for use by 
schoolchildren (see modification 4.A.2). 

Sixth, if development of Area C should require improvements to allow access to the site, such 
improvements need to be accomplished in a manner that is protective of habitat. The preferred option 
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would be to bring the access road to the site via West Airport Boulevard to the north so as to avoid 
impacting West Branch Struve Slough and Hanson Slough resources located along Harkins Slough 
Road. If this is not feasible, and if any development on Area C should require any improvements to 
Harkins Slough Road (including, but not limited to road widening), those improvements should include 
replacing the West Branch of Struve Slough culverts under Harkins Slough Road with a bridge of 
adequate span to provide habitat connectivity between the West Branch of Struve Slough on Area C and 
the California Department of Fish and Game Preserve, and culverts of adequate size to ensure Hanson 
Slough connectivity; fill of any portion of the West Branch of Struve Slough or Hanson Slough should 
be prohibited. Any such road improvements should include measures to protect habitat, and should be 
sited and designed to minimize the amount noise, lights, glare, and activity visible and/or audible within 
the West Branch of Struve Slough or Hanson Slough, particularly at night when many foraging and 
hunting species are most active. Any road improvements to Harkins Slough Road should be the 
minimum necessary (including the minimum length of Harkins Slough necessary) to accommodate 
permitted development so as to avoid unnecessary degradation to slough resources along the road (see 
modifications 2.A.l, 2.A.2, 2.A.3, and 4.A.2). 

Measures to Ensure Adequate ESHA Buffers 

• 

Seventh, all habitat areas need to be adequately buffered and measures put in place to ensure the 
function of these buffers. It is important to note that no buffer width can guarantee protection of adjacent 
wetland resources. The Commission recommends applying appropriate buffers for Area C based on the 
guidance from many of the models developed throughout the country, while considering the uniqueness • 
and sensitivity of the resources of Watsonville Slough combined with the proposed increase in allowable 
building coverage and intensity contemplated for this site (i.e., a public high school). While a variety of 
models have been developed for each specific region, most determine that for sensitive areas or areas 
with significant potential development impact, a minimum buffer width of 300 feet was appropriate. 
This width is generally sufficient for Area C. However, Area C's geomorphology (including the steeply 
sloping upland habitat areas, soil permeability, and functionality of upland "buffer" areas) combine to 
dictate that the best management strategy is to restore and maintain the natural habitats and drainage 
patterns on these slopes and to restrict development to the upper areas of the parcel. When considered in 
tandem with the intensity of development being proposed, the increase in impervious surfaces, the 
special biological value of West Branch Struve Slough and Hanson Slough, and the importance of 
providing a natural hydrologic regime to these resources, particularly in light of the intensive use being 
proposed, such site specific buffering is clearly necessary for Area C. This can be accomplished through 
a development envelope for the site that identifies areas where development can take place, interior to 
the relative break in slope upland of the wetlands, without harming site ESHAs (see modification 4.A.2). 

The development envelop buffer model implements required modifications for not only ESHA 
resources, but also acts to partially limit landform alteration, development along steep slopes, and 
development in the public viewshed, thus implementing suggested modifications required to address 
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Coastal Act issues in these areas.98 The effect of this development envelope will be to keep any allowed 
development above the relative break in slope on Area C above both Hanson and West Branch Struve 
Slough resources. This will act to direct development away from steep slopes and onto the flatter plateau 
area where it will do the least amount of damage to slough resources. The relative break in slope in this 
case is dictated by the existing farm road on the east, and, generally, by the areas above 15% slope 
surrounding Hanson Slough on the southwestern portion of Area C. The small wetland areas identified 
by the City along Harkins Slough Road (and adequate buffers thereto) would be wholly within the 200 
foot agricultural buffer suggested to be applied along Harkins Slough Road.99 This development 
envelope is consistent with the recommendations of CDFG, USFWS, and local wetland expert Dr. 
Robert Curry who all indicate that if any development were to take place on this site (all recommend 
against any development of this site), it should be confined to the upper plateau area as opposed to 
reliance on a fixed buffer width. 

In fact, although CDFG and USFWS both have recommended that the school district pursue alternative 
site to protect the resources on Area C, both CDFG and USFWS have indicated that if any development 
were to take place on this site, it should be confined to the upper plateau area as opposed to reliance on a 
fixed buffer width. CDFG states (see Exhibit K): 

Buffers should extend beyond the break in slope above the sloughs to reduce [and} to buffer the 
effects on slough habitats from the effects of erosion from adjacent land uses. ... We suggest the 
following requirements ... Schoolfacilities should be arranged in the expanded site so they are as 
far from wetlands as practical, maximizing the area of protected uplands adjacent to the sloughs. 

As stated by USFWS (see Exhibit L): 

A 1 00-foot buffer is inadequate to protect such areas. 

As stated by Dr. Robert Curry: 

The only way to accommodate development on the upland site would be to confine it to the upper 
terrace area above both Hanson and West Branch Struve Sloughs. Any schoolyard development 
and roof areas should be developed with porous pavement and dry-wells to insure continued 
infiltration and recharge. No grassed playing fields should be allowed because these are among 
the very most damaging to adjacent recharge-dependent wetlands. No development of any kind 
should be allowed to extend over the break in slope above these resources. Since this break in 
slope is fairly clearly defined (by the existing farm road adjacent to West Branch Slough and by 
the steep bowl surrounding Hanson Slough), this setback should be easy to identify. In fact, these 
upland slope areas support a habitat that should be considered environmentally sensitive in its 
own right. If ANY activity is to take place in these areas, it should be limited to the control of 
non-native species and replanting with native trees, shrubs and grasses- nothing more. 

98 See other findings; suggested modifications begin on page 163. 
99 See Agriculture finding beginning on page 72 . 
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Eighth, as evidenced by the Dr. Curry's above sentiment, the City's LCP needs to clearly identify what 
is allowed - and what is required - within those buffers. Allowable uses should be limited to those that 
foster habitat values (such as restoration). In some areas, some, passive recreation may be possible. 
Based upon the site resources, specific buffer parameters should be established for each individual buffer 
area (see modification 4.B.3). In order to allow for the significant increased intensity of use of the site, it 
is necessary to ensure that these buffer areas adequately function. Accordingly, invasive exotics need to 
be actively removed and these areas need to be planted with native trees, shrubs, plants and grasses as 
appropriate (see modification 5.A.5). Any such efforts need to be within the parameters of a plan 
prepared by a wetlands expert to ensure proper functioning of the buffers and associated habitat areas 
(see modification 4.A.2). Similar to the habitat areas being buffered, these buffers habitat areas need to 
be permanently protected legally as well as physically. There are many ways to accomplish this from 
deed restrictions, to open space and conservation easements to outright dedications (see modification 
4.A.2). Finally, restoration plans with adequate monitoring and performance criteria are needed to ensure 
the continued function of these buffers (see modification 4.A.2). 

Ninth, the current LCP makes an artificial distinction between the buffers required for riparian areas and 
those required for wetlands and wetland transition areas on Area C. Riparian areas function similarly to 
wetlands and their resource value should not be considered any less. In this case, the riparian area on 
Area C is a portion of the headwaters of Hanson Slough and a crucial resource in need of adequate 
buffering and protections. In fact, a 100 foot buffer for this area may be too small given the discussion 

• 

above. In any case, lacking evidence to define a different buffer for this area, the most cautious course of • 
action is to apply the 100 foot wetland buffer to this area consistent with the minimum 1 00 foot buffer 
afforded other wetland habitat on Area C; such a buffer in tandem with the required agricultural buffers 
and steep slope areas combine to protect this area consistent with the discussion above (see modification 
4.B.2). 

Tenth, the CDFG Reserve directly south of the site is an ESHA. This area is also outside of the City 
limits. However, as a wetland, the LCP's 100 foot wetland buffer requirement would still apply. The 
development envelop for Area C needs to take into account this required buffer area (see modification 
4.A.2). 

Eleventh, the buffer areas between the development envelope and the ESHA need to be designed to 
shield such sensitive habitat areas from development, and to restore and maintain the functional resource 
value of the upland habitat buffers (see modification 4.A.2). 

Twelfth, although it is implied that the LCP' s general ESHA protection policies apply to the Highway 
One and local street right-of-way areas, these areas are not explicitly mapped as part of any coastal zone 
area (i.e., current A through E). As such, their status should be clarified in the LCP to ensure that the 
wetland protection and setback policies apply to freeway right-of-way land as well as Area C. While the 
City has indicated that any development of this site (e.g., adding an off-ramp) is independent of the 
proposed. high school project, since the Commission is reviewing policies that apply to this ESHA it 
makes sense to ensure that the LCP is written so that the entire ESHA is protected, not just its western 
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portion. Therefore, modifications are needed to state that the policies of the LCP apply to all of the 
coastal zone, including the freeway right-of-way beyond Area C (see modifications 2.A.l and 2.A.2). 

Minimizing Impacts of Any Development on Area C 
Any development on Area C will be accompanied by the attendant on and off-site impacts discussed in 
the denial findings above. This is particularly evident for such an intensive use as the PVUSD-proposed 
high school at this site. To ensure that such development does not adversely impact on-site Hanson 
Slough and West Branch Slough resources, and by extension the entire Watsonville Slough System, 
modifications are necessary to: 

• minimize noise, lights, glare, and activity visible and/or audible within environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas and their required buffers; 

• minimize landform alteration and to limit alteration of steep slopes to isolated areas and, only for a 
public school, to help prevent erosion and runoff into the habitat and maintain the slopes as both 
habitat buffers; 

• cluster permitted development to allow maintenance of open-space agricultural and habitat areas; 

• minimize impervious surface coverage, and allow increased coverage only for a public school the 
minimum size necessary to accommodate demand; 

• identify the parameters of required erosion control measures to be taken during construction to 
preserve habitat areas; 

• identify and utilize appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to capture and filter all runoff 
prior to discharge to slough resources and/or from the site, to use restored swales to filter and hold 
drainage, and to increase onsite percolation and filtration of runoff. All filtered runoffthat is suitable 
for groundwater recharge and/or wetland restoration purposes should be directed to groundwater 
basins and/or wetlands in such a manner as to avoid erosion and/or sedimentation and promote 
restoration of functioning habitat. 

• limit onsite parking lot areas and use special BMPs to capture and treat runoff associated with 
vehicular uses; 

• ensure that structural BMPs, other than vegetated strips consistent with a biological restoration plan, 
are placed outside of environmentally sensitive habitat buffer areas; 

• maintain peak runoff rates and volumes at levels similar to pre-development conditions; 

• limit the use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers, and to provide for planting of suitable native 
landscaping (see modification 4.A.2); 

• ensure that dry cleaning (i.e., sweeping and/or vacuuming) of all parking lot areas, driveways, and 
other vehicular traffic areas occurs on a regular basis to avoid flushing of accumulated debris and 
polluted runoff constituents; 
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• ensure that all outside storage areas and loading areas are graded, paved and equipped with adequate 
wash down facilities; 

• ensure that all restaurants and/or food service uses include a plumbed wash-down area (either inside 
or out); 

• ensure that all 8MPs are permanently operated and maintained. 

See modifications 2.A.3, 2.8.4, 3.A.2, 3.8.2, 3.B.3, 3.8.4, 9.A.l, 9.A.2, 9.B.l, and 9.8.2. 

In conclusion, if so modified in all of the ways outlined here according to the cited modification texts, 
then the Land Use Plan as amended and as further modified is approved as satisfYing Coastal Act 
policies with respect to environmentally sensitive habitaf and wetlands. 

2. Modifications to Result in a Certifiable Implementation Amendment 
In order to approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry 
out the land use plan. Since the land use plan is being amended and modified in the manner just 
described, likewise, the Implementation Plan must be so modified. This means that the Implementation 
Plan must also contain modifications to ensure that habitat protection policies apply to the freeway right
of-way (see modifications 2.8.1, 2.8.2, 2.8.3, 2.B.4, and 2.B.5), require permanent protection of habitat 

• 

and buffer areas (see modifications 4.B.2, 4.B.3, and 4.8.4), landscaping consistent with habitat 
requirements (see modifications 4.8.3 and 8.B.l), adequate buffer areas and plantings (see modification • 
4~B.4), runoff controls (see modification 4.B.4), limits on altering steep slopes (see modification 8.B.l 
and 4.B.4), and an environmental stewardship program (see modification 4.8.4). 

Not only must implementation plans be consistent with the land use plan provisions, they must provide 
the necessary to detail to ensure that the land use plan provisions are carried out. Thus, a new zoning 
section is necessary detail the mechanics of ensuring that habitats and their buffers will be established 
and legally and permanent protected (see modification 5.B.3). Additionally, new sections need to be 
incorporated into the Implementation Plan to detail the mechanisms for restoring and enhancing 
environmentally sensitive habitats and their buffers. Models for these provisions are conditions that the 
Coastal Commission has imposed on its coastal permits involving habitat enhancement and restoration 
(for example, see modifications 5.B.l and 5.B.2). Also, more detail is necessary to direct appropriate 
landscaping with native vegetation (see modification 8.8.1). Likewise, specific BMP provisions must be 
detailed (see modification 9). If so modified in all of the ways outlined here according to the cited 
modification texts, then the Implementation Plan as amended and as further modified is approved as 
being consistent with and adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan as amended and as further 
modified with respect to habitat issues. 
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4. Scenic Resources 
The Coastal Act provides for the protection of scenic resources and natural landforms. Area C is 
comprised of scenic, rolling, agricultural hills above wetlands in the public viewshed of Highway One, 
Harkins Slough Road, Lee Road and beyond. The proposed amendment retains policies to hide 
development from Highway One if feasible, and limit heights of development on Area C to 30 feet. 
However, the amendment also allows development on slopes less than 25% (replacing the current 15% 
slope grading limitation), and at a much greater intensity (50% impervious surface coverage; public 
school use added). The effect of the proposed amendment will be to allow massive development and 
grading in the public viewshed. The amendment is thus inconsistent with the Coastal Act because it fails 
to protect the scenic viewshed, allows significant alteration of the natural landforms, and allows urban 
style development that is out of character with the rural surroundings. The amendment can be approved, 
though, if modified to setback development from the steep slopes, limit night lighting, and include 
design guidelines consistent with the area's rural agricultural character. 

A. Coastal Act Scenic Resource Policies 
Coastal zone scenic resources are afforded a high level of protection by the Coastal Act. The Act 
protects such resources through a number of complementary policies. Some of these policies speak 
directly to view corridors, others to landform alteration, yet others to maintaining the character of special 
coastal zone resource areas. The Coastal Act states: 

Section 30001 (b). The Legislature hereby finds and declares that the permanent protection of the 
state's natural and scenic resources is a paramount concern to present and future residents of 
the state and nation. 

Section 30251. The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and 
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed 
to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of 
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New 
development in highly scenic areas such as those designated in the California Coastline 
Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by 
local government shall be subordinate to the character of its setting. 

In addition to the landform alteration reference in Section 30251, Coastal Act Section 30253 also directs 
new development to avoid alteration of the natural landform. Section 30253 states, in applicable part: 

Section 30253(2). New development shall assure stability and structural integrity, and neither 
create nor contribute significantly to erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or 
surrounding area or in any way require the construction of protective devices that would 
substantially alter natura/landforms along bluffs and cliffs . 
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Visual access to and along the coast is also considered a form of public access. As such, the Coastal 
Act's access polices are also relevant. Applicable Coastal Act access policies include: 

Section 30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational 
opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the 
need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from 
overuse. 

Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of dry 
sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation. 

The Coastal Act visual policies interrelate and overlap. In general, the Coastal Act requires that 
development be sited and designed to protect views of and along scenic coastal areas, minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms, be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, 
where feasible, restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New development in 
highly scenic areas is required to be subordinate to the character of its setting. The Coastal Act's visual 
policies are also related to other previously identified resource protective policies. For example, policies 

• 

that protect agricultural lands from conversion to urban uses likewise protect the rural open-space 
character of the coastal zone. Also, policies that protect environmentally sensitive habitat areas from 
degradation, preserve scenic resources since these habitat areas, and more specifically their health and • 
vitality, also contribute to the visual character of the coastal zone. 

B. Existing and Proposed LCP Scenic Resource Policies 
Although many of the previously mentioned ESHA, Agriculture, and Public Services LCP policies also 
protect visual resources, the certified LCP specifically protects scenic resources through LUP Policy Il.B 
and IP Section 9-5. 705(f)(3). These policies apply to all of the City's coastal zone. 

LUP Policy JI.B. Coastal Visual Resources. New development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views of scenic coastal areas (including the wetlands of the Watsonville Slough complex 
and associated riparian areas), to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, to be visually 
compatible with the character of surrounding area, and where feasible to restore and enhance 
the visual quality of visually degraded areas; all utilities in new development shall be placed 
underground, and hillsides shall be reforested where feasible and compatible with view 
protection. Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30251. Effect on Development: Scenic coastal areas 
afforded view protection include the wetlands of the Pajaro Valley Slough complex visible from 
or across Areas A, B, and C. Underground placement of utilities and hillside reforestation are 
existing requirements of the. City's Conservation Element and support the preservation of visual 
resources. 
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IP Section 9-5. 705(/)(3). Policy JIB, Coastal Visual Resources. New development shall be sited 
and designed to protect views of scenic coastal areas; in particular, this requirement shall apply 
to the seaward views from State Route 1, across the wetlands and associated riparian areas of 
the Watsonville Slough Complex and along the Pajaro River. These existing scenic views of 
natural habitat and agricultural croplands shall be protected through all appropriate measures, 
including but not limited to: 

(i) Where feasible, new structures shall be hidden from Highway 1; otherwise such 
development shall be screened through planting and permanent upkeep of appropriate tree 
species (such as native live oak which will provide, upon maturity, complete vegetative 
screening on a year-round basis); 

(ii) All utilities in new development shall be placed underground; 

(iii) Advertising and commercial signs that which would block views from Highway 1 to the 
wetland and riparian areas shown on LUP Fig. 2, shall not be allowed. 

The land use plan does not specific a height limit, but the IP states that the height limit on Area C is 2 V:z. 
stories/30 feet. 

There is also one land use plan policy (and complementary IP section) that applies to Area C that relates 
to landform alteration: 

Policy II.C3.f. Maximum slope of developed portion of lot (before grading}: 15 feet in any 100 
foot interval. 

Although the proposed amendment does not propose specific changes to the LCP's visual resource 
policies, as discussed below, the overall effect of the amendment would be inconsistent with these 
policies without some modification. 

C. Background: Current Public Viewshed Setting 
By almost any standard, the rural agricultural rolling hills of south Santa Cruz County and the 
Watsonville coastal zone must be regarded as a scenic coastal resource of great public importance. Vast 
wetlands of the Watsonville Slough System interspersed with large farms on varied terrain provide a 
welcome respite from the urban corridors of Santa Cruz, Capitola, and Aptos to the north. As one travels 
downcoast from Santa Cruz towards Watsonville along Highway One, sparsely developed coastal 
foothills predominate. Downcoast of the City along Highway One (past the Pajaro River and into 
Monterey County), the lush farmlands of the Pajaro Valley lap both sides of the Highway extending in 
all directions. In fact, the City itself, situated almost entirely east of Highway One north of the Pajaro 
River, is an urban island in an otherwise rural and agricultural sea. Highway One in south Santa Cruz 
County has been designated by the City (General Plan) and County (LCP) as a scenic road, and is 
eligible for such designation by the State Scenic Highway Program . 
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The coastal zone areas of the City (Areas A, B, and C) are likewise largely undeveloped, characterized 
primarily by rolling agricultural lands and the vast wetlands of the Watsonville Slough System. By 
contrast, the non-coastal zone areas in the City have been undergoing significant urbanization. This 
includes both the inland side of Highway One as well as the small portion of the City west of the 
Highway that was removed from the coastal zone by the State Legislature in 1979. In fact, the contrast in 
land use and development for the portion of the City west of the Highway outside of the coastal zone 
when compared to the surrounding . (and agricultural) area inside of the coastal zone is particularly 
evident. Although several areas outside of the City (and outside of the coastal zone) remain in 
agricultural use east of the Highway, the City has pursued annexation of these areas (thus far denied by 
the LAFCO) and development pressure on these areas is high. 

Area Cis easily the most scenic portion of the City,s coastal zone. Framed by the West Branch of Struve 
Slough adjacent to the Highway, the vast CDFG Ecological Preserve to the south, and the undeveloped 
agricultural fields of south Santa Cruz County to the west, Area C lies in the middle of an 
agrarian/wetland landscape. Highway One, Harkins Slough Road, Lee Road, West Airport Boulevard~ 
and the Highway 152 off-ramp all provide public vantage points from which to enjoy this setting. In 
fact, this entire sweep of unspoiled landscape can be viewed by the public in a continuously unfolding 
panorama along Highway One for travelers in both directions. The views from the small local roads on 
the west of the Highway allow the public to venture within this lush landscape; Harkins Slough Road is 
a prime example. As appropriately stated in the City's General Plan: 

• 

More than any other route in the city or planning area, Harkins Slough Road provides a close-up • 
view of the unique beauty of the area's sloughs and marshes. 

In fact, Highway 1, Harkins Slough Road, and the Highway 152 off-ramp are all designated as scenic 
roads by the City; Highway .I and the Highway 152 off-ramp are also so designated by the State. 

The site, and the undeveloped lands west of Highway One, provide both a visual and land use ~ition 
from the urbanized areas of the City east of the Highway, and the vast rural landscape extending west to 
the ocean. As stated in the PVUSD's FEIR for the proposed high school at this location100

: 

The combined natural open space of the sloughs and the adjacent uncluttered agricultural 
landscapes devoted to cultivation of row crops grown under sprinkler irrigation and to cattle 
grazing provides a distinguishing transition from urban to rural land use west of Highway 1. The 
proposed project location along Highway 1 makes it an important part of the view corridor of 
the visual open space. 

100 PVUSD proposed third high school FEIR. 
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D. Analysis of Consistency with Coastal Act Scenic Resource 
Policies 

1. Introduction: Proposed Amendment's Effect on Scenic Resources 
The proposed amendment would increase the amount of development that could ultimately be 
considered for Area C. As previously discussed, if the City were to make findings to allow a conversion 
of agricultural lands, the amendment components to allow wetland fill, to redelineate habitat, to allow 
increased impervious surface coverage, and to allow development on steeper slopes would combine to 
result in more potential development of Area C. All of Area C is in the public viewshed (including views 
from Highway One, Harkins Slough Road, Lee Road, West Airport Boulevard, as well as several local 
streets and viewing areas inland of the Highway), and most of it is visible from Highway One. This 
visible portion also is part of the State Scenic Highway Program. As such, the increased level of 
allowable development, including but not limited to development on steeper slopes, would be entirely in 
a significant public viewshed. 

The Coastal Act mandates the protection of the scenic areas of California's coast. The Area C public 
viewshed is one such highly scenic resource. The public has long enjoyed the panoramic rural vistas 
available of, over and across Area C as seen from Highway One, and to a lesser degree Harkins Slough 
Road, Lee Road, West Airport Boulevard, and the Highway 152 overpass. Current LCP performance 
standards limit development in this Area. In contrast, the proposed amendment would allow substantial 
urban development on Area C, would allow for development on steep slopes, and would allow grade and 
fill of a portion of Hanson Slough. 

As identified above, the proposed amendment would allow for a significantly greater intensity of non
agricultural development to be located on Area C. Industrial, residential, and public school uses could all 
develop at this greater intensity under the proposed amendment. Since such a greater allowable intensity 
makes the land itself more attractive for such development, the pressure for such urban development 
would correspondingly increase. Thus, not only would a physically much larger development be 
possible at this location, but such a plan change may in itself induce such a development. In addition, the 
proposed amendment would induce further growth west of the Highway into mostly open space 
agricultural and wetland areas. 

In addition to an overall greater intensity of development, the proposed amendment would allow 
development on portions of the site most directly in the Highway One viewshed. By reducing the area 
delineated as ESHA in the West Branch of Struve Slough, development constraints are removed for 
much of the upland slope most visible from the Highway. Moreover, increasing the developable slope 
from 15% to 25%, means that much of the steeper portions of this slope could likewise be developed. 
Much of the ESHA previously protected in this critical viewshed location would no longer be protected 
(compare Figures 7 and 8). 

Similarly, the removal of slope and ESHA constraints for the upper finger of Hanson Slough would 
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allow development where it was previously not allowed within the Harkins Slough Road and Lee Road 
viewshed. 

Although not before the Commission at this time, the proposed high school is an example of what the 
proposed amendment would allow. Current designs show approximately 213,000 square feet of 
buildings as well as various playfields and several parking lots. The proposed high school would spread 
over approximately 55 acres of Area Con proposed Area F, extending over the break in slope towards 
the West Branch of Struve Slough. Crib retaining walls would be required on the slope in order to 
achieve flat terrain for ballfields. In order to prepare the site for development, massive grading 
(approximately 1,000,000 cubic yards) is proposed to flatten the rolling Area C hills. The effect of this 
would be to "level" the southwesterly sloping terrain visible from Highway 1 into a manufactured flat 
grade; the slope above the West Branch of Struve Slough would be artificially steepened up to a 44% 
slope gradient. All of the upper finger of Hanson Slough would be graded and filled to allow for the 
placement of school buildings and a parking lot. The futuristic design and massive forms of the school, 
and the artificially smoothed, flattened and steepened slopes, would be clearly visible from several 
primary public view locations, including but not limited to the Highway One scenic highway corridor. 101 

See Exhibit G for site plans, grading plans, and elevations of PVUSD's proposed high school.). Such 
development would forever alter the rural coastal agrarian landscape west of the Highway on Area C, 
and could portend a future shift to such urban development in the general vicinity. Views from State and 
locally designated scenic roads would not be preserved. 

2. Standards Not Adequate to Protect Scenic VIews 
The existing LCP scenic resource policies rely in large measure on the existing site performance 
standards to ensure that the mass, scale, bulk, and location of any non-agricultural development on Area 
C appropriately maintains the scenic resource value consistent with the Coastal Act. The current 
standards act to minimize development and concentrate any such allowable development on the sloping 
plateau running along the center of Area C. 102 This means that the LUP's visual policy can be applied in 
a manner to achieve its intended goals. The majority of the property would be left in open space and the 
development could be sited so that scenic views are protected. 

This situation would dramatically change with the proposed amendment's relaxation of the site location 
and intensity standards. Non-agricultural development could sprawl over the site, onto steep slopes, 
covering areas heretofore non-buildable with structures. The newly "buildable" portions of the site 
·would include the sloping areas most visible to the public. The proposed amendment thus results in the 
document's internal inconsistency since the text cited above will no longer be accurate. 

While the existing LUP scenic resource policies provide sufficient general parameters to implement the 
Coastal Act's scenic resource policies for the uses and intensities currently allowed, they are lacking in 

101 See Section 5.15 of PVUSD proposed third high school FEIR. 
102 In fact the LUP's text proclaims, "the foregoing requirements will cluster development within the high, gently sloping 

terrace which runs along the middle of Area C." 
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the face of such proposed changes. That is, one could read the proposed amendment as a presumption 
that the allowed development is generally permissible, especially in the absence of an LUP policy 
statement that says development must be scaled back to protect scenic resources. Thus, the standard to 
protect scenic views would be applied in the context of the allowed development. As noted previously, 
the proposed amendment allows four times the impervious surface coverage as the current amendment. 
Assuming half of that was structures, then there could be 20 acres of buildings located on 55 acres as 
opposed to 5 acres located over 81. 

At bottom, it will be difficult to meet the visual resource standards of Coastal Act 30251 under the 
proposed amendment. With the proposed intensities of development, protection of one part of the site 
will necessarily impact another. Thus, it would be difficult to mitigate visual impacts from Highway One 
without affecting views from Harkins Slough Road. If development is tightly clustered, it may be too 
massive; alternatively, scattering development in less visible areas will increase the visual impact from 
multiple viewpoints. Overall, the ability to protect scenic views under the proposed amendment is thus 
compromised. 

There is also no height limit in the land use plan. In short, the amendment comes with it the expectation 
of such an intensity of use that there is no play to achieve the objective of Section 30251 and for a public 
school there is not the opportunity to do all the kinds of measures necessary given state standards unless 
scaled back significantly, there is nothing in the LCP or amendment that says to scale back intensity of 
use to enable scenic policies to be implemented 

Finally, with regard to the proposed high school itself, the PVUSD's FEIR concludes that, even after all 
mitigations were implemented, the proposed high school would have significant adverse impacts on 
public visual resources, including views of the site from Highway I, Harkins Slough Road, and Lee 
Road, that cannot be mitigated. 103 

3. Landform Alteration 
The relaxation of the current LCP slope building restrictions means that development can occur on 
steeper slopes. Development on steeper slopes also potentially requires a greater amount of landform 
alteration than does equivalent development on more relaxed topography. Given the topography of the 
site, ifthe more intensified use of the site allowed by the proposed amendment is to occur, the result wil1 
have to be much more grading and hence landform alteration. 

Again, while not before the Commission, the plans to date for the proposed high school are illustrative 
of what could potentially occur under the proposed amendment. As noted it would involve 
approximately 1,000,000 cubic yards of grading). Thus, the natural sloping landform of the site would 
be replaced by smooth, manufactured, and steepened slopes. Both wetland landforms would be 
substantially altered. Rolling natural terrain would be replaced by smooth, manufactured, and steepened 
slopes, up to a 44% slope gradient for portions of the slope above the West Branch of Struve Slough. 

103 See Section 5.15 ofPVUSD proposed third high school FEIR . 
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This type of effect is clearly prohibited by the Coastal Act. 

Even if one argued that the type of development envisioned by the amendment should be allowed if the 
effects would be mitigated, there is a still a problem with the proposed amendment. If development on 
the slopes tried to comply with the LCP,s scenic policies by being designed to conform as much as 
possible to the natural surrounding terrain, then it would likely require some form of stepped 
construction requiring vast amounts of grading and retaining walls to maintain the unnatural new 
contours. If some form of pier construction were used instead to minimize grading and alteration of the 
underlying land, protruding overhangs, making any development appear more massive than it may 
actually be, would be expected as well. Where there are such potential results, it is incumbent on a local 
coastal program to have remedies. There are no such provisions in the local coastal program. 

4. Rural Character Threatened 
The greater intensity of development allowed by the proposed amendment threatens the rural character 
of the area Again, under the parameters of the amendment, the visual policies will lack specific 
direction to shape the design and siting of more intensive development. In particular, there are no 
standards to require that development be compatible with the rural setting of Area C. The proposed high 
school's design is illustrative of what could potentially occur under the amendment. Its massive~ 
futuristic design is not compatible with the overall rural agricultural character of the surrounding area. 

• 

The proposed design also is completely out of scale with the undevelop~d rural area west of the • 
Highway. 

The greater mass and scale that could result from this amendment would be similar to that heretofore 
distinguished as urban development on the east side of the Highway. In fact, whereas there is now a 
distinct contrast between urban, east of Highway One land use and that west ofthe Highway, both sides 
of the Highway would appear similarly urban were the site to be developed as allowed under the 
proposed amendment. Apart from the reality of growth inducement discussed earlier, the visual impact 
of the proposed amendment will entail a significant change in the perception of the urban-rural 
boundary; the perception would be that urban land use was not limited to east of the highway any longer. 

5. Coastal Act Consistency Conclusion 

land Use Plan Amendment Inconsistency with the Coastal Act 
In sum, the proposed amendment would result in a Land Use Plan clearly inconsistent with the Coastal 
Act's scenic resource protection policies for three overarching reasons. First, it is not designed to protect 
views to the coast and scenic areas; rather it greatly lessens the protections built into the current LCP by 
virtue of the more intensive development that it will allow. Longstanding coastal views would be forever 
blocked. Second, it does not minimize alteration of natural landforms. Again, the more intensive 
development and the loosening of the slope restrictions will potentially result in greater landform 
alteration. Third, it will not result in a design that is visually compatible with the character of the 
surrounding rural agricultural area. The proposed PVUSD high school is indicative on all three points . 
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As such, none of the applicable scenic resource criteria of Coastal Act Sections 30251, 30253(2), 30210 
and 30211 are satisfied. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed Land Use Plan amendment would result in a Land 
Use Plan that is inconsistent with the Coastal Act scenic resource policies discussed in this finding and 
must be denied as submitted. 

Implementation Plan Amendment Inconsistency with the Certified Land Use Plan 
The lack of Land Use Plan direction for addressing the greatly intensified development allowed by the 
proposed amendment is carried over into the Implementation Plan. Typically, an implementation plan 
contains more detail to be able to implement the LUP's general policies. In this case, the current 
Implementation Plan has worthy language that requires hiding development from view. However, it 
contains the qualifier, "if feasible." It would not be feasible to hide a school development of the 
magnitude allowed for by the proposed amendment. Therefore, the implementation plan is deficient in 
not offering standards in the case of infeasibility. Likewise, the existing IP policies are not specific 
enough to ensure that the location, mass, scale, bulk, and character of any of non-agricultural 
development would be consistent with the intent of the Land Use Plan requirements. 

The existing LUP also contains provisions for minimizing natural landform alteration. Current IP 
policies for Area C that keep development off steep slopes and limit impervious surface coverage help to 
implement this provision. However, increasing developable slope, increasing impervious surface 
coverage, and removing ESHA protection for areas of the site combine to allow for more potential 
landform alteration. Much of the newly developable portion of the site would be located on the upper 
slopes above the West Branch of Struve Slough where it would be most visible to in foreground 
Highway One views. This is inconsistent with the Land Use Plan. 

The existing LUP also contains provisions for maintaining visual compatibility with the surrounding 
area. The IP, however, does not contain any specific language to ensure that this is the case. Current IP 
policies limiting development on Area C help to implement this provision because the low-intensity 
development allowed on the site would be clustered along the center of the plateau where it would be 
least likely to impact resources and adversely affect the public viewshed. The low coverage ensures that 
a small cluster of buildings, at most, would be allowed. Such a small clustering could be found 
compatible with the surrounding area. The proposed amendment, however, allows for much more 
massive development without any IP policies to implement the LUP's visual compatibility requirement. 
This is inconsistent with the Land Use Plan. 

Finally, since the proposed Implementation Plan amendment simply mimics the proposed Land Use Plan 
amendment and provides no additional design guidance, and since the Land Use Plan amendment must 
be denied, so too must the Implementation Plan amendment. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed Implementation Plan amendment is inconsistent with 
and inadequate to carry out the policies of the Land Use Plan and must be denied as submitted . 
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E. Modifications Required to Achieve Coastal Act Scenic 
Resource Conformance 
In order to approve a Land Use Plan amendment, it must be consistent with the Coastal Act. In order to 
approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
Land Use Plan. 

1. Modifications to Result In a Certifiable Land Use Plan Amendment 
In general, the increased intensity of use allowed by the amendment is not consistent with scenic 
resource protection. If the purpose of the proposed amendment, namely allowing a high school, is to be 
accommodated, then the current design policies must be made more directive to (1) minimize landform 
alteration. particularly any such alteration most prominent in the public viewshed; (2) site development 
away from the public view as much as .possible; and (3) be consistent with the rural agricultural 
landscape. 

Minimize Landform Alteration 
The Commission's experience has shown the difficulty of applying view protection policies that only 
require that projects be designed to "minimize impacts on public views" or "minimize grading." What 

• 

does "minimize" mean in any given context? What can regulatory agencies reasonably require by way of 
redesign? Can the developer be required to completely conceal his/her project? Can we trust future • 
landscape screening to screen the project? Will such screening create its own negative visual impact? 
These questions are debated endlessly across the nation whenever local regulatory efforts are applied to 
the problem of public view protection. 

Decision-making bodies are not well-served by such fuzzy-edged standards, which often result in the 
concessions to visual intrusions because there is no clear minimum performance criterion. Often as not, 
the result is further "cluttering" of public views. It is evident that such "minimize impacts" standards are 
too subjective where preservation of public views is the overriding concern. 

Measures that could be taken to explicitly define acceptable landform alteration include not allowing any 
grading, specifying maximum developable slopes that can be graded, specifying the maximum amounts 
of grading (i.e., cubic yards), directing appropriate areas where grading can and cannot take place, and 
combinations of these, and other, measures. In this case, several complementary Coastal Act and LCP 
objectives can be realized by defining a developable area on Area C that avoids the slopes above on-site 
sensitive habitat resources. 

By keeping any allowable development on the gently sloping plateau on the center of Area C, artificial 
contours will be minimized, though not entirely hidden, in the public viewshed. Development will not be 
allowed to 'spill over' the break in slope above the West Branch of Struve Slough and Hanson Slough 
on the subject site. This also benefits preservation of these habitat areas by avoiding them and their 
buffers, minimizing changes in hydrology associated with development along these upland habitat 
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slopes, and reducing water quality runoff issues (see also ESHA findings). Modifications 4.A.l and 
4.A.2 provide for such a development envelope for Area C; modification 8.A.l provides the general 
visual policy parameters; see Figures 1 and 15 for a depiction of the development envelope. 

Clustered Development 
In tandem with the suggested development envelope for the overall site, protection of the public 
viewshed is enhanced if development is kept away from the most visible portions of the development 
envelope. This can be achieved through· requiring clustering of allowable development into a building 
envelop that is a subset of the overall development envelope. For other than a public school use, 10% 
site coverage remains the maximum. Since there are approximately 98 non-ESHA acres on Area C, this 
translates into a total of approximately 1 0 acres of allowed impervious coverage for conditional 
residential or industrial uses. Since there may be multiple residence and/or industrial uses, some amount 
of additional landscape and setback area for structures within the building envelope is necessary. 
Allowing 20% more space to accommodate such needs is reasonable. Therefore, consistent with the 
coverage limitations, clustered (non-school) development on Area C should be allowed a 12 acre 
envelope within which all site improvements must take place. 

For a public school use, 12 acres of site coverage would be difficult to achieve. In fact, State Department 
of Education recommends a minimum of over 1 7 acres for a high school.104 The Commission recognizes 
that a public school is a critical use and the primary objective of the proposed amendment. The school 
district's existing two high schools, Aptos and Watsonville High Schools are currently overcrowded by 
2,000 students. 105 State Department of Education guidelines for a 2,000 student high school recommend 
approximately 42 acres. 106 Therefore, in light of the need for a public school, and cognizant of the 
significant coastal resources at stake, a public school use should be allowed a 42 acre building envelope. 
Since the overall development envelope for the site is approximately 42 acres, the building envelope and 
the development envelope for a public school on Area C would be coterminous. Modifications 4.A.l and 
4.A.2 provide for such clustering and building envelops for Area C. 

Preserving Rural Character 
Finally, as noted, the Land Use Plan already mentions visual compatibility with the character of the 
surrounding area. To ensure that it is clear what this policy direction means, it would be helpful to add a 
qualifying phrase to ensure that development is subordinate to the rural character of the area (see 
modification 8.A.l ). Also, the Land Use Plan does not contain an explicit height limit. There is an 
apparent 30 foot height limit in the zoning ordinance, but without a corresponding provision in the Land 
Use Plan, it could be subject to change. Thirty feet is a reasonable height limit; moreover, with the 
clustering requirements described above, it is required to avoid unacceptable massing. Therefore, this 

104 The smallest possible acreage listed per the School Site Analysis and Development, 1966 Edition. California Department 
of Education (September, 1987) is a 17.3 acre site for a high school of up to 400 students. 

105 Figures from the PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998). 
106 Recommended acreage is 41.6 for up to 2,000 students; as shown in School Site Analysis and Development, 1966 Edition, 

California Department of Education (September, 1987} 
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limit needs to be in the Land Use Plan as well (see modification 4.A.2). 

Two policies that address habitat protection concerns also serve to address visual issues. First, night 
lighting should be the minimum necessary if the rural character of the City's coastal zone is to be 
maintained. Currently, nighttime in this mostly undeveloped area is characterized by a few scattered 
lights, but darkness predominates. This is a standard attribute of such rural landscapes. In order to 
maintain this character, particularly in light of the intensive school use being allowed, night lighting 
must be strictly limited to avoid introducing glare and visible development into what is now a rural, unlit 
area. (see modifications 2.A.3 and 4.A.2 ). Second, landscaping should consist of plantings indigenous 
to the immediate surrounding area to help evoke the sense of the surrounding rolling rural area (see 
modifications 2.A.3 and 5.A.5). 

Conclusion 
Coastal scenic resource protection overlaps and interrelates with each of the issues previously discussed 
in this staff report. In fact, previously suggested modifications to address growth, agricultural, and 
ESHA Coastal Act issues, help to also address, and thus are also required by, Coastal Act scenic 
resource policies (e.g., Area C development envelop). The effect of these combined modifications on the 
scenic character of Area C (should the site develop with other than agricultural uses) will be to allow a 
cluster of buildings, with appropriate external' design treatments, in one portion of Area C. The 
remainder of the site would stay in open space (agriculture, ESHA and associated buffers). Thus, only 
through the suggested scenic resource LUP modifications, in concert with all other modifications 
suggested to alleviate other coastal resource concerns, can the LCP amendment be found consistent with 
Coastal Act Sections 30251, 30253(2), 30210 and 30211 as discussed in this finding. 

2. Modifications to Result In a Certifiable Implementation Plan Amendment 
In order to approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry 
out the land use plan. Since the land use plan is being amended and modified in the manner just 
described, likewise, the Implementation Plan must be so modified. This means that the Implementation 
Plan must also contain modifications to ensure that landform alteration is minimized (see modification 
8.B.l), that development is clustered (see modification 4.B.2); that landscaping is used to screen the 
visibility of structures on site (see modification 8.B.l); and that at the rural character is preserved (see 
modification 8.B.l). 

Not only must implementation plans be consistent with the land use plan provisions, they must provide 
the necessary detail to ensure that the land use plan provisions are carried out. Typically Implementation 
Plans carry out scenic resource policies in two ways. First, the general height and bulk standards of each 
zoning district specifY maximum development parameters that do not conflict with and help carry out 
visual policies. Second, a set of design guidelines is typically included. 

Height Limit 
The existing IP limits development to "2Y2 stories/30 feet" for Area C. It is not clear from this notation if 
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the "/" in this case is an 'and' or it is an 'or'. It seems evident that the "/" is meant to be an "and'; 
otherwise, allowable 2Y2 story development could be of unlimited height, constrained only by general 
plan requirements. Modification 4.B.3 provides for explicitly stating that 30 feet is the maximum height 
for Area C, in order to be consistent with the amended Land Use Plan as modified. 

Design Guidelines 
The Implementation Plan should contain design guidelines that reflect the standards of the LUP. 
Modification 8.B.l achieves this objective. 

With regard to implementing landform alteration policies, because a development envelope for Area C 
cannot by itself minimize landform alteration and associated scenic concerns, avoidance of grading 
visible from Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads is also necessary. Because "avoidance" is not 
a prohibition against its visibility, it is necessary to add additional language to require blending of 
graded contours to achieve a smooth transition with the adjacent natural terrain and to ensure a natural 
appearance. Unnatural structural elements that would be necessary to maintain graded slopes at artificial 
contours (such as retaining walls) should not be visible at all from the public viewshed. 

With regard to implementing policies to preserve the rural agricultural character of the rolling hili 
landscape west of Highway One in the City's coastal zone, it is also necessary to provide design 
guidance. This could be achieved by design standards that address such elements as: 

• • utilitarian design features; 

• 

• roofs pitched above horizontal; 

• low-slung buildings separated by open spaces to break up visual massing; 

• large building facades broken up by varied rooflines, offsets, and building projections that provide 
shadow patterns; 

• large structures broken down into smaller building elements (rather than long continuous forms); 

• second story building elements setback from the first story exterior; 

• exterior finishes that consist of earthen tone colors that blend with the surrounding landscape (such as 
board and batten wood siding); 

• rustic split rail fencing of rough-hewn and unpainted wood timbers (e.g., cedar). 

Except for the case of future high school development, such design parameters should be easily 
implemented for any future uses on Area C. In the case of the proposed public school, though, the 
PVUSD has already made substantial investments in architectural designs and, more important, has had 
these designs approved by the State Architect prior to the LCP amendment process. Although the 
Commission would have preferred to see such design standards as those listed above implemented in the 
case of a public school as well, the Commission also recognizes that requiring such standards might 
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require the PVUSD to undergo a re-approval process from the State Architect. This could result in 
substantial costs and delays to the project and defeat the purpose of allowing the public school use. 
Therefore, no design changes that would entail a new approval from the State Architect are required. 

Nonetheless, the PVUSD's architect has recently proposed certain design parameters that could be 
incorporated into the school design while probably not triggering the need for a new review. This 
includes: using natural tones to color the structures; mixing low pitched hipped and gabled roof forms on 
certain buildings; ~d introducing dissimilar materials and possibly window awnings to de-emphasize 
long building expanses and lines. Similarly, the Commission assumes that changes in the external 
treatment of structures, such as using earth tones and minimizing reflective glass, can be made without 
new design approvals from the State. Modification 8.B.l provides for the incorporation of such design 
standards. 

Also, any signs should be designed to be consistent with the architectural character of the development, 
designed to be an integral part of the landscape area, and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding scenic rural lands. Accordingly, plastic should not be used as a sign material and sign 
illumination, where necessary, should be the minimum required and designed to avoid off-site glare. 
Modification 8.B.l provides for such design standards. 

• 

Furthermore, any site landscaping should be limited to only native plant species characteristic or 
indigenous to tl:te immediate surrounding area to help evoke the sense of the surrounding rolling rural 
area. Such landscaping should include a mix of natives grasses, shrubs, and trees coordinated with, and • 
complementary to, building design, and consistent with a transition to the natural landform. All 
landscaping should provide for screening vegetation fronting any structures that are visible from 
Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads. Modifications 8.B.l and 4.B.4 provide for such landscape 
standards. 

If so modified in all of the ways outlined here according to the cited modification texts, then the 
Implementation Plan as amended and as further modified is approved as being consistent with and 
adequate to carry out the certified Land Use Plan as amended and as further modified with respect to 
scenic resource policies. 

5. Hazards 
The Coastal Act provides for minimizing risk to life and property in high hazard areas. Portions of Area 
C are zones of high liquefaction, slope instability, and under the airport's flight path. The proposed 
amendment relies on retaining a very general, non-directive hazard avoidance policy. The effect of the 
proposed amendment will be to allow intensified development on the part of the site that is more prone 
to hazards. The amendment is thus inconsistent with the Coastal Act in that it fails to be directive to site 
development where the hazard risks are minimized. A modified amendment can be approved that 
requires further geological investigation,. that moves development off of the less stable slopes, and 
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requires current sign-off from the State Aeronautics Program that the site is safe for a schooL 

A. Coastal Act Hazards and Public Safety Policies 
Coastal Act Section 30252 states in part: 

Section 30252. New development shall: 

(1) Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood, and fire hazard. 

(2) Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to 
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way 
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural 
landforms along bluffs and cliffs. 

(3) Be consistent with requirements imposed by an air pollution control district or the State Air 
Resources Control Board as to each particular development. 

B. Existing and Proposed LCP Hazards and Public Safety 
Policies 
The proposed amendment would allow an intensive public school use to occur in an area with several 
potential hazards. The current LCP has the following geological and safety policy: 

Policy llA.5 Development shall not expose people or property to hazards from landslides, soil 
expansion or shrinkage, flooding or subsidence, and shall not increase any such hazard which 
may exist in nature. A grading plan and soil stability analysis may be required at the discretion 
of the City Planning Department for any major construction or grading. 

The proposed amendment does not add or modify any provisions to address safety issues. 

C. Background: Potentially Hazardous Conditions of the Site 

1. Geological Hazards 
The site is located in an area subject to geologic, flood, and fire hazard. Significant potential impacts 
related to geologic conditions on proposed Area F include expansive soils, ground shaking during 
earthquakes, liquefaction, and slope stability. The main geologic concern is from seismic shaking and to 
some extent from soils underlain by highly expansive clays and clayey soils. According to the EIR, "due 
to the presence of groundwater at depths of less than 50 feet, liquefaction should be considered a 
possibility in the lower-lying portions of the Area C below elevation 50, notably along Harkins Slough 
Road, along the extension of Hanson. Slough on the westerly property line, and along the easterly 
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property line adjacent to the West Brach of Struve Slough. 

The developable portion of the site is not subject to flooding but the roads to the site are (Lee Road, 
Harkins Slough Road at and below the subject site). Harkins Slough Road between Highway One and 
the current entrance to the subject site is within a designated flood plain of West Branch Struve Slough. 

The site will be served by the Watsonville Fire Department. 

2. Other Hazardous Conditions 
Other potential hazardous aspects of the site include its prox.im.ity to the freeway (and a possible future 
freeway off-ramp) and the resulting noise, hazardous chemicals on the site from previous agricultural 
use (Phase I and Phase II Environmental Site Analyses (for hazardous materials) have been completed 
and some clean-up will have to occur), disease transmittal from mosquitos in West Branch Struve 
Slough, the general, rural, unlit, unsupervised setting of the site. These are not direct Coastal Act hazard 
concerns, but are issues to address in determining the suitability of the site for new, intensified 
development under Section 30250. 

3. Airport Safety Issues 
The site is located approximately one mile from the Watsonville airport. Part of the site is located within 

• 

the airport's "departing overflight path." On a fall weekday Commission staff witnessed several planes • 
flying over the site within an hour time period. A plane crash on the site could be a safety hazard and 
cause a fire. 

There are specific procedures for selecting school sites near airports, based both on safety and noise. The 
State's "School Site Selection and Approval Guide" booklet sites "Office of Airports Manual." 
Basically, this requires consultation with the State Departm~nt of Transportation Aeronautics Program. 
There are evaluation procedures that must be followed and siting guidelines, but few objective standards 
for siting. Of most relevance, "if the school site is located within any of the above safety area for a 
planned or useable runway, or within the missed approach maneuvering area of a published instrument 
approach within two miles of the airport, the site will, in most cases, be recommended against." A 
consultation for Area C occurred in 1987. At that time the State Division of Aeronautics evaluated the 
subject site along with six others. They concluded: 

Our evaluation of the six proposed school sites revealed that [the subject site is] located within 
the airport traffic area and considerable overflights would occur and possible overflights during 
operations involving instrument weather conditions. This potential of overflight with respect to 
noise and sqfoty would not be compatible with school development ... [t}he Department does 
object to purchase of [the subject site] for school purposes. 

Thus, the State Department of Education wrote to the School District that the subject site would not be 
approvable. 
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A subsequent evaluation was performed in 1992. At that time the Division of Aeronautics expressed 
"some reservations regarding" Area C "because of some safety and noise concerns." "[They] 
recommend that the Pajaro Valley Unified School District explore all alternative sites before considering 
selection of' Area C. If Area C is selected, "they recommend that steps be taken to minimize outside 
noise to within 45 decibels inside classrooms." "The Department cannot guarantee the safety of [Area 
C]". "However, based upon our evaluation of existing conditions and plan[n]ed development" Area Cis 
"considered to provide the level of safety suitable for a school. Therefore, we do not object to the 
acquisition of these proposed school sites. However, if a site is not acquired by January 31, 1997 another 
evaluation will be required." 

In 1997, the Division of Aeronautics (now called the Aeronautics Program) extended the expiration of 
their 1 992 approval for another five years. They determined that the conclusions of their 1992 evaluation 
remained valid. 

D. Analysis of Consistency with Coastal Act Hazards and 
Public Safety Policies 

1. Introduction: Proposed Amendment's Effect on Hazards and Public Safety 
The proposed amendment will allow for more intensive use of Area C which is close enough to the 
airport to raise some safety concerns. As noted above, the proposed amendment could result in 2200 or 
more school children possibly being placed in harm's way. 

With regard to flooding, the proposed amendment could result in students and teachers being stranded 
on the site if the roadways leading to and from it are all flooded. The amendment is also likely to result 
in improvements to Harkins Slough Road, as discussed above. These improvements will require fill 
within the floodplain of West Branch Struve Slough unless the roadway is replaced by a bridge. 

In addition, the proposed amendment would allow the development envelope to intrude in an area of 
potential liquefaction. This means that any development in that area could sink in the future if not 
properly engineered. The EIR describes the Watsonville clay, the soil underlying the site, as being 
highly expansive. As such, expansions and contractions resulting from wetting and drying could lead to 
disturbance of foundations and retaining walls, and could contribute to problems with slope stability. 

2. Airport Safety Needs to Be Guaranteed 
Because the proposed amendment only allows for the possibility of a future school on the site, the 1997 
Aeronautics approval can not substitute for the need for possible future coordination of the City with the 
Aeronautics Program of CAL TRANS. The Aeronautics Program only approved a generalized area as 
suitable for a school; it did not review a specific site plan. Given all of the modifications suggested in 
this report as well as other considerations, the final school layout may well appear different than the 
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layout that the PVUSD has prepared to date, or the general location that was provided to CAL TRANS in 
1992. Also, it might take PVUSD beyond the 2002 deadline to actually pursue a coastal development 
permit for a school. Because school siting is so integrally tied to the Aeronautics Program's authority 
and because safety is a significant issue it would seem at a minimum that the LCP would need at least 
one policy addressing airport safety compliance concerns. 

3. Geologic Hazards Lack Complete Investigation 
As noted, the proposed amendment results in a more intensive and expansive development. Of particular 
concern is that the proposed additional use is a public school, which will be occupied most days by 
students. While the cited LUP amendment appears to provide sufficient general guidance to address 
hazards, a review of the planning process that has occurred to date for Area C reveals the inadequacy of 
this very general policy. Again, as was found in the visual analysis above, it is possible to meet the 
intent of the policies under the limited amount of development that the LCP currently allows. Under the 
proposed amendment, though, there is the presumption that the more intensive development can occur. 
This raises questions about the ability to meet the LUP policy, because opportunities for avoidance of 
hazards are more limited with the more extensive development possibilities. 

One concern is that these policies are not directive enough to have required documentation of the 
distribution of expansive soils. This should have been undertaken to help site structures in such a way as 
to minimize disturbance from such soils. 

A second concern involves issues related to slope stability, including landslide hazards associated with 
natural slopes, those associated with grading (cut or filled slopes), and with seismically-triggered 
instability. Although natural slopes within the site are for the most part relatively gentle, considering the 
clayey soil and the discontinuities in geologic materials encountered during borings, natural slope 
failures are a possibility in the steeper portions of the site. Cut and fill slopes steeper than natural slopes 
will be at greater risks. During an earthquake, seismically-triggered slope failures are also a possibility. 
no failure analysis was performed and so slope stability cannot be quantitatively assessed. While the 
flatter northwestern portion of the site will be at least risk, the magnitude of these risks cannot be 
assessed without a quantitative slope failure analysis. Such an analysis should be based on geotechnical 
parameters measured from samples obtained at the site, for both static loads and loads imposed during 
seismic shaking corresponding to the. maximum credible earthquake for the site. Again, the amendment 
is deficient in not being directive enough to have required such an analysis. 

This leads to another inadequacy in the policy. It simply states that development may have to avoid 
hazardous areas. The EIR for the proposed high school indicates that soils are less clayey and more 
sandy (i.e., less expansive) in the western portion of proposed Area F. The site does not lie within an 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, and no know active or potentially active faults cross the site, so the 
probability of surface rupture is low. Nevertheless, because the site is located in close proximity to 
several active faults, it will almost certainly be subject to strong ground shaking during its expected 
economic lifetime, and will need to be constructed to resist strong lateral motions. The Watsonville area 
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has had severe problems with liquefaction during previous earthquakes, most notably the Lorna Prieta 
Earthquake in 1989. The lowland areas at the bottoms of sloughs are most susceptible, although 
liquefaction could also occur on more hilly terrain underlain by poorly consolidated material if the local 
water table is near the surface at the time of ground shaking. The areas least susceptible to liquefaction 
are the flat, well-drained areas underlain by sandy marine terrace deposits, such as the highest 
(northwestern) portion of the site. The most desirable portion for development is the flat upland in the 
northwestern portion of the site; here hazards associated with liquefaction, slope failure, and expansive 
soils are at a minimum, and grading could be kept to a minimum. The proposed amendment is not 
written in such a directive manner, but rather it is permissive as to future development locations. 

Finally, all other Coastal Act issues aside, these findings require a development envelope different than 
the one that the amendment provides for, which may result in an internal inconsistency within the land 
use plan. 

4. Flood Hazards Unresolved 

A similar analysis also applies to flood hazards in that the City policy is too general to direct siting of an 
important use, such as a school, to an area whose access would not be compromised because of flooding. 
The Department of Education site approval was simply conditioned to encourage the District to provide 
school access via road that is not in a 100-year flood zone107

• And the EIR for the school simply directs 
compliance with all applicable guidelines listed in the City's Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance and 

107 Department of Education letter, Oct. 26, 1999 . 
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the National Flood Insurance Program. The first part of this mitigation is not relevant in that the road 
crossing is under the County's jurisdiction. 

As noted, the amendment is likely to lead to development that will require improvements of Harkins 
Slough Road over West Branch Struve Slough. There are no Santa Cruz County flood policies that 
specifically mention roads. However, the County Code prohibits more than 50 cubic yards of fill within 
a floodplain. Thus, the results of the amendment may lead to a conflict with governing County local 
coastal program provisions. 

5. Coastal Act Consistency Conclusion 

Land Use Plan Amendment Inconsistent with the Coastal Act 
In conclusion the proposed amendment contains no safety standards with regard to impacts from the 
airport while proposing greatly intensified public site use. It also contains only weak standards with 
regard to geologic hazard issues. This amendment must be judged on its adequacy to provide standards 
for any future development proposal on the subject site. In the absence of any such safety provisions the 
amendment can not be found consistent with the Coastal Act and therefore must be denied. 

Implementation Plan Amendment Inconsistent with the Land Use Plan 
A similar analysis applies to the proposed Implementation Plan amendment. Implementation provisions 

• 

often contain more detail than land use plans. But in this case, the Implementation Plan does not address • 
about airport safety. Since the proposed Implementation Plan amendment provides for increased 
intensities of use (in a potentially hazardous area) and since the corresponding Land Use Plan provisions 
are being denied, the proposed Implementation Plan amendments must be denied, because they are 
inconsistent with the certified Land Use Plan. 

E. Modifications Required to Achieve Coastal Act Hazards 
and Public Safety Conformance 
In order to approve a Land Use Plan amendment, it must be consistent with the Coastal Act. In order to 
approve an Implementation Plan amendment, it must be consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
Land Use Plan. 

The following modifications to the Land Use Plan and corresponding Implementation Plan are required: 

The modifications to protect and buffer Hanson Slough and the adjacent agricultural land may also 
prove to be a safety benefit as this portion of the site is in the airport flight overfly zone. Furthermore, 
this area is the most geologically problematic and so the modification also helps carry out Coastal Act 
geological hazard policies. 

The modifications for habitat protection purposes to require that further evaluation of access to the site 
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occurs will also serve to address the flood hazard issue. The alternative of using West Airport Boulevard 
would result in an access route that is not subject to flooding. The modification to pursue a bridge over 
West Branch Struve Slough if Harkins Slough Road is improved will also be a means to avoid filling the 
floodplain. 

Additionally, in order to ensure safety, the City should require that as a condition of coastal development 
permit approval of any public school on the subject site, the applicant must provide evidence of current 
approval from the State Aeronautics Program (see modification 4.A2). Any approval that has a past 
expiration date must be re-affirmed by the Division. Any mitigation measures that are recommended to 
address safety must be made conditions ofthe coastal permit approval. 

It is only through the suggested hazard and public safety LUP modifications, in concert with all other 
modifications suggested to alleviate other coastal resource concerns, that the proposed LUP amendment 
(as modified), which allows significant public school development on Area C, can be found consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30253 as discussed. Likewise, it is only through the suggested hazard and 
public safety IP modifications, in concert with all other modifications suggested to alleviate other coastal 
resource concerns, that the IP can be found consistent with and adequate to carry out amended LUP 
hazard and public safety policies. 

• C. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

• 

The Coastal Commission's review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has been 
certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of the environmental review 
required by CEQA. Therefore, local governments are not required to undertake environmental analysis 
of proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can and does use any environmental 
information that the local government has developed. CEQA requires that alternatives to the proposed 
action be reviewed and considered for their potential impact on the environment and that the least 
damaging feasible alternative be chosen as the alternative to undertake. 

In this case, there has been no environmental document that addresses the full extent of the proposed 
amendment. As described in Sections 1 and 2 of this staff report, apart from the addition of the public 
school use, the proposed amendment allows an intensification of use in three general categories 
(residential, recreational, and industrial) and in over 50 subcategories. The analysis in this report 
concludes that there are several Coastal Act inconsistencies with such intensifications and therefore that 
none are authorized. Therefore, no CEQA conclusion is necessary with regard to those aspects of the 
proposed amendment. 

With regard to that portion of the proposed amendment that allows the new public school use (and at the 
intensified level), there has been an EIR prepared for a specific project, the proposed high school, as 
described in Section 2 of this report. The project examined in the EIR is not quite the most intensive 
public school use that could be allowed on Area C under the proposed LCP amendment, but it is close 

California Coastal Commission 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1·99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 160 

enough to be representative of the impacts that would result from this portion of the proposed 
amendment. The EIR does not, however, comprehensively address environmental issues. For example, a 
comparison of the Coastal Commission staff's comment letter of August 5, 1998 and the responses listed 
in the Final EIR reveals several issues that are not fully resolved. This is exemplified in the detail and 
recommendations of this report. 

In conclusion the proposed amendment as submitted with respect to allowing a public school use does 
not represent the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative. However, this deficiency can be 
corrected if the City of Watsonville adopts all of the Commission's Suggested Modifications. These 
modifications accomplish two objectives. First, they require that the City find that there are no feasible 
alternative sites for whatever public school is being applied for. Second, if that finding is made, they 
require that several standards be applied to the approval of a specific coastal permit for a school in order 
to mitigate all of the adverse environmental impacts identified. Thus, if so modified, the proposed 
amendment will not result in any significant environmental effects for which feasible mitigation 
measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). 

4. Staff Recommendation and Suggested 
Modifications 

A. Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve, only if modified the proposed 
amendment. The Commission needs to make 4 separate motions in order to act on this recommendation. 

1. Denial of Land Use Plan Major Amendment # 1-99 as 
Submitted 
Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion below. Failure of this motion will result in denial of the 
amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and the findings in this staff report. 
The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

Motion. I move that the Commission certifY Major Amendment #1-99 to the City of Watsonville 
Land Use Plan as submitted by the City of Watsonville. 

Resolution to Deny. The Commission hereby denies Major Amendment #1-99 to the City of 
Watsonville Land Use Plan as submitted by the City of Watsonville and adopts the findings set 
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forth in this staff report on the grounds that the amendment does not conform with the policies of 
Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification ofthe Land Use Plan amendment would not comply 
with the California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the 
Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 

2. Denial of Implementation Plan Major Amendment # 1-99 as 
Submitted 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in rejection of 
Implementation Program amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and the findings in 
this staff report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners 
present. 

Motion. I move that the Commission reject Major Amendment #1-99 to the City of Watsonville 
Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as submitted. 

Resolution to Deny. The Commission hereby denies certification of Major Amendment #1-99 to 
the City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan as submitted by the City of 
Watsonville and adopts the findings set forth in this staff report on the grounds that, as 
submitted, the Implementation Plan amendment is not consistent with and not adequate to carry 
out the certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Plan amendment would not 
comply with the California Environmental Quality Act because there are feasible alternatives or 
mitigation measures which could substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the 
Implementation Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 

3. Approval of Land Use Plan Major Amendment# 1-99 if 
Modified 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of the motion will result in the certification 
of the Land Use Plan amendment with suggested modifications and adoption of the following resolution 
and the findings in this staff report. The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon 
an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners. 

Motion. I move that the Commission certify Major Amendment #1-99 to the City of Watsonville 
Land Use Plan if it is modified as suggested in this staff report. 

Resolution to Certify with Suggested Modifications. The Commission hereby certifies Major 
Amendment #1-99 to the City of Watsonville Land Use Plan if modified as suggested and adopts 
the findings set forth in this staff report on the grounds that the Land Use Plan amendment with 
suggested modifications will meet the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of 
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Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. Certification of the Land Use Plan amendment if modified as 
suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either: (1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effocts of the plan on the environment; or (2) there are no further feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impacts which the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 

4. Approval of Implementation Plan Major Amendment# 1-99 
if Modified 
Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. Passage of this motion will result in certification of 
the Implementation Program with suggested modifications and the adoption of the following resolution 
and the findings in this staff report. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 

Motion. I move that the Commission certify Major Amendment #1-99 t~ the City of Watsonville 
Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan if it is modified as suggested in this staff report. 

Resolution to Certify with Suggested Modifications. The Commission hereby certifies Major 
Amendment #1-99 to the City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan if 

• 

modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth in this staff report on the grounds that, as • 
modified, the Implementation Plan amendment is consistent with and adequate to carry out the 
certified Land Use Plan. Certification of the Implementation Plan amendment if modified· as 
suggested complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either: (1) feasible 
mitigation ·measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any 
significant adverse effocts of the plan on the environment; or (2) there are no further feasible 
alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impacts which the Implementation Plan Amendment may have on the environment. 
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B. Suggested Modifications 
The Commission hereby suggests the following modifications to the proposed LCP amendment, which 
are necessary to make the requisite Coastal Act and Land Use Plan consistency findings. If the City of 
Watsonville accepts each of the suggested modifications within six months of Commission action, by 
formal resolution of the City Council, the corresponding amendment will become effective upon 
Commission concurrence with the Executive Director's finding that this acceptance has been properly 
accomplished. 

Note: Where applicable, text in italics below represents current LCP text. Underlined text is additional 
text to be inserted into the LCP and strik~t};u:gyga text is text to be deleted from the LCP. 

LCP Framing Modifications 

Mod 1. Retain Existing Configuration of Area C 
Retain existing Area C as shown on Land Use Plan Figure 1. Do not segment Area C into two planning 
areas as proposed by the City in LCP Amendment Component I. One set of standards, as revised by 
these modifications, shall apply within Area C. Because Area C is not to be segmented into two areas, 
City-proposed LCP Amendment Components 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 (which would have applied to new Area 
Fin the Land Use Plan) and LCP Amendment Components 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 17 (which 
would have applied to new Area F in the Implementation Plan) shall be deleted as submitted. Where 
relevant, the intent of these proposed amendment components, as modified to ensure Coastal Act and/or 
Land Use Plan consistency, are otherwise incorporated into these modifications. 

Mod 2. Define New Coastal Area R - Highway One and Local Street Right-of
Ways 
Explicitly identify the Highway One right-of-way, and the other local street right-of-ways, within the 
City's coastal zone as Area R to ensure the applicability of the LCP throughout the coastal zone. Update 
the Land Use Plan to take into account the fact that the Implementation Plan has since been adopted by 
the Coastal Commission, and to clarify the LCP's current relationship to the City's General Plan. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Revise LUP Figure 1 by adding Area R as shown in Staff Report Figure 14. 

(2) Modify LUP Section I ("Introduction") as follows: 

This Land Use Plan (LUP) is a section of the Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP). It contains 
policies wfqi~14, w/:J111;; that have been adopted by the City Council and certified by the California 
Coastal Commission, will ~914tr9l tf4g to ensure carefully planned development, consistent with 
coastal resource protection, oflands lying within the~ six areas where the Watsonville city limits 
overlap the Coastal Zone, QS drifiJ;;11d k,· ~tQtfl /Qw. (See Figure .. 1) These p9lib)' s&Qtf1~1114fs policies 
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have important relationships with the Watsonville General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, with the 
State Coastal Act, and with the plans of individual property owners, which are summarized in the 
following paragraphs. 

Relationship to Watsonville General Plan and Zoning Ordinance 
The Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) w4J.l consists of this LUP plus the gpprgprigfg zoning - -
QRf(jJ:Jd1114(1J4f& fii¥Ui ~~ f)thlir i'!Rpl91¥l(l'lflti~ ordinances and zoning maps contained in the adopted 
Local Coastal Program Implementation Plan (IP). Wh(IJ:J fldiJptfld, tThe LCP will /}gcQI¥l(l !§.__an 
element of the Watsonville General Plan. However, the policies of the LCP take precedence over 
General Plan policies for property located in the coastal zone. I.. f.lP CQJ:a bfl ~flrtlf.igd s.gpgrgu/y by 
f.hg StQti, GlJ:J~" f.hg J.. b'P. is tJirti:fjfld, thi Ci~· RiQ~' gdgpt pr9cfldurfls t9 g:rgrq,f C9Q&UJl /Jil'(I4Jp1¥lfiJ:Jt 
Pir1¥litsfor dllvfliQP1¥l(IJ:Jl iJ:l tf'lg C&~gstfil/ Z911Ji C9J:l&istt~!4t w#ll #at~ I.. C.JP. * {Ul:;#l il~(l J.. 'CJP is cgrtijJfuJ, 
suc/4 pgn.:IQ4its CQ'Ifl rJliJI)' /}g gTQJ:Jtgd b~· f;hg CbJliforliJibJ QggstgJ C91¥11¥li&&i9J:J.) T/4g J'"(lmQiJ4~r "::f t/4g 
I.. CP, (JfJJ:JSi&tiJ<Jg "f ir¥Jf'I(IJ¥1(114firq,g 9Ydi14Q11JC(Ii, (;Qf.l, tla(lliJ /}(I fo'Fri[JQ..Vf#d; gdfJpt(ld by f/qg Oty QliJd 
&Ub1!11JiUgdfor £fgt(l Qf#Ftij.iCt;~ti9J:Jo 

Relationship to the California Coastal Act of 1976 
!J:J f)r~r tQ /}g fJ(IrfijJgd R3)' f.hfJ Stt;~tfl, tThis LUP 1¥1U&t bfl has been .found by the California Coastal 
Commission to be consistent with the Coastal Act and must bfl sufficiently specific to carry out its 
policies as they affect the portion of the Coastal Zone within Watsonville's city limits. The LUP 
translates the broad Coastal Act policies into specific City policies which reflect local conditions 
and local priorities as established by the Planning Commission and City Council after public 
hearings and deliberations. The relationship of each policy to the Coastal Act is discussed in the 
text. All Coastal Act policies are addressed, with the exception of a jew policies which are not 
applicable due to the properties' small size, physical isolation, and distance from the shoreline. A 
table of Coastal Act policies is given in Appendix A. 

Organization of this document 
The next two sections of this document present the land use policies of the LCP. To minimize 
repetition, policies which apply to all five areas and the Highway One and local street right-of
ways are given in Section II and additional policies which apply only to a single area are given 
in Section Ill 

(3) Add new Area R-specific Policies to Section Ill ("Policies Affecting Specific Areas'') as follows: 

AREAR 

R.l Permitted Uses 
Transportation (Existing), Agriculture, Wetlands 

R.2 Conditional Uses 
a. Transportation (Expansion) 

California Coastal Commission 
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R.3 Performance Standards for All Development 
(a) New off-ramps from Highway One shall be prohibited if designed to relieve congestion 

generated by public school development on Area C. 

(b) New off-ramps from Highway One and/or additional road capacity_ .for any roads, 
offramps, or overpasses within this district (e.g., Rampart Road, Airport Boulevard off
ramp, Main Street, Harkins Slough Road overpass) shall be prohibited unless all of the 
following have occurred: 

(i) A trqfjic study has been completed by a qua/flied transportation engineer 
demonstrating that there exists a severe congestion problem inland of Highway One 
(e.g., level of Service D at peak periods) that cannot be solved by other foasible 
means (including but not limited to mod(/Ying traffic signal timing and alternative 
transportation measures) other than the new off-ramp or road widening project; 

(ii) The project includes pedestrian, bicycle, and transit components, except in the case 
of offramp improvements only; and 

(iii) There is a current City_ of Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g., a 
memorandum of understanding) that prohibits further City_ of Watsonville 
annexations west q[ Highway One. 

(c) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant 
disruption q[ habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed 
within those areas. Development in areas ac{jacent to environmentally sensitive habitat 
areas and parks and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts 
which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be compatible with the 
continuance of those habitat and recreation areas. Managed observation areas may be 
permitted acijacent to sensitive habitat areas, subject to an aPProved plan and 
management program that preserves sensitive habitat values and minimizes human 
disturbance. 

(d) Except for the ESHA east ofthefarm road on Area C, all development shall be set back a 
minimum of 100 feet from any environmentally sensitive habitat area. Appropriate native 
trees, shrubs, and grasses shall be planted in the required setback area, consistent with a 
landscape plan prepared by a qualified wetland biologist, wherever development is 
adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat area, in such a manner as to provide a 
visual screen, impede human access and enhance bird roosting and nesting. Adjacent to 
running water, native riparian species are appropriate. In other areas native upland 
species are appropriate. 

(e) All development shall be sited and designed to minimize the amount noise, lights, glare, 
and activity_ visible and/or audible within environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
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their required buffers. Adequate screening (through plantings, soil berms, and/or solid 
wood fences) located outside of the environmentally sensitive habitat areas and their 
buffers shall be required to limit degradation of habitat and buffer areas, and to ensure 
that the amount noise, lights, glare, and activity visible and/or audible in these areas are 
minimized. 

(f) All environmentally sensitive habitat areas and environmentally sensitive habitat area 
buffers shall be permanently maintained and protected. Deed restrictions or open 
space/conservation easements shall be required for all such buffer areas. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify IP Section 9-5.702 ("Districts") as follows: 

The CZ District shall be subdivided into jiWJ (5) six (6) areas identified in the official Coastal 
Land Use Planfor the City hereafter referred to as the Coastal LUP. On the City Zoning Map 
the lands shall be designated as follows: 

(a) Area A designated CZ-A 

(b) Area B designated CZ-B 

(c) Area C designated CZ-C 

(d) Area D designated CZ-D 

(e) Area E designated CZ-E 

(f) Area R designated CZ-R (Highway One and local street right-of-ways) 

(2) Add the following text to IP Section 9-5.703 ("Principal Permitted Uses"): 

(f) Zone R 

DLU 4321 Streets, local (improvements within the existing roadway prism) 

DLU 4324 Freeways (improvements within the existing roadway prism) 

DLU 89 Public and Quasi-public open space 

(3) Add the following text to IP Section 9-5.704 ("Conditional Uses"): 

(/) Zone R 

DLU 4321 Streets, local (improvements beyond the existing roadway prism) 

DLU 4324 Freeways (improvements beyond the existing roadway prism) 

DLU 47 Utilities, Right of way 

(4) Add the following text to IP Section 9-5.705 ("Regulations"): 

(r) Zone R- Performance Standards 

(1) New off-ramps from Highway One shall be prohibited if designed to relieve congestion 
generated by public school development on Area C. 

California Coastal Commission 
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(2) New off-ramps from Highway One and/or additional road capacity.for any roads, o.fframps, 
or overpasses within this district (e.g., Ramport Road, Airport Boulevard off-ramp, Main 
Street, Harkins Slough Road overpass) shall be prohibited unless all of the following have 
occurred: 

(a) A traffic study has been completed by a qualified transpprtation engineer demonstrating 
that there exists a severe congestion problem inland of Highway One (e.g., level of 
Service D at peak periods) that cannot be solved by other feasible means (including but 
not limited to modifYing trqffic signal timing and alternative transportation measures) 
other than the new o.l.framp or road widening project; 

(b) The project includes pedestrian, bicycle, and transit components, except in the case of 
offramp improvements only; and 

(c) There is a current City qf Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g., a 
memorandum of understanding) that prohibits further City of Watsonville annexations 
west of Highway One. 

(3) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any significant disruption 
of habitat values, and only uses dependent on those resources shall be allowed within those 
areas. Development in areas adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas and parks 
and recreation areas shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts which would 

• 

significantly degrade those areas,. and sllall be compatible with the continuance of those • 
habitat and recreation areas. Managed observation areas may be permitted adjacent to 
sensitive habitat areas, subject to an aPProved plan and management program that preserves 
sensitive habitat values and minimizes human disturbance. 

(4) Except for the ESHA east of the farm road on Area C, all development shall be set back a 
minimum of 100 {eet .from any environmentally sensitive habitat area. Appropriate native 
trees, shrubs, and grasses shall be planted in the required setback area, consistent with a 
landscape plan prepared by a qualified wetland biologist, wherever development is ac{jacent 
to an environmentally sensitive habitat area, in such a manner as to provide a visual screen, 
impede human access and enhonctf bird 11oosting and nesting. Ac/jacent to running water, 
native riparian species are apPropriate. In other areas native upland species are 
appropriate. 

(5) All development shall be sited and designed to minimize the amount noise, lights, glare, and 
activity visible and/or audible within environmentally sensitive habitat areas and their 
required btf{fors. Adequate screening (through plantings, soil berms, and/or solid wood 
fences) located outside of the environmentally sensitive habitat areas and their buffers shall 
be required to limit degradation of habitat and buffer areas, and to ensure that the amount 
noise, lights, glare, and activity visible and/or audible in these areas are minimized. 

(6) All environmentally sensitive habitat areas and environmentally sensitive habitat area 
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buffers shall be permanently maintained and protected. Deed restrictions or open 
space/conservation easements shall be required for all such areas pursuant to Section 9-
5. 705(/)(5). 

(5) Modify IP Section 9-5.705 (f)(" AU Zones, A through E- Performance Standards") as follows: 

(f) All Zones, A through ~ R -Performance Standards. .. . 

(6) Revise City of Watsonville Zoning Map by adding CZ-R district as shown in Staff Report Figure 14. 

Area B-Specific Modifications 

Mod 3. Extension of Wastewater and Water Utilities at One Coastal Zone 
Location 
Allow the extension of water ·and wastewater utilities at only one location in the City's coastal zone. 
Such action serves to address cumulative growth-inducing effects of the proposed amendment on Area 
B, and to ensure that the effects of multiple service extensions do not conflict with Coastal Act policies. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify LUP Section III.B.4 ("Criteria for Visitor-Serving Commercial Development") as follows: 

Visitor serving commercial use may be approved only if it is demonstrated that (a) public sewer 
and water services, if necessary, can and will be provided to the site, and only if such services 
are: (I) the minimum size necessary to serve the permitted development; and (2) provided by 
only one City sewer and water line under Highway One north of Beach Road (i.e., this 
connection must be shared by any development on Area C ·that also is allowed public sewer 
and/or water service); and (b) the proposed facility could not be located in an existing developed 
area and continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify IP Section 9-5.705(b)(4)(b) ("Zone B- Performance Standards") as follows: 

That public sewer and water services, if necessary, can and will be provided to the site, and only · 
if such services are: (I) the minimum size necessary to serve the permitted development; (2) 
provided by only one City sewer and water line under Highway One north of Beach Road (i.e., 
this connection must be shared by any development on Area C that also is allowed public sewer 
and/or water service) and (3) applied for as specified in Section 9-5.705 (f) (I 0); 

Area C-Specific Modifications 

Mod 4. Allow Public School on Area C as Conditional Use 
Allow for a public school in Area C under specific circumstances with specific mitigations. Amend the 
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Land Use Plan and the Implementation Plan to: (1) allow for a public school as a conditional use; (2) 
allow an increase in impervious surface coverage and development on isolated steep slopes only for a 
public school that meets special criteria; (3) modify performance standards to define a development 
envelope for Area C; and (4) modify findings and criteria for any non-agricultural use. 

A. land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Replace the Area C portion of existing Land Use Plan Figure 2 with the Area C diagram shown on 

Figure 15 of this staff report. 

(2) Modify LUP Section III ("Policies Affecting Specific Areas") as follows: 

AREAC 

C. I Permitted Uses 
Passive recreation; Agriculture; Aquaculture 

C.2 Conditional Uses 
a. Residential, subject to C. 4 
b. Light non-nuisance industrial park (not including outside storage), subject to C.4 
c. Public schools until January 1, 2010; qfter January 1, 2010, public schools are not a 

conditional use unless they are alread;f constructed; subject to C.4 and C.5 

• 

C.3 Performance Standards for All Development 
a Environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be kept in a natural state and protected from • 

the incursion of humans, domestic animals and livestock, from erosion, sedimentation and 
contaminated runoffi and from loud noise or vehicular traffic. Peat harvesting is permitted 
within such areas, provided such activity does not significantly degrade those areas and is 
compatible with habitat preservation, and grazing of presently grazed areas may be 
continued but not expanded, but discing, harrowing and all structures are prohibited 
Managed observation areas may be permitted adjacent to sensitive habitat areas, subject to 
an approved plan and management program which preserves sensitive habitat values and 
minimizes human disturbance. All environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
environmentally sensitive habitat area buffers shall be permanently maintained and 
protected Deed restrictions or open space/conservation easements shall be required for all 
such buffer areas. Land in environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be excluded from 
calculation ofl~t siii(J}i!Jr 1tii~RJIJ(Jr rl/JINit& densifJ:. and allowable impervious surface area. 

b. Ali1tli1NU114 J.gt Density for Conditional Residential Use: 5 (non-habitat) acres per housing 
unit; any subdivision or residential use beyond one unit per existing parcel is allowed only 
pursuant to a specific plan pursuant to Policy JIJC.3.n 

c. Minimum Lot for Conditional Industrial Use: 1> Qgi'~S 20, 000 sq. ft; pursuant to a specific 
plan, pursuant to Policy Ill. C. 3. n 

d Maximum Impervious Surface Area: 10% of lot area.;. or up to 25% of lot area for a public 
school only (subject to LUP Policy Ill.C.2.c), subject to C.5; "lot area" means gross parcel 
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acreage minus acreage of wetland, riparian habitat, and other environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas within the gross parcel acreage. Vehicular parking areas shall be minimized 

e. Minimum setback for all development or agricultural activity from Riparian Habitat: .5iJ! 
100 '; from Wetland or Transitional Zone: 1 00' or to the edge of the development envelop 
depicted on L UP Figure 2, whichever is greater. Appropriate U1ll native trees, shrubs, and 
K':asses shall be planted in the required setback area, consistent with a landscape plan 
prepared by a qualified wetland biologist, wherever development is adjacent to an 
environmentally sensitive habitat area, in such a manner as to provide a dense visual screen, 
impede human access and enhance bird roosting and nesting. Adjacent to running water, 
native riparian species are appropriate. In other areas fiU~RiyptJIS "'" native upland species 
are appropriate. 

f Maximum Slope of Developed Portion of Lot (Before Grading): 15 feet in any 100 foot 
interval, except/or isolated areas of slopes greater than 15% within the development envelop 
shown on LUP Figure 2 and ![required [or construction of a public school only (subject to 
LUP Policyl!JC.2.c). 

g. There is a possibility that specimens of the endangered Santa Cruz Tarweed exist in Area C. 
Prior to approval of any development, a field search for this plant shall be conducted by a 
qualified botanist on the lot(s) in question during the tire of year in which the plant is 
expected to be in bloom. 

h. Approved erosion control measures must be utilized during construction. No excavation or 
grading shall be permitted during the months of October through March. All site runoff shall 
be captured and.filtered to remove typical runof[pollutants. Runofffrom all sur[Gces subject 
to vehicular traffic shall be filtered through an engineered .filtration system specificallY, 
designed to remove vehicular contaminants. All .filtered runoff that is suitable for 
groundwater recharge and/or wetland restoration purposes shall be directed to groundwater 
basins and/or wetlands in such a manner as to avoid erosion and/or sedimentation. 

i. Prior to the approval of any development relying upon a septic tank or other on-site system, 
a specific design must be submitted supported by an engineering analysis by a licensed soils 
engineer which demonstrates both sufficient separation between leaching fields and winter 
groundwater levels to ensure that no degradation of groundwater quality will occur. Any 
approval of a septic tank or other on-site system must also be conditional upon compliance 
with any waste discharge requirements established for that system by the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

j. The City should work with the Wildlife Conservation Board, the Nature Conservancy, and 
other agencies to promote public orfoundation acquisition of the upper half of the West 
Branch of Struve Slough in order to allow a greater degree of resource protection than is 
possible under private ownership. · 

k. Any development in a streambed must be conditional upon execution of and compliance with 
an Agreement ("1603 Agreement'~ with the California Department of Fish and Game under 
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the requirements of Sections 1601-1603 ofthe California Public Resources Code. 

l. Service Systems. Sewer service will probably not be required if the site is developed at the 
recommended densities and a septic tank system is proven feasible. If Sewer (only for a 
public school, subject to LUP Policy lll.C.2.c) and/or potable water service ispunzidttd, may 
be provided only if all ofthe following circumstances apply to such utility(ies): 

f11 !J J14Hort They shall be financed in a way which does not require nor involve assessments 
against or contributions from properties along Lee Road outside of Area C, or against 
any agricultural property; 

(]) They shall be the minimum size pipes, pumps, and any other {acility(ies) necessary to 
accommodate the permitted use, and evidence is provided from a licensed civil engineer 
indicating that this is the case; 

(}) They shall be designed and built to end as a hook-up to the allowed development with no 
other stubs on or o{[the site; 

(4) They shall incorporate dedication of a one-foot or greater non-access easement 
surrounding the parcel served by the utility(ies) across which extensions of sewer service 
and potable water are prohibited; the non-access easement shall be dedicated to a public 
agency or private association approved by the City Council. The City Council must .find 
that the accepting agency has a mandate or charter to carry out the purposes of the 
easement dedication (e.g., the Department of Fish and Game or a non-profit land trust 
would be candidate entities to accept such an easement). 

(.?) The wastewater connection shall emanate from only one City sewer line (no greater than 
six (6) inches wide if a force main, or eight (8) inches wide if a gravity line) under 
Highway One north of Beach Road; 

(6) There is a current City of Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g., a 
memorandum of understanding) that prohibits fUrther City of Watsonville annexations 
west of Highway One; 

(7) Adequate capacity is available to serve the site; for water, the result shall not be a 
worsening o[the groundwater overdraft situation; and 

(8) They must be placed within the City of Watsonville City Limits, unless all oft he following 
occur: (1) Caltrans will not allow such lines to be installed in the Caltrans right of way 
within the City limits; (]) the City makes a .finding that there is a one foot non-access 
strip surrounding the pipeline through County land which prohibits any tie-ins to the line 
and which is dedicated to a non-profit agency; (3) the line through the County is found 
consistent with the County local coastal program and have received an appealable 
County coastal permit; and (4) the connecting lines within the City limits comply with all 
other applicable provisions of this ordinance. 

m. Phasing of Development:..Jt is anticipated that market forces and development costs will 
delay development of this area until after the infilling of comparable lands east of Highway 
] . 
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n. Area C is designated as a Special Study Area where all development, including subdivision 
or lot line adjustment, other than one residence per existing parcel is subject to a specific 
plan. The Specific Plan shall: 

(I) Allow for non agricultural development only on the parcel(s) or portion(s) ofparcel(s) 
found infeasible for continued or renewed agricultural use under policy III. C. 4 and only 
within the development envelope shown on LUP Figure 2; 

(2) Delineate a maximum building envelope of 8 acres within the development envelope 
shown on LUP Figure 2 that is found infeasible for continued or renewed agricultural 
use; 

(3) Within the maximum building envelope, the maximum impervious surface coverage is 7 
acres; the remaining I or more acres is for landscaping and other pervious surface uses; 

(4) Allow (or subdivision for residential purposes resulting in lots as small as one acre 
(minimum size for septic systems); provided that there is a maximum of 15 residences 
permitted; 

(5) Allowfor portions o[residential parcels to extend beyond the 8 acre maximum building 
envelope, provided that any such portions are restricted to agricultural uses or comprise 
the 200 foot agricultural buffer; 

(6) Allow fOr resubdivision of existing parcels which is encouraged to better meet these 
objectives; 

(7) Not allow any subdivision or other adjustment o[parcel lines that cannot accommodate 
development consistent with Area C performance standards unless the parcel is 
permanently protected and dedicated to agriculture or another open space use; 

(8) Comply with all standards for development ofArea C. 

o. If improved site access is required to serve permitted development on Area C, such access 
shall be constructed from West Airport Boulevard and not Harkins Slough Road if this is 
feasible and corroborating evidence shows it to be the least environmentally damaging 
alternative. If this is not feasible, then the City shall recommend to Santa Cruz County that 
any improvements to Harkins Slough Road (including, but not limited to road widening), 
shall include replacing the West Branch of Struve Slough culverts under Harkins Slough 
Road with a bridge of adequate span to provide habitat connectivity between the West 
Branch of Struve Slough on Area C and the California Department of Fish and Game 
Reserve, unless an environmentally superior alternative to a bridge is identified; fill of any 
portion of the West Branch of Struve Slough is prohibited. Any Harkins Slough Road 
improvements at the Hanson Slough crossing shall provide adequate culverts to ensure 
habitat connectivity. Development shall be designed to minimize the extent of any such 
Harkins Slough Road improvements; improvements not necessary to serve the permitted 
development are prohibited. Any such road improvements shall include measures to protect 
habitat, and shall be sited and designed to minimize the amount noise, lights, glare, and 
activity visible and/or audible within the West Branch of Struve Slough; night lighting is 
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p. All development associated with Area C within unincorporated Santa Cruz County shall have 
a valid County Coastal Development Permit before any City Coastal Development Permit 
can be exercised 

q. All non-agricultural development on Area C shall be clustered within a building envelope no 
larger than 8 contiguous acres, with the exception that a public school (subject to LUP 
Policy Jll C.2.c) shall be located within a building envelope no larger than 42 contiguous 
acres. If residential use (one residence) is proposed on a parcel in the absence of a specific 
plan, then it shall be located in a manner that would allow one house on each remaining 
parcel to be located within a 8 acre contiguous building envelope. 

r. All development, other than habitat restoration activities, shall be restricted to the 
development envelope shown on LUP Figure 2. 

s. The maximum height of any development shall be 3D .feet as measured from finished grade. 

C.4 Criteria for Non-Agricultural Use 
Habitat preservation and restoration uses that remove agricultural land from production in or 
adjacent to habitat areas or on slopes are permitted, pursuant to a restoration plan prepared by 
a biologist. Other non-agricultural use may be permitted only if continued or renewed 
agricultural use is demonstrated to be infeasible because it cannot be accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors. If agricultural use on the site (or the part of 
the site proposed for non-agricultural use) has ceased, then non-agricultural use may be 
permitted only i[renewed agricultural use is not.feasible. An exception to making this .finding 
may only be made to allow a public school (su~ject to LUP Policy 111C.2.c). Non-agricultural 
development within Area C shall not be allowed unless a Specf(ic Plan (see LUP Policy 
111C.3.n) is first adopted that: defines all development areas for Area C; provides permanent 
measures to protect areas within Area C outside of the development envelope shown on LUP 
Figure 2 and outside of the building envelope pursuant to C.3.q; and ensures that all plan 
policies will be met. Any non-agricultural use of a portion of Area C shall be sited to optimize 
agricultural use on the remainder of the site and on adjacent agricultural lands in 
unincorporated Santa Cruz County. 

C.5 Criteria fOr an Increase in Impervious Su'([ace Coverage and Development on Slopes 
An increase in impervious surface coverage (up to 18 acres o,[that portion o[Area C within the 
development envelope defined in LUP Figure 2) and development on isolated areas of slopes 
greater than 15% (within the development envelop shown on LUP Figure 2) on Area C may be 
allowed for a public school (subject to LUP Policy Ill C.2.c) only if (a) the following findings 
are made)· and (b) the following mitigation measures are included as enforceable conditions of 
any coastal development permit granted for a public school: 

a. Required Findings: 
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(1) The impervious surface coverage is the minimum necessary to accommodate a public 
school of a size documented as needed by the school district to serve existing and 
projected student populations and to meet State School Sizing Criteria; 

(2) There is no feasible alternative location; 

(3) The siting clusters the school as much as possible to leave as much of the non-habitat 
part of the site available [or continued agriculture; 

(4) The California Department ofTransportation Aeronautics Program has determined that 
all areas proposed (Or development on the site are safe for siting public school facilities; 
and 

(5) The design is evocative ot and designed to be compatible with, the rural agricultural 
character of the surrounding rolling hill landscape. 

b. Required Coastal Development Permit Conditions: 

(1) The public school shall include: (a) an environmental stewardship program, with an 
interpretive and teaching plot adjacent to the upper finger of Hanson Slough on Area C 
for students to conduct supervised environmental restoration; and (b) a sustainable 
agricultural education component (e.g., similar to that at Watsonville High School) that 
may include some agricultural study plots on site; 

• 

(2) There shall be no exterior night lighting, other than the minimum lighting necessary/or 
pedestrian and vehicular safety purposes. All lighting shall be directed away from • 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and shall not be visible from any vantage point 
within environmentally sensitive habitat areas. All interior lighting shall be directed 
awayfrom windows which are visible from environmentally sensitive habitat areas. All 
lighting shall be downward directed and designed so that it does not produce any light 
or glares off-site; 

(3) The Applicant shall develop a wetland restoration and landscape plan with input from a 
qualified wetland biologist and hydrologist that incorporates, at a minimum, all of the 
provisions of Policy C. 3. a. above and that shall provide for the restoration of all buf[er 
areas (from environmentally sensitive habitat areas and agriculture). The plan shall be 
submitted and approved by the City prior to issuance o[the coastal development permit. 
The Applicant shall post a bond with the City of s~fficient amount to provide for all 
environmental enhancements and all mitigation measures that are identified in any final 
environmental document(s) certified {Or the project; 

(4) There shall be screening between habitat and areas with human activity so that such 
areas shall not be visible from any vantage point within environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas; 

(5) All site runoff shall be captured and filtered to remove typical runo.f[pol/utants. Runoff 
fr.om all sur.fO.ces subject to vehicular traffic shall be .filtered through an engineered 
filtration system specifically designed to remove vehicular contaminants. All filtered 
runoff that is suitable .for groundwater recharge and/or wetland restoration purposes 
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shall be directed to groundwater basins and/or wetlands in such a manner as to avoid 
erosion and/or sedimentation; 

(6) Any land on Area C in excess o[that consistent with the required findings above shall be 
used only for agricultural purposes with the 200 foot buffer from the school and the 
jj_elds adjusted accordingly. ![the land is purchased by a school district, the district must 
present a binding agreement to offer the excess land for agricultural use at no greater 
than fair market rents. Legal access must be provided to. any remainder agricultural 
parcel, without any restrictions as to the farm employees' use; 

(7) Any agricultural wells on Area C that would be displaced by school development shall 
be made available at no more than current market costs to adjacent or nearby formers, 
if such farmers demonstrate a need for the water and it can be feasibly transported to 
their fields,· 

(8) The permittee shall record a deed restriction or an open space/conservation easement 
that provides that all agricultural and ESHA areas and their buffers shall be 
permanently maintained and protected. All agricultural and ESHA areas and their 
buffers shall be offered to appropriate resource management agencies and/or non-profit 
organizations along with sufficient funding to implement any mitigations or conditional 
requirements applicable to these areas; 

(9) An agricultural hold-harmless, right-to-farm agreement shall be recorded as a deed 
restriction on the property; 

(1 0) Any event at the school that exceeds the maximum permitted student and employee 
capacity of the school, and/or that may adversely affect adjacent habitat areas, shall 
require a coastal development permit and shall be subject to all Area C performance 
standards; 

(11) There shall be a· landscaping and grounds maintenance plan that provides for 
minimizing the use of pesticides, herbicides, and fortilizers, and protecting against 
adverse impacts associated with them. Such plan shall be submitted for the review and 
approval of the City. Pesticides and herbicides shall only be used if there is a 
documented problem and not on a regular preventative schedule, and shall not be 
applied if rain is expected. Non-chemical fertilizers are preforred. The least toxic 
alternatives, and the minimum necessary for the problem, shall be used in any case. The 
landscaping and grounds maintenance plan shall include nutrient control parameters; 
and 

(12) All mitigation measures that are identified in any final environmental document(s) 
certified [or the project shall be incorporated as conditions of approval. In the event that 
any such mitigation measures are in conflict with these required conditions and/or with 
any Area C or other LCP performance standards, then the conflicting portion of any 
such mitigation measure shall not be incorporated as a condition of approval. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Area C contains two wetlands, as defined by the Coastal Commission, 
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and a small area of riparian habitat. All three should be regarded as environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas requiring special protection under Sections 30231 and 30233. Section 30231 of 
the Coastal Act requires the maintenance and, where feasible, restoration of water quality by 
minimizing the adverse effects of wastewater discharge, controlling runoff, preventing depletion 
of groundwater supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging 
wastewater reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas which protect riparian 
habitats, and minimizing the alteration of natural streams. Buffer areas are" also required 
under Section 30240(b). 

Effect on Development: The foregoing requirements will cluster development within the high, 
gently sloping terrace which runs along the middle of Area C where it can do the least damage 
to the low-lying environmentally sensitive areas, and protect the sensitive areas with buffer 
areas and dense planting. The large lot sizes are intended to limit the populations of people and 
domestic animals in close proximity wzth the sensitive habitats, and to allow the provision of 
adequately-sized septic tank leaching fields. The small maximum percentage of impervious 
ground water cover is intended to minimize the disruption of groundwater recharge and to 
avoid erosion problems due to channelization of runoff. Utility systems are encouraged not to 
be extended along the Lee Road from Area C in order to avoid growth-including impacts on the 
west side of the road {The east side is within the State Wildlife Conservation Board 
acquisition.) Any public school development (subject to LUPPolicy l/LC.2.c) will likewise be 
clustered on the gently sloping terrace area at the center of Area C where it can best be hidden 
from the public viewshed and where its impact on adjacent agriculture and environmentally 
sensitive habitat can be minimized. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify IP Section 9-5.704(c) ("Conditional Uses") as follows: 

(c) Zone C 

DLUOJ Single family residence 

DLU 1282 Industrial machinery, equipment, and supplies- wholesale 

DLU 19 Industrial nonmanufacturing, miscellaneous 

DLU 3565 Industrial pattern makers 

DLU 4213 Industrial truck services 

DLU 432 Highway right-of-way (within existing roadway area) 

DLU 71 Public schools until January 1, 2010; after January 1, 2010, public schools are not a 
conditional use unless they are already constructed; subject to section 9-5. 705(c) 

Also, any of the principal permitted uses of the IP-Industrial Park District, as of August 30, 
1985, subject to the regulation of both districts, except that the height, setback and other 
standards of the IP district shall not supercede any o[these Coastal zone regylations. 

(2) Modify IP Section 9-5.705(c) ("Zone C- Performance Standards") as follows: 
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(1) Minimum Lot Area and Dimensions 

Area per housing unit (density) 5 acres 

Lot area per housing unit 1 acre (see Section 9-5. 705(c)(4)(h}) 

Area for industrial use I5 '*';r~s 20,000 sq. ft. 

Frontage J.J.(J. 1 OO.feet 

Any development on Area C, other than habitat restoration activities, shall be confined to the 
development envelope shown in Land Use Plan Figure 2. All non-agricultural development on 
Area C shall be clustered within a building envelope no larger than 8 contiguous acres, with the 
exception that a public school (subject to Section 9-5. 704(c)) shall be located within a building 
envelope no larger than 42 contiguous acres. [exclude wetland, riparian habitat, and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas from development envelope and density calculations} 

(2) Minimum Yard Setbacks 

Front: 

Interior Side: 

Rear: 

Riparian Habitat: .5I). 100 feet 

20feet 

5feet 

20feet 

Wetland or Transitional Zone: 100 foet 

Hanson Slough: top of slope at the edge oft he development envelop depicted on Land Use Plan 
Figure 2 

West Branch of Struve Slough: top o.fslope at the edge ofthe development envelop depicted on 
Land Use Plan Figure 2 

(3) Maximum Building Height and Lot Coverage 

Lot coverage by impervious surface: 10%, or up to 25% for a public school only (subject to 
Section 9-5. 704(c)), subject to Section 9-5. 705(c)(5). Vehicular parking areas shall be 
minimized. 

Height: 2!4 st9ri(J.&.L30 feet as measuredfromfinished grade, subject to Section 9-5. 705(f)(3). 

[exclude wetland, riparian habitat, and other environmentally sensitive habitat areas from gross 
parcel acreage for purposes of calculating maximum impervious surface coverage J · 

(3) Modify IP Section 9-5.705(c)(4) ("Special Conditions and Findings Required for Issuing a Special 
Use Permit") as follows: 

(4) Special Conditions and Findings Required for Issuing a Special Use Permit and/or Coastal 
Permit: 

(a) Habitat preservation and restoration uses that remove agricultural/and from production in 
or adjacent to habitat areas or on slopes are permitted, pursuant to a restoration plan 
prepared by a biologist pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(/)(4). For other non-agricultural use an 
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Agricultural Viability Report must be(N4 prepared and must have concluded w/;ai~R i14"i~gU;.s 
that continued agricultural use is demonstrated to be infeasible pursuant to Section 9-5.815. 
/[_agricultural use on the site (or the part of the site proposed for non-agricultural use) has 
ceased, then non-agricultural use may be permitted only if renewed agricultural use is 
demonstrated to be ilffeasible pursuant to Section 9-5.815. An exception to making this 
.f1nding may onlx be made to allow a public school (subject to Section 9-5. 704(c)). Non
agricultural development within Area C shall not be allowed unless a Specific Plan (see 
Section 9-5. 705(c){4)(o)) is first adopted that: defines all development areas for Area C; 
provides permanent measures to protect areas within Area C outside of the development 
envelope shown on LUP Figure 2 and outside qfthe building envelope pursuant to Section 9-
5. 705(c)(l); and ensures that all plan policies will be met. Any non-agricultural use of a 
portion ofArea C shall be sited to optimize agricultural use on the remainder o[the site and 
on adjacent agricultural lands in unincorporated Santa Cruz County. 

(b) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas must .be kept in a natural state and protected from 
intrusion of humans, domestic animals and livestock (including but not limited to adequate 
screening to block noise, glare, lights and visibility associated with same), from erosion, 
sedimentation and contaminated runoff, and from loud noise or vehicular traffic. Any 
development activiry that alters drainage patterns to the portion of Hanson Slough at the 
southwestern corner o[Area C shall provide .for restoration of this portion of Hanson Slough 
to afunctional wetland; this shall be provided.for in a Biological Restoration Plan (Section 
9-5. 705(1)(4)). All environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be buffered. There is one 
ESHA and at least 3 ESHA buffer areas on Area Cas depicted on Land Use Plan Figure 2; 
the [allowing ESHA and buffering requirements shall be provided for bx the Biological 
Restoration Plan (Section 9-5. 705(f)(4)) as follows: 

OJ For the ESHA area located between the top of slope at the edge o[ the development 
envelop depicted on Land Use Plan Figure 2 and the West Branch of Struve Slough: 
Within this ESHA, invasive exotics shall be removed and appropriate native grasses (e.g, 
from a native plant palette recommended by the Calffornia Department o[ Fish and 
Game) shall be planted. A weed control plan shall be implemented to increase native 
plant coverage. The unimproved accessways in this area shall not be improved, and, 
pre.forably, shall be removed and revegetated. No other uses shall be allowed in this area 
with the exception of one area of utility crossing (i.e., one wastewater pipeline, one 
potable water pipeline, and associated infrastructure) provided that these utilities are 
otherwise allowed by this ordinance. Any such area shall be the minimum width 
necessary to accommodate the utilities; 

(2) For the buffer area located between the top q[ slope at the edge of the development 
envelop depicted on Land Use Plan Figure 2 and Hanson Slough. Within this buffer, 
invasive exotics shall be removed and native grasses (e.g., .from a native plant palette 
recommended bx the C:ali[ornia Department o[ Fish and Game) shall be planted. Passive 
recreation (such as a pedestrian trail), supervised education and active wetland 
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restoration and research activities are allowed in this buffer,· 

(3) For the I 00 foot buffer area around the Hanson Slough riparian area located along the 
western boundary of Area C. Within this buffer, invasive exotics shall be removed and 
native grasses (e.g., from a native plant palette recommended by the California 
Department ofFish and Game) shall be planted; and 

(4) For the area along Harkins Slough Road east of Lee Road that acts as a bl{ffer to the 
California Department of Fish and Game Ecological Preserve. Within this buffer, 
invasive exotics shall be removed and native trees, shrubs and native grasses (e.g., from 
a native plant palette recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game) 
shall be planted. Within this buffer, one access road of the minimum width necessary to 
accommodate the permitted use shall be allowed if otherwise allowed by this ordinance. 

All environmentally sensitive habitat areas and environmentally sensitive habitat area 
buffers shall be permanently maintained and protected. Deed restrictions, open 
space/conservation easements, or other such legal instruments shall be required for such 
buffer areas. 

(c) Maximum slope of developed portion of-lot (before grading): 15% except for isolated areas 
o[slopes greater than 15% within the development envelope shown on Land Use Plan Figure 
2 and if required for construction of a public school only (subject to Section 9-5. 704(c)), 
subject to Section 9-5. 705(c)(5) . 

(d) A field search for the endangered Santa Cruz Tarweed shall be conducted by a qualified 
botanist during the time of year in which the plant is expected to be in bloom (between June 
and October) on the lot{s) in question before approval of any development. The report of 
such field investigation shall be forwarded to the California Department of Fish and Game 
for evaluation. If any portion of the site is confirmed to be endangered plant habitat, such 
area shall be treated as environmentally sensitive habitat and protected from significant 
disruption;........:.: 

(e) Any development relying upon a septic tank or other on-site system, shall submit a specific 
design and engineering analysis by a licensed soils engineer, which demonstrates both 
sufficient separation between leaching fields and winter groundwater levels, and that the 
requirements of the Regional Water Quality Board are complied with; 

(f) Any development in a streambed must be conditional upon execution of and compliance with 
an Agreement ("1603 Agreement") with the California Department of Fish and Game under 
the requirements ofSections 1601-1603 ofthe California Public Resources Code. 

(g) Appropriate iQU native trees, shrubs, and grasses shall be planted in the required setback 
area, consistent with Biological Restoration Plan (Section 9-5. 705(/)(4)) prepared by a 
qualified wetland biologist wherever development is adjacent to an environmentally sensitive 
habitat area, in such a manner as to provide a dense visual screen, impede human access 
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and enhance bird roosting and nesting. Adjacent to running water, native riparian species 
are appropriate. In other area~ ~tu'"IJ'fJUIS gr native upland species are appropriate. 

(ft) Residential lots may be smaller than the allocated density to allow for clustering; any 
permitted residential use shall be clustered on the smallest lots possible with shared 
driveways and the remainder open space retained for agricultural uses; residential 
development shall only occur within the development envelope shown on LUP Figure 2. 

(i) Sewer (only for a public school, subject to Section 9-5. 704(c)) and/or potable water service 
may be provided only if all ofthe following circumstances apply to such utility(ies): 

(1) They must be apPlied for and reviewed pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(/)(10); 

(2) They shall be financed in a way which does not require or involve assessments against or 
contributions from properties along Lee Road outside of Area C, or against any 
agricultural property; 

(3) They shall be the minimum size pipes, pumps, and any other .facility(ies) necessary to 
accommodate the permitted use, and evidence is provided from a licensed civil engineer 
indicating that this is the case; 

(4) They shall be designed and built to end as a hook-up to the allowed development with no 
other stubs on or off. the site; 

(5) They shall incorporate dedication of a one-foot or greater non-access easement 
surrounding the parcel served by the utility{ies) across which extensions of sewer service 
and potable water are prohibited; the non-access easement shall be dedicated to a public 
agency or private association approved by the City Council. The City Council must find 
that the accepting agency has a mandate or charter to carry out the purposes of the 
easement dedication (e.g., the Department of Fish and Game or a non-profit land trust 
would be candidate entities to accept such an easement). 

(6) They shall emanate from only one Cip sewer line (no greater than six (6) inches wide if a 
force main, or eight (8) inches wide if a gravity line) under Highway One north of Beach 
Road; 

(7) There is a current City of Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument. (e.g., a 
memorandum of understanding) that prohibits further City of Watsonville annexations 
west of Highway One; 

(8) Adequate capacity is available to serve the site; .for water, the result shall not be a 
worsening of the groundwater overdraft situation; and 

(9) They must be placed within the Ci!Jl of Watsonville Ci!Jl Limits. 

(j) No subdivision or other adjustment of parcel lines shall be allowed which results in the 
creation of any parcel that cannot accommodate development consistent with Zone C 
performance standards unless the parcel is permanently protected pursuant to Section 9-
5. 705(/)(5) and dedicated to agriculture or another open space use. 
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(k) All development visible from Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads shall be 
sensitively designed and subordinate to preservation qfthe public viewshed All development 
shall be designed to be compatible with the rural agricultural character of the surrounding 
rolling hill landscape (See also Section 9-5. 705(/)(3)). 

(l) If improved site access is required to serve permitted development on Area C, such access 
shall be constructed from West Airport Boulevard and not Harkins Slough Road if this is 
foasible and corroborating evidence shows it to be the least environmentally damaging 
alternative. ![this is notfeasible, then the City shall recommend to Santa Cruz County that 
any improvements to Harkins Slough Road (including, but not limited to road widening), 
shall include replacing the West Branch of Struve Slough culverts under Harkins Slough 
Road with a bridge of adequate span to provide habitat connectivity between the West 
Branch of Struve Slough on Area C and the Cal~fornia Department of Fish and Game 
Reserve, unless an environmentally superior alternative to a bridge is identified; fill of any 
portion of the West Branch of Struve Slough is prohibited Any Harkins Slough Road 
improvements at the Hanson Slough crossing shall provide adequate culverts to ensure 
habitat connectivity. Development shall be designed to minimize the extent of any such 
Harkins Slough Road improvements; improvements not necessary to serve the permitted 
development are prohibited. Any such road improvements shall include measures to protect 
habitat, and shall be sited and designed to minimize the amount noise, lights, glare, and 
activity visible and/or audible within the West Branch of Struve Slough; night lighting is 
prohibited. Any such improvements to Harkins Slough Road shall be within the parameters of 
a Biological Restoration Plan prepared for such project pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(/)(4). 

(m) All development associated with Area C within unincorporated Santa Cruz County shall have 
a valid County Coastal Development Permit before any City Coastal Development Permit 
can be exercised. 

(n) All site runoff shall be captured andfiltered to remove typical runof(pollutants. Runotffrom 
all surfaces subject to vehicular traffic shall be .filtered through an engineered filtration 
system specifically designed to remove vehicular contaminants. All filtered runoff that is 
suitable for groundwater recharge and/or wetland restoration purposes shall be directed to 
groundwater basins and/or wetlands in such a manner as to avoid erosion and/or 
sedimentation. All requirements of Section 9-5. 705(/)(8) shall be implemented. 

(o) Area C is designated as a Special Study where all development, including subdivision or lot 
line adjustment, other than one residence per existing parcel is subject to a specffic plan. The 
SpecWc Plan shall: 

(1) Allow .for non agricultural development only on the parcel(s) or portion(s) ofparcel~) 
found infeasible for continued or renewed agricultural use under policy 111C.4 and only 
within the development envelope shown on LUP Figure 2; 

(2) Delineate a maximum building envelope of 8 acres within the development envelope 
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shown on LUP Figure 2 that is fOund infoasible for continued or renewed agricultural 
use; 

(3) Within the maximum building envelope, the maximum impervious surface coverage is 7 
acres; the remaining 1 or more acres is for landscaping and other pervious surface uses; 

(4) Allow for subdivision {or residential purposes resulting in lots as small as one acre 
(minimum size for septic systems); provided that there is a maximum of 15 residences 
permitted; 

{5) Allow for portions a/residential parcels to extend beyond the 8 acre maximum building 
envelope, provided that any such portions are restricted to agricultural uses or comprise 
the 200/oot agricultural b11ffor; 

(6) Allow {or resubdivision of existing parcels which is encouraged to better meet these 
objectives; 

{7), Not allow any subdivision or other adjustment o[parcel lines that ·cannot accommodate 
development consistent with Zone C per;{ormance standards unless the parcel is 
permanently protected and dedicated to agriculture or another open space use; 

(8) Comply with all standards {or development of Area C. 

(4)Add new IP Section 9-5.705(c)(S) titled ("Criteria for an Increase in Impervious Surface Coverage 
and Development on Slopes") as follows: 

• 

(5) Criteria for an Increase in Impervious Surface Coverage and Development on Slopes • 
An increase in impervious surface coverage (up to 18 acres of that portion qf Area C within the 
development envelope defined in LUP Figure 2) and development Qn isolated areas q[ slopes 
greater than 15% (within the development envelop shown on LUP Figure 2) on Area C may be 
allowed {or a public school (!ubject to Section 9-5. 704(c)) only if (a) the following findings are 
made; and (b) the following mitigation measures are included as enforceable conditions of any 
coastal development permit granted.fpr a public school: 

a. Required Findings: 

(1) The impervious surface coverage is the minimum necessary to accommodate a public 
school of a size documented as needed by the school district to serve existing and 
projected student populations and to meet State School Sizing Criteria; 

(2) There is no feasible alternative location; 

(3) The siting clusters the school as much as possible to leave as much of the non-habitat 
part of the site available {or continued agriculture; 

(4) The California Department of Transportation Aeronautics Program has determined that 
all areas proposed for development on the site are safe for siting public school facilities; 
and 

(5) The design is evocative o£ and designed to be compatible with, the rural agricultural 
character ofthe surrounding rolling hill landscape. 
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b. Required Coastal Development Permit Conditions: 

(1) The public school shall include: (a) an environmental stewardship program, with an 
interpretive and teaching plot adjacent to the upper finger of Hanson Slough on Area C 

.f!?r students to conduct supervised environmental restoration; and (b) a sustainable 
agricultural education component (e.g., similar to that at Watsonville High School) that 
may include some agricultural study plots on site; 

(2) There shall be no exterior night lighting, other than the minimum lighting necessary for 
pedestrian and vehicular safoty purposes. All lighting shall be directed away .from 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and shall not be visible from any vantage point 
within environmentally sensitive habitat areas. All interior lighting shall be directed 
awayfrom windows which are visible from environmentally sensitive habitat areas. All 
lighting shall be downward directed and designed so that it does not produce any light 
or glares offsite; 

(3) The Applicant shall develop a wetland restoration and landscape plan with input from a 
qualffied wetland biologist and hydrologist that incorporates, at a minimum, all of the 
provisions o[Section 9-5. 705(c)(4J(b) above and that shall provide for the restoration of 
all buffer areas (from environmentally sensitive habitat areas and agriculture). The plan 
shall be submitted and approved by the City prior to issuance o[the coastal development 
permit. The Applicant shall post a bond with the City of SU;fficient amount to provide for 
all environmental enhancements and all mitigation measures that are identified in any 
final environmental document(s) certified for the project; 

(4) There shall be screening between habitat and areas with human activity so that such 
areas shall not be visible from any vantage point within environmentally sensitive 
habitat areas; 

(5) All site run~ffshall be captured and.filtered to remove typical runof[pollutants. Runqf[ 
from all surfaces subject to vehicular traffic shall be .filtered through an engineered 
jjltration system specifically designed to remove vehicular contaminants. All filtered 
runoff that is suitable for groundwater recharge and/or wetland restoration purposes 
shall be directed to groundwater basins and/or wetlands in such a manner as to avoid 
erosion and/or sedimentation; 

(6) Any land on Area C in excess of that consistent with the required findings above shall be 
used only for agricultural purposes with the 200 foot buffer from the school and the 
.flelds adjusted accordingly. ljthe land is purchased by a school district, the district must 
present a binding agreement to offer the excess landfor agricultural use at no greater 
than fair market rents. Legal access must be provided to any remainder agricultural 
parcel, without any restrictions as to the farm employees' use; 

(7) Any agricultural wells on Area C that would be displaced by school development shall 
be made available at no more than current market costs to adjacent or nearbyfarmers, 
if such farmers demonstrate a need for the water and it can be feasibly transported to 
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their fields; 

(8) The permittee shall record a deed restriction or an open space/conservation easement 
that provides that all agricultural and ESHA areas and their buffers shall be · 
permanently maintained and protected (see Section 9-5. 705(/)(5)). All agricultural and 
ESHA areas and their buffers shall be offered to appropriate resource management 
agencies and/or non-profit organizations along with sufficient .funding to implement any 
mitigations or conditional requirements applicable to these areas; 

(9) An agricultural hold-harmless, right-to-:farm agreement shall be recorded as a deed 
restriction on the property pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(/)(6); 

(1 0) Any event at the school that exceeds the maximum permitted student and employee 
capacity of the school, and/or that may adversely qffect a4jacent habitat areas, shall 
require a coastal development permit and shall be subject to all Area C performance 
standards; 

(11) There shall be a landscaping and grounds maintenance plan that provides for 
minimizing the use of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers, and protecting against 
adverse impacts associated with them. Such plan shall be submitted for the review and 
approval of the City. Pesticides and herbicides shall only be used if there is a 
documented problem and not on a regular preventative schedule, and shall not be 
applied ff rain is expected Non-chemical .fertilizers are preferred. The least toxic 
alternatives, and the minimum necessary for the problem, shall be used in any case. The 
landscaping and grounds maintenance plan shall include nutrient control parameters; 
and 

(12) All mitigation measures that are identified in any final environmental document(s) 
certified for the project shall be incorporated as conditions of approval. In the event that 
any such mitigation measures are in conflict with these required conditions and/or with 
any Area C or other LCP performance standards, then the conflicting portion of any 
such mitigation measure shall not be incorporated as a condition of approval. 

Policies Affecting All Areas Modifications 

· Mod 5. Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Delineation and Buffers 
Replace the Area C portion of existing Land Use Plan Figure 2 with the Area C diagram shown on 
Figure 15 of this staff report. Do not revise the delineation of environmentally sensitive habitat area 
within a portion of Area C as proposed by the City in LCP Amendment Component 3. Provide accurate 
descriptions of environmentally sensitive habitat areas in Watsonville's coastal zone, provide for 
restoration and buffering of these resources. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(I) Add the following paragraphs to LUP Section V.A. ("Regional Issues in Context of Coastal Act 
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Policies"), "Wetlands" subsection: 

The Watsonville Slough System is a very important system containing signfficant areas offresh 
and salt water wetland, marsh, and open water areas, riparian and oak woodlands, as well as 
dune and coastal scrub communities nearer the coast. The diversity of habitat and its coastal 
location along the Pacific Coast Flyway combine to make the Slough System an important 
resting, foe ding and refuge area for migratory, seasonal and resident waterfOwl. In addition, the 
Slough System is home to many other birds, amphibians, reptiles, and other animals - some of 
these species protected by the Federal and State Endangered Species Acts - which likewise 
utilize the diverse habitat. The rich prey base supports a high diversity of raptor and other 
predators. Various plant species of concern, some of these endangered as well, are also 
prevalent in the Slough System. The entire Watsonville Slough System has been designated by the 
California Department ofFish and Game as an Area o[Special Biological Importance. 

Several sensitive species are known to occur in the Watsonville coastal zone vicinity. Such 
species include: Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum), a 
Federal and State Endangered Species; California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a 
Federal Threatened Species and a State Special Concern Species; Cal!fornia tiger salamander 
(Ambystoma ca#forniense), a Federal Candidate Species and a State Special Concern Species; 
Western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata), a Federal Species of Concern and a State Special· 
Concern Species; Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), a Federal Species of Concern and a 
State Special Concern Species; and Bank swallow (Riparia riparia), a State Threatened Species. 

(2) Modify LUP Section V.B. ("Issues Affecting Specific Areas in light of Coastal Act Policies'')~ "Area 
C" subsection as follows: 

The west branch of Struve Slough parallels the highway and traverses across the easterly section 
of the property. Hanson Slough is located along the western boundary of Area C in two 
locations: a portion of the Hanson Slough headwaters can be found in the riparian area along 
the center of Area C 's western boundary, and a separate upstream finger of Hanson Slough 
extends northward/tom the bend in the road at Harkins Slough Road. The Watsonville General 
Plan designates most of iJ4is the West Branch of Struve Slough area as residential and as 
Environmental Management in the flood plain of the slough. Although this JJ:vJ. area iJi. ~ zoned 
R-1 (Single Family Residential-low density) prior to LCP certification, the current LCP zoning 
which now aPPlies to this area designates it as CZ-C within which agriculture, wetlands and 
other open space uses are the principal permitted uses. 

Several sensitive species are known to occur in the Watsonville coastal zone vicinity and suitable 
habitat for these species has been identified on Area C. Such species include: Santa Cruz long
toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum), a Federal and State Endangered 
Species; California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), a Federal Candidate Species 
and a State Special Concern Species; Western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata), a Federal 
Species of Concern and a State Special Concern Species; Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius 
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tricolor), a Federal Species of Concern and a State Special Concern Species; and Bank swallow 
(Riparia riparia), a State Threatened Specie. In addition, at least one rare and endangered 
animal species has been positively idenNfied on Area C: California red-legged frog (Rana 
aurora draytonii), a Federal Threatened Species and a State Special Concern Species, inhabits 
the UPPer portion ofthe West Branch o[Struve Slough. 

This group of parcels presents the largest set of questions. Though zoned for residential 
development, it has the most varied terrain of any of the Coastal Zone areas and is the location 
ofthe city's most valuable coastal resource, the West Branch ofStruve Slough. Without question 
any form of development of the site would be difficult and would require preservation of the 
natural resources. Potential options included transfer of development rights to Area A, extremely 
limited light industrial development with the requisite buffer zones and flood control 
maintenance requirements, or designation of the entire area for environmental management .... 

(3) Modify LUP Appendix B ("Identification and Analysis of Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 
Within the Coastal Zone Portions of the City of Watsonville"), "Wetlands" subsection as follows: 

... The major wetland was found as an extension of the West Branch of Struve Slough. A report 
on the extent o[West Branch of Struve Slough resources was undertaken in 1998 ("Investigation 
q[the Presence of Waters of the United States: New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville 
California" by H11f/rrlan & Associates, Inc. (dated June 1998)); this report covered only slough 

• 

resources on Area C. This report did not cover any of the Highway One right-ofway (Area R). • 
The report delineated less wetlands than were identified when the LCP was certified. However, 
subsequent review by the Coastal Commission identified significant environmentally sensitive 
upland habitat between the [arm road and the bottom of West Branch Slough. Based upon the 
resources identified there, the Commission defined the area east of the farm road on Area C as 
environmentally sensitive habitat, and defined a development envelope for Area C taking into 
account these resources and appropriate btfffors thereto. Although ... 

A seasonal wetland area is mapped at the southwest portion of &Nuil Area C. This wetland is an 
upstream finger q[ Hanson Slough, extending northward from the bend in Harkins Slough Road. 
at the southwestern corner of Area C, that has been graded and utilized .for agriculture at 
various times historically. Portions of this area were in agricultural production on the site as 
recently as February 2000. Portions qf this area were Is priNfl14tly planted in legumes when 
sensitive habitats were identified at the time of original LUP certification, but codominant with 
these QU. were doc!, and plantain species, indicating the presence of at least seasonal 
inundation. Red-wing blackbirds were common in this area. Thflir prf~Sfi14C11, witfrl ~fl d,Qck Q14d 
pki141Qi14, i:tfdiCQtfi t'Nfl filr(j.Q s'N9ul" ln1 C914si,;Urg" " WfltJ,Q,;" 1114~r ~fl C9QStQ/ .4ct "14ll 
C9~~a~i&si914 g.a1i,;Uli14u. Based upon their presence, the presence qf hydrophytic plants, and at 
least seasonal inundation, the LUP d(f!fines this area as a seasonal wetland (wetland upland 
interface). A perched groundwater table in tandem with the surrounding steep slopes ensure that 
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the hydrology of this upper finger is a constant. In fact, if agriculture were to cease in this area 
o.[ Hanson Slough, and it were to be left alone, it would be expected that hydrophytic plants 
would reestablish in the base of the slough with moisture-tolerant grassland species extending 
up the slopes. In fact, even with the current unnatural cultivation of strawberries, hydrophytic 
weedy vegetation is already common in this area. If left alone, other wetland species would be 
expected to reestablish themselves. 

This upland Hanson Slough resource on Area C is characterized by a steeply sloping bowl 
extendingfi:om the upper plateau area of Area C. This 'bowl' topographic feature continues onto 
the property to the west. The steep slopes {unnel runoff into the slough where it then flows down 
to Harkins Slough Road, from there it flows adjacent to the roadway and into a culvert slightly 
west of the Area C boundary where it meets the main branch of Hanson Slough. Although Area C 
has changed significantly/rom what was probably a predominantly riparian landscape (marshy 
towards the West Branch of Struve Slough) historically, this Hanson Slough slope 
geomorphology remains essentially intact. It can be inferred that this sloped area has long been 
part of the hydrologic regime of Hanson Slough, and continues to feed this system. 

Finally, the Watershed Institute at California State ·University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) has 
begun restoration ofthe portion or Hanson Slough directly adjacent to Area C (downslope of the 
upland finger on Area C). Through limited hydromodi[ication at the lower end of the culvert 
under Harkins Slough Road, approximately 2 miles of wetland habitat are in the process of being 
restored. This restored wetland is supporting numerous native wetland plants, is visited by 
wetland birds, and has been used as an outdoor laboratory for wetland and water quality 
scientists at CSUMB and the United States Soil Conservation Service. The drainage from the 
disturbed .finger of Hanson Slough on Area C flows directly into this downstream restoration 
site. 

(4) Modify LUP Appendix B ("Identification and Analysis of Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 
Within the Coastal Zone Portions of the City of Watsonville"), "Riparian Habitats" subsection as 
follows: 

The second riparian habitat area consists of a grove of willows along the southwestern border of 
Parcel C. This area is a portion oft he headwaters of Hanson Slough located partially on Area C 
and partially on the adjacent agricultural parcel west of Area C within unincorporated Santa 
Cruz County. Though described as 'riparian', this area can and should be defined as wetland as 
well. Hanson Slough extends from Area C through unincorporated Santa Cruz County 
agricultural lands where it feeds into Watsonville Slough proper to the south. As noted ... 

(5) Modify LUP Policy 2.D.3 ("Environmentally Sensitive Habitats Areas and Water Resources''), as 
follows: 

Development of areas ac.ljacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (including but not 
limited to those mapped in Fig!!_re .. 2) shall be sited and designed so as to prevent impacts which 
would significantly degrade or be incompatible with the continuance of such habitat areas . 

California Coastal Commission 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1-99 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Page 188 

Buffers from all such areas shall be included with all development,· such bu,ffers shall be planted 
in such a way as to provide fUnctional resource value as well as to shield such sensitive habitat 
areas from development. Specific setback distance~ for development are given in Section II£ 
("Policies Affecting Specffic Areas'}. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(f)(9) ("Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area Buffers") as follows: 

All environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be buffored; specific buffer widths are specified 
for each Area (i.e., Areas A, B, C, D, E, and R) of the City's coastal zone. Such buffers shall be 
designed to shield such sensitive habitat areas from development, and to enhance the functional 
resource value q[ the bu.ffor and the environmentally sensitive habitat area through a Biological 
Restoration Plan (Section 9-5. 705(f)(4)) prepared for ·any development adjacent to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. Uses allowed within buffers shall be limited to low
intensity restoration activities (such as removal of invasive exotic species and replanting with 
native trees, shrubs, plants and w:asses as appropriate), unless other uses are specifically 
identified for any particular buffer area in the performance standards for that area (see 9-
5. 705{a), (b), (c), (d), (e), and (r)). 

(2)Add new IP Section 9-5.705(f)(4) ("Biological Restoration Plans") as follows: 

• 

(4) Biological Restoration Plans. Any habitat restoration, enhancement, and/or buffering plans 
shall be pree_ared by a wetland biologist and hydrologist developed in consultation with and • 
subsequently distributed for review by the Dee_artment of Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlifo Service. The plans and the work encompassed in the plans shall be authorized by a 
coastal development permit. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with 
the approved final plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final e_lans shall be ree_orted 
to the City. No changes to the approved .final e_lans shall occur without a City-approved 
amendment. 

The elements of such a e_lan shall at a minimum include: 

(a) A detailed site plan o{the entire habitat and buffer area with a topow:aphic base map; 

(b) A baseline ecological assessment of the habitat and buffer area, including but not limited to, 
assessment ofbiologtcal, physical, and chemical criteria/or the area; 

(c) The goals, objectives, performance standards, and success criteria for the site, including 
spec(fic coverage and health standards for any areas to be planted At a minimum, exe_licit 
performance standards for vegetation, hydrology, sedimentation, water quality, and wildlifo, 
and a clear schedule and procedure for determining whether they are met shall be e_rovided. 
Any such perfOrmance standards shall include identification of minimum goals for each 
herbaceous species, by percentage of total plantings and by e_ercentage of total cover when 
defined success criteria are met; and specffication of the number ofyears active maintenance 
and monitoring will continue once success criteria are met. All performance standards shall 
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state in quant!fiable terms the level and extent o[the attributes necessary to reach the goals 
and objectives. Sustainability of the attributes shall be part of every performance standard. 
Each pe1;[ormance standard shall identify: (1) the attribute to be achieved; (2) the condition 
or level that defines success; and (3) the period over which success must be sustained. The 
performance standards must be specific enough to provide [or the assessment of habitat 
performance over time through the measurement of habitat attributes and functions 
including, but not limited to, wetland vegetation, hydrology, and wildlife abundance. 

(d) The final design, installation, and management methods that will be used to ensure the 
mitigation site achieves the defined goals, objectives, and performance standards; 

(e) Provisions for the full restoration of any impacts that are identified as temporary necessary 
to install the restoration or enhancement elements,· 

(f) Provisions for submittal, within 30 days of completion of initial (and subsequent phases, ({ 
any of) restoration work, of "as built" plans demonstrating that the restoration and 
enhancement has been established in accordance with the approved design and installation 
methods; 

(g) Provisions [or a detailed monitoring program to include at a minimum provisions .for 
assessing the initial biological and ecological status q[ the site. The assessment shall include 
an analysis of the attributes that will be monitored pursuant to the program, with a 
description of the methods for making that evaluation; 

(h) Provisions to ensure that the site will be promptly remediated if monitoring results indicate 
that the site does not meet the goals, objectives, and performance standards identified in the 
approved mitigation program and provisions for such remediation. Jf the .final report 
indicates that the mitigation project has been unsuccessfUl, in part, or in whole, based on the 
approved performance standards, the applicant shall submit a revised or supplemental 
mitigation program to compensate for those portions of the original program which did not 
meet the approved perfOrmance standards. The revised mitigation program, if necessary, 
shall be processed as an amendment to this coastal development permit. 

(i) Provisions/or submission o,fannual reports of monitoring results to the Cityfor the first.five 
years after all restoration and maintenance activities have concluded (including but not 
limited to watering and weeding, · unless weeding is part of an ongoing long-term 
maintenance plan) and periodic monitoring qfter that time, beginning the first year after 
submission of the "as-built" assessment. Each report shall include copies of all previous 
reports as appendices. Each report shall also include a "Performance Evaluation" section 
where information and results .from the monitoring program are used to evaluate the status 
o[the project in relation to the perfOrmance standards. 

(3) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(f)(5) ("Biological and Agricultural Easements") as follows: 

(5) Biological and Agricultural Easements. Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit to 
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proceed with development of any site where a portion of the property has use restrictions 
placed on it for habitat or agricultural purposes, the landowner of the parcel(s) subject to the 
permit, shall have completed the .following: 

(a) A document shall have been executed and recorded in a form and content acceptable to the 
City Attorney and the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission as described below, 
dedicating to a public agency or private association approved by the City Council an open 
space and conservation easement over the spec(fied portion of the land for the purposes 
established in the coastal permit findings. The City Council must find that the accepting 
agency has a mandate or charter to carry out the purposes of the easement dedication (e.g., 
the California Department ~[Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlifo Service would 
be candidate agencies to accept a habitat easement). An outright dedication or other transfer 
oftitle of the specified portion of the land can substitute for an easement. The document shall 
show the area o[protection, both mapped and described in metes and bounds, consistent with 
the Local Coastal Program and coastal permit conditions. The document shall be recorded 
fi:ee ofprior liens and any other encumbrances that the City Attorney determines may affect 
said interest. The document shall limit uses of and activities in the area ofprotection to those 
enumerated in the coastal permit or in a management plan or other document approved by 
the City as &?filling compliance with a coastal permit condition. Provisions shall be included 
that permit the City stqff or in the case of habitat preservation or buffering, staff of the 
Department qf Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlifo Service, to enter and inspect the 
property for purposes of determining compliance with approved plans and permit. 

(b) If no suitable accepting agency has been determined, then the document shall take the form 
of an irrevocable offer to dedicate the land (or an easement on the land) to a public agency 
or private association approved by the City Council. In this case, the offer shall run with the 
land in fovor qf the People of the State of California, binding all successors and assignees, 
and shall be irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from the date of 
recording the offer. 

(c) If a direct easement, outright dedication or other transfer of title, or irrevocable offer to 
dedicate the land are infeasible in the opinion of the City Attorney and the Executive 
Director of the Coastal Commission, then the document shall take the form of a deed 
restriction over the specffied portion of the land for the purposes established in the coastal 
permit .findings. The deed restriction shall include a legal description and site plan of the 
Permittee's entire property. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all 
successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free qf prior liens that the City Attorney 
determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be 
removed or changed without an amendment to the coastal development permit. 

(d) Review and approval by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission of the 
aforementioned legal documents consistent with Section 9-5.414. 
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Mod 6. Limitations on Public Service Extensions 
Ensure that any public service extensions in the City's coastal zone do not induce growth west of 
Highway One. Maintain a stable urban rural boundary by limiting public service extensions to serve 
development within the City of Watsonville City limits to help ensure that there will be no additional 
urban development outside the current western boundary of the City, thereby protecting agricultural 
lands from conversions to non-agricultural uses, and protecting environmentally sensitive habitats and 
wetlands while providing for concentrated urban development in the City. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify LUP Section II.C. ("Public Works") as follows: 

Special districts or City utility department service areas shall not be formed or expanded except 
where assessment for, and the provision of, the service would not induce new development 
inconsistent with the preservation of agricultural land and other coastal resources. The provision of 
sewer and potable water utilities in the coastal zone shall be contingent upon a current City of 
Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g., a memorandum of understanding) that 
prohibits further City of Watsonville annexations west of Highway One. Any such sewer and potable 
water utilities shall: be the minimum size necessary to accommodate the permitted use; be designed 
and built without extra connection points (i.e., stub-outs) not necessary for the permitted use; be 
installed only in conjunction with actual construction of the development that they are to serve; 
incorporate dedication of a one-fOot or greater non-access easement surrounding the parcel served 
by the utilities across which extensions of sewer service and potable water are prohibited; be placed 
entirely within the City of Watsonville City limits unless certain overriding exception circumstances 
are .found; emanate from one City sewer line under Highway One north of Beach Road; and not be 
developed ff capacity is not available to serve the permitted use. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Add new IP Section 9-5.706 ("Utility Prohibition Overlay District") as follows: 

Section 9-5. 706. Utility Prohibition Overlay District. 

(a) This subsection establishes a Utility Prohibition Overlay District (UPO). This is a minimum 
one (1) foot wide overlay district that applies to property within the Coastal Zone located 
along the boundary of Coastal Zone Areas A, Band C. The purpose ofthe Utility Prohibition 
Overlay District (UPO) is to maintain a stable urban rural boundary by ensuring that there 
will be no additional urban development outside the current western boundary of the City 
within the Coastal Zone, and to protect agricultural lands, environmentally sensitive habitats 
and wetlands while providing/or concentrated urban development in the City. 

(b) The regulations qfthe Utility Prohibition Overlay District (UPO) shall aPPlY to all property 
identified in this subsection in addition to the regulations of the underlying zone or district 
with which the UPO District is overlaid. Where the regulations established in this district are 
in conflict with other zoning or land use plan regulations, the more restrictive and/or the 
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most protective of coastal zone resources shall apply. 

(c) Within the Utility Prohibition Overlay District (UPO), wastewater utility pipelines and 
potable water utility pipelines are prohibited However, an exception can be made for one 
wastewater and water line to serve a new public school on Area C provided: (1) Caltrans 
will not allow such lines to be installed in the Cal trans right of way within the City limits; (2) 
the City makes a finding that there is a one foot non-access strip surrounding the pipelines 
through County land which prohibits any tie-ins to the line and which is dedicated to a non
profit agency; (3) the lines through the County are found consistent with the County Local 
Coastal Program and have received an appealable County coastal permit; and (4) the 
connecting lines within the City limits comply with all other apPlicable provisions of this 
ordinance. 

(2) Revise City of Watsonville zoning map to place the Utility Prohibition Overlay District (UPO) zone 
on the area shown in Figure 14 of this staff report. 

(3) Add new IP Section 9-5. 705(f)(l 0) ("Utility Extensions") as follows: 

(a) An apPlication for a development that requires public wastewater or water lines shall include: 

(1) a plan showing the location and sizing of all water and wastewater .facilities; 

• 

(2) calculations indicating the amount of water needed and wastewater generated .from the • 
development; 

(3) calculations for the commensurate sizing of the utility lines; 

(4) an analysis of alternative use of on-site systems; 

(5) a financial plan showing estimated costs and financing means of initial installation and 
future maintenance. 

(b) In order to apProve any such public wastewater or water line, City staff shall have verified that: 

(1) the facilities are sized no greater than necessary to serve the permitted development; 

(2) the financial plan is sound and is not predicated on any third party funding that would 
induce growth inconsistent with this chapter. 

(c) Any permit to approve a public wastewater or water line must be conditioned to prohibit 
installation to occur prior to the commencement of construction of the development that it is to 
serve. 

Mod 7. Preservation of Agricultural Lands 
Ensure that the characterization of agricultural land in the City of Watsonville's coastal zone is current, 
and that the various LCP protection policies are consistent with the Coastal Act, with existing site 
conditions, and internally consistent with the specific area policies. Ensure that the LCP has an adequate 
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mechanism for ensuring that there are buffers between agricultural land and development. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify LUP Policy II.A.2 ("Policies Affecting All Areas") as follows: 

(a) The maximum amount of prime agricultural land, including but not limited to prime 
agricultural land on Area C, shall be maintained in agricultural production to assure the 
protection of the areas agricultural economy, and conflicts shall be minimized between 
agricultural and urban land uses through all o[the following: 

(1) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where 
necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and 
urban land uses. 

(2) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas to the 
lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely limited by 
conflicts with urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would complete a logical 
and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban 
development. 

(3) By permitting the conversion of agricultural land surrounded by urban uses where the 
conversion oft he land would be consistent with Policy IlA.l . 

(4) By developing available lands not suited .for agriculture prior to the conversion of 
agricultural lands. 

(5) By assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural development 
do not impair agricultural viability, either through increased assessment costs or 
degraded air and water quality. 

(6) By assuring that all divisions of prime agricultural lands, except those conversions 
aPProved pursuant to subdivision (b), and all development adjacent to prime agricultural 
lands shall not diminish the productivity of such prime agricultural lands. 

@_Lands suitable for agricultural use (i.e., Areas A, B, and C) shall not be converted to non
agricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such 
conversion would preserve prime agricultural land or df6l•fJi9pN~~fl14t Wl.mld &l!'ru" t9 concentrate 
development consistent with Policy IlA.l. This policy shall not supercede specific policies 
IIIB.4 and /IIC.4that apPly to Areas Band C. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Sections 30241 and 30242 (prime and non-prime agricultural lands) 

Effect on Development: Preserves agricultural lands and reinforces Policy IIA.l (nfJrfl is 149 
priN~~fl ggriuuitJI.rQ/ /QJ4d wj(./#14 ti4fJ pN1Sfl14t b9u14dtilrifl& €lf #.u1 City's "9QSfQl :H~14fl, See Section 
IV. A for further details.) 
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(2) Modify LUP Section V.A.("Regional Issues in Context of Coastal Act Policies"), "Preservation of 
Agricultural Land" subsection as follows: 

Preservation of Agricultural Land 

Coastal Act policies provide for limiting conversions of agricultural lands, as well as 
establishing a stable urban-rural boundary. The Conservation Element of the Watsonville 
General Plan reaffirms that policy. 

Three areas of the city within the Coastal Zone~ Areas A, B and C!.. consist of 145 acres of prime 
range land as defined by the US. Department of Agriculture, as well as some cultivated 
agricultural '" -,.p,; pilfl:afl for~ land.....u;il.s. By the definition used in the Coastal Act (Section 
51201 a-d of the Government Code), some of these lands QU do not qualify as prime agricultural 
land ~. Some lands are actually marginal agricultural lands, which may be seen from the 
amount of land not in use. However, Area C is predominantly prime agricultural land by virtue 
of its economic return and grazing viability. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(f)(6) ("Agricultural Buffers") as follows: 

(6) Agricultural Buffers. Provide and maintain a buffir of at least 200 feet between agricultural/and 

• 

and non-agricultural uses on the property devoted to the non-agricultural uses. The setback shall 
incorporate vegetative or other physical barriers and be as wide as necessary as determined to • 
minimize potential land use conflicts. The buffor area shall be permanently protected and 
restricted by easement or dedication pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(/)(5), such document to 
incorporate the objectives and requirements herein. B71tfor plantings or any other required 
barriers shall be maintained in perpetuity. Uses allowed in the buffers shall be limited to student 
agricultural activities, seetic systems, any habitat improvements as may be specified in a habitat 
restoration elan (see Section 9-5. 705(/)(4), and, for Area C only, one road crossing of the 
minimum width for public safety purposes as necessary to serve the permitted use. 

(2) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(f)(7) ("Right to Farm Disclosure and Hold-Harmless 
Acknowledgement") as follows: 

(7) Right to Farm Disclosure and Hold-Harmless Acknowledgement 

(a) Intent. It is the declared policy of this City to encourage agricultural operations. It is the 
further intent o,[the City to provide to its residents, students, and workers proper notification 
of the City's support of those person's right to farm. Where non-agricultural/and uses occur 
near agricultural areas agricultural oeerations .frequently become the subjects of nuisance 
complaints due to lack of information about such operations. As a result, agricultural 
operators may be forced to cease or curtail their operations. Such actions discourage 
investment in farm improvements to the detriment of agricultural uses and the viability of the 
area's agricultural industry as a whole. It is the purpose and intent of this section to reduce 
the area's loss of its agricultural resources by clarifying the circumstances under which 
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agricultural operations may be considered a nuisance. An additional purpose of this section 
is to promote a good neighbor policy by advising purchasers of property of the inherent 
potential problems associated with the purchase, such as the noises, odors, dust, chemicals, 
smoke, and hours of operation that may accompany agricultural operations. It is intended 
that through mandatory disclosures, purchasers and users will better understand the impact 
of. living, working, or attending school near agricultural operations and be prepared to 
accept attendant conditions as the natural result ofliving or being in or near rural lands. 

(b) Findings. No agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or appurentances thereof 
conducted or maintained for commercial purposes, and in a manner consistent with properly 
accepted customs and standards, shall be or become a nuisance, private or public, due to any 
changed condition in or about the locality. The term "nuisance" shall have the meaning 
ascribed to that term in Cal!fornia Civil Code Section 3479, which reads in part, "Anything 
which is injurious to health, or is indecent or offonsive to the senses, or an obstruction to the 
use o[property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of li[e or property .. is a 
nuisance." The City of. Watsonville has determined that the use of. real property for 
agricultural operations is a high priority and favored use and those inconveniences or 
discomforts arising from said use, shall not be or become a nuisance. 

(c) Disclosure Statement. The following statement shall be included on all coastal zone permits 
issued by the City and shall be delivered to all new purchasers or leasees o[property in the 
coastal zone: 

The City of Watsonville declares it a policy to protect and encourage agricultural operations. 
if. your property is located near or adjacent to an agricultural operation, you may at 
sometimes be subject to inconvenience of discomfort arising from the operation. If conducted 
in a manner consistent with applicable State and local laws, said inconveniences and 
discomforts shall not be or become a nuisance. 

(d) Acknowledgement. Prior to issuance of a coastal development permit for a non-agricultural 
use on a parcel adjacent to an agricultural parcel, the City shall receive proof that the 
following document has been recorded as a deed restriction. This statement shall be 
recorded and shall b~ binding upon the undersigned, any future owners, encumbrances, their 
successors, heirs, or assignees. The statements contained in this acknowledgement are 
required to be disclosed to prospective purchasers of the property described herein, and 
required to be included in any deposit receipt for the purchase of the property, and in any 
deed conveying the property, and distributed to all tenants, employees, students, or other 
uses ofthe said property: 

The undersigned do hereby certify to be the owner(s) or Leasees of the hereinafter legally 
described real property located in the City of Watsonville and do hereby acknowledge and 
agree: (a) that the property described herein is adjacent to land utilized or designated.for 
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agricultural purposes; (b) that residents, students, or other users of the property may be 
subject to inconvenience or discomfort or adverse effocts arising/rom adjacent agricultural 
operations including, but not limited to, dust, smoke, noise, odors, fumes, grazing, insects, 
application of chemical herbicides, insecticides, and fertilizers, and operation of machinery; 
(c) users of the property accept such inconveniences and/or discomfOrts from normal, 
necessary[arm operations as an integral part of occupying property adjacent to agricultural 
uses; (d) to assume the risks ofinconveniences and/or discomforts.from such agricultural use 
in connection with this permitted development; and (e) to indemnffy and hold harmless the 
owners, lessees, and agricultural operators of adjacent agricultural lands against any and 
all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred in defense of 
such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any issues that are 
related to the agricultural land use and its impact to users of the property. It is understood 
that the City has established a 200 foot agricultural setback on the herein described property 
to separate agricultural parcels and non-agricultural uses to help mitigate, but not 
necessarily completely alleviate, these conflicts. 

(3) Modify IP Section 9-5.815 ("Agricultural Viability Report" definition) as follows: 

A report which assesses the viability of parcels as agricultural or grazing units, given existing 
conditions and proposed development. Viability is considered in terms of many factors, including 
product marketability, soils, parcel size and any other factors relevant to the particular parcel. 

• 

The report shall establish a baseline of information to be used to describe the role that each • 
factor plays.as a variable influencing the site and surrounding area's viability/or agricultural 
production. The report is prepared by a consultant according to approved City procedures. In 
terms of scope, the feasibility analysis should analyze both the site and the larger area's current 
and past productivity as an agricultural unit fOr the preceding five years. 

Determination of the foasibility of continued or renewed agricultural use when agricultural/and 
conversion is proposed shall be based upon an evaluation that addresses, and contains, at a 
minimum, ~fJ ripiil4 s14tiilll iNdJidti "~ fl€'li~li~i•fo"si9ility fJ1 1Q/a~Q/J914,_ ~f/~ifiliNi14f? Qt lfltUt biit/4 fl[ 
the following elements: 

1. Soils 

a. The identffication of all soil types that are .found in the area (As stated in the most recent 
Soil Survey published by the United States Department of Agriculture). 

b. Storie index and Capability Classification ratings of all identified soil types (As stated in 
the most recent Soil Survey published by the United States Department o[Agriculture). 

c. The expected animal unit month (AUM) yield for each identified soil type (As stated in the 
most recent Soil Survey published by the United States Department of Agriculture). 

d. The expected net dollar return for crops that are currently cultivated on each soil type. 

e. An identification of crop types that could be potentiallY, grown on each identified soil 
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type, and also the expected net dollar return for such crops. 

f. An identification of soil types used exclusively for grazing. 

g. An identification of agricultural uses in the area that are not dependent upon the soil (e.g., 
greenhouses), and where identified, a description of their location and nature of 
operation(s). 

2. Geographic 

a. The description of factors such as slope, temperature, adequate sunlight, length of 
growing season, precipitation, soil quality (depth, drainage, capability classification 
rating, storie index rating, texture, development, unique qualities) affecting agricultural 
operations in the area. 

b. The description of management techniques that are currently used, or could be used, in 
order to improve soil quality [or agricultural operations. 

c. An identification of agricultural operations that use more than one parcel for production 
in the area, and where identified, a description of their current practice and average 
acreage [or each individual operation. 

d. A description ofthe relationship or proximity of agricultural and urban land uses. 

3. Water 

a. The availability of water in the area. 

b. An identification ofthe water source. 

c. An identification of whether poor water quality impacts agricultural operations in the 
area. 

d. The current cost of water. 

4. Access 

a. Description of whether adequate access to agricultural operations in the area currently 
exist. 

b. Where access is problematic, an identification of the nature of the conflict; and how the 
conflict impacts agricultural operation(s). 

5. History 

a. An identification of the types of agricultural operations that have taken place in the area 
in the past and where have they occurred. 

b. An identification of how long agricultural operations have been conducted in the area. 

c. An identification of those parcels that have been used [or agricultural operations in the 
area consistently in past, and where applicable an ident{/ication of such time periods . 
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d. An identification of significant past management practices have been used in the area in 
order to qffect agricultural yields. 

6. Risk Factors 

a. An identification ~[whether drought years affect agricultural operations in the area and, 
if so, what the cost of water is during these periods. 

b. An identification of whether the costs of production and labor are unpredictable for 
agricultural operations in the area. 

c. An identification of whether commodity prices are consistent or inconsistent from year to 
year for crops grown in the area. 

d An identification of whether salt water intrusion into well water supply is an issue, and if 
so, how it affects agricultural operations in the are. 

e. An identification of whether there is a problem with crop quality in the area. 

1 An identification of whether the agricultural market is volatile for crops grown in the 
area. 

7. Economics 

a. An analysis of the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for the 
jive years immediately preceding the date of the filing of the application for coastal 
development; and, 

b. An analysis of the operational expenses excluding the cost of land, associated with the 
production of the agricultural products grown in the area for the jive years immediately 
preceding the date of the filing of the application for coastal development. 

c. Cost shall be determined by, and consist of the .fOllowing variables: 

1. Fixed Costs for any given crop are assumed to be constant, regardless of the annual 
yield. Fixed costs shall include only current costs and shall not speculate on potential 
future circumstances. 

a. Land cost (i.e. rent, lease, property tax, etc.) shall NOT be included into the cost 
analysis (See Coastal ActSection 30241.5) 

b. Capital costs including: 1) land improvements (i.e., fences, roads, clearing, 
leveling, wells and pumps, etc.); 2) equipment (i.e., trucks, tractors, buildings, 
special equipment (e.g. irrigation), etc.); 3) herd expenses (i.e., payment for bulls 
and heffers); and 4) miscellaneous expenses. Cost determination must also 
include depreciation and interest expenses. 

c. Cultivating cost including operating costs for: 1) labor (i.e., the amount of hours 
necessary for planting and the rate of pay per hour including benefits); 2) 
materials (i.e., water, seed, feed supplements, salt, fertilizer, and pesticides); 3) 
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machinery; 4) fuel and repair; and 5) outside consultants (i.e., veterinary and 
management). 

2. Variable Costs are the harvest costs and are based on the amount ofyield only. 
Depending on the crop yield, variable costs fluctuate for any given year. In most 
cases, this is expressed as the cost per unit o{yield (tons, I 00 weight, or pounds). 

d. Gross Revenue shall be determined by and consists of the following variables: 

1. Gross returns for each crop type as detailed in the annual crop report issued by the 
County Agriculture Commissioner. 

2. Past return figures should factor in the appropriate Producer Price Index (P PI) 
figure in order to account to inflation over time. 

e. Evaluative methods to incorporate the above cost and revenue .figures shall include: 

1. Determination of the net economic impact on private and public sectors and, second, 
a test for agricultural viability. Net economic impact refers to change in dollar flow 
within the community brought about by a given change in land use. !'Net economic 
impact" equals total public revenues minus total public costs, plus private sector 
income. This should be computed according to the existing land use, the proposed 
development, and any viable project alternatives. This may be accomplished through 
the following process: 

a. Cost/Revenue analysis that determines public costs associated with conversion of 
agricultural/and and also revenues generated by increases in property tax within 
the project site. Public service marginal costs should compute the new and/or 
incremental costs of adding development to the public service system, which 
includes the cost of capital improvements necessary to accommodate such 
development. This should also state, and if possible quantifY, those costs or 
externalities not easily accounted for in cost computations. One externality could 
include the probable change in assessed value of parcels adjacent to the 
development. Public service revenues are generated by increases in property tax 
within the project site. 

b. Input/Output analysis that looks at the private sector of the areas economy in 
terms of its purchases and sales to other sector both locally and from outside the 
area. From this information, multipliers fOr each sector should be developed. 
Determination of the input figures will reveal the affect of removing the subject 
number q[ acres, for the subject crop, from agricultural production. This will 
reveal the effect to the private sector economy. 

2. Determination of the minimum acreage for a viable agricultural operation (form 
family approach). In order to determine net income, production costs by crop should 
be computed on a per acre basis and subtracted.from gross market receipts expected 
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from that crop, as detailed in the County Agricultural Commissioner's annual crop 
report. The resulting figure represents the farmer's income per acre of productive 
land. The per acre income figure should then be divided into the County's Median 
Income figure to compute the number of acres required to support a farm family. 

3. Determination of net return per acre, per crop type, for the area only. By crop type, 
determine gross revenue per acre for subject crop types as listed in the County 
Agricultural Commissioner's annual crop report. Then subtract from gross revenue 
figures the cost per acre associated with each crop type. 

7. Prime Agricultural Land Determination 

a. All agricultural land proposed/or conversion to non-agricultural use shall be evaluated 
for a determination of whether it should be categorized as prime or non-prime 
agricultural/and. As defined in the Coastal Act, "prime agricultural/and" is "those lands 
defined in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of subsection (c) of Section 51201 of the 
Government Code" (Coastal Act Section 30113). Government Code Section 51200 -
51296, also known as the Williamson Act, lists the following definitions of prime 
agricultural/and under the applicable four subsections of Section 51201 (c): 

I. All land that qualifies for rating as class I of class II in the Natural Resource 
Conservation Service land use capability classifications. 

2. Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating 

3. Land which supports livestock used for the production offood andfiber and which has 
an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined 
by the United States Department o[Agriculture. 

4. Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing. trees, vines, bushes or crops which have a 
nonbearing 12eriod of less than five years and which will normally return during the 
commercial bearing period on an annual basis .from the production of unprocessed 
agricultural plant production not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre. 

The report shall include maps and photos (air and site photos) of the area being evaluated that, 
at a minimum, identify the .following on all such figures: parcel lines, parcel numbers, [arm 
boundaries, owners and/or leassees of each parcel and/or farm, wells and/or any other water 
supply lines, storie ratings, Capability c/assffications, slopes, and roads. 

For purposes of this definition, "area" means a geographic area of both the City and County of 
sufficient size to provide an accurate evaluation of the economic feasibility of agricultural uses · 
for those lands included in the City's certified local coastal program. 

The report shall not be considered complete until it has been submitted to, and found factually 
·adequate by a qualified governmental reviewing authority other than the City. Examples of 
appropriate reviewing . authorities include the Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner, 
US.D.A. - Soil Conservation Service, Resource Conservation District, or the Coastal 
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Mod 8. Preservation of the Public Viewshed, Minimizing Landform Alteration, 
and Ensuring Compatible Development 
Ensure that development is sited and designed to protect public views, to minimize the alteration of the 
natural landform, and to ensure compatibility with the rolling rural agricultural character of the City of 
Watsonville coastal zone and south Santa Cruz County. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify LUP Policy II.B ("Policies Affecting All Areas, Coastal Visual Resources") as follows: 

New development shall be sited and designed to protect views of scenic coastal areas (including 
the wetlands ofthe Watsonville Slough complex and associated riparian areas), to minimize the 
alteration of natural landforms, to be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding 
area, and where feasible to restore and enhance the visual quality of visually degraded areas; all 
utilities in new development shall be placed underground, and hillsides and pervious areas shall 
be NlfiJr~sf(Jd revegetated through a mix of natives grasses, shrubs, and trees coordinated with, 
and complementary to, building design, consistent with a transition to the natural landform, and 
w~(Jr(J fo~il~t(J Q14d compatible with view protection. All development shall be designed and sited 
so as to be subordinate to preservation of the rural agricultural and wetland character of the 

• surrounding rolling hill landscape. 

• 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30251 

Effect on Development: Scenic coastal areas afforded view protection include the wetlands of the 
Pfljwg T41Uiy Watsonville Slough complex visible from or across Areas A, B, and C. 
Underground placement of utilities and hillside reforestation are existing requirements of the 
City's Conservation Element and support the preservation of visual resources. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify IP Section 9-5.705(f)(3) ("Policy II.B, Coastal Visual Resources") as follows: 

(3) Policy JIB, Coastal Visual Resources. New development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views of scenic coastal areas; in particular, this requirement shall apply to the 
seaward views from State Route 1, across the wetlands and associated riparian areas of the 
Watsonville Slough Complex and along the Pajaro River. These existing scenic views of 
natural habitat and agricultural croplands shall b~ protected through all appropriate 
measures, including but not limited to: 

(i) Where feasible, new structures shall be hidden from Highway I; otherwise such 
development shall be screened through planting and permanent upkeep of appropriate 
tree species (such as native live oak which will provide, upon maturity, complete 
vegetative screening on a year-round basisl: 
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(ii) All utilities (including but not limited to electrical power, telephone and cable television 
service connections; utility meters, electrical panels, and transformers) in new 
development shall be placed underground; 

(iii) Advertising and commercial ~ signs that ~ would block views from Highway 1 
and/or other coastal zone roads to the wetland and riparian and other environmentall:t 
sensitive habitat areas shown on LUP Figyre,. 2, shall not be allowed All signs shall be 
designed to be consistent with the architectural character of the development, designed to 
be an integral part of the landscape area, and compatible with the character of the 
surrounding scenic rural lands. Plastic shall not be used as a sign material. Sign 
illumination, where necessary, shall be the minimum required and shall be designed to 
avoid offsite glare. 

(iv) Land divisions and/or lot line adjustments that would result in increased visibility offuture 
development due to the configuration of the new parcels as seen from Highway One and/or 
other coastal zone roads shall be prohibited 

(v) Minimize alterations of the natural landform through avoidance of grading visible from 
Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads. Where grading visible from Highway One 
and/or other coastal zone roads cannot be avoided, such grading shall blend the contours of 

• 

the finished surface with the acfjacent natural terrain and landscape to achieve a smooth 
transition and natural apPearance. Retaining walls that protrude above the level o[finished • 
grade and that would be visible from Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads shall 
not be allowed 

(vi) All development visible {rom Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads shall be 
sensitively designed and subordinate to preservation of the public viewshed. All 
development shall be designed to be compatible with the rural agricultural character ofthe 
surrounding rolling hill landscape, except that no design changes that would entail a new 
aPProval .from the State Architect are required. Compatible design shall be achieved 
through the use of utilitarian design .foatures; roofs pitched above horizontal; low-slung 
buildings separated by open spaces to break up visual massing; large building facades 
broken up by varied roo.flines, offsets, and building projections that provide shadow 
patterns; large structures broken down into smaller building elements (rather than long 
continuous forms); and second story building elements setback from the first story exterior. 
Large box-like designs, large unbroken roof lines, and/or large .flat surfaces lacking 
architectural treatment shall not be allowed. All exterior finishes shall consist of earthen 
tone colors that blend with the surrounding landscape (such as board and batten wood 
siding). All required.fimcing shall be rustic split rail fencing of rough-hewn and unpainted 
wood timbers (e.g., cedar) with the exception that rustic wood fencing with no gaps can be 
utilized if such fencing is required to screen sensitive habitat areas from development . 
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(vii) All non-agricultural development shall include landscaping (for all areas not covered with 
structures) with only native plant species characteristic or indigenous to the immediate 
surrounding area that evoke the sense of rolling rural area. Such landscaping shall include 
a mix of natives grasses, shrubs, and trees coordinated with, and complementary to, 
building design, and consistent with a transition to the natural landform. All landscaping 
shall provide for screening vegetation fronting any structures that are visible from Highway 
One and/or other coastal zone roads. These landscape requirements shall be implemented 
through a landscape plan that, at a minimum, shall specifY that: (a) all plantings will be 
maintained in good growing conditions throughout the life of the project, and whenever 
necessary, shall be replaced with new plant materials to ensure continued compliance with 
the plans; (b) landscaping will be kept free of weeds and invasive non-natives (such as 
acacia, pampas grass, and scotch broom) and shall require the removal of any such 
invasive non-natives that are already present on the site; (c) all landscaping will be 
provided with an adequate, permanent and nearby source of water which shall be applied 
by an installed irrigation, or where feasible, a drip irrigation system. The irrigation system 
shall be designed to avoid runoff overspray, low head drainage, or other similar conditions 
where water flows onto adjacent property, non-irrigated areas, walks, roadways or 
structures. 

Mod 9. Non-Point Source Polluted Runoff 
Ensure that polluted runoff is adequately controlled and water quality adequately preserved so that the 
biological productivity of coastal water resources are maintained. Clarifies and implements Land Use 
Plan Policy II.D.4. 

A. Land Use Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify LUP Policy II.D.4(c) ("Policies Affecting All Areas, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 

Areas and Water Resources") as follows: 

(c) Runoff from all impervious surfaces and from all areas subject to vehicular traffic shall be 
collected and disposed of in a way which does not result in soil erosion or degradation of water 
quality. Drainage systems. shall be designed to accommodate runoff from at least a 25-year 
storm. ~Pr(JfJfJ&fiJd &f!Jdi~i'IIIUIUfJ'/111 fiJrfJ&iQ~ Q~d 1=11'11lfJj/&Ul~d9.J=ds QJ=fiJ prfiJ&fiJ'IIlif!Jd i~ All requirements 
of Land Use Plan Appendix D ("Erosion Sedimentation and Runoff Controls") shall be 
implemented.) 

(2) Add new LUP Policy II.D.4(d) ("Policies Affecting All Areas, Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas and Water Resources") as follows: 
(d) All development shall incorporate structural and non-structural Best Management Practices 

(BMPs). BMPs are methods for controlling, preventing, reducing, or removing typical runoff 
pollutants. BMPs generally fall into two categories: source control BMPs and treatment BMPs. 
Source control BMPs are designed to reduce or eliminate the introduction of pollutants into 
runoff (e.g., regular sweeping/vacuuming of vehicle parking areas). Treatment BMPs are 
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designed to remove pollutants from runoff (e.g., silt fences to trap sediments at construction 
sites). In order o[priority, all development shall: first, limit impervious surfacing and pollutant 
loading through good site planning; second, reduce pollutant loads through source control; and 
third, reduce pollutant loads through treatment controls (where appropriate). 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(f)(8) ("Polluted Runoff Controls") as follows: 

(8) Polluted Runoff Controls. All development shall incorporate structural and non-structural Best 
Management Practices (BMPs). BMPs are methods for controlling, preventing, reducing, or 
removing typical runoff pollutants. BMPs generally fall into two categories: source control 
BMPs and treatment BMPs. Source control BMPs are designed to reduce or eliminate the 
introduction of pollutants into runoff (e.g., regular sweeping/vacuuming of vehicle parking 
areas). Treatment BMPs are designed to remove pollutants from runoff (e.g~, silt fences to trap 
sediments at construction sites). In order o[priority, all development shall: first, li,mit impervious 
surfacing and pollutant loading through good site planning,· second, reduce pollutant loads 
through source control; and third, reduce pollutant loads through treatment controls (where 
appropriate). All development is subject to the following requirements, and shall at a minimum, 
include the .fOllowing components: 

(a) BMPs shall be designed to filter and/or treat the volume ofrunof[produced.from each and 

• 

every storm event up to and including the 85th percentile 24-hour runoff event, prior to its • 
discharge to a storm water conveyance system, with the exception that more resource
protective runofffiltration and/or treatment standards for any specific coastal zone Area 
shall not be superceded; 

(b) Post-development peak runof[rates and volumes shall be maintained at levels similar to pre
development conditions; 

(c) All runoff shall be captured and filtered to remove typical runqffpollutants. Runof[.from all 
surfoces subject to vehicular traffic or parking shall be directed through vegetative or other 
media .filter devices effective at removing and/or mitigating contaminants such as petroleum 
hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and other particulates, or shall be .filtered through an 
engineered .filtration system specifically designed to remove vehicular contaminants. All 
filtered runoff that is suitable for groundwater recharge and/or wetland restoration purposes 
shall be directed to groundwater basins and/or wetlands. in such a manner as to avoid 
erosion and/or sedimentation; 

(d) OPPortunities for directing runoff into pervious areas on-site for infiltration and/or 
percolation q[ rainfall through grassy swales or vegetative .filter strips shall be maximized 
where geotechnical concerns would not otherwise prohibit such use; 

(e) Structural BMPs, other than vegetated strips consistent with a biological restoration plan, 
shall be placed outside of environmentally sensitive habitat buffer areas; 
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(f) All development shall include Erosion Control Plans which clearly identifY all BMPs to be 
implemented during construction and their location. Such plans shall contain provisions {Or 
specifically identifying and protecting all nearby storm drain inlets and natural drainage 
swales (with sand bag barriers, filter fabric fences, straw bale filters, block and gravel 
filters, drop-inlet sediment traps, etc.) to prevent construction-related runoff and sediment 
from entering into these storm drains or natural drainage areas which ultimately deposit 
runoffinto the Watsonville Slough System and/or the Pacific Ocean. Silt fences, or equivalent 
apParatus, shall be installed at the perimeter of all construction sites. Except for the ESHA 
east of the farm road on Area C, no construction activity of any kind shall take place within
] 00 feet of any environmentally sensitive habitat areas, or outside of the development 
envelope shown on Land Use Plan Figure 2. At a minimum, Erosion Control Plans shall also 
include provisions for stockpiling and covering ofgraded materials, temporary stormwater 
detention facilities, revegetation as necessary, restricting grading and earthmoving during 
the rainy season. 

All Erosion Control Plans shall make it clear that: (a) dry cleanup methods are preferred 
whenever possible and that if wet cleanup is necessary, all runoff will be collected to settle 
out sediments prior to discharge from the site; all de-watering operations must require 
filtration mechanisms; (b) off-site equipment wash areas that provide containment and 
filtration of debris and wastewater are preferred whenever possible; if equipment must be 
washed on-site, the use of soaps, solvents, de greasers, or steam cleaning equipment should 
not be allowed; in any event, wash water shall not be allowed to enter storm drains or any 
natural drainage; (c) concrete rinsates shall be collected and shall not be allowed into storm 
drains or natural drainage areas; (d) good construction housekeeping shall be required (e.g., 
clean up all leaks, drips, and other spills immediately; refUel vehicles and heavy equipment 
off-site and/or in one designated location; keep materials covered and out of the rain 
(including covering exposed piles of soil and wastes); dispose of all wastes properly, place 
trash receptacles on site [or that purpose, and cover open trash receptacles during wet 
weather); and (e) all erosion and sediment controls shall be in place prior to the 
commencement ofgrading and/or construction as well as at the end of each day; 

All arkin lot areas, drivewa s, and other areas vehicular tra zc areas on site shall be 
swept and/or vacuumed at regular intervais and at least once prior to October 15t of each 
year. Any oily spots shall be cleaned with appropriate absorbent materials. All debris, trash 
and soiled absorbent materials shall be disposed of in a proper manner. If wet cleanup of 
any of these areas is absolutely necessary, all debris shall first be removed by sweeping 
and/or vacuuming, all storm drains inlets shall be sealed, and wash water pumped to a 
holding tank to be disposed o[properly and/or into a sanitary sewer system (if available). All 
permitted uses shall have on-site appropriate spill response materials (such as booms, 
absorbents, rags, etc.) to be used in the case of accidental spills; 

(h) All outside storage areas and loading areas shall be graded and paved and either: (1) 
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surrounded by a low containment berm; or (2) covered. All such areas shall be: (1) equipped 
with storm drain valves which can be closed in the case of a spill; or (2) equipped with a 
wash down outlet to the sanitary sewer (if available); 

(i) All restaurants and/or food service uses shall include a plumbed wash-down area (either 
inside or out) connected to the sanitary sewer (if available); 

(j) All BMPs shall be permanently operated and maintained. At a minimum: 

(2) Debris and other water pollutants removed from BMP device(s) during clean-out shall be 
contained and disposed of in a proper manner; and 

(3) All inspection, maintenance and clean-out activities shall be documented in an annual 

• 

re ort submitted to the Ci o Watsonville Public Works De artment no later than June • 
301 of each year. 

(2) Add new IP Section 9-5.864 ("Typical Runoff Pollutants" definition) as follows: 

Sec. 9-5.864. TyPical Runof{Pollutants. 

Typical runoff pollutants describes constituents commonly present in runoff associated with 
precipitation and irrigation. Typical runoff pollutants include, but are not limited to: paints, 
varnishes, and solvents; hydrocarbons and metals; non-hazardous solid wastes and yard wastes; 
sediment .from construction activities (including silts, clays, slurries, concrete rinsates, etc.); 
ongoing sedimentation due to changes in land cover/land use; nutrients, pesticides, herbicides, and 
fertilizers (e.g., from landscape maintenance); hazardous substances and wastes; sewage, .focal 
coli[orms, animal wastes, and pathogens; dissolved and particulate metals; and other sediments and 
jloatables. 

Mod 10. Coastal Development Permit Extensions, Amendments, 
Emergencies, and Appeals 
Ensure that any coastal development permit extensions and amendments are reviewed for consistency 
with the LCP, and to clarify which type of projects are appealable to the Coastal Commission . 
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A. Implementation Plan Modifications 
(1) Modify IP Section 9-5.413(b) ("Extension of Permits") as follows: 

Extension of Coastal Permits. Any coastal permit may be extended for an additional period not 
to exceed one (1) year by the body which approved the permit. A public hearing duly noticed 
pursuant to the noticing requirements of Sections 9-5.404 through 9-5.408 shall be held to 
consider the extension. The extension request may be granted only (f the reviewing body 
determines that there are no changed circumstances that may qffect the consistency of the 
development with the Local Coastal Program. Notice of the reviewing body's determination of 
changed circumstances shall be provided consistent with the provisions of Section 9-5.412. 

The determination of whether or not changed circumstances exist shall be appealable to the 
Coastal Commission as described in Section 9-5.410 for the following coastal permit extension 
requests: (a) if the original coastal permit was appealable to the Coastal Commission; or (b) if 
the development authorized by the original coastal permit would be appealable pursuant to 
Section 9-5.410 at the time the extension request is received by the City. 

If the reviewing City body, or the Coastal Commission on appeal, determines that changed 
circumstances exist that may affect the consistency of the development with the Local Coastal 
Program, then the extension request shall be denied and the development shall be set for a full 
public hearing on the development as if it were a new application. In such a case, the Applicant 
shall not be required to file a new coastal permit application, but instead shall submit any 
information that the City, or the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission if on appeal, 
deems necessary to evaluate the effect of the changed circumstances. 

Any extension applied for prior to the expiration of the coastal permit shall automatically extend 
the time for commencement of development until such time as the reviewing body has acted upon 
the coastal permit extension request. The Applicant shall not undertake development during the 
period of automatic extension. 

(2) Modify IP Section 9-5.413(d) ("Modifications") as follows: 

Modifications. The Zoning Administrator shall refer any request for modifications to an 
approved pNJ:/~•t coastal permit to the decision-making body that approved the coastal permit. A 
public hearing duly noticed pursuant to the noticing requirements of Sections 9-5.404 through 9-
5.408 shall be held prior to modifYing an approved coastal permit. Notice of the reviewing 
body's action on the request for modifications shall be provided consistent with the provisions of 
Section 9-5. 412. 

Any action on a coastal permit modification request shall be appealable to the Coastal 
Commission as described in Section 9-5.410 for the following coastal permit modification 
requests: (a) if the original coastal permit was appealable to the Coastal Commission; (b) if the 
development authorized by the original coastal permit would be appealable pursuant to Section 
9-5.410 at the time the mod{fication request is received by the City; or (c) if the modification 
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requested is such that the proposed modtfied project would be appealable pursuant to Section 9-
5.410. 

A modification request may be granted only if the reviewing body, either the City or the Coastal 
Commission if on appeal, determines that: (a) the proposed mod(fication would not lessen or 
avoid the intended effect of the approved coastal permit; and (2) the modified project would be 
consistent with the Local Coastal Program. If the modification request is denied by the City, or 
by the Coastal Commission if on aPPeal, then the terms and conditions of the original coastal 
permit shall remain in effect. 

A request for modification shall not stay the expiration date of the coastal permit for which the 
modification is requested. 

(3) Modify IP Section 9-5.410(b)(l)(ii) ("Appeals to Coastal Commission") as follows: 

(ii) Any major public works project or major energy facility. 1'19ftl p/qrfi~Sftl "N~Qjfilr fi'Jtblif: Wfilllks 
prQjflf:t gr N~gjfilr ll~~allrg)' jaf:ilit)•" is thftl &tillllftl filS u.ua i~~a Public R(jSfiiJWf:ftls Cfi!i/(1 ~(;Ufillii 

]()60J(Q;l{J) QJ4€/ tl4fi.SB r(/g:uliltifiiJIS sl:lti1ll111fiQ14 1114,?' Ji'llfJ/}fiiS(Ii/ publif: Wfilrkr pNJ§ftlr;t filS ~flil o;• 
~fJtifi/14 JJO 1J ffjt/:lg Qggst.J/ Cl1111111issifil14 R(l~llQtifilllaS "' "fllla{jrg;•:fou;Uir,•" 61S ~ft14(/d R;j' Pub/if: 
Rfti&QJif'(;flS Cfildti ~"~ifi/14 30UP Q14i/ fl~C(I(Ii/i14fl $5.Q, 000 i14 (1Gti111Qt(ld (;fi!Gt ff}cg~~astru"tifi114, where: 

• 

(a) "Major public works" means any ofthe following that cost more than one hundred thousand 
dollars ($100,000) with an automatic increase in accordance with the Engineering News • 
Record Construction Cost Index: 

(1) All production, storage, transmission, and recovery facilities .for water, sewerage, 
telephone, and other similar utilities owned or operated by any public agency or by any 
utility subject to the jurisdiction of the Public Utilities Commission, except .for energy 
focilities. 

(2) All public transportation focilities, including streets, roads, highways, public parking lots 
and structures, ports, harbors, airports, railroads, and mass transit facilities and 
stations, bridges, trolley wires, and other related.facilities. 

(3) All publicly .financed recreational [Qcilities, all projects of the State Coastal 
Conservancy, and any development by a special district. 

(4) All community college.fCzcilities. 

(b) Notwithstanding the criteria in (a), "major public works" also means publicly .financed 
recreational facilities that serve, affoct, or otherwise impact regional or statewide use of the 
coast b;y increasing or decreasing public recreational opportunities or facilities. 

(c) "Major energy [acilit)l" means any public or private processing, producing, generating, 
storing, transmitting, or recovering facility .for electricity, natural gas, petroleum, coal, or 
other source of energy that costs more than one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) with 
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an automatic increase in accordance with the Engineering News Record Construction Cost 
Index. 

(4) Modify IP Section 9-5.304 ("Exemptions" [from coastal permit requirements]) as follows: 

(q) Sidewalks and Bikeways. Maintenance, repair and construction of all sidewalks and 
bikeways within public rights-of-way, except for new construction beyond the developed edge 
of the roadway or within sensitive habitat areas. 

(r) Special events. Except where the event will be of a different use and/or greater intensity than 
the permitted development where it is to be held or where the City determines that the event 
has the potential to: 

(1) Either individually or together with other temporary events scheduled before or after the 
particular event precludes the general public from use of a public recreational area for a 
significant period o,[time; 

(2) The event and its associated activities or access requirements will either directly or 
indirectly impact environmentally sensitive habitat areas, rare or endangered species, 
significant scenic resources, or other coastal resources; or 

(3) The event is scheduled between Memorial Day weekend and Labor Day and would 
restrict public use ofroadways or parking area or otherwise significantly impact public 
use or access to coastal waters . 

(5) Modify IP Section 9-5.411(f) ("Emergency Permits") as follows: 

The Planning Director may grant an emergency permit based upon reasonable terms and 
conditions, including language indicating that the work accomplished under an emergency 
permit is considered temporary unless a regular permit is issued for the work, an expiration date 
and the necessity for a regular permit application later ... 
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Watsonville Local Coastal Program: 
• Proposed Amendments 

.J 

.~ 

Coastal Land Use Plan Amendments 

[Proposed amendment # 1: Amend Figure 1 of Section I of the Coastal Land Use Plan 
to designate part of existing Coastal Area Cas new Coastal Area F as shown in 
Attachment 1.] 

{Proposed amendment #2: Amend Section II.A.2 of the Coastal Land Use Plan to read 
as follows:} 

II. POLICIES AFFECTING ALL AREAS 

A. Planning and Locating New Development and Agriculture 

2. Lands suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted 

to non-agricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed 

agricultural use is not feasible, or (2) such development 

would :serve to concentrate development con:si:stent with 

Po 1 icy 1 Rt~~,~i:Y~'(V?J2S]f~rttr~~~g:?i'btil!~trr~~~r~liai~fo'~~$5'b~c¥~fi;t'f~4t'~ 

a~~~ia'Qffi~q\1i56Iii§~~l~~h:tr:t1~t~t'h",fp.8Ii(~y4~!£~~~;l:l~i[~ 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30242 (non-prime lands) 

Effect on Development: Reinforces Policy A.l (There is no 

prime agricultural land within the prese~t boundaries of 

the City's coastal zone. See Section VA for further 

details.) 

Relationship to Coastal Act: The Watsonville Disposal Site 

is a permitted Class II-2 sanitary landfill operating 

under Waste Discharge Requirements of the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. Eventually the site will be closed 

and the land reclaimed. The site overlaps a portion of 

the Gallighan Slough riparian zone, which is identified in 

the County LCP as a sensitive riparian habitat, and 

requires protection under Section 30231 and 30233, and 

buffering under Section 30240(b). The riparian portion of 

the site will be left undisturbed by the city landfill. 

00006~) 
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New Millennium High School 
August 13, 1999 

Description of Proposed Amendments 

Effect on Development: New development must include 

measures to protect the riparian portion of the site and 

the adjacent riparian habitat areas. 

[Proposed amendment #3: Amend Figure 2 of Section 11.0.1 of the Coastal Land Use 
Plan to include Figure 2, Part 2, to revise the delineation of environmentally-sensitive 
habitat in Coastal Area F as shown in Attachment 2. See enclosed report by Huffman 
& Associates, Inc. entitled: Investigation of the Presence of Waters of the United 
States, June 1998.] 

[Proposed amendments #4, #5, #6, #7, and #8: 
Amendment #4 --Amend Section Ill of the Coastal Land Use Plan by adding 

Section Ill, Area F to read as set forth below; 
Amendment #5 --Amend new Subsection III.F.2 to add "Public schooln as a 

conditional use in Area F; 
Amendment #6 --Amend new Subsection III.F.3.d to allow up to 50 percent 

maximum imperious surface in Area F; 
Amendment #7 --Amend new Subsection III.F.3.f to allow development of 

areas with up to 25 percent slope in Area F; 
Amendment #8 --Amend new Subsection III.F.4 to discourage conversion of 

prime agricultural/and.] 

[Amendment # 4] 

AR;sll.~t 

!ft';~i :PE17BriEt':t:~a:·'~u:a~s 

»~is~y;e;~K~Ql?~~~d;?Jp, 
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Description of Proposed Amendments 
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New Millennium High School 
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Description of Proposed Amendments 

ti:'f:'~sl5 .. ''aiit:icil?a tea·. t::h.at' m.cirket'.•:force~ •and 'development 
&.9~ts';::\f;iii.·::ct:e!;;:f~ ··a~v.~ld.Qmeht •'.Q:E '·this'z;iaJ:ea . until.·.· a tt§li 
~fi~&ful~i,f:iit]~:;n-g· .. S2~,~~Q.81Jliiarahle · ·:ISl.na· ea.~~:.of.'HighwaQ r t 

f;;r4 el'ffi~~Ba~~~<tf~:t:}(8'!i'.0J(~'rr~£Hli1 btt~att:;:tuse 

Non agricnltn:ral nse may be pe:rntitted onlji if continaed 

agrictlltc:ral nse is demonstrated to be feasible. 
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Coastal Zone Implementation Plan Amendments 

[Proposed amendment #9: Amend Section 9~5. 702 (District) by referring to six new 
areas, instead of five, and by adding a new Subsection (f) to Section 9-5. 702 to read 
as follows:] 

Sec. 9-5.702. District. 

The CZ District shall be subdivided into fi"3e (5) :§_f~;,ij;E;j: 

areas identified in the official Coastal Land Us~ Plan for the 

City, referred to in this article as the Coastal LUP. On the City 

Zoning Map 

(a} 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

the lands 

Area 

Area 

Area 

Area 

A 

B 

c 
D 

shall be designated 

designated CZ-A; 

designated CZ-B; 

designated CZ-C; 

designated CZ-D; 

(e) Area E designated CZ-E; 

~f~l A:r~~~;;;t::·:¥ae~sa:~na,te'd:<G·z·::..·F :~ c'; 

as follows: 

[Proposed amendment # 10: Amend Section 9-5. 703 (Principal Permitted Uses) by 
adding a new Subsection {f) to Section 9-5.703 to read as follows:] 

Sec. 9-5.703. Principal permitted uses. 
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[Proposed amendment # 11: Amend Section 9-5. 704 (Conditional Uses) by adding a 
new Subsection {f) to read as follows:] 

Sec. 9-5.704. Conditional uses. 

m 
C'IJ 
aLZfi 
0119 

at•:1~B~~! 
H f:UH11gc;·ls~ho§'l.i~ [ <:--- new_ use allowed] 
~~c':t:••_·.···.·.) "·t·,_ri.•·_.''v•· f.· '·> ... ~' '':'...· . ''."'·'·•h::.:·· :•··<· .. -''''''' ~~ ·~.·:\.l\'<';l';,•f·"." '.·•.' .t· ·;·cf1i:_·.·:·•_··.··~·.·:,<'0':'.'::C_.'''':I::.·: :l::'"='_n·:,,_. ·~_::··.··_n_' ·:: 
n~'SO:'~;§RY;••O-_·;~~:..;ne''''PJ::1'PC'Jipa~'·~EU:;mJ:~ ·'·iu,<iU'S~S,/O~;;::.=~-~~e 

~n!l!!'~;!E:fi'~~l.\~~~r.Je~~~oi.s·t£~i1qj:t.t~~\~nas~~~et·r:;fe¥o~~·tr~ififitiu~~f1Tgli 

pt~~5~t!ffi~at:sf~I2t!:lM 

[Proposed amendments # 12, # 13, # 14, # 15, and # 16: 
Amendment # 12 -- Amend Section 9-5. 705 (Regulations) by redesignating 

existing Subsection (f) to be usubsection (g)" and by inserting new 
Subsection (f) (Zone F. Performance Standards) to read as set forth below; 

Amendment #13 --Amend Section 9-5. 705.f.3 to allow up to 50 percent 
maximum impervious surface in Area F; 

• 

• 

• 
00~. 
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Description of Proposed Amendments 

Amendment# 14 --Amend Section 9-5. 705.f.4.i to discourage conversion of 
prime agricultural land; 

Amendment # 15 --Amend Section 9-5. 705.f.4.ii to allow alteration of riparian 
areas less than 0. 0 1 acres in size in Area F.] 

Amendment # 16 --Amend Section 9-5. 705. f.4.iii to allow development of 
areas with up to 25 percent slope in Area F.] 

[Amendment #12] 

Sec. 9-5.705. Regulations. 

~ffl~ z:On~~ F~- \' l?i;;r'foimati¢e ' "S·ta-rlc{ards. 
1 · ) . Mitrtm&tif~,):r·se:~~:ti'r~a~-·~'na ~ dint~nst·t>ns : 

Arga~-r,Pfir1;trfau'S~:t:t<t~fiin1fi s"'~~:eyq:~~~ 

P.:r(§·~~:f·B~\i~;;J:.nalfslsr:i!li!i:i1~~,u~es 1s1~;~~~~ 

E-tbR'tt'aoe aao:a:3fl:es 
iEic1J28~- :we£:~ani:f'k·r±:p~ri~ifi n.!rl:>ii:tila:9i~~(j 

2.tn~E~i~~Ry~t:6nirt~fi:ea~:ll:t&:~:~s'~n}~·IC~t:j;.tii~ 
•"!-;" ,y··~---~:,·--:~:.~· ·;::·_':',;;:( "-i;'Y;'·_'··:··-,·,; .. ·" ;_, .-,~-;-'\~ '/ 2'-:--·-·<··'-o_ .: 

[l:<£tn;1tt~tt'·~·a:rea:s}'' 

tl@£ M-tHlffi'ffiiliii't~va:£a~~:r~t:'f¥a6'J¢:~:i 

'Fr~iit 

~'fi~?~¥~f.h~~:§\f:'a~ 

R~,~~:b 

R.3J'Palf1i1i'H~}'ha:l5~~:t;a;t 

e;1},~;~~f.tt 

so~'~'~e'€rt 
. -" ...... , ·v·-~- .. . .... " ... "'".. . , ... ". .. ·.. .. _·_,it_:·. h.,''.·o·--··._: ... ·,_,_ .. _;'_ .. ·.:c._ ·_,',_·e"'"'-·e:":.~_" __ ·,·· we,t:ran:a .... :ar:;'I'fa'ris±tion zone J.l;) . '--11;; -~ 

~f3l>: [ tv~~}t·:ttn.u!t\; ~bt{:i'ia.~n'Si~:~h:et§1lt'::if\!iiii.a~1i·li6t';i~~6~·~f~;,~~~~:~fr:~a't 
B6·v·era·9:g', .b;z;;::£ih1?ef!~i:8tis''~stir£li'~e~.~;-r&%::!1i% 
Amendment #13] 

2~~~·tt?Ei:~$Z 

30f?~'f'~§~ 

.c Exctl:ide:. weif'lah:cf- ·riparfari~~ .. E~l5it?lf£~~~a'hSl 
2t:Hei''·,~nvlrO,i\iTl~ht.a:tl~~:.'~'e:hsit:i ifti<,if~:t~;~•g) 

tit~'>'- sQ'eb:ta1·:~'coneiit:ions a'riti ·~£·i51l&:m1gs··{:,:reC{fii:f4ijH ::~:for 
$F~:S!i!D\ig'~'~R~a:.tt~Jr:~u:S'~ •'·P~rnli't's':· 

ill F'dfi .. ::,n8fiC::n;iJ:::taillttir~rr :u:~~·:ST\an ag:r±cultural 

l.'iability :repox:t ha:s been p:tepa::r:ed which indicate~ that continued 

ag::r:icultu::r:al o~e i:s denton:st::r:ated to be infeasible [~i~~:fi~:f';f!.in 

00~ 
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~t-"'£"c~t£~'1. ~r~btl:.~ti .. i§iQort · Ha§ been :Q:Ce.Rai~d.•which=in~ic~te~ • 
~fz','f;1>li:t~!f~C!1 .Zasf:icylt\i'£'a13ius~·::±§· 'demonst:Cat'eci'·tO· not'··,ti~;','f~as~i.B:£~'i; 

&~,A~~~sftiE'Il;fw1j~ii~~1l'rt:H3·e~e·'f>f iiti~~'l~iasrioi:tit.uiai'~"ia}aa ·or'· q5nc~nt!:~t.~ 

Amendment #14] 

""". '1:•·1l'.1."1\ilk1.e.·~'"<''.'!"".· '''.I''''"'.""" ... , ~Y;;se·~i'''*'.'.·:jiV~~~~''""!'9''·i''c.'f1.:1i\~'"''~"~.·· ,'lf:1;t'.\!'2:!. ''.'"''"t.e.e;'. ·cr•YP.eS>•Am d t .u 15 J ·ar~.JJ'~I,gRf A2Eh.;.t·" ·• ,(~a~ ... :!JY;I);l.Jil:Qmt'1''A•t J;f·:r:e · ~o;·;~· en men 1t 

f{l~J:J'¥ ( t,1~fd~tttJ~l~·~·tJ~~tio;~~1\B:fi~;~~~~i~lQ11.~iir{t~~~t~t1ii~ 
lii.dt'Wt;Ktf!B}~O'l!~~fg~a;iji:f!itg~~·~"'£± f t eezt ( 15% ) . ~.~\4enf~:f.i~e·: . ( 2'5'%fJ:1~Zic~n~: 
Amendment #16) 

ioo?'~~~B·~~li~'.'i:r~"gl!'~0r~~n:t:§ ;,2t<·tl1e··. ::Reg'l9Ml''rwi\.H~t,:''Ql.latj, t:i::;~'ontrol 
a&~7~tf1~rli~;eyeoi!t~~llf'.~~tfhi: 

't'vTf A.n.Y~ de'ife19-Qment L~fn-'~a'·. :sfreaffiB-~'a'i',;§ha;l:Jlf;\he 
~ol1gl~~<m?~,~i);jmfi~~~t'k~£.ut~fQo ·:'1Qf i·~iil:J'i~bm12l,igJl~~~;';ii:tth'a'li ;~·g:r~,~~ri't; 

• 

• 
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August 13, 1999 

[Proposed amendment# 17: Amend newly renumbered Subsection (g) of Section 9-
5. 705 (Regulations) by adding Zone F to its title to read as follows:] 
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Figure 1. Coastal Zone Areas 
within the City of Watsonville. 

City of Watsonville LCP 

N 

A 
Legend 

/ \ ·Parcels 
1"\1 Coastal Zone boundary 

L:J Coastal Zone Areas 
Watsonville City Umit 
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• 
See Figure 2, Part 2 
for delineation of 
this area 

CITY OF WATSONVILLE 

Freshwater Wetland 

Wetlanq/Upl~ndTransition 
Riparian Habit at • .,..,.,..,..,..,.~""~ft 

I 

Developed !'rom field notes taken Mnrch 1982 .md. 
aerial photos from J~n. 1977 and Feb. 1981. 
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Exhibit B 
Selected Existing LCP Policies 

(LUP Sections II & Ill, IP Sections 9-5.702 through 9-5.705) 
(24 Pages) 



( 

C. 
i ... . 
\ ... /' 

-· ··----------

,.. .. 

policies which when adopted and cer:ified wi11 govern the deve1cpment of land 

in the coastal zone of Watsonville. Following each policy or group cf policies 

is a discussion of its relationship to the Coastal Act and its effect upcn 

land development. 

II. POLICIES AFFECTING ALL AREAS 

A. Planning and Locating New Development and Agriculture 

1. New development shall be located within~ contiguous with~ or in 

close proximity to existing developed areas able to accommodate it 

.and minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles travelled. 

• 

However, visitor serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located 

in existing developed ·areas may be located at selected points of 

attraction for visitors. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30250 (a) (compact deveioprnent), • 

30253(4) (energy consumption)) 30250(c) (points of attraction;. 

Effect on Development: A similar policy exists in the City General 

Plan. This has the effect of discouraging "leapfrogu development 

and premature or excessive extension of streets and utility lines. 

2. Lands suitable for agricultural use sha11 not be converted to· 

non-agricultural uses unless (1) continued or renewed agriculturai 

use is not feasible. or (2) such development would serve to con

centrate development consistent with Policy 1. 

Relation to Ccasta1 Act: Section 30242 (non-prime lands} 

Effect on Development: ;{einforces Pol icy A.l. (There is no j:ir-:::e • 

agric:J1tural land. within the present boundaries of :he City's 

coastal zone. See Section IV A for further details.) 



New sha1l be ' ... -"" tl 1 '- i. :-e:;u~rement.s :.he 
6. -Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control.Oistrict. 

' . 

• Relation to Coast.a1 Act: Section 30253'(3) 

• 

Effect en Development: Large new stationary sources Oi c:.ir po11utants rr.ay 

be prchibi~ed or required to provide 120% offsetting reductions. None are 

contemplated. 

4. Where development would adversely impact archeological or paleontological 

resources as identified by the State Historical Preservation Officer, reasonable 

rnitigation measures shall be reouired. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30244 
t...i· ... , .. 

Effect on Development: No such resources are presently on reco~d within 

Areas A, 8, .c, D or E. 

Development shal1 not expose people or property to hazards from landslides, 

soil expansion or shrinkage, flooding or subsidence, and sha11 not increase 

any such hazard which may exist in nature. A grading plan and soil stability 

analysis·may be required at the discretion of the City Planning Department for 

·any major construction or grading. (Standards for erosion, sediment and runoff 

are given in Appendix D.) 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30253(2) 

Effect on Development: May require avoidance or special engineering treat~ent 

of areas subject to the hazards list. 

6. No Zot sr ... dZ b-e c1:'eated 1.:hich wouic!. riOt ccn-;;c.in a J:::uiidf_r.g site cor.sistent 
with the LUP poiicies end any Ci~y Ordinance. 

8. Coastal Visu~l Resources 

New development shal 1 be si:ed and designed tc protect views of scenic 
coastal areas (including the wetlands of the ~atsonvi lie Slou9h complex 
and associated riparian areas), to minimize t~e alteration of natural 



-. 

·-- -·-----· --·-·--·----

1andfor.ns, to be 'lisually compatible with tne character of surrounding 

areas, and where feasible to restore and enhance th• visual quality ~f 

·t~sua11y de';raded areas; ali utilities in new deve1opment sha11 te oiaced 

underground, and hillsides sha11 be reforested where feasible and com-

patible with view preservation. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30251 

Effect on Development: Scenic coastal areas afforded view protection 

include the wetlands of the Pajaro Valley Slough complex visible from 

or across Areas A, 6 and C. Underground placa~ent of utilities ar.d 

hillside reforestation are existing requirements of the City•s Conser

vation Element and support the preservation of visuai resources. 

C. Publi~ Works 

Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except where assessment 

for, and the prov-ision of, the service would not induce new deve1coment 

i:1cons~sten-: wit:"! :~e :r=ser·ta.:ion of aaricu1'=:Jra1 . - - 1and and ~:~e~ ~:as:ai 

Reiat~on to Coastai Ac:: Section 30254 (part) 

.I • 

Effect on Development: The cost of extending improvements such as a sewer 
pipeline along Lee Road to ser-1e Area C will not be assessed against 

abutting property owners except as determined by the County to be consis

tent with its LC?. This will avoid growth-inducing impacts adjacent to 

a new wildlife conser·1ation area. be'tw'leen Lee Road and Highway t 

D. Environmenta11y Sensitive Habitat Areas and Water Resources 

1. Environmentally ;.;;nsitive areas shall include !:lut not be limited to the 

freshwater wetlands, wetland-upland transition and riparian habitat 

identified in this Local Coastal Program (Fig. 2). ••Environmentally 

sensitive areas" means any area in which plant or animal 1if: or their 

habitats are either rare or especially 1aluabl: because of :~eir spe~ia~ 

nature or role in an ecosystem which cculd be easily dis:ur~ed or 

degradea by human activities and developments, including endanc;er::d 

species habitat as identified by the Stata Department of Fish and Game, 

---""'::..::-~· ....... : .. - .... -
" ..., - .. 

• 

• 



I 
\ 

\ 

' . 

•• 

I 

\ 
\ . 

,-.. I 

/ ·...___,.: 

.. 

... ""'·.". "----.... 

. ~ \i- ) 

• 

-. ?e~·.) .r,~ .-:· .:· ·__;;.-
. / . . 1'/. -~ . ~/- \ ·.-.;,· . --._JI . \ . • . •. . .:< ' '-.... '\ 

. ·, __ . . '/;;,. j . ' ' -

. We 1! . /l / _. ·, ·. · 
. .---.;.; 'I~ ~ .... . ..).. '·, ,..., c i : ./~) 

• 
Figure 2 . 
EliV!?.!J~.ENTALLY SENSIT!E dABTI' ATS - K3:Y 

Wetlar.d/Upl..:.nd. T::-ar.si'Uio:l r:.;: :: :· \ 
Riparian Ha.ti<:.at. @fdl.-#1@ 

.. =-:.r"' 

F~esbwater Netland 

-~--

--
I; 
I I 

.... ;_,-:: 
, ' , 

,'/ /f 
I I' , ,. ' .y i l 

!. I 



lagoons and areas of riparian vegatation. 

~ -· . 

;.;et;Za:rr.d-u.pZ.a:nd transition is defined as a -cype of wetZar.d. occ:,a>rM;r.q a.Zcn~ the 
seasonaZZy inunda1;ed margins of a slough. Wetland-upland trans~tion may hape 
been altered historicaZZu fOr tne production OT ~as~ure or othe~ crops. Never
theZess, if it dispLays evidence a~ any· time of year of periodic inundation by 
sur-race water~ huaz.ic soi7, aonditicns·, the oaaurrence of ;;;etland pZ.an-ts., or use 
by ;.,etZand deperUient animats, it shaZ.Z. be deemed a wetland a'Y'.d as such an envi
rorr.men~aZZy sensitive area. 

If any environmentaLly sens-itive areas· are newly identified or sus;;eated or if 
environrnentaUy sensi'tive area boundaries· are to be adjusted as a resu.Zt of 
ommission - see draft independent scientific researah; the City shall aor~ua~ 
appropriate studies to verify and deZ.ineate the area. The City shaH then make 
a determination as to the e::::is'tenae of an environmentalZy sensiti·ve area with. 

• 

• .. • .. +-, ., ~ ·~~ j •. b d t 1.: .J-. _:r • IP h . • ... . . .. ~ . p.t;< spea-:.r;.c ;::a ... u.at- J?..rt.a-;,ngs ase on nese s ... w..~.-:.~s. ~ t t.s ce .. e1"r.'l't.na-;t.on a'1..J,. ers 
rrom the conclusions contained in the LUP maps aP4 poliaies as to the location 
of envirorr.ment:aZZy se'n.sitive areas, then the· City shaZZ se:ek an amendment :to the 
LUP rej1eative of t:his determinat:ion. The veri'fiaation and deZi·neat:ion steps 
shaZZ include aonsuZtation ~th the State Department of Pish and Game and the 
consideration of addit:ionat information which may be provided· by other e=pert~ •. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30107.5 

Effect on Development: Hatsonville's wetlands below 20ft. ele'tation are alr·ead. 
subj~ct to the Yetland Protection pol lcles of the State De~art~ent of Fish an~ 
Game as discuss~d in Section tV-A. A s~te survey Identified those wetlands plus 
valuable transitional riparian zones also subject to Coastal Act protection. See 
map and policies affecting specific areas, wnich include set~ack requirements 
and grading restrictions • 

• 2. Environmentally sensi.tive habitat areas. (including but not I imited to those 
mapped in Fig. 2) shall be proiected agal~st any significant disruption of 
habitat values, and only uses dependent on such resource shall b.e allo~>~ed 
within such areas. 

3. 

Relation to Coastal Act: 30233 (~etland protection); 30240(a) (buffer areas}. 

Effect on Development: This prohibits residential, commerc)al or industrial 
development in the habitat areas shown in Fig 2 or identified in future studies. 
More specific measures are given under Policies Affecting Specific Areas, below. 

Develooment of areas adjacent to environmen:al ly sensitive habit5t areas 
(including but not·limited to those mapped in Fig. 2) shall be sltec and 
designed so as to prevent impacts which would significantly degrade or be 
incompatible with the continuance of such habitat areas. Specific • 



• 

• 

• 

setback dis:ances for development ·are given in Section II . 1 0. 

Reiaticn ~o Coastal Act: Section 30240(b) 

Effect on Dev~lopment: Specific controi ~easures are given for each area, 

depending upon the use, topography, and resources being protected. 

4. (a) The biological p~oductivity of coastal streams and wetlands shall 
. 

be maintained, where feasible, by minimizing adverse effects of waste 

water discharges and entrainment~ encouraging wasta water rec1amation. 

maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that ~rotect ripar-ian s~~~ms, 

and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

(b) Development shall be designed to conserve water to the-greatest 

practicai extent, so as to minimize both the occurrence of overdrafts 

frcm the ?ajar~ Valley Groundv1ater Sc.sin ar.a the amounts of runoff C 
ar.d sanitary waste which need to be contro11ed to protect coastal wetland~. 

(c) Runoff from all impervious surfaces and from a11 areas subject to 

-·vehicular traffic shall be collected and disposed of in a way which does . 

. , · .. ·naf·resu1t in soil erosion or- degradation of water quality. 
·-

Drainage system> shall be designed to accommodate runoff from at least 
:;> 

a 25-year storm. ·(Proposed sediilientation, erosion and runoff standards 

are presented in Appendix D.) 

Relation to the Coastal Act: Parts (a) und (b) use the language of the 

Act, Section 30231 (part), except as it 

applies to runoff. Because all areas drain 

1 ntc ser.si t~ ve we:i ar.ds, the r•Jnoff ccnt;o T· 

par: (c) are more stringent. 

See Policies Affecting 

c , 

" 



E. ~ccess Comoonent 

1. Qevelopment must maintain and enhance ~ub1~c ac:ess to the shoreline 

and to public recreation facilities via Highway 1 and Seach Road by 

not crowding these routes through excessive additional use for purposes 

other than shoreline access. 

Z. Development involving internal roadways must also provide for non-

automobile circulation within the development. 

3. Development shat1 facilitate the provision of public transit service where 

appropriate and feasible. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30254 

Effect on Development: See specific area policies. 

III. =OL!CIES ArrC:CTrNG SPEC!F!C ARE.>l.S 

AREA A 

A.1 Permitted Us~ 

Agriculture 

Pub1ic·open-space recreational use. 

A.2 Perfonnance Standards for All Develooment 

a. Riparian habftat area must be kept in a natural state. 

b. Minimum LGt: 10 acres 

c. Maximum Imper1iaus Surface: 50% cf 1ot area. 

• 

• 

Exclude riparian habitat from lot !rea ~o calculate impervious surface 

a 11owed. 

• 
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• ~inimum Se:back from ~ioa~ian Haji:a:: 

e. Maximum Slope of Developed ?or:~on of Lot (Before Grad~ng): 15 feet 

in any 100 foot i nterva 1 . 

f. Approved erosion contro1 measures must be uti1ized during construction. 

~lo excavation or grad~ng shall :e :er,nitted during the months of 

October through Mar:~. 

g. Any structures witnin the jur~s:::~c:~cn cf ::n F.:..:.. :1ear zone .nust have 

prior approval of the Federal Aviation Adminis:ration. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Sections 30231 and 3C240(a) of the C~asta1 

~ct r"equires maintaining natura1 vegeta:icn buffer areas as well as 

• :ontains an area of r 4 ~arian ~a:i:a: at ~:s 1or:nwes: ccr~e~ ~n1c~ should 

be regarded as an environmen:ally sensiti~e habitat area r"equiring 

special protection, under Section 30233. ihere are steep siopes on the 

south and west sides of the site which should be left undistur~ed to 

protect the wetlands below. ihe area drains directly into a l!rge 

sensitive habitat area. the Harkins Slough complex, necessitating the 

control of runoff and wastewater discharges in any direction, .md 

restriciting the impervious area created on the site. Area A Is present1y 

subject to an agreement under which any buildings must be approved by 

FAA to avoid interference with aviation. 7he restriction on large 

population concentrations is due to the position of the site under 

the Watsonville Airport ~ain ~~nway ~ligh: pa:h . 

• 
88 
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. l 3 . • ARE..l. B 

B.l Permitted Uses 

Agriculture 

B.Z Conditional Uses 

Visitor·serving commercial: hotel, motel, ·restaurant. Subject to 8.4. 

8.3 Performance·standards for A11 Develooment 

a. Minimum Lot Size: 5 acres 

b. Maximum Impervious Surface: 50~ 

c. Approved erosion control measures must be utilized during construction. 

No excavation or grading shall be permitted between the~onths of 

October through. ~-~arch. 

d. Deve1o~rr.ent must utilize topographic s;,ie1ding and/or dense p1ant~r.g. 

to minimize impac~ upcn views from Highwai 1. 

e. ~1aximurn number of hotel-motel units: 100 

B'. 4 Criteria for Visitor Servi na Corrmerc:i a 1 Oeve T cement 

Visitor serving comnercial use may be approved only if it is demonstrate-d 
t 

that: · (a) pub 1 i c sewer and watef. services can and wi 1T be provided to the .. ~ .. 
·• 

site; and (b} the proposed facility could net be located in an existing 

develop~d area .and continued agricultural use is not feasible. 

• 



.. 

• Relation to Coas:al ~ct: 7he a~~icu~:u~a1 aua1ity of Area 3 is ~oar . 

Act protection. Section 30222 of the Ccasta1 Act reauires that the use of 

private lands suitabie for visitor serving ccrmercial recreation 

facilities be designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal 

recreation, with priority over most uses other than agricultural and 

coastal dependent i~dustry. Section 30250(a) requires locating new 

development in ciose proximity to existing developed areas able to 

accommodate it, bt.:t. Section 3C2:J(c) ai~m·JS •tisit:Jr service facflities 

that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed areas to be lo-

cated at selected points of attraction. Although west of Highway 1, it 

is located near the Watsonville Air~ort at an interchange with Airport 

Bouleva~d. a major ar:erial s:r~et. Ut~lities are not provided o~ 

• p1armed, bu: a:--e ::Jrr:nt1y be~:',g extended a1::::ng Airp:;t Boulevard :: 

• 

the east side of Highway 1. The area drains directly into a large 

sensitive habitat area, the Harkins Slough complex, necessitating 

·the co~trol of runoff and wastewater. discharge in any direction, and 

restricting the impervious area created on the site. 

Effec;t_~on Development: Area B could be developed for a motel, as 

proposed by its owner, or other visitor serving co~mercial facilities, 

subject to the above site-specific and general policies protecting visual 

resources and water resources, when and if it can be demonstrated that 

no feasible site for such a facility remains within developed area and 

continued agricult~rai use is not feasible . 

14 • 
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AREA C 

C.l Permitted Uses 

Passive recreation 

Agriculture 

Aquaculture 

C.2 Conditional Uses 

a. Residential, subject to C.4 

.. 
~= . 

b. Light non-nuisance indus~ria1 park (not including outside storage), 

subject to C.4. 

C.J Performance Standards for All Develooment 

a. Environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be kept in a natural 

state and protected ~;~m ~~e i~c~r$ion of humans, dcmestic animals 

• 

and iivestock, from erosion~ seoimentat~on and c:ntamina:ad r~noff, • 

and from loud noise or 'lei'licu1ar traffic. ?eat har·,~sting is 

permitted within such areas and grazing of presently grazed 

areas may be continued but not expanded, b.ut disci ng, harrowing 

and ail structures are prtJhibited. Managed observation a·reas 

may be permitted adjacent to.sensitive habitat ar~as, subject to 

an approved plan and managa~ent program which presertes sensitive 

habitat values and minimizes human disturbance. Land in environmen

tally sensitive habitat areas must be e.xcluded from calculation of 

lot size fa~ number of units and allowable impervious surface area. 

b. Minimum Lot for Residential Use: 5 acres per housing untt 

c. Minimum Lot for Industrial Usa: 15 acres 

d. Maximum Impervious Surface Area: 10~ of lot area 

e. Minimum setback for ai i development or agr~c:J1t:.:rai act1·1it.:r from • 
8\( 
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SO'; fr~m We:land or - . . . .. -: rans 1:1 :Jna 1 ~one: 100'. 

~ppropr~a:e :a11 :rees sha11 be ~1ar.:ect in :he ~equi:ed setback area 

wherever development is adjacent to an environmentally sensitive 

habitat area, in such a manner as to provide a dense visual screen, 

impede human access and enhance bird roosting and nesting. Adjacent 

to running water, native riparian species are appropria:e. In other 

areas euca1yp:us or native upland soecies are appropriate. 

f. Maximum Slope of Developed Portion of Lot (Before Grading): ::feet 

in any 100 foot interval. 

g. There is a possibility that specimens of the endangered Santa :ruz 

Tar,.,.eed exist in . .l.rea C. Prior to approval of any deve1opment, a 

on !he 1:~(s) in :uestion during :~e :irne ~f year in ~h~ch t~e :lan: 

is expected to be in bioam. 

h. Approved erosion control measures must be utilized during construction. 

No excavation or grading shall be permitted during the months of 

October through March. 

f. Prior to the approval of any 6eve1opment relying upon a septic 

tank system~ a specific design must be submitted supporte~ by 

an engineering analysis by a licensed soils engineer which demon-

strates both sufficient sepaTatian between leaching fields and 

winter groundwater levels tG ensure that no degradation of ground-

water quality will occur. Any approval of a septic tank system 

must also be conditional upon compliance with any was~e discharge 

-· 



·-· 

- -- -------=----:-:--~---=------------.------

requirements es-:abiishe-:1 for that system by the Regional \~ater 

Quality Control Board. 

j. The City should work with the Wildlife Conservation Board~ the Nature 

Conser1ancy~ and other agencies to promote public or foundation 

acquisition of the upper half of the West Branch of Struve Slough 

in order to allow a greater degree of resource protection than is 

possible under private ownership. 

k. Any development in a streambed must be conditional upon execution of 

and camp 1 i ance with an Agreement ( "1603 Agreement11
) 'Hi th the 

California Department of Fish and Game under the requirements of 

Sections 1601-1603 of the California Public Resources Code. 

1. Service Svstems 

Sewer sarvice will procab1y not be req~ired if t!'le 

at the recommended densities and a 

-· -!:) ~ . -- ,;;; creve1cped 

If sewer service is provided~ it must be financed in a ·Hay which C.oes 

not- require assessments against properties along Lee Road outside of 

Area c. o.r against a.ny agricultural property. 

m. Phasing of Development 

It is an-ticipated that market forces and development c:lsts ·,.,;n delay 

development Gf this area until after the infilling of comparable lands 

east of Highway 1. 

C.4 Criteria for Non-Aaricu1turaT Use 

Non-agricultural use may be permitted only if continued agricultura! 

use is demonstrated to be infeasib1e. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Area C contains t·.'io wetlands, as defined by 

• 

the Coastai Commission, and a sma.11 area of r1parian ~abi":at; .:U1 ":hra<:. 

should be regarded as environmentally s~nsiti·1e habitac areas requirtng 

special protection under Sections 30231 and 30233. Section 30231 of 
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• 
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~~e maintenance and, where res :ora :1 an 

of wa:e!" :uaiity by mir.~mizing the adverse effects of ·~<~astewater discharge, 

con~roiiing runoff, preventing depletion of groundwater suoo1ies and 

substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging wastewater 

reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas which protect 

riparian habitats, and minimizing :he a~teratian of natural streams. 

3uff=_r ar=-~-~s a~,a_a ~-·ISO ~.a_~.u,·ra_d undo-~. Ser•'on ~02~0(~' .... vwl I .; . "'/• 

::ffe-ct on Development: The foregoing requirements wi11 cluster deve1·Jpment 

within the high, gently sloping terrace which runs along the middle of 

Area C where it can ao the ieast damage to the 1ow-1ying environmenta11y 

The large 1o~ sizes are intended to limit the popu1a~ions of oeop1e and 

domestic animals in close proximity with the sensitive habitats, and 

to allow the provision of adequately-sized septic tank leaching fields. 

The small maximum percentage of impervious ground water cover is intended 

to minimize the disruption of groundwater recharge ?nd to avoid erosion 

problems due to channelization of runoff. 

Utility systems are encouraged not to be extended along the Lee Kcad 

from Area C in order to avoid growth - inc1uding impacts on the west 

side of the road. (The east side is within the State Wi1d1ife Conservation 

Board acquisition.} 

,, 

.... 
\ 
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AREA 0 

D.l Permitted Use 

Municipal sewage trea~~ent plant 

0.2 Performance Standards for All Oevelooment 

a. Waste discharge requirements of Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

b. Any new structures visible from the Pajaro River bicycle path 

shall be designed to minimize visual intrusion. 

Relation to Coastal Act: None (no development contemplated) 

Effect on Development: None 

AREA E 

E.l Permitted Use 

Municipal solid waste landfill 

E.2 Conditional Uses 

Public Recreation 

Agriculture 

Methane Gas Production 

Waste Recycling and Conversion Facilities 

E.3 Performance Standards for All Development 

• 

• 

a. Waste discharge requirements of Regional Water Quality Control Board-
(contained in Appendix F). · 

b. 50' setback of all · ·development from environmentally sensitive 

hahitat areas as identified herein a~ in the County ·LC?. 

c. A reclamation plan providing for landscape contouring and vegeta

tion consistent with the proposed use· and surrounding land u?es. 

d. Riparian habitat area must be kept in a natural state. 

~-~.; • 
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Relationship :o Coastal .1\ct: The Watsonville Disposal Site is a permitted 
20. 

1"1asc:: n_? c::::n~•:: ... , 1anrifi11 ~o. erating under Waste Discharge Requirements 
IJ t - ., • - .J -·' I ,.;-o; .) I - -· 

of the Regiona1 Water Quality Board. Eventually the site wil1 be closed 

and the iand rec1aimed. The site overlaps a portion of the Gailighan Slough 

riparian zone, which is identified in the County LC? as a sensitive riparian 

habitat, and requires protection under Sections 30231 and 30233, and buffering 

under Section 30240(b). The riparian portion of the site wi11 be left undis

turbed by the city landfill. 

Effect on Deve1-::cment: Nev/ deve1cpment must include measures to protect the 

riparian portion of th.e site and adjacent riparian habitat areas. 

IV. IMPLEMENTATION PROGRA~1 

The po1icies set forth in the Coastal Land Use Plan (July 6, 1982) can be im-

p1emented Jy the city in four steps, as fo11cw: 

1. ~ark towar~s pubiic or foundation management of the environmenta1iy 
sensitive wetland habi:at area lying along the West Branch of Struve Slough. 
This could be accomplished through acquisition of either fee tit1e or 
pennanent open space easement by a public agency or foundation, and arranging 
for long-term management by a responsible body committed to preserve and 
enhance its habitat values. (Section III, policy C.3j} 

. 2. Amend .the zoning of Area C to EM-A-2. 

3. Prepare and adopt (in ordinance forin) a "Coastal Zone Overlay" zoning 
district incorporating policies A, B, 0 and E from Section II and all of 
Section I II. 

4. Adopt a city council resolution stating that at such time as any sewer or 
water service may be extended along Lee Road, the City will prevent hookups 
except as determined by the county to be consistent with its LCP. Also 
amend any city ordinance inconsistent with this policy. (Section II, policy C) 

Step 1 can be started immediately by contactin~ appropriate agencies and political 
representatives. Its duration will depend upon agency decision cycles. ·steps 2, 
3 and 4 would be undertaken upon Coastal Commission certification of the Land Use Plar 
and completed within ~erhaps 90 days . 



• 
Sec. 9-5.702. Districts. 

The CZ District shall be subdivided into five (5} areas 

identified in the official Coastal Land Use Plan for the City 

hereafter referred to as the Coastal LOP. On the City Zoning Map the 

lands shall be designated as follows: 

(a) Area A designated CZ-A. 

(b} Area B designated CZ-B. 

(c) Area c designated cz-c. 
(d) Area D designated CZ-D. 

(e) .. ~:ea E designated C"'-"C' ... -· 
Sec .. 9-5.703. Principal Permitted Oses. • All principal permitted uses shall ~e subject to an 

Administrative Use Permit issued through the public hearing process by 

the Zoning Administrator. 

(a) Zone A 
GLU 86 
GLO 93 
GLU 94 
~L..V ~\ 

(b} Zone B 
GLU 91 
GLU 92 
GLU 93 
GLU 94 

(C) Zone C 
GLU 81 
GLU 86 

GLU 89 
GLL' 91 
G •• " .u...: 92. 
G"'., .LJU Q"'l 

#.J 

GLU 94 
GLU 98 

Open lands 
Pasture and native grasses 
Animals, agriculture 
PVS.!.-IC... f"A-(Z.II(.S.· ~ t..C..? P<M~OME!NT"" l -~ <;. 

Irrigated agriculture 
Non-irrigated agriculture 
Pasture and native grasses 
Animals, agriculture 

Parks, public 
Open lands, publicly owned, and privately owned 
aquaculture facilities 
Public and quasi-public open space 
Irrigated agriculture 
Non-irrigated agriculture • 
Pasture and native grasses 
Animal, agriculture 
Wetlands 



• 

• 

•• 

(,.::n Z ...... , one ::' 
GLO 
GLO 
GLO 

4911 
4942 
495 

(e) Zone E 
GLO 496 

Electrical gene;at!ng plants 
Water treatment plants 
Sewage disposal facilities 

Landfill, sanitary 

Sec. 9-5.704. Conditional Uses. 

The following uses shall be subject to the approval of a Special 

Use Permit issued through the public hearing process by the City Council. 

area) 

(a) Zone A 
DLO 432 Highway right of way (within existing roadway area} 

(b) Zone B 
DLU 5811 
GLZ.:: 68 
DLU 6801 
DLU 6802 
JLU 432 

{c) Zone C 

Restaurant 
T:a~sient acca~~ocatic~s 
aotel 
Motel 
Hig~way ri;ht of way (withi:: 

DLU 01 Single family residence 

existing 

DLU 1282 Industrial machinery, equipment, and 
supplies - wholesale. 

roadway areaj 

DLO 19 Industrial nonmanufacturing, miscellaneous 
DLU 3565 Industrial pattern makers 
DLU 4213 Industrial truck services 

A 1 so Any of the P r inc i p a 1 Permitted uses of the 
IF-Industrial Park District subject to the 
regulations of both districts. 

DLU 432 Highway right of way (within existing roadway 

(d) Zone D - None 

(e) Zone E 
GLU 81 
GLU 84 
GLO 86 
GLU 89 
GLU 91 
GLU 92 
GLU 94 
GLU 98 
GLU 49 
GLU 492 

Parks, public 
Public recreational facilities 
Open lands 
Public and quasi-public open space 
Irrigated agriculture 
Non-irrigated agriculture 
Animals, agriculture 
Wetlands, slough, marsh, swamp 
Waste recycling and conversion facilities 
Gas works, gasholders 



sec. 9-5.705. Regulations. 

All applications for development, including land divisions 

and public works projects, shall £ollow the Specific Development 

Standards listed in Appendix D of the Coastal LO? which sets minimum 

• 

standards for: Erosion7 Sediment; Runoff; Timing/and Area; Soils: and 

Vegetation .. 

All applications for any development in which excavation, 

grading, filling, or clearing of vegetation is to be performed shall 

include, where applicable, the information listed in Appendix D item G 

In addition to the above all applications for developrr.ent or 

use permits shall comply with the specific area regulations and 

conditions of approval, if any, which are necessary to meet the 

special findings required in each area zone as follows: 

(a) Zone A - Performance Standards. 

(1) Maximum lot coverage by impervious surfaces: SO% 
(exclude the riparian habitat from lot area 
to calculate impervious surface allowed). 

(2) Special Conditions 
(a) Riparian habitat area must be kept i~ a 

natural state. 
(b) Maximum slope of developed portion cf lot 

(before grading): 15%. 
(c) Any structures within the jurisdiction of an 

FAA clear zone must have prior approval of the 
Federal Aviation Administration. 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

(d) A field search fo~ t~e endange=ed Santa Cruz 
Tarweed shall be conducted by a qu2lified botanist during the time c= 
year in which the plant is expected to be in bloom (between June and 
October) on the parcel{s) in question before approval of any 
development. The report of such field investigation shall be 
forwarded to the California Department of Fish and Game for 
evaluation. If any portion of the site is confirmed to be endangered 
plant habitat, such area shall be treated as environrnentali~sensitive 
habitat--kept inQnatural state and orotected from intrusioH of 
humans, erosion, vehicular traffic and ether activities which could 
significantly disrupt the haoitat. 

(3) Minimum setback from ri?arian habitat: 50 feet. 

(b) Zone B - Performance Standards. 

(1} Minimum Lot Area and Dimension 
Area, interior and corner lot: 5 acres 
Frontage: 50 feet 

(2) Minimum ~arc SetbacKs 
Front: lS :eet 
Side and :ear: 10 fee:. 

(3) Maximum Building Height and Lot Coverage 

(4) 

Lot coverage by impervious surfaces: 50% 
Density, hotel/motel for entire area: 100 units max. 
Height: 3 stories/35 feet 

Special Conditions and Findings Which are Required 
for Approval of a Special Use Permit: 
(a) For non-agricultural use an Agricultural Viability 

Report has been prepared which indicates that 
continued agricultural use is demonstrated to be 
infeasible; 

(b) That public sewer and water services can and 
will be provided to the site; 

(c) That the proposed facility could not be located in 
an existing developed area; and 

(d) That the development will utiiize topographical 
shielding and/or dense planting to ~inimize 
impact upon views from Bighway 1; 

(e) A field search for the endangered Santa Cruz 
Tarweed shall be conducted by a qualified 
botanist during the time of year in which the 
plant is expected to be in bloom (between June and 
Octobe~) on the oarcel(s) in ouestion before 
a?prc...,·al of any development. ·The report of such 



field investigation shall be forwarded to the 
California Department of Fish and Game for 
evaluation. If any portion of the site is 
confirmed to be endangered plant habitat, such 
area shall be treated as environmentally sensi
tive habitat--kept in a natural state and 
protected from intrusion of humans, erosion, 
vehicular traffic and other activities which 
could significantly disrupt the habitat. 

(c) Zone C - Performance Standards. 

(1) Minimum Lot Area and Dimensions 

(2) 

Area per housing unit: 5 acres 
Area for industrial use: 15 acres 
Frontage: 330 feet 
[exclude wetlan~ riparian habita~ and other 
environmentally sensitive habita( areas. 

Minimum Yard Set!::Jacks 
Front: "'" feet "'~· 
Interior Side: 5 feet 
Rear: 20 feet 
Riparian Habitat: 50 feet 
Wetland or Transition Zone: 100 feet 

(3) Maximum Building Height and Lot Coverage 
Lot coverage by impervious surface: 10~ 
Height: 2 1/2 stories/30 feet 
[exclude wetlan~ riparian habita~ and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas. 

(4) Special Conditions and Findings Required for 
Issuing a Special Use Permit: 
(a) For non-agricultural use an Agricultural Viability 

Report has been prepared ~hich indicates that 
continued aaricultural use is demonstrated to be 
infeasible7* 

{b) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas must 
be kept in a natural state and protected from 
intrusion of humans, domestic animals and 
livestock, from erosion, sedimentation and 
contaminated runoff, and from loud noise or 
vehicular traffic. 

• 

• 

(c) Maximum slope of developed portion of·lot 
{before grading): 15'! • 

(d) A field search for the endangered Santa C:· 
Tarweed shall be conducted by a qualified 
botanist during the time of year in which the 
plant is expected to be in bloom (between June and 

61-\ 
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Octobe~) on the lot(s) in question before a~proval 
of any development. The report of such field 
investigation shall be forwarded to the California 
Department of Fish and Game for evaluation. If any 
portion of the· site is confirmed to be endangered 
plant habitat, such area shall be treated as 
environmentally sensitive habitat and protected 
from significant disruption: ••• " 

(e) Any development relying upon a septic tank 
system, shall submit a specific design and 
engineering analysis by a licensed soils 
engineer which demonstrates both sufficient 
separation between leaching fields and winter 
groundwater levels, and that the requirements 
of the Regional Water Quality Board are 
complied with: 

(f) Any development in a streambed must be 
·conditional upon execution of and compliance 
wit~ an Agreement ("1603 Agree~e~t") wit~ 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
under the requirements of Sectio~s ~601-l6C3 
of the California ?ublic Resources Code. 

(;) Appropriate tall trees shall be planted in the 
required setback area wherever development is 
adjacent to an environmentally sensitive habitat 
area, in such a manner as to provide a dense 
visual screen, impede human access and enhance 
bird roosting and nesting. Adjacent to running 
water, native riparian species are appropriate. 
In other area eucalyptus or native upland species 
are appropriate. 

(d) Zone D - Performance Stanqards. 

(1} Waste discharge requirements of the Regional 
Water Cuality Control Board are met: 

(2) Any new structures visible from the Pajaro
River bicycle path are designed to minimize 
visual intrusion. 

(e) Zone E - Performance Standards. 

(1) Waste discharge requirements of the Regional 
Cuality Control Board will be met; 



(2) Provide a SO-foot setback from the 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas 
identified in the Coastal Land Use Plan 
for the City of Watsonville and County of Santa 
Cruz: 

(3) Submission of a reclamation plan providing for 
landscape contouring and vegetation consistent 
with proposed and sur~ounding land uses: 

(4) That the riparian habitat will be kept in a 
natural state, and that measures have been taken 
to protect the riparian habitat areas on the site 
and adjacent sites. 

(5) A field search for the endangered Santa Cruz Tarweed 
shall be conducted by a qualified botanist during the 
time of year in which the plant is expected to be in 
bloom (between June and October) on t~e ~arcel(s) i~ 

• 

question before approve.: sf a:-:y ceo;elo~:;e:-:t. ':'!":e • 
re ,...,ort of sue"' ~l.""lc" in··-s .. ic~~.:c,... s~~,, ;.....e :c ... ··- .. ...:~,..:; .. :::-· .- •. ·• '7- - ·-= '--J-~--·:. ··""--:..., ........ a ...... -= ... 
~o tne Ca~:forn1a Depart~ent or r1sn anc Game for 
evaluation. If any portion of the site is confirmed 

(f) All Zones, A through E--Performance Standards. 

In addition to the above specific performance stancards+Or 

each Area Zone, all approved development applicatio~s shall be subject 

to performance standards, findings and conditions as ~eeded for 

conformance with the Chapter II policies ("?olicies Affecting All 

Areas") of the certified Watsonville Coastal Land Cse Plan (Lt~), as 

follows: 

(1) Each coastal development p~rmit shall cite the 

applicable Chapter !! policies, and, as necessary, the specific manner 

in which the.policy requirements will be met fer the ?a:~ic~la~ 

project anc si:e. 

• 
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r 2) LUP ?ol icy II.A.4, Archaeolo; ic Resou :c es. ?e=mi ts-

shall be conditioned to require that if archaeological or 

paleontological materials are encountered, work which would disturb 

such mater:als shall be halted until reasonable mitigation measures, 

consistent with the standards prescribed by the State Historical 

Preservation Office, are implemented. 

(3) Policy II.B, Coastal Visual Resources. New development 

shall be sited and designed to protect views of scenic coastal areas; 

in particular, this requirement shall apply to the seaward views from 

State Eigh~ay Route 1, across the wetlands and associa~ed riparian 

c: ~~e Wa~scr.ville slough co~plex ar.c alor.s the ?ajaro ~iver • 

These . . . ~ 

ex:s~:r.g scen1c v1ews of natural ha~~tat and as:icul~u:al 

croplands shall b protected through all appropriate measures, 

including but not limited to: 

(i) Where feasible, new structures shall be hidden 
from Highway 1; otherwise such development shall 
be screened through planting and permanent upkeep 
of appropriate tree species (such as the native 
live oak which will provide, upon maturity, 
complete vegetative screening on a year-round 
basis; 

(ii) All utilities in new development shall be placed 
underground; 

(iii) Advertising and commercial sighs which would 
block views from Highway 1 to the wetland and 
riparian areas shown on LUP Fig. 2, shall not 
be allowed • 



Exhibit C 
Existing LUP Figure 2 

(LCP's Environmentally Sensitive Habitats Map) 
(1 Page) 
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Coastal Commission Staff 
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(70 Pages) 
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Exhibit D: Commission Staff Correspondence on Project 
In mid-1993, when it became public knowledge that PVUSD had abandoned the Green Valley Road site 
because of neighborhood opposition and was considering the subject Area C site, Commission staff 
began what has since become a lengthy exchange with the District and the City. Commission staff has 
consistently informed both parties that the proposed Area C site west of Highway One raised (and 
continues to raise) a range of coastal resource issues, including, but not limited to development adjacent 
to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of public services and infrastructure to rural areas west of 
Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion of agricultural lands, impacts to the public viewshed, 
impaired water quality, and a destabilized urban-rural boundary. 

In summary, in addition to numerous more informal phone conversations, the Commission staff made 
it's views known through a total of ten letters, testimony at three District hearings, and testimony at one 
City meeting from 1993 through 1999 as follows (copies of letters included in this exhibit) 

1993 
In 1993, when it became public knowledge that the District was considering the subject Area C site, 
Commission staff began what has since become a lengthy correspondence with the District and the City 
informing both parties that the proposed Area C site west of Highway 1 raised a range of coastal 
resource issues, including, but not limited to development adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, 
extension of public services and infrastructure to rural areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, 
conversion of agricultural lands, impacts to the public viewshed, impaired water quality, and a 
destabilized .urban-rural boundary. A similar letter was subsequently sent June 22, 1995. See July 28, 
1 993 and June 22, 1995 letters. 

1995 
In July of 1995, Commission staff testified at the School Board's Public Meeting and expressed 
concerns that the proposed high school location was inappropriate and that such development at this 
location could result in significant impacts to coastal resources including, but not limited to, agriculture, 
wetlands, and a stable urban-rural boundary. Despite this, and despite Commission staff correspondence 
identifying significant coastal resource issues in terms of high school development here, the District 
informed Commission staff in late 1995 that the District intended to pursue the subject Area C site for 
the location of their third high school, and intended to commission an EIR for such a proje~t. See August 
14, 1995 and September 15, 1995 letters. 

1996 
On January 1, 1996, Commission staff requested that the City and District continue to consider the 
"Console" site as an alternative school site in the District's upcoming EIR "since it is not yet developed 
and is contiguous to urban uses," as opposed to considering the Console site for commercial 
development This January 1 letter further stated that "the proposed high school site in the coastal zone 
west of Highway 1 is in an undeveloped agricultural area, lacking urban services, and not designated for 
urbanization" and encouraged the planning process to accommodate needed public facilities within 
already urbanized areas to "significantly diminish the costs associated with school development, (e.g., 
new freeway improvements, extension of major utilities, etc.) protect the agricultural and natural 
resources existing west of the highway, and provide a more central, logical location for the high school" 
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consistent with the Coastal Act. See January 16, 1996 letter. 

Subsequently, in 1996, the District issued a notice of preparation to prepare a draft EIR for a proposed • 
high school at the Area C site. On April 11, 1996, Commission staff provided detailed comments on the 
notice of preparation, identifying significant issues including, but not limited to: conflicts with the 
Coastal Act; growth inducement on west side of Highway 1; growth inducement specifically on 
remainder of Edwards parcel; negative impacts on wetland habitat due to increasing access to the 
wetlands; negative impacts on adjacent agriculture and the need for 200 foot agricultural setbacks; 
compatibility with continued adjacent agricultural practices; the need for 100 foot wetland setbacks and 
full compliance with the LCP's wetland protection policies; visual siting impacts; non-point source 
water quality impacts; increased auto-dependence due to relatively isolated location; potential for future 
siting constraints (i.e., away from wetlands) for any Harkins Slough/Highway 1 interchange projects; the 
need for fuller discussion of transportation provisions and impacts; and the need for fuller examination 
of alternative sites. The 1996 EIR notice of preparation comment letter concluded that the submitted 
comments in no way endorse the proposed project and that "serious consideration needs to be given to 
alternative sites." See Aprill1, 1996letter. 

1997 
The District subsequently issued a draft EIR (DEIR) for the proposed high school project at Area Con 
February 24, 1997. On March 26, 1997 Commission staff again testified before the PVUSD School 
Board, this time at the first School Board hearing on the DEIR. Consistent, with all previous 
correspondence on the topic, Commission staff testimony expressed serious concerns with the proposed 
project: indicated that it is inconsistent with the Coastal Act; that it is inconsistent with using Highway 
One as a logical urban/rural boundary for the City of Watsonville (consistent with previous Commission 
actions); expressed dismay that Commission staffs attempts to have relevant Coastal Act issues 
addressed earlier in the process have gone largely ignored; that Commission staff attempted to 
participate in the site selection process to underscore the problematic nature of the site related to its lack 
of infrastructure, its agricultural resources, and its proximity to sensitive habitat areas (among other 
issues), but were not afforded the opportunity and the site selection process completed without our input; 
and that the draft EIR was inadequate. Staff comments concluded that: ( 1) an LCP amendment for the 
high school at this location would be inconsistent with Coastal Act policies protecting coastal 
agriculture, environmentally sensitive habitat areas, scenic resources, and requiring new development to 
be located within existing developed areas with adequate public services; (2) pursuant to California 
Code of Regulations Section 13540(f), the Coastal Commission cannot certify an LCP amendment for 
which there is a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative (according to the draft EIR, the 
environmentally superior alternative at that time was the Watsonville Hospital site); and (3) denial of the 
project by the City of Watsonville or the Coastal Commission was a possibility. See March 26, 1997 
School Board comment notes. 

Commission staff public testimony on the DEIR was followed by a comment letter on the DEIR 
reiterating serious concerns with the proposed project. This April 9, 1997 letter identified issues 
including, but not limited to: concerns that staffs previous efforts to highlight relevant coastal issues 
with the Harkins Slough Road site had been disregarded; inadequacy of the DEIR to describe the project 
and its impacts; the need for better description of the required LCP amendment and any associated 
mitigations as necessary; inadequate analysis of alternative sites that would reduce impacts to 
environmental and agricultural resources and reduce costs associated with new school and infrastructure 
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construction; growth inducing impacts; departure from the Highway One urban-rural boundary as 
established by previous Commission actions (for example, coastal permits for the wastewater treatment 
plant); precedent for further development on lands west of Highway One; conversion of agricultural 
lands; compatibility of school development with continued adjacent agricultural productivity; the need 
for agricultural buffers; inadequate analysis of the significant adverse impacts to environmentally 
sensitive habitats and wetland/slough system; significant adverse impacts on scenic resources as seen 
from Harkins Slough Road and Highway One; and cumulative impacts, including potential projects 
facilitated by the project's growth-inducing jump of Highway One. In the April 9, 1997 letter. 
Commission staff "urge[ d] the District to pursue a less environmentally damaging alternative location" 
and stated their "belie{ f] that the pursuit of an alternative location is of primary importance and the most 
effective way to avoid the significant adverse environmental impacts posed by the project." The letter 
emphasized that Commission staff"have strived to avoid a situation where the district has invested a lot 
of time and money into the development of a school site which does not conform with the standards of 
the California Coastal Act, and therefore, can not be approved." The April 9, 1997 letter concludes that 
the DEIR should be refocused to examine alternative sites, and that Commission staff support the DEIR 
assertion that an alternative location (other than the Harkins Slough/Lee Roads site) is the 
environmentally superior alternative. See April 9, 1997 letter. 

The Commission was subsequently informed at the April 1997 Commission hearing about the nature of 
the proposed high school project at Area C, and staffs serious concerns for siting such development at 
this location. A copy of the April 9, 1997 DEIR comment letter was provided to Commissioners at that 
time. See April 16, 1997 memo. 

Commission staff again testified before the District's Board regarding the proposed high school 
development at the subject site at the May 14, 1997 second District public hearing on the DEIR. Staff 
again reiterated serious concerns over the proposed site, indicated that that the proposed project was not 
the least environmentally damaging feasible alternative available, and that the DEIR does not adequately 
address the environmental impacts of the proposed project, particularly impacts to agriculture and the 
biological resources of the adjacent wetland habitats. Staffs conclusionary recommendation to the 
Board at that time was that it was of utmost importance for the District to pursue a less environmentally 
damaging alternative location for the third high school than the subject Area C site. See May 14, 1997 
School Board comment notes. 

Despite the best efforts by Commission staff and others through testimony and other correspondence to 
clearly identifY the serious planning constraints at the subject Area C site, the District certified the first 
DEIR for high school development on the Area C site in May 1997. 

In June of 1997 Watsonville Wetlands Watch and California Alliance for Resource Conservation filed a 
Petition for Writ of Mandamus against the District and it's Board of Trustees (Case No.133018) in 
Superior Court of Santa Cruz County seeking to overturn the EIR and alleging several violations of 
CEQA. This suit alleged, among other things, that the EIR did not adequately analyze, identify, and/or 
mitigate impacts to sensitive habitat, agricultural lands, and water quality; growth inducement; and 
cumulative environmental impacts. The suit likewise contended that the EIR's alternatives analysis was 
inadequate. Rather than litigate this suit, the PVUSD Board decided to decertify the first EIR and 
circulate a revised draft EIR (RDEIR) with additional information and analysis to correct possible flaws 
in the first EIR. As a result of the Board's decertification of the first EIR, Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
and California Alliance for Resource Conservation dismissed their lawsuit (subject to recovery of 
attorneys' fees and costs). 
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1998 
In June 1998, the District issued a Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR). Commission staff again commented on • 
the project, providing detailed comments on the RDEIR on August 5, 1998. This comment letter focused 
on the District's alternatives analysis and identified issues including, but not limited to: concern that the 
Landmark site had been dismissed as a potential alternative location when this site appeared to be the 
best alternative location available; inadequacies of the RDEIR's agricultural viability study; and concern 
that the RDEIR's environmentally superior alternative was not being pursued. The letter: identified 
several alternative locations to consider; recommended that the District further define future residential 
densities of potential high schoolers within the District in relation to potential sites; requested further. 
information regarding Watsonville Airport flight lane constraints relative to proposed and potential 
alternative sites; recommended that infrastructure costs for feasible alternatives be compared directly; 
requested better explanation of acreage requirements and the possibility of pursuing smaller site 
standards; requested exploration of site design variations to accommodate a school on a smaller 
alternative site; and requested that criteria used to distinguish between alternatives be ranked/weighted. 

Ultimately, the August 5, 1998 RDEIR staff comment letter stated, "as we previously indicated to you, 
and as we again do so through this letter, we urge the district to pursue a less environmentally damaging 
alternative for the proposed third high school. In particular, we believe that the most effective way to 
avoid the significant environmental impacts posed by the proposed project is through the pursuit of an 
alternative location for the project. Towards this end, the substance of this letter provides both feedback 
on the RDEIR's alternatives analysis as well as a framework for broadening the scope of the alternatives 
analysis in the final EIR." The letter concluded that: 

even if the [final] EIR does not explore any more alternative sites than did the RDEIR, the 
RDEIR identifies the expansion of existing facilities as the environmentally superior alternative • 
(following the "no project" alternative). Why isn't this option being pursued? Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(A) ofCEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are 
feasible alternatives or foasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. Any action the 
Coastal Commission may be required to take to amend the City of Watsonville Land Use Plan 
must be consistent with this section of CEQA and the Coastal Act. From a Coastal Act 
perspective, the growth inducing aspects of this project (i.e., extending sewer, water, and related 
infrastructure across Highway One where they were heretofore not found) are particularly 
troubling. Please be advised that the fact that ·a less environmentally damaging ftasible 
alternative is available, and it is not being pursued, may be reason enough for Commission staff 
to recommend denial of the necessary LCP amendment should the district decide to insist on the 
currently proposed project. 

See August 5, 1998 letter. 

CDFG likewise commented on the RDEIR indicating in a July 24, 1998 letter that "the Department 
believes that the proposed project would result in significant adverse impacts to biological resources 
including State- and Federally-listed species. Unless adequate mitigation can be provided, adoption of 
this project would require a finding of overriding considerations. In view of the existence of other 
feasible sites, this would appear to be unjustified." See Exhibit F for the full text of the CDFG letter. 

Notwithstanding this serious concerns for the subject site, the Final RDEIR (FEIR) was certified by the 
District's Board on September 9, 1998. 
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In October 1998, Watsonville Wetlands Watch and California Alliance for Resource Conservation once 
again filed suit in Santa Cruz County Superior Court alleging that the FEIR failed to acknowledge that 
the site is located on prime agricultural land and that the project failed to mitigate or change the project 
as a result ofit's inconsistencies with the Watsonville LCP and the Coastal Act (Case No.l34587). On 
May 14, 1999 the Court found that the revised EIR complied with CEQA requirements, and that 
substantial evidence in the record supported the revised EIR' s conclusions. The Court also specifically 
found that: 

The above reforenced findings [on the adequacy of the EIR] do not purport to bind the 
California Coastal Commission in its determinations regarding the third high school project. 

Thus, the Court's decision places no burden on the Coastal Commission's own determinations with 
regard to the LCP amendment and any impacts or issues therein. As for the lawsuit, Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch and California Alliance for Resource Conservation appealed the Santa Cruz Superior 
Court decision to Appellate Court on July 19, 1999. As of the date of this staff report, several briefs have 
been filed with the Court, but the appeal remains unresolved and a date for oral arguments has yet to be 
set. 

1999 
Prior to the any local hearings on the proposed LCP amendment, Commission staff ascertained from 
newspaper accounts that the Area C site was not for sale by a willing seller. In fact, the District had 
commenced eminent domain proceedings to force the sale of the Area C property for development of a 
public school. Accordingly, Commission staff informed the District by letter May 12, 1999 that such 
proceedings were premature until and unless the LCP were amended. Staff encouraged the District to 
apply to the City to amend the LCP before obtaining title to the subject site so that the District was not 
left with surplus land acquired at great effort in the event that the required planning approvals were not 
obtained. The eminent domain proceedings are undecided as of the date of this staff report. In any case, 
staff's May 12, 1999 letter concluded that: 

Before the District pursues any course, though, we once again encourage the District to look 
beyond the Edwards [Area C] site. We continue to believe that an alternative site (or sites) 
contiguous to existing urban areas and services is the most effective way for the District to avoid 
the significant environmental impacts posed by the proposed project. Any development in or near 
the Watsonville Slough system impacts this environmentally sensitive habitat area and the 
overall chances for long-term slough survival. In this case, the proposed high school extends 
intensive development including infrastructure, concrete and steel, across Highway 1 directly 
into the midst of a rural area at the direct expense of coastal agriculture, public views, Hanson 
Slough and Struve Slough (according to the certified LCP, "the City's most valuable coastal 
resource"). This in turn may induce future growth on the west side Highway 1 that would 
undoubtedly further degrade and fragment these sensitive coastal resources. It also places a 
large population of students and faculty immediately adjacent to productive agricultural 
operations thus creating the potential for conflicts similar to those which have already occurred 
at Amesti School between school use and agricultural practices such as pesticide spraying. 

Without question, we believe that the best public policy and planning choice for the District is to 
acknowledge the serious constraints at the Harkins Slough site and to find another site that is not 
so constrained. In fact, as you are no doubt aware, the District's own final environmental impact 
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report for the proposed project identifies an environmentally superior feasible alternative that 
does not involve the Harkins Slough site. Moreover, the fact that alternative sites do not meet • 
specific project objectives or the typical state school standards is insufficient, in staff's view, to 
warrant selection of an alternative with many more problems. Given the significant negative 
resource implications of pursuing the Harkins Slough site, the District needs to look for mare 
creative solutions. These solutions may not fit the mold of an idealized fifty acre campus, but 
rather may involve a smaller campus, shared facility arrangements, site design variations, and 
other such options. In particular, as we have stated before, the Landmark area adjacent to the 
Overlook shopping center appears to be an ideallocationjor pursuing an urban high school and 
we would encourage the District to work with the City of Watsonville to accommodate the school 
in this currently undeveloped area, which is also much closer to the residential neighborhoods 
from which the student body will be drawn. 

Overall, while we are very supportive of a high school to educate the young people of South 
Santa Cruz County, we are also charged with protecting coastal resources. Accordingly, in light 
of the problems that we have identified and the CEQA materials that we have reviewed to date, 
Commission staff will be compelled to recommend that the Coastal Commission deny the 
required LCP amendment if the District continues to pursue the high school project at the 
Harkins Slough Road (Edwards) site. In the alternative, we believe that new high school 
facilities and protection of coastal resources are not mutually exclusive concepts. Thus, we again 
respectfully request that the District pursue a different location for the third high school as soon 
as possible so that needed educational facilities can be provided consistent with the California 
Coastal Act. 

See May 12, 1999letter. 

When the LCP amendment subsequently went before the City of Watsonville Planning Commission on 
June 7, 1999, Commission staff again provided oral testimony recommending that the City and the 
District pursue alternatives to the subject Area C site in order to avoid significant coastal resource 
impacts including, but not limited to development adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of 
public services and infrastructure to rural areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion of 
agricultural lands, impacts to the public viewshed, impaired water quality, and a destabilized urban-rural 
boundary. In addition, staffs May 12, 1999 correspondence was provided to Planning Commissioners to 
help them understand the planning history associated with the site since the letter contains an annotated 
list of staffs previous correspondence on the subject. 

At around this same time, CDFG had commented on the District's FEIR; this May 19, 1999 CDFG letter 
was likewise distributed to the City Planning Commissioners. CDFG's May 19, 1999 concurred with 
Commission staff concerns, and outlined a series of serious development constraints for the Area C site. 
CDFG observed that the proposed high school would have significant and unmitigatable adverse 
impacts on the Watsonville Slough system, on and off-site, and recommended that the proposed high 
school be relocated to an alternative site. The CDFG letter concludes (see Exhibit F for the full text of 
the CDFG letter): 

The Department finds the Final Revised EIR unacceptable and strongly advises the applicant to 
seek an alternative site. 

Notwithstanding these CDFG and Commission staff concerns, the Planning Commission approved the 
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LCP amendment package, which relies on the subject FEIR, by a vote of four to two, and the matter was 
sent to the Watsonville City Council for action . 

On July 27, 1999 the Watsonville City Council reviewed the subject LCP Amendment package. Again, 
Commission staff provided comments on the project to City decision-makers. In a July 27, 1999 letter 
on the subject LCP amendment package, Commission staff once again reiterated the same set of serious 
concerns over the proposed high school project, and indicated that the proposed LCP amendment 
package raised significant Coastal Act compliance issues. The July 27, 1999 letter identified the low
intensity uses allowed and the performance standards required under the LCP that together act to 
currently limit development on the sensitive Area C site. This July 27, 1999 letter concluded: 

At your meeting this evening you will be asked to vote on proposed amendments which will 
significantly intensify allowable development on this crucial site in the City's coastal zone. The 
proposed amendments west of Highway 1 raises a range of coastal resource issues, including, 
but not limited to development adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of public services 
and infrastructure to rural areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion of 
agricultural lands, impacts to the public viewshed, impaired water quality, and a destabilized 
urban-rural boundary. We urge you to turn back such a' proposal which would significantly 
weaken the certified LCP. 

By this time, CDFG had provided additional comments to the City and the District regarding CDFG 
concerns about siting a high school at Area C. In particular, CDFG's July 12, 1999 letter indicates that 
the subject site is biologically sensitive, and that if some form of development were to occur on the 
subject site, adverse impacts from such development cannot be mitigated on the site. The CDFG letter 
concludes that the proposed high school project would need to be modified to avoid on-site resources 
(i.e., relocation of the proposed school building envelope away from on-site slough resources). In the 
case that such avoidance of impacts and associated mitigation could not be achieved at the subject Area 
C site, CDFG concluded that (see Exhibit F for the full text of the July 1999 letter): 

We will continue to advise against locating the high school at this site. 

By a vote of six to zero, the Watsonville City Council adopted Resolution 222-99 and ordinance 1080-
99 thereby approving the proposed amendment to the City's Coastal Land Use Plan and Implementation 
Plan. This Council action also considered and concurred with the subject FEIR, and relied upon it in the 
Council's LCP findings (Resolution 221-99). 

By the time the City took this action on the proposed amendments, Commission staff had provided 
written comment on 1 0 separate occasions, and testified at 4 different City and District public hearings 
on the matter. Each time, Commission staff consistently delivered the message that the subject site 
raised core Coastal Act issues including protection of ESHA, preserving agricultural lands, and 
maintaining a stable urban-rural boundary, and that feasible less-environmentally damaging alternative 
sites were available that should be pursued before this one . 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- iHE RESOURCES AGENCY GRAYOAVIS, Governor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
.725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTACRUZ, CA 95060 
PHONE: (831) 427-4653 
FI\X: (831) 427-4877 . 

Mayor Rios and City Council Members 
City of Watsonville 
City Hall Council Chambers 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

BY FAX & U.S. MAll 

July 27, 1999 

Subject: Item 6.1 of the July 27, 1999 Watsonville City Council Hearing (Proposed PVUSD 
High School at Harkins Slough and Lee Roads In the City of Watsonville) 

Dear Mayor Rios and City Council Members, 

I write to once again reiterate Commission staffs serious concerns regarding the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District's proposed high school project at Harkins Slough and Lee Roads in the 
City of Watsonville's coastal zone. 

The City's certified local coastal program (LCP) includes specific provisions to limit development 
on this site in order to protect the sensitive Hanson and Struve Slough resources there. The 
LCP currently designates the proposed high school site for passive recreation, agriculture or 
aquaculture {principal uses) and large-lot (5 acre minimum} residential or light non-nuisance 
industrial (conditional uses). Moreover, the LCP limits the proposed site's impervious coverage • 
to a maximum of 1 0%, and limits development to those portions of the site that are less than 
15% slope. 

All of these protections were certified into the LCP in acknowledgement of the valuable slough 
resources and the overall need to limit development on this sensitive site west of Highway 1. As 
stated in the certified LCP: 

(fhe proposed high school site] presents the largest set of questions [in terms of the 
City's coastal zone areas]. Though zoned for residential development, it has the most 
varied terrain of any of the Coastal Zone areas and is the location of the city's most 
valuable coastal resource, Struve Slough. Without question any form of development of 
the site would be diffiCult and would require preservation of the natural resources. 
Potential options included transfer of development rights ta Area A, extremely limited 
light (ndustrial development witiJ the requisite . buffer ·zones and flood control 
maintenance requirements, or designation of the entire area for environmental 
management. Residential development would require very strict performance standards 
with the need to extend roads, sewer or septic tank and water systems, and the 
potentials for encroachment on the wetlands, flooding and further degradation of the 
groundwater, and the need for improved access to the parcels. 

At your meeting this evening you will be asked to vote on an amendment package that will 
significantly intensify allowable development on this crucial site in the City's coastal zone. The 
proposed amendments raise a range of coastal resource issues, including, but not limited to 
development adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of public services and 
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Item 6.1 of the July 27, 1999 Watsonville City Council Hearing (Proposed PVUSD High School) 
July 27,1999 
Page 2 

infrastructure to rural areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion of agricultural 
lands, impacts to the public viewshed, impaired water quality, and a destabilized urban-rural 
boundary. We urge you to turn back such a proposal to significantly weaken the certified LCP, 
contrary to existing California Coastal Act policies. 

Should the City still choose to forward this LCP amendment package to the Coastal 
Commission for consideration, we would also like to clarify for you that the standard of review 
for such a proposal will be the Coastal Act. Previous discussions with City and School District 
representatives have suggested some confusion that California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) requirements are solely the appropriate standard for the City Council to consider. This 
is not the case. Conformance with the policies of the Coastal Act is what the Coastal 
Commission will be determining in the review of any LCP amendments. Thus, I urge the City 
Council to carefully examine those policies as you consider the high school project amendments 
this evening. 

We would like to close by reiterating our support for new south county high school facilities to 
relieve overcrowding at Aptos and Watsonville High Schools. As we have done consistently 
since 1993 (please refer to attachment 5 in your packet for this project), however, we also would 
like to reaffirm our serious concern for pursuing such development at the currently proposed 
location. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

·~~~ 

• 

Tami Grove 
Deputy Director 
California Coastal Commission 
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. CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENT~ COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET. SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 
(831) 427-4663 

John Casey, Superintendent 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
P.O. Box 50010 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

May 12, 1999 

Subject: Proposed High School at Harkins Slough and Lee Roads in Watsonville 

Dear Mr. Casey, 

I am writing in response to continuing developments concerning the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District's proposed high school project at Harkins Slough and Lee Roads in the City of 
Watsonville's coastal zone. While our office continues to be very supportive of new south county 
high school facilities to relieve overcrowding at Aptos and Watsonville High Schools, we feel it is 
important to again convey our serious concern that the proposed project site is not appropriate 
for a new high school. We urge you again to pursue a less environmentally damaging location. 
As we have consistently informed the District since 1993, the proposed project site west of 
Highway 1 raises a range of coastal resource issues, including, but not limited to development 

• 

adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of public services and infrastructure to rural • 
areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion of agricultural lands, impacts to the 
public viewshed, impaired water quality, and a destabilized urban-rural boundary. These 
concerns have been well detailed in a series of letters, meetings, telephone discussions, and 
presentations going back to 1993 (see attached list of summarized correspondence). 

From recent newspaper coverage, we have become aware that the District is again moving 
forward with the proposed project and currently intends to acquire some portion of the subject 
Harkins Slough site through eminent domain proceedings. The ±115 acre site is comprised of 
five separate parcels owned by the Edwards family. These parcels are currently designated for 
passive recreation, agriculture or aquaculture (principal uses) and large-lot (5 acre minimum) 
residential or light non-nuisance industrial (conditional use.s) in the certified local coastal 
program (LCP); all of the parcels are limited to a maximum impervious coverage of 10%. 
Intensive development, such as a high school, is not permitjed on this land. As we have 
indicated previously (see summarized correspondence.), in order to use these parcels for a high 
school, the LCP must be amended, a process which requires the approval of the Coastal 
Commission. Given the numerous constraints associated with this site, approval of the required 
amendment is problematic. We encourage the District to apply for an LCP amendment and 
allow that process to conclude before obtaining title to this site that may or may not be approved 
for the development desired. 

We note also that the proposed purchase involves all of four of the Edwards parcels and part of 
the fifth (and largest) Edwards parcel. Unless the eminent domain proceeding involves taking 
ownership for all five parcels, a land division will be necessary to create the parcel(s) containing 
the proposed high school. Please note that any such division of land requires a coastal 
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development permit, which would be issued by the City of Watsonville, and may be appealable 
to the Coastal Commission. In any case, though, pushing forward with eminent domain 
proceedings at this time is premature from both a planning and regulatory standpoint. It would 
seem a more efficient use of District resources to first pursue the planning approvals which are 
necessary to permit the high school on this site. If these approvals are not forthcoming, the 
District will not be left with surplus land acquired at great effort. If the approvals are secured, 
then it would be appropriate to acquire the land. 

Before the District pursues any course, though, we once again encourage the District to look 
beyond the Edwards site. We continue to believe that an alternative site (or sites) contiguous to 
existing urban areas and services is the most effective way for the District to avoid the 
significant environmental impacts posed by the proposed project. Any development in or near 
the Watsonville Slough system impacts this environmentally sensitive habitat area and the 
overall chances for long-term slough survival. In this case, the proposed high school extends 
intensive development including infrastructure, concrete and steel, across Highway 1 directly 
into the midst of a rural area at the direct expense of coastal agriculture, public views, Hanson 
Slough and Struve Slough (according to the certified LCP, "the City's most valuable coastal 
resource"). This in turn may induce future growth on the west side Highway 1 that would 
undoubtedly further degrade and fragment these sensitive coastal resources. It also places a 
large population of students and faculty immediately adjacent to productive agricultural 
operations thus creating the potential for conflicts similar to those which have already occurred 
at Amesti School between school use and agricultural practices such as pesticide spraying. 

Without question, we believe that the best public policy and planning choice for the District is to 
acknowledge the serious constraints at the Harkins Slough site and to find another site that is 
not so constrained. In fact, as you are no doubt aware, the District's own final environmental 
impact report for the proposed project identifies an environmentally superior feasible alternative 
that does not involve the Harkins Slough site. Moreover, the fact that alternative sites do not 
meet specific project objectives or the typical state school standards is insufficient, in staffs 
view, to warrant selection of an alternative with many more problems. Given the significant 
negative resource implications of pursuing the Harkins Slough site, the District needs to look for 
more creative solutions. These solutions may not fit the mold of an idealized fifty acre campus, 
but rather may involve a smaller campus, shared facility arrangements, site design variations, 
and other such options. In particular, as we have stated before, the Landmark area adjacent to 
the Overlook shopping center appears to be an ideal location for pursuing an urban high school 
and we would encourage the District to work with the City of Watsonville to accommodate the 
school in this currently undeveloped area, which is also much closer to the residential 
neighborhoods from which the student body will be drawn. 

Overall, while we are very supportive of a high school to educate the young people of South 
Santa Cruz County, we are also charged with protecting coastal resources. Accordingly, in light 
of the problems that we have identified and the CEQA materials that we have reviewed to date, 
Commission staff will be compelled to recommend that the Coastal Commission deny the 
required LCP amendment if the District continues to pursue the high school project at the 
Harkins Slough Road (Edwards) site. In the alternative, we believe that new high school 
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facilities and protection of coastal resources are not mutually exclusive concepts. Thus, we 
again respectfully request that the District pursue a different location for the third high school as 
soon as possible so that needed educational facilities can be provided consistent with the 
California Coastal Act. Please feel free to contact me or Dan Carl, Coastal Commission Planner 
for the Watsonville area, at (831) 427-4863 if you should have any questions or would like to 
discuss this matter further. 

Thank you in advance for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Sicn1.~-
Charles Lester 
District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 

cc: Brian Hunter, Central Coast Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game 
Duwayne Brooks, School Facilities Planning Division Director, California Department of Education 
Dave Zian, Regional Programs Manager, Office of Public School Construction, California Department of General Services 
David Williams, Director, City of Watsonville Community Development Department 
Alvin James, Director, Santa Cruz County Planning Department 

• 

• 

• 
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Attachment: Annotated List of Correspondence 

7/28/93 letter from David Loomis (Central Coast District Office Assistant District Director) to 
Richard Meyer (PVUSD Director of Construction/Government Relations): Requests a meeting 
"to discuss the potential for, and impacts of locating a new high school west of State Highway 
One." Informs the District that "there is a high potential for significant impacts on coastal zone 
resources. Furthermore, none of the certified Local Coastal Plans reflect that type or intensity of 
use." 

6/22/95 letter from David Loomis (Central Coast District Office Assistant District Director) to 
Anthony Alvina (PVUSD Superintendent): Reiterates that siting a high school west of Highway 
One at this location could result in significant impacts to coastal resources. Again requests a 
meeting to discuss issues surrounding siting the proposed high school at this location. 

7/12/95 presentation from David Loomis (Central Coast District Office Assistant District Director) 
to the PVUSD at the School District's public meeting: Expresses concerns that the proposed 
high school location is inappropriate and that such development at this location could result in 
significant impacts to coastal resources including, but not limited to, agriculture, wetlands, and a 
stable urban-rural boundary. Requests that PVUSD staff meet with Coastal Commission staff to 
address these issues . 

8/14/95 letter from David Loomis (Central Coast District Office Assistant District Director) to 
Richard Meyer (PVUSD Director of Construction/Government Relations): Summarizes meeting 
of August 3, 1995 between staff of the Coastal Commission, PVUSD, Santa Cruz County, City 
of Watsonville, and LAFCO. Expresses dismay that the District concluded their site selection 
process without soliciting any input from Coastal Commission staff. Requests further meetings 
with the District and the City to discuss LCP amendment requirements and procedures. 
Concludes that this letter "is not an endorsement of [the District's] proposal which will require 
careful scrutiny pursuant to Coastal Act standards," but rather a clarification of scheduling and 
procedures as discussed in the August 3, 1995 meeting. 

9/15/95 letter from David Loomis (Central Coast District Office Assistant District Director) to 
Maureen Owens (City of Watsonville Planning Director); copied to PVUSD: Discusses Local 
Coastal Program Amendment requirements. States that, pursuant to PRC Section 
21080.5(d)2(i} and Section 13540(f) of the California Code of_ Reg.ulations, "the Commission 
[canJnot approve an activity if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant environmental impact." 

1/16/96 letter from Tami Grove (Central Coast District Office District Director) and Les Strnad 
(Central Coast District Office Supervisor of Planning and Regulation) to Maureen Owens (City of 
Watsonville Planning Director); copied to Richard Meyer (PVUSD Director of 
Construction/Government Relations): Requests that the City continue to consider the "Console" 
site as an alternative school site in the District's upcoming EIR "since it is not yet developed and 
is contiguous to urban uses," as opposed to considering the Console site for commercial 
development. States that "the proposed high school site in the coastal zone west of Highway 1 
is in an undeveloped agricultural area, lacking urban services, and not designated for 
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urbanization." Encourages the planning process to accommodate needed public facilities within 
already urbanized areas to "significantly diminish the costs associated with school development, 
(e.g., new freeway improvements, extension of major utilities, etc.) protect the agricultural and 
natural resources existing west of the highway, and provide a more central, logical location for 
the high school" consistent with the Coastal Act. · 

4/11/96 letter from Tami Grove (Central Coast District Office District Director) to Daniel Santo· 
(Educational Services Managing Director); copied to PVUSD: Detailed comments on the CEQA 
Initial Study/Notice of Preparation document for the proposed high school identifies issues 
including, but not limited to: conflicts with Coastal Act; growth inducement on west side of 
Highway 1; growth inducement specifically on remainder of Edwards parcel; negative impacts 
on wetland habitat due to increasing access to the wetlands; negative impacts on adjacent 
agriculture and the need for 200 foot agricultural setbacks; compatibility with continued adjacent 
agricultural practices; the need for 1 00 foot wetland setbacks and full compliance with the LCP's 
wetland protection policies; visual sitir)g impacts; non-point source water quality impacts; 
increased auto-dependence due to relatively isolated location; potential for future siting 
constraints (i.e., away from wetlands) for any Harkins Slough/Highway 1 interchange projects; 
the need for fuller discussion of transportation provisions and impacts; and the need for fuller 
examination of alternative sites. The letter concludes that the submitted comments in no way 
endorse the proposed project and that «serious consideration needs to be given to alternative 
sites." 

3/26/97 presentation from Steve Monowitz (Central Coast District Office Coastal Planner) to the 
PVUSD Board of Directors at the first public hearing on the draft EIR: Expressed serious 
concerns with the proposed project: indicated that it is inconsistent with the Coastal Act; that it is 
inconsistent with using Highway One as a . logical urban/rural boundary for the City of 
Watsonville (consistent with previous Commission actions); expressed dismay that Commission 
staff's attempts to have relevant Coastal Act issues addressed earlier in the process have gone 
largely ignored; that Commission staff attempted to participate in the site selection process to 
underscore the problematic nature of the site related to its lack of infrastructure, its agricultural 
resources, and its proximity to sensitive habitat areas (among other issues), but were not 
afforded the opportunity and the site selection process compl~ted without our input; and that the 
draft EIR was inadequate. Concluded that: (1) an LCP amendment for the high school at this 
location would be inconsistent with Coastal Act policies protecting coastal agriculture, 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, scenic resources, and requiring new development to be 
located within existing developed areas with adequate public services; (2) pursuant to California 
Code of Regulations Section 13540(f), the Coastal Commission ·cannot certify an LCP 
amendment for which there is a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative (according 
to the draft EIR, the Hospital site); and (3} denial of the project by the City of Watsonville or the 
Coastal Commission is a possibility. 

4/9/97 letter from Tami Grove (Central Coast District Office District Director) to Richard Meyer 
(PVUSD Director of Construction/Government Relations): Detailed comments on the CEQA 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) document for the proposed high school identifies 
issues including, but not limited to: concerns that our previous efforts to highlight relevant 
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coastal issues with the Harkins Slough Road site have been disregarded; inadequacy of the 
DElR to describe the project and its.impacts; the need for better description of the required LCP 
amendment and any associated mitigations as necessary; inadequate analysis of alternative 
sites which would reduce impacts to environmental and agricultural resources and reduce costs 
associated with new school and infrastructure construction; growth inducing impacts; departure 
from the Highway One urban-rural boundary as established by previous Commission actions 
(for example, coastal permits for the wastewater treatment plant); precedent for further 
development on lands west of Highway One; conversion of agricultural lands; compatibility of 
school development with continued adjacent agricultural productivity; the need for agricultural 
buffers; inadequate analysis of the significant adverse impacts to environmentally sensitive 
habitats and wetland/slough system; significant adverse impacts on scenic resources as seen 
from Harkins Slough Road and Highway One; and cumulative impacts, including potential 
projects facilitated by the project's growth-inducing jump of Highway One. Commission staff 
"urge the District to pursue a less environmentally damaging alternative location" and "believe 
that the pursuit of an alternative location is of primary importance and the most effective way to 
avoid the significant adverse environmental impacts posed by the project." Emphasized that 
Commission staff "have strived to avoid a situation where the district has invested a lot of time 
and money into the development of a school site which does not conform with the standards of 
the California Coastal Act, and therefore, can not be approved." The letter concludes that the 
DEIR should be refocused to examine alternative sites, and that Commission staff support the 
DEIR assertion that an alternative location (other than the Harkins Slough/Lee Roads site) is the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

5/14/97 presentation from Steve Monowitz (Central Coast District Office Coastal Planner) to the 
PVUSD Board of Directors at the second public hearing an the draft EIR: Expressed serious 
concerns over the proposed site and reiterated that the proposed project is not the least 
environmentally damaging feasible alternative available and that the DEIR does not adequately 
address the environmental impacts of the proposed project, particularly impacts to agriculture 
and the biological resources of the adjacent wetland habitats. Concluded that Commission staff 
believe it is of utmost importance that the District pursue a less environmentally damaging 
alternative location for the third high school. · 

8/5/98 letter from Lee Otter (Central Coast District Office District Chief Planner) to Richard 
Meyer (PVUSD Director of Construction/Government Relations): Detailed comments on the 
CEQA Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) document for the proposed high 
school focuses on the District's alternatives analysis and identifies issues including, but not 
limited to: concern that the Landmark site had been dismissed as a potential alternative location 
when this appears to be the best alternative location available; inadequacies of the RDEIR's 
agricultural viability study; and concern that the RDEIR's environmentally superior alternative is 
not being pursued. The letter: identifies several alternative locations to consider; recommends 
that the District further define future residential densities of potential high schoolers within the 
District in relation to potential sites; requests further information regarding Watsonville Airport 
flight lane constraints relative to proposed and potential alternative sites; recommends that 
infrastructure costs for feasible alternatives be compared directly; requests better explanation of 
acreage requirements and the possibility of pursuing smaller site standards; requests 
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exploration of site design variations to accommodate a school on a smaller alternative site; and 
requests that criteria used to distinguish between alternatives be rankedfweighted. Ultimately, 
the letter states, "as we previously indicated to you, and as we again do so through this letter, 
we urge the district to pursue a less environmentally damaging alternative for the proposed third 
high school. In particular, we believe that the most effective way to avoid the significant 
environmental impacts posed by the proposed project is through the pursuit of an alternative 
location for the project. Towards this end, the substance of this letter provides both feedback on 
the RDEIR's alternatives analysis as well as a framework for broadening the scope of the 
alternatives analysis in the final EJR. • The letter concludes that "even if the [final] EIR does not 
explore any more alternative sites than did the RDEIR, the RDEIR identifies the expansion of 
existing facilities as the environmentally superior alternative (following the "no project" 
alternative). Why isn't this option being pursued? Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a 
proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives· or feasible 
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect 
which the activity may have on the environment. Any action the Coastal Commission may be 
required to take to amend the City of Watsonville Land Use Plan must be consistent with this 
section of CEQA and the Coastal Act. From a Coastal Act perspective, the growth inducing 
aspects of this project {i.e., extending sewer, water, and related infrastructure across Highway 
One where they were heretofore not found) are particularly troubling. Please be advised that the 
fact that a less environmentally damaging feasible alternative is available, and it is not being 
pursued, may be reason enough for Commission staff to recommend denial of the necessary 
LCP amendment should the district decide to insist on the currently proposed project." 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr. Richard Meyer 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
P.O. Box 50010 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

August 5, 1998 

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Third High School 
(OPR State Clearinghouse #96032052; AMBAG Clearinghouse #079807) 

Dear Mr. Meyer, 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-referenced CEQA document. As time does 
not permit Commission staff to analyze how our previous comments may or may not have been 
addressed in this revised draft environmental impact report {ROEIR), please consider this letter 
a supplement which adds to (and which does not replace) our previous comments to you on 
this project (see letter dated April 9, 1997 attached). In particular, this letter does not comment 
per se on the impacts associated with the district's proposed site as we feel that our concerns 
have previously been well documented over the years. Rather, this letter focuses on the 
RDEIR's alternatives analysis and ultimately suggests that the final environmental impact report 
(EI R) must better analyz.e feasible alternative sites. 

In any event, we request that, since this is a new EIR process, these comments (as well as our 
previous comments attached) get more thorough consideration than did our previous comments 
in the EIR that was decertified. -We note that, based on a quick perusal, the responses to our 
previous comments (in the previous final EIR) generally do not address the issues raised. In 
many cases, the responses are very brief and the response author groups several points into 
one numbered comment for which the response only addresses a portion of that comment. In 
some cases, the comment is simply "acknowledged" when a response is actually required. In 
otner cases there is a reference to another response (which is then sometimes further cross
referenced) which, while dealing with the same subject matter, does not address the referred-to 
comment. In any event, the full extent of .the comments present in this letter, as well as our 
previous comments attached, needs to be addressed in the final EIR for this project. 

. As we previously indicated to you, and as we again do so through this letter, we urge the district 
to pursue a less environmentally damaging alternative for the proposed third high school. In 
particular, we believe that the most effective way to avoid the significant environmental 
impacts posed by the proposed project is through the pursuit of an alternative location 
for the project. Towards this end, the substance of this letter provides both feedback on the 
RDEIR's alternatives analysis as well as a framework for broadening the scope of the 
alternatives analysis in the final E!R. 

In general, we commend this version for having a much more complete discussion of 
reasonable alternatives than was present in the previous EIR. We are particularly encouraged 
by the addition of the Kate/Koenig sites and the high school expansion concept. At the same 
time we are discouraged by the bias exhibited against them. We welcome and support the 

CEQA\SCOIWA TIPVUSD-HS.OOC 



Richard Meyer, Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
Comments on RDEIR for the Proposed Third High School 
SCH #96032052; AMBAG #079807 
August 5, 1998 
Page 2 

conclusion that the expansion of the existing schools would be the environmentally superior 
alternative (after the 'no project' alternative). However, if the district continues to have serious 
reservations about these alternatives, then it is incumbent upon the final ElR to broaden the 
analysis of feasible alternatives. 

In particular, we are discouraged at the RDEIR's dismissal of the Landmark Area as an 
alternative to analyze. Please provide justification for the opinion that the Landmark site is 
infeasible. Gommission staff believes that this appears to be the best alternative site and to 
dismiss it as infeasible without comparing it as a valid alternative is not appropriate. The RDEIR 
says that the Landmark site has the same constraints as the proposed site. If that is the case, 
then how can the proposed site be feasible and the Landmark site not be feasible? The RDEIR 
says that the Landmark site is not served by utilities - but neither is the proposed site. The 
RDEIR says that the Landmark site has poor road access, but the City is already building a new 
road at this location. The ROE I R says that the Landmark site is not desirable for high school 
development due to its proximity to Watsonville High School, but it appears that Landmark·is 
approximately 1 Y2 miles away - not much closer to Watsonville High School than is the 
proposed site. More importantly, the Landmark site is closer to where more students live than is 
the proposed site. The RDEIR says that the Landmark site's proximity to the elementary school 
is an issue - why is this an issue? Several elementary and secondary schools are co-located 
(e.g., in San Lorenzo Valley). Why would this proximity be an issue for the Landmark site? Is 
this just a preference or is there actual district policy against proximity of elementary and 
secondary schools? What is the State policy on this matter? 

The RDElR does not say how many acres are developable at Landmark. The RDEIR says that 
of the 68 acre Franceschi parcel, 12 acres would be precluded as environmentally sensitive, 
and another 2 acres would be necessary for roads; this leaves 54 acres. How .is the Landmark 
site less than 50 acres? How exactly do the open space and road easement requirements (and 
any other requirements) at the Landmark site reduce the useable space at this location to less 
than 50 acres? If the acreage is shown to be reduced, how much less than 50 acres is available 
at the Landmark site? According to the information that we have received from the State 
Department of Education, the recommended acreage for a 2,200 student high school is 
approximately 45 acres- not 50 acres as utilized in the RDEIR. Is it within the 45 acre size 
requirement? Have waivers and/or variances been pursued from the acreage standards for the 
Landmark site? Or any other site for that matter? What about the two adjacent parcels owned 
by L~ndmark-Sam Sells? Couldn't the landmark site be entarged by using some portion of 
these 53 acres being graded for fill material on Stonecreek? 

The RDEIR says that the City of Watsonville is unlikely to support conversion of the Landmark 
site to a school site. However, LAFCO is currently requiring a reexamination of the site as an 
industrial site, and the City could reexamine its suitability for a school at the same time. Given 
that the Landmark site is currently vacant, and that the new school is to immediately house 700 
Watsonville children, wouldn't a school at this site be a priority for the City? Wouldn't it be even 
more of a priority for the City since the new school will generate 120 jobs and result in an 
educated work force? Note that the other proposed uses at the Landmark site have not 
happened for 15 years. In light of the district's current space problems, wouldn't a current 
school use be a better use of this vacant property? Furthermore, given that the City will soon be 
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seeking approval to annex an additional 78 acres adjacent to the Landmark site for jobs and 
housing (recently conditionally approved by LAFCO as an addition to the City's Sphere of 
Influence), there should be enough space to fit in a school at Landmark and/or the surrounding 
new acreage. With almost 200 acres that are undeveloped in the Landmark area, isn't there 
some combination of parcels that could be utilized for a school site? 

We maintain that the Landmark location appears to be the best alternative site and to dismiss it 
as infeasible without comparing it to the proposed project as a valid alternative is not 
appropriate. 

We are in agreement that the no project alternative is not a viable option. However, this 
needs to be clarified. The no project alternative means that there would be no new high school 
facilities developed to relieve student overcrowding in the district. We believe that some type of 
project is necessary and the purpose of this letter is to further that objective. There is a different 
spin put on the no project alternative in the RDEIR. This spin is that the 'no project alternative' 
relates to the agricultural viability of the proposed school site. This is not the case. There are 
actually two variations of the 'no project' alternative: one being no school project at all at any 
location, and a second being no project at the Harkins Slough Road/Lee Road location. We 
agree with the dismissal of the first variation; however, we would object to the RDEIR's 
conclusion that long-term agriculture is not viable at the site. 

The Agricultural Viability Study (RDEIR Appendix B) says that only 15 acres have been 
farmed recently and bases future earnings on only those 15 acres even though the proposed 
school parcel is 55 acres (not counting the 9 acres to be set aside as a biological preserve). 
What about the other 40 acres making up the proposed school site? Are these additional 40 
acres unfarmable? What about the remaining 51 acres that make up the remainder of the 115 
acre parcel? Will the remaining 5.1 acres (not a part of the project but a part of the larger parcel) 
stay viable and profitable with the loss of the 55 acres proposed for conversion from agricultural 
to school use? Are there potential support agricultural uses that could be pursued for the 
parcel? Could the proposed 55 acre school site have facilities (e.g., barns) that would support 
agriculture un the remaining 51 acre parcel? Why or why not? If the site will be graded to a 
more level configuration for a school, wouldn't it also be suitable for greenhouses (which are 
becoming prevalent in this area)? Why or why not? 

The study does not mention whether there are farming practices (e.g., farming organically and 
building up the soil; different crops, etc.) that could improve the soil capability. Furthermore, 
there are a variety of agriculturally-related uses other than row crops that might be viable and 
would serve as a transition to adjacent farmland in the County. Are there other farming 
practices that could be utilized for the subject parcel? Would these practices increase the 
parcel's agricultural viability? Furthermore, from the figures provided it appears that the site 
meets the $200 per acre Williamson Act test. How does the study come to the opposite 
conclusion? 

The study also needs to clarify water issues. The study says that the proposed high school site 
is served by the Pajaro Valley Water Management District (PVWMD). However, PVWMD does 
not currently supply water to the site. Rather, the site is currently served by on-site wells . 
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Therefore, the costs of water equate to the pumping costs (i.e., PG&E costs) plus any PVWMD 
fees. Note that PVWMD fees were capped in the June 1998 elections. 

We concur that two of the alternatives can be dismissed. The Crestview alternative (RDEIR 
Alternative 4) appears to be more environmentally damaging by virtue of the fact that it is 
prime agricultural land in an agriculturally productive area. In terms of the access via Airport 
Road alternative (RDEIR Alternative 2}, the consideration of an alternative access road does 
not represent a real alternative and should not be given the same status of the other 
alternatives. Given that the proposed project already includes this same road as a secondary 
access, this alternative only changes the transportation pattern. Such project design are most 
appropriately considered after a site has been selected through an evaluation of valid (i.e., 
feasible) alternative locations. · 

We were encouraged by the inclusion of the Calabasas Area (Kato/Koenig) alternative 
{RDEIR Alternative 3). Actually, these are really two sites and should be treated 
independently. We have a number of questions about- these sites (not the least of which is 
where they are exactly located • as described below, these, and all alternatives, need to be 
mapped). Why are the infrastructural requirements {i.e., roads, drains, sewers, et al) any 
different for this site versus the proposed site? Is Harkins Slough Road any wider than is 
Calabasas Road? The RDEIR states that upgrades to existing sewer and storm drain lines 
would be necessary - wouldn't this be less of a burden than would be the a// new sewer and 
water lines that would be required for the proposed site? Why or why not? RDEIR Table Alt-2 
states that the proposed project would have less agricultural impacts than alternative 3, but 
what about growth inducement/adjacency impacts? What are the trade-offs? The RDEIR states 
that alternative 3 does not meet the objective of being in the planned direction of Watsonville 
growth; what does this refer to? The most recent sphere of influence unconditionally approved -
by LAFCO was towards Buena Vista in this general direction. Does this planned growth in the 
RDEIR refer to the "Tai" area? (If this is the case, then it proves that the proposal is growth
inducing.) If so, should not Tai provide its own school if it is ever approved? The RDEIR says 
that alternative 3 would have "urban/rural" impacts; what dpes this mean? The proposed site is 
more rural than this one, and there are high schools in urban, rural, and suburban areas; what 
specific locational standard, if any, would be violated by this location? Hopefully, answers to 
these questions will enable one to more objectively compare these two sites to the proposed 
site. 

We welcome the expansion of existing facilities alternative {RDEIR Alternative 5) and the 
conclusion that it is the most superior alternative from an environmental perspective. Although 
the "mega-schools" concept was quickly floated and rejected by the school board, it deserves 
more serious consideration and analysis; possibly in a modified form to address the objections 
and any potential impacts. This alternative should also consider the effect of moving 
administrative facilities out of the school campuses (e.g., Watsonville High School) to free up 
space for students and instruction. With additional space vacated by administrative functions, 

.. the viability of expanding the existing high schools would be increased. We understand that the 
district is considering the purchase and/or lease of the old Watsonville Hospital for the purposes 
of consolidating administrative fu.nctions. The consolid.ation of administrative functions at the 
hospital site makes sense given that the facility appears too small to be considered of itself for a 
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high school. This alternative needs to be further discussed and analyzed in the EIR. 
supplemented with an explicit discussion of moving administrative functions away from the 
school sites themselves. Given that alternative 5 is already the environmentally superior 
alternative (after the "no project" alternative), a revised alternative 5 incorporating the use of the 
old hospital site (or another developed facility for that matter) for administrative functions would 
likely be able to continue to be the most superior alternative from an environmental perspective. 

Some additional questions on alternative 5: Why would "overall fire safety on already over
crowded school sites" be an issue at Aptos High with 2,400 students on a 75 acre campus, 
since it would be less dense than the proposed new high school (2,200 students on 55 acres)? 
If it is true that Watsonville High School would be more dense under this alternative, would it be 
possible to better balance student attendance (i.e., having more students at Aptos and less at 
Watsonville)? How would this change if administrative functions at Watsonville were transferred 
offsite? Why is the "response time for fire and police services severely compromised" by the 
two high school plan? How much further away are the nearest police/sheriff and fire stations 
from these two schools than from the proposed new school? How is code compliance an issue? 
Wouldn't this plan result in bringing the two schools up to code? A recent newspaper article 
mentioned that this plan may be more costly than a new high school, but wouldn't/shouldn't the 
existing high schools be brought up to code anyway? Why are additional road construction 
costs for the Aptos campus any more of a concern than the costs to improve Harkins Slough 
Road (including the $8 million that the City and CAL TRANS are already spending to improve 
the Harkins Slough overpass with sidewalks and bike lanes)? Why does RDEIR Table Alt-2 
show that traffic impacts would be the same for this alternative and the proposed Harkins 
Slough/Lee Road site? With comparatively fewer residences near the proposed high school site 
which is at the fringe of the City, wouldn't there be more bus and car trips at the proposed site? 
Shouldn't traffic generation take into account future population areas in relation to alternative 
sites to determine how many students will likely walk, bike, take the bus, drive, or be dropped 
off at any potential alternative school location? Why or why not? What is the district's 
transportation policy regarding bussing? Regarding driving to school? How does this policy 
affect traffic and circulation impacts for this alternative (and others)? Why would this proposal 
have similar groundwater impacts? If more students go to Aptos High, wouldn't there be less 
groundwater impacts because the Pajaro Valley groundwater basin is in overdraft? Why should 
the fact that an EIR would be required for the Aptos High expansion be a deterrent? Given that 
this RDEIR represents a draft EIR going through its second release, a second EIR would not be 
required for the Aptos expansion if the final EIR evaluated the environmental impacts of 
expanding the high schools. 

This alternative (i.e., expansion of existing high schools) needs to identify (i.e., map) and 
analyze future school district boundaries and the future residential density of potential high 
school students within the district. What happens if there is a split or some other reorganization 
of the district? Would it ·then make even more sense to expand each high school? Less sense? 
In the event of secession, would each district need 2 high schools? If so, could these schools 
be smaller? What would be the optimal location for high school(s) if the district splits or is 
reorganized? What is the implication if part or all of the Monterey County portion of the school 

. district moves into the North Monterey County Unified School District? If this were to happen, 
would the North Monterey County High School have room for the additional students or could it 
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expand to accommodate them without adverse environmental impacts? What about a refined 
alternative whereby there are three clusters of high schools with expansion of Watsonville and 
Aptos High Schools and a new high school location in Freedom? Again, answers to these 
questions and an exploration of the above comments can help frame an acceptable alternative 
involving expansion of existing facilities that can be more objectively compared to proposed 
project. 

We agree with the RDEIR that all of the evaluated alternatives have problems. However, if the 
environmentally superior alternative is not going to be pursued, it is incumbent upon the final 
EIR to broaden the comparative analysis of feasible alternatives. By this we mean that in 
addition to the three valid alternatives in the RDEIR (i.e., Kato, Koenig, and school expansion), 
the final EIR must compare additional feasible site locations that will minimize the significant 
environmental impacts -posed by the proposed project. In undertaking this exercise, the EIR 
must keep in mind the following. 

• 

Before any alternative sites are rejected by the EIR on the basis that they do not comply with 
the 50~acre minimum lot size set in the RDEIR, opportunities to obtain waivers and/or variances 
from this standard need to be pursued. The RDEIR does not even explore the question of 
potential waivers and/or variances from acreage requirements. Furthermore, please note that 
according to the information that we have received from State Department of Education, the 
recommended acreage for a 2,200 student high school is approximately 45 acres - not 50 
acres as utilized in the RDEIR. The RDEIR states that a 50-acre minimum site size is required, 
but this site size is not explained and potential lesser acreage . standards are not analyzed, • 
discussed, or explored in relation to sites that may be less than 50 acres; this is a deficiency 
that needs to be addressed in the final EIR. Why are 50 acres required for the proposed high 
school? Is this a "recommended" size or is it a "required" size? If it is "required," are there 
variances and/or waiver procedures for pursuing smaller, less environmentally damaging sites? 
If so, why hasn't the district pursued these? 

In addition to settling required/recommended/allowed acreage standards, the EIR also needs to 
explore site design measures that could result in the need for lesser acreage. In other words, if 
there are any potential sites which may result in a less environmentally damaging alternative 
but which are slightly smaller than would accommodate the current proposed high school 
design, the district needs to explore changed plans which may fit into this smaller parcel. For 
example, the RDEIR states that the parking required for the high school pursuant to accepted 
engineering standard would be 418 parking spaces, yet the proposed high school would provide 
nearly double this number of parking spaces. Why does the school need this excess of parking 
spaces? Isn't this cqunter to the County's Congestion Management Program? Why does the 

. RDEIR propose an excess of parking based upon a 2,200 student capacity and then analyze 
· traffic impacts based upon an initial 700 students? Shouldn't the RDEIR traffic and circulation 

impacts discussion focus on the worst case (as opposed to the best case) scenario? Couldn't 
parking be phased along with student growth? At capacity, wouldn;t the traffic and circulation 
impacts be much greater than those shown in the RDEIR? What will be the traffic and 
circulation ·impacts associated with 2,200 students, 120 staff and X number of visitors? Wouldn't 
a reduction. in parking result in less requir:ed acreage at the same time as helping the project to 

• 
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comply with City and County congestion management policies? Wouldn't lesser parking result 
in lesser required impervious surfacing? 

Finally, from our quick survey of parcels in and around the present school district boundary, 
there are a number of parcels greater than 40 acres (and a number greater than 50 acres) that 
may be feasible alternative sites and which have not been analyzed by the RDEIR. If the district 
is not otherwise precluded by regulation or law, the EIR should explore less environmentally 
damaging sites that are somewhat less than 50 acres. For example, there are a number of 
large vacant parcels in the City of Watsonville's newly approved sphere of influence between 
Larkin Valley Road and Buena Vista Drive which are conveniently located and which have not 
been pursued. Could some combination of these large parcels be pursued for the new school? 
If not, why not? Are there other parcels in the 40 to 50 acre range that have were previously 
dismissed as too small without any other analysis? Would any of these parcels potentially result 
in a less environmentally damaging alternative? What about the site off of Trabing Road that 
has been evaluated by Santa Cruz County as a potential alternative landfill site (see attached 
map)? The County has identified some constraints for this Trabing Road site but nothing that 
would appear to eliminate it without any further review. 

Before any alternatives are dismissed by the EIR based upon their location relative to Aptos 
and Watsonville High Schools, the EIR needs to map the future residential density of potential 
high school students within the district. This factor is more important to identifying the adequacy 
of potential sites than is the current high school locations. Likewise, the existing (and potential 
future through annexation or secession) boundaries of the school district need to be included in· 
this density analysis. It is more desirable to construct school improvements in such a way that 
students can easily get to (i.e., by walking and biking) schools that are near their residences as 
opposed to requiring long commutes (and driving and bussing). For example, the information in. 
the RDEIR does not bridge this analytical gap when it summarily dismisses the Landmark site 
as being too close to Watsonville High School. How much closer is the Landmark site to 
Watsonville High School than is the proposed site? More importantly, lacking maps of future 
residential densities, is this distance even relevant? Where will future high schoolers reside? 
How does this future residential density relate to the current boundaries of the school district? 
How does it relate to any future boundaries of the school district due to potential annexations 
and/or secessions? Are there any parcels that could be pursued near these future high 
schoolers' residences? 

Likewise, before any alternatives are dismissed by the EIR based upon their location relative to 
the airport, the precise boundaries of overhead flight lanes needs to be identified. The RDEIR 
states that multiple· sites were dismissed based upon their relative position to the airport. 
However, it is not explained when and where these safety factors did and did not apply. In 
tandem with mapping future residential densities in relation to current/future district boundaries, 
the EIR needs to map all flight zones (including arriving and departing flight lines, and any other 
designated flyover zones) that are being used to disqualify potential alternative sites. What are 
the reasons for disallowing school construction in these areas? What are the circumstances 
under which school construction would be allowed in these areas? 
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Before any alternatives are dismissed by the EIR because of necessary infrastructure! needs 
(i.e., roads, drains, sewers, et al), the EIR must quantify and compare these requirements 
among alternatives. Since infrastructure improvements will likely be necessary at any potential 
site, no site should be dismissed based upon the need for new/improved infrastructure. Rather, 
the EIR needs to present information detailing these differences among sites. How do the 
necessary infrastructure! improvements at Landmark or Calabasas compare to the proposed 
site? Will the pending construction of Oholone Parkway provide for any of these infrastructural 
improvements for the Landmark site (thus reducing the need for these. to be borne by the 
school district)? What are the infrastructure! needs were a site in the newly annexed area near 
Freedom to be considered? Would these be much less? What would be the infrastructure! costs 
for the area between Larkin Valley Road and Buena Vista Drive? 

In general, all alternative locations to be considered in the final EIR (including the eleven sites 
preliminary identified, the sites listed in RDEIR Tables A!t-1 and Alt-:2, Landmark, and any other 
feasible sites identified as the EIR broadens the alternatives analysis) need to be precisely 
identified on the same map in the EIR which needs to identify future population densities, 
current/future school district boundaries, and any other mapped constraints (e.g., airport flight 
paths). The RDEIR is lacking a clear identification of the location of alternative sites. Any 
additional sites identified as described above need to also be included on this master map. 
Commission staff believe that alternative site selection and analysis is crucial to avoiding the 
significant environmental impacts associated with the district's proposed site and that the final 
EIR needs to have a master map which identifies all potential alternative site locations. 

In conclusion, we maintain that the alternatives analysis in the RDEIR remains deficient in being 
biased against the reasonable alternatives analyzed and concurrently dismissing or failing to 
examine any .others. The acreage requirements need to be better explained· (i.e., 50 acres 
versus 45 acres) and smaller site standards explored (i.e., via waivers and/or variances). Site 
design variations requiring less acreage must be identified {e.g., Why can or cannot the district 
pursue a site with shared-use athletic fields? Why can or cannot the site have less parking 
spaces? Etc.). The relationship of future high school student population densities in relation to 
potential feasible alternative sites must be developed. Likewise, the existing (and potential 
future through annexation or secession) boundaries of the school district need to be included in 
this density analysis. Airport-related constraints and infrastructural costs and requirements for 
each site need to be identified. 

Given the· range of problems associated with the proposed site (as further described in our 
previous EIR comments dated April 9, 1997 attached} and the District's unfavorable stance 
toward the alternatives evaluated, additional alternative sites need to be analyzed and 
compared. For a fair and accurate comparison of these alternatives, the final EIR needs to 
explicitly rank any and all criteria used (as currently listed-but not ranked-in RDEIR 2.2) in 
the alternatives analysis. . 

Finally, even if the EIR does not explore any more alternative sites than did the RDEIR, the 
RDEIR identifies the expansion of existing facilities as the environmentally superior alternative 
(following the "no project" alternative). Why isn't this option being pursued? Section 
21 080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are 

• 

• 

• 
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feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures availa!;>le which would substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on the environment. Any action the 
Coastal Commission may be required to take to amend the City of Watsonville Land Use Plan 
must be consistent with this section of CEQA and the Coastal Act. From a Coastat Act 
perspective, the growth inducing aspects of this project (i.e., extending sewer, water, and 
related infrastructure across Highway One where they were heretofore not found) are 
particularly troubling. Please be advised that the fact that a less environmentally damaging 
feasible alternative is available, and it is not being pursued, may be reason enough for 
Commission staff to recommend denial of the necessary LCP amendment should the district 
decide to insist on the currently proposed project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Lee Otter 
District Chief Planner 
Central Coast District Office 

Attachments: (1) April 9, 1997 letter on previous DEIR (2) Trabing Road map 

cc: Charles Eadie, Director, City of Watsonville Planning Department 
California Department of Education 
OPR State Clearinghouse (#96032052) 
AMBAG ylearinghouse (#079807) 

02.5 
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Mr. Richard Meyer 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
165_ Blackburn Street 

. Watsonville, CA 95077-501 0 

April 9, 1997 

RE: Draft Environmentallmp~ct Report for the Proposed Third High School Site 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced document. As you will find, 
these comments emphasize the Commission staff's concern regarding the selected site, and 
urge the District to pursue a less environmentally' damaging alternative location. They also 
identify_ the document's deficient analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project. These project specific comments should not, however, be construed to imply 
that the Commission staff endorse the proposed location. We believe that ttie pursuit of an 
alternative location is of primary importance, and the most effective way to avoid the significant 
adverse environmental impacts posed by the project. 

The project evaluated by this document is located within the coastal zone, and requires an 
amendment to the City of Watsonville's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to allow for the 
proposed use; such an amendment must be certified by the Commission as conforming with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the California Coastal Act. The subject document does not present the 
information necessary for the Coastal Commission to conclude that the amendment is 
consistent with the Coastal Act. In addition, the proposed project necessitates a coastal 
development permit (COP) from the City of Watsonville which is appeatable to the Coastal 
Commission. The document has also failed to supply the analysis needed tu establish the 
proposed project's consistency with applicable LCP standards . 

. The Commission staff is greatly disappointed by the fact that the Draft EIR {DEIR) for this 
project does not respond to the coastal issues identified in ouF April11, 1996 comment letter 
·~egarding the Notice of Preparation. In summary, these include: 

• information and analysis needed to determine Coastal Act conformance; 

• adequate alternatives analysis; 

• conversion of agricultural land; 

• impacts to biological resources; 

• 

• scenic resources; 

• growth inducement; and, • 
f>1h 

pvhadeir.doc, Centc.a! Cqast Area Office 
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• cumulative impacts. 

The need for the final ElR to adeauately address these issues is reiterated in the followino . -
comments. However, prior to identit;ing the specific comments the Commission staff have with 
respect to the proposed project, it is imperative to review the history of our attempts to have 
these concerns addressed. Our intent has always been to provide the school district with the 
information necessary to consider the costs, timelines, and reguL:.:atory requirements associated 
with developing a new high school on undeveloped agricultural lands in the coastal zone, 
directly adjacent to wetland habitats, and net currently supplied with infrastructure. It was our 
hope that the school district would effectively consider these issues during site selection and 
project design. 

1. Background 

Beginning in 1993, this office has continuously attempted to inform the schooi district of the 
problematic nature of the proposed site, the detailed information that would be required to 
determine whether or net the project would be consistent with Coastal Act policies, and the 
process which must be folicwed in order to allow for such a project to move forward. On Juiy 
28, 1993, we requested a meeting with the school district; Santa Cruz County, the City of 
Watsonville, and LAFCO in a letter which also summarized our concerns regarding· the proposal 
to construct a new high school west of Highway One. As this meeting ne'ler materialized, 
another request was sent on June 22, 1995. · 

The requested meeting took place on August 3, 1995, where we were informed that the site 
selection process had been completed without the opportunity far us to participate. We 
identified the need for an LCP amendment and an in-depth review of its consistency with 
Coastal Act standards. It was agreed that the appropriate time to review the specifics of this 
issue would be during the environmental review stage. Unfortunately, the subject DEJR falls far 
short of this expectation, as detailed in the following sections of this letter. 

Prior to this meeting, our Assistant District Director Dave loomis presented the Commission 
staff's concerns regarding the contemplated project'at the School District meeting of July 12, 
1995,. In identifying the Coastal Act issues raised by the City of Watsonville's intent to develop 
lands west of Highway One (including the proposed High School), Mr. loomis' presentation 
referenced the fallowing comment letters previously submitt~d by Coastal Commission staff on 
this subject: · 

• February 1993 letter to the State Clearinghouse on the DEIR for the proposed Watsonville 
2005 General Plan; 

• July 1994 letter to the school district regarding the propos ad school site; 

• March 1995 letter to the City of Watsonville commenting of the Notice of Preparation of a 
Supplemental EIR for the Watsonville 2005 General Plan; and, 

• June 1995 letter to Superintendent Avina reiterating our concerns regarding the proposed 
High School site, and requesting, for a second time, a coordination meeting bet\Neen the 
involved agencies. 
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In January, 1996, when we became aware that the City was considering commercial· 
dew:;lopment of the "Console" or ~080" site, the Commission staff sent a letter to the City of 
Watsonville requesting that this site be considered for use as a High School site before being 
committed to commercial deve!oprnent. This recommendatio.n addressed the fact that this site 
was contiguous to existing development, while the site west of Highway One is in an · 
undeveloped agricultural area, lacking urban services, and not designated for urbanization. In 
response, we were informed that the California Department of E_dutation considered the 

. Console· site as being und~rsized, and as a result, it did not receive further consideration. 

On March 20, 1996, we received a copy of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for the 
. proposed project. Our comments to this document were sent on April 11, 1996, and are 
attached for reference. As previously stated, the issues identified by this letter remain 
unresolved. 

Staff analyst Steve Monowitz shared these concerns with the School District aoain at its 
. -·meeting of March 26, 1997. As was noted in Mr. Monowitz's presentation, we have strived to 

avoid a situation where the district has invested a lot of time and money into the development of 
a school site which does not conform with the standards of the California Coastal Act, and 
therefore, can not be approved. Considering the history of our attempts to have the applicable 
Coastal Act issues addressed, we are distressed by the subject DEIR's lack of analysis on this 
to_pic. 

• 

.... •• 2. Sco.pe of EIR 

The Draft EIR is deficient in addressing the full nature of the proposed project and the affected 
environment, as it does not identify or analyze the extensive development that will need to take 
place outside of the proposed school's footprint to accommodate this facility. The current lack 
of an adequate infrastructure system, and the specific improvements needed to support the 
proposed use of the site, needs to be completely addressed by the EIR. This must include an 
analysis of the environmental impacts associated with infrastructure development. . 

While the DEIR briefly mentions some of the infrastructure expansion that will be required to 
serve the project, it does an inadequate job of describing the specific design, locations, and 
environmental impacts associated with such development. For example: 

• the DEIR identifies the need for a secondary access road from West Airport Boulevard, a 
separate bus lane, and pedestrian and bicycle access routes (pages 5.2-9- 5.2-11, and 
figures· PD-2 and T-2), but does not identify their locations, proposed design capacity, or 
environmental impacts; 

• the DEIR notes that project drainage and stormwater management still needs to be 
addressed, either. through on-site detention or a newly engineered storm drainage systen: 
(p. 5.6-5). The document does not evaluate the design requirements of such a system, 
identify these facilities within illustrations of site design, or analyze their potentially 
significant adverse impacts on hydrology, water quality, and the biological productivity of . 
adjacent sensitive habitat areas. The proposed mitigation measures, aimed at maintaining • 
an equivalent quantity of runoff from the subject site as currently exists, and minimizing the · 
discharge of urban pollutants from the site through the eventual development of a Storm 

·ou 
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Water Pollution Pre'lention Plan (S'J'.JPPP1\, is inadequate to address orciect imoacts. 
' I 4 I 

Issues such as potential char.ges to the hydrologic functioning of acjace!lt wetland areas, 
residual impacts to water quality with implementation of the ;squired S'vVPPP, and the direct 
impacts of stormwater system construction must be addressed by the DEiR. 

Additional direct and indirect environmental impacts associated with other infrastructure 
improvements antidpated to be required to serve the proposed project are practically ignored 
by the DEIR, including: 

• preventing the common closures of Harkins Slough and Lee Roads due to flooding; 

• revisions to Highway One on and off ramps; and 

• installation/expansion of water and sevver lines. 

The inadequate scope of the EIR is further exacerbated by the fact that the DE!R is unclear as 
to what constitutes the project site. Our comments on the Initial Study requested that the entire 
parcel be discussed. In some cases the proje<;:t site is shown as be;ng the 115 acre site (Figure 
PD-1. for example), in other cases the project site is shown as being just the ·ss acre school site 
(Figure PD-2) and the analysis is limited to just this portion of the site. There are several 
problems with this. · 

First, facilities associated with the proposed project, such as the secondarJ access road and 
utility e~ensions, are not within the 55 acres evaluated by the DElR. The impacts fro(Tl these 
facilities are not addressed. 

· Second, the DEIR suggests mitigating site-specific impacts by redesign and resiting the project 
within the 55 acre envelope (e.g., setting back further from the wetlands), with no discussion 
about whether other parts of the site would be more suitable. Is there flexibility in site design . 
beyond the 55 acres identified? 

Third, the DEIR does not discuss how this site relates to the remainder of the property: Is a 
land division necessary? If so, t.his development activity should be analyzed by the El R. A.re 
there any agreements with landowners as to what may happen on the remaining 60 acres 

. (e.g., cost-sharing agreements for utility extensions)? 

Fourth, if the site is limited to 55 acres, then the necessary impact analyses ·need to address 
the remaining 60 acres in addition to the surrounding area. For example, if the remainder of the 
site is to stay in agriculture, then a buffer on the northern boundary of the developed 55 acre 
site will be necessarf. · 

-. 
Finaf!y, the DEIR contains a recommended mitigation measure (#b-1 on page 5. 7-11) to 
preserve the remainder of the site. This a potentially W!:lcome recommendation, but needs 
some elaboration, since it goes on to say that priority should emphasize grasslands and 
marshlands. Does this mean that an additional area of the 115 acres beyond the 55 acres 
would be considered for development? The EIR should provide a map showing exactly what 
part of the site needs to be preserved to achieve this mitigation and a rationale for this. 
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3. LCP Amendment and COP Processes and Requirements 

In its discussion of permits and approvals required for the project (p. 2~5), the DE!R correctly · 
identifies that an LCP amendment will be necessary to allow for the proposed High School use 
(also identified on page 5~1-1 of the DElR). Currently, the LCP allows for passive recreation, 
agriculture, and aquaculture land uses on the proposed school site ,(Area C of the LCP). Very 
low-density residential and low intensity light industrial uses are allowed on a conditional basis, 

. only if continued agriculture use is demonstrated to be infeasible. 

Section·2.5 of the DEIR does not, however, identify that the amendment requires certification 
by the California Coastal Commission. Such certification will be based upon the amendment's 
conformance with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

Nor does this discussion identify that a coastal development permit from the City of Watsonville 
is required for the project, which is appealable to the Coastal Commission. The standard of 
review for approval of the coastal development permit will be c.onsistency with the Watsonville 
certified LCP. 

The greatest deficiency in the OEIR related to these requirements; is the fact that the Land Use 
Component of the OEJR relative to the LCP (p.5.1-3) does not contain a aconsistency analysis" 
with respect to the LCP amendment's conformance with applicable Coastal Act standards, or 
the project's consistency. with the specific requirements of the Watsonville LCP. 

In order..Jo address these requirements, the ElR should: 

• articulate the specific provisions of the LCP that are proposed to be amended in order to 
accommodate the proposed project; 

• evaluate the amendment's consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act; 

• analyze the proposed project's conformance with the specific criteria and performance 
standards for new development contained in the. LCP; and, 

• identify mitigation measures needed to ensure LCP compliance. 

The following sections of this letter identify the specific Coastal Act and LCP issue areas for 
which a more detailed analysis ofproject conformance must be provided. 

Furthermore, Section 13540(t) of the Commission's Administrative Regulations requires that 
certification of Land Use Plans conform with Public Resources Code Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i}, 
which requires that an activity will. not be approved or adopted as proposed if.there are feasible . 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would ·substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment. This requirement 
underscores the need for a thorough examination of project alternatives, as discussed be!ow. 

4. Project Alternatives 
. ·, 

• 

• 
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The OE!R describes the fo;!cwlr.a three alternatives to the pr:Jpcsed oraJ:ect: u-;e "no proiect" "" ' . 
alternative; the cumantly proposed site with an alternative rr:ain access along .A.irport Road; and, 
an alternative location. In the discussion of alternative locations, the DElR considers the top 
three sites that were developed during the site selection process: the proposed site, the 
Console site, and the Hospital site. 

The DE!R eliminates consideration of the Console site on the basis that it has since been 
. purchased and is being developed as a retail center. Durlng City processing of a permit for this 
retail project, the Commission staff requested that before befng committed to retail 
development, the site's potential use for a new High School be considered. The response that 
was provided by the City and the School District (that the site was too smail to accommodate a 
High School) appears to conflict with the DElR's indication that this was, in fact, a viable 
alternative. 

Further complicating the acceptability of the proposed site is the fact that the DE!R concludes 
that the Hospital site is the "environmentally superior a.lternative". The DE!R does not identify 
why this alternative is not being pursued in favor of a more environmentally damaging 
alternative (i.e., the proposed project). The fact that an environmentally superior aiternative is 
available may be reason enough for the Commission to deny the needed LCP amendment 
according to Section 13540(t) of the Administrative Regulations, identified above. 

Finally, the Commission staff do nat be!ieve that the DEIR, or the site se!ectlon process, has · 
provided an adequate analysis of alternative sites that could feasibly accommodate the new 
High School. We repeat our request made in commenting on the Initial Study that "there should 
be at least brief mention and evaluation [from an environmental perspective] of all 13 sites 
initially considered", and "fuller examination of at least three alternative sites that remain 
feasib!e.n In particular, we request that "the ElR explore the Landmark!Lohr site and the 
conversion of previously developed properties such as the former Aleanza High Schooi site, 
and the site an which the school district offices are currently located. Such alternatives have 
the potential to not only reduce impacts to environmental and agricultural resources, but greatly 
reduce the costs associated with the construction of the High School and necessart 
infrastructure as well. 

Due to the many variables which figure into the determination of the most ~ppropriate site, we 
further request that before any alternatives are rejected by the EIR on the bas[s that they do not 

. comply with the specific High School design standards set by the California Department of 
Education, that opportunities to obtain waivers and/or variances from such requirements be 
identified. · 

For the record, we also note that the discussion of on-site alternatives is deficient. There is no 
map provided with Alternative 2 showing the alternative road access: It would appear that this 
road would traverse agricultural land both within and outside of the City's boundary and hence 
also be growth-inducing, possibly more so than the ·proposed project which relies existing road 
access. Again, there is no discussion about the fate of the remaining 60 acres of the site under 
this Alternative, which would be traversed by a new road . 

With regard to Figure A-8 the alternative site concept, it addresses only visual and West Branch 
Struve Slough setback concerns. It does not address other important issues such as setbacks 
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from Hanson Slough, on-site agricultural buffers, detention basin location, nor impervious 
surface coverage (e.g., Parking lot) reduction (as elaborated on later in this letter). 

The alternatives analysis provided by the EIR should not only respond to the above comments, 
but should also evaluate which alternatives most suitably respond to the following issue areas. 

5. Conversion of Agricultural Land 

Coastal Act Sections 30241 and 30242 can for maintaining agricultural land within agricultural 
production: In order to achieve this object, these policies point to: · 

. • establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas; 

• providing clearly defined buffer areas between agricultural and urban land uses; 

• limiting the conversion of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas; 

· .• developing lands not suitable for agriculture prior to the conversion of agricultural land; and, 

• assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural development do not 
impair agricultural viability. ~ 

• 

The City of Watsonville LCP was certified as conforming with this policy because it allowed • 
development west of Highway One only at very low densities, and set up stringent provisions 
for the protection of agricultural resources. For example, before low-intensity nonagricultur~l 
development can be permitted within LCP Area C (the project site), the LCP requires 
submission of an.Agriculture Viability r_eport which analyzes: · 

• the gross revenue from the agricultural pro9ucts grown in the area for the five years 
immediately preceding the date of the filing of the application for coastal deveiopment; and, 

• the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, .associated with the production of 
. agricultural products grown in the area for the five years immediately preeeding the date of 
the filing of the appliqation for coastal development. ("Area" meaning a geographic area of 
both the City and County of sufficient size to provide an accurate evaluation of the 
economic feasibility of agricultural uses for those lands included in the City's certified local 
coastal program). 

Use of this area for non-agricultural purposes is not permitted by the City of Watsonville 
certified LCP unless the above report indicates that continued agricultural use is determined to 
be infeasible, and the report is 'found to be factually adequate by a qualified governmental 
reviewing authority other than the City (e.g., Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner, 
U.S.D.A.- Soil Conservation Service, Resource Conservation District, or Coastal 
Commission). The DEIR does not provide an analysis of the agricultural viability of the site. 

In order to adequately analyze this issue, the EIR should either: provide the agricultural viability • 
analysis required by the ~CP; or, identify the new standard by which non-agricultural 
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development would be allowed on tr,e site, and evaluate this standard's conformar:ce with 
Coesta! r-\ct Sectlo ns 30241, 30241.5, and 30242. 

Due to the fact that the conversion of agricultural land associated with this project reises issues 
of conformity with the Watsonville certified LCP (as discussed above), the Commission staff 
disagree with the DElR's finding that there is not a significant impact with regard to land use 
(DElR, p. 5.1-2). On page 5.1-1, the DEIR identifies that land use impacts are considered 
significant if: the proposed land uses are found to be incompatible with surrounding uses, or 
internally incompatible; the project is found to be inconsistent with applicable City land use 
policies; or, 'prime agricultural lands are converted to uses which have net been deemed in the 
"public interest". The Commission staff disagree with the DE!R's findina on pace 5.1-2 that the 
conversion of agricultura(land associated with this project is not a signiflc<;nt in=;pact. 

We also disagree with appropriateness of the third ~threshold of significance" estabiished by the 
DEIR, which states.that the conversion of prime agricultural !and is not significant unless it is 
~converted to uses which have nat been deemed in the "public interest". The California Coastal 
Act standards previously referenced call for the protection of both prime agricultural land and 
other lands suitable for agriculture .. Therefore, the impact of converting agricultural land .must 
be thoroughly analyzed, regardless of whether the new use is for a "public purpose". 

With respect to the compatibility between the proposed school use and surrounding agricultural 
use, the DEIR does not, but needs to, address the issue of agricultural buffers. The proposed 
mitigation measure to notify the Agricultural Commissioner of special events is appropriate, but 
totally rnadequate. The site plan should show an agricultural buffer on the site, and the E!R 
should provide information as to how the buffer width was determined as being adequate to 
ensure compatibility between the proposed school and the surrounding agricultural activities. 
As suggested in our comments an the Initial Study, sources of this information should include 
the District's own experience with Ohlone, Bradley, and Amesti schools, as well as the County's 
200 foot buffer requirement. Also, in order to be able to derive effective mitigation measures, 
an investigation of pesticide use on the current site and surrounding areas is necessary. 
Although the parcel to the immediate west is shown as currently in cattle grazing, its potential 
for other agricultural activities, such as those involving pesticide use or noise and dust 
generatin~ farm machinery, should be discussed. 

Finally, because the proposed new use represents a significat1t increase in the intensity of non 
agricultural development currently allowed by the certified LCP, it must be analyzed for its 
secondary impacts to agricultural resources. An evaluation of the growth-inducing impacts of 
providing public services to an area which does not have adequate infrastructure to support 
non-agricultural development, are critical components of such an analysis which should be 

. provided by the ElR. (Please. refer to part 8 of this letter). 

6. Impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 

Adverse.impacts to the environmentally sensitive habitat areas adjacent to the proposed project 
(Struve Slough and Hanson Slaugh) is another significant issue are a which needs a much . 
greater analysis than currently provided by the DElR. We are extremely disappointed with the 
discussion of the praject:s impacts on vegetation and wHdlife, which basically restates the 
general information contained in the Initial Study for the project. lt is completely inadequate for 
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the DE!R to generalize that the project may adversely affect amphibians, reptiies, mamma!s, 
songbirds, and raptors (5.7-10) without identifying the specific impacts tc each category of 
spec::ies, their significance, and providing detailed mitigation measures necessary to maintain 
viable habitats for their specific needs. Moreover, adequate attention also needs to be given to 
options for avoiding any identified impacts. 

Similarly, the proposed mitigation measures have not been appropriately evaluated for their 
abili:tY to ensure that impacts to biological resources and sensitive habitats will be less than 
significant, nor their feasibility. Mitigation measure 8-3, for example, suggests a resiting of the 
project away from the West Branch of Struve Slough. However, the illustrative reiJision (Figure 
A-8) sites development, including a parking lot, very close to Hanson Slough. Mitigation 
measure 8-4 says that the fields and stadium shall not be equipped with night-time lighting, 
another good idea. However, we question whether this requirement will hold in the long~term 
given that the County's other high schools have night lighting. Further, Mitigation Measure 8-11 
proposes to fence the west perimeter of the school campus in order to restrict access to the 
Watsonville State Wildlife Area at Struve Slough. While this may be appropriate, it is 
insufficient to prevent human encroachment into sensitive habitat areas. 

• 

A much more detailed analysis of the specific impacts to sensitive habitats and biological 
resources, including an evaluation of their significance before and after implementation of the 
suggested mitigation measures needs to be provided by the ElR. As part of this exercise, 
consideration should be given to the possibility that the adjacent part of Hanson Slough now • 
grazed and hence somewhat degraded, may be restored to more productive wetland habitat in 
the future. Unfortunately, the recommendation of the referenced Water Resources 
Management Plan for the Watsonville Slough System to prepare a maste.r pian to include 
historic wetland extentJ wildlife corridors, appropriate wetland buffers,. and areas suitable for 
restoration has not yet been implemented. The absence of these parameters places greater 

·burden on individual applicants to develop projects that will not individually nor cumulatively 
affect the wetland system. · 

The Commission staff agree with the OEIR's conclusion that "the presence of the high school at 
this location would, over time, result in indirect residual impacts that would lead to increme'ntal 
decline in biological diversity in the adjacent slough an upland habitats" (p.S. 7 -12), a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact. As such, we find it difficult to see how findings of consistency with 
the Coastal Act (required for the LCP amendment), and compliance with the Watsonville LCP 
(necessary for coastal development permit approval), can be made to allow this project to move 
forward. The DEIR fails to: 

• evaluate the proposed LCP amendment's consistency with Section 30240 of the Coastal 
Act; and, 

· • investigate the proposed project's conformance with all the specific sensitive habitat/wetland 
protection standards contained in the Watsonville u;P. 

The EIR should respond to these deficiencies in detail. • 
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7. Scenic Resources 

P..s required by the Watsonville certified LCP, "new development sha!l be sited and designed to 
protect views of scenic coastal areas (including the wetlands of the VVatsonville Slough complex 
and associated riparian areas), to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, [and] to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas ... ". 

One difficulty in assessing the proposed project's conformance with this policy is the fact that no 
e!evations of the project are provided. The Commission staff request that the E!R provide 
proje'ct elevations superimposed on the photoviews of the project site (DElR plates A-1 and A-
2) in order to provide a better impression of the visual impacts that will result from this project. 
Another problem is that the DE!R does not evaluate the visuai impacts associated with 
development activities that will take place outside of the school footprint, such as the secondarJ 
access road, pedestrian and bike access routes (recommended to be "we!! lit" by Mitigation 
Measure T-2), or revampments of Harkins Slough and Lee Roads that may be needed to 
prevent closure from flooding. · 

The Commission staff agree with the DE!R's conclusion that the proposed project will have 
significant adverse impacts on scenic views avaiiable from Harkin's Slough road, but do not 
agree that the proposed mitigation measures are appropriate or wi!l reduce project impacts on 
views available from Highway One to a less than significant level. While the proposed resiting 
of the facilities described by mitigation measure A-1 and depicted in Figure A-8 may help to 
maintain more of the natural slopes along side Struve Slough, we are concerned that this 
alternative may not be environmentally appropriate due to the fact that it will result in the 
parking lot and paved play area being within closer proximity to Hanson Slough. In addition, the 
extent to which the natural landforms visible from Highway One will be impacted under this 
alternative is not identified by the DEIR. Similarly, the DEIR does not iden1ify the ~strategic 
locations" for the raised berms suggested by Mitigation Measure A-2 other than the one 
proposed at the south end of the Stadium, or their heights. The EIR should provide more 
specific information regarding the proposed mitigation, and identify the visual imp~cts that wilr 
occur with implementation of the mitigation measures. 

8. Growth Inducement 

Previous Coastal Commission actions regarding the City of vyatsonville LCP and Coastal 
Development Permits within this coastal zone area have emphasized t[1at Highway One serves 
as an appropriate boundary to urban expansion, and should be maintained as such in order to 
ensure compliance with Coastal Act Section 30250. For example, the conditions of approval 
placed on a permits issued by the Commission for expansion of the wastewater treatment plant 
in 1981 {COP No. A-94-81), and modifications to the plant in 1986 (COP No. 3-86-51), prohibits 
the extension of sewer services into the City's coastal zone area. Any expansion of sewer 
services must be consistent with the development allowed under the LCP, and be preceded by 
an amendment to permit A-94-81 or a separate coastal development permit which allows for the 
expansion. This requirement is not, but should be, identified by 'the DE!R; it mandates that the 
Coastal Commission certify that the proposed use of the site is consistent with Coastal Act 
standards before the required infrastruCture can be legally provided. 

OJS 
~Miiiurt- P.eo 
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While the DEIR appropriately concludes that the proposed project will be gro'-"Jth-indwcing, it 
understates the significance of this impact. For example, the DE!R concludes that the 
extension of urban services will not be growth-inducing because they will be sized to only serve 
the high school. However, there is no discussion of utility sizing. We know from experience 
that capacity limitations do not hold. For example, a previous extension of a City wastewater 
line to serve a new hotel was supposed to be limited to six inches so as not to be growth 
inducing. Now. the City says a larger diameter pipe is needed to avert clogging and long repair 
delays (Santa Cruz Sentinel, February 27, 1997). Similarly, fire departments are now requiring 
oversized water lines for fire flow purposes. 

We also disagree that the proposed project will not be precedent-setting, as claimed. While it 
. may be consistent with the City's new General Plan, it is not consistent with the certified Local 
Coastal Program, which remains the governin~ document, until amended. As previously noted, 
left unsaid by the DEIR is the fate of the remaining 60 acres of the site not proposed for school 
use. The City recently established an Enterprise Zane throughout the entire City, inclt:Jding the 
subject site, to encourage economic growth and job development. In response to our concerns 
that this may be growth-inducing, the City indicated that they did not expect to make any 
amendments to the LCP to allow.more intensive development (Magana to Otter, August 30, 
1996). The proposed project contradicts this assertion and thus appears to be a precedent to 
further develop lands west of Highway One. 

•• 

We are also aware of other proposals to annex and develop agricultural land on the periphery • 
of Watsonville's urbanized area. Until stable urban-rural boundaries are established and 
honcre·d by all parties, then any proposals, such as the current one which bring urban services 
and urban-level activities into an_ agricultural are, will be growth-tnducing and precedent setting. 

9. Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts of development expected to take place in the proposed project's vi!=inity 
must also be further analyzed by the EIR. This analysis should account for the growth inducing 
impacts. identified above, which will have the effect of facilitating additional development within 
the area. 

The DEIR, on page 4-1, contains an incomplete list of upcomiog developments within the 
project vicinity; it fails to, and needs to, identify the following: · 

• development of the Pajaro Valley Inn, a 100 room motel with a 3,600 square foot 
conference facility located at 821 Airport Boulevard, for which the City recently extended the 
locally approved coastal development permit; 

·• recent incorporation of 646 acres of !and west of Lee Road (the "Tai property") within the 
City's urban limit line. Our understanding is that the City is contemplating the eventual 
development of 1,800 residential units on this site; · 

• proposed annexation of 216 acres along Riverside Drive, including two agricultural parcels • 
in the coastal zone, pre-zoned for high-intensity industrial use; . . . 
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• contemplated de'lelcpmsnt of a 10.6 acre site owned by the c:ty of \Natscr;vi!!e adjacent to 
LCP Araa A ("Gilbertson property") with a commercia! fadity: 

• use of 23 acres currently in ;gr"icultural production near the saw age treatment plant for a 
County composting facility; and 

• conversion of 30 acres of land currently in strawberry production for stockpiling of soil from 
the Buena Vista Landfill. 

The Commission staff request that the final E!R thoroughly analyze the cumulative impacts of 
the proposed High School, the projects listed above, and the other development activities that 
will be facilitated by the project's growth-inducing impacts. We are eSpecially interested in the 
potential cumulative effects of these projects on agricultural and sensitive habitat resources in 
this coastal zone region. It would be helpful if the final EIR included a map depicting these 

. projects. 

10. Other Text Specific Comments 

There is a footnote at the bottom of the page which identifies that there may be a conflict 
between adjacent agricultural operations and school use re!ated to chemical use for farming. ft 
refers the reader to the Hazards section of the document for an analysis of this issue. No such 
analysis can be found throughout the entire DEIR. 

Chapter 5.2, Transportation: 
. . 

The DEIR fails to cite the County's Congestion Management Program and the City's efforts at 
Trip Reduction and analyze the project's consistency with these initiatives. The final EIR should 
evaluate the amount of parking provided with regards to these programs, the City's parking 
standards (our version shows one space per seven student seats, the proposal shows double 
this standard), and other high schools. It should evaluate why 200 staff and visitor parking 
spaces are proposed. Reduction of parking, coupled with transit programs, would not only 
reduce traffic impacts, but also impervious surface coverage and amount of land needed. 

Chapter 5.6, Hydrol9gy: 

Page 5.6-6 of the DEIR states that "The Increase in impermeable surfaces on the project site. 
would also reduce recharge of the groundwater beneath the upland areas of the site, which 
may lower the water table beneath the West Branch of the Struve Slough and possibly the 
Hanson Slough during summer. However, because the project site is not located in a 
groundwater recharge area, these impacts are not considered significant". The DEIR does not 
analyze the impact of a lower water table on biological resources. This impact should be 
thoroughly analyzed by the final EIR. 

In the "discussion of flooding on page 5.6-6, the DEIR identifies that Harkins Slough Road is 
susceptible to flooding, but does not identify how this issue will be addressed. The final EIR 
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needs to be clear as to the road improvemen~s that \Nill be necessary to accommodate the 
proposed project, and evaluate their environmental impacts. 

11. Conclusion 

The Commission staff support the OE!R's assertion that an alternative location far the proposed 
third high school is the environmentally superior alternative overall., This letter amplifies the 

. factors which lead to such a conclusion. We believe it thus be more prudent for the District to 
refocus the EIR process to examine alternative sites, rather than to address all the 
inadequacies of the DEIR. But, for the record, we also conclude that the DE!R is deficient in 
analyzing resource impacts and hence offering adequate mitigation measures for the subject 
site, most especially in the areas of habitat protection, agricultural preservation, and growth 
inducement. 

· Sincerely, 

1"'-. \.....-- r . 'j. ' l"'~ . '----.. a »t.\..._..-~- u...~~ 
Tami Grove 

cc: Charles Eadie, City of Watsonville 
AMBAG Clearinghouse 
·OPR Clearinghouse 
California Department of Education 
Office of Public School Construction 

Deputy Director 

• 

• 

~~Tt-P.\"! 
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STATE OF CAI.IFORNIA-THiit RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, t;w.,_,-

CALIFORNIA COASTAl COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA OFfiCe 

725 FRONTSTRiitST, SUITE :300 

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(408) 427-4853 

HEARING IMPAIRED: (415) 904-5200 

MEMORANDUM May 14,1997 

TO: 
FROM: Steve Monowitz, Coastal Program Analyst ·. W\__ 
RE: 

Members of the Pajaro Valley Unified Schoo~Di . 'ct 

California Coastal Commission Staff Pres ntatlon for Tonight's Second Public 
Hearing Regarding the DEIR for the proposed Watsonville High School 

At the previous hearing on this project (March 26, 1997), I expressed the Coastal Commission 
staff's serious concerns regarding the proposed project, summarized as follows: 

• the proposed project is not the least environmentally damaging alternative available; and, 

• the DEIR does not adequately address the environmental impacts posed by the project, 
particularly impacts to agriculture and the biological resources of the adjacent wetland 
habitats. 

The Commission staff believe that is of utmost importance that the District pursue a less 
environmentally damaging alternative location for the third High School. If the proposed site is 
continued to.be pursued, then a much more thorough environmental analysis must be provided . 

The purpose of my attendance at this meeting tonight is not to reiterate the Coastal 
Commission staffs position expressed at the previous hearing and detailed in the 13 pages of 
written comments submitted with respect to the Draft EIR, but to try to understand how the 
District intends to address these issues, and to answer any questions you may have regarding 
our written comments or the Local Coastal Program Amendment process that the proposed 
project must undergo. 

In closing, I must again emphasize that the Commission staff has made every attempt to have 
· the issues we have raised addressed as early in the project development process as possible. 

Continuing this effort, I am here to request that the District thoroughly consider these issues 
before further investing in a project which the Commission start:_ do not believe can be approved 
due to its inconsistency with applicable policies of the California Coastal Act. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and I am available to answer any questions. 

hseirpr2.doc, Central Coast Area Office 

• 

• 
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MEMORANDUM April 16, 1997 

TO: Chairman Areias and Commissio~er Calcagno 

FROM: Steve Monowitz, Staff Analyst tfY'v\._ 
RE: Staff Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for a Proposed High 

School in the Watsonville Coastal Zone 

Tami Grove requested that I provide you with a copy of the above referenced comment letter. 
We thought that you should be aware of the Commission staff's serious concerns regarding this 
project, which involves the conversion of .agricultural land, development adjacent to sensitive 
wetland habitats, and the extension of public services to the rural area of the City west of 
Highway One. An amendment to the City of Watsonville's certified Local Coastal Program will 
be required to allow for the proposed High School use. 

If you have any questions, or need additional information, please feel free to contact me at the 
Santa Cruz office. 

cc: Tami Grove, Deputy Director 

wathsmem.doc, Central Coast Area Office 



STAT'" t};: CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl. COAST AREA OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(408} 427-4863 

HEARING IMPAIRED: (415) 904-5200 

Mr. Richard Meyer 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville, CA 95077-5010 

April 9, 1997 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed Third High School Site 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above referenced document. As you will find. 
these comments emphasize the Commission staff's concern regarding the selected site, and 
urge the District to pursue a less environmentally damaging alternative location. They also 
identify the document's deficient analysis of the environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed project. These project specific comments should not, however, be construed to imply 
that the Commission staff endorse the proposed location. We believe that the pursuit of an 
alternative location is of primary importance, and the most effective way to avoid the significant 
adverse environmental impacts posed by the project. 

• 

The project evaluated by this document is located within the coastal zone, and requires an • 
amendment to the City of Watsonville's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) to allow for the 
proposed use; such an amendment must be certified by the Commission as conforming with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the California Coastal Act. The subject document does not present the 
information necessary for the Coastal Commission to conclude that the amendment is 
consistent with the Coastal Act. In addition, the proposed project necessitates a coastal 
development permit {COP) from the City of Watsonville which is appealable to the Coastal 
Commission. The document has also failed to supply the analysis needed to establish the 
proposed project's consistency with applicable LCP standards. 

The Commission staff is greatly disappointed by the fact that the Draft EIR (DEIR) for this 
project does not respond to the coastal issues identified in our April11, 1996 comment letter 
regarding the Notice of Preparation. In summary, these inclu~e: 

• information and analysis needed to determine Coastal Act conformance; 

• adequate alternatives analysis; 

• conversion of agricultural land; 

• impacts to biological resources; 

• scenic resources; 

• growth inducement; and, 

pvhsc:leir.doc, Central Coast Area Office 

• 
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• cumulative impacts. 

The need for the final E!R to adequately address these issues is reiterated in the following 
comments. However, prior to identifying the specific comments the Commission staff have with 
respect to the proposed project, it is imperative to review the history of our attempts to have 
these concerns addressed. Our intent has always been to provide the school district with the 
information necessary to consider the costs, timelines, and regulatory requirements associated 
with developing a new high school on undeveloped agricultural lands in the coastal zone, 
directly adjacent to wetland habitats, and not currently supplied with infrastructure. It was our 
hope that the school district would effectively consider these issues during site selection and 
project design. 

1. Background 

Beginning ih 1993, this office has continuously attempted to inform the school district of the 
problematic nature of the proposed site, the detailed information that would be required to 
determine whether or not the project would be consistent with Coastal Act policies, and the 
process which must be followed in order to allow for such a project to move forward. On July 
28, 1993, we requested a meeting with the school district, Santa Cruz County, the City of 
Watsonville, and LAFCO in a letter which also summarized our concerns regarding the proposal 
to construct a new high school west of Highway One. As this meeting never materialized, 
another request was sent on June 22, 1995 . 

The requested meeting took place on August 3, 1995, where we were informed that the site 
selection process had been completed without the opportunity for us to participate. We 
identified the need for an lCP amendment and an in-depth review of its consistency with 
Coastal Act standards. It was agreed that the appropriate time to review the specifics of this 
issue would be during the environmental review stage. Unfortunately, the subject DEIR falls far 
short of this expectation, as detailed in the following sections of this letter. 

Prior to this meeting, our Assistant District Director Dave loomis presented the Commission 
staff's concerns regarding the contemplated project'at the School District meeting of July 12, 
1995. In identifying the Coastal Act issues raised by the City of Watsonville's intent to develop 
lands west of Highway One (including the proposed High School), Mr. loomis' presentation 
referenced the following comment letters previously submitted by Coastal Commission staff on 
this subject 

• February 1993 letter to the State Clearinghouse on the DEl R for the proposed Watsonville 
2005 General Plan; 

• July 1 994 letter to the school district regarding the proposed school site; 

• March 1995 letter to the City of Watsonville commenting of the Notice of Preparation of a 
Supplemental EIR for the Watsonville 2005 General Plan; and, 

• June 1995 letter to Superintendent Avina reiterating our concerns regarding the proposed 
High School site, and requesting, for a second time, a coordination meeting between the 
involved agencies. 
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In January, 1996, when we became aware that the City was considering commercial· • 
development of the "Console" or "DBO" site, the Commission staff sent a letter to the City of 
Watsonville requesting that this site be considered for use as a High School site before being 
committed to commercial development. This recommendation addressed the fact that this site 
was contiguous to existing development, while the site west of Highway One is in an 
undeveloped agricultural area, lacking urban services, and not designated for urbanization. In 
response, we were informed that the California Department of Education considered the 
Console' site as being undersized, and as a result, it did not receive further consideration. 

On March 20, 1996, we received a copy of the Initial Study/Notice of Preparation for the 
proposed project. Our comments to this document were sent on April11, 1996, and are 
attached for reference. As previously stated, the issues identified by this letter remain 
unresolved. 

Staff analyst Steve Monowitz shared these concerns with the School District again at its 
meeting of March 26. 1997. As was noted in Mr. Monowitz's presentation, we have strived to 
avoid a situation where the district has invested a lot of time and money into the development of 
a school site which does not conform with the standards of the California Coastal Act, and 
therefore, can not be approved. Considering the history of our attempts to have the applicable 
Coastal Act issues addressed, we are distressed by the subject DEIR's lack of analysis on this 
topic. 

2. Scope of EIR 

The Draft EIR is deficient in addressing the full nature of the proposed project and the affected 
environment, as it does not identify or analyze the extensive development that will need to take 
place outside of the proposed school's footprint to accommodate this facility. The current lack 
of an adequate infrastructure system, and the specific improvements needed to support the 
proposed use of the site, needs to be completely addressed by the EIR. This must include an 
analysis of the environmental impacts associated with infrastructure development. 

While the DEIR briefly mentions some of the infrastructure expansion that will be required to 
serve the project, it does an inadequate job of describing the specific design, locations, and 
environmental impacts associated with such development. For example: 

• the DEIR identifies the need for a secondary access road fr:om West Airport Boulevard, a 
separate bus lane, and pedestrian and bicycle access routes (pages 5.2-9-5.2-11, and 
figures PD-2 and T-2), but does not identify their locations, proposed design capacity, or 
environmental impacts; 

• the DEIR notes that project drainage and stormwater management still needs to be 
addressed, either through on-site detention or a newly engineered storm drainage system 
(p. 5.6-5). The document does not evaluate the design requirements of such a system, · 
identify these facilities within illustrations of site design, or analyze their potentially 
significant adverse impacts on hydrology, water quality, and the biological productivity of 
adjacent sensitive habitat areas. · The proposed mitigation measures, aimed at maintaining 
an equivalent quantity of runoff from the subject site as currently exists, and minimizing the 
discharge of urban pollutants from the site through the eventual development of a Storm 

• 

• 
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Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), is inadequate to address project impacts. 
Issues such as potential changes to the hydrologic functioning of adjacent wetland areas, 
residual impacts to water quality with implementation of the required SWPPP, and the direct 
impacts of stormwater system construction must be addressed by the DEIR. 

Additional direct and indirect environmental impacts associated with other infrastructure 
improvements anticipated to be required to serve the proposed project are practically ignored 
by the DEIR, including: 

• preventing the common closures of Harkins Slough and Lee Roads due to flooding; 

• revisions to Highway One on and off ramps; and 

• installation/expansion of water and sewer lines. 

The inadequate scope of the EIR is further exacerbated by the fact that the DEIR is unclear as 
to what constitutes the project site. Our comments on the Initial Study requested that the entire 
parcel be discussed. In some cases the project site is shown as being the 115 acre site {Figure 
PD-1, for example), in other cases the project site is shown as being just the 55 acre school site 
(Figure PD-2) and the analysis is limited to just this portion of the site. There are several 
problems with this. 

First, facilities associated with the proposed project, such as the secondary access road and 
utility extensions, are not within the 55 acres evaluated by the DEIR. The impacts from these 
facilities are not addressed. 

Second, the DEIR suggests mitigating site-specific impacts by redesign and resiting the project 
within the 55 acre envelope (e.g., setting back further from the wetlands), with no discussion 
about whether other parts of the site would be more suitable. Is there flexibility in site design 
beyond the 55 acres identified? 

Third, the DEIR does not discuss how this site relates to the remainder of the property: Is a 
land division necessary? If so, this development activity should be analyzed by the EIR. Are 
there any agreements with landowners as to what may happen on the remaining 60 acres 
(e.g., cost-sharing agreements for utility extensions)? 

Fourth, if the site is limited to 55 acres, then the necessary impact analyses need to address 
the remaining 60 acres in addition to the surrounding area. For example, if the remainder of the 
site is to stay in agriculture, then a buffer on the northern boundary of the developed 55 acre 
site will be necessary. 

Finally, the DEIR contains a recommended mitigationmeasure (#b-1 on page 5.7·11) to 
preserve the remainder of the site. This a potentially welcome recommendation, but needs 
some elaboration, since it goes on to say that priority should emphasize grasslands and 
marshlands. Does this mean that an additional area of the 115 acres beyond the 55 acres 
would be considered for development? The EIR should provide a map showing exactly what 
part of the site needs to be preserved to achieve this mitigation and a rationale for this. 
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3. LCP Amendment and COP Processes and Requirements 

In its discussion of permits and approvals required for the project (p. 2-5), the DEIR correctly 
identifies that an LCP amendment will be necessary to allow for the proposed High Schoof use 
(also identified on page 5.1-1 of the DEIR). Currently, the LCP allows for passive recreation, 
agriculture, and aquaculture land uses on the proposed school site (Area C of the LCP). Very 
low-density residential and low intensity light industrial uses are allowed on a conditional basis, 
only if continued agriculture use is demonstrated to be infeasible. 

Section 2.5 of the DEIR does not, however, identify that the amendment requires certification 
by the California Coastal Commission. Such certification will be based upon the amendment's 
conformance with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

Nor does this discussion identify that a coastal development permit from the City of Watsonville 
is required for the project, which is appealable to the Coastal Commission. The standard of 
review for approval of the coastal development permit will be consistency with the Watsonville 
certified LCP. 

The greatest deficiency in the DEIR related to these requirements, is the fact that the Land Use 
Component of the DEIR relative to the LCP (p.5.1-3) does not contain a "consistency analysis" 
with respect to the LCP amendment's conformance with applicable Coastal Act standards, or 
the project's consistency with the specific requirements of the Watsonville LCP. 

In order to address these requirements, the EIR should: 

• articulate the specific provisions of the LCP that are proposed to be amended in order to 
accommodate the proposed project; 

• evaluate the amendment's consistency with Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act; 

• analyze the proposed project's conformance with the specific criteria and performance 
standards for new development contained in the LCP; and, 

• identify mitigation measures needed to ensure LCP compliance. 

The following sections of this letter identify the specific Coastal Act and LCP issue areas for 
which a more detailed analysis of project conformance must be provided. 

Furthermore, Section 13540(f) of the Commission's Administrative Regulations requires that 
certification of Land Use Plans conform with Public Resources Code Section 21080.5(d)(2)(i), 
which requires that an activity will. not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible . 
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any , 
significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment. This requirement 
underscores the need for a thorough examination of project alternatives, as discussed below. 

4. Project Alternatives 

• 

• 

• 
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The DEIR describes the following three alternatives to the proposed project: the "no project" 
alternative; the currently proposed site with an alternative main access along Airport Road; and, 
an alternative location. In the discussion of alternative locations, the DEIR considers the top 
three sites that were developed during the site selection process: the proposed site, the 
Console site, and the Hospital site. 

The DEIR eliminates consideration of the Console site on the basis that it has since been 
purchased and is being developed as a retail center. During City processing of a permit for this 
retail project, the Commission staff requested that before being committed to retail 
development, the site's potential use for a new High School be considered. The response that 
was provided by the City and the School District (that the site was too small to accommodate a 
High School) appears to conflict with the DEIR's indication that this was, in fact, a viable 
alternative. 

Further complicating the acceptability of the proposed site is the fact that the DEIR concludes 
that the Hospital site is the "environmentally superior alternative". The DEIR does not identify 
why this alternative is not being pursued in favor of a more environmentally damaging 
alternative (i.e., the proposed project). The fact that an environmentally superior alternative is 
available may be reason enough for the Commission to deny the needed LCP amendment 
according to Section 13540(f) of the Administrative Regulations, identified above. 

Finally, the Commission staff do not believe that the DEIR, or the site selection process, has 
provided an adequate analysis of alternative sites that could feasibly accommodate the new 
High School. We repeat our request made in commenting on the Initial Study that "there should 
be at least brief mention and evaluation [from an environmental perspective] of a!! 13 sites 
initially considered", and "fuller examination of at least three alternative sites that remain 
feasible." In particular, we request that the EIR explore the Landmark/Lohr site and the 
conversion of previously developed properties such as the former Aleanza High School site, 
and the site on which the school district offices are currently located. Such alternatives have 
the potential to not only reduce impacts to environmental and agricultural resources, but greatly 
reduce the costs associated with the construction of the High School and necessary 
infrastructure as well. 

Due to the many variables which figure into the determination of the most appropriate site, we 
further request that before any alternatives are rejected by the EIR on the basis that they do not 
comply with the specific High School design standards set by the California Department of 

· Education, that opportunities to obtain waivers and/or variances from such requirements be 
identified. · 

For the record, we also note that the discussion of on-site alternatives is deficient. There is no 
map provided with Alternative 2 showing the alternative road access. It would appear that this 
road would traverse agricultural land both within and outside of the City's boundary and hence 
also be growth-inducing, possibly more so than the ·proposed project which relies existing road 
access. Again, there is no discussion about the fate of the remaining 60 acres of the site under 
this Alternative, which would be traversed by a new road . 

With regard to Figure A-8 the alternative site concept, it addresses only visual and West Branch 
Struve Slough setback concerns. It does not address other important issues such as setbacks 
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from Hanson Slough, on-site agricultural buffers, detention basin location, nor impervious 
surface coverage (e.g., Parking lot) reduction (as elaborated on later in this letter). 

The alternatives analysis provided by the EIR should not only respond to the above comments, 
but should also evaluate which alternatives most suitably respond to the following issue areas. 

5. Conversion of Agricultural Land 

Coastal Act Sections 30241 and 30242 calf for maintaining agricultural land within agricultural 
production. In order to achieve this object, these policies point to: · 

• establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas; 

• providing clearly defined buffer areas between agricultural and urban land uses; 

• limiting the conversion of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas; 

• developing lands not suitable for agriculture prior to the conversion of agricultural land; and, 

• assuring that public service and facility expansions and nonagricultural development do not 
impair agricultural viability. 

The City of Watsonville LCP was certified as conforming with this policy because it allowed 

• 

d~velopment west of Highway One only at very low densities, and set up stringent provisions • 
for the protection of agricultural resources. For example, before low-intensity nonagricultural 
development can be permitted within LCP Area C (the project site), the LCP requires 
submission of an Agriculture Viability report which analyzes: 

• the gross revenue from the agricultural products grown in the area for the five years 
immediately preceding the date of the filing of the application for coastal development; and, 

• the operational expenses, excluding the cost of land, associated with the ·production of 
agricultural products grown in the area for the five years immediately preceding the date of 
the filing of the application for coastal development. (uArea" meaning a geographic area of 
both the City and County of sufficient size to provide an accurate evaluation of the 
economic feasibility of agricultural uses for those lands included in the City's certified local 
coastal program). 

Use of this area for non-agricultural purposes is not permitted by the City of Watsonville 
certified LCP unless the above report indicates that continued agricultural use is determined to 
be infeasible, and the report is found to be factually adequate by a qualified governmental 
reviewing authority other than the City (e.g., Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner, 
U.S.D.A- Soil Conservation Service, Resource Conservation District, or Coastal 
Commission). The DEIR does not provide an analysis of the agricultural viability of the site. 

In order to adequately analyze this issue, the EIR should either: provide the agricultural viability 
analysis required by the LCP; or, identify the new standard by which non-agricultural 

• 
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development would be allowed on the site, and evaluate this standard's conformance with 
Coastal Act Sections 30241, 30241.5, and 30242. 

Due to the fact that the conversion of agricultural land associated with this project raises issues 
of conformity with the Watsonville certified LCP {as discussed above), the Commission staff 
disagree with the DEIR's finding that there is not a significant impact with regard to land use 
(DEIR, p. 5.1-2). On page 5.1-1, the DEIR identifies that land use impacts are considered 
significant if: the proposed land uses are found to be incompatible With surrounding uses, or 
internally incompatible; the project is found to be inconsistent with applicable City land use 
policies; or,.prime agricultural lands are converted to uses which have not been deemed in the 
"public interest". The Commission staff disagree with the DEIR's finding on page 5.1-2 that the 
conversion of agricultural land associated with this project is not a significant impact. 

We also disagree with appropriateness of the third "threshold of significance" established by the 
DEIR, which states that the conversion of prime agricultural land is not significant unless it is 
"converted to uses which have not been deemed in the "public interest". The California Coastal 
Act standards previously referenced call for the protection of both prime agricultural land and 
other lands suitable for agriculture. Therefore, the impact of converting agricultural land must 
be thoroughly analyzed, regardless of whether the new use is for a "public purpose". 

With respect to the compatibility between the proposed school use and surrounding agricultural 
use, the DEIR does not, but needs to, address the issue of agricultural buffers. The proposed 
mitigation measure to notify the Agricultural Commissioner of special events is appropriate, but 
totally inadequate. The site plan should show an agricultural buffer on the site, and the EIR 
should provide information as to how the buffer width was determined as being adequate to 
ensure compatibility between the proposed school and the surrounding agricultural activities. 
As suggested in our comments on the Initial Study, sources of this information should include 
the District's awn experience with Ohlone, Bradley, and Amesti schools, as well as the County's 
200 foot buffer requirement. Also, in order to be able to derive effective mitigation measures, 
an investigation of pesticide use on the current site and surrounding areas is necessary. 
Although the parcel to the immediate west is shown as currently in cattle grazing, its potential 
for ather agricultural activities, such as those involving pesticide use or noise and dust 
generating farm machinery, should be discussed. 

Finally, because the proposed new use represents a significant increase in the intensity of non 
agricultural development currently allowed by the certified LCP, it must be analyzed for its 
secondary impacts to agricultural resources. An evaluation of the growth-inducing impacts of 
providing public services to an area which does not have adequate infrastructure to support 
non-agricultural development, are critical components of such an analysis which should be 

. provided by the EIR. (Please refer to part 8 of this letter). 

6. Impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Habitats 

Adverse impacts to the environmentally sensitive habitat areas adjacent to the proposed project 
(Struve Slough and Hanson Slough) is another significant issue are a which needs a much . 
greater analysis than currently provided by the DEIR. We are extremely disappointed with the 
discussion of the project's impacts on vegetation and wildlife, which basically restates the 
general information contained in the Initial Study for the project. It is completely inadequate for 

. O'fA\ 



Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
Mr. Richard Meyer 
Page 9 

the DEIR to generalize that the project may adversely affect amphibians, reptiles, mammals, • 
songbirds, and raptors (5.7-10} without identifying the specific impacts to each category of 
spe<:ies, their significance, and providing detailed mitigation measures necessary to maintain 
viable habitats for their specific needs. Moreover, adequate attention also needs to be given to 
options for avoiding any identified impacts. 

Similarly, the proposed mitigation measures have not been appropriately evaluated for their 
ability to ensure that impacts to biological resources and sensitive habitats will be less than 
significant, nor their feasibility. Mitigalion measure B-3, for example, suggests a resiting of the 
project away from the West Branch of Struve Slough. However, the illustrative revision (Figure 
A-8) sites development, including a parking lot, very close to Hanson Slough. Mitigation 
measure B-4 says that the fields and stadium shall not be equipped with night-time lighting, 
another good idea. However, we question whether this requirement will hold in the long-term 
given that the County's other high schools have night lighting. Further, Mitigation Measure B-11 
proposes to fence the west perimeter of the school campus in order to restrict access to the 
Watsonville State Wildlife Area at Struve Slough. While this may be appropriate, it is 
insufficient to prevent human encroachment into sensitive habitat areas. 

A much more detailed analysis of the specific impacts to sensitive habitats and biological 
resources, including an evaluation of their significance before and after implementation of the 
suggested mitigation measures needs to be provided by the EIR. As part of this exercise, 
consideration should be given to the possibility that the adjacent part of Hanson Slough now 
grazed and hence somewhat degraded, may be restored to more productive wetland habitat in 
the future. Unfortunately, the recommendation of the referenced Water Resources • 
Management Plan for the Watsonville Slough System to prepare a master plan to include 
historic wetland extent, wildlife corridors, appropriate wetland buffers, and areas suitable for 
restoration has not yet been implemented. The absence of these parameters places greater 
burden on individual applicants to develop projects that will not individually nor cumulatively 
affect the wetland system. · 

The Commission staff agree with the DEIR's conclusion that "the presence of the high school at 
this location would, over time, result in indirect residual impacts that would lead to incremental 
decline in biological diversity in the adjacent slough an upland habitats" (p.5.7-12), a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact. As such, we find it difficult to see how findings of consistency with 
the Coastal Act (required for the LCP amendment), and compliance with the Watsonville LCP 
(necessary for coastal development permit approval), cart be made to allow this project to move 
forward. The DEIR fails to: · 

• evaluate the proposed LCP amendment's consistency with Section 30240 of the Coastal 
Act; and, 

• investigate the proposed project's conformance with all the specific sensitive habitat/wetland 
protection standards contained in the Watsonville LCP. 

The EIR should respond to these deficiencies in detail. 

•• 
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7. Scenic Resources 

As required by the Watsonville certified LCP, "new development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views of scenic coastal areas (including the wetlands of the Watsonville Slough complex 
and associated riparian areas), to minimize the alteration of natural landforms, [and} to be 
visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas ... ". 

One difficulty in assessing the proposed project's conformance with this policy is the fact that no 
elevations of the project are provided. The Commission staff request that the EIR provide 
project elevations superimposed on the photoviews of the project site (DEIR plates A-1 and A-
2) in order to provide a better impression of the visual impacts that will result from this project. 
Another problem is that the DEIR does not evaluate the visual impacts associated with 
development activities that will take place outside of the school footprint, such as the secondary 
access road, pedestrian and bike access routes (recommended to be "well lit" by Mitigation 
Measure T-2), or revampments of Harkins Slough and Lee Roads that may be needed to 
prevent closure from flooding. 

The Commission staff agree with the DEIR's conclusion that the proposed project will have 
significant adverse impacts on scenic views available from Harkin's Slough road, but do not 
agree that the proposed mitigation measures are appropriate or will reduce project impacts on 
views available from Highway One to a less than significant level. While the proposed resiting 
of the facilities described by mitigation measure A-1 and depicted in Figure A-8 may help to 
maintain more of the natural slopes along side Struve Slough, we are concerned that this 
alternative may not be environmentally appropriate due to the fact that it will result in the 
parking lot and paved play area being within closer proximity to Hanson Slough. In addition, the 
extent to which the natural landforms visible from Highway One will be impacted under this 
alternative is not identified by the DEIR. Similarly, the DEIR does not identify the "strategic 
locations" for the raised berms suggested by Mitigation Measure A-2 other than the one 
proposed at the south end of the Stadium, or their heights. The EIR should provide more 
specific information regarding the proposed mitigation, and identify the visual impacts that will 
occur with implementation of the mitigation measures. 

8. Growth Inducement 

Previous Coastal Commission actions regarding the City of Watsonville LCP and Coastal 
Development Permits within this coastal zone area have empl]asized that Highway One serves 
as an appropriate boundary to urban expansion, and should be maintained as such in order to 
ensure compliance with Coastal Act Section 30250. For example, the conditions of approval 
placed on a permits issued by the Commission for expansion of the wastewater treatment plant 
in 1981 (COP No. A-94-81), and modifications to the plant in 1986 (COP No. 3-86-51), prohibits 
the extension of sewer services into the City's coastal zone area. Any expansion of sewer 
services must be consistent with the development allowed under the LCP, and be preceded by 
an amendment to permit A-94-81 or a separate coastal development permit which allows for the 
expansion. This requirement is not, but should be, identified by the DEIR; it mandates that the 
Coastal Commission certify that the proposed use of the site is consistent with Coastal Act 
standards before the required infrastruCture can be legally provided . 

I>Sl 
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While the DEIR appropriately concludes that the proposed project will be growth-inducing, it • 
understates the significance of this impact. For example, the DEIR concludes that the 
extension of urban services will not be growth-inducing because they will be sized to only serve 
the high school. However, there is no discussion of utility sizing. We know from experience 
that capacity limitations do not hold. For example, a previous extension of a City wastewater 
line to serve a new hotel was supposed to be limited to six inches so as not to be growth 
inducing. Now the City says a larger diameter pipe is needed to avert clogging and long repair 
delays (Santa Cruz Sentinel, February 27, 1997). Similarly, fire departments are now requiring 
oversized water lines for fire flow purposes. 

We also disagree that the proposed project will not be precedent-setting, as claimed. While it 
. may be consistent with the City's new General Plan, it is not consistent with the certified Local 
Coastal Program, which remains the governing document, until amended. As previously noted, 
left unsaid 'by the DEIR is the fate of the remaining 60 acres of the site not proposed for school 
use. The City recently established an Enterprise Zone throughout the entire City, including the 
subject site, to encourage economic growth and job development. In response to our concerns 
that this may be growth-inducing, the City indicated that they did not expect to make any 
amendments to the LCP to allow more intensive development {Magana to Otter, August 30, 
1996). The proposed project contradicts this assertion and thus appears to be a precedent to 
further develop lands west of Highway One. 

We are also aware of other proposals to annex and develop agricultural land on the periphery 
of Watsonville's urbanized area. Until stable urban-rural boundaries are established and 
honored by all parties, then any proposals, such as the current one which bring urban services 
and urban-level activities into an agricultural are, will be growth-inducing and precedent setting. 

9. qumulative Impacts 

The cumulative impacts of development expected to take place in the proposed project's vicinity 
must also be further analyzed by the EIR. This analysis should account for the growth inducing 
impacts identified above, which will have the effect of facilitating additional development within 
the area. 

The DEIR, on page 4-1, contains an incomplete list of upcoming developments within the 
project vicinity; it fails to, and needs to, identify the following: 

• development of the Pajaro Valley Inn, a 100 room motel with a 3,600 square foot 
conference facility located at 821 Airport Boulevard, for which the City recently extended the 
locally approved coastal development permit; 

·• recent incorporation of 646 acres of land west of Lee Road (the "Tai property") within the 
City's urban limit line. Our understanding is that the City is contemplating the eventual 
development of 1,800 residential units on this site; 

• proposed annexation of 216 acres along Riverside Drive, including two agricultural parcels 
in the coastal zone, pre4 zoned for high-intensity industrial use; . 

• 

• 
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• contemplated development of a 10.6 acre site owned by the City of Watsonville adjacent to 
LCP Area A ("Gilbertson property") with a commercial facility; 

• use of 23 acres currently in agricultural production near the sewage treatment plant for a 
County composting facility; and 

• conversion of 30 acres of land currently in strawberry production for stockpiling of soil from 
the Buena Vista Landfill. 

The Commission staff request that the final EIR thoroughly analyze the cumulative impacts of 
the proposed High School, the projects listed above, and the other development activities that 
will be facilitated by the project's growth-inducing impacts. We are especially interested in the 
potential cumulative effects of these projects on agricultural and sensitive habitat resources in 
this coastal zone region. It would be helpful if the final EIR included a map depicting these 
projects. 

10. Other Text Specific Comments 

Page 5.1-3: 

There is a footnote at the bottom of the page which. identifies that there may be a conflict 
between adjacent agricultural operations and school use related to chemical use for farming. It 
refers the reader to the Hazards section of the document for an analysis of this issue. No such 
analysis can be found throughout the entire DEIR. 

Chapter 5.2, Transportation: 

The DEIR fails to cite the County's Congestion Management Program and the City's efforts at 
Trip Reduction and analyze the project's consistency with these initiatives. The final EIR should 
evaluate the amount of parking provided with regards to these programs, the City's parking 
standards (our version shows one space per seven student seats, the proposal shows double 
this standard), and other high schools. It should evaluate why 200 staff and visitor parking 
spaces are proposed. Reduction of parking, coupled with transit programs, would not only 
reduce traffic impacts, but also impervious surface coverage and amount of land needed. 

Chapter 5.6, Hydrology: 

Page 5.6-6 ofthe DEIR states that "The increase in impermeable surfaces on the project site 
would also reduce recharge of the groundwater beneath the upland areas of the site, which 
may lower the water table beneath the West Branch of the Struve Slough and possibly the 
Hanson Slough during summer. However, because the project site is not located in a 
groundwater recharge area, these impacts are not considered significant". The DEIR does not 
analyze the impact of a lower water table on biological resources. This impact should be 
thoroughly analyzed by the final EIR. 

In the Cliscussion of flooding on page 5.6-6, the DEIR identifies that Harkins Slough Road is 
susceptible to flooding, but does not identify how this issue will be addressed. The final EIR 
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needs to be clear as to the road improvements that will be necessary to accommodate the 
proposed project, and evaluate their environmental impacts. 

11. Conclusion 

The Commission staff support the DEIR's assertion that an alternative location for the proposed 
third high school is the environmentally superior alternative overall. This letter amplifies the 
factors which lead to such a conclusion. We believe it thus be more prudent for the District to 
refocus the EIR process to examine alternative sites, rather than to address all the 
inadequacies of the DEIR. But, for the record, we ahso conclude that the DEIR is deficient in 
analyzing resource impacts and hence offering adequate mitigation measures for the subject 
site, most especially in the areas of habitat protection, agricultural preservation, and growth 
inducement. 

cc: 

Sincerely, 

,....., '--j. .. L\ 
\..____- a »L\..-- u.-3u.""\~ 

Tami Grove 

Charles Eadie, City of Watsonville 
AMBAG Clearinghouse 
OPR Clearinghouse 
California Department of Education 
Office of Public School Construction 

Deputy Director 
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MEMORANDUM March 26, 1997 

TO: Lee Otter 

FROM: Steve Monowitz 

RE: CCC Staff Presentation for Tonight's Public Hearing Regarding the DE!R for the 
proposed Watsonville High School 

In preparation for tonight's hearing, I have prepared the following presentation for you review 
and comment: 

Members of the Pajaro Valley Unified School District Board of Directors: 

My name is Steve Monowitz, and I am the coastal planner for the California Coastal 
Commission's Central Coast Area Office assigned to the coastal zone area of Watsonville, in 
which the proposed high school is located. I am here to express the Coastal Commission 
staff's serious concerns regarding the proposed project, which we believe is inconsistent with 
applicable policies of the California Coastal Act, as well as with previous Commission actions 
which have emphasized the fact that Highway One provides a logical urban/rural boundary for 
the City of Watsonville. The draft El R for this project fails to address relevant Coastal Act 
issues, and is therefore inadequate. It is our request that the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District Board of Director's direct its staff and the ElR consultants to adequately address these 
issues before any additional resources are expended in pursuit of the proposed,high school; 
failure to do so will lead to additional time, effort, and money spent towards a project which may 
be denied on the basis that the amendment to the City of Watsonville's certified Local Coastal 
Program necessaCiJ to accommodate the proposed high school does not conform with the 
Chapter 3 policies of the California Coastal Act 

Unfortunately, the Commission staff's attempts to have relevant Coastal Act issues addressed 
earlier in the process have gone largely ignored. In 1993, when we first became aware that the 
development of a High School in the Watsonville coastal zone was being considered, we 
attempted to participate· in the site selection process in order to-underscore the problematic 
nature of the site related to its lack of infrastructure, its agricultural resources, and its proximity 
to sensitive habitat areas, among others. We were not afforded this opportunity, and the site 
selection process was completed without our input. In 1995, we met with school district and City 
staff to discuss this project and the required amendment to the Watsonville certified Local 
Coastal Program. At this meeting, its was concluded that the Coastal Act issues raised by the 
project and associated LCP amendment would be addressed by the Environmental Impact 
Report. The draft EIR that is the subject of this public hearing falls far short of this expectation, 
and fails to respond to our comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation. 

While the Draft EIR identifies that an amendment to the Watsonville Local Coastal Program is 
needed in order to allow for the proposed High School, it does not evaluate the amendment's 
consistency with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Amendments to certified Local 
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Coastal Programs can not be approved by the Coastal Commission unless the amendment can 
be found to conform with these Coastal Act policies. At this point in time, the Commission staff 

2 

is of the opinion that the LCP amendment required to accommodate the proposed High School • 
is inconsistent with Coastal Act policies which call for the protection of coastal agriculture, 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas, and scenic resources, as well as with Coastal Act 
policies requiring that new development be located within existing developed areas with 
adequate public services. These inconsistencies are more specifically described within our 
comment letter regarding the Draft EIR, which is currently being finalized. 

One of the most important Coastal Act considerations that must be taken into account is that 
the Coastal Commission, pursuant to Section 13540(f) of the California Code of Regulations, 
can not certify an amendment to an LCP for which there is a feasible alternative that would . 
substantially lessen the resultant environmental impact. We note that the draft EIR identifies 
that such an alternative is available at the Hospital site. It is unclear as to why this alternative is 
not being pursued. 

In summary, the Coastal Commission staff believe that the Draft EIR's failure to address 
Coastal Act issues is a significant deficiency requiring immediate attention. Unless these issues 
can be resolved, there is a very real possibility that the proposed project may be eventually 
denied, either by the City of Watsonville or the Coastal Commission on appeal, on the grounds 
that it does not conform with the City of Watsonville's certified local Coastal Program. 

I realize that these comments may not be what some of you were hoping to hear. However, we . 
are seriously concerned that we are on a course that could result in a bad "train wreck". We .. ·.. . 
want to avoid such a calamity, and so I'm here to waive a red flag and say "whoa" before we , · .. · 

,, 

wind up in the ditch. So the Coastal Commission staff is basically pleading with you to hear our • 
message .. 
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Daniel C. Santo, Managing Director 
Educational Services 
California Financial Services 
30448 Rancho Viejo Road, Suite 190 
San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 

Dear Mr. Santo: 

April 11. 1996 

Thank you for sending us the .. Initial Study for Environmental Impact 
Assessment" dated March 11, 1996. He concur with your conclusion that an 
environmental impact report is required for the proposed new high school at 
the site selected. When we met in August 1995, we expressed concern about not 
being afforded the opportunity to be involved in the Pajaro School District's 
facility site selection process. We thus agreed that the EIR seeping would be 
the appropriate next time for input. Although typically greater feedback 
comes after the draft EIR is released, we are taking this opportunity to 
provide earlier. more upfront comments. These are based on California Coastal 
Act policies and our many years experience in implementing the policies. All 
development in the Coastal Zone, including public projects, must comply with 
the Coastal Act. Please note that we are particularly concerned that 
provision for an adequate analysis of alternatives is lacking in your Initial 
Study. 

Following are comments on the "Evaluation of Environmental Impacts" section 
and then some suggested corrections and clarifications. 

I. Land Use and Planning 

I.a.,b. Since there is a noted conflict, these are potentially significant 
impacts. The certified Local Coastal Program is based on 
environmental criteria (California Coastal Act of 1976); hence. a 
policy inconsistency is a significant impact. 

I.e. The textual discussion indicates that this ~s a significant impact. 

I. Mitigation: We disagree that the proposed land use "will not increase 
public access to sensitive coastal areas." There are wetlands (which 
by definition are environmentally sensitive areas) on and nearby the 
site. Even with fencing. security, etc., the addition of over 2,350 
students and staff to the site, as well as visitors to sports and 
other events, will increase access to the wetlands. This issue must 
be analyzed in the EIR and appropriate alternatives and mitigations 
must be identified . 



Daniel C. Santo, Managing Director 
Educational Services 
April 11, 1996 
Page 2 

I. EIR Scope: We concur with the concepts noted. "Surrounding land. use" 
should be clarified to apply to both the site Cas not all the parcel 
is proposed for high school use) as well as to adjacent and nearby 
areas. The discussion of compatibility should encompass all the 
potential site activities-- schooling, sports and cultural events, 
community recreation, emergency shelter, etc. 

The Pajaro Valley School District already has experience with 
facility siting compatibility issues at the Ohlone School, also 
proposed and constructed adjacent to farmland. A discussion of the 
success or failure of mitigation measures and alternatives in light 
of continuing complaints of incompatibilities should be included in 
the EIR. The test of the Local Coastal Program amendment is 
consistency with the Coastal Act. The EIR should develop the 
necessary information that can be used to analyze consistency with 
Sections 30241 and 30241.5; e.g .• discussions of a stable-urban rural 
boundary and economic viability. <Such information will prevent 
delays in filing the LCP amendments request.) 

The discussion of alternatives needs to compare the environmental 
impacts of the other sites. While the proposed summary of why they 
were rejected in the site selection process may be informative, the 
purpose of the California Environmental Quality Act is to evaluate 

• 

alternatives from an environmental perspective. There should be at • 
least brief mention and evaluation of all 13 sites initially 
considered. Fuller examination must occur of at least three 
alternative sites that remain feasible to use today regardless of the 
ranking they received in the District's site selection process. 
While the Coastal Commission's jurisdiction does not extend inland of 
Highway One and we do not advocate impacting non-coastal zone 
resource land. our strong preference is for the high school to be 
located on other than currently farmed coastal zone land. And, all 
portions of any new facility must be setback at least 200 feet from 
any agricultural land and 100 feet from any wetlands. 

II. Population and Housing 

lib: The project may induce substantial growth in the area. This is a 
potentially significant impact. The following are among the possible 
effects of the proposed project to consider: 

provides available capacity in utility lines that cross the 
freeway; 
generates the need to share the cost of utility extensions and 
infrastructure improvements with others; 
resulls in infrastructure improvements (e.g., roads, utilities. 
public transit) in this part of the City compared to the rest of 
the City. thereby prioritizing and enhancing its relative 
attractiveness for future growth; • 

~· 
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Daniel C. Santo. Managing Director 
Educational Services 
April 11, 1996 
Page 3 

allows more intensive conditional uses (i.e .• residential, 
industrial) on the remainder of the site, if the requisite LCP 
finding (of infeasibility of continued agricultural use) could 
made once the school is built; 
paves the way for an LCP amendment for the remainder of the site; 
causes direct or cumulative conflicts with adjacent agriculture; 
increase land values; 
generates the associated establishments associated with a high 
school. such as fast food restaurants and commercial centers. 

The EIR needs to address the likelihood of these and other 
inducements to growth. Methods to do so could include: 

interviews with landowners and business operators in the 
vicinity; 
economic analyses of infrastructure costs; 
comparative analyses from other communities where schools or 
similar public facilities have been built in outlying, 
non-residential areas without commercial support; 
analysis of previous CEQA documents and comments on them for 
commercial areas using the same infrastructure (e.g., CrossRoads 
and Watsonville Square) . 

III. and IV. Geology and Hater 

He concur with the expressed need to evaluate potential geological 
and water problems. Substantial guidance is now available from EPA 
to address non-point source pollution. Any resultant significant 
mitigation measures (e.g., redesign or retaining walls for geologic 
reasons; detention basins for water quality reasons) need to be 
analyzed for their own direct or indirect potential impacts as well. 

VI. Transportation 

VI.a. He welcome your enumeration of all types of traffic generation, 
including service vehicles and visitors. However. the trip 
generation may not be completely unvarying as suggested -- for 
example. major sport events may generate traffic at other times. 

VI.e.f. No discussion of these impacts is included. The relatively isolated 
location of the proposed school means that traditional means of 
access (bicycling, walking taking the bus) will be less prevalent, 
increasing auto-dependence. This creates even more hazards for 
bicyclists and pedestrians as well as conflicts with local and 
regional goals to reduce·traffic congestion. Secondary impacts 
include making auto trips to other locations (once students are 
already driving to school) and increased auto ownership by students • 
Potential increases in automobile accidents also should be analyzed. 



Daniel C. Santo, Managing Director 
Educational Services 
Apri 1 11, 1996 
Page 4 

VI. Setting: The text mentions that the Harkins Slough Road access would 
connect to Highway 1. Currently only a half freeway interchange 
exists. The County RTP indicates completion of the interchange as a 
long-term, constrained, $4 million project. He have previously 
commented that completion of the southbound off-ramp adjacent to the 
proposed high school site would have adverse wetland impacts. Since 
the proposed project is directly related to this interchange project, 
then the latter's impacts must also be addressed in this EIR. Also, 
if the school is constructed at the wetland setback line, then it 
will either preclude the off-ramp construction or constrain the 
ramp's location to the wetlands. For these reasons, siting 
alternatives for the off-ramp (including bridging the wetland and 
locating the off-ramp on the subject site) and other transportation 
alternatives to its construction must be evaluated. 

VI. Mitigation and EIR Scope: The text correctly notes that the Watsonville 
2005 General Plan Update and Sphere of Influence Amendment, EIR, 1994 
incorporated (or at least stated that it incorporated) traffic 
generation and mitigation. However. this new subject EIR needs to 
account for: 

the nuances of a more detailed look at travel patterns generated 
by a full facility school, rather than just the gross evaluation 
that the programmatic EIR might have picked up; 

the draft nature of the programmatic EIR (as a result of 
comments on it, the final EIR may be different); 

the specific necessary mitigations for this project; 

the timing of the necessary mitigation for this project vis a 
vis future projects and mitigation. 

The EIR will need a fuller, resultant discussion of the provision of 
alternative access provisions. since currently there are no 
sidewalks, bike lanes, nor bus routes to the site. 

VII. Biological Resources: 

VII. Existing Conditions: In more fully describing existing conditions in 
the EIR, information in and references noted in the Water Resources 
Management elan for Watsonville Slough System should be utilized. 
Also, please have the EIR preparer consult Dr. John Oliver of the 
Watershed Institute at CSUMB who has supervised wetland restoration 
work across the street from the subject site. 

• 

• 
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VII. Impact Discussion: We concur with your comments. They suggest that 
"Potential Significant Impact" boxes should be checked. 

VII. Mitigation: Full compliance with the LCP's wetland protection policies 
is necessary, not compliance "to the extent possible," as stated. 
Compliance with other state and federal regulations may be required 
as well (e.g. of California Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. EPA). 

VII. EIR Scope: Please consult the Coastal Commission's guidelines for wet 
environmentally sensitive habitats with regard to delineating the 
site's and adjacent wetland resources. We will be happy to send your 
biologic consultant a copy of our "Procedural Guidance for the Review 
of Wetland Projects in California's Coastal Zone. 11 Experience with 
other projects adjacent to wetlands (e.g .• Shoreline Middle School in 
Live Oak School District) should also be reviewed to determine 
necessary mitigations and whether or not mitigations can actually be 
successful. 

IX. and X. Hazards and Noise: 

XII. 

XII. 

XIII. 

Please refer to the above comments regarding agricultural 
compatibility. The recent draft EIR for the County's proposed 
composting facility would be a good source to consult as to the 
methodology for determining odor, noise and airborne impacts. 
Although the composting facility is not proposed to be nearby. its 
final location could change and/or other similar facilities allowed 
in agricultural areas (e.g., mushroom farms) could choose to locate 
nearby the school. Mosquito control should also be addressed; e.g., 
will it conflict with school use or, alternatively, will the school 
use induce the need for additional spraying with its attendant 
impacts and costs? 

Utilities and Source Systems 

EIR Scope: The EIR needs to analyze any impacts from any necessary 
utility and service extension or improvement. 

Aesthetics: 

We would need to see more analysis in the EIR before we caul d. concur 
with your impact discussion. Given the site location and the scope 
of development, we believe that it poses a "Potentially Significant 
Impact. 11 The EIR needs to present before and after views from all 
scenic roads shown from the vantage point of a car passenger or 
bicyclist. Night lighting needs to be thoroughly addressed in the 

06f 
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context of school sports requirements <refer to the controversy as to 
light stand heights at Santa Cruz High School) and potential habitat 
as well as human impacts. 

XVI. Manda tory Findings. and S 1 gn i fi cance 

XVI.b. Cumulative impacts should include potential development on parcels 
west of Highway 1 already in the City limits as well as those 
proposed for annexation. Existing and proposed/approved landfill and 
related wastewater management projects as well as other potential 
public facilities need to be considered. Please refer to our 
enclosed comments. 

Suggested Corrections and Clarifications: 

"Addenda page": -Under California Coastal Commission -- should say 
Watsonville will generate Local Coastal Plan (LCP) .. amendment". 

11 Checklist #8." Under discussion of consultation with the "state" -
the specific agencies should be noted, so as not to leave the 
impression that all state agencies were consulted and in agreement 
with this choice; the State Coastal Commission was not consulted . 

"checklist #11 11
- The City of Watsonville approval must include an 

appealable coastal development permit, considered after certification 
of the LCP Amendment. 

XVI EIR Scope: The EIR should be refered to as the 11 forthcomingn or 
11 draft" EIR, rather than the .. subsequent" one. 

Site Plan: Please describe why part of an athletic field is shown in 
the "unuseable sloped area." 

Site Plan: Please conform the site plan map's shaded s1te area 
boundary with that shown on the following location map (they don't 
match). -

Mitigation Monitoring Plan: This outline will need additional detail 
in the EIR, assuming that an approvalable project that requires 
mitigation results. Some mitigation measures, for example. may 
extend beyond construction (e.g., monitoring impacts to adjacent 
wetlands) for which responsibilities will have to be assigned. 

• 

• 

• 
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We hope that these comments prove helpful in preparing the draft EIR. Had 
another, less problematic, high school site been top-ranked, then our 
comments, if any, might have been less extensive. While this letter suggests 
the minimum level of analysis necessary to meet the intent of the California 
Environmental Qua1ity Act, they should not be taken as an endorsement of the 
selected project's ability to be consistent with the California Coastal Act. 
Thus, this letter in no way serves as an endorsement of the City's forthcoming 
LCP amendment request. To reiterate, serious consideration needs to be given 
to alternative sites. We look forward to reviewing the draft EIR as soon as 
it is available. 

TG/RH/cm 
Enclosure 
cc: OPR Clearinghouse 

AMBAG Clearinghouse 
Maureen Owens, Watsonville Planning Director 
Dan Shaw, Santa Cruz County Planning Director 
County Farm Bureau 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 

0259R 
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STATE OF CAliFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl COAST AREA OFFICE 
72.5 FRONT STREET, STE. 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(408} 427-.4863 
HEARING IMPAIRED: (415) 904·5200 

Maureen Owens, Planning Director 
~ity of Watsonville 
P.O. Box 50000 
Watsonville, CA 95077-5000 

Dear Ms. Owens: 

Pm WILSON, Go.....,.,_. 

January 16, 1996 

This letter is a follow-up to our lett~r of August 14, 1995 to Richard Meyer 
and interagency discussions about a new high school site. We are still 
awaiting the opportunity to review a Notice of Preparation for this project. 
However, we have become aware through newspaper reports that the City is 
considering commercial development on the 11 08011 or 11 Console 11 site. This site 
was considered as a possible school location in the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District's initial selection process. Since it is not yet developed 
and is contiguous to urban uses, it should be analyzed as an alternative 
school site in the upcoming EIR. Under the Coastal Act, the priority is to 
concentrate new development within existing developed areas. The proposed 
high school site in the coastal zone west of Highway 1 is in an undeveloped 
agricultural area, lacking urban services, and not designated for 
urbanization. Hopefully, the City's planning process can accommodate needed • 
public facilities, such as schools, within urbanized areas. This could 
significantly diminish the costs associated with school development. 
(e.g .• new freeway improvements. extension of major utilities, etc.) protect 
the agricultural and natural resources existing west of the highway, and 
provide a more central, logical location for a high school. Please transmit 
these concerns to the appropriate decision-making bodies. 

LS/cm 
cc: Richard Meyer, Director 

AM BAG 

Sincerely, 

Tami Grove 
District Director 

County Office of Education 
0175R · 

and Regulation 

• 
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Maureen Owens, Planning Director 
City of Watsonville 
City Hall 
P.O. Box 50000 
Watsonville, CA 95077-5000 

Dear Ms. Owens: 

September 15, 1995 

Thank you for your letter of September 5, 1995. We requested the meeting in~ 
August between this office, the City, the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District and other key agencies because we were concerned that significant 
decisions were being made concerning future development within the coastal 
zone without involving the Coastal Commission. To that end the meeting was 
successful; we gained an insight into the proposal by the school district, and 
hopefully the school district and the City gained an understanding of the 
statutory responsibilities of the Coastal Commission. 

Your letter addressed two questions. It would be appropriate and efficient to 
process a coastal development permit and an LCP amendment on similar 
timelin~~- This will enable the City and District to clearly addr~ss all of 
the significant environmental and cumulative impact issues within the 
Environmental Impact Report. Although the Commission doesn't certify the 
adequacy of environmental documents pursuant to CEQA, the Commission still 
must make the finding that land use plans meet the requirements of Section 
21080.5(d)(2)(i) of the Public Resources Code which requires that the 
Commission not approve an activity if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any 
significant environmental impact (see Section 13540(f) of the Commission's 
Code of Regulations). We will be looking to the CEQA process to ask and 
answer the environmental questions relative to the proposed high school and 
the precedential nature of that proposal. 

The second question was the apparent conflict between my memo to local 
governments on the LCP amendment process and the language in Section 30514(b) 
of the Coastal Act which speaks to a substantial issue determination by the 
Commi~sion in Section 30512. Section 30512 deals with the initial submittal 
of land use plans, which is a two step process. This procedure was followed 
when the Watsonville LCP was first submitted for Commission review. Under 
this section, if the Commission determines substantial issue(s) the standard 
of review remains conformance with Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act (30512(c)). 
All other subsequent submittals for amendments are reviewed pursuant to 
Section 30514, which refers to the procedures and processes of Sections 30512 
and 30513. However, Section 30514(b) eliminates the step of the substantial 
issue determination required for initial LUP submittals. Section 30512(c) 
requires the Commission to find that any amendment meets the requirements of 
and conformity with the policies of Chapter 3. Section 30513 requires zoning 
ordinances to conform with and be adequate to carry out the provisions of the 
certified land use plan. 



Maureen Owens, Planning Director 
City of Watsonville 
September 15, 1995 
Page 2 

We agree that a meeting in the near future to discuss process and to start to 
identify issues to be addressed in the environmental documents is needed. I 
await your call to initiate that process. 

Sincerely, 

David Loomis 
Assi1tant District Director 

Dllcm 
cc: Pajaro Valley Un.ified School District 
01100 

• 

• 

• 
DW, 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Got.mor 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl COAST AREA OFFICE 

•

RONT STREET. STE. 300 
>\ CRUZ, CA 9!!060 
A27-4863 

HEARING IMPAIRED: {41.5) 904-5200 

• 

• 

August 14, 1995 

Richard S. Meyer 
Director, Construction/Governmental Relations 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
P.O. Box 50010 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Thank you to Dr. Avina, Assistant Superintendent Miyasaki, and your associates 
for meeting with us and apprising us of your Oistrict•s plans. We learned 
that your District has selected a site in the Coastal Zone for a new high 
school within the Watsonville City limits. We also-were told by the city's 
planning director that the city endorsed this use, although it was not 
currently a permitted use in the city's certified Local Coastal Program. We, 
thus, generally discussed the need for a local coastal plan amendment. Your 
consultants indicated that they had scheduled approximately nine months for an 
environmental review and approval process, including LCP amendment 
processing. Further discussion indicated that a more specific timetable had 
not yet been developed. We look forward to receiving one as soon as it is 
available, as you agreed to do so. As early input, please be advised that the 
Cpastal Commission has three months after receiving a complete submittal to 
act on an LCP amendment. No coastal permits for the school could be issued by 
the city until after an LCP amendment approval by the Coastal Commission has 
been received. 

With regard to the land use decision that will form the basis of the LCP 
amendment submittal, we also learned that a site selection process had already 
been concluded. Unfortunately, your district did not solicit our input in 
that process. The documentation associated with that process will likely be 
useful in analyzing the LCP amendment submittal. You offered to send us that 
information soon and we look forward to receiving it. ·From this point ("Day 
1" as your described it) on, we also look forward to bejng kept apprised of 
your progress. We will provide comments on the Notice of Preparation/Initial 
Study when we receive it and comments on all stages of the CEQA, LCP and 
development review process, if the Coastal Conrnission approves the city's LCP 
amendment. 

It would be helpful to meet in advance of any LCP amendment submittal to 
discuss information requirements and procedures which are spelled out in the 
Commission's regulations. While we will be happy to discuss this matter with 
you. city staff ~hould also continue to be involved, since the city must 
submit and be the applicant for any LCP amendment . 

~ 
~ 



Richard S. Meyer 
August 10, 1995 
Page 2 

Hopefully, this letter reiterates and clarifies some of the points discussed 
and agreed to at our meeting regarding scheduling and procedures. It is not 
an endorsement of your ~roposal which will require careful scrutiny purusant 
to Coastal Act standards. We have also just received from California 
Financial Services two handbooks, School Site Analysis and Development, and 
School Site Selection and Approval Guide. Our thanks to Dan Santo for thi$ 
background. Thanks again and keep in touch. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
David Loomis AA: 
Assistant District Director 

OL/RH/dc 

cc: Anthony Avina, PVUSO, Superintendent 

01030 

Maureen Owens, Planning Director, Watsonville 
Steve Scholl, Acting District Director 
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Anthony Avina, Superintendent 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
P.O. Box 50010 
Watsonville, CA 95077 

Dear Superintendent Avina: 

June 22, 1995 

We have recently read in the newspapers about the District's 

continued interest in locating a new high school west of State 

Highway One in the coastal zone. Obviously there is a high 

potential for significant impacts on coastal zone resources. 

Furthermore, none of the certified Local Coastal Programs reflect 

that type or intensity of use . 

Once again we request a meeting with you to discuss this matter. It 

would be helpful to have Santa Cruz County, Watsonville City and 

LAFCO staff present as well. Can we meet in mid- to late July? 

Please call our office and we will coordinate a convenient meeting 

time. 

Sincerely, 

JJ~~ 
David Loomis 
Assistant District Director 

DL/RH/cm 
cc: Dan Shaw, Santa Cruz County 

Maureen Owens, City of Watsonville 
Pat McCormick, LAFCO 

127R 
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Richard Meyer 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
Maintenance and Operations 
205 Blackourn Street 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Dear Richard: 

PETE! WILSON, Oowmor 

July 28, 1993 .· 

I wanted to re-emphasize that the Coastal Commission staff is anxious to meet 
with the Pajaro Valley Unified School District, Santa Cruz County, the City or 
Watsonville, and LAFCO as early as possible in August to discuss the potential 
for, and impacts of locating a new high school west of State Highway One in 
the coastal zone. There is a high potential for significant impacts on 
coastal zone resources. Furthermore, none of the certified Local Coastal 
Plans reflect that type or intensity of use. 

I have left a message with your office to try to coordinate a meeting the week • 
of August 9 or 16. Please call Les Strnad of this office upon your return so · 
that we can start working on the meeting date. 

DL/cm 

cc: Tony Avia, Superintendent 
Dan Shaw, Santa Cruz. Co. 

Sincerely, 

David Loomis 
Assistant District Director 

Maureen Owens, City of .Watsonville 
Pat McCormick, LA~CO 

00190 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET. SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95060 
(831) 427-4863 

MEMORANDUM 
December 9, 1999 

AnOPTED 

To: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons 
From: Charles Lester, District Manager 

Dan Carl, Coastal Planner 

GRAY DAVIS, GOWtmor 

Th22b 

Subject: Requ~st to extend the 90 day time limit for processing City of Watsonville Local Coastal 
Program Major Amendment Number 1-99 (PVUSD High School) 

On August 23, 1999, Central Coast District staff received the above-referenced Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) Amendment request from the City of Watsonville proposing to amend the City's certified LCP to 
redefine the criteria for agricultural conversion for the whole LCP; and to modify other policies that would 
apply to proposed new coastal area "F" (a portion of existing coastal area "C" bordered by Highway 1 and 
Harkins Slough Road) to: allow Public Schools as a conditional use; reduce the area mapped in LCP as 
environmentally sensitive habitat; allow development in environmentally sensitive habitat areas less than 0.1 
acre in size; increase maximum slope on which development is allowed from 15% to 25%; and increase 
maximum allowed impervious surface coverage from 10% to 50%. 

• 

Coastal Act Section 30510 provides that a proposed LCP (or LCP amendment) may be submitted if the 
submittal contains materials sufficient for a thorough and complete review. Once that requirement is 
satisfied, the Coastal Act requires that the Commission act on an Implementation Plan (IP) amendment 
within 60 days, and a Land Use Plan (LUP) amendment within 90 days (Sections 30512, 3,0213, and • 
30514(b)). Where an amendment request contains both IP and LUP amendments, as is the case here, Section 
3051l(a) of the Coastal Act allows for a 90 day period within which the Commission must act. 

Central Coast District staff received the initial amendment package from the City on August 23, 1999, and 
subsequent materials missing from the main package on August 27 and September 15, 1999. The amendment 
request was subsequently filed on September 15, 1999. The 90th day falls on December 14, 1999 (i.e., 
September 15 + 90 days= December 14). Therefore, the amendment would have to be scheduled for action 
at the Commission's December 7-1 0, 1999 meeting in San Rafael if it were to be decided within 90 days of 
filing. However, Coastal Act Section 30517 allows the Commission to extend, for good cause, the 90 day 
time limit for a period not to exceed one year. 

In this case, the City has requested that the item be heard no earlier than March 2000 in order to better enable 
the City to prepare necessary documentation supporting the amendment request (see City's letter request 
attached). The Commission's March 14-17, 2000 meeting will be held in Carmel; Carmel is also the most 
local Commission venue possible for the Watsonville area in the next year. The amendment presents 
complex planning issues and a later meeting date would allow for adequate review and consultation with the 
City regarding any possible amendment modifications. Staff's tentative plans are to have our analysis 
completed in time for a March hearing. Therefore, staff requests an extension of time not to exceed one year. 

Summary of the Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Commission extend the 90 day time limit for a period no~ to exceed one year. 

Motion. I move that the Commission extend the 90 day time limit to act on City of Watsonville Local 
Coastal Program Amendment Number 1-99 for a period not to exceed one year. 

Staff Recommendation. Staff recommends a YES vote. An affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present is needed to pass the motion. 

G:\Central Coast\P & R\Wal\LCPs\PVUSD High SchooRLCPA WAT 1-99 Time Extension Memo for December 1999.doc 
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Fax 763-4066 

• 

Public Works & 
Utilities 

728-6049 
Fax 763-4065 
Purchasing 
728-6029 

Fax 763-4066 

Airport 
100 Aviation Way 

728-6075 
Fax 763-4058 

Fire 
115 Second Street 

728-6060 
Fax 763-4054 

Housing & Economic 
Development 

231 Union Street 
728-6014 

Fax 763-4016 

Library 
310 Union Street 

728-6040 
Fax 763-4015 

(.rarks & Recreation 
30 Maple Street 

728-6081 
Fax 763-4078 

CITY OF WATSONVILLE 
"Opportunity through diversity; unity through cooperation" 

November 3, 1999 

Charles Lester 
Regional Director 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Lester: 

RECEIV 
NOV 12 1999 

CAUPORNIA 
COASTAL COMM!SS!ON 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

On behalf of the Watsonville City Council, I respectfully request the 
City's application for an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan and 
Implementation Plan be heard by the Coastal Commission no earlier than 
March 2000. This will better enable the City staff and representatives of 
the Pajaro Valley Unified School District to prepare necessary 
documents to support the amendment request. 

Thank you for considering this request. 

Sincerely, 

ctf!i~ 
City Manager 

c. Dr. John Casey, Superintendent, PVUSD 
John Doughty, Community Development Director 

P.O. BOX 50000 WATSONVILLE, CA 95077-5000 
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• Exhibit G 

Proposed PVUSD High School Grading 
Plan, Site Plan, Elevations, & Renderings 

(7 Pages) 
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DELAINE EASTIN 
State Sup<rintClldent (If Public Instruction 

October 21. 1998 

P AJARO VALLEY UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRKi 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville. CA 95077-5010 

RE: PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Santa Cruz County 

New Millennium High School 
Area: 219,1.t9 Sq. Ft. 

Applic<ltion No. 22/69799-00-11 

29 Classrooms, 2.t Relocatable Classrooms, 3 Art/Arts & Crafts, 5 Comtluter, 
2 Homemal<ing!Consumer Ed.,l Photography & Darkroom. 10 Science Lab, 
4 Special Education, Administration, Gym, Library/1\'ledia Center, 2 RSP, 
Multi-P/K.it., Performing Arts Facility, Shower/Locker, Teacher Workroom, 
JanJStor./Mech., Toilets, Open Corridor/Closed Corridor 

(I~ 

Final approval by the California Department of Education has been gh·en for your plans received August 6, 1998. for the 
above-referenced project. 

The district is advised that the submitted plan may not meet the toilet requirements specified in Title 5 14030 (n). It is t11e 
responsibility of the district to ensure compliance witl1 the requirements of Title 5. 

If a construction contract is not let for tile above-referenced facilities \\ithin one calendar year subsequent to this date. tltese 
plans must be resubmitted for review and approval. 

THESE PLANS ARE APPROVED FORST ATE AID CONSTRUCTION UNDER CHAPTER 12. PART 10 DIVISION I 
OF EDUCATION CODE. SECfiON 17000. ET SEQ. 

Sincere~!)./ I r!f.~ 
a es F. Bush. Assistant Director 

hool Facilities Planning Division 
916) 3_~2-1~61 

/ / 

FY:dk V 

cc: WLC Architects 
Office of Public School Constmction 



MAR-01-2000 17:20 SCHOOL FACILITIES PLAN. 

a •• DELAINE BASTIN 
lllillll Suporioli•ndent or Pllblic lnstru<tion 

THIS LEnERSYPIBCEDES THE ;pRELIMINARY LETIER 
DATED OCTOBER lt, 1999 

October 26. 1999 

916 327 3954 P.02/03 

PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Rl: New Millennium High 5sbool 

16.5 Blackburn Street 
Wationville, CA 95077-.SOlO 

Subject: Site .Approval (SFPD Fonn 4.09) 

Dear Superintendent 

Acres: 70.78 
County : Saata Cna 
Applicaticm No.: 22/''799.00·11 

The California Department of Education approves the acquisition. for school purposes. by your district of the parcel of 
property dcscn"bcd on the at.tachment This site meets the Calitornia Depanment of Educadon's standards for safety and 
educational adequacy (California Code of Regulations, Title S, Section 14001 et seq. and Education Code 17251 {a), 
(b)). Please note the local governing board's responsibilities under Education Code Section 17212 and Public 
Resources Code Sections 21151.2. 

• 

Tbe property approved for acquisidon is 70.78 gross acres of wbidt 55 are usable for school purposes. Tbe usable • 
sebool site for this project is 118% or the retommended size as contained in tile California Department of 
Edueatioa's '"Goide to School Site Analysis and Development" (1966). 

As required by Education Code 17072.12 (b) and S.AB Regulation 185!J.7S.l(b), for districts requesting nate aid 
in site acquisition, tbe California Department of Education has certified tbat there are no district owned sites 
tbat are usable for this proJect. 

Tbe Department ot Tmit Substance Coatrol has reviewed tbe elean up proposal prepared for this site and has 
determined th~t tile plan, when implemented, wiD adequately remediate the diesel and motor oil contamination. 

Prior to the commeucement of coostn~ttion of a school on this site, the District must obtain approval from tbe 
Santa Cruz Coudty Envirollllleahl Health Department and tbe Department ot Toxic Substance Control that the 
remediation plan was properlY followed and tbe site is suitable for sehool use. 

The district is encouraaed to provide access to the site via a road that is not in the lOO-year flood zone. 

This site approval is valid for a ma.~wn of five (S) years from the date oftro5 approval letter. However, if (l) 
construction has not been initiated within this five year period, or (2) prior to c:onstruction bciq initiated. changes take 
place within tJtjs five year period which would affect or alter the Department of Education's original approval. including 
but not limited, changes in Sllii'OUilding land uses. tile master plan capacity of the site and changes in code and/or 
regulations. the site may be subject to reevaluation using current standards in effect at the time of reevaluation. 

• 



• 

• 

• 

MAR-01-2000 17:20 

Octobes- 27, 199-J 
New Millennium High School 
Pagel 

SCHOOL FACILITIES PLAN. 916 327 3954 P.03/03 

TOTAL P.03 
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• 
LozANO SMITH 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
A Professional Corporation 

~ T. ~...otano February 28, 2000 REC IV ED ltEPt.Y'l'o: 

Diana Smith Md)onough 

Michael E. Smlm 

Thomas}. Rigga 

Jerome M. Behml.s 
Chrininc A. Goodrich 

Ellen M. Jahn 
Pcn:r K. Fagen 

1udd l,.. Jordan 
Harr»J M. Prrinwl 
Howani Friedman 

Bobbie F. Albanc.ac 

J~n E. Tomsky 

David J. Wolfe 

Eilcrn M. O'Han: 

Christnpha D. Kc:dcr 

T~E.Sim.s 

•

th B. Mendyk 

1:1nf B. G&ltman 

James B. Pcmow 

lrislina A. Ma:la:y 
Michael J. Whilden 
Grc:gory A. PIQ)'d 
Fcman.Jo Acosl2 

~n Woodwonh Elliott 

Deborah R.G. Cesario 

Kimberly Borah SclnaliS[ 

Jomtban P. Read 

Howard J. Pu!D-ost 
Thomas E. Gauthier 

· Sanh Lcvic:m J(aac: 

Ebine M. Yama 
Robc:rt V. Pia~nll: 

ChristtJpbcr J. Fc:rnandel 

Daniel A. Osher 

OF COUNSEL 

Paul R. De: Lay 
P~rrici.a ~C:D 

• 

By U.S. Mail and Fax: 831-427-4877 

Diane Landry, Esq. 
California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 93080 

Montc:rq 

FEB 2 9 2000 E·MhlL; 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

bfR:ilnan@l~nnsmirh.com 

Re: Proposed City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment 1-99 
<Pajaro Valley Unifit(d School District's Third Hjgh School) 

Dear Ms. Landry: 

In our telephone conversation on February 25, 2000, you invited me to provide you 
with information regarding the prime agriculture issue in regard to the above referenced 
matter. Enclosed, please find some information that you may have already seen, but 
that we feel should be useful for your analysis. 

While we have not yet seen stafrs findings, you have represented that the proposed 
third high school site meets various criteria for prime agriculture status under the 
Coastal Act. We stress again that this conclusion is contrary to that of the School 
District, the expert that prepared the District's agricultural viability study (which study 
was prepared at the Coastal Commission staffs recommendation), the Santa Cruz 
County Agricultural Commissioner, the Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau, the Santa 
Cruz County Superior Court, and the existing Local Coastal Plan, which was 
previously certified by the Coastal Commission. 

The first document consists of excerpts from the discovery responses provided by the 
property owner in the pending eminent domain action regarding the third high school 
site. As you will see from the marked responses, the property owner admits that no 
rent has been paid on the property since October 1997, although the owner now claims 
that the tenant has been refusing to pay for the past 28 months because of damages 
supposedly caused by the District's consultants in 1997. The District's Agricultural 
Viability Study, dated August 1997, found based on interviews with the tenant and 
owner that rent and water bills had not been paid previous to August 1997. Based on 
these facts, it is readily apparent that the property has not "normally returned" a profit 
of more than $200 per acre, and thus does not meet the criteria of Government Code 

20 JUgaJ11I.:. l>t'i~, Suit~ lOl Mon~~, Qalif<muo190l9i<1·5758 Tel 831 Oi-0·1501 FlU 831 646-1801 

Escandido Fresno Los Angeles Monterey San Rafael 3: ' 



FEB-29-2000 08:52 LOZANO SMITH 831 646 1801 P.03/22 

Diane Landry, Esq. 
February 28, 2000 
Page2 

section 51202, subdivision (c)(4). It also appears to be beyond debate that the property does 
not meet the criteria of subdivisions (c)(l) through (c)(3), or any other criteria for that matter, 
for prime agricultural land. 

I have also enclosed a copy of the judge's decision that specifically found that "substantial 
evidence in the administrative record supports the conclusions contained in the [Third High 
School's EIR] and the findings made by Respondents pursuant to [CEQA] in relation thereto, 
includioe but nat limited to tbe conclysjpn that the pmoosed third hieh school prQject site is 
not situated on prime a1ricultvral land." While you suggested in our telephone conversation 
that the trial court did not consider the standards of the Coastal Act, that is precisely what 
standards were applied. To assist you in this regard, I have enclosed the relevant portions of 
the School District's trial court brief. I also refer you to the EIR itself, which clearly applies 
the standards of the Coastal Act regarding the prime agriculture issue. 

You emphasized the point that the trial court's decision also included the qualifier that "[t]he 
above referenced fmdings do not purport to bind the California Coastal Commission in its 
determinations regarding the third high school project." This language was added to the 
court's order at the request of the plaintiff's attorney, who has been working closely with the 
Coastal Commission's local staff. The School District did not object to this language. since it 
means no more than what it says. With or without the trial court's decision, the Coastal 
Commission will make a decision regarding the LCP amendment. Nevertheless, the specific 
issue of whether sufficient evidence exists to conclude that the property is not prime 
agricultural land within the meaning of the Coastal Act has been litigated, and the court's 
finding in this regard serves as stare decisis. 

We trust that you will fmd these materials of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

LoZANo SMITH 

Harold M. Freiman 

Encls.: As referenced above 

• 

• 

• 
~ 
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Diane Landry, Esq. 
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Page3 

cc: (w/encl.) 

LOZANO SMITH 

John Doughty. City of Watsonville 
Alan Smith. Esq., City Attorney, City of Watsonville 

831 646 1801 P.04/22 

Dr.1ohn Casey, Superintendentt Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
Senator Bruce McPherson 
Assemblyman Fred Keeley 
Assemblyman Peter Frusetta 
Retired Senator Henry Mello 

F:\WPSI\PAJAR0\1Andry2·28-00.ltr.wpd 
(00360-48) 



Jonath<t.ll Wittwer 
Willi.un P. Parkin 

WITIWER & PARKIN, LLP 

Tina W allia 
ChriatiAile Sinclair 

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

147 SOurH RIVER STREET, SUITE 221 
SM>.'T A CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 96060 

TELEPHONE, (8311 ~29~.f065 
F ACSIMILEt (831) .f29~~057 

E-MAIL: offiee@wittwerp....kin.oom 

January 28, 2000 

c IV ED 
JAN 2 8 2000 

Ct\L!FORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
Ct~rrHJ;L CO.AST AREA 

Re: Local Coastal Program Amendments for New Millennium High School Site: Status 
of Lawsuit against PVUSD 

Dear Dr. Lester: 

I am submitting, for the record, the following procedural summary of litigation against 
the Pajaro Valley Unified School District ("PVUSD" or "District") concerning the above 
referenced LCP Amendments to clarify any possible inaccuracies or misconceptions about the 
litigation against the District. 

In May 1997, the PVUSD Board of Trustees certified an EIR for the selection of the site 
for the third high school. In June 1997, the Watsonville Wetlands Watch and others (hereinafter 
"Petitioners") filed a Petition for Writ of Mandamus in Santa Cruz Superior Court (Case# 
133018) alleging several violations of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and 
seeking to overturn the decision of the PVUSD to certify the EIR for the high school. The 
alleged violations ofCEQA, included, but were not limited to, the PVUSD's failure to: (1) 
adequately analyze impacts to environmentally sensitive habits, water quality, and prime 
agricultural lands; (2) identify and mitigate growth inducing impacts, (3) identify cumulative 
environmental impacts; (4) include an adequate alternatives analysis; (5) choose an 
environmentally superior alternative; and (6) mitigate environmental impacts. In response to this 
lawsuit, the PVUSD, while not admitting any wrongdoing, rescinded the EIR. As a result of the 
PVUSD's recission of the Project approval and the EIR, Petitioners agreed to dismiss their 
lawsuit if the District agreed to pay Petitioners' attorneys fees and costs. 

In June 1998, the District issued a Revised Draft EIR which included improvements to 
the previously issued EIR, including a more thorough analysis of the cumulative impacts of 
development west of Highway One. (This should not be construed to mean, however, that the 
Petitioners necessarily agree with all of the conclusions of the EIR.) A Revised Final EIR was 
subsequently issued and certified on September 9, 1998 after a public hearing. 

• 

• 

Many of these changes in the Revised Final EIR were a direct response to the allegations • 
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Dr. Charles Lester 
Re: Status of Lawsuit against PVUSD 
January 28, 2000 
Page2 

in the lawsuit filed in 1997. However, the Petitioners believe that the District still failed to 
comply with CEQA and filed another Petition for Writ ofMandamus against the PVUSD in 
Santa Cruz Superior Court (Case# 134587) with respect to two issues: (1) the District's failure 
to acknowledge that the site is located on prime agricultural land; and, (2) the District's failure to 
adequately mitigate or change the Project as a result of its inconsistencies with the Watsonville 
LCP and the California Coastal Act. This latter Petition was filed on October 13, 1998 and 
attacks the Project on a more limited basis than the Petition filed in 1997. As eluded to above, 
the more limited basis for seeking a Petition for Writ of Mandate should not be construed to 
mean that the Petitioners agree with all of the conclusions in the EIR.1 

The Court held a hearing on the matter on April23, 1999. The Court ruled in favor of the 
PVUSD as to the two issues raised in the lawsuit. The order was signed on May 14, 1999. 

On July 19, 1999, the Wetlands Watch appealed the decision ofthe Superior Court judge 
with respect to the EIR's conclusions that the site does not contain prime agricultural land. In 
the meantime, the parties have completed briefing of the matter. Appellate Briefing on a 
peripheral issue related to the PVUSD's recovery of costs is ongoing. The matter has not yet 
been set for oral argument. 

I would like to point out that the PVUSD's representations regarding the Petitioners' 
concerns vis-a-vis the lawsuit are inaccurate. In the minutes of the PVUSD/Local Coastal 
Commission Staff Meeting on June 21, 1999, Jolm Casey, PVUSD Superintendent, and Harold 
Freiman, PVUSD attorney, imply that the Petitioners do not have any concerns regarding 
biological impacts. They state as follows: 

John Casey: Harold please talk to us about the lawsuits. We went through the same thing 
about the site selection and when we got down to the final lawsuit there really weren't 
biological concerns were there? 

Harold Freiman: There was no indication in the law suit (sic) that biological effects were 
their major reasons. One of the reasons the District revised the EIR was because of the 
Tai property issue. The Second EIR was more detailed and longer and a lawsuit was filed 
again and the issues were prime agricultural land and that by amending the Local Coastal 
Plan we were violating the Local Coastal Plan. The judge looked mainly at those two 
issues and agreed that the land was not prime agricultural land. The issue was not pushed 
that there was a certain endangered species. 

1 Indeed, Petitioners are of the opinion that the direct environmental impacts to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas were not adequately analyzed in the Revised EIR. 
However, the Petitioners do agree with the EIR's conclusion that the project will cause indirect 
biological impacts that cannot be mitigated. 



Dr. Charles Lester 
Re: Status of Lawsuit against PVUSD 
January 28, 2000 
Page 3 

These statements are patently false. Indeed, it is the position of the Petitioners that 
biological, cumulative and growth inducing impacts will be severe. Further, the judge did not 
make a determination that the land did not contain prime agricultural land. He merely found that 
the PVUSD's position in its EIR that the land did not contain prime agricultural land was based 
on substantial evidence in the record before the PVUSD for purposes of CEQ A. But, the judge 
explicitly declined to impose the same findings on the Coastal Commission. A copy of this 
order is attached hereto for your convenience. Moreover, the decision does not preclude 
Petitioners from raising the same argument before the Commission based on new or additional 
evidence. 

If you need additional information or have any questions concerning the procedural 
aspects of the above referenced litigation, please feel free to call me. 

WPP/ds 
enclosure 

cc: Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
Sierra Club 
Alliance for Resource Conservation 

Very truly yours, 

/Mlf?i-
William Parkin 

• 

• 

• 
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Harold M. Freiman, # 148099 
LOZANO SMITH SMITH 
WOLIVER & BEHRENS 
20 Ragsdale Drive, Suite 
Monterey, CA 93940-5758 
TEL 831-646-1501 
FAX 831-646...:1801 

Attorneys for Respondents 
Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District and Board 
of Trustees of the Pajaro 
Valley Unified Scho9l District 

\j1~ c.: 2 o 'JQfl" 
._ ,;•~ !,) L. U!J 

F I L E 0 
MAY 1 7 1999 

CHRISTINE PATTOh CLERK 
BY CAROLYN SILVA 

OEP1JN, $.6IDA CRUZ CrAJNTY 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE Of' CALIFORNIA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ 

WATSONVILLE WETLANDS WATCH, an CASE NO. 134587 
unincorporated association; and 
CALIFORNIA ALLIANCE FOR RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION, an unincorporated ORDER AND JUDGMENT DENYING 
association . PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 

Petitioners, 

v. 

PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF 
THE PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT; and, DOES 1 through 
15, . 

Respondents. 

Petitioners• Petition for Writ of Mandamus came on regularly for 

hearing before this Court on April 23, 1999, in Department 8, before 

the Honorable Richard McAdams, presiding. Respondents appeared 
I 

25 

26 

through Harold Freiman of Lozano Smith Smith Woliver & Behrens, 

counsel of record .. Petitioners appeared through William Parkin 

27 Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, their counsel of record . 

their I 
of : 

I 
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This cause having been argued and submitted for decision, the 

Court having reviewed the administrative record herein and the pap~ 
filed in support of and in opposition to Petitioners' Petition for 

Writ of Mandate, the arguments of counsel appearing at the hearing 

thereon, the Court being fully advised, and good cause appearing in 

that, among other issues: 

1. Respondents' certification of the Revised Final 

Environmental Impact Report ("RFEIRn) for the Proposed Third High 

Schoel Site at Harkins Slough Road did not constitute a prejudicial 

abuse of discretion; 

2. Substantial evidence in the administrative record support~ 

the conclusions contained in the RFEIR and the findings made by 

Respondents pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act in 

relation thereto, including but not limited to the conclusion that 

the proposed third high school project site is not situated on pri 

agricultural land; 

3. The RFEIR sufficiently identified impacts and mitigation 

measures relative to the proposed local coastal plan amendment 

described therein and thereby complied with the requirements of the 

California Environmental Quality Act; and 

4. The above referenced findings do not purport to bind the 

California Coastal Commission in its determinations regarding .the 

third high school project. 

therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED: 

1. That Petitioners~. Petition for Writ of Mandamus and all 

relief requested therein is denied; 

2. That judgment is entered in favor of Respondents and 

against Petitioners; and 

- 2 -
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3. That Respondents are to recover costs of suit from 

Petitioners to the extent allowed by law, in an amount to be 

established. 

Dated: 
MAY 14 1999 

Approved as to form for 

Dated: 

F:\WPSI\PAJARO\W\li'W\PLEADING\ORDER..pld 

OR.OER 

R\chard Mc.Auams 
Honorable Richard McAdams 
Judge of the Superior Court 

Petitioners: 

WITTWER &: PARKIN, LLP 

•.. 

William Parkin 
Attorney for Petitioners Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch and California Alliance 
for Resource Conservation 

- 3 -

CASI NO. 1.34557 

() 

l 



• "' .. ... 
""o §! 
i<-e~~ul .,t ; :::: 

~-j 
§~i 
C>11i 

~ 1:::: C>1 . 
i;a 
~~ 
~ 

1 

2 

3. That Respondents ha~Je and a.re t2 recover costs of suit 

Petitioners to the extent allowed by law, in an amount to be 

3 established. 

4 

5 Dated: 
Honorable Richard McAdams 

6 Judge of the Superior Court 

7 

8 Approved as to form for Petitioners: 

9 

10 

5" /c/11 11 Dated: 
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ORDER 

f' 

William Parkin 
Attorney for Petitioners Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch and California Alliance 
for Resgurce Conservation 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

[C.C.P. 1013a, 2015.5] 

3 I declare that I am employed in the County of Monterey, California. I am over the 

4 age of eighteen years and not a party to this action. My business address is 20 Ragsdale Drive, Suite 

5 201, Monterey, California 93940. 

6 On May 19, 1999, I served the within: 

7 NOTICE OF ENTRY OF JUDGMENT 

8 on the interested party in said cause as indicated below: 

9 [] 

10 

11 [v'] 

12 

13 

14 [] 

15 

16 [v'] 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

(BY PERSONAL SERVICE) I served a copy of said document(s) by hand delivery to the 

interested parties at: 

(BY FACSIMILE) I served a copy of said docurnent(s) via facsimile transmission to the 

interested parties at: 

William Parkin 831-429-4057 

,(BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY SERVICE) I served a copy of said docurnent(s) to be 

sent via overnight delivery service to the interested parties listed below: 

(BY REGULAR MAIL) I served a copy of said docurnent(s) to be placed in a United 

States mail depository, in a sealed envelope with postage fully prepaid, to the below 

addressee: 

William P. Parkin 
Wittwer & Parkin, LLP 
147 South River Street, Suite 221 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

22 I declare under penalty of peljury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 

23 is true and correct and that this declaration was executed on May 19, 1999 at Monterey, California. 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

Marci Bauer 

~'' 
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STP E OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Govemor 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AERONAUTICS PROGRAM M.S. #40 
1120 N STREET - ROOM 3300 

-

.BOX 942874 
CRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 
6) 654-4959 

FAX (916) 653-9531 ~ 

~ 

• 

• 

February 3, 2000 FEB H 7 2000 

Mr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 
California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Mr. Lester: 

In response to your letter dated January 24, 2000, the following answers your directed questions 
are provided: 

1. Question: Is Area C (see map enclosed), or any portion of it, a suitable location for a public 
school under the applicable law? 

Area C as depicted on your map shows a considerable larger area than the site we evaluated 
in 1992 and 1997. Attach,ed is a map of the site we evaluated. Any siting of school facilities 
outside of the areas depicted on the map originally submitted by the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District in 1992 would invalidate our evaluations and another school site evaluation 
may be required. 

2. Question: What accounts for the change in determination on the Harkins Slough Road Site 
change from 'incompatible with school development' in 1987 to 'suitable for a school' in 
1992? What were the "safety and noise concerns" observed by your office regarding the 
Harkins Slough Road site in 1992? 

This site has always been a fence sitter. A subtle change in the conditions of the airport's 
operating environment would tip scales one way or the other. During the early and mid 
1990s general aviation activity was at an all time low and predictions in the industry 
forecasted grim prospects for a recovery. Those numbers were brought down the estimated 
and projected activity counts for the Watsonville Municipal Airport. This change was in 
large part the reason we favored the school site. Additionally the site we evaluated in 1992 
had different boundaries than the one we evaluated in 1987. 

3. Question: The January 21, 1992, letter said your office's determination that the Harkins 
Slough Road site was suitable for a school would expire January 31, 1997. Has a new 
determination or an extension of this determination been granted? If so, can you please 
provide us with a copy? If not, will one be necessary? 



Mr. Charles Lester 
February 3, 2000 
Page2 

We reviewed the 1992 evaluation, verified any change to the airport operating environment 
and considered the factors we researched, came to the same conclusion of the 1992 
evaluation and issued an extension. 

4. Question: Did (or will) your site suitability-analysis focus on existing flight patterns and 
numbers of flights at the Watsonville Airport, or is it based upon expected future flight 
patterns and numbers of flights (for example, flight patterns and numbers of flights that may 
be expected under the airport master plan?) Has there been a change in flight patterns and or 
number of flights since 1992 such that your office's determination of suitability for the 
Harkins Slough Road site would likewise change? 

Our evaluation weighted both the current operations and the projected operations at about the 
same. We take into account flight patterns, number of operations, operating altitudes, 
expected aircraft maneuvers and type of aircraft expected to operate over the site. We glean 
our information from the master plan, airport manager interviews, various government 
documents and from direct observations. Over the past couple of years, 

1
We have noticed an 

increase in operations at the Watsonville Municipal Airport. It is difficult to predict whether 
a favorable site recommendation would occur if the site were reevaluated today, since many 
factors must be considered before we come to a conclusion. Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) will not speculate at this point short of the formal evaluation process. The process 

• 

is initiated at the behest of the school district as stipulated in the education code. Caltrans • 
will respond, after the request is sent through the Department of Education. 

5. Question: It is our understanding that the applicable state requirements for public school 
sighting near airports were revised in 1993; please confirm whether this is or is not the case. 
What is the currently applicable law governing siting of public schools near airports? 

The criteria we use for sighting of schools really have not changed over the years, however, 
we have formalize our procedures in 1998 to standardize the way we evaluate sites and to 
provide better record keeping. In 1993, Caltrans published the Airport Land Use Planning 
Handbook and the information contained within is now considered in the evaluations we 
conduct. The current applicable law for sighting a . school in the vicinity of an airport is 
Education Code 17215. 

er questions or if we may be of assistance, please let us know. 

Aviation Safety Officer 

Enclosure • 
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STAiE OF CAUF(WDA..BUSINESS, TRANSPOI\rATION AND HOI.JSING AGf!NCY PETE Wll.$0N, Govemar 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AERONAUTICS PROGRAM M.S. #40 
1120 N STREET- ROOM 3300 
P.O. BOX 942873 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 
(916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 653-9531 

Mr. Richard S. Meyer 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
P.O. box 50010 
Watsonville, CA 95077-5010 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Watsonville Ahport 
Santa Cruz County School File ....... ·· 
Santa Cmz County 

June 10, 1997 

R c I 
FEB 0 9 2000 

In response to your request of June 2, 1997, we are extending the effective date of our 
January 21, 1992 school site evaluation. However, if a site is not acquired by June 9. 2002, 
another site evaluation by our Department is required. 

bee: DReynolds -District 04 
DRG:jef 

Sincerely. 

Original Signed by 

. DANIEL R. GAROAS 
Aviation Consultant 

u:\\Gargas\Pl\iaro.doc 

8L69-l'S9-9T6 
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-'emorandum 

MR. STAN ROSE 
School Facilities Planning Division 
Department of Education 
?21 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Date: January 21, 1992 

File: 

. rom: DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATiON 
DM$10M OF A!ROHAIJ'T'ICS 

Jbiect: 

• 

Proposed School Site - Pajaro Valley Unifitd Sohool Oistriet, 
Santa cruz·9ounty 

In response to your request of Oeee~ber lg, l99l and Section 
39006 of the Education Cede, the California Department of 
Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, has analyzed eleven 
-school sites proposed by the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District. The proposed sites are 1ooated at various locations 
around the. Watsonville Municipal Airport, see attache'd map. 

our analysis consisted of a thorou;h review of our files 
concerning the Watsonville Municipal Airport, includini layout 
plans and vicinity ~aps ~epicting the relationshii of tho ai~ort 
traffic patterns to the proposed sites. In addit on; a fly ovar 
was conducted to further evaluate the sites. The Airport Manager 1 

Ma. Kim Wirht 1 was offered the opportunity to respond. Her 
comments were considered. 

our evaluation reve~led that Sites fl, 7, 9 ," l.O and 11 were 
undesirable sites because they are under the flight tracks ot 
aircraft performing critical fliqht mane~ver at low altitudes for 
approaches and departures into and out of the Watsohville 
Municipal Airport. 

we have some reservations regarding site #2, 3, 4 and 6 . 
because of some safety and noise concerns. We recommend that the 
school district explore all alternative sites before eelecting any·r 
of these sites. It Site f2, 3, 4 or 6 is selected, we raco~tmend 
that mitiqation be taken to minimize outside noise impaota ~o 
within 45 decibels inside the classroom. 

• 
we have only some noise concerns for Site IS and recommend 

the same noise miti9ation procedures be taken as deseribed acove. 

We have no safety or noise concern for site #!. 



'FROM PVUSD CONSTRUCTION 
... --·· es.ee.t997 15 , 03 
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Mr. Stan Rose 
:January 21, 1PP2 
Page 2 

The Oepartzent cannot guarantee the safety of any of the 
sites above. Howevar, based upon our evaluation cf existing 
conditions and planed development, Site t2, 3, 4, 5, 5 and e are 
considered. -to provide the level of safeti suitable for a aehcol. 
We, therefore, do not object to the aequ aition of these proposed 
school sites. However, lt a site is not acquired by January 31, 
1997 enother site evaluation vUl be #11__ . 

,• 

DANIEL R. GAS 
• Aviation Consultant 

Enclosures 

cc: ~im Wirht - Watsonville Municipal Airport 

• 

. , 

• 
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•' State of COIIfomla BuslnMS, Transportation and Housing Agency 

Memorandum 

To: 
Robert D. Williams 
School Facilities Planning 
Department of Education 
721 Capitol Mall 
Sacramento. CA 

Division 
Dote: Dec. 23, 1987 

File: 

From: DEPARTMENT pF TRANSPORTATION 
DMtlON OF AERONAUTICS 

Subject Proposed Alternate School Sites, Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District. Santa Cruz County 

In res pons e t o your r e que s t of Nove m be r 1 7 and 1 9 • 19 8 7 • and .. 
Section 39006 of the Education Code, the California Department of 
Transport•tion, Division .of Aeronautics. has evaluated the school 
sites proposed by the Pajaro Valley Unified School District, 
Santa Cruz County. • 

The sites. listed as A. B, C, D. E and F (corrected) are located 
around the Watsonville Airport and within 1000 feet (0.19 miles) 
to 7500 feet (1.42 miles), also siteD is located 800 feet north 
of the Watsonville Community Hospital Heliport. 

The analysis consisted of a thorough review of our files 
concerning the subject airport and heliport, including the 
facilities records and topographical maps of the area. 
Watsonville Airport is a very active public owned public-use 
airport with approximately 400 based aircraft and has 160,000 to 
180,000 aircraft operations per year. The airport manager. the 
Watsonville city manager. and the assistant administrator of 
Watsonville Community Hospital were given an opportunity to 
respond, and their comments were considered. 

Our evaluation of the six proposed school sites revealed that 
three of the sites, A, D and E, are located within the airport 
traffic area and considerable overflights would occur and 
possible overflights during operations involving instrument 
weather conditions. This potential of overflight with respect to 
noise and safety would not be compatible with school development. 
Sites B. C and F are located. with respect to distance and 
direction, such that the potential for random overflights would 
be low and should not present an unduly hazardous situation. 

The Department cannot guarantee the safety of B. c. or F (or any) 
site. Based upon our evaluation of existing conditions and 
planned development, site B. c. or F is considered to provide the 
level of safety suitable for a school. Barring acquisition of 

.. 

• 

• 

• 
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Robert D. Williams 
Page 2 
December 23. 1987 

these or other more suitable locations. we do not object to 
proposed site B C or F. The Department does object to putchase 
of site A D and E for school purpcses. 

Sincerely. 

JACK D. KFMMERLY. Chief 
Division of Aeronautics 

(!~_ r:: ~tt;-
Carl E. =mitb 
Aviation Consultant 
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December 7, 1987 

Mr. Carl E. Smith 
Department of Transportation 
Division of Aeronautics 
P.O. Bas 1499 
Sacramento, CA 95807 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

Re: School Sites - City of Watsonville 

In reference to your letter of November 24 1 1987, 
concerning school sites and the response from the 
City of Watsonville Airport Manager, I would like 
to add the following comments: 

I concur with the Airport Manager's comm~nts 
regarding the sites listed with the exception 
of Sites C and F. Due to the flight pattern 
for the approaches to the airport and the 
future increases in air traffic, it seems as 
though there could be a problem with Site C and F 
during times of dense heavy fog. Aircraft could 
mistake the school site for the airport. 

Thank you for your consideration of the comments 
from the City of watsonville regarding these proposed 
school sites. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
John Radin 
City Manager 

JR:lh 

~llt'O swt'~ElO~d l~aow 

~If 
City Hall, P.O. Box 430, Watsonville, CA 96077 
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE 

December 2, 1987 

Mr. Carl E. Smith 
Dept. of Transportation 
Division of Aeronautics 
1130 K Street - 4th Floor 
P.O. Box 1499 
Sacramento, CA 95807 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

FEB 0 9 ZOOG 

rons Division 
of Aeronautics 

In reference to you letter of November 24, 1987 concerning schOOl 
sites near Watsonville Airport, I would like to make the following 
comments. 

Almost 400 aircraft are based at watsonville and at least 150 
aircraft (visitors) arrive every week. 

l. SITE ~: 

This location is incompatible. Runway 19 is used 85% of the 
time for take off and landing. Aircraft would be at full 
take off power close to the school. The traffic pattern 
passes over Site A. As does the circling approach from 
Localizer/NDB approach. 

2. SITE B: 

No problem here. 

3. SITE C: 

No problem here. 

4. SITE D: 

Located directly under the turri from downwind to base leg to 
Runway 19. The most used runway. 

5. SITE 1!:: 

Along side of final to Runway 8 used 7% of year, however 
during the summer as the fog rolls in we are forced to use 
Runway 26 with temporary right traffic to avoid fog. This 
would place aircraft on take off over the site at full power. 

• 

• 

• 
City Hall, P.O. Box 430, Watsonville, CA 95077 

11'91 000~~ 8L69-1759-916 
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6. SITE F: ct.~,f'll..,.~/(J.Xt"...A,Li-- :~ }l .... C'J:&.. 
Aircraft making straight in approaches to the main Runw-ay 
19 would fly directly over this site but shoUld be high 
enough to make this compatible. 

our traffic is increasing regularily. We are the only airport 
serving all of Santa Cruz County and Northern MOnterey County. I 
urge you to consider my recommendations. 

Thank you, 

~~ .. ~ ¥ ~~--·-'--· 
Vernon L. Ackennan 
Airport Manager 
City Of Watsonville 

VLA;eg 

cc: Bud Carney-Planning Dir . 

~ll~8 sw~~9D~d l~aow 



____ .. ,.,,.-""-"' _____ ,._ ... \ . 
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Exhibit K 
California Department of Fish & Game 

Correspondence 
(16 Pages) 



State of California The Resourcu Agency 

Memorandum 

To :Mr. Charles Lester, District M~~ 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

FEB 1 6 2000 

CALIF8RNIA 
COASTAL C MMISSION 
CENTRALCOASTARfA 

From : Department of Fish and Game- Post Office Box 47, Yountville, California 94599 

Subiect =city of Watsonville's proposal to amend their Local Coastal Plan 
(LCP) 

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed your 
January 19, 2000 let"t:.~r requesting formal opinions on several 
questions relating ~o'J?ot~I1:tial environmental impacts and 
mitigation associated wi~fi''tpe City of Watsonville's proposal to 
amend their LCP. The_j:n;-dp:Os~d LCP amendment would allow for the 
const~uction of a h~gh s~~o§}. t H~rkins Slough ~nd Lee roads in 
the c.1. ty of Watsonv.1.lle. ·'~· .. In t.1.on to respond.1.ng to your 
specific questions, we hay~ ed a gener:~l discussion of our 
view of the impacts of.the· P amendment and suggested 
approaches for mitigating 

The Commission has 
major changes in Watsonv 
accommodate the const 
Road site. It is our 
roughly one-half o~ 
the City proposes~to 
"C" as Area "F'', 
allow for the hi 
amendment, the 
LCP development 
the current LCP 
acres total, 
roughly 50 of 
Area "C" not·a. 
City have both 
farmland. 

. . proposal to make 
lan (LCP) to 

:,1:.hE; Harkins Slough 
chool site is 

5 acres) and 
ion of Area 

rent set of 
nstraints 

10-15 
lopment on 

•·portion of 
r and the 

We believe the .~ .·.· · .. · .· . prg.Y~a€ls substantial 
long-term protection. ;;~nda ociatecf upland areas in 
Area "C". We recognize that current land uses at the site are far 
from optimal in terms of providing and protecting wildlife habitat. 

• 

• 

However, in our judgment, the unamended LCP would have eventually • 
lead to a development scenario for the site that would combine a 
few acres of intense development with some form of conservation 
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Mr. Charles Lester 
February 15, 2000 
Page Two 

for remaining sensit areas (slopes, wetlands, etc.). We have 
concluded that, in the long-term, the proposed amendment will 
result in net future loss of open space acreage potentially useable 
by wildlife. This loss will contribute significantly to a steady 
cumulative loss of upland and wetland habitat values associated 
with the Watsonville slough system which has occurred as the City 
has developed. In addition to the obvious cumulative direct losses 
of habitat, we are concerned about cumulative impacts on slough 
system hydrology and water quality. It is important that any 
amendments to LCP for Area "C" minimize cumulative impacts to the 
slough system. 

If the Commission should decide to amend the LCP to allow 
development of a high school at the site, it should include 
reasonable requirements to offset the potential loss of open 
space/habitat. We suggest the following requirements. 

1. All areas within Area "C" site not needed for construction of 
school facilities should be acquired and set aside as open 
space/wildlife areas. 

2. School facilities should be arranged in the expanded site so 
they are as far from wetlands areas as practical, maximizing 
the area of protected uplands adjacent to the sloughs. 

3. Roughly 30 acres of wetland/upland land in Watsonville 
area, preferably in proximity to the project, should be 
acquired or otherwise permanently protected to compensate for 
the increased developed area resulting from the proposed 
amendment. 

4. Management plans should be developed for all conserved areas, 
including appropriate levels of restoration. 

5. Runoff detenti6n areas are proposed to also serve as 
mitigation for wetland impacts. In such a case, they should 
be designed so that disturbance of mitigation wetlands does 
not occur during maintenance. 

6. Arrange school facilities to provide restored upland habitat 
corridors between wetland areas. 

7 . Provide for an appropriate level of restoration and management 
in the existing, adjacent Ecological Reserve to compensate for 
the intrusive effects referred to in our response to Question 
"4" (below). 



Mr. Charles Lester 
February 15, 2000 
Page Three · 

RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

Question 1: Wetland Delineation 

The Department has not made an independent, detailed 
assessment of the extent of Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
Areas (ESHA) on the site. Based on our brief site visits it 
appears that wetland areas wetland-upland transition areas 
have generally been accurately defined. We view the sloughs 
and adjacent upland areas as forming a single ecosystem. Many 
wetland species require upland areas for portions of their 
life cycle. For example, amphibian species may aestivate in 
or migrate through upland areas. Upland species (raptors, 
small carnivores, song birds, deer, etc.) benefit from the 
production of food (vegetation, insects, rodents, etc.) and 
cover associated with wetlands. In our judgment, the entire 
area in question is small enough that development anywhere on 
the site will, to some extent degrade the value of the site 
for wildlife. The Commission should consider whether the 

• 

entire site meets its definition of ESHA (Coastal Act Section • 
30107.5} based on the rare slough/upland habitat combination 
existing there. It seems to us that it does. 

The reduction in designated wetland area, since the LCP was 
written (reported by Huffman and Associates), may be due to 
grading and other activities associated with current farming 
operations. · 

Question 2: ESHAs other than Wetland 

Based on recent surveys by Dana Bland, it appears that West 
Struve Slough areas adjacent to the proposed school site 
are inhabited by red-legged frog, but not Santa Cruz long-toed 
salamander or tiger salamander. This result is not surprising 
given the degraded nature of upland habitats (intense farming, 
freeway, non-native vegetation, etc.). The two salamander 
species are known to occur locally and there are substantial 
opportunities for restoration in Area ftC". These species 
should continue to be addressed by avoidance and mitigation 
efforts associated with the LCP amendment and freeway off-ramp 
construction. It is our understanding that the recent surveys 
were conducted for a relatively short period of time and were 
restricted to the eastern portion area. The salamander 
species may occur in the slough in numbers too low for the 
surveys to detect given the survey design. • 
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Question 3: ESHA Buffers 

The current LCP requirement for a 100-foot setback from 
wetland and wetland transition zones provides significant 
protection for the wetlands and wetland species. However, 
these 100-foot buffers do not provide protection for broader 
wildlife needs. For example, this would a very limited space 
for raptor foraging. Narrow parallel buffers also do not 
provide safe and eff~ctive migration corridors between 
sloughs. Again, to minimize the potential loss of habitat 
values associated with this proposed change in the LCP, we 
believe much more of Area "C" should be acquired, the school 
facilities anned further away from the sloughs, and 
remaining area lands conserved. Buffers should extend beyond 
the break in slope above the sloughs to reduce to buffer the 
effects on slough tats from the effects of erosion from 
adjacent land uses. 

Question 4: Department's Ecological Reserve 

Department ecological reserves are acquired and managed 
principally to protect special habitats and the rare species 
that depend on them. Limited public uses of the reserves are 
allowed under specific management plans when these uses are 
compatible with reserve management goals. Due to staff and 
funding limitations, the Department has not developed a 
specific management plan for the reserve, or attempted 
substantial restoration or inte ive projects. In the 
absence of appropriate infrastructure, we currently restrict 
use of site to organized groups and individuals familiar with 
the site on a case-by-case basis. Our general concern about 
the development of the high school adjacent to the reserve is 
that the intense public activity associated with the school 
will lead to increased use of the reserve that would have been 
far less likely with the limited development allowed by the 
current LCP. Specifically, we are concerned about the 
increased potential for such things as littering, fires, and 
illegal vehicle traffic. In addition to their effects on the 
ecological values of the reserve, these intrusions will also 
likely lead to sed demands on our very limited 
enforcement staff. Security patrols, good fences, regular 
litter clean-up efforts, and lighting constraints will be 
needed to minimize the impacts of siting the school adjacent 
to the reserve. Because the reserve is downstream from the 
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proposed high school site, it could be subjected to water 
quality, sedimentation, or hydrological effects from high 
school construction and operation. 

Question 5: Development Modifications 

Please see our responses under the heading "Impacts and 
Mitigation (general)," above. 

Question 6: Streambed Alteration Agreement ("1601 Permit") 

• 

The Department has not received an application for a 1601 
permit for any aspect of the project. All parties should note 
that we are now (as of May 1, 1999) required to comply with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in issuing 
these permits. If the applicant has previously prepared and 
circulated adequate CEQA documents prior to the time of their 
1601 permit application, this process is generally quick and 
straight forward. On the other hand, if activity applied for 
has not been adequately described in earlier CEQA documents or 
if proposed avoidance and mitigation are inadequate, it will • 
be necessary to develop and circulate new CEQA documents, 
which can take several months. 

Question 7: Harkins Slough Road Widening 

From the perspective of protecting slough ecological 
functions, a bridge is the preferable method for a road 
crossing. A bridge would have less effect on the downstream 
transport of water and sediments and provide some form of 
wetland habitat under its foot print. However, the Department 
does not have the authority or the compelling evidence of 
significant impacts to require construction of a bridge, 
rather than a culvert/fill crossing. The key mitigation and 
avoidance measures we will be seeking during development of a 
streambed alteration permit for the crossing will include 
adequate sizing of the culverts to ensure unimpeded water and 
sediment flow, placing the bottom of culverts well below grade 
to provide a near-natural substrate inside the culverts, and 
3:1 replacement of any wetlands lost through road widening. 

Question 8: Educational Component 

In addition to our adjacent Watsonville Slough Ecological 
Reserve, the Department has three other wetland-oriented • 
reserves in the central Monterey Bay area that could be made 
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available for educational, interpretive and restoration 
programs. These include the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander 
reserve near La Selva Beach, Elkhorn Slough reserve near Moss 
Landing, and the Moro Cojo reserve near Castroville. In 
addition there are numerous State Parks the area with 
wetland components that may be available for environmental 
education activities. We have not developed specific 
educational or interpretive materials for the Struve Slough 
area. Our interpretive center at Elkhorn Slough Reserve has 
developed educational materials and programs related to that 
estuary and associated uplands. We would welcome the 
opportunity to work with the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District (PVUSD) on wetland-related educational materials and 
programs for any fish or wildlife resource area adjacent to a 
school or not. 

Question 9: Other Deoartment Recommendations: 

Please see our responses under the heading "Impacts and 
Mitigation (general)," above . 

Your January 19 letter concludes with a suggestion that 
representatives of the Department attend the Commission'.s mid-March 
hearing in Carmel on the proposed LCP amendment to clarify our 
positions and respond to any related Commissioner questions. 
Mr. Patrick Coulston, Senior Biologist in the Central Coast 
Region's Monterey Office, is scheduled to attend the meeting. 
You may also reach Mr. Coulston at (831) 649-2882. 

cc: See Next Page 

Brian Hunter 
Regional Manager 
Central Coast Region 
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cc: Mr. John Casey, Superintendent 
Pajaro Unified School District 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Mr. John Doughty, Director 
Community Development 
City of Watsonville 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Mr. Henry Mello 
32 White Road 
Watsonville, California 95076 

• 

• 
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Mr. 0cnn Chase, Superintendent 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonv~lle, California 95076 

Mr. Martin Carver, Senior Planner 
City of Watsonville 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Messrs. Chase and Carver: 

Proposed Pajaro Valley Unified School District (District) 
Millenium High School Site, Watsonville, Santa Cruz County 

In recent meetings, conversations, and letters between personnel 
c~ t~e n~ of Fish and Game and the s~aff and cons~ltants of 
~~e C~~y of Watsonville (C ) and the Distric~. we have been asked 
to clarify our concerns about the choice of the s~bject proposed site 
a::-:d c:rr~'7.ic: to ·,vcrking with the City and -::he 
i:npac::s associo-ced with constrt.:cting and 
this location. 

~ins a high school at 

The Final Environmental Impact Report for the project 
acknowledges that the proposed site is relatively biologically 
sensitive and that some of the project's biological impacts will be 
difficult or impossible to mitigate. Our May 19, 1999 letter advised 
that an alternative site be chosen for the high school to avoid these 
i::-,pacts. It is our understanding that biological criteria played a 
relat~vely miner role in the site selection process so it is not 
surprising that the proposed site presents challenging mitigation 
obligations. From our perspective, there are five major types of 
impacts that biological mitigation efforts should focus on. They 

ll Loss of upland habitats acent to the slough potentially used 
for nesting, foraging, and refuge by species associated with the 
slcughs. 

~. =~~ential public disturbance cf the area's sensi~ive an~rna~s and 
~abitats (including the S~ate's adjaoen~ ecological =eserve; 
~~=~ugh ligh~ing 1 trespass, vandali3~, a~d litte~~ 

:css of connec~ivi~y be~ween the we~land hab~~a~s o~ ei~her side 
~= ~~e ~~~pcseC s~~e. 

1/ ' L-c-'~WNr{ 
'-

,';""< 
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cc: Ms. Maureen Owens Hill 
18 813 Aspesi Dr. 
Saratoga, CA 95070 

Mr. Gary Deghi 
Huffman & Associates, Inc. 
700 Larkspur Landing Circle, Suite 100 
Larkspur, CA 94939 

Mr. Charles Lester 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, 3~ Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

• 

• 

• 
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Mr. Richard Me r 
?ajaro Valley Unified Schoo: Dis~ric~ 
165 Blackburn St-eet 
Watsonville, C ifornia 95076 

Meyers: 

Revised Final Environmen~al Impac~ Report (EIR) 
Proposed Third High School Site, Santa Cr~z County 

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the 
Revised Final Draft EIR for the proposed construction of a high 
school at Harkins Slough Road. We also provided co~~ents on the 

aration and ~~e Revised Dra~t EIR . 

·~ ~he C~ty's expanding urban influence. 

Sloughs provide flood water storage, water pollution 
reduc~~on t~rough cleansing action of vegetation, waterfowl and 
wildlife habitat, and aesthetic relief from urbanization. 
Therefore, these sloughs are important elements of Watsonville's 
infras~ruc~~re, as well as important public trust resources. 
?r~per ~unc:icning of these wetland areas require a q~ate 

t~ffe-s between t~e wetland and urban devel8~ment. Th~s project 

upland habi~a~) resulting in a loss of many los~ values such as 
migra~ory corridors, water quality, and ~solation from public 

We have concluded that i~ will be 7ery diffic~l: not 
i::-,~ossible tc mi~igate the project impac~s en the proper 
f~nc:icning cf ~he slough system because of the close proximity 
o= the schccl tc the wetland area. After caref~l review cf the 

_; ",: C" ~ ..: ..= ~ ~ 
·- ._.. .... -- -- i . . 

_ .. -::.s yr-oJ ec:: .. 

• 
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Our conclusion is based on che following pcincs of concern: 

1. Unmitigated impacts. ':'he proposed site is located ·,.;ithin the 
sc~th County slough system, an area of s~gnificanc biological 
significance because of the high diversity of habitat types 
(e.g., freshwater marsh, riparian scrub and woodland, coastal 
sage scrub, and grassland) and high diversity of species (e.g., 
rapcors, mammals, amphibians} which utilize these areas. 

There are significant direct impects from th~ loss 0f upland 
habitat (migration corridors), and indirect lonq-ter.m impacts 
(continual degradation due to public intrusion} to the habitat 
va:ue of the slough. Upland habitat impacts (5.38 acres) and 
wetland habitat impacts (0.14 acres) remain unmitigated, although 
the Revised Final EIR states that a minimum 5:1 replacement ratio 
be used to replace upland and wetland habitat. The local plan 
requirement of a 150-foot buffer area adjacent to the wetland 
area is located in the we~·a~d transitiona: area. Wed= not 

an~. chus, is not considere~ sicigarion ~:r wecland i~pacts. An 
es::ogical program at sohocl is encc~ra cue nee a:: che 
high cost of fragmenting che slough habicat. 

The biological value of the Department's Ecological Reserve 
would also be degraded by the proposed school project. 
C~rrently, there are water quality problems in the slough from 
storm runoff. A school may further degrade water quality 
(vandalism, garbage from people in the area, fertilizers, 
pesticides, herbicides) desp~ce besc management practices. 
Additional significant i~pacts include lighting of the playing 
f~elds which disturbs animal behavior, i:lcreased foot and vehicle 
traffic which increases wildlife mortality, and construction and 
maintenance of infrastruct~re for sewer, water, and access which 
further fragments habitat. 

2. Lack of surveys. The 2evised Final ~IR describes the 
potential presence of many species of special status, including 
Santa Cruz tar plant, tri-colored blackbird, Santa Cruz long-toed 
salamander, California tiger salamander, and red-legged frog. 

of 

• 

• 

s~=7eys have only been c~~d~cced for Sa~::a Cruz tar p!a~t. 
Spe=ial status species were =~nsidered ;resent for pur;cses • 

"'' 
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presence. The Revised Fi~al E:R ~~cl~ded a s~atement of 
overriding considerations regard"- ~~e significan~ impacts, 
however, this does not negate the need to mitigate for 
significant biological impacts. ?ish and Game Code 5050 
(enclosed) describes fully protected reptiles and amphibians. 
The Santa Cruz long-toed salamendar is a fully protected 
amphibian, and any take of this species would violate Section 
5050. Therefore, surveys must be conducted to determine whether 
this species is present. 

3. Cumu~at.ive and un.ident.if.ied .impacts. There are other direct 
cumulative impacts which were not adequately addressed by the 
Final Revised EIR. Of most concern are impacts associated with 
the proposed road construction by Caltrans in the Harkins Slough 
Road area, increases in amphibian road mortality from traffic 
increases, and encouragement of more development on the ocean 
side on Highway One, further fragmenting this unique slough 
system . 

. ., . St=eambed Alta:aticn ::l.C"'--"""'en .... · ... ... ";!_;_.........,. ... ~-

tha:: all ::igaticn r~quired ~y ::~e .=>.rmy Cor;;s of 
Eng~~eers, ?ecic~a: Nater 
of sh and Game shall be implemented. ~nis project will require 
a streambed alteration agreement because of the location of the 
slough causing a substantial change to the banks of the slough in 
addition to signi cant direct and indirect impacts. Department 
review finds that the Revised Final EIR does not adequately 
address many direct and indirect significant impacts. The 
Department will propose for the streambed application agreement 
modification to the project to protect fish and wildlife 
resources affected by the pra~ect. The Cepartment does not 
beiieve the project's adverse impacts 0n ~ e ~esuurces can be 
mitigated on site and may have to recommend major project 
modifications to make on-site mitigation possible. 

There should be a more careful review and weighing of 
biological impacts in the alternatives analysis. Alternative 
sites and mitigation areas do exist, which already have most of 
the required infrastructure in place. This project should also 
be evaluar: in t:e!:ms of ove.,..:::.:l c~mula:: ·le impac-cs to the 

wcrking with the City of Wat~:nvi:le to assure C~QA compliance 

De9artreent concerned abou~ i~s ability ~c tain compliance on 
this highly sens~~ive proJecc. ?lacemen~ of the school next r:o 

,,,~ 
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the Department's Ecologi:::a: ?.eser·:e ':vould result i:1 i:r.mediate, 
significant degradation of the habitat and a continual decline ·
habita~ value. The Deparcillen~ finds ~he Final Revised EIR 
unacceptable and strongly advises the applicant to seek an 
alternative site. 

If you have any questions or require further clarification, 
please call Ms. Patricia Anderson, Associate' Fishery Biologist, 
at(831) 724-7130; or Mr. Carl Wilcox, Envir0nmental Services 
Supervisor, at {707) 944-5525. 

:::nclosure 

cc: Mr. Mar~in Carver 
Senior Planner 
City of Watsonville 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Mr. Tom Kukol 
Regional Wa~er ~~~y :~nero: 

81 Higuera Streec, S~i~e 20C 
San 

Mr. Dan Karl 
California Coastal Ccrr.mission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Mr. Ed Wiley 
W. S. Army Ccrps c£ Z~g~~e~=3 
333 Market Stresc, 3~h ?loor 
San Francisco, CA 94"C~-21?-

Sincerely, 

Brian Hunter 
?.egional Manager 
-en~ral Coas~ Regi~n 

• 

• 

Mr. James Van Ecucen 
Na~sc~ville ~etlands 

28 Arbolado Drive 
La Selva Beach, CA 95076 

• 
~\'l 
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~: .. , 190,. FISH AND GAME CODE 178 

'"'d" '"'sheer. ·1 he dcpar tment shall maintain internal accountability necessary to ensure that all restric
t"''" on the expenditure of these funds are met. 

• '"'""lrd~rStutlllr< /99/ Chop.J71} 

"'H'-1. Annual Report; Content 
1 • 1 I he department shall annually rerort the following to the legislature: 
' : ' I he management units fill which rlans have heen developed pursuant to S«tion 490 I. 
1 ., !\ smnmar y of tile .lata hom the annual connt conducted hy the dcrarlmcntliJr the rurposesof sub

... · "'"(h) nl Section -1')(12. 
' · • I he nmniH"r ol lin·nse tags issncd in the rrcceding season, and the numhcr of mature Nelson 

'"''"'"' 1:11ns tahnu1uh'r valid license tags in the rrecedingseason. 
' '' 1\uy instance known to the derartrncnt of the unlawful or unliccnsetl ta!dng of a highorn sheep in 

''". ·tatr ;md the disposition of any rroseculion therefor. 
1 · • 1 I ht· tmmher of highorn sheep relocated during the previous year, the area where reintroduced, a 

· 1 :••rmcnlnnthc success of the reintroduction, and a hrief description of any reintroduction planned for 

''" fqJiowing yca1. 
1' • l I he rrpt~rt which is due in 1991 shall be presented to the legislature on ur before July I, 1991, and 

·it'd I cnnsist of a wmpilation of the results of the ongoing study conducted pursuant to this section each 
• • .,, since the enactment of this chapter and an assessment of the environmental impact of the hunting of 
! '' hm highor n shrrp on the herds. 

· I mr·r~cln/ bt .\totllt•·' I '!'Ill ( lwp. I oltl} 

UIVISION 5. PROTECTED REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 
CHAPTER 1. TURTLES 

Article 1. Desert Tortoises 

· ·""U. Sell, F'urchasc, Harm, Take, Possess, or Transport; Exception 
'1 i~ unlawful to scll.pm chase, harm, take. possess, or transport any torloise((iopherus) or parts thereof, 

"' '"~hoot any rwjcctilc at a tortoise (Gopherus). This section does not apply to the takinJ!, of any tortoise 
· '" n antlwriwl hy the department. 

' I mou/n/ hr ,\trrtutn I 077 ( lwf'· I 208) 

''"'''· Possession; Exception to Section 5000 
I hi' tm•visions of Section 50110 do nul prohibit the posses.~iun of any tortoise (Gopherus) when the 

".ncr can demonstrate that such tortoise was legally acquired and possessed before lheelfectivedateof this 
" , t inn. The owner of a tortoise which may be possessed under this sec lion shall mark or otherwise identify 
'"rh tortoise lo the satisfaction of the department, and shall not transfer such tortoise lo any other person 
.. >ihout prior arpwval of the derartmenl. 

I I cUd h1· Statlltt.< I 117 2 ('/rap. 30 I) 

!"1112. Permits Authorizing Possession by Institution or Public Zoological Garden 
I he tlcpartment may issue permits, subject to such terms and conditions as lhecommissionmayprescribe, 

''''' horizing the rossrssion of any tortoise (Gorherus) or any part or product thereof by an educational or 
·' i"ntific institution or a puhlic zoological garden. 

1 trlrlrd /rr Statlllt< /971 Cftap. 301) 

Article 2. Terrapin 

~ifl20. Taking 
It is unlawful to tah diamond·back terrapin (Malaclemys) at any time. 
I idclfd ~r Statutrs 1957 Chop. 456) 

FISH AND GAME CODE 

CUAPTER 2. FULLY PROTECTED REPTILES AND AMPIIIBIANS 

5050. Take or Possess; Dellnilions 

·502·~1~ 
fully protected reptilesandamphibiansorparts thereof may not be taken or possessed at any time and 

pmvision of this code or any other law shall be construed to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to 
take any fully protected reptile or amphibian and no such permits or licenses heretofore issued shall have 
any li•rce or effect for any such purpose; ucept that the commission may authorize the collecting of such 
species for necessary scientific research. legally imported fully protected reptiles or amphibians or rarts 
thetcor may he possessed under a permit is.~ued hy the department. 

·1 he li1llowing are fully protected reptiles and amphibians: 
(a) Bhrnl-nosed leopard li1.ard (Crotaphylus wislizenii silus) 
(h) San Francisco garter snake ('I hmnnophis sirtalis tetrataenia) 
(c) Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum croccum) 
(d) limestone salamander (llydromanles hrm:us) 
(c) Black load (Bufo boreas exsul) 

CHAPTER 3. COMMERCIAL USE OF REPTILES 

:mu~uve Reptiles 
"Native rcptiles"as used in this chapter means snakes, lizards, turtles, or any other members of the clas.~ 

reptilia native to California. 

5061. Rules and Regulations 
1 he commission shall eslahlislr rules and rrgulat inns for the commercial take, sale, ltamport, export, or 

import of native reptiles. 

5062. 1\lligalor or Crocodilidae Farm Permits 
Notwithstanding any other pwvision of law, no permit shall be issued for the operation of a farm for al

lil!ators or any species of the family crocodilidae if the animals arc kept for the use and sale or I he ml':lt or 
hhks. No permit for theopcralinn of a farm for alligators or any species of the family crocndilidae shall be 
renewed if the animals are kept for the use ami sale of the meal or hides. 

(AclclrdhyStatutrs /99/ Chop. 776) 

DIVISION 6. FISif 

PART ·1. GENERALLY 

CUAPTER 1. MISCELLANEOUS 

55011. Use Explosives In Waters Inhabited by Fish 
It is unlawful to use explosives in the waters of this stale bhabited by fish, except under a permit first ob

tained by the user from the department consistent with terms and conditions set by the oomrnission, or ex
cept in case of emergency, lo remove an accidental obstruction to the now of water. Any person may appeal 
the department's decision to grant or deny a permit to the commission. 

(A mrnrlrd by Statutts /985 Chap. 1211 

5501. Taking of Harmful Fish; Permit 
'I he department may take any fish which, in its opinion, is unduly preying upon any bird, mammal, or 

fish. The commission may prescribe the terms of a permit to take any fish which, in the opinion of the de
partment, is harmful to other species of fish anti which should be reduced in numbers. 

5502. Take Ash; Restrictions - Fishway, Dam, Fish Screen 
It is unl'awful to take any fish within 250 feel uf any fishway, within 150 fret of the lower side of any 1lam, 

or within 150 feel of the upper side of any fish screen. 
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July 24, 1998 

Mr. Richard S. Meyer 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Dear Mr. Meyer: 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
Proposed Third High School Site 

Santa Cruz County 

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the 
Re7ised Draft EIR for the ~reposed constructio~ cf a high school 
a-: ::a~:.<:~ns Slot:g:-: :<.oad. We cf::er -cte :G.:..:..ow·i:1g co:n.TT~~ents ::c~ -:,:0:_;..:-. . . cc:--.s.:...::.e::-a.-:.lon: 

The Revised 2ra!~ E:R's trea~~e~t c~ C::::!!:l~ ~.:-.; "'""Q --··-_ ..... _.;_ spe::.=-es 
issues and mitigation is no~ adequate. The November field 
reconnaissance is not sufficient to detect any of the listed 
species potentially present on the site. In particular, it 
is not appropriate to conclude that Santa Cruz tarplant 
(Holocarpha macradenia) is not present without having 
obtained focused surveys during the flowering season by a 
qualified botanist familiar with the species and its 
phenology. Further, ~he Revised Jra!~ EIR accepts the 
possibility that Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (~~bystoma 

macrodactylum croceum), Califor~ia tiger salamander (A. 
californiense), California red-legged frog (Rana aurora 
drytonii), and western pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata) occur 
en the project site. Unless :ield st~dies following 
accepted protocols contradict this, the proponent must 
assume that these species are present and provide mitigation 
accordingly. The two salamander species and the pond turtle 
all travel considerable distances upland for estivation, and 
also migrate across upland areas in search of breeding 
habitat. The project would, therefore, result in a direct 
i~ss of habita~. This is a sigr.ifican~ iffipact, yet ~c 

L 
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~i~igation f~r ~his is provided. • 
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2. The disc~ssion of wetland impacts and mitiga~ic~ is too 0 

3. 

vague. The Revised Draft EIR needs to prese~~ ~ore speci!ic 
proposals for replacement of lost habitat. :he :istrict 
should be aware that conversion of one wetland type to 
another is not acceptable mitigation as it does not avoid 
loss c! wetlands. This limits the potential fer on-site 
mitigation. In view of the difficulty ~f finding suitable 
off-site mitigation areas, we cannot consider this feasible 
unless the District can identify suitable and available 
lccaticns !~r potential use. 

The Revised Draft EIR calls for the nine-acre "Biological 
Restoration" area to be turned over to an outside agency for 
management. While long-term legal protection from f~ture 
development is necessary, this proposal would effectively 
transfer the District's mitigation responsibility to a third 
party without compensation. The District must provide 
funding fer management activities needed to mitigate the 
i~pacts c! their project . 

be.:.ieves t:-.at 
;rc~ec: we~.:.~ res~.:.~ in sig~ificant adverse impacts ~= biclcgica! 
resources inc.:.~din; State- and Federally-listed species. Cnless 
adequate mitigation can be provided, adoption of this project 
would require a finding of overriding considerations. In view of 
the existence cf other feasible sites, this would appear to be 
unjustified. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and ccrrment on this 
project. If you have any questions regarding these comments, 
please contact Ms. Jeannine M. DeWald, Associa~e Wil~l!fe 
Biologis~, a: ·: 408) 42 9-9252; or Mr. Carl Wilccx, :::r:viror •. mental 
Services S~pe:7iscr, at (707) 944-5525. 

Sincerely, 
I ) 

."\, ( ... 
jl ~ Lc~JP-
, ' ' ' -f4'\/ 

Briah Hunter 
Regional Mana;e: 
Region 3 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND Wtt.DUH~ SERVJCI! 

Charles Lester 
Distdot Mlllna.gcr 
C~ntral Cout District Office:; 
California Couhd Cornmissioll 
125 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Califomia 9SOGO 

Vontura Fiih and WHc.lllfe OCfic:<: 
249l Portal" ltua.l, Su lte 13 
Vcu't\A, Calil'omia 9300:J 

March 2, 2000 

Subject: Proposed Iiigh School at Harkins Sklu2h and Lee Roads in tho Cit.y of 
Watsonville, Santa Crux County 

This letter is in response to yow request, dated January 20, 2000, and rcccind by us on JanwtrY 
24, 2000, for our opi11ion on several habitat issues related to the subject project. The p1·oposed 
project involves tho development of a hi1h 10hool on approxim.at<:ly 50 acres of a. 11 S-accc pare~' 
located in the CiLy of Watsonville, Santa Cruz County. ·The Final Environmental Impacl Report: 
for this ptQjcct has been approvod by the City of Watsonville (City). The project site is located 
within lhe coastal zone and the City o!W~laonville's current Local Coastal Plan mu.st be 
amended to allow for this project. The California Coastal Commission (Comotis&ion) is 
p1·eparin,g for a. hearing fn March to review the zoning amendment requcs.tcd by the City. The 
zoning auiendment, among other things, would reduce the area mapped in the Local Coastal Plai1 
as an OtlVU'Onnlenlally sensitive habitat area (ESHA). 

Although ·your quc.stions revolve around &ix specific issues, we would like· to preface our .. 
-rcrpoNCi wiLh e. broadtr i&leltlUCAt ofth• habitat valuo of tho lito. The proj~o\ aite is loca.b.k.l 
wiLhin the WataonviUc Sloush ay•tom and is·bOLU\dOd Ol'l \ht east by the West Branch o!Struva' 
Slough and on the wesl by Hanson Slough. Sloughs are import.rnl public resources iu that f.hcy 
provide flood watct nor;~.go and naww filltation ofwa.l.er. In addition, they support scnsitivG 
biological communities and habitat for fish, wildlife aod plants. TI1c proposed project site and 
tho surruundlng Waiaotwillc Slou.gh ay.tcm are included in the South County Slough system. 
which has been recognized u an area of sisnificant biological importance by lh.c California· 
Department ofFish and Ga.1ne. · 

Tho Watsonville Slough system is especially important as a refUge, feeding and l'CStiJ.l.g area :tor : 
migratory, winter and· resident waterfowl. In addition this slougl:l system is reported to support · 
the largcaL concentration of mijrant and wintering raptors in Santa Cruz County. 1'ho sloughs : 
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adj~1t to the; propo.sed project site provJd~ actual habitat for tha federally threatened California 
red.-lo~gcd tro.s («ana tJ.urom drayto11tl) and potential habitat for the tedet·ally cmdll\Qo.rod. .Santjl. 
CJ.w. long-toed ~4et (.4nzb)l3tomo macrodactylum croceum). the CalilbLuia. tiaer 
salaround.er (dmbystoma califomifJtrst). a fedotal candidllie. tor listin& and the Sallta Cruz 
tarplant ()loloctll'pha mQcradllnia), a specioc proposed. for listing as federally threatened. Tho 
project ai\0 is adjaccct to a stai.o 'WilcUlfe area. mall&IO'i by the California Dopactnlcnt ofFish and 
Game. · 

Coll6idering the multiplo NIOutU values thcs Watsonville Sloujh system supporLS and the 
existence of a wilcilifc &re$ aCJICCDfto the propoaod projtet aitc, wo beliovo that the proposed 
proj~ would rosu.lt jn significant dc~a\ion·o£tho n•ralrNourooa at t.h••ito, and should. be 
re-Jocatcc:l to an alternative aito. Wo would prefer tb•&t the City and the Commial'ion acck to 
minimi20o further altcr.Uon and dcatru~tiou ofhabitat ill this area, and <Orea.te opPQrt.u.:nitica to · 
restore upland habitat that had previously been 'onvertcd to agriculture. "fhe Jack of other l1'lor~ 

. seve~ fonns ofhabitat alteration makes tho- proposed project site one io consider for restoration. 
We would be happy to discuss with you·possible wa.ys in which this might be accomplished. 

The rcsponlibilitics ofthe U. S. Fish and Wildlirc SeiVice (Service) include administcrin~: the . 
E.adangered Spcci~ Act of 1973 (Act), as amendod. Section P of the Aei prohibits the taking of · 
any federally listed endangered or threatened species. Section 3(18) of the Act define& "lak<»" t9 
moan ~"to.ha.r-a.ss, harm., puriuo, hunt, shoot, wound, klll. trap• capture, or oollcct, Ol to at~empt to 
engage in auy SU(;h conduct. ... Service regulations (50 CF.R 17.3) de.llnc •·bann" to in.clude 
signii'cant ltabitat modi licatlon or dc&radatio.a which actually kills or jnjurcs wildlife by 
signi!ioa11.t1y impairiAg caaotial behavioral pallem.&, including breeding, reeding or sheltcrinll. : 
"Karasam.cut" ie definc;d bytbo Service u an intentiO.Qal or ncgli&ent aotion that creates the 
likelihood of injury to wildlife by annoying it to such an extent as to sianiticantly disrupt nonnal 
behavior patterns which include, but ace not limited to, breeding. feeding, or shclterin¥. The Act 
provides for civil and criminal penalties for the Wlla.w All tuing of llawd spcc:ies. I!xernptions ~o 
tbe prohibit~on& agaiT)st take may be obtaincq through coordination with the Service in two ways: 
through interat;cncy consu.ltatiOJ.l.for projeci.S with federal involvement pur&uant 1o section 7 or. 
throu~ the iesuance of a.n incidental tab pmnit under section 1 O(a)(lXB) of\he Act. 

If lhe proposed project p.rooeeds as proposed at the curront location, take of Califoxnia rod-lcggVd . 
fro~ in both the sloughs and the uplancls is likely. Recent surveys indicate California red-legged 
frogs arc known lo occur ncar the project site. In 1999,scveralllfo atage~ of tho California. recf.:.. 
legged Crog, including adults. juveniles and tadpoles were observed in tbe West Branch of. Struve 
Slough Jleat where Harkins Slough Road eroaea it. Tho p.resonoe or tad polo& indicates that . 
Califolllia rod-lc~gcd frogs arc breedlns in the Weat Branch of Struve Slough. In addition, rocr:.nt 
research indicates that California red·logsed Jiop ean foraao in U11land habitat and c.'\U migrate 
acroSI upland habit.t for long dista.ncu. Given \\11 of the above. wo rcoomme11d that tllC projeet 
proponent follow lhe U.S. rish $nd Wildlife Service's protocol to conduct .a sito assessment for 
California red-legged frop to deterrnine tboir pot.enlial use of diffcrc!lt components of the arcQ. 
includius upland. habitats such as the proposed project site. In adt.lilion, we reconuncnd Ulat 
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fu1ther assc.Ssments be done to determine the presence of Santa Cruz long-toed sal:.uncmdcrs and 
Califomia li~cr salanlallders at the pro]ect site. This information will a.s!ia1 the Scrvico in 
dctcr.minit'\S whetha tako of any of\hejC specie& is likely. 

Your specific questions are addressed b~low: 

Question 1: What would be the Service's intell?Teia.t.ion of the extent ofESHA resources on the 
site? 

In view of our comments above, we recommend taking the broadest. view possible 3n intcrpretft'lg 
tho extent or BSHA 1·csor,m;es on the site. 

Question 2; Doe5 the wetlands deli11ea1.ion as porfom1ecl adequately characterize the extent ot 
wetland resources at th.is sito? 

We do not have staff in our o !l'icc with the combination of ex1,erlisc ill w~Uands dallll.eations and 
familiarity with this site to comment specifically on the delineation that was done. For ~sues: 
hawing to do with the juri.sd.ictiona.I waters of the U.S. under the Clean Watr:;r Act, we l..ypically 
defer tQ lhe U.S. Almy Corps of Engineers (Cosps). However, ~ itated above, our .resource 
concerns go beyond t.he bounds of lhe Wc.Jtlo.ndi at this she . 

Q~1estion 3: Is a lQO .. foot l;>uffer adequate to 1>rotect areas thal may provide habitat for listed 
animal •peciea !tom aenvHios that may sisnificantly doe,r&.de theM he.bitatl? 

Based on the infon:nation that we have provided above, we conclude 1.hat a.lOO-fool buffer is: 
inadequate to protect such areu. Wo are unable to provide a specific buff~ wiclth that we co\ild 
consider more adequate .allhia ti.nlc, especially since we have not visited the sit.c. · 

Question 4: If Harkins Slough Road is widened, what project modifications and mitLgations 
would v:~; rcoommen<l ot require? . · 

ln general, we would rccomrntnd construction of a bridge across a slough rath~r than a culvert 
crossing because a bridge would be l~as likely to impede natural water Jlows. Without having 
more infotmation about the proposed roid widonlng, it is unclear wheth\}r there would bo a , 
benefit to consltllctins a culven rather than a bl'idgc in this particular location. If the 
C011struotion o{ tho ~roesing is to be funded, authorized, or carrlcd out by a federal a.gcncy and 
may affect a listed specie•, tho f.UeTal agency mwt consult with tho Service, puraulmt to scctit)Jl 
7 or the Act. lf a pfopoaed project doe& not involve a federa.l liCOCY but may result in the take of 
a listed animal spocios, tho project -proponent. should apply for an incidc.ntal take permit, purs,anl 
to section lQ(a)(l)(B) of the Act. Oocc yo1.1 have determined if the proposed project will hav~; a 
lead federal agency, we can provide you with more detailed i.n.fonnation regarding the section 7 
consultii.Uon or tho s~ctioJl lO(a)(l)(B) permitting process. · 
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Question S ~ Does the Service have sugsestions concemin& the development of a. wctl8Jld habi~t 
education' compouont.7 

The Service h~ developed soveral educational product; relatina to wetland habitats. You may 
contact .Fre.n Mctamancy with tho Servioo'e Sm FtarlCiiCO Bay National Wildllic Rofuso 
ComplQ: at 408·262·55 13 for further Lo!ormation. 

Question 6: Docs the Sorvice have a.ny other reeommendatlons for the Jand use plan or zoning : 
requiremClltS appUcable tO Lhe Ha.rlcina Slouah .R.oacl•ite? 

Aa stated at tho outset or this letter, wo beJiove the beat usc of 'this s;te is to tn.a.uagc it for tho 
conserv'ltion of wildlife. This would. ca.tail mininlWlli fl.lnh.er alteration and. Wtl\r\lOtiou of 
babltu, aod. , .. king oppottu.n.itica to rmore upland habitat Tb.at l\aa b.en eon. vetted provio"siy to 
41.1(licullurc. 

We are willing l.o meet with you, representatives of the City, and the applicant to discuss lheseJ ; 
is&ucs ful1b.cr. Ifyo1.1 have any· questions, plouo eialJ CoMie Rutherford. ot Colleen Sculley of my 
staff at 805/644·1766. · 
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Watershed Systems 
Robert Curry, Ph.D., P.G. 

Hydrology - Geology - Soil Science 
Soquel, Calif. 95073 
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G."~: FO 2 fill.!\ 
COASTX_ COtvU.iliSSION 
CENTR,;1.L. COAST AREA 

P.O. Box 770, 

831 426-6131; FAX 426-9604; cur:::y@cats.ucsc.edu 
ATT: l-700-STREAMS: field: 760 932-7700 

Ross Clark 
Coastal Commission 
Santa Cruz, CA 

Re: Pajaro Valley Unified School District/Hanson Slough 

Dear Mr. Clark, 

September 19,1999 

• 

The purpose of this letter is to briefly comment on the resource values 
associated with the upper finger of Hanson Slough north of Harkins Slough Road on 
Area C within the City of Watsonville. It is my understanding that the City of Watsonville • 
has submitted a plan amendment request to define this portion of Hanson Slough as 
other than statutory wetland. It is my further understanding that the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District intends to fill this area to allow school buildings and a parking lot to be 
developed there. I urge the Commission to reject any request to lessen protection for 
this portion of Hanson Slough. 

I am a wetland scientist, employed through my University of California faculty 
position, to aid the Regional Water Quality Control Boards in defining and protecting 
wetlands. I am very familiar with this section of the Watsonville Slough System, having 
been involved at different times in a monitoring the restoration project for the State 
directly downstream. The finger of Hanson Slough in question on Area C has clearly 
been modified over time by agricultural operations. However, notwithstanding the 
presence of row-crop agriculture and its attendant irrigation, this area has the hydrologic 
characteristics of a seasonally saturated wetland. Because of the perched groundwater 
table here induced by the high-clay content of the upper terrace surface soils, hydric 
soils have developed along the. side slopes. Because of the surrounding sloping 
topography, I would expect this hydrologic regime to continue were agricultural 
operations to cease. The generalized NRCS/SCS soil maps do not accurately define 
these perched water table conditions. 

In fact, if agriculture were to cease in this area of Hanson Slough, and it were to 
be left alone, it would be expected that hydrophytic plants would reestablish in the base 
of the slough with moisture-tolerant grassland species extending up the slopes. In fact, 
even with the current unnatural. cultivation of strawberries, hydrophytic weedy vegetation 
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is already common in this area. If left alone, I would expect other wetland species to 
reestablish themselves. Of course, this process could be accelerated if limited wetland 
restoration of this area were to occur. 

Finally, the Commission should note that Hanson Slough is part of the larger 
Watsonville Slough System, probably the most significant freshwater wetland system on 
the California coast. Even with the significant agricultural operations west of the 
Highway, much of this Watsonville System remains in a relatively natural state. This is 
precisely the type of resource protected by the Coastal Act. In fact, the school project, 
one that would flatten much of the site, including completely filling the finger of Hanson 
Stough and filling much of the upland habitat slope of the West Branch of Struve 
Slough, is precisely the type of development that led to the citizen-inititated passage of 
Proposition 20 and the subsequent Coastal Act. I urge you to reject both the 
amendment and the school project. 

It is critically important that the functional integrity of this system be maintained. 
The upland school site is the source of precipitation recharge that maintains these 
wetland systems. The only way. to accommodate development on the upland site would 
be to confine it to the upper terrace area above both Hanson and West Branch Struve · 
Sloughs. Any schoolyard development and roof areas should be developed with porous 
pavement and dry-wells to insure continued infiltration and recharge. No grassed 
playing fields should be allowed because these are among the very most damaging to 
adjacent recharge-dependent wetlands. No development of any kind should be allowed 
to extend over the break in slope above these resources. Since this break in slope is 
fairly clearly defined (by the existing farm road adjacent to West Branch Slough and by 
the steep bowl surrounding Hanson Slough), this setback should be easy to identify. In 
fact, these upland slope areas support a habitat that should be considered 
environmentally sensitive in its own right. If ANY activity is to take place in these areas. 
it should be limited to the control of non-native species and replanting with native trees, 
shrubs and grasses- nothing more. 

In closing, I again urge you to deny this entire package. Even if development is 
confined to the plateau area, there would be significant and unmitigatable impacts on 
the sloughs. Further, development of the site would commit it to urban use; from which it 
would be difficult- if not impossible - to return to open space and conservation uses. 
The highest best use of this area west of Highway 1 is to allow future generations and 
Monterey Bay to enjoy improved water quality and esthetics of the most important 
freshwater slough habitat on the central coast. It is not to allow such rare habitat to be 
graded, filled, and covered with an urban use. 

Respectfully, 

Robert R. Curry 
Registered Professional Geologist 

(California) 
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HUFFMAN & ASSOCIATES, INC . 
• Wetland Regulatory Consultants 

• 
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700 Larkspur Landing Circle, Suite 100, Larkspur, CA 94939 • (415) 925·2000 • Fax (415) 915-2006 
Other offices /ocaud in Reno. Nevcuhz 

February 3, 2000 

Mr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 
Central Coast District Office CAU!=QRN! '1 

· · · . (;;}ASTrl L CG iVliv: 
Cahfonua Coastal Comnns:e~!liG.~L COAS; .. 

" '! 

725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Subject: Proposed Third High School in the City of Watsonville 

Dear Mr. Lester: 

Huffman & Associates, Inc. (H&A, Inc.) is representing the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District (PVUSD) on matters related to biological issues for the proposed new Third High School 
in Watsonville, California. We have received a copy of your January 19,2000 letter to Mr. Brian 
Hunter of the California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) requesting their input with 
respect to a number ofbiological issues associated with the project proposal on Harkins Slough 
Road and in the vicinity of the West Branch of Struve S Iough. The purpose of this Jetter is to 
provide responses to your apparent concerns on behalf of the applicant and update you on the 
status of work being conducted by H&A, Inc. with respect to environmental permitting for the 
project. The following provides information pertaining to the nine issues/questions in your letter 
to CDFG. 

1) Wetland Delineation 

In June 1998, Huffman & Associates, Inc. (H&A, Inc.) prepared a report entitled "Investigation 
of the Presence of Waters of the United States, New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville, 
California," documenting results of an analysis to determine boundaries of wetlands and waters 
of the U.S. at the proposed site for the new high school. The wetland boundaries were 
determined based on methodology using the 1987 Corps Wetland Delineation Manual, the 
methodology currently used for such evaluations nationwide by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. Under Corps delineation criteria wetlands are present when all three wetland 
indicators are present (wetland hydrology, hydric soils, and wetland vegetation). 

H&A, Inc. has reviewed how the wetland boundary defined by H&A, Inc. according to Corps 
methodology relates to establishment of an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) 
according to requirements of the City ofWatsonville's Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use 
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District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
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Plan. According to the City's LCP, the ESHA would be defined as the area of the wetland or 
transitional zone. In determining whether the wetland areas defined in the field by H&A, Inc. 
include the area defined as the transition zone in the LCP, it is important to consider the LCP 
definition of the wetland-upland transition compared to the wetland criteria of the 1987 Corps 
Wetland Delineation ManuaL According to the LCP, the "wetland-upland transition is defined 
as a type of wetland occurring along the seasonally inundated margins of a slough." In 
employing the Corps methodology, wetlands mapped in the H&A, Inc. study include all areas 
where inundation or even saturation occurs for a period of at least 18 consecutive days during the 
growing season. As agreed between the District and CDFG at a May 21, 1999 meeting, the 
transition zone is determined to be coincident with the wetland boundary defined in the June 
1998 wetland delineation report prepared by H&A, Inc. The wetland map prepared by H&A, Inc. 
includes all seasonal wetlands at the slough margins, including wetlands defined by the LCP as 
wetland-upland transition, and all wetlands that would be defined using the more expansive 
wetland definition used by the Coastal Commission and CDFG based on the presence of one or 
more of the three criteria. 

2) ESHAs Other Than Wetland 

Coastal Act Section 30107.5 defines environmentally sensitive areas as any area in which plant 
or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially valuable because of their special nature 
or their role in an ecosystem, and which could be easily disturbed or degraded by human 
activities and developments. The Coastal Commission has requested information whether 
ESHA.s are present based on the presence of habitat for listed species that would extend beyond 
wetland ESHAs as discussed in #1. 

The City of Watsonville commissioned a study to survey for the presence of special status 
species in the West Branch of Struve Slough related to a Caltrans/City proposal to add exit and 
entry ramps to the north side of the current Harkins Slough Road/Highway l interchange, along 
with the widening of Harkins Slough Road west of Highway 1 and across the West Branch of 
Struve Slough from two to four lanes. The survey was conducted by Dana Bland and Associates 
and was intended to detennine the presence/absence of the Santa Cruz long-toed salamander 
(Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum ), a species both state and federally listed as endangered, 
and California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense ), a federal candidate for listing as 
endangered and a state species of special concern. The August 1999 report documenting the 
results of surveys to determine if these salamanders are present in this portion of West Branch 
Struve Slough has been made available to you by the City. 
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District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
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Although no Santa Cruz long-toed salamanders or California tiger salamanders were found in the 
West Branch of Struve Slough at Harkins Slough Road, another federally listed species, the 
California red-legged frog .(Rana aurora draytonii) was observed living and breeding in this 
portion of the slough. All areas that would be considered as an ESHA due to the presence of this 
species would be included within the ESHA defined as wetlands according to the H&A, Inc. 
delineation. Mitigation measures were recommended as part of the survey report to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate impacts to California red-legged frogs during the construction of the 
proposed Highway 1 ramp project and the associated widening of Harkins Slough Road from two 
lanes to four lanes. PVUSD will participate in the implementation of these measures to mitigate 
impacts resulting from the Third High School project. 

3) ESHA Buffers 

The location of the buffer zone has been established at a distance of 150 feet from the edge of the 
wetland upland transition zone defined in the City's LCP. As agreed between the District and 
CDFG at a May 21. 1999 meeting, the transition zone is determined to be coincident \Vith the 
wetland boundary defined in the June 1998 wetland delineation report prepared by H&A, Inc. 
The site plan includes a 150-foot buffer zone within the grassland adjacent to and extending 
landward from the mapped wetlands. The 150-foot buffer zone requirement, which was 
established in the EIR in recognition of the biological sensitivity of the slough, and inco1p0rated 
into the project design, is well in excess of the lOO~foot requirement stipulated in the City's LCP. 
This 150-foot buffer zone can be provided while maintaining the integrity of the applicant's site 
plan (the minimum allowable design) only through use of a retaining wall at the edge of proposed 
ball fields. The retaining wall would be located nearly 50 feet beyond the edge of the 150-foot 
buffer zone, with the intervening area disturbed only by a fill slope. A setback area from the 
wetlands of nearly 200 feet (150-foot buffer zone plus nearly 50-foot fill slope) without structural 
development of any kind is actually provided. 

4) CDFG's Ecological Reserve 

In previous meetings regarding the Third High School project with CDFG, the following 
mitigation program was discussed to mitigate both on- and off-site impacts to the slough 
ecosystem. CDFG has not suggested mitigation measures beyond this program with specific 
references to the Ecoreserve. The PVUSD believes that the proposed mitigation measures 
constitute a substantial program dedicated to maintaining the biological integrity of the project 
area and mitigating the impacts of its project. 
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The mitigation program proposed by the District is largely based on requirements of the project's 
certified EIR. The first element of the mitigation program is the establishment of a 150 foot 
buffer zone, in excess of that required by the LCP (see #3, above). The wetlands within the West 
Branch of Struve Slough and the adjacent grasslands within the setback constitute the nine-acre 
Biological Reserve cited in the EIR. As required in EIR Mitigation B-1, this area will be 
dedicated in fee, or by conservation easement to an appropriate organization or agency (including 
possibly CDFG) for restoration, preservation and management of biological resources. This area 
will not be dedicated without assurance of funding by the PVUSD to the grantee for conservation 
purposes. A restoration plan for the grasslands adjacent to the slough has been prepared by a 
qualified biologist (Randy Morgan) and is currently being reviewed by your agency and CDFG. 
Also, as suggested by CDFG at the May 21 field review, PVUSD would consider agreeing to 
conduct similar restoration activities within the 200-foot agricultural setback on the north edge of 
the site. 

Additional biological mitigation will include compensation for the loss of 0.14 acres of seasonal 

• 

wetlands that have formed along the south edge of the site near Harkins Slough Road due to • 
blockage of drainage beyond the road. These wet areas will be impacted by roadway widening 
and creation of a storm water retention area. The mitigation requirements of the EIR will be 
satisfied through the on-site creation of seasonal wetland habitat adjacent to the proposed 
location of storm water retention (southwest comer of school site), preservation (and dedication) 
of the entire 3.4 acres of on-site wetlands within the West Branch of Struve Slough, and 
enhancement of these wetland habitats through restoration of adjacent upland grassland to a 
native condition. 

5) Development Modifications 

The question from the Coastal Commission would suggest that reductions in project scale could 
be applied to reduce biological impacts at the site. Similarly, comments from the CDFG during 
field review in May 1999 seemed to suggest that the PVUSD should consider reducing the scale 
of the project at the proposed site to provide greater setback from biologically sensitive areas. 
The Final Revised EIR provides information regarding minimum site requirements for a facility 
of this type, and reviews the data documenting that the project proposed by PVUSD is at the 
minimum allowable scale. 
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Mr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
February 3, 2000 
PageS 

6) CDFG Stream Alteration Agreement 

PVUSD understands that the work that would take place within the streambed (i.e. the roadway, 
utility and culvert improvements related to the Harkins Slough Road crossing of the West Branch 
of Struve Slough) will require a Stream Alteration Agreement be obtained from CDFG. The 
project engineer is currently developing specific plans related to roadway, utility, and culvert 
improvements at this location. Once H&A, Inc. receives this information, we will submit the 
~pplication to CDFG for the permit. At the same time application will be made to the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers for a pennit pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

7) Harkins Slough Road Widening 

As noted in #6 above, the applicant is fully aware that the Harkins Slough Road improvements at 
the slough crossing will require permitting from a number of regulatory agencies. With respect 
to a permit from the Corps, because the wetlands that would be impacted are non-tidaL not 
considered "adjacent;' are above headwaters, and impacts are limited to under 3.0 acres, the San 
Francisco District of the Corps could authorize the project under Nationwide 26. However, on 
December 13, 1996 the Corps announced its intention to replace Nationwide 26 with activity
specific Nationwide Permits prior to the expiration date of Nationwide 26. Review of the 
Nationwide ~ennit program continues of this date. 

Because Nationwide 26 has been scheduled for expiration H&A, Inc. investigated the possibility 
of addressing the construction using Nationwide permit options exclusive of Nationwide 26. We 
believe that the Corps could process wetland permits for the development in addition to culverts, 
bridge improvements and utility line placement across the West Branch of Struve Slough through 
one ofthe following: 

a) the existing Nationwide 26 regulations; 
b) a combination of Nationwide 3 (Maintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation or 

Replacement of Previously Authorized Fill Structures), Nationwide 12 (Utility 
Line Backfills and Bedding), Nationwide 14 (Road Crossings) and Nationwide 
18 (Minor Discharges); or 

c) one of the new Nationwide permits which are currently in public review and not 
finalized . 
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Additional permits required include the Water Quality Certification or Waiver from the Central 
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Stream Alteration Agreement from CDFG (see 
#6 above), and a Section 7 consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act. The Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Board is necessary for the Corps permit to be valid. It appears as though the 
Section 7 consultation with the USFWS will be necessary as it pertains to potential impacts 
resulting from the roadway, utility and culvert work within the slough on the California red
_legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii). 

8) Educational Component 

PVUSD intends to incorporate a wetland educational component focusing on the slough as part 
of the standard curriculum. The District welcomes input from CDFG regarding the nature or 
content of such an effort. 

9) Other CDFG Recommendations 

Comment from the applicant regarding this topic is not warranted at this time. 

If you have any questions regarding the biological issues associated with the Third High School 
in Watsonville or the process for obtaining regulatory permits for the project, please call me at 
415/925-2000. 

Sincerely, 

~ /~""' 
Gary Deghi 
Wetland Regulatory Specialist 

GD:smf 

cc: Ms. Maureen Owens Hill, Owens Hill Consulting 
Dr. John Casey, Superintendent PVUSD 
Mr. Martin Carver, City of Watsonville 
Mr. Brian Hunter, California Department ofFish and Game 

• 

• 
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Mr. Charles Lester, Districf.Mfuiagep'~·"~ · "· .:.c. 

Central Coast District 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

RE: Pajaro Valley Unified School District Third High School Project 

Dear Mr. Lester; 

On January 19, 2000, you sent a letter to ivlr. Brian Hunter, Central Coast 
Regional Manager of the California Department offish and Game, 
requesting a fonnal opinion on questions relating to the City of 
Watsonville's Local Coastal Program Amendment (LCPA) which is under 
review by your staff. As well documented in the Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) and by correspondence between the City of Watsonville and 
the District to CDFG, there has been extensive consultation between 
agencies. The Pajaro Valley Unified School District wishes to briefly 
comment on prior consultations in order to assist you in your analysis . 

The PVUSD has proposed a mitigation program based on the requirements 
of the certified Revised EIR which has been coordinated with the CDFG. 
In addition, the mitigation program is intended to meet the requirements of 
other permitting agencies that include the U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the California Coastal 
Commission. The basic requirements developed in the EIR for biological 
impacts are detailed in the letter dated June 18, 1999 to CDFG from Gary 
Deghi of Huffman and Associates, our consulting biologist (Attached). 
The letter also cites meeting dates between CDFG staff, the City of 
Watsonville and District representatives for consultation on the wetland 
delineation study (as required by the City's Local Coastal Plan) and 
adopted mitigation measures. CDFG staff stated on several occasions that 
the wetland delineation methodology and conclusions of the delineation 
study met CDGF criteria, as verified in a letter dated June 2, 1999 from 
the City of Watsonville to Patricia Anderson. (Attached) While we 
understand that there may be confusion between the wetland delineation 
and ESHA, in this case the two areas are identical. 

Revised EIR mitigations establish a 9-acre biological restoration area, a 
150- foot buffer zone (CDFG requested a 100 foot buffer) from the 
wetlands in the West Branch of Struve Slough, and mitigation for all 
impacted wetlands at a 5:1 ratio through "on-site and or off-site creation, 
enhancement or preservation and or a combination of all three methods. 

29.1 Gree:: Valley Read • ·,:;~tsonville. CA 95076 • (831! 7:!8-15:!()0/Ext. 503 • FAX (831) -~!·15010 



These mitigations and others adopted in the cenified EIR are the Districts' 
recognition of the biological sensitivity of the slough. The 150-foot buffer 
requirement is well in excess of the I 00- tbot requirement stipulated in the 
City's LCP. 

During consultation with CDFG staff on April 7, 1999 the City and the 
District engineers were told by CDFG staff that no grading (except for a 
small area along Harkins Slough Road), or any other activity (except 
restoration) would be permitted within the 150-foot setback area. It was 
explained to CDFG staff that in order to maintain the integrity of the site 
plan (the minimum allowable design) while avoiding grading as proposed 
by CDFG, a retaining wall would be required. The retaining wall will be 
located at the edge of the play fields and 50 feet beyond the edge of the 
150-foot buffer zone; only a fill slope will disturb the intervening area. 
With this design, there is a setback area of 200 feet without structural 
development of any kind. · 

The wetlands within the West Branch of Struve Slough and the adjacent 
grasslands within the setback constitute the nine-acre Biological Reserve. 
At the April 9, 1999 meeting the District agreed to prepare a habitat 
restoration plan for the grasslands adjacent to the slough. The restoration 
plan preparation was confirmed at the May 7, 1999 meeting 'vith CDFG. 
The local biologist, Randy Morgan. who had been recommended by 
CDFG stati, prepared the plan. The District is ready to implement the plan 
as pan of the Streambed Alteration Agreement. 

We note that for clarification, your letter to Mr. Hunter characterizes the 
requested LCP amendment request rather than stating the exact wording; 
for example, you write, ["The proposed amendment would also reduce the 
area mapped as environmentally sensitiv_e habitat area (ESHA), and 
would allow development in ESHAs less than 0.1 acres in size. " J The 
comparison of the map contained in the City's LCP (prepared in 1982) to 
the wetland survey, is problematic. The maps are not even the same scale, 
and the map in the City's LCP is not based on site specific detail. 
Nonetheless, I believe that CDFG has validated the accuracy of the ESHA 
survey prepared in 1998. 

The second part of your sentence is also incomplete. The amendment 
language actually before the Coastal Commission is, ''That 
environmental~v sensitive habitat areas less than 0.1 acre in size be 
developed, provided such areas are replaced at a mi1rimum of 2:1 ratio." 
(emphasis added). This omission is important in the context of your 
questions to Mr. Hunter. As stated above, the EIR mitigation measures set 
forth a 5:1 mitigation for this project. The project will result in a loss of 
0.14 acres of seasonal wetlands along the south edge of the site near 
Harkins Slough Rd due to roadway widening and creation of a storm \Vater 
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retention area. The District's approach to drainage and stonn water 
retention was approved by CDFG staff. 

As we proposed to CDFG in the letter dated June 18, 1999, the District 
proposes to satisfy the mitigation requirements through the on-site 
creation of seasonal wetland habitat adjacent to the proposed location of 
storm water retention (southwest corner), preservation (and dedication) of 
the entire 3.34 acres on on-site wetlands within the West Branch of Struve 
Slough, and enhancement of these wetland habitats through restoration of 
adjacent upland grassland to a native condition. 

We believe that the proposed mitigation measures constitute a substantial 
program dedicated to maintaining the biological integrity of the project 
area and mitigating the impacts of the high school project. The District is 
hopeful that CDFG's response to your questions will verify the outcome of 
the consultations with CDFG through the environmental review process, 
meetings, field visits, and correspondence, and also further verify the 
points made in the City's June 2, 1999letter, which have not been 
refuted. 

If you have any questions about this letter or our project, please call me as 
soon as possible. District statT and representatives are available to meet 
w·ith you at your earliest conYenience. 

Sincerelv. 

Da~!~y 
Superintendent 

Enclosure(s} 
cc: Carlos Palacios, City Manager, City of Watsonville 

Assemblyman Fred Keeley 
Retired Senator Henry Mello 
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE 

June 2, 1999 

Ms. P~cia Anderson 
Senior Biofoaist 
caJifomia Department of Fish and Came 
20 Lower Rqsdale Or, Suite 1 00 
Monterey, CA 93940 

Subject: Consultation Reprding Delineation of Wetland and Wetland
Upland Transition on the Site of the Proposed Pajaro Valley Unified 
Schoof District's New Millennium High School 

oear Ms. Anderson: 

On April i, 1 999 illd on Apnl 21, 1999, City of Watsonville staff and 
representatives of the Pajaro Valley Unified Schoof District consulted with the 
california Department of Fish and Came staff rqarding delineation of wetland and 
wetland-upland transition on the site of the proposed Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District's New Miflennium High School. 

At the .A.pril 21, 1999 meeting you stated that the California OepartmeMt of Fish and 
Game reviewed the werJand and wetland-upland uansitlon deHneat!on prepared by 
Huffman & AssociateS entitled: •tnvestigation of the PreSt!nce of Waters of the 
United States: New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville California, June 
1998, • and concurred with its findings. We accept your findings and appreciate 
your participation in the CitY of Watsonville's review of the New Milfennium High 
School Project. 

We adcnowfedge that the California Department of Fish and Game has concerns 
regardins aspects d the New Millennium High School Project unrelated to the 
delineation of wetland and wetland-upland transition on the project site. We 
encourage your partiCipation at upcoming public hearings on the pro)ed to be held 
before the Crty of Watsonville Pfannins Commission and City Council on June 7 
and July 27, respectively. 

· c: Maureen Owens Hill 
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700 Larkap•r LaadiDI Circle. Suite 100, Larklpur. CA 94939 • (415) 9U-:000 • Fu (415) n!-;oo6 
Ofll«r t~l/fl:tz loe.Ud ilt lh1111, NntiM 

June 18, 1999 

wea~ 
)1// JUN 2 l 1999 {Ui :Mr. Brian Hunrer 

California Department ofFish and Game 
P.O.Box47 

ti.J !.,J 

Ci,.V OF WAiSONVfLL ... 
COMM DEVEL.OPMENi DEPt 

Yountville., CA 94599 

Subject: Rapouse to Callforula Departmot of Fltb. ud Game Comments Regarding 
Pajaro VaHey ~ulfled School District Third Jii&h School Site 

· Dear Mr. Hunter: 

The purpose of this memo is to respond to comments raised by California Department ofFish 
and Game (CDFG) personnel at recent meetings involving CDFG staff, representatives of the 
Pajaro Valley Ur.i.fied School District (PVUSD) and the City of Watsonville, regarding the 
PVUSD's proposed third high school. These meetings were held on May 7 and May 21, 1999~ 
the latter meeting included a field review at the site of the proposed high school at Harkins 
Slough Road/Lee Road. The PVUSD has acknowledged through its Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact .Report (EIR, June 1998} and Final Revised EIR. (September 1998) that 
the Harkins Slough Road/Lee Road sire is in an area of particular environmental sensitivity, 
eapecially pertaining to the proximity of the West Branch of Struve Slough along the east edge of 
the site and the CDFG ecoreserve south of the site. 

Comments :&om the CDFG during the field review seemed to suggest that the PVUSD should 
seek an alternative site that would not be encumbered with these constraints, or reduce the scale 
of the project at the proposed site to provide greater setback ftom biologically sensitive areas. 
The PVUSD has conducted an extensive evaluation of alternatives for siting a third high school 
in Watsonville over an 11-year period. and bas CXJ~~Sidered 18 separate sites in the last eight years. 
A summary of tbia process aud compeUirlg tatioaale for rejection of all other alternatives is 
contained in the Filla.l RcYiMd EIR for the project, of which you have a copy. The Final Revised 
EIR also provides information regarding minimum site requirements for a facility of this type. 
and reviews the data documenting that the project proposed by PVUSD is at the absolute 
minimum allowable scale. 

Given that the site location and the scale and configuration of on-site facilities is fixed, the 
PVUSD bas been happy to work with CDFG on finding ways to tnitigate biological impacts for 
the project as proposed. The PVUSD has proposed a mitigation program based on the 
requirements of the certified Revised EIR.. that bas been coordinated with your agency and is 
intended to meet the requiremr:nts of other permitting agencies that include the U.S. Army Corps 
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Mr. Brian Hunter 
California Department ofFish and Game 
June 18, 1999 
PqeZ 

of~ Reaicmal Water Quality Comrol Board md California Coastal Commission. 
Details of this aubctantial prasram ate reviewed here. 

The basic requirements developed in the ElR. for mitigation ofbiological impacts include the 
establisbmalt of a Dine-acre OJl-aite BioloJical Restoration Site (Mitiption B·l ), the 
establishment of a lSO..foot buffer zone fiom the wetlands in the West Branch o!Str.:ve Slough 
(Mitigation B-2), md mitiption for all impaded wetlands at a S: 1 tatio through ~'on-site and/or 
off-site creation, enhancemem or preaervation and! or • combination of all three methods" 
(Mitigation B-19). 

The location of the l>uft'cr zone hal been ettablished at a distance of lSO feet !tom the edge of the 
· wetland upland transition zone (defined in the city•s Local Coastal Program) (LCP). As we 

agreed at the May 21. 1999 meetiDa. the transition zone is determined to be coincident with the 
wetland boundary defined in the June 1998 wetland delineation report prepared by BuffiDan & 
Associates, me. (H&A, Inc.). The location of the buffer zone within the grasslmd adjacent to the 
mapped wetlands in relation to project features is illustrated in the attached plan view, which was 
requested by CDFG at the May 21 meet.ing. The figure is based on an April 21, 1998 color infra
red aerial photo taken for H&A, Inc. by Radman Aerial Surveys. Recognizing the biological 
sensitivity of the slough, the ISO .. foot buffer zone requirement established in the EIR is well in 
excess of the lOO..foot zequ.ircment stipulated in the City's LCP. This lSO..foot buffer zone can 
be provided while maintaining the integrity of the applicant•s site plan (the minimum allowable 
de$ign) only tbrouah use of a retainina wall at the edge of proposed ball fields. The retaining 
wall would be located nearly SO feet beyond the edge of the 1 SO.. foot buffer zone, with the 
intervening area disturbed only by a 611 slope. A setback area from the wetlands of nearly 200 
feet (150-.foot buffer zone plus nearly SO-Coot fill slope) without struetu:al dev~opment of any 
kind is actually provided 

The wetlands within West Branch of StrUve Slough and the adjacent grasslands within the 
setback constitute the nine-acre Biolo&ical Reserve cited iD the Eill ~ required m Mitiprion 
B-1, this area will be dedicated in fee, or by coaservation easement to an appropriate 
Ol'lauil:ation or apncy (incluclirll possibly CDFG) tOr restoration. pn:servation and management 
of biological :reaources. Tbil area will DOt be dedicated without usurance of fimdins by the 
PVUSD to the pamee for COillei.Vation purpoacs. A ratoration plan for the pss1ands adjacent 
to the slough is cutrently beh:a& prepared by a qualified biologist {Randy Morpn ). This plan will 
include the stripping of the rop layer oC aoil to temOvc non-Dative and exotic plant species and 
the planting of native grassland species endemic to the immediate vicinity as requested by CDFG 
at the May 7 meeting. Also. as sugested by CDFG at the May 21 field review, PVUSD apes 
to conduct similar restoration activities within the 200-Coot agricultural setback on the north edge 
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Mr. Brian Hunter 
California Department ofFish and Game 
June 18, 1999 
Page3 

of tho site. 

Additional bioloaicaJ mitigation will include compensation for the loss of0.14 acres of seasonal 
wetlands along the south edge of the site near Harkins Slough Road due to roadv.-ay widening 
and creation of a storm water retention area. The mitigation requirements of the EIR will be 
satisticd tbrouah 1be on-site creation of seasonal wetland habitat adjacent to the proposed 
location of IIQJ!Jl\1VIter retention (southwest comer of school site), preservation (and dedication} 
of the entire 3.4 acres of on-site wetlands within the West Branch of Struve Slough, and 
enhancement of these wetland habitats through restoration of adjacent upland grassland to a 
native condition. 

· The PVUSD believes that the proposed mitigation measures constitute a substantial program 
dedicated to maintairring the bioloaical integrity of the project area and miti;ating the impaets of 
its project. Randy Morgan is currently prcparina dle Habitat Rcltoration Plan for the nine-acre 
preserve and H&A, Inc. is preparing an application for a Stream Alteration Agreement from your 
agency !elated to necessary roadway, culvert and utility improvements at the Harkins Slough 
Road crossing of the West Branch of Struve Slough. These items will be sent to you in the 
coming weeks. We will also see that you reteive a copy of the Corps pe:mlt application 
expected to be completed shortly as well. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call me at 415/925-2000. 

GD/smf 
Enclosure 

cc: Dr. John Casey, SuperlntcDdcntPVUSD (w/cnclosure) 
Martin Carver, City ofWatsonville (w/enclosure) 
Maureen Owens Hilt Oweas Hill Consulting (w/enclosure 
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE 
"Opportunity through diversity; unity through cooperation,. 

February 2, 2000 

Mr. Brian Hunter 
Regional Manager 
Central Coast Region 
California Department of Fish and Game 
Post Office Box 47 
Yountville, California 94599 
Attn: Pat Coulston 

--:::--~:-"':":'""'::"":"::--- Subject: 
City Hall Offices 

Terminology Used During Consultation with California 
Department of Fish and Game 

250 Main Street 
Community 
Development 

728-6018 
728-6020 

Fax 728-6173 
Finance 

728-6031 
Fa."\: 763-4066 

Public Works & 
Utilities 

728-6049 
Fax 763-4065 
Purchasing 
728-6029 

Fax 763-4066 

Dear Mr. Hunter: 

As a follow up to our January 21, 2000 letter, the City of Watsonville would 
like to clarify the terminology it used during the process of consulting with 
the California Department of Fish and Game on the delineation of 
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) for the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District's New Millennium High School site. 

The existing Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan 
delineates "environmentally sensitive habitats" for Coastal Zone areas in 
Figure 2 (see Attachment 1 to this letter). This delineation refers to three 

-------categories of sensitive habitat found in City of Watsonville Coastal Zone 
A;.......,.rt 

100 
A.;j"ari'on Wav areas. These are: Freshwater Wetland, Wetland/Upland Transition, and 
728-607S · Riparian Habitat. No other categories of environmentally sensitive habitat 

Fa." 763-4058 exist in these areas according to the 1983 LCP Land Use Plan. Two of these 
-------- categories of ESHA are found on the project site- Freshw·ater Habitat and 

Fire 
115 Second Street vVetland/Upland Transition. 

728-6060 
Fax 763-4054 In june 1998, Huffman & Associates, Inc., prepared a wetland delineation 

------:-:::::------ report for the proposed Pajaro Valley Unified School District New 
Housing & Economic 

Development Millennium High School Site entitled: "Investigation of the Presence of 
231 Union Street Waters of the United States, New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville, 

728-6014 California." During the course of reviewing this report, the City of 
Fax 

763
-
4016 vVatsonville asked PVUSD and Huffman & Associates to clarify whether the 

---L-ib-r-ary ___ above cited report delineated Wetland/Upland Transition as well as 
310 Union Street Freshwater Wetland. Huffman & Associates responded affirmatively to this 
F:./~6~~44g15 query, and its response is contained in a letter dated lv\arch 4, 1999 (see 

Attachment 2). --------
Parks & Recreation 

30 Maple Street 
728-6081 

Fa.x 7{,3-4078 
feb<u.liV 2. 2000 tl:57pmlmC 
P 'CURPt.~,N'CO.-\STAl'JROHI.CC.CCClET tOO 
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CDFG Consultation 
February 2. 2000 
Page 2 

In correspondence with CDFG and the California Coastal Commission, the City of 
Watsonville has used the phrase "Freshwater Wetland and Wetland/Upland Transition" 
interchangeably with "environmentally sensitive habitat area" or ESHA. We did this 
because the applicant's information regarding this topic addressed all types of ESHA 
originally delineated in the 1983 LCP from the PVUSD and Huffman & Associates. It was 
upon this basis that we proceeded with the amendment of the Watsonville LCP. 

During the consultation process, we discussed both Freshwater Wetland and 
Wetland/Upland Transition with the California Department of Fish and Game. This, in our 
understanding, constituted a consultation regarding ESHA on the New Millennium High 
School project site for the reasons discussed above. Please see Attachment 3 for a copy of 
a letter dated june 2, 1999 from the City of Watsonville to CDFG regarding the 
consultation process. 

We stand ready to meet with CDFG prior to the completion of the consultation process to 
answer any questions that may remain with regard to habitat issues on the project site. 
You may contact Martin Carver, of my office, at 831/728-6177 or Dr. john Casey, PVUSD 
Superintendent, at 831/728-6200, ext. .303. 

Joh oughty 
Director of Community Development 

c: Dr. John Casey, Superintendent, Pajaro Valley Unified Schoo! Distiict 
Charles Lester, Coastal Commission 

Attachments: 
1. 1983 LCP ESHA Delineation 
2. Huffman & Associates March 4, 1999 letter 
3. City of Watsonville letter to CDFG dated June 2, 1999 

FebruJry 2. 200011 :57pm;mc 
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March 4, 1999 

Mr. Chris Boyle 
DES Architects & Engineers 
399 Bradford Street 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Snbjeet: 

Dear Chris: 

Wetland Buffer Zones Pertainina to New Millennium High School Site, 
Watsonville, California 

In I1me 1998, Huffinan & Associates, Inc. {H&:A. Inc.) prepared ~report entitled ''Inveangati.on 
of the Presence of Waters of the United States, New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville, 
California,,. documenting results of an analysis to determine boundaries of wetlands and waters 
of the U.S. at the proposed site for a new high school in Watsonville. The wetlend boundaries 
were determined based on methodology using the 1987 Corps Wetland Delineation Manual, the 
methodology currently used for such evaluations nationwide by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers. The purpose of this memo is to clarify how the wetland boundary defined by H&.A.., 
Inc. according to Coips methodology relates to establishment of a wetland buffer zone according 
to requirements of the City ofWatsonville's Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan. 

According to the Cit.y's LCP the buffer zone would be defined as a 100-foot wide zone extending 
landward of the wetland or transitional zone. In determining whether the wetland areas defined 
in the field by H&..-\., Inc. include the area defined as the transition zone, it is important to 
consider tho LCP definition of the wetland·upland transition compared to the wetland criteria of 
the 1987 Corps W ctland Delineation Manual. According to tr.e LCP. the "wetland-upland 
transition is defined as a type of wetland occurring along the seasonally inundated margins of a 
slough.., In employing the Corps methodology, wetlands mapped in the H&A, Inc. study include 
all areas where inundation or even saturation occurs for a period of at least 18 consecutive days 
during the growing season. The wetland map prepared by H&A. Inc. includes all seasonal 
wetlands at the slough margins, including wetlands defined by the LCP as wetland-upland 
transition. 

The establishment of a wetland buffer zone consistent with requirements of the LCP would be 
accomplished by defining an area. extending 100 feet landward of the wetland boundary 
determined in the June 1998 wetland c.lelineation report prepared by H&A, Inc . 

E:~vfillcm\BoyJe399LtrBuffe:r.Zones.wpd 
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Reca~ved: 4/14/99 3:06PM; 

Mr. Chris Boyle 
DES Architects & Engineers 
March 4, 1999 
Ptge2 

650 364 1458 ·> CITY OF WATSONVIt..L.::; Pa~e 3 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call me at 415/925-2000. 

Sincerely, 

;fP.-t A[L· 
Gaiy Deghi ' J # 
Vice P~ident/Wetlands Regulatoty Scientist 

GD/smf 
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• 

728-6031 
Fax 763-4066 

Public Works & 
Utilities 
728-6049 

Fax 7 63-4065 
Purchasing 

728-6029 
Fax 763-4066 

Airport 
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CITY OF WATSONVILLE 
•apport:mir; through diversiry; uniry through cooperation" 

june 2, 1999 

Ms. Patricia Anderson 
Senior Biologist 
California Department of Fish and Game 
20 Lower Ragsdale Dr, Suite 100 
Monterey, CA 93940 

-
,_ "-· . 

Subject: Consultation Regarding Delineation of Wetland and Wetland
Upland Transition on the Site of the Proposed Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District's New Millennium High School 

Dear Ms. Anderson: 

On April 7, 1999 and on April 21, 1999, City of Watsonville staff and 
representatives of the Pajaro Valley Unified School District consulted with the 
California Department of Fish and Game staff regarding delineation of wetland and 
wetland-upland transition on the site of the proposed Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District's New Millennium High School. 

At the Aprii 21, 1999 meeting you stated that the California Department of Fish and 
Game reviewed the wetland and wetland-upland transition delineation prepared by 
Huffman & Associates entitled: "Investigation of the Presence of Waters of the 
United States: New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville California, june 
1998," and concurred with its findings. We accept your findings and appreciate 
your participation in the City of Watsonville's review of the New Millennium High 
School Project. 

We acknowledge that the California Department of Fish and Game has concerns 
regarding aspects of the New Millennium High School Project unrelated to the 
delrneation of wetland and wetland-upland transition on the project site. We 
encourage your participation at upcoming public hearings on the project to be held 
before the City of Watsonville Planning Commission and City Council on june 7 
and july 27, respectively. 

,.· 

c: Maureen Owens Hill 

June 2, 1999 !5: 19omlme 
?·'C'JRPt .. -..N'..CO,..S'l" Al '.J RC~!'F !.C _ ~ E'T~. 'NP': 
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February 17, 2000 

Sara Wan, Chair 
22350 Carbon Mesa Rd. 

. Malibu, CA 90265 

Dear Commissioner Wan: 

('Ok ..... • s- riot\ ew-S"' • 

RECEiVED 

FEB 2 3 ZOOO 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

On your March agenda, the Commission will be considering an amendment to 
the City of Watsonville's Local Coastal Program. The amendment will 
change the zoning and developmental standards for a 115 acre parcel. The 
amendment will enable the Pajaro Valley Unified School District to build a 
desperately needed high school. Representatives of the school district, city, 
and the regional office staff of the Coastal Commission have worked together 
well on this project. The project is well mitigated, represents an improvement 
over development that the current zoning allows, and will provide both short 
term and long term benefits to the adjacent wetland areas and the Coastal 
Zone. 

Attached you will find: 1) an introduction and rationale for the project; 2) a 
document entitled "Project Statement," that outlines elements of support, and 
importantly, an analysis of impact on Coastal Resources; and 3) two photos of 
the site with the city limits of Watsonville outlined in yellow and the school 
site perimeter in white. The first photo is looking east from over the ocean. 
While adjacent to the wetlands, the shoo I site is within the City limits of 
Watsonville and 3.1 miles from the Coast. The second photograph is looking 
north along State Highway One. This photo shows that within the City limits 
of Watsonville, development already occurs west ofHighway One. 

Over the next couple of weeks, I will be contacting you to answer initial 
questions you may have regarding the project and to request that a support 
team of three to four representatives be allowed to meet with you in person to 
discuss the project. 

I would like to thank you in advance for your consideration of this very 
important and beneficial project. I look forward to meeting with you. 

Thank you, 

Jof!(!.!~.r::r 
Superintendent 

cc: Peter Douglas, Executive Director V 

294 Green Valley Road • Watsonville, CA 95076 • (831} 728-62001Exl503 • FAX (831) 761-6010 



I A Project Worth Supporting I 
The request by the City of Watsonville to amend their Local Coastal Program 
on a 115 acre parcel is a critical decision. The amendment, if approved, will 
enable the Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD) to build a 
comprehensive high school for 2,200 students within the city limits of 
Watsonville. The School District is in desperate need of a third high school, 
and the project provides a wonderful opportunity to promote understanding, 
appreciation, and commitment to the Watsonville Slough System and the 
Coastal Zone. 

Students in Watsonville are 87% Latino. Of the District's 20,000 students, 
6,000 qualify for Federal, Migrant Program assistance and nearly half of the 
District's students are Limited English Proficient. As the demographics of 
California change to a more ethnically diverse population, the State's natural 

• 

resources will be well served when opportunities to connect minority • 
populations to the environment are capitalized upon. 

This project can become a model for the rest of the State. With the amendment, 
an educational institution can be realized that will annually graduate 
approximately six hundred students who will have measured, studied, painted, 
and appreciated the surrounding wetlands and Coastal Zone. The school will 
include an environmental studies curriculum and will support public access and 
interpretive activities. 

The project is mitigated to protect the environment and includes a nine acre 
habitat restoration area. It is important to note that this project site can be 
developed now. The existing Local Coastal Program allows for large-lot (5 
acre minimum) residential or light non-nuisance industrial (conditional uses). 

This is a project worth supporting! A community sponsored website is 
available for review at www.thirdwatsonvillehs.org. Please support the City of 
Watsonville's amendment to their Local Coastal Program. 

• 
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INTRODUCTION 

NEW MILLENNIUM HIGH SCHOOL 
PROJECT STATEMENT 

PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
2000 

Faced with both extreme need and significant geographical constraints, the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District (PVUSD) has selected as the site for its third, comprehensive high school a 
property that is located within California's Coastal Zone. In support of this project, the City of 
Watsonville, on behalfofPVUSD, has submitted an application to the Coastal Commission for 
an amendment to the City's Local Coastal Program (LCP) and Implementation Plan. The 
amendment requests a new Coastal Zone Area of approximately 71 acres and development 
standards for the area. The project site is currently part of a 115 acre area now designated by the 
City's LCP as CZ-C, it is within the Watsonville city limits (since the mid-1960's), and the city's 
urban limit line. The site is immediately on the West of Highway 1 and three miles from the 
Monterey Bay coast. The proposed amendment is necessary because the existing zoning on the 
site, which allows for residential and light industrial uses, does not permit public (school) uses . 
In addition, performance standards for development on the site currently limit lot coverage and 
slope. 

DISTRICT PROFILE 

The Pajaro Valley Unified School District serves approximately 20,000 students who attend 
kindergarten through high school. The District serves the southern end of Santa Cruz County 
and North Monterey County. While Santa Cruz County is among one of the State's most affluent 
counties, the communities served by the District are predominately a Latino population that is 
immigrant, very low-income, under-educated and Spanish speaking. According to the 1990 
Census, the annual per capita income for Latinos in Watsonville is less than 60% of the County's 
annual per capita income, $10,422 and $17,34 7, respectively. Moreover, the Watsonville 
community has a more youthful population. The 1990 Census reveals that 34% ofthe population 
is less than 20 years old compared to the overall County rate of 27%, and Latinos in Watsonville 
comprise 77% of all county youth less than 20 years of age. In addition, 46% of Watsonville 
residents lack a high school education, compared to 18% for the County and 24% for the State. 
Disproportionately, 71% of Latinos in Watsonville do not have a high school education. 
Therefore, lacking the income and educational skills to enroll in private schools, students must 
rely on excellent public schools for their education. 

Approximately 72%, or 14,400 of the District's students, are Latino. More than 48% ofthese 
students are limited English proficient and nearly 6,000 qualify for Federal, Migrant Education 
services. 

1 



BACKGROUND 

PVUSD is in desperate need of a third high school. This project will provide a comprehensive 
high school built to a capacity of 2,200 students. The district currently has two comprehensive 
high schools with a total capacity of 3,200 students. These two schools are currently housing 
5, 190 students. The process for selecting a new high school site began in the late 1980's. The 
latest attempt at site selection included the formation of a broad based, site selection committee 
in 1991. The committee was comprised of representatives from the City of Watsonville, Santa 
Cruz County, LAFCO, the Farm Bureau, a local citizens action group, the environmental 
community, and the District. Of the comprehensive list of sites considered, two reflected the 
delicate balance between the interests of agriculture, the environment, the City, and the many 
State requirements for public school sites. The site identified as the Harkins Slough/Lee Road 
site received the most votes from the diverse selection panel and was forwarded as a consensus 
opinion to the Board of Education as one of the two most suitable sites. The Board of Education 
approved the Harkins Slough/Lee Road site in 1997. The only other site forwarded by the Site 
Selection Committee, the "Console" site, has since been developed and is no longer available. 

Upon acceptance of the Harkins Slough/Lee Road site by the District's Board of Education, 
design of the new school was initiated with District staff meeting with local coastal staff in Santa 
Cruz. Preliminary drawings of the conceptual development were reviewed by the local, Coastal 
Commission staff as a testament to the District's commitment to address environmental and 
coastal concerns. The ultimate design of the campus and the requirement that the school's course 
of study include an innovative, environmental study program reflect the direction provided by 
local Coastal Commission staff. 

In 1996, the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was initiated; the Board adopted it in July 1997. 
However, due to environmental issues raised by the local coastal staff and others and because 
more detailed information became available related to grading, agricultural viability, water 
quality, and wetlands, a Revised EIR (REIR) was prepared. The Board certified the REIR in 
September 1998 and local environmental groups challenged the adequacy of the REIR in court. 
In April 1999, the Superior Court of the County of Santa Cruz ruled in favor of the District and 
confirmed the adequacy of the environmental review for the project. 

IMPACT ON COASTAL RESOURCES 

The REIR addresses all potential impacts to the environment including impacts to coastal 
resources. Five elements the District believes may be of particular concern to the Coastal 
Commission are highlighted below. 

Agriculture/Prime Agriculture 

This project is not on prime agricultural land. The project site does not meet the definitions of 
"prime agricultural" land under the standards of either the City of Watsonville or the County of 
Santa Cruz. The Santa Cruz Superior Court confirmed this conclusion. A 1998 agricultural 
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viability study of the site confirmed that the soil is of marginal quality and unlikely to sustain 
any farming in the long term. Both the Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner and the 
Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau confirmed the conclusion that the site is not prime agricultural 
property. Indeed, both of these agencies stressed that building the high school on the proposed 
site would serve to preserve prime agricultural land elsewhere in the Watsonville area. Finally, 
the existing Local Coastal Program, which was certified by the Coastal Commission in 1983, 
also concluded that there is no prime agricultural land located within the coastal zone of the City 
of Watsonville, which includes this site. 

Growth Inducement 

The site is located within the city limits of Watsonville and development is already permitted 
under the existing LCP. Any development of the site will result in the extension of utilities 
(sewer, water, electrical) from the east side of Highway 1. However, to limit growth inducing 
potential for this project, the capacity of the utilities is expressly limited to serve only the needs 
of the high school campus. A legally binding document is being developed to prevent any 
extension of these utilities to support other projects, and a one fact, non-access "curtain" will 
surround the property to not allow any extension of utilities from the site. In addition, the school 
will be at capacity shortly after its opening, and therefore will not rely on new or unplanned 
development to reach design capacity. The project site runs to the outward limit ofthe City's 
existing boundary, and areas beyond the site and to the coast are within the jurisdiction of the 
County of Santa Cruz. Growth in the County is already limited by decisions ofthe County 
Board of Supervisors, LAFCO, and Measure J, a growth limiting measure passed by the voters of 
Santa Cruz in 1978, and the California Coastal Commission. 

View Shed/Aesthetics 

The site is 3 miles from the coast of Monterey Bay. The project will not obstruct coastal views 
or have any effect on access to the coast, and due to design and existing topography, the school 
will be viewed only by northbound vehicles and only for a short distance. The most prominent 
features ofthe school which will be seen from Highway 1 are landscaping and grass play fields. 

Biological Resources 

Of the more than sixty mitigation measures contained in the REIR, more than a third directly 
reduce biological impacts including indirect impacts to nearby plants and wildlife. The District 
has committed itself to a project that enhances biological and environmental resources. In 
conjunction with the preparation of the REIR, a wetland delineation was performed to clearly 
define environmentally sensitive areas. In addition, and as witness to the District's dedication to 
protecting the environment, while the Department ofFish and Game and the LCP recommended 
a 100-foot setback from the edge of the slough, the District adopted a larger, 150-foot setback to 
further ensure no encroachment by grading or development within the environmentally sensitive 
areas. Additionally, the District is establishing a 9-acre biological reserve that can be dedicated 
to either the Department ofFish and Game or a conservation organization and a 10 acre 
agricultural buffer. The reserve will be planted with locally occurring native plants, grasses, and 
trees according to a carefully developed, habitat restoration plan. 
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Water quality of the slough will definitely be enhanced with the development of the school and • 
the cessation· of agricultural activities on the area. The current cultivation of strawberries on the 
site results in water and soil run-off, containing agricultural chemicals and pesticides, directly 
into the adjacent slough. Required mitigations ensure that post development run off rates will 
not increase, that water will be detained on-site, and that toxins and pollutants will be removed 
before water is released into the slough. Also, the District is committed to maintain landscape 
and play fields without the use of harmful fertilizers or chemicals. 

Rather than creating negative environmental impact, the high school, as designed, will provide 
an environmental benefit to a significantly degraded coastal resource. The Local Coastal 
Program amendment to permit the 71 acres for public school use along with the performance 
(development) standards proposed for the area will improve the condition of wetlands in the 
area. 

Urban/Rural Boundary 

The project site is within the city limits and the urban limit line of the City of Watsonville. 
Development has been planned for the site in the City's General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and the 
Local Coastal Program. The current zoning for the site conditionally allows for residential and 
light non-nuisance industry. Consequently, the City of Watsonville is allowed to approve the 
following uses subject to performance standards found within the Local Coastal Program for the 
City of Watsonville: wholesale and retail vehicles and equipment, wholesale food distributors, 
wholesale machinery equipment and supplies, welding shops, automobile parking facilities, and • 
furniture repair and refinishing establishments. This site can be developed now for any of these 
uses and a long list of others found within the Watsonville Municipal Code. 

Additionally, urban development exists and additional development is proposed and or approved 
on the west side of Highway 1 within the vicinity ofthe site. Examples of current uses west of 
Highway 1 include a 1 00 room motel, a beverage distributorship, an auto wrecking yard, a cold 
storage facility, the City wastewater treatment facility, a City landfill, and the County landfill. 
The City has approved a Coastal Use Permit for another motel/conference facility on a nearby 
site, which would require a separate extension of water and sewer to the west of Highway 1. 

This project does not result in expansion of development into rural areas that might destabilize 
the urban/rural boundary. Santa Cruz County, the City of Watsonville, and Monterey County 
have not adopted Highway 1 as an urban line; the project is within the context of urban uses. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT 

Community support for a new, comprehensive high school is widespread and well documented. 
When the Watsonville City Council considered the high school at its August 1999 meeting, 
thirty-six people, many as representatives of organizations, spoke in favor of the project at the 
Harkins Slough/Lee Road site. Three individuals spoke against the project, and the city council 
voted unanimously to endorse the project. A Citizens Advisory Committee formed to support • 
the high school project consists of diverse representatives from the community, City, and 
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County, and underscores the widespread concern that PVUSD students have access to 
appropriate educational opportunities and facilities. 

Finally, many noted individuals fully support the construction of this comprehensive high school 
on this site. A partial list of dignitaries reflecting the strong and broad community support for 
the project, include: Henry Mello, Retired State Senator; Fred Keele~, State Assemblyman, 27th 
Assembly District, Democratic; Bruce McPherson, State Senator, 15t Senate District, and Peter 
Frusetta, State Assemblyman, 28th Assembly District. 

WHAT'S AT STAKE 

Construction of a new high school on the site in the immediate future will ensure the following: 

• Preservation of approximately forty-nine million dollars ($49 million) of state 
funding which may be lost if the project does not soon commence on this site. 

• Relief from the severe overcrowding now being felt by every high school student in 
the District. 

• A voiding a loss of time through a six to ten year delay in providing necessary 
facilities and a loss of critical public financial resources . 

• An environmental kiosk on the site to support interpretive activities for students and 
the community. 

• Preservation of a school site that represents a delicate and thoughtfully conceived 
balance between the interests of agriculture, the Department of Aeronautics, the State 
Department ofEducation, the City of Watsonville, and the environment. 

• The opportunity that future generation of students will be aware and sensitive to 
environmental issues. 

• That the currently permitted and potentially harmful uses will be replaced by the best 
"neighbor" the environmentally sensitive sloughs and coastal zone can have. 

• The opportunity to create an environmental studies program stressing proper and 
responsible environmental sustainability and stewardship of important on-site habitat 
and water related environments. 

This project represents a rare opportunity to take an action that will benefit simultaneously the 
environment, the communities found within the PVUSD, and the 20,000 students of the District. 
It is a project worth supporting! 

5 



•• 

• 



ST~ CAUFORNJA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 
~ 

"! CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 
725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 

~TA CRUZ. CA 95060 W') 427--4863 

March 1, 2000 

TO: 

FROM: 

Commissioners and Interested Parties 

Central Coast District Office ~.1.i· 

GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

Th9a 

RE: Correspondence concerning City of Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99 (Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District) 

• 

• 

Please find attached general correspondence received as of the mailing date for the staff report 
for the above item. 

Governmental Agencies 1 

Non-Governmental Organizations 4 

General Correspondence 34 
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·. ·. ~ ·,: 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ 

BERKELEY • DAVIS • IRVINE • LOS A 

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

f 
Dear Mr. Douglas: 

February 3, 2000 

SANTA BARBARA • SANTA CRUZ 

296 McHenry Library, Santa Cruz, CA 95064-1078 
Phone (831) 459-2058 • FAX (831) 459-2760 

RECEIVEri 

FEB 14 2000 
~AIJFORHIA 
~ 

I am writing to support the de~elopment of the new, comprehensive high school that will 
provide much-needed capacity for the Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD). 
The community need for an additional school is abundantly clear. We need to incr~ase 
educational access for our diverse regional population. The high school project addresses 
this urgent need, and coupled with the unique opportunity to introduce an 
environmentally oriented curriculum, the project also anticipates future needs for a 
sensitive and responsible citizenry. 

UC Santa Cruz expects to be involved with the new school from the beginning. We will 
extend our educational partnerships with the district, and will develop new ones in the 
critical areas of teacher training and retention. In addition, we look forward to engaging 
its students in UCSC summer programs and other college-going programs intended to 
increase the colleg~ eligibility, admission and attendance of students from this 
community. 

I .believe that careful consideration of the environmental issues associated with this, and 
every development project, is important. At the same time, the need for this school is 
compelling, today and for the future. I join many others th.reughout the county in 
encouraging the California Coastal Commission to keep in mind the impact and 
importance of education while evaluating the school site proposal. 

Sincerely, 

M.R.C. Greenwood 
Chancellor 

... 
"'" ... 

• 

• 
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DELAINE EASTIN 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

November 19, 1999 

Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Ms. Wan: 

DEC 2 1 1S99 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

RECEIVED 

DEC -11999 
CAUFORN!A 

COASTALCOMMlSSlON 

The purpose of this letter is to urge your support for the New Millenium High School Project in the 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District. This project has been extensively reviewed and refined to be 
sensitive to the needs ofthe community and the environment. Numerous accommodations have been 
made to ensure that the site will be unobtrusive and that environmental quality is not only maintained, 

• 
but also enhanced. The proposed use for this parcel is an excellent example of sound and balanced 

. ,.,") development.. Althous? the area is zone~ f~r light industrial. and residential use, the proposed use; is 
.. more compatible. It Will have the synerg1sttc effect ofteachmg students to be stewards of the 

environment while affording them a long overdue and needed new facility with significant agricultural 
and biological reserves and buffers. I have reviewed the project's supporting materials and strongly 
encourage your support of this public use. 

Thank you for your consideration. I consider myself an ardent environmentalist and I would not 
recommend this project if it were not in the best interests of children and sound environmental -
planning. I visited the site in person and consider this application to be of the greatest merit. 

Sincerely, 

~D£6 
DELAINE EASTIN 

--

.) 

State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

DE:rf 
cc: Dan Carl, Planner, California Coastal Commission 

725 Front St., 3rd Floor 
Santa Cruz, CA95060-4508 
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County of Santa Cruz 

SHERIFF • CORONER 

701 OCEAN STREET, SUITE 340, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 

(831) 454-2985 FAX: (831) 454-2353 

• 
MARK TRACY 

SHERIFF ·CORONER 

December 9, 1999 

RECEIVED 

DEC 16 1999 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSIOi'i 

Peter.Douglas, Executive Director 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

RE: Proposed High School, Pajaro Valley Unified School District 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

I am writing to ·support the construction of a new high school for the Pajaro Valley Unified 
Sehool District. The two current high schools are over crowded and the need for a third facility is 
without question. 

I understand one of the key underlying issues of concern is allowing sewer and water hook 'ups to 
cross Highway One to Harkins Slough Road, possibly encouraging further development in the 
coastal zone area. The high school plan calls for utility service to the site that will only manage 
the capacity of the high school. 

In the early 1990's as a Sheriffs Lieutenant, I was assigned as the department's project manager 
for a new jail, which was cited for Harkins Slough Road, not far from the proposed high school 
site. I recall working closely with the Coastal Commission staff to overcome the numerous issues 
that had to be answered prior to a permit being approved and the facility being constructed .. 

-
I feel confident that the Coastal Commission and the Pajaro Valley Unified School District will 
work together to reach an amicable agreement for the construction of the new high school. 

Sincerely, 

~__,......_c.->--\..~ 
MARK TRACY . ~ 
SHERIFF-CORONER 

MT:lm 

EC IV ED 
DEC 1 6 1999 

. CAUPORN!A 
COASTAL COMMlSSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
1243 Diana. Drive . R E· ,-.q::'lr\Tli:'TJ'~====F:;s=:=J 
Santa Croz, CA 95062·2913 

~0~464~237 ------------------------------~------------~ MAR 0 1 2000 ....__.___. 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

:MEMORANDUM 
CENTRAL COAST A.REA 

TO: California Coastal Commission 
FROM: Jerry Busch, President, Watsonville Wetlands Watch 

March 1, 2000 DATE: 

RE: Watsonville LCP Amendments/New Millennium High School 

; 

The environmental concerns of the Watsonville Wetlands Watch CWWW) over the 
proposed amendments to the Watsonville LCP and the construction of New Millennium 
High School are currently the subject of negotiations between WWW and the City of 
Watsonville, the County of Santa Cruz, Coastal Commission staff, the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District and the Community Alliance of Family Farmers. The 
negotiations have the potential, if fully realized and implemented, of adequately 
addressing all of the environmental concerns described below . 

Our concerns regarding amending the Watsonville LCP to facilitate construction of the 
new high school on Area Cofthe LCP break into two components: 

1) Impacts to Area C related to construction 
2) Impacts outside Area C related to .indirect impacts, including growth

inducement and feral predation 

1) Impacts on-site related to construction 

The primary impact Df concern is replacement of soils on natural hill slope areas with 
engineered fill. The hillslope areas are populated by brush rabbits and jackrabbits, 
rodent species incJuding Beechy ground squirrel, California vole, pocket gopher, harvest 
mouse, deer mouse and possibly Hispid cotton rat. Most of-these species also utilize 
adjacent wetland areas during all or part of their life cycles, so the "functional capacity" · 
of the wetland is dependent on the continuance of the these wildlife populations. 

The rodent populations provide a prey base to a diverse and productive array ofraptors, 
including such Bird Species of Special Concern listed by the California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) as golden eagle, burrowing owl (a former "candidate" species for 
federal endangered status, and still under consideration; also a first priority BSSC species 
that breeds in the vicinity), loggerhead shrike {also first priority) marsh hawk, short-eared 
owl, merlin, sharp-shinned hawk and Cooper's hawk. Area C may be an important 
element of the rearing/foraging habitat for Golden eagle juveniles from breeding pair(s) in 

4 

P.02 



Mar-01-00 l0:33A 

the area that are frequently observed hunting in the slough/grassland complex. The 
endangered Peregrine falcon utilizes the Watsonville Slough complex as wintering 
habitat, including Area C. · · 

Burrowing owls are barely retaining residency in the slough system, one of their last two 
locations in Santa Cruz County. Their continued existence probably will require 
maintenance of ground squirrel colonies such as the important one existing on Area C. 
An assortment of sites is probably necessary to insure the continued existence of this 
species, which was relatively common in the vicinity until the 70s and 80s, when the 
removal of cattle grazing and encroachment of urban uses and row crops began to reduce 
available habitat. 

Short-eared owl and marsh barrier are coursing raptors that have declined significantly 
in the slough system as former grazing lands are converted to urban uses and row crops. 
These species are also dual users of marsh and grassland, and frequently found in such 
ecotone areas. The hillslopes in Area C are contiguous to the marsh and grassland habitats 
now used by these species in the Watsonville Slough Ecological Reserve next door to 
Area C, and therefore a significant part of the territories utilized by them. Both species 
historically breed in the slough system, and cannot afford incremental declines in a 
fo,raging habitat that has already fragmented significantly. Filled slopes and impermeable 
surfaces would substantially decrease or remove the prey base for these species, as well as 
the future potential to restore these prey populations. 

Red-legged frog, a fedenilly threatened species, were observed in 1999 in the state 
·ecological reserve adjacent to Area C. They probably exist on Area C. This species uses 
rodent burrows and cracks in the clay of the terrace 1dopes for cover during the upland 
segments of their life histories - cover that would be eliminated by engineered slopes. 
Red-legged frogs exist tenuously in the slough/grassland complex; elimination of any 
subpopijlat1on of these amphibians could jeopardize their continued existence in the 
slough system. 

Replacement of natural grassland up1and habitat with fill would also remove habitat 
potentially important to Western pond turtle, which has declined in the slough system 
and throughout Santa Cruz County. Pond turtles utilize upland grassland savannah to 
bury nests and reproduce, functions that would be impairedJf any individuals of this 
species remain on site or could be reintroduced. 

The hillslopes are geologically unsuitable for support of building foundations because 
they are riddled with seeps and· springs that can disappear and re-:emerge from site-to--site 
across the hillside. Attempts to establish housing and roads on seep-riddled hillsides 
along sloughs within other areas of Watsonville have produced disastrous results, 
including numerous failing home foundations and streets in the Green Valley Road area 
and failing retaining walls on the Target development on Main Street. Attempts to collect 
into drainage systems the water emerging from such springs often.fail; the proper solution 
is to avoid such unstable slopes for construction. 
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Perhaps the single most damaging environmental impact currently plaguing the 
Watsonville wetlands is sedimentation from soils exposed during construction activities. 
Sediment deposits from the Target and Horizon Hills projects in East Struve Slough (one · 
slough to the east of the West Branch), have converted acres of plant habitats populated 
by native sedges, buckwheats, rush and bulrush species (including several locally-unique 
species) to weeds. Weed patches. particularly the pernicious cocklebur (Xanthium 
strumarium), not only eliminate ·native plant populations but .also affect all of the other 
wildlife species dependent on healthy marsh habitat, particularly migratory waterfowl 
whose pre7breeding nutritive build-up is undennined by lack of forage. Any construction 
of the high school site should be limited to non-rainy periods and attended by carefully 
specified state-of-the-art erosion control. 

Fertilizers applied to playing fields can adversely affect wetlands by fostering algal 
blooms, cattail growth, odqr problems. and oxygen depletion in stillwater areas. Drought 
tolerant turf should be required, and strict controls on water application, nozzle 
maintenance and irrigation patterns to prevent entrainment of nutrient-rich runoff to 
wetlands, particularly in winter. Sediment catch basins can help reduce sediment and . 

· nutrient runoff, but other BMPs are also essential. 

By altering the plant species composition of West Struve Slough downstream of the high 
school s.ite, sedimentation and nutrient flows could also extirpate the purplish copper 
butterfly (Lycaena helloides), a species associated.with fat hen (Atriplex patula hastata), 
a host plant species that appears to be declining in West Strove Slough. The West Struve 
wetland currently supports the only known population of this marsh-dependent butterfly~~~~"' Cttt2- Co. 

The removal of agricultural land and its replacement by urban-intensity uses also 
permanently converts land that could have otherwise been returned to wildlife habitat or 
agricultural uses, such as grazing·, compatible with wildlife habitat. The lands surrounding 
the high school site are prime candidates for acquisition as wildlife areas, is Area C 
itself. Area C should never have been annexed to Watsonville; its development will 
create an island of urban use surrounded by a sea of wildlife protection and agricultural 
activity. C~nflicts can be reduced through the planting of buffer areas. 

The visual impact of the high school on scenic Highway 1 will be profound. Visual 
impacts also detract from the recreational atmosphere of adjoining open space conserves, 
where people retreat to enjoy natural environments and students visit to observe and study 

. nature. The current grading plan is architecturally unimaginative, physically intrusive, 
incompatible with the site and inconsistent with generai plan policy 12.C.5., "The city 
shall require that soil grading blend with natural topography and that final cut slopes shal1 
be no greater than ... 33 percent." The high school buildings must be redesigned to blend 
with the natural contours of the land and disappear behind landscaping and one another. 
The LCP amendment should define the building envelope to keep buildings away from 
the slopes facing West Struve Slough . 
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Grading within the acceptable envelope <ieUneated above lla,s the potential to divert 
subterran~an water away from seeps on tl:te Rocha property adjacent to the Edwards 
property. These seeps are probably the geologic originators of Hansen Slough and 
continue to provide significant upland wetland habitat dominated by spring-fed willows. 
To mitigate this impact, the High School ~hould perform trace the sources of these 
springs and avoid them in construction. Failure to do this could not only interrupt the · 
geologic evolution of Hansen S.Iou~. but jeopardize the structures on Area C into which 
the underground water channels were diverted. 

To reduce the likelihood of additional intensive growth on Area C fostered by the high 
school, the Cpastal Collllllission ~hould require the city to protect an area of grasslands, 
wetlands and agricultural lands at least equal in area t() the area potentially affected by 

·this project. The district should also be required to acquire and protect the balance of the 
:Edwards property to compensate for its high intensity use, and to prevent further 
development of Area C. 

Another very damaging potential impact of amending the Watsovnille LCP is the 
fostering of artificially elevated population levels of small predatory animals, such as 
feral cats, rats, red foxes, weasels, raccoons, opossums and skunks. These ''mezzo.. 
predators" proliferate around the urban fringe, exploiting farm residue and household 
refuse in areas where larger predators, such as coyotes, eagles and great-homed owls, are 
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·scarce. Marsh bird populations, whic~ include many ground-nesting birds such as 
mallard, gadwall. cinnamon teal, short~eared owls, burrowing owls and rails, are severely 
affected by this predation, as evidenced by destroyed nests in the slough system as we11 as • 
systematic ecological studies. The new high school has the potential to exacerbate this 
ecological imbalance by providing new foraging opportunities for these species. The new 
school should have animal-proof refuse containers and colJection areas, daily litter 
abatement programs and education programs. 

The high school would probably reduce access to the sloughs by coyotes, a keystone 
predator that aids survival of bird life by helping to control the mezzo predators. Coyotes 
have recently been seen using the West Struve wildlife corridor where it crosses Area 
C, but may not choose to navigate so closely to a human use as intense as a high school. 
The mitigation set for the high school should also include measures to enhance the value 
of West Struve Slough as a wildlife corridor, and to enhan~crthe cover available for 
wildlife using the western edge of Area C. 

2) Impacts outside Area C related to indired impacts. 

The same impacts enumerated above for Area C and many more besides would apPly to 
hundreds of acres of wetlands and grasslands in the Watsonville Slough complex if the 
high school opened the door to future growth on neighboring lands west of Highway 1. 
Although Coastal Act policies would preclude development of the lowland wetlands 
themselves. development of the upland terraces between the slough branches would 
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decimate the populations of wetland associated wildlife that depend on upland habitat to 
survive winter inundation --or summer dry down. · 

A person questioning the adverse effects of slough-side development need look no further 
than the wetlands already engulfed by the city of Watsonville, where a lack of the most 
rudimentary habitat management, coupled with conversion of most of the uplands to 
urban uses, has all but eliminated most raptor populations, reduced waterfowl use and 
left nothing for upland habitat but narrow "buffers" between homes and marshes. Such 
narrow strips rapidly degrade to overgrown extended backyards, full of weedy hemlock 
and Himalaya berry plants and lacking in any upland habitat worthy of the name. 

Deve1opment of upland habitat west of Highway 1 would convert to urban uses hundreds 
of acres of present and former grassland habitat that cou]d otherwise be managed for the 
recovery of native coastal prairie grassland habitat, raptor habitat and hillsides of which 
the climax sere may actually be a type of coastal scrub: oak trees, California rose, and 
poison oak. 

The loss of agricultural lands and activities in this area would also be significant, both 
on the existing Area C and in lands adjacent where growth could be induced. 

The value of WatsonviJle Slough and the surrounding upland complex is recognized by a 
broad spectrum of federal, state, regional and local agencies. There are few freshwater 
palustrine marshes of this size left in the California Coastal zone, and perhaps none with 
the unique geologic and ecological attributes of this one. Development of this system 
would represent a tragic loss to the natural resources of the California Coastal Zone. It 
could never be replaced, and its loss would be accompanied by the extirpation of 
numerous plant and wildlife species from Santa Cruz. · 

. . 
To forestall potential growth inducement by amendment of the Watsonville LCP, the 
Coastal Commission should consider the following options: 

1. If the mitigation measures associated with the proposal are inadequate to 
insure that subsequent development will not be induced by construction of the 
high school, the Coastal Commission should reject the proposaL 

2. The Coastal Commission should carefully evall.!ate the options presented by 
the group working with Assemblyman Fred Keeley to establish and enforce a 
stable urban/rural boundary approximately cotenninous with the Coastal Zone 
boundary on the west side of Watsonville. It these are adequate to relieve the 
concern over growth inducement, then these should be adopted as conditions 
of the LCP amendment. To insure the LCP amendment wouldn't induce 
additional development, the Coastal Commission must condition the LCP 
Amendment to require the city to establish an urban buffer zone along its 
entire west side, beyond which water, sewer and other city services could not 
be extended . 
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Summary of recommendations 

The following mitigation measures should be adopted as pen:nit conditions consistent 
with the principles of agreement between the parties participating in discussions over the . 
new Watsonville high school facilitated by Assemblyman Fred Keeley. 

1. Any construction of the high school site shouid be limited to non~ rainy periods and 
guarded by carefully specified state-of-the-art erosion control. 

2. Drought-tolerant turf should be required. and strict controls on water application, 
nozzle maintenance and irrigation patterns to prevent entrainment of nutrient-rich 
runoff to wetlands, particularly in winter. Sediment catch basins must be required to 
help reduce sediment and nutrient runoff, but other BMPs are also essential. 

3. Planting of buffer areas should be requi~d to minintize conflicts between agricultural, 
wildlife and urban uses. 

4. The high school grading plan must be redesigned to blend with the natural contours of 
the land.· 

5. The LCP amendment must estabHsh a building envelope with a boundary to keep 
buildings away from the slopes facing West Struve Slough. 

6. The Coastal Commission should require the city to protect an area of grasslands, 
wetlands and agricultural lands at least equal in area to the area potentially affected by 
this project. 

1. The district should also be required to acquire and protect the balance of the 
Edwards property to compensate for high intensity uses and to. prevent additional 

·future development of Area C. 
8. Commissioners should require the city to establish an urban buffer zone along its 

entire west side, beyond which water, sewer and other city services could not be 
extended. 

9. Any development allowed on Area C must have animal-proof refuse containers and 
collection areas, litter abatement programs and education programs. 

10. The mitigation set for the high school~must also include measures to enhance the 
value of West Struve Slough as a wildlife corridor, and to enhance the cover available 
for wildlife using the western edge of Area c. 

11. To mitigate its onsite effects, the city should establish an LCP policy that reqUires any 
development allowed on the site to manage the grassland habitats with mowing ot 
grazing to foster recolonization by native perennial gras~es and forbs and to maintain 
the ground squirrel colony on the site. At minimum, require mowing of grassland 
slopes twice each spring and once each falL . 

12. Trace the sources of Hansen Slough springs and, during con'struction, avoid disturbing 
the underground channels feeding them. · · 
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Juanita H. Wulff 
154 Toro Canyon Roa 
Carpinteria, CA 93013 
February 27, 2000 

Ms. Sara Wan, Chair 

FEB 2 9 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CE-NTRAL COAST AREA 

c/o Mr. Charles Lester, District Manager 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Proposed Amendments to the Watsonville Local Coastal Program 

Dear Chairman Wan and Commissioners: 

As a member of"Friends ofT oro Canyon", I appreciate this opportunity to comment on the 
above-referenced proposal. By way of background, "Friends ofT oro Canyon" is an 
unincorporated association, consisting of over 175 individuals who reside in the Toro Canyon 
area of Santa Barbara County. Toro Canyon is located within the Coastal Zone, is subject to the 
provisions of the California Coastal Act, and is subject to decisions by the California Coastal 
Coinrn.ission. 

Since July 1995, "Friends ofT oro Canyon" has been engaged in the vigorous opposition to a 
proposal by the Carpinteria Unified School District to build an elementary school on 9 acres of 
prime agricultural property on Toro Canyon Road. In spite of an inconsistency ruling by the 
Santa Barbara County Planning Commission, in June 1996, the school district purchased the 
Toro Canyon property without even so much as an Environmental Impact Report. Since that 
date, the school district has focused on the following: 1) Obtaining funding through the State 
Department of Education; 2) Insisting the district needs 9 acres for a 250-student school when, in 
fact, Department of Education guidelines indicate only 5.4 acres are required to house 250 
elementary students; 3) Dismissing all viable alternative sites and/or programs; 4) Dismissing as 
irrelevant the fact California Department of Education policies and Code of Regulations 
§14010(c)(l) prohibit building a school on the Toro Canyon sit~_;_5) Dismissing the fact the 
project will render adjacent agriculture unfe.asible due to conflicts between pesticides and school 
siting; 6) Dismissing the fact the project will impact the environmentally sensitive habitat along 
the adjacent Toro Canyon Creek; 7) Dismissing the fact the property is located in a flood zone; 
8) Dismissing the fact the project will result in increased impervious surfaces and negatively 
affect run-off into Toro Canyon Creek and negatively affect groundwater quality; 9) Dismissing 
the fact Toro Canyon Creek and, ultimately, the Pacific Ocean will be negatively affected by the 
introduction of contaminants; 1 0) Dismissing the fact the development will negatively affect a 
public viewshed; 11) Dismissing the fact required infrastructure improvements are growth
inducing; 12) Dismissing the fact the project in and of itself will result in additional conversions 
of agricultural property; and, 13) Touting the fact the proposed school will have ''the first ever" 
environmental classes within the Carpinteria Unified School District. 
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California Coastal Commission 
February27, 2000 
Page2 

The ecological impacts between the Toro Canyon project and Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District's proposal are strikingly similar. It is for this reason "Friends ofT oro Canyon" takes a 
very strong interest in the City ofWatsonville's proposed Local Coastal Program amendments. 

PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT'S PROJECT 

Under the auspices of the City of Watsonville, the Pajaro Valley Unified School District is· 
proposing to build a 2,200 student (plus faculty and staff) high school on 70.78 acres of a liS
acre parcel. The schoo~ as proposed, will consist often one-and two-story buildings, covering 
approximately 213,000 square feet, along with outdoor sports facilities. Although the submittal I 
reviewed does not indicate the amount of square footage proposed for parking, driveways and 
sidewalks, such would obviously increase the site's impervious surface ratio. 

Under the present certified Local Coastal Plan, the proposed site is principally designated as 
passive recreation, agriculture or aquaculture, with conditional uses of 5-acre minimum 
residential or light non-nuisance industrial. I note, in the submittal documents, the City of 
Watsonville continually indicates the site is zoned for industrial uses. Inasmuch as "light non
nuisance industrial" is a conditional use, it would appear the City of Watsonville is erroneously 
placing great weight on a conditional use when, in fact, the principal uses should be given 
higher priority. 

Additionally, under the present certified Local Coastal Plan, impervious coverage is limited to a 
maximum of 10%, and development is limited to areas of less than 15% slope. The property has 
historically and is presently in cultivated agriculture. The site is bounded by the following: 
Highway 1 to the north and east; the West Branch of Struve Slough to the east; Harkins Slough 
Road, the Watsonville Wildlife Area and existing apple orchards to the south; and, Hanson 
Slough to the west. 

Of interest, the site is less than one mile from the Watsonville Airport. The California 
Department of Education, by its own standards, requires specific findings for school sites within 
two miles of an airport runway. It would appear, if for no other .r-eason than student, staff and 
public safety, the proposed site is questionable. · 

The submittal package documents the following environmental concerns: Development adjacent 
to sensitive wetlands habitat; degradation of biological resources through increased light, glare, 
visual disturbance, human activity, noise and traffic; extension of public services and 
infrastructure; growth inducement; conversion of agriculture; conflicts with adjacent agriculture; 
impacts to public viewsheds; impaired water quality; land instability due to settlement, seismic 
activity, and liquefaction; soil contamination; growth inducement; and, destabilization of the 
urban-rural boundary. · 
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Commissioner Sara Wan 
California Coastal Commission 
February 27, 2000 
Page3 

INCONSISTENCIES WITH THE PUBLIC RESOURCES 
CODE/CAI..IFORNIA COASTAL ACT 

From my review, it would appear the proposed project is inconsistent with the following sections 
of the Public Resources Code/California Coastal Act: 

·section 30222.5- "Ocean front land that is suitable for coastal dependent 
aquaculture shall be protected for that use, and proposals for aquaculture facilities 
located on those sites shall be given priority, except over other coastal dependent 
developments or uses." 

Section 30231 In pertinent part: "The biological productivity and quality of 
coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries ... appropriate to maintain optimum 
populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be 
maintained and, where feasible, restored through ... minimizing adverse effects of 
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing depletion 
of ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface water flow, 
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas 
that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams." 

Section 30233- In pertinent part: "The diking, filling, or dredging 
of...wetlands ... shall be permitted ... where there is no feasible less 
environmentally damaging alternative, and where feasible mitigation measures 
have been provided to minimize adverse environmental effects ... " 

Section 30240-'- "(a) Enviromnentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected 
against any significant disruption of habitat values, and only uses dependent on 
those resources shall be allowed within those areas. (b) Development m:·areas 
adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas, .. shall be sited and designed to 
prevent impacts which would significantly degrade those areas, and shall be 
compatible with the continuance of those habitat and recreation areas." 

Section 30250- In pertinent part: "(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial 
development, ... shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, 
existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such areas are not able 
to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public services and where it will 
not have significant adverse effects, either individually or cumulatively, on 
coastal resources." 
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California Coastal Commission 
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Section 30251 - "The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be 
considered and protected as a reSource of public importance. Permitted 
development shall be sited and designed to protect views to and along the ocean 
a.Ild scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be 

·visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas ... " 

Section 30252 -In pertinent part: "The location and amount of new development 
should maintain .and enhance public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the 
provision or extension of transit service ... (4) provi~ing adequate parking facilities 
or providing substitute means of serving the development with public 
transportation, (5) assuring the potential for public transit for high intensity 
uses ... " 

Section 30253- "New development shall: (1) Minimize risks to life and property 
·in areas of high geologic, flood,· and fire hazard. (2) Assure stability and 
structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion, 
geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area ... (4) Minimize 
energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled. . .. " · 

Although I was not privy to the agriculture "viability" study prepared by the City ofWatsonville, 
the City indicates its study resulted in a finding the project site is not viable for continued 
agriculture: I would request the Co&tal Commission obtain an impartial "viability" study in 
order to verify or refute the City of Watsonville's fmdings. Additionally, even if the proposed 
site is not considered "prime" agricuhure, the provisions of Public Resources Code§§ 30241, 
30241.5, and 30242 must be considered in this Commission's deliberations regarding the 
proposed LCP amendments. · 

While deliberating the merits of the proposed Local Coastal Plan amendments, I ~ould requeSt 
Commissioners keep the following in mind: 

Public Resources Code §3007.5, which states in pertinent part: nThe Legislature 
further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one or more 
policies of the division. The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the 
provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner which on 
balance 1s the most protective of significant coastal resources." 
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Public Resources Code §21 080.5( d)(2), which states in pertinent part: "The rules 
and regulations adopted by the administering agency for the regulatory program 
do all of the following: (A) Require that an activity will not be approved or 
adopted as proposed ifthere are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effect which the activity may have on the environment. ... "" 

California Code of Regulations, Title 14, §13540, which states in pertinent part: 
"Certification of the land use plan ... by the Commission shall be based on specific 
written findings adopted by majority vote of members prevailing on the motion 
that the proposed land use plan ... is in conformity with the provisions of the 
California Coastal Act of 1976, including specific factual findings supporting the 
following legal conclusions: ... (f) for land use plans, the land use plan meets the 
requirements of Section 21080.5(d)(2)(I) of the Public Resources Code, which 
requires that an activity will not be approved or adopted as proposed ifthere are 
feasible alternative or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on 
the environment." 

DISCUSSION 

Review ofthe City of Watsonville's submittal documents and local newspaper articles give a 
rather interesting background to the proposed project. Newspaper articles document a history of 
dissention within the Pajaro Valley Unified School District, with a strong secession movement to 
create a second school district within Pajaro Valley. Of interest, the secession appears to be 
entirely dependent upon building a third high school within the present Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District. From this standpoint, it would appear project support might be ·driven by not 
only an overcrowding issue, but also other social issues. ! 

Of further interest is Pajaro Valley Unified School District being awarded $40 million in 
hardship funds, through the California Department ofEducation,-iri order to build the proposed 
school. These funds, however, according to a December 1, 1999 article in the "Santa Cruz 
Sentinel", are dependent upon the school district purchasing a site of at least 50 acres. 
According to the California Department of Education's School Site Analysis and Development 
guidelines, which were originally published in 19q6 and most recently revised in 1987, 44.6 
useable acres are required to accommodate a 2200-student high school. The State requirement 
for purchase of 50+ acres would appear to be the most significant factor in the school district's 
rejection ofthe proposed alternative sites . 
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(I note, on July 20, 1999, Pajaro Valley Unified School District's consultant indicated the School 
Facilities Planning Division of the State Department of Education had increased required 
student/acreage ratios, such resulting in the need for 52.7 acres of property for 2400 students. 
This Coinmission should be made aware, on January 18, 2000, the California Office of 
Administrative Law denied the Department ofEducation's request for increased student/acreage 
ratios.) " 

The submittal package cor1tains no documentation Pajaro Valley Unified Schoo 1 District has 
considered a bond proposal to finance this project. Use of bond funds would most certainly 
provide greater flexibility in site selection by eliminating the State requirement of purchasing 
50+ acres in exchange for hardship funding. 

The City of Watsonville's subinittal packet documents the existence of viable alternative sites · 
and/or projects. Destruction of protected coastal resources must not be permitted if viable 
alternative sites or viable alternative projects exist. 

An October 31, 1999 article in the "Santa Cruz Sentinel" reveals deterioration ofPajaro Valley 
Unified School District's facilities occurred "during the district's financial crisis of the early 
199.0s". If the school district has previously experienced financial difficulties, one caruiot help 
but question whether the school district is, at present, fiscally sound. Does the school district . 
have the financial resources to maintain this school once it is built? · · 

Although Pajaro ValleyUnified School District officials maintain schools are a reaction to 
growth and not growth inducing, siting of a school can, without doubt, result in growth adjacent 
to the ~chool. Inasmm:;h as the proposed site allows 5-acre residential housing as a conditional 
usage, it is only logical adjacent property will be developed into housing. What could be more 
convenient that a school in close proximity? 

Additionally, further conversion of the subject property is evidenced in correspondence dated 
June 29, 1999 :from counsel for the property owners, Mr. and Mrs. Edwards, which includes: 
"As Ralph and Kathleen presented their position to the Planning Commission, please do not 
forget their situati01a should they come back to the City ofWatsou:ville to change the land use 
descriptions on land where the beneficial uses may be taken in their entirety by the joint actions 
of the City and the School District." 

The mitigations applied to the proposed project by the City of Watsonville are extensive, long
term and costly. Concern regarding the City's "past performance" and "its ability to obtain 
compliance on this highly Sensitive project" is registered in California Department ofFish and 
Game correspondence dated May 19, 1999. 

15 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

Commissioner Sara Wan 
California Coastal Commission 
February 27, 2000 
Page 7 

Additionally, feasibility of the mitigation measures should be addressed. For example, is it 
feasible that post-development runoffwill equal pre-development runoff? I respectfully question 
whether the school district will comply with the requirement outdoor athletic fields and the 
stadium not be equipped with night lighting. I find it very difficult to believe a high school will 
forego night football games. 

One of the concerning aspects of the proposed project is the mitigation for development of a 
natural science study center. As in the Toro Canyon proposal, proponents of the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District's project are of the opinion conversion of protected coastal resources is 
outweighed by Classes in environmental studies. From fi realistic standpoint, it would appear 
protection of our coastal resources, rather than destruction of resources under the guise of 
environmental studies classes, would be a far better service to the public. 

Finally, the highly intensive use of the proposed site must be considered. The submittal package 
that I reviewed does not contain a discussion regarding the environmental effects of35 
residences (1 home/5 acres on 70 acres) in comparison to a 2200-student (plus faculty and staff) 
high school. 

PRECEDENT SETTING NATURE OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

"Friends ofT oro Canyon" is extremely concerned about the precedent setting nature of the City 
ofWatsonville's proposed amendments to its Local Coastal Plan. Conversion of agriculture, 
destruction of wetlands, and negative impacts upon our coastal resources is not limited to 
Watsonville. These are issues that affect every Local Coastal Zone in the state of California. 
School districts purchase agricultural property for development because, for the most part, it is 
flat and cheap. Submittal documents for Pajaro Valley Unified School District's proposed 
project reflect economics have played a major role in site selection. 

As I have previously indicated, the Carpinteria Unified School District is proposing conversion 
of agriculture for a school. This Commission previously denied a request by the University of 
California at Santa Barbara to build student housing in an area of:-vvetlands. In Ventura County, 
school officials have already converted agricultural property outside the Coastal Zone and most 
certainly have their eyes on converting additional agriculture within the Coastal Zone. The City 
of Watsonville's proposal is just the tip of the iceberg on proposed conversions of agriculture. 
"Friends ofT oro Canyon" respectfully requests the Coastal Commission seriously weigh the 
precedent setting nature ofthis decision . 

'• 
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Commissioner Sara Wan 
California Coastal Commission 
February 27, 2000 
Page 8 

On behalf of"Friends ofT oro Canyon", I thank you for considering these comments in your 
deliberations. 

Very truly yours, 

~ y/ fl/fiL(/ 
Juanita H. Wulff 

17 

• 

·~· 

• 



• 

• 

• 

California N;ative Plant SocietJ1 

February 29, 2000 

C I D 
FEB 2 9 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

.Mr. Charles Lester. District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Commissioners and Staff: 

On behalf of the 300 member so the Santa Cruz County Chapter of the California Native 
Plant Society (CNPS), I am writing to express our concerns about the City of 
Watsonville's proposal to amend their local Coastal Plan (LCP}. The proposed 
amendment would allow for construction of a high school at the Harkins Slough and Lee 
Road site, known as Area "C,. 

CNPS is in agreement with the statement made by Department of Fish and Game (DFG) 
in their memorandum dated February 15, 2000 that " ... the LCP, ·in its current form 
provides substantial long term protection for wetlands and associated upland areas in' 
Area "C". 

The proposed amendment to the current LCP will significantly impact rare 
. upland/wetland habitat. We are particularly concerned about the following: 

1. The proposed change 41 allowable impervious surface from 10% to 50% will 
result in changes in hydrology and increase polluting runoff that will impact plant 
and animal communities downslope of the site. · 

2 .. The increase in the maximum slope allowable for development from 15% to 25% 
will cause higher rates of erosion and sedimentation of ~etlands. 

3. The change to allowing development in Enviroim:tentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
(ESHA) less than 0.1 acre in size will result in loss of potential habitat for rare 
California flora. 

4. The proposed reduction in the area mapped in the LCP as environmentally 
sensitive habitat is not supported in the site visits by DFG and others. CNPS 
concurs with DFG that the upland/wetland habitat comprise a single ecosystem 
It is the position of CNPS that this rare habitat be expanded rather than reduced in 
size as being proposed . 

DeaicateJ to the preservation of california native ffort~s @ 



CNPS agrees with DFG that " ... in the long term, the proposed amendment will result in 
net future loss of open space acreage. This loss will .contribute significantly to a steady 
cumulative .loss of.upland and W¥tland habitat." From our perspective as an organization 
dedicated to the preservation of native California flora, to lose such rare habitat and its 
potential equally rare :flora is unacceptable. 

CNPS supports DFG's analysis that "The Commission should consider whether that the 
entire site meets its definition ofESHA (Coastal Act Section 30107.5) based on the rare 
slough/upland habitat combination existing there. It seems to us that it does". 

Based on the information supplied by the regulatory agency (DGF) and local botanists, 
CNPS recommends that the Coastal Commission not amend the LCP. 

Sincerely, 

t/~ct.r-
Vince Cheap . 
_Vice President/Conservation Committee Member 

- California Native Plant Society, Santa Cruz County Chapter 

l Lo~ ~- 1?vo.~ ~r-t:.c....Av-c: 
~Y...:t;;~- &~ 

1 
C/-\ 75"o4~ 

Coastal Commission Letter .. , 
February 29,2000 
CNPS, Santa Cruz 
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fe~s l ~. 
a ) C.·HAMBER OF ~<?MMERCE & TOURIST INF··.".ORMATION CENTER , ~.> 

7605 #A Old Doi111I1lon Court, Aptos, CA 95003 , . . ; 
~31) 68 8-1467 fax 688-6961 www.aptosc!J,.,..com .. mail commerce@g · 

February 18, 2000 RECE ED 

FEB 2 3J~Ut; 
"# 

Dear Coastal Commissioners, 

This letter is concernJh~ the proposed amendment to the Coastal Pl_an that will come 
bef9re you in March 2000. You are being asked to change the zoning from 
residential/light industrial to permit a public high school. 

The Board ofDirecto;s of the Aptos Chamber ofCot1111;1erce have discussed this issue and 
unanimously agreed to make':this appeal to you for app!Qval of the amendment. 

Building this school is important to our co.mmunity. Building a school that will include 
program and study of the environment and wetlands is important to preserve the natural 
habitats found in our county. Our area depends on tourism, which will thrive when people 
learn to protect the environment. We live on Monterey Bay, a marine sanctuary with 
prime farmland in the PajaroValley. Students attending this school will learn how to 
balance these issues for the future of society. ~.· 

We respectfully thank you for your considerati~m. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Eckles 
President 

cc: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Coastal Comii:lission ~: 

John Casey, PVUS:P 

~="EB 2 4 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
C,OA§TAL GOMr,l!SS ION 
CEN iRA!.. COAST AREA 
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. RIO DEL MAR IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION 

15 February 2000 
E~~'.":r•:r .~;:-·\ 

l 
. ) 

Subject: Amendment to allow site for new high school. 
FEB !)iS . 

Dear Connnissioner: 

. . . .. . . Rt~\~ , 
.. Ci\Uf!\lMiSS\ON ., 
COAS1f\L ·Cc0oi\~1 AREA 

RECEIVED, 

FEB 1 72000 
~IFORNIA 

~COMMISSION 

CENiRAL !"\-:' . . -. 
We first wish to introduce you to the Rio Del Mar Improvement Association. We ~~-~ 9rganization 
of 3 77 members of Rio Del Mar. Our purpose is to maintain and improve the quality of life in the · 
Rio Del Mar community and Santa Cruz County -- especially the public school system. 

The students of our community attend the public schools in the Pajaro Valley Unified School District, 
along with half the children in the Santa Cruz County. Currently, there is severe overcrowding in the 
two existing high schools. The district plans to build a new high school as soon as the site is resolved. 

We urge your approvalofthe Proposed Amendment to the L~cal Coastal Plan a.11d Implementation 
Plan for the property west of Highway 1, near Lee and Harkins Slough Roads. Your approval of this 
property, for use for the new high school, would allow construction to proceed. 

A careful study has been made of all possible sites. This property was identified as the best situation 
and location for the new high school considering all factors, including travel of the students. 

Our Association recognizes the Coastal Commission's responsibility to protect the enviromnent. To 
aid in environmental protection of this area, the school district will designate a 9-acre site for wetland 
restoration, and will also agree to a list of extensive mitigations. By comparison, a developer building 
a light industrial building, in compliance with current zoning for this site, probably would not rn,ake 
provisions for the protection of the enviromnent to the extent proposed by the school district. 

Hence, we ask for your approval of this amendment, which will provide both a way to protect the 
environment, and a better school system for our high school students. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Very truly yours, . 

-\~"'6~ 
Dr. James Burnett 
President 

Copy: 
Peter Douglas, Executive Director, Coastal Commission . 
John Casey, Pajaro Valley Unified School District 

• 

• Rio Del Mar Improvement Association 
P.O. Box 274, Aptos, California, 95001-0274 

Tel: 831-684-2924, Fax: 831-684-4925 
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IV 
FEB 1 5.2000 

· CAl p::oRN\A 
Uli\STACCOMM!SSiOAN 
(iNTRf~L COAST ARE 

February 4, 2000 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

Latino Strategic Planning Collaborative 
PO Box 1458 Phone: (831) 479-5466 
Capitola, CA 95010 Fax: (831) 479-5477 

RECEIVED 

FEB 14 2000 

The Latino Strategic Planning Collaborative is a county wide organization in Santa Cruz County. Our 
primary goal is to improve the quality of life for Latinos in the areas of education, public safety, health 
and social environment On December 4, 1999 we voted to support the Harkins Slough/Lee Road site for 
a third high school for the Pajaro Valley Unified School District. We are requesting that the Coastal 
Commission approve the City ofWatsonville's application for an amendment to the City's Local Coastal 
Program and Implementation Plan so this high school can be constructed at this particular site. 

Approximately 72%, or 14,400 of the District's students are Latinos. More than 48% of these students 
are limited English proficient and nearly 6,000 qualify for Federal Migrant Education services. Many of 
our students have failed in our school system in part because of the extreme overcrowded conditions in 
the PVUSD schools, particularly in its high schools. This has contributed to a higher drop out rate in 
PVUSD as compared to other districts in the county. We are in desperate need of a third high school. 

LSPC has studied the Environmental Impact Report and believe that PVUSD and the City ofWatsonville 
have satisfactorily mitigated the potential environmental impacts in the areas of agriculture, growth 
inducement, view/shed aesthetics, and biological resources. PVUSD and the City ofWatsonville have 
shown a willingness to work with the Coastal Commission to further mitigate these areas to the 
satisfaction of the Corninission. We are excited about the possibility of our students participating in 
environmental studies at the new high school which will stress responsible environmental sustainability of 
our wetlands. The relief from severe overcrowding by building this high school will positively contribute 
to better quality teaching and learning. 

We urge you to approve the City ofWatsonville's application for an amendment which will allow us to 
utiliZe the state funding to build this new high school and find greater success for our students. 

Respe::A ·~ 
~Gada 7 

Co-chair, LSPC . 

Cc: Carlos Palacios, City Manager, Watsonville 
Dr. John Casey, Superintendent, PVUSD 

Chris Ballin 
Co-chair, LSPC 
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The. Enviromnental Council 9f Sauta Cruz Cout1ty 

FEB 0 4 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA Peter Douglas 

Executive Director 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

February 3, 2000 

Dear Mr. Douglas m1d CoiHmis:;;ioners: 

The Environmental Council has scrutinized the adoption of the new site for the 
Millennium High School in the Watso.nvillc sloughs. We oppose it for financial, 
environmental, and educational reasons. 

The schn('\1 is right but not the site. 

The Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD) does not own the site although it 
contends it is in escrow. The PVUSD budgets $1.6 miJlion for its purchase but confronts 
an unwilling seller. A taking by eminent domain requires an appraisal, and it may cost 
five times that much. Since the (PVUSD) will use only the central 60 acres containing 
the only well on the properly, the other 100 acres are rendered essentially worthless for 
agricultural purposes. 

PVUSD's fiscal irresponsibility diminishes our confidence. The California State Office 
of Public School Construction (OPSC) revoked the district's applii:;:ation because the 
district failed its entrance exam. Complexities of the project's off-site costs worry the 
OPSC. On I 0/12/99 it asked the PVUSD to justify costs for certain items: 

• The Division of State Architect was nol given all components of the project, as 
required by regulations. Required validation was missing for a $2.5 million 

· estimat.ion for ·off-site work. 
• Provide validation of the $2.5 million estimated for off-site work . .. 
• Provide justification for the capital facilities development(CFD) fees. 
• Disclose how the CFD fees were determined. 
• Provide a line item breakdown of these fees. 
• Provide a negotiated agreement for each agency (off-site utility connection should be 

shown as a re·Juction to assessment fees). 
• Provide a published fee schedule for each serving agency requesting fees. 
• Provide requirement letter& from regulating agencies to justify the scope of the work. 
• C01isidering this is a Financial Hardship. project, provide justification to address how 

the DistJ:ict is going to fund the ineligible costs. · 

printed on recycled paper 

I 
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• Provide a written agreement that the city or county will fund the ineligible work in 
the event the Di:>lricl has insufficient funds to complete the project. 

• Provide documentation of a traffic safety study to justify traffic signals, and road 
width requirements. 

• Provide a letter of intent to cede street property to regulating agency (city or county). 

The PVUSD could, provide neither answers nor justification, so the application was 
revoked. 

Environmental issues are aplenty. 

The Watsonville sloughs are the only fresh water sloughs in the Central Coast. We 
emphasize that the nearest fresh water sloughs are in Humboldt and San Diego Counties, 
respectively. The Central Coast is a modest definition for such a treasure,the remaining 
1-% of what California once had. They serve as a unique flyway for migrant birds. They 
are ht)mc to a number of endangered species. 

SCIENCE, 75:550,'97noted that endangered species are clustered i.n areas no larger than 
a county. Santa Cruz is the only county in the country with four different endangered 
groups -plants, insects, reptiles, and amphibians. We must be good shepherds, and 
schoolyards with athletic fields are not designed to protect such species. Extinctions 
occur more often by loss of habitat than by toxics. 

The land is prime agricultural land, which is not to be wasted. This is where Monterey 
Jack Cheese was invented and deserves a bronze plaque rather than asphalt. Strawberries, 
lettuce, and other row crops have been grown there recently. We believe this land to be 
protected by the Coastal Act. 

Finally it is on the wrong side of the tracks and Highway I to boot. Roads adjacent to the 
sile arc under water half of the year. Finally, it is the farthest from the students' homes oF 
any of all possible sites. 

The land is wet and not compacted. In case of an earthquake, no worse place could be 
envisioned for an orderly, safe exit. 

The school will be located in the flight pattern of the Watsonville airport where planes 
are just taking off ::nd turning left. This is the noisiest and most dangerous part of any 
flight. 75 flights per school day have been counted. 

1t is ,.,;. hin the flight patterns of the gulls swarming and swooping from the County 
Dump with who knows how much awful offal in their beaks. The land has been farmed 
for decades and long-Jived pesticides may threaten underfoot. It gives new meaning to a 
site for sore eyes, nose, and throa.t. 

The adjacent "Gilbertson Property" was an illegal dump receiving refuse and other 
material from the Navy. It was bought by the Airport District as a buffer at the end of the 
runway and is within one-quarter mile of the proposed school site. What lies underneath 
the covering fill is unknown. The PVUSD was ignorant of this dump; its significance 
remains an unknown . 

~4 
~ .. 



Tn 1995 Fed Keeley wrote about old wolves in new sheep's clothing. He wrote about 
changes in Jaws that ·made it more difficult to correct wrongs; good for him. How will we 
right this wrong once it is built? 

Other sites are available at the Alianza School, Calabasas, Buena Vista 
, eas~ of Highway I, and the Landmark property. Indeed; two smaller schools 

may be preferable to one large school. · 
For these many reasons, we ask that the Commission observe the established rules for 
coastal property and not grant an exception to this questionable site. 

(;, r'£ '- ~Jiv"'J.~ 
Cyndi Van Tassel 
Board Chairperson 

cc- Assemblyman Fred Keeley 
Congressman Sam Farr 

Sincerely yours, 

D/~J /!-)J16~1G 
David H. Walworth, MD 
Representative-to Campai-gn to Save 
Pajaro Valley Farmlands and Wetlands 

Santa Cruz Office of the Coas-tal Commission 
Supervisors & candidates 

,, "· 
. 'f' 
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COASTAL AGRICULTURAL ASSOCIATION 

January 27, 2000 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street 
Suite 2000 
San Francisco CA 94105-2219 

Dear Commissioners. 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

JAN 3 1 200fJ .. ,- . 

The Coastal Agricultural Association is a non-profit organization that promotes the interests of 
agricultural and agricultural-related businesses. Our membership includes 67 companies located 
within the Pajaro Valley Unified School District. The Board of Directors of the C.A.A. supported 
both bond measures that would have provided for the construction of a third high school in the 
district. Their support was based on the need to continue to provide a quality education for future 
employees in a community grounded in agriculture. 

Now the Association is calling for the California Coastal Commission to change the existing 
zoning of the site selected by the School District to allow for a new high school. 

It is our belief that: 

• The Harkins Slough/Lee Road site is not prime agricultural land . 
• The property is currently zoned for residential and light industry. 
• A high school is a much better use for this property, giving its 2,000 students~ opportunity 

to learn about our wetlands. 
• The chosen site is the result of a decade-long search by the District. 
• The site is three miles from the coast of Monterey Bay; it will not obstruct a view of the 

ocean and it will not have a negative effect on access to the beach. 
• Other recently approved projects, west of the freeway, are potentially far more damaging to 

the beauty and protection of the coastline. 
• The window of opportunity to obtain over $40,000,000.00 from the State is now open. 
• Over 60% of those voting in the local bond elections were in favor of obligating themselves 

to improving existing schools and building new ones. 
• Watsonville and Aptos High Schools combined are at 162% of student capacity ... and 

growing! 

The Coastal Agricultural Association feels that the site chosen for the new high school is the right 
one. Now is the time to start building the future. Please cast a favorable vote to ailow positive 
changes to happen. Thank you. 

Sin~~· . 

CF&gls~ 
Executive Director 

• cc: Coastal Commission Staff 
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LATINO ISSUES FORUM 
A Public Policy andr.~~l~y~~i~ ~ 1. f ~ ~ 

~· ~1 ~ ... ·"J ~. ~ ';;.1; ~...., -..1 
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/ 

December 23, 1999 Jt~,\; 0 ;_: ('GJD 

C1~L ~ r-c: n ~\~~A 
C 0 P~ S Tf;, L C G ;,· >: ; :~ :'' ; n N 

Peter ~ougl~s CENTRAL COAST Ar·.i::A 
Executive Director 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

RECEIVED 

JAN -4 2000 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Latino Issues Forum strongly encourages the Coastal Commission to pass an 
amendment allowing for the City of Watsonville and the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District to develop the New Millennium High School in the 
California Coastal Zone. Latino Issues Forum is extending its support for an 
amendment requesting a new Coastal Zone Area of approximately 71 acres 
for the development of the New Millennium High School. 

The project which will provide great opportunities for Watsonville, will not 
obstruct or destabilize the urban/rural boundary. The proposed amendment is 
necessary because it would permit the development of an additional high 
school, and allow for the students ofPVUSD to thrive in an environment 
conducive to·learning. With a capacity of only 3,200 students, the district 
currently houses 5,190 students in two high schools. The addition of a new 

. high school would allow for an educational environment that is less crowded, 
more individualized, and one that would better support the educational needs 
of its students. ·, 

The education of Latinos is greatly affected by this overcrowding, as it limits 
their ability to attain a fair and equal education. Approximately 72% of the 
District's students are Latinos, and more than 48% of these are limited 
English proficient, highlighting the need for additional educational resources 
to aid in their education. Compounding this, is the fact that 71% of Latinos 
in Watsonville don't have a high school education, therefore these parents 
lack the educational and income opportunities to enroll their children into 
private schools, thus demonstrating the dependency upon the public schools 
for their child's education. 

785 Market Street, Third Floor • San Francisco • California • 94103-2003 
Phone (415) 284-7220 • Facsimile (415) 284-7210 

[email] lifcentral@lif.org • http://www.lif.9(9 
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There exists a great need for a new public high school in the City of Watsonville. By 
passing this amendment you will be affirming the right for a fair and solid education. It 
would be an immense benefit to both the students and to the conununity to invest in the 
future of Watsonville, as it prepares to compete in the new millennium. 

Sincerely, 

Ana Montes 
. Telecommunications Director 
Latino Issues Forum 
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Jonathan Witiwer 
William P. Parkin 

WITIWER & PARKIN, LLP 

Tina Wallis 
Christiane Sinclair 

Dr. Charles Lester 
California Coastal Comii1ission 
Central Coast District 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

147 SOUTH RivER STREET, SUITE 221 
SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 96060 

TELEPHONE• (831) 429-4066 
FACSIMILE: (831) 429-4067 

E-MA.IL. office@wiitwerparlcin.com 

. January 27, 2000 

i.C. .. · ... ~~ R ... C~''E·D 
JAN 2000 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Re: Local Coastal Program Amendments for New Millennium High School Site 

Dear Dr. Lester: 

This office represents the Watsonville Wetlands Watch, and the Sierra Club concerning 
the above referenced LCP Amendments. These organizations are unalterably opposed to the 
LCP Amendments requested by the City of Watsonville and the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District ("PVUSD") to allow construction of the New Millennium High School at the Edwards 
property. My clients do not dispute that a new high school is needed, and indeed support the 
construction of a new high school at a site with less environmental consequences. More specific 
objections as to the propriety of a high school on the Edwards property, will be forwarded to the 
Commission within the next week. However, I wanted to submit this letter to clarify what I 
believe have been misconceptions concerning the environmental community's position regarding 
the LCP Amendments, specifically the position of the Watsonville Wetlands Watch. 

The Watsonville Wetlands Watch has consistently opposed development in the Coastal 
Zone and west ofHighway One. This opposition has long included the development of the high 
school at the Edwards property. It has come to my attention through ongoing litigation with the 
District, discussions in the community at large, and in my review of minutes of a Jtme 
21, 1999 PVUSD/Local Coastal Commission Staff Meeting, that the PVUSD has represented 
that the Watsonville Wetlands Watch has ranked the Edwards site among the top tvvo sites for a 
high school in the Pajaro Valley. Implied in many of the discussions I have had within the 
community, many appear to be under the impression that there is either a schism within 
Wetlands Watch, or that the Wetlands Watch changed its mind concerning the propriety of 
building a high school on the Edwards property. However, nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

It is true that the Wetlands Watch did participate in a site selection committee. This 
committee was set up by the PVUSD. Knowing now that its position could be misrepresented, 
the Wetlands Watchregrets such participation. However, if it did not participate, I am sure the 
PVUSD would assert that it invited Wetlands Watch, but it failed to participate. It is a no-win ... 
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Dr. Charles Lester 
Re: New Millennium High School 
January 27, 2000 
Page2 

situation for the organization. More to the point, however, is that the preferred site of the 
Watsonville Wetlands Watch was the Console site, which later became the Overlook Shopping 
Center. The City objected to the selection of this site because it stated at the time that the site 
was designated for much needed housing. futerestingly, when the DBO Development Company 
proposed the shopping center, the need for housing somehow no longer became a priority for the 
City. In point of fact, the Watsonville Wetlands Watch sued the City over the Overlook 
Shopping Center because of the organization believed that a "box store" retail center was the 
wrong use of. the site, and because the City failedto require development consistent with the land 
·lise·4~s1guat{oii1n.fue General.Plan~ which ismedium and high-density housing. (Indeed, ifyou 
were to look at the land use map for the City, that site is still designated for housing.) The 

· Wetlahds Watch still believes that a high school or housing would have been a better use of the 
land on wl!:ich the Overlook Shopping Center now resides. 

To further illustrate the correct history of the position of the Wetlands Watch vis-a-vis 
the Edwards property, I have included herewith a letter to the PVUSD, from Wetlands Watch, 
dated July 5, 1993, in which the organization states clearly that it is opposed to the selection of 
the Edwards. property for the newhigh school. The letterwas submitted to.correcta 
misrepresentation of the PVUSD staff that indicated there was "unanimous" support on the Site 
Selection Committee for building a high school at the Edwards site. The Wetlands Watch then 
recommends that the District rank, behind the Console site, tv.ro sites on Calabasas Road as 
superior alternatives to the Edwards property. Clearly, the Wetlands Watch has never lent its 
support to the Edwards property for the third high school, and remains adamantly opposed to the 
proposed LCP Amendments based on impacts to sensitive species and habitat, growth inducing 
impacts, and loss of agricultural lands. 

If you have any questions concerning this letter, please feel free to call me. 

\VPP/ds 
enclosure 

cc: Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
Sierra Club 

Very truly yours, 

f/ffiL§?PL--
William Parkin 
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Watsonville Wetlands Watch ~ 
54Haw~omeA-ve_n_u_e---------------------------------------~~-~i. Watsonville~ CA 95076 
(408) 128-3964 

July 5, 1993 

Soard of Trustees 
~ajaro Valley Unified School Dist~lct 
165 Blackburn Avenue 
Watsonville,·ca 95076 

~e! High School Site Selection 
.. · -· . - :..; . .,.:;.,; ;,:.:d."'i>'"~~..,=.,., ..... ,c~.····~· ... .,.#.,.., . •. ·' 

r.a_d_~~$ __ -~nd Gentlemen, 

7l'J..e PUJ:POSeof this_letter ls to ask you, in all slnce:rlty, to take 
ariotherlook at the materials'presented to you on June 16, 1993 and the 
way they were presented. We think you were misled. ~-

Yow: .s*=:aff report indicated that there was unan~·mous support from the Site 
Selection Committee for the Lee...,Harkins site. In fact three of the eight 
members of the committee favored the Console site. (See page 4 of the 
staff report.) Please note also that the three favoring the Console sit~ 
included the LAFCO repl:esentative, the Santa cruz county representative, 

• 

and the Watsonville Wetlands Watch representative. - The r:.egional planning • 
and environmental backgroUnds of these three are grounds for much more 
consideration than ~s given to their recommendation. 

Consider too, the hia.s of the staff report that listed PROS and CONS of 
the various sites: 

Lee-Harkins: (At least half of the PROS are either arguable or dead 
wrong.) 

Good fire and pollee protection. Certairily not as good a~ other 
sites. Further away; across freeway. 

HO§pltal would share development costs (water, sewer, roads). Wronq! 
This is, in f•ctl a ma.j.or problem w1 th this ei te. The School District 
will have to pay all or the !ntrastructure costs at this site and they 
will be very expensive. ·· 

Near commercial l!Servict!s. Wrong! Obvious1.y the site is across tht! 
freeway and some distance from commercial services. 

Stable site. Wranql The property is crossed by a major drainage 
swale. The 9round slopes steeply into the swale a.nd the major grading 
that will be required to develop the site will have serious impacts on the 
Watsonville Wildlife Area immediately actoss Harkins Slouqh Road. (Have 
you received comments from State Fish and Game?) 

Close to service. I'm not sure what this means but thi~ ~ite is r.:'· 
close to anything .... except environmentally sensitive lands. 

Good positioning for attendance. Please focus on this item 
particularly. Who a~e they klddinsl . 

In direction of futu.t:e growth. W~ong! This is not the di.rection the 
city is going to grow. Growth should not cross the free~ay .. It should be. 
directed north into the Buena Vista-Calabasas area . .. 

Dedieruetl tD Pn~erving the Wetlands of the Prljaro Valle] 
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~ Hospit~l limits gr:owth inducement. This is 3. maj,)r misstat.:nuentt 
Location of the High School site on the Le~-H~~klns site is the most 
significant growth inducing factor imaginable and may be the facto:t: that 
will ultimately defeat the selection of this site for a school. 

~ 

Does not make significant impact on aq land. The land is presently 
used for ag purposes and should continue to remain as ag land. 

Now, please look, in the staff report, at the following CONS regarding the 
Console property. Again they are biased to favor the Lee-Harkins 
property: · 

Obvious high cost. The land cost may be more than some sites since 
the City has approved a development proposal on the land. However, this 
may not be significant when you consider the overall cost, including 
infrastructure cCOSts, . 

;;:·Might-~:r=eguiz:e the relocation of Harkln~ ·Slough Road oJ: joint agreement 
with-Ramsay Park. Not clear. Harkins Sough Road is not a major 
consJc1ez:-ation.··.Ramsay Park is a major opportunity to combine school ·and 
p<iirl( facilities for increased efficiency. - , ·- · 

Heavy traffic. The location of this site on a major thoro~ghfare is 
an advantage rather than a disadvantage. This location has excellent · 
traffic service via e~lsting city streets. 

Competition with planned urban development. This is a major reason to 
locate a school here. It is in the middle of ~ development area. It is 
much better to add more schools than more people. 

High W'ind area. Be serious. (This shows bias of report.) 
. High crime. This is an opportunity to do something about crime 

problems. · 

We realize that you and your staff nave been heav5Jy lobbied by the City 
and development interests to select the Lee-Harkins site. Please· 
recoqnize that the City's goals and yours need not be the same in this 
instance. The City wants to see development at almost any cost. You want 
to provide the best educational facilities that you can. Should you be 
building schools or encouraging development and population growth. We 
think the former. 

We urge you to select the Console property as your first choice ano reject 
the Lee-Harklns site as growth inducing and environmentally _ 
inappropriate. We recommend the Calabasas Road sites as your second and 
third choices. They are truly in the direction of growth of the City. 

Please be advised that we intend to follow this matter to Sacramento, ~nd 
through all environmental, legal and political processes to ensure that a 
major high school is npt built west of Highway 1. · 

Yours truly,., , /' 

c::=l~A£_~ 
~F. Van Houten . 

~ for watsonville wetlands watch 
21Swschl 
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LATINO. STRATEGIC PLANNING COLLABORATIVE 

C/ 0 UNITED WAY OF SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 
1220 41ST STREET 

July 26, 1999 

CAPITOLA, CA 9501 0 
TELEPHONE: (831) 479-5466 

Watsonville City Council Members 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Dear City Council Members: 

AUG 0 2 1999 

' CALifiQRN}!\, . 
COASTAL COMfv~it~S!QN 
CENTRAL COJ.\S f ARi:A 

On behalf of the Latino Strategic Planning Collaborative (LSPC), we are submitting a statement 
of support in favor of the construction of the proposed new High School in the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District (PVUSD). . 

The LSPC, composed of community members and leaders, was formed in June of 1996 to work 
towards improving the quality of life of Latinos in Santa Cruz County. The Latino Strategic Plan 
(LSP), developed by the collaborative from ongoing discussions and county wide focus groups 
over the past several years, includes education as one of five main areas for improvement. 

The current overcrowding of the schools in the district will only continue to grow and the 
educational system must respond to this tremendous need for more classrooms and high quality 
education. 

It is our understanding that the decision to select this particular·site was a long process that . 
included the Department ofFish and Game and the Coastal Commission. While we respect the 
special nature of these wetlands, we remind you that this land is already zoned for light 
industrial development-the effects industry and agricultural pr~ctices, such as pesticide use, 
may be more harmful than the activities of a school. In addition, despite the fact that Measure E 
did not succeed, the vote demonstrated a clear majority in favor of the new High School. 

In our pursuit of improving the educational opportunities for Latinos in this county, the LSPC 
believes that the new High School presents a critical and important opportunity for our 

·IVIIJtUDJ:·ty-especially for the future of our children. · 
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2-2.7-00 
Comment: City ofWatsonvillle LCP Amendment No. 1-99 (PVUSD High School) 

Public Resources Code 
30001. The Legislature hereby finds and declares: 

(a) That the California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable 
natural resource of vital and enduring interest to all the people and 
exists as a delicately balanced ecosystem. 

(b) That the permanent protection of the state's natural and 
scenic resources is a paramount concern to present and future 
residents of the state and nation. (emphasis added) 

REC IV ED 
MAR 01 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

This application tests if the permanent protection demanded by the coastal act will in fact 
prevail. This application tests whether a vigorous proponent, with a cause which generally invites 
sympathy, can ignore the Coastal Act. The proponents repeatedly proclaim that the property is 
industrially zoned, but actually the principle uses are designated as passive recreation, agriculture, 
and aquaculture. The industrial use under a CUP is so restricted (100/o impervious surfaces, etc.) 
that appreciable development is unlikely. 

The Coastal Commission actions from November 1995 to date are avrulable on line. 
During this time there has been no conversion of farm land of any quality for any purpose. 
Approving this project will set a precedent for the whole state, an action whose importance 
transcends any local event in Watsonville. 

• J am from Carpinteria California and will mention three local projects that will be affected 

• 

by the precedent that you set in Watsonville. 

1. T oro Canyon Elementary School and Summerland School Closing 
Proposal by the Carpinteria Unified School District to build a school.on 9 acres of prime 

agricultural land in a rural area, zoned agriculture. EJR certified, but under legal challenge by the 
Friends ofT oro Canyon. This project may be turned down by local government .. 

2. East Valley Elementary School . 
Proposal by the Carpinteria Unified School District to build a school on 7 acres of rural 

land historically and currently in agriculture. The soil is not prime and the zoning is 3 acre 
residential. This land is designated as a buffer between residential-and agricultural zoning. This 
project will probably be accepted by local government and then come before you. 

3. Lagunitas Office Park 
Proposal to develop an office and research park on 25.38 acres ofland in the City of 

Carpinteria. This land is zoned research-industrial park but is currently in agriculture. It contains 
wetlands (Lagunitas Creek). The draft EJR is before the city planning commission .. There is major 
public opposition and the action of local government is not predictable . 

·,. 
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If there are three projects that test the Coastal Act, just in Carpinteria, there must be a 
great many more in the state as a whole that will be affected by this precedent. It is difficult to • 
play the villain and tum down a popular project, but where local government does not act 
responsibly in protecting the coastal zone there should be no choice. 

I hope you see it as your duty to turn down the Watsonville project for the benefit of 
"present and future residents of the state and nation." 

7t;e~ 
Royce D. Stauffer 
234 Toro Canyon Road 
Carpinteria, CA 93013 

' "· 
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McLenithan 
335 Toro cyn Rd. 
Carpinteria, Ca. 93013 
February 29,2000 

REC IV ED 

Ms. Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060 

MAR 0 1 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Re: Proposed location of Watsonville High School 

Dear Chairman Wan and Commissioners: 

My family has lived on Toro Canyon road in the Carpinteria valley for over 35 years. We are also 
members of a 100+ family neighporhood organization known as "The Friends ofToro Canyon". We have 
·recently become aware of your upcoming decision on the Pajaro Valley School District's proposal to build 
a high school on Agricultural and environmentally sensitive land. 

It is important for you to know that the Carpinteria School District will also be bringing you 2 more 
projects with impacts to Agriculture. 

Project 1: Proposal to build an elementary school on Agricultural!Prime soils zoned 10 acre parcel on 
Tqro Canyon road. This proposed project would eliminate 10 acres of prime Agriculture as well as 
severely impact a 10-acre lemon orchard adjacent to the south and 52 acre prime Agriculture land adjacent 
to the west. 

Project 2: Proposal to build an Elementary school in the urban boundary buffer zone on the east side of 
Capinteria which this parcel is 75%surrounded by Agriculture lands. 
These 2 projects will be coming before in the near future as well as the Creekwood housing development 
proposal on agricultural land will be revisited. 

If the Watsonville Project is approved, It will clearly set a precedent for developing Agricultural lands in 
the coastal zone. . . 
Alternatives do exist, including redesigning and rebuilding on original school sites. Alternative sites 
should be pursued and a serious consideration for incorporating a Year-around school system for more 
efficient use of our public school properties. 

We strongly urge-you to deny the Watsonville proposal and protect the Coastal Act. If Agriculture Land 
conversion begins, all Coastal Communities will be negatively impactea. Thank You for your time and 
Thank You for serving o1.,1r coastal communities. 

Sincerely, 

me 
~~~~,ffiL~ 
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fCJ ll.1 zooo 
C.l\LitORNIA . 

COASTAL COMM811S~~~~ CENTRAb COA 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Amendment to the Watsonville LCP 

Dear Coastal Commission members and staff: 

P.O. Box 252 
Davenport, CA 95017 
February 26, 2000 

I find the city of Watsonville's request to extensively modify its LCP troubling . 

. I agree with Fish & Game, which states that the current LCP provides substantial long
term protection for wetlands and associated upland areas, but that the proposed 
amendment will result in net future loss of open space acreage used by wildlife. 

·1 agree with Fish & Game's assessment that the project parcel (for which the LCP 
amendment is being sought) is ESHA, and thus should be protected. 

I am concerned that a high school, while a laudable project in and of itself, is not 
appropriate for this site. I am worried about the attendant public activity that 
naturally accompanies a high school- pep rallies; stadium noise, P.E. classes, and so 
forth -- and how it will affect the wildlife in the area. 

I wish that the Commissioners could see the raptors wafting and then darting and 
diving about the slough -- it is truly amazing to see. 

This school site is not appropriate. The site is isolated and outside of the urban 
boundary line; it is much too far away for nearly all of the target students to walk to 
school. All roads.leading to the school flood. Portions of Lee Road and Harkins Slough 
Road have been reclaimed by the slough and are flooded long-term. To provide access 
to the school, new roads are slated to be built behind the school through ag land, thus 
creating even more growth-inducing impact. In front of the proposed school site is the 
slough; behind the proposed site is a feed lot. The Watsonville Airport is nearby and 
the proposed site is under a flight path. Since the last Caltrans evaluation in the early 
'90s, during which the site was approved only narrowly, sales of jet fuel have risen 
100% and the number of jet ~rcraft has increased from three to nine. The number of 
hangers has doubled. If another Caltrans study were requested, this site would be 
deemed inappropriate. · 

There are other feasible high school sites available. One available site that comes to 
mind is the Alianza Elementary School site, which was originally built as a high 
school. While a mega-school may be a showcase for the city of Watsonville, o.ne might 
question whether pedagogically it would be better to have two smaller high schools 
that could cater better to the individual needs of the students. 

Sincerely yours, 

£--~ 
Susan Young 
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February 26, 2000 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas; 

ECEIV D 
MAR 0 1 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

RECEIVED 

F£8 2 "9 2000 
CAUF0"'"''1 

COASTAL COrv;,,,; ... s,.:.;.N 

Please add my name to the growing body of Watsonville citizens opposed to the 
amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road 
west of Highway 1. I oppose this action for several reasons. 

A campus of this size to serve 2200 students plus the attendant staff will greatly 
impact the surrounding environment. This location, away from the city, on the far 
side of the highway requires that everyone using the campus must be transported 
by automobile or bus. Oil and exhaust pollution will extensively impact the area 
daily. Run-off from necessarily huge parking lots will flow into the surrounding 
wetlands and farmlands in spite of the mitigation measures proposed by the 
project planners. Litter from daily use by this many people will be generated even 
under the best of circumstances of responsible refuse control. There will be 
water and soil pollution from pesticides and herbicides used on the greens and 
gardens. Lights necessary for night games and evening gatherings at the 
performing arts theater will upset the normal movement of nocturnal animals 
such as owls, hawks, foxes. Their habitat will be destroyed, thus the value of the 
open space we are being offered in exchange for this land will be greatly 
diminished. 

The infrastructure required for a campus of this size will be enormously expensive 
.and will further degrade the surrounding area far beyond the area proposed for 
the high school . Roads must be widened, bridges must be constructed, sewer lines 
must be connected to the city on the far side of the highway. Collection basins and 
retaining walls, all will add to the expense and impact on this piece of land. Soft 
loamy soil is good for farming, but not good foundation for large public buildings in 
earthquake country. Heavy duty compacting will be required. 

This site is an unhealthy place for students. Housing and commerce still remain on 
the north-east side of the highway. The students and staff will be isolated, totally 
dependent on automobile and bus for access to and from the rest of the city. 
The location, under the flight patterns of the airport creates an ever present 

• danger of accidents and constant noise pollution. ( This airport is a training site 
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for amateur pilots, requiring frequent take-offs and landings.) There are two 
nearby land fills, the Buena Vista site and the old Gilbertson site. These sites 
create perpetual danger from seepage and release of toxic chemicals. 

The size and scope of this mega-high school is inappropriate for the learning needs 
of our youth. Large high schools are impersonal place~ that have been proven to 
ignore the students who have language learning challenges and are at risk of 
failure and dropping out. Problems of violence due to lack of adequate guidance 
and supervision can become serious in schools of large numbers of students. The 
Columbine High school tragedies are cases in point. 

Our youth of Watsonville need a healthful place to learn, one that is as safe as we 
can make it, in the center of our city, where we can focus our many resources on 
their learning needs. There is such a place, a bit smaller than the site out on 
Harkins Slough Road, but it will fit our students' needs far better than a tract of 
land out on the edges of the city next to the county dump and under the flyway of 
amateur pilots. That property should be left to open space and farm land so that 
natural forces will eventually restore the fragile balance of nature. A giant high 
school will not make that happen. A high school of reasonable proportions could be 
constructed on the Landmark Property next to a new housing development on a 
road already in the process of being built~ Infrastructure such <lS sewer lines, 
water. and other utilities are already accessible. It would be situated in the center 
of the community. 

The Landmark Property and other alternatives should be carefully considered 
before the proposed elaborate compromise (involving city and school district 
officials, some environmentalists and some farmers) destroys this open space, 
endangers our youth and further divides our community. The proposed high school 
site at Harkins Slough Road is wrong for the environment, wrong for our youth, and 
wrong for the community. I urge the commission tofollow.the mandates of the 
California Coastal Act and deny this application to amend the rules set down for 
the protection of our coast and our community. -

Marian T. Martinez 
704 Bronte Avenue 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
(831) 722-0441 
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ECE\"EO 
Francis de Winter 
1401 Laurent Street f '£ B 2 9 ?.OOO 

Santa Cruz, California 95060 0 R N \f.;. 
Phone: (831) 425-1211 (off.) & (831) 462-6246 (shop) ~~t'boMM\S~~~~ 

E-Mail: fdw@ecotopia.com CcO!N~Rti.L. coAS1' 

February 29, 2000 
Ref FdW -6364-00 

Members of the Coastal Commission 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, California 94105-2219; With Copy to Local Office: 
725 Front Street, Third Floor; Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Subject: Site Proposed for .the New Watsonville High SchooL 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am a Board Member, and Past Chairman and Treasurer of the Environmental Council of 
Santa Cruz County. I am an activist so as to help preserve what is still"unspoiled" in the 
beautiful environment of Santa Cruz County, and it is clear the new high school would be 
very destructive as well as illegal at the site now proposed . 

I know the value of education. I have written this letter in both English and Spanish for 
distribution at the Cannel hearing, since I went to high school in Latin America. I later 
went to MIT (the Mass. Inst. ofTechn.), and earned a B.S. and two graduate degrees in 
mechanical engineering at WT. I continue studying as well as teaching. I am taking a 
course in accounting at Cabrillo, and have taken many courses at Cabrlllo and Hartnell in 
recent years. I have taught at Cabrillo, at San Jose State University, at MIT, and 
elsewhere. 

There are many college graduates in my family. One grandfather, my father, and one 
brother also got mechanical engineering degrees, and my other brother is a chemical 
engineer. One great grandfather was a chemist, and a gr~ uncle had a doctorate in 
chemistry. One uncle had a doctorate in civil engineering, another was a physician, and 
several were commissioned officers in the armed forces. My youngest son is finishing 
his doctorate in chemistry at Stanford, and my oldest son graduated from San Diego State 
University in accounting and management. 

With few exceptions (like athletes), from the neck down one is worth the minimum wage. 
The educational content of one's brain is what really counts. Silicon Valley illustrates 
this almost weekly with still another batch of new multi-millionaires - their wealth made 
possible only by their education . 
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It is obvious that this high school is essential to Watsonville. It is only the location that is 
in question: the location is based on intentionally bad planning, it is based on false and • 
comically false claims, it would be a poorly accessible school for students in a place 
where the school would do great harm, the site has only been chosen to serve as a prelude 
for further cancerous growth of the city, and approval of this choice of site would be 
illegal. 

Unfortunately, the history of the USA is to a very large extent the history of the illegal 
taking and use of land. Virtually all of the land in the USA was stolen from the Native 
Americans, most of it in blatant violation of solemn international treaties the USA had 
signed with the Native Tribal Nations. Staggering numbers of Native Americans were 
murdered, many even by being given smallpox-infected blankets or by being shot at . 
meetings which were supposed to be peaceful. Most of the survivors were brutally 
herded into "reservations" of useless and unwanted land: the first "concentration camps" 
in the world. This part ofUS history is as bad as the "Ethnic Cleansing" of the Serbs and 
the "Holocaust" of the Nazis: a total national disgrace. 

History in California is similar. Thousands of square miles were obtained for logging 
through fraudulent homestead applications, and then abandoned with only the stumps. 
Large parts of the West (including New Mexico and California) had been taken from 
Mexico in war. In the Peace Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo of 1848 the USA promised 
Mexico that all of the Mexicans and Native Americans would become US citizens, and 
that their land hOldings would be respected. Afterwards nearly all the lands were stolen 
from nearly all the Mexicans and Native Americans, nearly all the Native Americans • 
were murdered, and the Courts did nothing to protect the victims or enforce the Treaty. 
In San Luis Obispo Indians were hunted for fun on weekends, and these hunts were 
advertised on public posters. Some shot Indian children with small caliber rifles because 
they felt it was more sporting. Many Indian tribes were fully exterminated. In one Indian 
tn'be a man named "Ishi" was the only survivor. I will come back to Ishi. 

It is clearly because of our past disasters that the Coastal Act was passed, to avoid more 
disasters in the future. We will now be able to see whether the Coastal Act really works. 

I mentioned this would be an illegal site for the high school, based on false claims. For 
nearly ten years the Watsonville City Council has claimed this is the only possible site. 
That is not only false but comical. In the last ten years we have seen many large 
developments in Watsonville. This has included shopping malls, residential 
neighborhoods, etc. It is silly to suggest that none of those sites could have involved this 
high school At present there are 4 or 5 other sites which Watsonville could consider. 
This site is not now and has never been the only possible site. 

·• 
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Watsonville has claimed that a rejection for this site would cost two years in delays. 
Another comically false claim in view of the last ten years of development, as well as the 
site status. How can one possibly justify putting years of planning effort exclusively into 
a site for which one has no permit as yet, that is legally restricted enough so that one can 
not expect to be able to get a permit, and that has an owner who wants a sales price many 
times higher than the one that is budgeted? 

Watsonville has claimed that a rejection of this site application would cost $40 million. 
Another false claim. A $40 million grant application could be resubmitted for any other 
site. 

Watsonville has claimed that the Watsonville Wetlands Watch (WWW) has not been 
opposed to this high school site. That is also false, for the Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
(WWW) has fought this high school site for nearly ten years. The WWW has been 
involved in the negotiation process on the Keeley-brokered ndeal" that has received much 
publicity recently, but as yet there is no such a deal, there may never be such a deal, and 
even if such a deal is made it will not hold water. 

Most ethnic groups have had moral giants. The Chicanos had Cesar Chavez: somebody 
truly like Gandhi, Martin Luther King, or Mother Teresa. We can all be grateful and 
proud that the 20th century gave us Chavez, Gandh~ King, and Mother Teresa. Most 
groups have also had moral cripples. Recently we had Richard Nixon, for whom truth 
was so hard and lies so easy that he was known as "Tricky Dick. 11 We need not compare 
Nixon to others; he is too embarrassing as it is. In choosing leaders for a community, a 
state, or a nation one should aim for people like Cesar Chavez, not like Richard Nixon. 
Watsonville is very far from that ideal. 

It is well known why Watsonville really wants the school on the other side of Highway 1: 
to continue its cancerous growth until everything is paved over as in Los Angeles, from 
the ocean to the mountains. Watsonville has shown time and again that it cares nothing 
for environmental values. We must remember Grizzly Flats, a beautiful forested area, 
serving as watershed and park for Watsonville, until the city vandalized it by clearcutting 
its forest, to get some short-term money with no regard for the environmental damage or 
opposition. 

A high school would be clearly illegal on this site. Only light industry can be allowed on 
this site, and that would only be allowable if farming were not feasible, which is clearly 
not so. Only 100/o, not 500/o can be paved over. Construction can not be put on slopes of 
25 %, only up to 15 %. Construction can not be placed on sensitive parts of the parceL 
even if they are now suddenly defined to be non-sensitive. These are the strictly 
"technical" questions. Then there are the practical questions of having thousands of 
students far away from the city, close to delicate wetlands, and close to bird nesting sites 
and migration routes. The pollution, the traffic, the commotion, and the noise would 
almost certainly destroy Harkins Slough as we know it. Most of this is relevant and 
against to the Coastal Act; most of it should be intolerable to the Coastal Commission. 
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The Harkins Slough is one of the very few wetlands areas in California that has not yet • 
been destroyed, between San Diego and the Oregon border. It is truly an "Ishi11 of 
wetlands systems, with its importance made more critical by all of the California 
wetlands that have been destroyed already. The Open Space Allian,ce recently bought the 
Cardoza Ranch to protect parts of it. The Department of Fish and Game, the Coastal 
Conservancy, and the County of Santa Cruz are all trying to protect parts of it. 
Watsonville is trying to pave it over, and the environmental community is aghast at this 
vandalism. There has been discussion of »mitigation measures. • One might as well talk 
about "mitigation measures" tied into a plan to destroy a painting like the Mona Lisa. 

Recently there has been news coverage of "A Deal,'' brokered by Fred Keeley. 
Presumably some of those opposed to the destruction the ·mgh school would cause to 
Harkins Slough would agree to stop opposing this if Watsonville promised to develop no 
further land west of Highway 1. This "deal11 could not be of any value. If a few people 
promise to stop opposing something which is destructive, illegal, and improper, that does 
not make it constructive, legal, and proper for anyone else. Beyond tha~ this "deal" can 
not possibly tie the hands of future city voters or City Councils in Watsonville. 

The Coastal Act was passed to extend real protection to environmental treasures like 
Harkins Slough. It does. The Coastal Commission was established to enforce the 
Coastal Act. It should. After all, nowhere in the Coastal Act does it state: "This Coastal 
Act will become inoperative every time the Coastal Commission holds a meeting in a · • 
large crowded room in which some people have arranged for the majority of the public to 
be opposed to the proper enforcement of this Act." 

At the Carmel meeting a decision will be made. Everybody will then have to face that 
decision, including perhaps some judges. As Commissioners, you will have to face that 
decision every time you look at yourself in the mirror. I hope you will be able to look at 
yourself in the mirror proudly. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
Francis de Winter, 
B.S. (58), MS. (60), Mech. Engineer (61). 

cc: 
1. Fred Keeley, Bruce McPherson, Gray Davis, Sam Farr, and many others. 
2. As a Microsoft Word attachment, E-Mailed and·forwarded with no limits forever to all 
who care. 
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RECEIVED 

Francis de Winter FEB 2 9 2000 

1401 Laurent Street CALIFORNIA 
. Santa Cruz, California 95060 COASTAL COMMISSION 

Telefono: (831) 425-1211 (ofic.) & (831) 462-6246 (taDef/NTRAL COAST AREA 
E-Mail: fdw@ecotopia.com 

Febrero 29 de 2000 

Miembros de la Comisi6n Costal 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, California 94105; Con Copia a la Oficina Local: 
725 Front Street, Third Floor; Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Ref. FdW-6365-00 

Topico: Sitio Propuesto para Ia Escuela Secundaria Nueva de Watsonville 

Estimados Miembros de la Comisi6n: 

Soy Miembro del Cuerpo Directivo, y Presidente y T esorero Pasado del Environmental 
Council (Consejo Ambiental) del Condado de Santa Cruz. Soy un activista para poder 
ayudar a preservar a lo que no se ha destruido todavia en el ambiente hermoso del 
Condado de Santa Cruz, y me parece terriblemente destructivo y completamente ilegal 
construir a Ia escuela secundaria nueva de Watsonville en el sitio propuesto. · 

• Se lo que vale Ia educaci6n. He escrito a esta carta tanto en ingles como en espaiiol para 
distribuci6n en la reunion de Cannel, ya que curse a la escuela secundaria en America 
latina. Luego fui a MIT (el Massachusetts Institute of Technology), y consegui a un B.S., 
como tambien la Maestria y otro titulo de postgrado en ingenieria mecanica Estoy 
tomando un curso en contaduria en Cabrillo, y he tornado muchos cursos en Cabritlo y 
Hartnell los iiltimos aiios. He enseiiado cursos en Cabrillo, en San Jose State University, 
en MIT, yen otras instituciones. 

• 

· Hay muchos graduados universitarios en mi familia. Un abuelo, mi padre, y un hermano 
tambien se graduaron en ingenieria mecanica, y otro hermano es ingeniero quimico. Un 
bisabuelo era quimico, y un tio abuelo tenia un doctorado en quimica Un tio tenia un 
doctorado en ingenieria civi~ otro era medico, y varios eran oficiales en las fuerzas 
armadas. Mi hijo menor esta terminando su doctorado en qllimica en Stanford, y mi hijo 
mayor se graduo en contaduria y administraci6n en San Diego State University. 

Con pocas excepciones (como atletas ), del cuello para abajo el valor monetario de uno es 
el sueldo minimo, y el contenido en educaci6n del cerebro es lo que realmente cuenta. 
En "Silicon Valley" esto se demuestra casi todas las semanas con otro grupo nuevo de 
multi-millionarios, cuya riqueza solamente fue posible por su educaci6n. 

Es bien obvio que esta escuela secundaria es esencial para Watsonville. Es solamente el 
sitio que se disputa: el sitio esta basado en planificaci6n mala hecha a prop6sito; esta 
basado en declaraciones falsas y comicamente falsas; seria una escuela dificilmente 
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accessible para los estudi~es en un sitio en donde causarla gran daiio, el sitio se ha 
seleccionado solamente para servir como preludio para una expansion futura y cancerosa • 
de Ia ciudad, y la aprobaci6n de este sitio serla ilegal. 

Lamentablemente, la historla de los Estados Unidos es en gran parte Ia historia de la 
ocupaci6n y del uso ilegal de tierra. Casi todas las tierras de los Estados Unidos le fueron 
robadas a los indigenas, por la gran parte en violaci6n grotezca de tratados solemnes que 
el gobierno de los Estados Unidos habia firmado ron los gobiernos de las tribus 
indigenas. NU:meros enormes de los indigenas fueron asesinado~ muchos inclusive 
mediante el "regalo" de ftaza.das infectadas con Ia viruela o mediante balazos en 
reuniones supuestamente pacificas. La mayoria de los sobrevivientes fu.eron exilados 
brutalmente en "reservaciones" de tierras inU.tiles~ los campos de concentraci6n primeros 
en el mundo. Esta parte de la historia de los Estados Unidos es tan horrible como la 
"limpieza etnicalt de los serbios~ 0 e1 .. holocausto11 de los nazis: una verguenza nacional. 

La historia de California es similar. Miles de millas cuadradas de bosques fueron 
obtenidos para conseguir a la madera por medio de aplicaciones fraudulentas bajo el 
"Homestead Act", y luego abandonadas con todos los i.rboles cortados. Una gran parte 
del oeste (incluyendo a Nueva Mexico y California) se habia conquistado de Mexico en 
una guerra. En el tratado de paz de Guadalupe Hidalgo del afio 1848, el gobierno de los 
Estados Unidos le prometi6 a Mexico que todos los ciudadanos mexicanos y todos los 
indigenas recibirlan a la ciudadania estadounidense, y que se respetarian a las 
propiedades tantO de los mexicanos como de los indigenas. Luego a,t.si todas las tierras 
se les fue robada a casi todos los mexicanos y los indigena~ casi todos los indigenas • 
fueron asesinados, y las cortes no hicieron nada para proteger a las victimas ni para hacer 
cumplir al tratado. En San.Luis Obispo se organizaban cacerias en los fines de semana 
para matar a los indigenas, y estas se anunciaban en carteles en la plaza de la ciudad. 
Algunos mataban a los niiios con rifle de calibre chico, ya que lo creian ser mas 
deportivo. Muchas tribus indigenas fueron exterminadas en su totalidad. En una tribu un 
hombre llamado "Ishi" fue el imico sobreviviente. Volvere al caso de Isbi. 

Es evidentemente por estos desastres del pasado que se paso el "Coastal Act", para evitar 
mas desastres en el futuro. Ahora podremos ver si el "Coastal Act'' realmente es efectivo. 

Mencione que esto seria un sitio ilegal . para la escuela secundaria, basado en 
declaraciones falsas. Por casi 10 aiios el Consejo de la ciudad de Watsonville ha dicho 
que este es el unico sitio posible. Esto noes solamente falso sino c6mico. En los ultimos 
10 afios hemos visto a muchos proyectos grandes de construcci6n en Watsonville. Esto 
ha incluido grandes barrios residenciales, grandes "shopping malls", etc. Es ridiculo 
sugerir que ninguno de esos . sitios se podria haber usado para esta escuela. En la 
actllalidad hay unos 4 o 5 sitios adicionales que Watsonville podria user para la escuela 
secundaria. E1 sitio propuesto no es ni nunca ha sido el Unico sitio posible. 

Watsonville ha declarado que si el sitio propuesto es rechazado, causaria una demora de 2 
aiios. Otra declaraci6n comicamente falsa, dado los Uhimos 10 aiios qe construcci6n en 
Watsonville, y la situaci6n con el sitio propuesto. Como se puede justificar la inversion • 
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de aiios de planificacion exclusivamente en un sitio en el cual uno no tiene un permiso 
aim, en el cuallas restricciones legales son tan severas que uno no puede esperar que un 
permiso sea otorgado, y en el cual el duefio exige un precio de venta muchas veces :mas 
elevadas que lo que uno tiene en el presupuesto? 

Watsonville ha declarado que si el sitio propuesto es rechazado, esto le costaria U$S 40 
milliones. Otra declaracion falsa. Una aplicacion para estos U$S 40 milliones en 
subsidios se podria someter con cualquier otro sitio. 

Watsonville ha declarado que la organizacion "Watsonville Wetlands Watch•• no ha 
estado opuesta a este sitio. Eso tambien es falso, ya que el Watsonville Wetlands Watch 
ha estado luchando contra el sitio propuesto por casi 10 aiios. E1 Watsonville Wetlands 
Watch ba estado en negociaciones en el "acuerdo" tan discutido organizado por el Sr. 
Fred Keeley, pero por el momento este "acuerdo" todavia no existe, posiblemente nunca 
existira, y seguramente no sera de ning(ln valor si es que llega a existir. 

La mayoria de las razas han tenido a sus gigantes morales. Los chicanos han tenido a 
Cesar Chavez: verdaderamente un individuo a la altura de Gandhi, Martin Luther King, o 
I a Madre Teresa; y todos podemos tener gratitud y orgullo que el siglo 20 nos brind6 a 
Chavez, Gandhi, King, y la Madre Teresa. La mayoria de las razas tambien han tenido a 
sus enanos morales. Recientemente tuvimos a Richard Nixon, para el cualla verdad era 
tan dificil y la mentira tan ficil que lo nombraron "Tricky Dickn (Ricardo de los Trucos). 
En 1a selecci6n de lideres para una comunidad, un estado, o una nacion hay que buscar a 
individuos como Cesar Chavez, y no como Richard Nixon. Watsonville esta bien lejos 
de este ideal. 

Se sabe perfectamente bien porque el Consejo de Ia ciudad de Watsonville quiere tener a 
la escuela al otro lado de la rota 1: para seguir con el crecimiento canceroso basta que 

. este todo pavimentado como en Los Angeles, desde el oceano basta las montafias. El 
Consejo de Watsonville ha demostrado repetidamente que no aprecia para nada a los 
valores del ambiente. Hay que acordarse de Grizzly Flats, que servia a la. ciudad como 
parque y colector de agua de Iluvia, basta que fue vandalizado por e1 Consejo para cortar 
a todos los 8.rboles, para tener un poco de plata a corto plazo, sin ninguna preocupacion 
por el dafio y la oposici6n ambiental. 

Una escuela secundaria seria bien ilegal en este sitio. Solamente se puede permitir ala 
industria liviana en este sitio, y esto solamente seria permitido si la agricultura no es 
factible, que claramente noes cierto. Solamente se puede permitir Ia pavimentaci6n del 
10%, no del 50% del area. La construccion no se puede poner en inclinaciones del 25%, 
solamente basta ei 15%. No se puede construir sobre areas sensitivas de la parcela, aUn si 
se falsifica a la realidad declarando que estas 8:reas ya no son sensitivas. Estas son las 
cuestiones puramente tecnicas. Despues hay las cuestiones practicas de tener miles de 
estudiantes muy lejos de la ciudad, cerca de cuerpos delicados de agua, y cerca de los 
sitios de nidos y de migraci6n de muchas aves. La contaminaci6n, el trafico, Ia 
conmoci6n, y el ruido seguramente servirian para destruir al "Harkins Slough" que existe 
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ahora. Casi todo esto es relevante y opuesto a1 "Coastal Act" (la Ley de 1a Costa), y casi 
todo tendria que ser intolerable para los Miembros de la Comisi6n Costal. • 

El Harkins Slough es uno de los pocos cuerpos de agua con pantanos costales que no ha 
sido destruido au.n en California, entre San Diego y el limite con Oregon. Los pantanos 
costales tenian (y pueden tener) una riqueza natural increible. El Harkins Slough es 
verdaderamente como un "Ishi" para estos pantanos, y su importancia es mas critica por 
todos los otros pantanos ya detruidos. El Open Space Alliance del Condado de Santa 
Cruz recientemente compr6 al"Cardoia Ranchtl para proteger a parte del Harkins Slough. 
El 1'Department of Fish and Game11

, el "Coastal Conservancy", y el Condado de Santa 
Cruz todos estan tratando de proteger a partes del Harkins Slough. El Consejo de 
Watsonville simplemente lo quiere pavimentar, y la comunidad ambiental · esta 
horrorizada. Se han discutido a "medidas de mitigaci6n". Igualmente bien se podrian. 
discutir a "medidas de mitigaci6n" combinadas con un proyecto de 1a destruccion de una 
obra de pintura como Ia Mona Lisa. 

Recientemente ha habido discusion en la prensa de uun acuerdo" organizado por el Sr. 
Fred Keeley. Supuestamente algunos de los que se oponen a Ia destruccion que la 
escuela secundaria causaria en el Harkins Slough se pondrlan de acuerdo en no seguir con 
esta oposici6n si Watsonville prometerla no construir nada mas al otro lado de la ruta 1. 
Este "acuerdo" no podria tener ning(:m valor. Si algunos prometen no oponer mas a algo 
que es destructive, ilegaL e incorrecto, eso no lo hace constructive, legal, y correcto para 
el resto del mundo. Aparte de eso, este "acuerdo" no podria ejercer ning(m fteno 
duradero sobre los ciudadanos y Consejos futuros en Watsonville. • 

El 11Coastal Act" (1a Ley de la Costa) fue firmada en ley para ofrecer proteccion real a 
tesoros ambientales como el Harkins Slough. Asi lo hace. La Comision Costal fue 
establecida para asegurar a la implementacion correcta y confiable del Coastal Act. Asi 
lo tendrla que hacer. Despues de todo, en ninguna parte del Coastal Act ie afirma: ''Esta 
Ley de La Costa dejari de existir cada vez que la Comision Costal tiene a su reunion en 
una sala grande en el cual algunos han asegurado que la mayorla del publico se opone a 
la aplicacion correcta de esta Ley". 

En 1a reunion en Carmel se tomani una decision. Despues todos tendran que considerar a 
esta decision, inclusive posiblemente algunos jueces. Como Miembro de la Comision, 
Usted tendni que considerar a esta decision cada vez que se mira en el espejo. Espero 
que Usted se.pueda mirar en el espejo orgullosamente. 

Lo saluda atentamente, 

6:-~~ 
Ing. Francis de Winter, B.S., MS., Mech. Engr. 
ec: 1. Fred Keeley, Bruce McPherson, Gray Davis, Sam Farr, y muchos otros. 
2. Como un 11Microsoft Word attachment", mandado y adelantado por correo electronico, 
sin Iimites, para siempre, a todos los que tengan interes. 
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• Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

. ' 
I am opposed to an amendment to the L.oc:al Coastal Plan for a 

. west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum. 
would allow a maxiMUm slo ient from 1!5% to 

11..!:1Jl.:.~,~~· <i\'~·kltlr'kllns Slough··Rooc:f; ··~"'"'"'"''"' 
lO't,.!~]§~l~~;:~·.;:::~ . 

amount OT 

lan~ d. ·.esig~~· .. · tal protection. 
_ for the: following reasons: 

\J 
V£H 2 '::1 1GGIJ 

Phone number: 

• Date: 2/:Z 'f /oo 
Dear California. Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the: Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road .. _ 
west of Highway 1, whic:h would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to !50%, Ft 1.:! 2 9 2000 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce: signific:antly the amount of . 
land designated for for environmental protection. . . .-:> ~-~ L i f,Q f; ~J} ~. 
I am opposed to these changes for the: following reasons: ~~frHfAl ~B;{si'A1~~r 

- Ht'Af.!'Y t~Acr 7z:> ~ /2..6MAiuW6 u;er~ tJJ /!U 
- A.. ~ #lofl ~ tt.2lL- CA.:x:a:t~e6 l"fns""tu 6rtow-r11 .,. 

i{.)f.ffJ+ .{,V(U- Fil !L~ 71#6A-7& ~ tJI.4ltiAi5i!..G ffli<4A- <A /111.? 

~- I I?LC 
~CL-SM.\cLl Sincerely, 

Address: Po fX)x t<f--:p;; 
c:::d.c::r.::VJ;.i CA CALIFOR 
f '~#,ItA. COASTAL cmljr nF' . ,t l 
C('i!??::>fC(-/'1-~- CEiff'BAL COA ' AREA 

Phone number: 

j,oo/l.f"C (830 Cf/q""-':f-<.9-f-
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FEB 2 9 2.000 

CALI~Qf,~H~'"·' N 

RECEIVED 

FEB 2 8 ZOOO 
CA" ~;>Tfil CUnlli\~l;;,,IO. V"'· ., l~ ~~ · , 

C' ,\\'1-qA! COAST P,,REA CAL.lf.ORNIA N 
Cl'<', - COASTAt.COMMISSIO 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director · 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105~2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

235 Younglove Ave. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
February 23, 2000 

I am writing to express with the strongest, possible urgency, the need for the 
Coastal Conunission NOT to amend the Local Coastal Plan to allow building or 
development west of Highway 1, as proposed by the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District for a new high school. 

As you know, this is a fragile habitat, as are all of the Watsonville sloughs, in a 
precarious balance surrounded by either development or agriculture land. The 
City of Watsonville has already trespassed beyond reasonable limits, espedally 
with development of shopping and more proposed building on Struve Slough east 
of the highway, gaining permission for an easeway far too low to protect 
contamination of this and its contingent s~oughs. To add to this the proposed 
high school would just about destroy any hope of maintaining this fresh water 
habitat system. As the State of California already has about the worst record in 
the country in the preserving of fresh water wetlands, now down to about five 
.percent of original numbers, one would expect Watsonville, in particular its 

· educators, to be proud to be protectors and restorerS, true stewards of one these 
last, valuable resources in their very midst, rather than blindly, greedily seeking 
to destroy them. What an example to set for their school children! Have they 
never stopped to notice or admire the vast number and variety of birds that live 
in these sloughs, especially now during the wet season, this rare ecosystem with its 
rare opportunity of education and wonder 1 

It is incomprehensible, unreasonable and so unnecessary that the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District, has refused to consider other good sites that have been 
suggested, and chooses instead to inflict further desolation to this valuable slough 
system and its wildlife. If they will not fulfill the role of stewards of this habitat, as 
they should, then it certainly is for your Conunission to do so, as it has been 1 

mandated to do, regardless of the uneducated numbers of people that persuade 
you to do otherwise. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Kathryn Metz 
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%--~§!?TER-PAJARO~.!~~ 
'attle over new high school 

could take center stage at 
Coastal Commission meeting 
~y PETER NICHOLS 
AEGISTEA·PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 

WATSONVILLE- 'l'he long
running battle between school dis
trict officials and the local Coastal 
Commission staff over the con
struction of a high school in an 
environmentally sensitive area 
west of Highway 1 appears to be 
headed for a resolution in favor of 
the new high school. 

T h e 

First in a 
series examin
ing the New 
Millennium 
High School 

According to Douglas, Governor 
Gray Davis has issued a directive to 
state agencies to help facilitate the 
construction of educational facili· 
ties whenever possible. Spokesper
sons for the governor have not yet 
been able to verify the existence of 
any such directive. 

Supporters cite the overwhelm· 
ing need for a new comprehensive 
high school to relieve severe over
crowding at the district's two exist
ing high schools- a condition that 
started the selection process in the 
mid 1980s and which has become 
more critical every year. 

School district and city offiCial 
have had their eyes on this site for 
at least 13 years. Last year, the · 

' school boar<,l voted unanimously to 
condemn the property in prepara
tion for taklng the land through 
eminent domain. They hope to ac
quire the property frpm owners Ral
ph and Kathleen Edwards for $1.5 
million. 

It is possible that the school dis
trict could acquire the property, 

·. then be turned down on its request 
to construct a high school there. 
According to Casey, under that sce-
nario the state wouid not reimburse 

To help rally support for t11e pro· 
posai, disirlct and city officials have 
engaged in a massive public rela
tions effort. It is their desire to gen
erate enthusiasm on the part of the 
community to carry to the coutmis
sion meeting in Cannel. 

To insure that their message is 
heard by the right people, tJte school 
district also hired two lobbyists who 
are familiar with the commissioners 
and the process. The lobbyists along 
with district and city officials were 
in Santa Monica this month where 
commissioners gathered for their 
four-day monthly meeting. 

The school district, having made 
a significant investment in time and 
money on the proposed site, made 
a strategic decision to challenge the 
local staff and take the matter to the 
decision makers - namely, the 
commissioners themselves. 

"We knew that the regional office 
Is not the decision maker," Casey 
said. "The school board has taken 
the position, as a· unit, to ru'n this 
course, and the commissioners 
could say yes!" 

school's fate 
rests in the 
hands of the 
California· 
Coastal Com
mission. That 
body could 
ruie on Wat· 
sonVi.lle's application for amend· 
ments to their Local Coastal Pro
gram (LCP) at their March meeting 
in Carmel. The LCP gives the city 
jurisdiction over development with· 
in the Coastal Zone, and the amend-

,..,., Ntclrol&IReg>st,r·Fa;orontan the district for the land purchase. 
Tami Grove, deputy district director, and Charles Lester, .. ------,---..:....-----,----------:
district manager of the Coastal Commission, go over a map·: Proposed changes to the city/. s LCP 
of the Coastal Zone .. 
· Some environmentalists see the Work is intensifying on both The current Local Coastal Program (LCP)' provides for pennitted and 

•

nts are needed to allow a public 
ool. · 
Conversations with state, district 

. and city officials, as wen as local 
Coastal Comm.ission staff and their 

new .school as a breakthrough for sides as commission staff seeks ad- conditional uses within the Coastal Zone. Permitted uses - with the 
the city, which in the past sought to ditional information to· complete fewest restrictions .;..... indude passive recreation, agriculture and aquae· 
develop lands west of Highway 1. Uteir report. Meanwhile, city and ulture (fish filnns). Conditional uses- with the most restrictions- are 
According to Mayor Oscar Rlos, district officials are working quick- the subject of the city's LCP amendments, 
however, the city now has lost in· ly to provide answers to questions The chart below shows these uses and restrictions. pemlitted in the 

executive director, reveal that the 
parties ar~.now looking for ways to 

terest in such development. posed by the stalf. The report, in· current LCP and proposed In the amended LCP. 
According to city manager Car- eluding the staffs recommenda

los Palacios, school district lawyers tions, must be completed and made 
are preparing a "memo o! uni:ler- public prior to the March meeting. 
standing" designed to guarantee There currently is no commit. 
that utility extensions west of High· ment from the commission to take 
way 1 will be used only by the high up the matter at that time, but it Is 
school. the district's hope - and the cotn-

make the proposed high school con
sistent with the Coastal Act. 

Peter Douglas, Coastal Com
mission executive director, said 
local stalf have abandoned their 
argument that more suitable sites 
'are available. 

"If you look at one of the alter-

"(The goal is) to get some legal ·mission's stated .Policy supports 
parameters that will ensure that that desire - that the meeting be 
there will be no growth west of the held nearby, allowing local particl-
highway - that is a result of the patlon. · 

natives,"hesald. "lthasashopping high school," Palacios said. Com· City Development Director John 
center on it." mission staff have been generally Doughty, who is charged with re-

Assernblyman Fred Keeley, who receptive to the concept, he added. spondi!lg to the local commission 
has earned the reputation of a fa- The issue surrounding distur- staff's information requests, feels a 
ctlitator in sticky government mat- bance of ESHA within the wetlands certain pressure as the ctock winds 
ters, has been working behind the is a little more p1;oblematic. down to the March deadline. 
scenes: . _ . .. _ "Wetland issues are always diffi· "We're in a time-critical mode 

"1 think both the environmental cult," Groye said, "because we've right now; he said. "But there is a 
community and the Coastal Com- lost so many of them." • point where you have to stop study-
mission staff are raising legitimate Casey maintains that the ESHA Jng it and make some conclusions : 
issues," Keeley said. "I think they issue is not a difficult one.lf distur- -That time is fast approaching. • 
can be addressed satisfactorily bance of ESHA is not allowed, the The new spirit of cooperation 
through mitigation measures and district couid work around them, represents a tum-around from the 
conditions. though the district proposes to re- . combative relationship which has 

"This application can be brought place the areas in question at a 5:1 existed between local Coastal Com· 
into harmony with U1e Coastal Act, • ratio, he said. mission stalf and the district for 
he said. . "It i~ the impact on ESHA that years. 'rhe staff had previously 

John Casey, Pajaro Valley Unl- all'ectsthellighschool'sfootprint," warned- as early as 1993 -that 
lied School District superintendent, Douglas said. •so we're looking at the proposed project would exceed 
admits to "engineering the project re-arranging the foot print. • the scope of the Coastal Act. 
down somewhat, • with regard to One remaining bone of conten- Critics of the new h!gh school 
certalnaspectsofthefacility-"but tion,however,isthenewESHAmap site see increased pressure on the 
not as it relates to attendance. - submitted as part of the city's local commiSsion staff to cave in to 

"We're looking for conditions amendments- showing a Joss of thedistrlct'seducationalneeds,said 
that will make tJ1e project work," he wetlands on the site from approxi- Jim VanHouten of the Local Agen-

• 

· mately 10 acres in 1982 to less than cy Formation Commission (LAF
'he issues remain the same, • five acres now. CO) and Watsonville Wetlands 
Coastal Comtnission Deputy "We're looking at historical data Watch. 

Director Tami Grove. She refers to regardi,ng the extent of wel:lands "If that happens, • Van Houten 
the project's potentlal for growth in· and ESHA there • Grove said. "Ahd said. "that means the Coastal Act 
ducemenL and protection of Envi· we'll evaluate 'how those areas has no consequence." 

Conditional Use~ 
CurrentLCP 
Minimum 5 acre residential 
Minimum 15 acre non-nuisance 
Industrial 

AmendedLCP 
Minimum 5 acre residential 
Minin.')l'!! J5 acre non-nuisance 

I indus ·trlal ' 
Public sctiool 

Conditions for conversion of farmland 
Farming detennined 
~~. b~ not fe,~~l>l~ 

Farming detennined to be not feasible 
or developing the land preserves 
Prime ag land elsewhere 

Allowed coverage (buildings, asphalt, etc} 
Maximum 10 percent coverage Maximum 50 percent coverage . 

Development on slope 
Maximum 15 percent slope Maximum 25 percent slope 

Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
(ESHA> 
Forbids development in ESHA Allows development of up to one-tenth 

acre of ESHA if the ESHA is replaced 
at2:1 ratio. 

Extent of ESHA on the site 

Proposed map shows a loss of ESHA 

FEB 2 8 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMlSSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

ronmentaUySensitive Habitat Areas should be treated." 
(ESHA) 118 the primary concerns. 

S~J,~t~t,'/-ktl Jy ~ JeicA4/s 
. ~e.. 1"-f' 7 
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Deal struck on h:igh school site 
"'' 

Assembly·leader broker~ deal. between environme.ntalists, local offici:als 
By PETER NICHOLS 
REGISTI!R-PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 

WATSONVILLE- City and 
school district officials have been 
meeting with government officials 
and groups opposed to the con
struction of the new high school in 
an environmentally. sensitive area 
west of Highway 1 to find common 
,ground and negotiate differences. 

The participants will gather to 
conduct a press conference and 
sign a document to seal an agree
ment reached during those meet
ings Sunday at noon at the high 

school site on Harkins Slough 
Road. 

The agreement is the result of 
delicate and serious negotiations 
facilitated by California Assembly 
Speaker pro Tern Fred Keeley (D-

• 

Boulder Creek). The first was a 
, two-l:iour meeting last Saturday. 
; The final meeting, which produced 
what. ·might be considered an 
agreement of heroic proportions, 
lasted two and one-half hours on 
Friday. 

· The invitation-only meetings 
were attended by: Kee!~!·.~:y_~r 
OscarRios, Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District Superintendent Dr. 
John Casey, School Board Presi
dent Evie Volpa, Santa Cruz Coun
ty SuperVisor Tony Campos, Wat
sonville Wetlands Watch represen
tatives O:hristine Johnson-Lyons 
and Jim Van Houten, Sierra Club 
representative Marilyn Hummel 
and Community Alliance with 
Family Farmers representative 
Ken Kimes; 

Prior to the Saturday meeting, 
'the factions met separately. The 
school.district and city officials at 

oppose the project. Jim Van Thefocusofconcemforenviron
Houten, also a member of that mentalists has always been the pro
group remarked after Saturday's · . tection of the wetlands and preven

one location, en- · mee, that he was '\!'ery encour- tion of expansion by the city intO 
vi r o n m e n t a 1 aged · ... . lands west of Highway 1. Jn order to 
group represent,a.. But a veil of secrecy was sue- satisfy the Coastal Commission, any 
tives at another_ ' cessfully cast over the proceed- agreement would have to address is

.. with Keeley en- • ings. The deal reportedly includes sues related to growth inducing im
gaging in "shuttle • an.agreetnent b! the environm~n- ·pacts. 
diplomacy" be- . talists ~speak m favor ofthe high The Coastal Commission's March 
tween the two. schoolSlteatthe Coastal Commission 15meetingwill.be held in Carmel, and 

"Then, when meeting. : itishopedthatthecity'sLocalCoastal 
the moment was Keeley acknowledged that the· Program anunendments will be ad-

Keeley right," said Kee- :deal. was "delicate" and respectfully• dressed there. 
ley. "It was time for face-to-face declined to offer any clues regarding . If weather does not permit the 
meetings." its substance. outdoor gathering on Sunday, the' 

Rumors about the meetings After the Friday meeting, howev- press conference will be held at the 
were the subject of a mail message . er, Keeley reaflinnedhis confidence Watsonville City Council Chambers. 
circulating among members of Cit- that a comprehensive hiJ?t school will 

. izens for a Safe and Sane High be constructed on the Site. 
School, a group recently formed to 

• • 



PETER NICHOLS 
REtJ!$TER-PAJARONIANCORRSSPON[)ENT 

.. WATSON\IILLE -"- The Sun4ay 
afternOQit press col)ferepce wl:terll 
supporters of the rieyv liigh Sl;hool 
hail hoPed t.9 sigxnir!.il#elill!eitt With · 
le~ ePviiorune!\00 &rl:li.!P!! y;a5 
dowr{~aded to a progreS.s report on 
those effilrts. · · · 

Arranged by Assemblymart ~Q 
Keeley, tile gathet1ng include~ t9P 
city; cotl}itY 3.Tid PI!J~ V.li,UeyU!li
iled Scho§l~ct off!c~ aS wl)ll 
as teprese:UtatJ.ves ot W'atso'nvill.E~ 
'!Vetlil,nd$ Wa.tch, the Sierra Club 
and the Co~unity ,Allliulce With 
Fa~ily Fa,muirs: Kee,Iey bad 
b~~~~t the PB:rlie~ ?l9'~ ~bie ~ 
twp private rneetmgs ll\. recfi;!nt 
days to broaden comm1Jllity sup· 
port lor the t1ew fl!,l;:.ility •.. ·· . 

"We're at the beg;.ruii:ng ofa pro
cess, • :K:eeley saicL Hedescnbedl!< 
"IV~ map" ($ee side bar), $at if 
follo.wed, woll14lead t() .a ()()!JIPre
heil.sive · ·· ·the 
partie!!. 
PI'es!!ecl. 
a,l 
tHe 
that a 
Wiu be construcilid Oil ihe sf~ . 

.a..l~~'r;~~~te~ttJ~ 
~~gpl ··.·•··. .· ject!on to ·the new ' 

priw,ttl plal)es tJ~w 
te$,ters' shq\J,teq • 

• 

Checkpoints btl the road ma~ 
to. high sc~9ol a,greement 

. By' PETER'NICHOLS · ·plariS to annex and develop the T 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN CO~RESPONDENT property arid Other properties we. 

The sidebar to the new• Jri~h of · escribed in tr 
sehoolligreement a.rticle,ifj'NJ:i>zyi 'Iii Plan. The Green Far 
day's paper W!lS no.t run Jp it!! \IIJ' '" · Riverside Dr. is tot 
tiret;y. ·. ·· .·c::' · \ the agreement. 

WATSONVILLE- Calli~g lt f .:•J:hc (;.ity, the county and tt 
road map leading to "a broad' base stat\HJo;l.Stal Commission are ton 
of ..:ommunity S.!!PPO!if;," iru;ludi(l!l _gotla~ ~ .e.nf\)J:c;e.aRie .llb~eemeJ 
the environmental corrununity, !or eoncermng no development < 

the proposed high school on H;u-- lands west ofH.\ghway 1 that are n• 
.kins~o~gliRd,, ~~jrilil~ !ft!!4 'IU.te~dy,v.tith!li ~ 
Keeiey~uf.ll'i!edatqiirpll,l:t~e'n(ja .· .,, •TW6Cg;\sthl <.:o 
in a letter addressed to Mayor 0&- cem8 are i.o' be slo~ 

i car Rios. . .. · . , gradb)g al;)ove :~he wetlimds at U 

!· th~-,~~n~~~~ii~~·~!~!~~g~ -~~~f~~~~:~~~~d~; 
held Sunday tlve habi~a~. ~ 

tdfZ~i~~~ steps are to b~ comp 
parties to the agreement be!orj! 
March 14, the first day of the Coast
al Commission's meeting in Carnie'l 
when the city's Local Coastal Pro~ 
gram amendments will likely be dis
cussed.· 

• City officials are to abandon 

risk of development. ·· · · 
• Support of t;l)e proposed ne 

hi~ ~,>~h§o! !:lei ~a,~cif"Jll~_We 
lands Watcl:i, CommUnlty Alltan< 
with Family Farmers• llnd the_.~ie 
ra Club is contingent on compieti( 
of the first three items. 



~§!.?TE~PAJAROJ:i~!}~ 
~~·of~-~' .._ntling matk 
I!.~->~ arch tor hi~h self~.; ':1·.' > •t > " /. •· ........ sle 

Part tWo ill~ aeries onth• . · 
New Mlllerio.l.um High $(:hoql 

.. He Is the fourth superintendent 
tO seek a solution. Preceding ca. 
ey were Anthony Avina, Jim Bilk· 
~ and Merrill Grant. 

Willie Yahlro points 'out the Pinto 
abandoned due to community oppo~1~jo0• 

The school district ident111ed · 
the need to coru1truct a thltd high 
school in the mid 1980s. In Decem· 
ber of 1997, John Casey, ouperil.>· 
tendent ot the Pl\laro Valley Uni
lled School District, toherited two 
high schools for which the term 
•overcrowded• does no justice. 

·· City officials desperate for 
hn!tsing and employment opportu
nities have $een the school as a 
good nt for the Harklns Slough site. 
Development restrictions give the 
property limited value with respect 
to resldenllal or induslrilll oppor-
tunities. · 

See SEARCH, pogo 7 

SEAR H · Harldns Slough Road bave since been inc or· school district COilllult-
slteforitssultsbilltyas Pieklns · 'poraied into the ant who was the city's 

From page1 a school location. Due · Harkins $~uJh prqlect as mitigation development dlnoctor 
to the site's proximity~ 1/:s. part or the lite meaiilres were first and represented the 

.Carlos Palacios, ·· fO the main runway a.t selection process, ilar· dlsc~ed. · <:fly on the selection 
city manager since · Watsonville airport gas was asked to eva!- The district wliS en· committee, contra· 
1996, is the third such' I and the number and uate 11 sites !or safety couraged by Strna!l dicta Grove. 
oflldal to wrestle with altitude of fight opera· and noise issues rela- who. Indicated that, "Everybody was Jn.. 
thedistrict'sntiedfora · tions there, he deter· • tive to the airport. He_ though the process vited to partlcl,pate." 
suitable site for a third mined the site to be wrote in a letter to the would be length~, it ehe sald "There were 
high school. He was "incompatible with DepartmentotEduca- couldresultinapprov· pubRcdil!l<:usslonethat 
pr"!'eded by Steve 5o- school development," lion thetllve sites were Ill by the Coastal Com·_ the process was going 
loman and John RadJn. undesirable and that mlaslon, according .to · on. • 

Tnere have been Board Harkins Slough Road the memo. , " Shealsodenledthat 
over 20 different. abandons Pinto was "suitable for a 

1 
In.hme ot 1993, the local commission 

l!Chool board trustees Lake site ' school': i si!hool board "~ted to stall's warnings about 
d 21 d,.. t city ilargassaldthesile build a neW. high the site's suitability 

an u.eren · Considering Ratlin's f ther fro th council niernbers since concerns and the Cal· was ar m e sebool at the Harldns were being ignored. 
1985. trans evaluation, the runway than the en; Sloull;h site. According to MeY· 

WillleYahlro,along school board in 1988 he evaluated in 1 8 er, the site selection 
time Watsonvillii res!, votedtoapproveaslte sndtherelatlvelevelot Coastal process was being 
dent and PVUSD near Pinto Lake_ one aircraft operations CommiSsion driven by the. oppo· 
school board trUstee ofthreestate~nproved was actuallY decreas- ..;;..'-hstn nentsofthePintoLake 
~- 1"90 ~-- been .... lng during !bat time l .. ..,. sit~, «ad· bee•.·: ..• e t't 
~w~e • • """ s!teslocatedonornear inJ""' fthatsame ~ - G-

ot th ~;...,.._ to l'rame. · · · "" 0 
· · · w•· a workln·g com· • 

part e ,....,;....- Green Vslley Road. ·~ Mey "" 
b~ld a new high That de<:ision creat- Later the ~~· ,-.·. • mlttee, those Invited 
school sinCe 1984. He ed a llrestorm of con- miltee WaS ~dec! represented agencies 
ws$ then a member of trowrsy leading to the to inclu l -.. - . . - . . .. _ and groups Immediate-
a <lOinmlttee Charged f lives Assistent District Dl· ly involved. The Coast-
with identifying faelli- emergenceo a power- Farm rector, warned of the 8l Commlaslon's input 

A. d · th ful neighborhood- county Planning D&- •potential for s•~nlfi. . w•• not -·ntlal be· ty nee .... an grow group, the Green Val- 0e ..,... - ~~ 
projectione lor the dJ&. ley Action Committee partmen~ the dl;y · • cant Impacts on coast· ~·they were In line 
trlct. · · velopmenl Director al zone resoun:es• re· tor a jurisdictional re-

The restrictiQnS to (GVAC). In 1991• that and 1;1\e Executive Di· gsrdlng the proposed vtew,lu! sald. 
school constructlon &roup, led by Shelley recJor of the Local site .and requested a "This committee 

Betz, argued against Ag · p ti · · · ''" · 
have changed little the Pinto Lake site due ency orma on meetll\11 to dlscu!iS """ was wry Inclusive 
since then. to environment, tral'· Commission. After potentlallmpa<:!": ·.on purpose." Yahiro 

"There Isn't any ftc, sewage and prime evslwi.tlng eight of the Loomis, whosechll· said. They hoped .to 
easy answer,• Yahlro agricul original 11 l!ites, the dren attended PVUSD avoid problems that 
eald. •you're either That~::':~~~ committee ident111e!J: IIChools,lladalonghis- plagued the district's 
talking about farm ed the next year by a two 'preterr~d.sit~~.: tory of involvement in preylous selection ef. 
land or you're Into en- •chool board over· · HarklniStotllh "iiQ&d district matters includ- foi't. · 
vlronmentaUy sensl· whelmed by the neigh· and COru!Ole with oth· lng serving on the bud- "It was very lmpor· 
tlve areas. • b er sites offered ae less set committee- Though tant to include the city 

The seeds of the or hood response. desirable alternatives. he enjoyed a good and COIJ!lty Plantler; • 
current confrontetion Over 100 people Wlille the commit· working relations~p he said. "But since 
between school dis· packed board meet· tee W81l engaged in the with the district, ai>d Wetlands Watch (was 
trict. and' city ..... ~·-·- lngs and legal action 1 " ' ~·- Co tal Co--'' . !n-' d d) th 

u ... ~ •• !'::.t .... u, a_ .. ~·r· Cl~ ... tl·ns·~.. I··- . as .. u ... ,. .,u • • ,re was on one side and those WIJS threatened if the _,,~. 'lion conne'ction ·was no reason to have the 
oppoaed to the i>roJect board gave final ap- PVUSD staff on the known, h~ was !lever Coastal Commiss.lo~ 
on ·the other were proval to the site. comlnlttee ..... was qui- asked to participate in the teble. • 

in 1987 <- alde "'~'here was tremen- etly ... _,;,,.~the"-- -'te ··1-~•-n. "We got "e- little aown ~- dous pressure put on ~.-.~- ...... ... ~ ""~ •• , 
bar) when the H¥1dns Ieins Slough B.oad site's It wasn't until a sec- Input !rom the Coastal 
!?Iough site first ap- the board,' said Yah!· teaslbllltylnaserleso! ond request almost Commission ,during 
peared at the top ot a ro, then in hlo ftrstyear "Informal" 'and •one- two years later that _a that process,· LAFCO 
liat of the echool dis- as a trastee. The ergo- on-one" meetlnp with meeting '1)'11" sche<:L- ·li:x!'cutlve Director.Pat 
trlct's posalble high mentsagainstthatsite Les Strnad, then a 1o- uled ltw&!lthe~~o dur·. McCormlcll sald. "In 
school locations. A£. were similar to the cal Coutal Commls· ing a PVUSD· ' · would 
cording to Ri.chai-d ones being · made slon otficlal. Theile meeting tha.t .. r )l we 
Meyer, former District against the Harkins convereatfons were scope of the c · '· · 
Director of School Slough site, he .said. described in a July Ilion's concerns were . The site selectl<>ri 
Construction, eng!- Butltwuthe'presence 1999 memo Jh>m Mey· presented. process concluded 
neerlrig .studies were ot a determined opJ)o- er to Casey. ' Later that surru:ner, with (llembers report. 
conducted on that site sitlon that caused the According to the In another letter to l,ng two to11 sites as 
as early as the mid· bOardton:je.cttheslte. memo, those meetings Meyer, Loomis ex· ,~desH'l!ble.They 
1970s to determine Its Siding with oppo- were numeroWJ and pressed dismay that w re Rarkw 
suitability as a school nents, Yahlro cast one substantive, exploring the site selection pro- ,, 
location. otsix'no•votesdoom· -in great detail- cess had been com· 

In 1987 then City ing that effort to CQJ\- -e;>. s. ures •h •. •. m1'ght pleted without 'input 
' struct a tht'rd hl'ch ¥• ...... manager Radin urged o ~· ~.~spre· lh>m the coll'll'lllsalon. 

the district to abandon schooL Cer:red site a viable op· . ,. ~~That whole i!i.~- chored 
co!lliideratlon of the The school district tion: D:lscuasl.ons r.,.. lection.process was Of the two pre· 
site due to a host of regrouped and fonned c:usecl on mitigation ftawed from the start,' (erred sites reported 

, con.cerns - Q)llli.Y .. · of the Superintendent's ll)'eas11res Involving ·Loomis sald. out ot the committee, 
Alternative Site Com- •w ted to which centered 'tt in 1991 Th t trstftc,playlngl!eldlo- e wan P~~~'- theslaeofthe Console 

around the area's eco- nu ••. . a calion, parking clrcula- llc!pete in illternatlw property was an issue 
sensitlvltyandobvious commtttee included tlonandothermatters. analysis," said Tami -only3Sll<.'l'!!llli'el!IUS 

permithurdles. -; ~~~~~~·~n~;: ltwasdurlngtheae Grove, eqmmlsslon the50acrestheschooi 
In that same year, . Wetl...;d Watch and sessions that the con- deputy director. "But board wanted. But Me· 

Daniel Gargu, airport 5 cepts of habitat stew- we were never invited . Cormick propo&ed 

Park, to school use. 
The district could pur· 
chase the park, the clly 
could purcbase a new 
pari< site snd security 
Issues ~urro undlng 
Ramsay Park could be 
solved while making 
room for the much 
needed high school. · 
. That scenario had 

nolegs. · 
"The Console prop

erty was too small," 
sald Palacios. • And it 
was needed for. com,. 
merclal aevelopment 
to support the cl~'s 
tax !lese." 

Though the two 
sites ·were sent to the 
school board tor con· 
sideration, Meyer and 
Hill, key players repre
senting school district 
and clly Interests, only 
considered one to be 
acceptable - Harkins . 
Slough Road. They 
each rsted the Console 
site nell!' the bottom of 
the eight evaluated, 
according to the dis
trict's EIR. 

Complying with 
CEQA 
, The selection of the 

BafJ<ins Slongb Rolid 
.ttjlsta,~:ted a lengthy. 

'·iln4 GQI\Il:o~ia! pro: 

that man
dates an Environmen
tal Impact Report. 

Court Judge Stephen 
McAdams ruled in fa
vor of th<: district In 
April of 1999, confirm· 
!ng the adequacy of the 
document- thet dec!· 
lion Is on appeal, bow
ever. 

Building 
consensus 

As the CooStal Com· 
mission's March meet
ing approaches, efforts 
on the part of the city 
snd ll1e school district 
to broaden support 
within the community"' 
have reached a new 
level. 

Assemblyman Fred 
Keeley,. engaged in 
hush-hush negotla· 
lions, has successfully 
brought a local envi
ronmental group and a 
group opposing the 
dl;y's desire to develop 
land!! w·est of Highway 

· The groups which· 
bave oppose(!,the Har
klns SlousJl.jload site 
from the [!.ginning 
hav~ agree(l:c.to offer 
their suppo~ .,._all the 
Wil-Y to the Coutal 
C()mmtsSion .;_ If the 
city council- removes 
the adjacent Wa! prop-

' erty as a r~Sldential 
option w!tl)!n their 
seneral plan, and if an 
enforceabl~ ~ment 
ptevenlin!! !:,l~ure de
velopme[lt,i;'west or 
Highway 1·~~ be IIX'-
ranged. · .. 

'The local commis· 
sl(>n sta!t ai~. looking 
at a similar binding 
agreement wlt/ch they 
indicate wlllljl<ely be a 
part of the J;CP pro· 
cess. 

So now, M the city 

After three nars of 
Initial study and one 
yelli of writing the dis
trict's EIR. the district 
certlfte" the d~ent 
- lri Maii>f''l~il'T. 'rt 
Included~' fea
sibility ii~ti~les, te' 
port.S, maps, 'photo7 
graph4,i!I!W,'t&bte8 
and comments !rom 
agendes and Individu
als In book form over 
two Inches thick. 

Arter local environ
mental groups sued, 
questioning the docu
ments adequacy, the 
district decertified the 
orlginal ElR and began 
work on a revised ver· 
sian designed to eX· 
ceed CEQA stendards. 

. and district continue 
thelt all·out effort to 
win support' for the 
school snd as Kejtley 
tries to holll together 
his new coa11tion of 
opponents and sup
porters, and as the 
commission staff 
struggle to complete 
their rejlort before 
their end of February 
deadline, the people of 
Watsonville who bave 
needed a new high 
school for f5 yeais, 
need only hold their 

, breath a little longer-
· maybe only 33 dapn

to 'see If th>~t .!Jo!l!t 
seemlnJI.y Immovable 
block gets hoisted one 

• 

• 

• 
sal'ety Inspector for PVUSD staff. ardshlp and environ•. to participate.• . converting the ·ad)Ji: 
Cllll;rans,evaluatedthe. mental curriculum that _ Maureen H!U (for- cent property Ramsay 

merly Owens), a .. . . ' 

. ThJ~,t revised ver
sioll; l:~~wn as the 
REIR, w~ certified 
and made public In 
'June of lJJ!I8. The same 
groups sued the dis· 
Lrict, however1 over 
similar but more nar· 
rowly focused Issues. 
Santa Cruz Sqperior Jevelhigher. ~f! 'J'II/7 



"All the buildings are within the Among documents provided to 
box, • he said. "1 believe the buffer the local Coastal Commission staff 
is outside and a little of the stadium are letters from then Alrport Man
and part of a bull fi!!ld are outside · ager Vernon Ackerman and then 
of the box: · City Manager John Radin support-

The precise location of the ing the 1987 evaluation of the site. 
school's facilities including c\as5- Ackerman wrote, "Our traffic is 
rooms, athletic fields and football increasing regularly. Aircraft 
stadium has been the subject of re· would be at full take off power 
cent meetings ai;~(;i discussions be- close to the school. The traffic 
tween the school district and the pattern passes over (the site). As 

· Departments of'frl!.nsportation and does the circling approach from 
Education. Localizer/NDP approach." 

"We've asked th.e district to pro- Radin's letter rsised additional 
vide a schematic that shows the concerns regarding times of dense 
placement of the school within the heavy fog and the possibilfty of 
55 acres relative to the site that aircraft mistaking a school site for An aerial view of the pr~posed high school site. 
aeronautics approved: said John the airport. 

Proximity to airport 
still problematic for 
high school sit~, 

Dominguez, a consultant for the Regarding the 1992 and 1997 
Department of Education, who in- evaiu;ttlons, however, there is no 
dicated he expects a response with· docJ,tmentation available that sup
in the next week. ports Gargas' finding that the site 

"The site hasn't been approved is suitable for a school. 
yet, • he said. According to Gargas, In 1997 

The new conditions that may his office had a "disappearirlg file 
force the school closer to the air· problem. • · 
port have heightened concerns re· •we have the evaluation (from 
gardi11g the site's acceptability. then)," he said. "But we don't have 
Questions are also being raised the supporting documents. They 

By PETER NICHOLS ; The general area proposed for 'We WOUld have 
REGISTER·PAJAAONIAN CORRESPONDENT tile school was first evaluated by 

never gone 
forward if the site 

WATSONVILLE - One Issue aeronautics inspectors in 1987 and 
surrounding the construction of v.llJs determined to be incompatible 
the Pajaro Valley Unified School v,lith school development. A more 
District's much needed third high njlrrowly defined portion of the 117 

•

olthatisprovingtroublesome acres was evaluated in 1992 and was not safe. I can 
e site's proximity to the Wat- determined to be suitable for a h b 1. ville Municipal Airport. . school, though "safety and noise assure t e pu IC 

EarJyinthe concems"werenoted.Thatevalua- they have 
1991 site selec· Part three of a tion subsequently expired, and an 
tion process, extension until2002 was issued in addressed the 
five potential series on 1997. 
school sites the New Gargas, who performed the last Safety aspects.' 
were rejected Millennium two evaluations, said the site eva!- _ PVUSD board 
due to their High School uated in 1992 was located farther 
proximity to rrom the airport than the one eva!- member Willie 
the airport and air traffic patterns uated in 1987. 
above them. The Harkins Slough "In 1992," he added, "we also Yahiro 
Roadsitewontheacceptanceofthe 'took into consideration a drop in' -----------
Department of Transportation's flight operations: 
Aeronautics Program, but only by According to Don French, Wat-
the slinunest of margins, accordh1g son ville airport manager, activity about the adequacy of the 1992 and 
to Dan Gargas, state safety inspec· was static from about 1985 to 1992 1997 evaluations conducted by Gar-
tor for the airport and a marked increase In activity gas. 

"This site has always been a followedandcontinuedthroughthe AreviewofWatsonvilleairport's 
1990s. That increase is expected to current master plan, which accord· 

fence sitter,• he said. "And these continue, he said. ing to French was approved by the 
things get political. • "Our jet flow (saies of jet fuel) Is Federal Aviation Administration 

Now, eight years later, its suit- up 100 percent in, the past five. and the city council in 1986, shows 
ability as a school site is again be- years, • French said. Also, the num- the proposed high school within the 
ing questioned. ber of jet aircraft al: the airport has most restrictive of four pie-shaped 

The most recent concerns were increased from three in 1991 to nine. arrival/departure. pattern zones un
raised following the disclosure of Gargas evaluated a total of 11 der which low density land use is 
conditions presented to city and sites in 1992 as part of the district's recommended. According to the 
school district oCficials by the site selection process, using a m;tp document, schools and hospitals 
Coastal Commission staff. provided by the school district. The should not be allowed there. 

One condition requires the de· location of the now proposed By comparison, one of the 11 
velopment area to be located far- school site was indicated on the sites evaluated in 1992, near AmtlS
ther from existing protected wet· map by a snuill rectangle drawn par- ti Elementary shares Identical re
lands than the district had planned. allel to Harkins Slough Road. That strictions as the Harkins Slough 
That may push the school's foot- rectangle occupies only a fr<tction . Road site, according to the mas
printtothenorth,closertotheair- ofthelandcurrentlybeingacquired ter plan, but is farther from air· 
port and into areas that were not by the district. port's runways. That site was re-

. previously evaluated by state aero- According to Gargas, if the pro- jected by Ga.rgas. 
nautics experts. posed site 1s outside of the area he. Another s1te near Calabasas El· 

• 

Theconditionswereincludedin was asked to evaluate anewevalu··· ementary School was declared to 
draft of modifications to the a!ion would be requir~. be "not approvable· in Garg<ts' 
ty's Local Coastal Program •we evaluated what we were evaluation though the !lite would 

amendments. Those amendments submitted • he said. "It's incumbent . be acceptable for a school accord
are required to allow the construe- on the school district to sccurately I ing to the master plan. There are 
lion of a public school inside the depict the area to be evaluated. We • currently five PVUSJ:) schools 

state protected coastal zone. The take the m;tps we are given and do. shown within the airport's traffic 
amendments are scheduled to go the evaluations.' pattern zones, and all are located 
bl!fore the commissioners during Casey concedes that not ail of in areas where school use is 
their March 14-17 meeting in Car· the planned facilities can fit within deemed to be acceptable. 
mei. the area depicted by the rectangle 

hnt. insists that most will. 

are not there: 
Evaluations, according to Gar

gas,. take into account the number 
or flights, the size of the planes us
ing the airport, and the altitudes and 
traffic pattern maneuvers occurring 
near the site. Inspectors also fly the 
airport patterns in an airplane to 
view the targets of theh· evaluations. 

According to Casey, Richard 
Meyer, then director of PVUSD 
school construction, accompanied 
Gargas in the plane as the 1992 
evaluations were being conduct
ed. 

Betsy Eskridge, Senior Aviation . 
Consultant for the Aeronautics 
Program and supervisor of the 
program's inspectors said taking • 
district representatives along on 
evaluations is not now permitted, 
and it wasn't encouraged then. 

"Reluctantly, we said yes to the · 
site, • said Gargas of his 1992 eval
uation. •we took into consider
ation a drop in operations, and the 
airport did not object. Comments 
from the airport manager are very 
in1luential. • 

Gargas concedes there has 
since been an increase In opera
tions at the airport, and sophisti
cated all-weather landing equip
ment the airport is hoping to ac
quire could increase the number 
of flighta and lower minimum alti· 
tudes in the flight patterns. 

The state evaluations, however, 
are based on existing conditions, 
not projections Into the future, he 
said. · 

. Eskridge contradicted that as
sertion, saying evaluations are 
supposed .to take into consider
ation projected changes to facili· 
ties and flight activity. She said 
they typically review airport mas
ter plans for just that reason . 

Gargas said that when he re· 
evaluated the site in 1997, he 
didn't see any significant change 
in conditions, and he extended the 
1992 evaluation. 

Atthetimeofthatevaluation, the 
Department of Transportation's in
ternal procedures were being updat
ed and included the use of the Alr
podc Land Use Planning Handbook 
developed in 1993. According to 

Gargaa~·the-procedures and har 
book were designed to take politi 
and subjective analf!!l$ out of t 
evaluations, though inspectors WE 

not required to use them until t 
procedures were formalized 
1998. 

Eskridge said at the time oft: 
1997 ev<tluatlon, safety inspecto 
were encouraged to use the upd; 
ed procedures and handbook a1 
all of them should have. 

"The handbook is just one 
the tools used to conduct evalu 
tions," she said. But if the han 
book wasn't used, "I· would fir 
that troubling." 

According to Gargas, he cou 
have used the handbook and rei~ 
ed procedures, but he wasn't r 
quired to, and he did not use the 
when performing his 1997 evalt 
tion. 

Under these now formalized p1 
cedures, a new evaluation of t: 
controversiai school site might · 
different, Gargas said. Negative 1 

sessments of other schools he w 
asked to evaluate in 1992 might a! 
be different. 

French does not consider ti 
school's proposed location a saf€ 
issue but rather a potential m 
sance. A change from the standa 
left-hand traffic patte~·n' to a rig] 
hand pattern might be \,n the a 
port's future. But since tL1t wou 
increase air traffic and noise ov 
residential areas to the west, an E 
would be required, French said. 

According to PVUSD board tru 
ee Willie Y ahiro, the air traffic sa: 
ty issue is not a problem, and h1 
satisfied that the project meets t 
state regulations. 

"We woUld have never gone J! 
ward if the site was not safe," 
said. "I can assure the public tt 
have addressed the sarety aspect 
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The site of 55 acres is less than 
7/10 of a mile east of the Buena Vis

. ta J4mc#UI, a §anta 0.!'\J..Z County sol
id waste landilll that is a Collection 
Center for toxic ~d h11z:ix:do\lS 
was,te. The totaliandfiil i.s 134 k:res. 
Th¢re "is an historic.lanpfill.of 46 
acres tha~b~a hydrological barri
er le.~ thl'!-t ~ 'P~~g a<Idressed, ac
cor-Q~ng to (!9.\lnty epgineer~ }tight 
next t() the B.V, L~dflll ~ aryt,igrant 
Camp, a Migrant Children's Genter, 
a low.income ho"(}sing development 
called Tierra Alta, and a Sheriff's 
Petentic;~n ~e.ll~et .Gall Jaqility):. The 
lan 
bu 

uena 
~ .• ~d trav-

, ··.··. 'tte 
upperpart . dflU, 
Follow it south past t:lle jail, ... e low 
income housing and down to j:he 
flooded road. Look up and you will 
see a cattle ranch that is the neigh· 
bor of the proposed high school. 

Recently another landilll, an il" 
Jegal landfill. close to the north of 
the school site, ~alled "The Gilbert· 
son Landfill" :w,~ di5;covered {bY 
citizens ,....:tl}e 't\ity already knew 
a))out it). It is higher tluin the school 
site and will drain toward the 
school. This contap:tinated illegal 
landfill is about 80,000 cubic yardsJ 

Saturd~y~ February _19, 2000 ~ P~ge. 

and was purchased from appar"ent
ly bankrupt owners in 1998 by the 
city of Watsonville, Watsonville Air
port, for a buffer atea at the erid of 

'thee runway; It is across the freeway 
from the airport. Since it, too, is in 
the Coastal Zone, the Coastal Com
mission has made strict conditions 
for its permit, conditions which 
don't appear to have beenmet. 

Watsonville Aiipor(; with 350 alt
planes on si.te, six of th~m jets, plus 
helicopter tri\ining, is less t.han !lllille 

the School site. There are over 

si>ns, 
dents be, !>taitcting water sits 
most everywhere one looks. 

• 

Adilltiollally, the Site ispresentlf . n· Yeac:her 
a strawberry field that may have a 
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New high seboOla,co~~~~Y'~()ri'~ 
By SANDRA NICHOLS · than· we MY~ pr;~vious}y. ~agin.~!i! pl~ht$ w~:F!! g~t~ns from thelo~al, Sl911 i~e?. ~ ~Q~ J!tctjn~t 
REGisreR-PAJARONIAN dum coMMENT ltecal1 that the OG wl!;tned :pvusp i.nl!::Lllitai\~· . , . ; . s~. arq lllempe~i!J::e ~~e 

WheneVer there;s talk about the repeatedly tl)at t,l\e ~~ol,lgh is nr:lt: · ltt;ca,ll~e .Q~er. si~~ · . by~-~~ #e~A'!1'lite~ tp 11\e 
new high sch()ol at Maf>}dnsSlough, · lluitable f<>r JhJ:fhigh Ejchool. The t::Lken~l:!;> £o~~<:lel,'~on . . . tP,e . · th!:J:t no t,I'\lste~ a.r~~ )"~.~wspi! 
those of us who are listening hear project is · inconsisteJ!,_t. with tbe PaS,tJ!i yea,rs, J:lf.<~:t~~pt$ t9l?Wl~ !l ~o ~- ~liiW 1\tg.h ()!~ eit¢~.P! 
one tune. "We really need a new Coastal Ac.t in. many ways. These new )lig)l ~c.h991Z There i-ve~e ·Q'fo. slough, w11er;e are. ro ,q! 
high school and this is our only con:;tl'aint$are.l;)arrir;:r& that.PVUSD m?Jpr ~a.ctp{l> w,lliC.h ~IIpe§ ~w~ bo~ ;yitll, , ~? &e.l? 
chance to get one!" l,iet's consider and W11tsonville politi~ians h~pe . !).t the poS;>ibilities for a s.ite. Ma,ny m~!lll;>er~ so . . ~tq ~eir 
why all of our Ioc~leaders Se£!m to will be overla,oked in the f<tee of Ollf sit.es wer~ J'Pl~d 011J' !?e¢~Uf)e of sti~en~ thll~ t1ley ~ . m?,k!'JI 

. be on the same side Of this iss.Ue. huge need for m()re space fqr 01,11.' l)O~e ant! S,afe~Y)SS sa,u_S~ 1;Jy siprtS b!!;Se<f_Ol) . , _:to B 
Now I'm not one to p!aytl\e devil's students. Is it fiscally re~ponsibJe to ttu:J a.iri:Iort .. · ·• . J'ltfier f11e- ele~ted ra:t~er t, . . 9~ o: 

. advocate'. And I'm not ar~ing. that devote e<:Iucatiomil res.q.Nr¢es .t;o .trY tor W:ll.$ tll;lt. NJM13Y' ~\itl.l!Jiii~ "n~.>t SWdei1ts an.4 ~Q~}llll ls,tilE 
·we shouldn't build a new high to implell\ent aplan .when tl].e €C ini!1Yl:\aekyard."Yari9ll~rsite§Were sop. {filit we,'~.¢ only be~rt11~ 
school at the slough. However, !see has given repeated. warning!) that it ruleq qut l:>ecaUS:r;: lo~~- res~qents. tune, thaL if the powers that P! 
a certain truth th(>t is not gettir~g will not fi!-ake an exception in. this organl.ze<t.agaiflst tpe-t'l, $c) we a,rr;: . mi~that tl:lere e:x;i/;!t!i IP,19t.l)ef p 
prin,ted, and Ueel ci!lled upon to case? ' . . . . . left with a site at whic.b(th~~e are ole .. high)ippqql §~~~ •. 1he,90l 

explore it. . . ·. , !' ... ·. , .1 . I ~a~e i.l ~umber of.o~er prop,- no, ne~~hbors- t.o ~ow.plll-;~n,, .. ~me Co!!1ffiiss~-;wets "Ylll reJ .. ett. qur, 
liere's t,}:1e prqplem,, .We n~ecl to Ieins with this whole procedure.· It which ts appare_ntly n.q~ Int~e !bgl).t th.at the rules be bent? What a 

• 

prov.id·. e.more .sp __ ·ace·· .. fo. rJ>Ur_· .... s_ .. t_u·.·.·.~.. i·.·s··. ·.m .. _···o· s __ .f trq·u·b·-~-~-n~. tt)•m. e ... tha .. t._o·u·r P~th- ·.· ·.·· .. ·' · , . ··.·th·.·_.··.··.·.e···.m. one_ y th_.·.~.-.t has l!lFea.·d·y··. · .. ~. dent$, and the case IS bemg roa,de State.ll~ co dedica,tc ~f w b. the plan to' spentand con tin sp~n 
publicly that a new high scho'Ol!lt ed to · eri;~jl~ ·... . ·. , , , :''~~ " · 'i;~~1pP Ah~ 

· the slough is the only possib~!~;y. rt1ertt; a good cau5e, and that in our and cbntirt . .. p\l,fS .... s ou ptal1? . ·..... ·qit 

• 

Everyone is gettin~ on the .. :d efforts to relieve The overcrowding site; qurpriori~e$~eclear.;Wev31- ~u9liy use out m rc: 
wagon. Itispel:~eived 11t O!Jf·sc,hopls we have to a5k that ue UiellirPC).ftli'tare\ibantheslot~gh. the.Ed~ardsprqp th 
~mm,ututYw'ill<;P an'e~¢eptionbe made. Coast;il We value:fr~ed.~§¥frottt aldgh he~g;~difs~, •. ··•····· ....... · 
ill (O,pfhmissio . . <:;!?rtift1ission'er$; vre W_allt you tq s!'!hoql_~n OUt' ov¥'U•rieighb9fhood with~~t@ldiftpefrpl~isdei 
sta,{fsgete , .· .. p~otect our coast, but could you mo~e than the corl¢$Pt of~~fldents ·t~!l~g<>rt the ~onstru(!Uon 
is inappi9.Pri?~ .Pr . .· m~asebend the niles @d let ~s. attending s.cJ;l<;:~ols·~l9$~ tg'wltere gre~t~y 1\eeded ll!~l:i !lc;hool 
sive high school. 'So <?. ~l~t tH:illd the new scho()lat U,e slough? they live: . . . . . ·our, p~oJ~ct· !!MI.lld respect the 
trict (PVUSD) has d . .. . .. \?¥~~e A di~em:rna, has em,e:11ed here_ pe· cotnnJllru . ay sfraihts ?f-the (j:o~tai.Act. I c< 
a little ll\Olley ($50,000) fr<;)If\ It$ gardmgjustwhatexaytlywewould 1 than sti.ck t€) .. ·.· ·.· ·· .. · ··.··.· ty's l)etoobJeCttpth~~Cticofde 
kettle (the budgetfor <Jur childt,~h's b~teachin~ our stilct~rit$ aooutaur groWth pian;·w~ ~{lqtp ~the~. see the I!Xlst¢n<;e ofotherpossibi 
education) and spend it oh' lcii:>IJY· tr~asure, our ei\vironm~nt It's troti• our educil9<ftt -~· 'ct~n~ spe~ti9n . .·~~liSe; Schd(Jl Bo-ard, buil• 
ing the CC to lower their star1~,~ds bUn~ tha:t paift of ~he Jn•oposal . poJ,.itic~ J:!l!tiiteuverifl~s·~~ foltfi:I·Y• ipgfi ~Ch().<>l .~et ghil)g qown 
on the protection of our envitotk s~~n'is to 1,\hSW,ljl' this co~cetn by in$/Thiu\ <;:ln t!le actti~t~Mlllint pf $t'J?1~ r()adi .M:ake Pr()$f~ss w 
ment .. > .. · ptirportingthattheNewMjlleiU\ium ol:itehildren: ·· .... · •;,;~1 •· n: sqlyingthep~f'il:llefnsfacln 

Anm~eresyugaspectofuniiying High $ch~ol wi.ll h~ve a~' ecology lfnese ,infelill~ Qtle$~~<,lns kee~· stho()ls.,i\n(i ~top spen~in 
the yofurnunlty against the. QC is componentinwhichstud~J'1t$learn sur,faorg regatgingthe,l,'iloti:v~!Jqn kiqs'ectuca:tiq)'lal dollars on 

·that tl}~~ commission becoli\e,s a t6 £reasure. the envi:rc;mjnent It's of c.mt. ~t:l'ir\.ir)u~ity i~~!1.~,¥s wh;en clil I!).ruieu~ez-ing! 
conv'~n'i~nt scapegoat should the~ il:cini<:: tha~_we try to teach exactly they le_ad us into th.li l_rqzy~ q~ag- (Sandi•~· Nicl:J.ols is a 'W atsc 
turri 4;iow:p this valley's reque~t to the opposite ofwhat w~ $how as a Illi.re in which ~ur pricrntl"¢s, get 3,11 resident iil!CI a Eilinyil<ll J;.aJ 
waiye regulations. Our l)ew hig)l priority when we chqose our favor- mixed up! WhY is the CitY' of Watr Specllfli~t. She tap oe e-ma 
scho<il ':YO/!lq be even farther away ite site based on how many r;;om- sonville. so gling-h6 fo.r the !1.arkins. njcllols@cruZio.c~m) 



Sandra Nichols, MA, CCC 
686 Larkin Valley Road 

Watsonville, California 95078 
831-763-1895 

e--mail: sandra@tellingthetruth.com 
Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 941 05-2219 

FEB 2 8 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 
CENTRAL COAST.AREA 

Dear Mr. Douglas, February 11, 2000 
The more a person learns about the Pajaro Valley Unified School Di~trict 

(PVUSO) effort to gain approval for construction of a comprehensive high school 
at Harkins Slough Road, the more one ascertains that things are not as they 
seem initially. I wish to share with you some of my concerns. 

The reason there is so much positive community support for the new high 
school is that publicity in favor of the slough site portrays the question as: "Do 
we or do we not need a new high school?" This is made into an emotional plea 
for standing up for education and our students. Many of those who oppose the . 
slough site are strong advocates for public schools and students. I count myself 
among these, with a background of more than 21 years dedicated to teaching in 
the California public schools. We do not oppose a new high school. We strongly 
support one. Our concerns regard the placement of the school in wetlands, away 
from where students live, away from facilities, near the airport runway and flight 
paths and the county dump, surrounded by farmland and pesticide use. 

Advocates for the slough high school site state that students will be taught 
environmental studies, and the campus will serve as a model for environmental 
stewardship and protection of the wetlands and endangered species. This may 
be an appealing thought when one first hears it. However, if this school is 
constructed at the slough, it will serve as an example to our students that we 
maneuver politically around the coastal protection regulations in order to gain 
approval for the very buildings in which the students will study the importance of 1 

protecting our environment. Clearly this is the "do as we say, not as we do" · 
mentality, which teachers know does not work. 

Then there is the phenomenon of ENVIRONMENTAL RACISM. The 
proposed high school will draw large numbers of Latino students. This project 
relegates our students to land that the city planners know has extremely limited 
economic value. The restrictions to development that are currently in pJace make 
this property nearly worthless to a city with great housing and job needs and a 
limited tax base. Locating the school there, where there are no neighbors to 
complain, frees other sites for commercial and residential development, but puts 
our precious young people in an area where small aircraft practice maneuvers 
over their heads, within a mile of the huge Buena Vista Landfill with seagulls and 
mosquitoes to transmit the filth. On top of all this, our civic leaders' priorities are 
clear when our young people are sent to study in the slough while a huge 
shopping complex has recently been constructed on the property which was .,_. 
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considered equally good for the school project, by the site selection committee . 
Now, of course, that appropriate site is no longer available. The publicity of 
slough site advocates suggests that there are no alternatives sites, and that this 
is the reason that we must cross the freeway, into the Coastal Zone, and appeal 
to the CCC that regulations be altered on behalf of our students. This is simply 
not true. There are alternative sites. I'm sure you are familiar with the alternative 
sites, as they are all included in the Environmental Impact Report (revised · 
version). Please contact me if you need more details on this. 

Who is really going to benefit from the slough site high school? 
We read in the newspaper that the PVUSD school board members all 

support the high school site at the slough, yet when certain board members 
are spoken to personally, they express that this site is a ridiculously bad 
site for the new school. Please understand that our school district is also 
suffering from "the Aptos Secession Movement", proponents of which want 
the district split up into 2 districts, the boundaries of which will increasingly 
segregate Latinos and Anglos in their school districts. Proponents of secession 
have a hidden agenda. They can not move forward with their secession plan 
until the high school is completely permitted and the land is acquired. When the 
PVUSD is ready to break ground on their new high school, the secessionists can 
proceed to their next step towards actualizing their dream. For this reason, even 
environmentalists may advocate for the slough school site due to this hidden 
agenda. Anyone living in (or owning property in) the proposed secession area, 
i.e .. La Selva Beach, Rio Del Mar, Aptos, and the Pajaro Dunes, may have this 
covert motivation for supporting the slough site for the high school. All 
indication is that their property values will go up if the high school construction 
leads to successful secession! This has to do with test scores and wealthy well
educated residents who speak only English, wanting to break off from their 
mostly Latino neighbors to the south. 

Regarding pesticide use on neighboring farmlands, the district counters with 
an argument that the school is adjacent to an organic farm. What g4arantee is 
provided our students that this will continue to be an organic farm? Also, not all , 
neighboring properties are used by organic farmers. This is farmland. Our 
district already has problematic school sites where students are exposed to farm 
chemicals. It is clear that our students best interests are.not served by this 
particular high school site. -

I believe I have addressed the issues that are compelling and require 
consideration when decisions about altering our Local Coastal Program are . 
made. Please contact me if you would like to discuss any of my concerns. 

Thank you very much for your concern about our coastal land. Please do not 
allow local politics to interfere with your commitment to protect these lands. 

Yours truly, 

Sandra Nichols "~,.,__,~._._,. __ ......,.. 
Bilingual Speech and Language Specialist, parent, Watsonville resident, and a 
member of the Committee for a Safe and Sane High School Site 
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[)ate: 
[)ear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am oppo$ed to an aincndmcnt to the. Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the. maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'X. to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 11 
land designated for for environmental protection. , . 
I am opposed to these c~ for ttw; foll'owi'!9 reasons: ~ Soil l tJ Un~ G le..1 p!"'I'I c.. 4-o la 9 ote .fcc...ft on ~I'\. 4" 
eAr -*'1\A.A.CcL, !'ht4 S} ./<- t S t"'11.l.+ •t"' ~ f<tth "'} -tfu , ~ u• 'P."~ ........... ~-o# pa.~n 1 Mfi<.. 

polh.t~of\. a,..J.. c:lan,~c/""-fo -t{..... ~Jt.r~k wo~ ..... k ceo~ A ~""f'~S "1 ~·s ~"~ 
~iiA ,oc.vi.fo.~ tKo. flrc..t{L h,u.,., ..... -H-.. l'.fJ.~4~ \V~ s-.. ~.-~IA.tnj 15'0 N\4L~. ,..~,} 
1nf.a pro~o -h"\ ~ (fYV.. '5>•-k- .frr +tv- ~ '"'h.~ lS ,...-,..~ · .:J-~SA-0. y.u!) P"-'"-'--
~~, R.u ,J£.~..- ') a,n .L.n.vV'ai'NKA St.n~,.p.~ GA...t.Q.. \: k._ ~ w C!)tf,-(.~ 

£.)C plfl~·(;-&- • RECEIVED ) 
Sincerely, "'i~ (, 1X.'Fe~ 11- ·· 

Address: ft5 -u 1 t' 
Phone number: S c..n -be Cr"' z., C /'J q >o~ / 

_ ... :~-.~. 

FEB 2 5 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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FROM : THOMAS FARM PHONE NO. 4087244013 Feb. 26 2000 11:54AM Pl 

• Coastal Commissioners 
725 Front St. Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

REC 1· ·eo February 25, 2000 

RE: New Millennium High School 

Dear Commissioners: 

FEB 2 5 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

We are adamently opposed to the City of Watsonville amending its Local Coastal Plan 
to allow significantly increased urban development on both extremely sensative 
enironmentalland and on agriculturally irreplaceable land. 

We worked on the campaign to pass Prop 20 (Coastal Protection Initiative '72) and 
believed that, with its passage, the coastal piecemeal erosion of this asset would stop. 
We expect your governing body to uphold the intE;nt and letter of the law, 
instead of caving under to placate transient political pressures. 

The City of Watsonville is not trying to convince the Commission to bend the law. They 
want it brOken. Have the courage to deny their request. Watsonville could have 
fulfilled its needs differently in the P?st, and has other future opti~ns. · 

Thank you, 

( 
~ 
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February 17, 2000 

Peter Douglas 
Executive Director 
California Coastal Commision 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Peter Douglas: 

. RECEIVED 

FEB 2 3 ZOOO 

I am writing this letter in support of the continued protection/conservation of the Monterey 
Bay area's valuable wetlands. I heard that the City of Watsonville is planning to build a . 
high school over Harkins Slough. With all we know nowadays about the importance of 
wetlands and the negative consequences of attempting to build on them, this is a 
surprisingly naive move. Better for the highschool classes to visit their local wetlands and 
study them, learning of the important ecosystem services (like indirectly providing us with 
clean d~g water) and the diverse and wonderful wildlife supported there. 

Please continue your important work, and direct this letter to anyone that would benefit from 
·hearing from concerned local citizens. 

Thankyou for your time and attention, 

~in~ 
Teresa McKenzie 
PO Box 221699 
Carmel, CA 93922-1699 

... 
~ 

R.ECEIVED 
FEB 2 4 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
CC,OASTAL COMMISSION 

ENTRAL COAST AREA 
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Date: Z. • L 't • CIO 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: CEI 
I om opposed to an CJI"MMIC.iment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Horkins 1~1ough rJbie 2 4 2000 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 101%. to.., 50% 

E 
would al~ a maximum slo~ gradient from 15~ to 25%. and would reduce significantly the ~~rg ~t.U FOR N 1 A, 
land des1gnated for for environmental protect•on. CENTRAL ~~~~~lSSION 
I om opposed to these. changes for the following reasons: Loe.h,u. . ..d.1l> qJ\.oo::l. -\-l,.ei.,. o.d.jo..c...a...t iu.. ..... ~A§i£A 
o. .... E.. e.:}(t ... e-e:;t~ uo.\u..o..b\E. 1-"e.'i.Q<A-s.e-::. 1 1\..)"C)t Otvly fw -1\r.Q.... ~lo .. o. o.""J .ro.14~ ~\..e.~ 'S.u.ppo..f, 
~.so.....,t Qo..- u.s, l...ell.;..0 ..,.::, o. ... -. to be. le&.~. .... ~~.:>e..d ~ Oe.u-e.,..e.,. PlcoJ,~ .. h.._c~~.,.\ M$. hee.A.> o.: JeJ 

bj -l~ 10$s of w~Tit.\t..:Js. CA.~ ~p~eJ ~~\,..oJ; ~~~ o. ... e..=,.,s ct 1\.~ U..~. \1..e.. . 

~es~ ct' p~:~r-u..ta.."h~l..) C.c; .. H...)-fj ~u.e..r. 6c.~''2:> L<::\u.ls,.. 1-..:)en ... .J ""'-D--e,. 1~''"' e~.>~ .... , 1'1.\1.\.s+ l:.e.. 
~clrV,..ht\).3e..J C.J...J~ <,;,.+..-.~~.~~t~<-.eud. IJ-a.v.d C~iG.~ 1 ~es.. T~i~ laA...>d ·,~ .foo "t~oJ to lo'i>e.... 
Sincerely. '-l 

<t.~ 'fit.~~ • 
Address: A 

I q l\ I \<.oop~OIJ.t 1-luE.. 

~I<Jtc... (."'""""') Ctl q~O'=>Z.. 
Phone number: 

~":bt 41S <b.q e,~ 

-------·----------·-~·-··- ··~---
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Date: j-~ j /- ~ 0() i) 
Dear California CoaStal Commissiol'l£l"'S: 

:" •. 
'l ;, ' 

'I 

RECEIVED 
FEB 2 4'2000 

I CliTI oppose.d to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Stough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from lqJr;i}f.~lFORNIA · 
would allow o maximum slope gradient from 15'% to 25'1o, and would re.duce significantly th5 ~~flb 0 M MISS 10 IV 

• 

fond designote.d for for envil'l'Onrnentol protection. • 
11 

.)!J DAST Afj.EA 
ramoppose.dtothese,changuforthe.followingrcasons: ··f;o ~r~ -~ 

f~·~.if-~~-~ ~-~Pf 
1Jk-~~ 1;; ~-~ ·--< 

Sincerely. Jr}wu,. ~ E ~ , , , f! j/ t{:;} tJ 7 C, 
Ad~, 7 f'!r 8~ ~. uJ.1,J1UnAJh~r 
Phone number: <j 3/ _ 7 !J_ ? _ J O () 1 

----·----·-·------···-----------------·-·------· ----·------·-" -----------

0\ 
1.0 
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Dote: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious covel"!.~ e of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these. changes for the following reasons: 

.t;~P hv £.4 ,.t~At..Ll'~wt.-.J _c--'-' ~.L-if...:v 

!?t-'t ez~ £c,.-t;,z . RECEI 

Sincerely. 

Address: 

Phone number: 

)-o/5 e. /\cd~ l' 
79& 6rcr1 1-e. A~ 
c.Jafsc.vJ ,;, ;;.,. ; CA 9So 7b 

70/ 'C).l/6~ 
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FEB 2 4 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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~ ~ifanU•'-tm c.mm~-., . · · · · R~ CEIVEO 
I am opposed to an CII'MIIdment·to the local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough ~B 

2 west of Highway 1, which.would convert the maximum impervious cowngc. of land from ·10~ to 507-, 3 2000 
would allow a maximmn slope gradient from 1!'~ to 25%, and would Nduc:e significantly the~ 4#AL! FOR · 
land designated forw envirormcntal protection. CEASTt\L COft./llA 
I am opposed to these changes .for the following reasons: r.};: ~ ~. ;_;NJIA~N 

~~--- ~~~-~-;)Jil7} -
~.-& -~ Mi:!.d<_~ ::::fi-~~;~ 
~I I ~7~ J- ~·· ~fibAft 
Sincerjli l;v'(_ ~~ ~ !A.ft. f~ · . ~~ lvJdress:~~ 19 <;: ,._.. J!J.-/r-s /k(. / . 

4 ~ ~., vn t;s-orre-; 
Phone number: 

:;-p.-:~160 -

• 
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t-

"( 



(. 

Date: 
Dear California Coastal CommissioOO>s: • 

I am opposed to an amendment-tO> the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway l,.which would con'1ert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% t6 ~%. 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to Z5'7o, and would reduce signifieantly the amo\Jnt of 
land designated for for.enviro~~~tal protection. 

I am opposed to these changes ff · the foll~wing reasons: "' 
1 
~ .;J .. £ 

1

7:/ 
7f...~ A-t- /..,.s-s d~a__1 , ... ~ '='!- dc<-<-7~.:-rs. ~... t7 

·- , """ · ~- ·v !J • h · · -s ~ /: rl , 
a_ '"! '~ :.d~~/ j_;, _f, 'II ~ c 7 bet-:- }> )'_ ' 

Sincerely, 

Address: 

Phone number: 

Dan Watson 
1M75Tarpey Rd. 
Watsonville, CA 95076-9015 

c~-sf) t-:2'if-'ff33 

8--~~ECEIVE:J 

l. .:., .. · .. 

FEB 1 7 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COM~l.iSf:!10!\l 
CENTRAL COAST Ahi:A 
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Shadowfax Software 

FEB 1 7 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
February 4 2QOO;OASTAL COMM~SpjQN 

' CENTHAL COAS 1 AKEA 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Comxmssion 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

RECEIVED 

FEB 16 2000 
CALWQflNtA 

COASTAl. COMMISISION 

201 Lindero Dr. 
La Selva Beach, CA 95076 

ph. 8311724-8980 
Shadow[~~: @cruzio.com 

I'm taking time to write personally in opposition to the Local Coa-;tal Plan for high school 
construction on Harkins Slough Road. Our school system is the most important 
investment we can make in America's future, and it's urgently in need of an upgrade. That 
does not mean we can't make a bad investment in a good cause. I believe this siting 
represents a bad investment, all the worse when funds are scarce ~LDd the need for new 
space is urgent. 

The arguments of local non-profit organizations are convincing: adverse environmental 
impacts, availability of better sites, and a general complaint against WatsonVille's Planners, 
one which comes up in m(Uly of their projects, that they focus on large, corporate*style, 
virgin land development, benefiting a few wealthy constituents but actually to the 
detriment of the whole community. That is hardly news in this country, though I must say 
that some of my friends on the Chamber of Commerce, notably B\)b Dwyer, have begun 
taking very sensitive and enlightened steps toward sustainable development. · 

The point I wanted especially to make, and which others may have missed, is that we often 
"want" things, which, once we get them, prove to be anything but what we want. I think 
this high school site is one of them. As you may know, Wa~nville is a very Hispanic 
community, steeped in a custom and pace of life where people -dress up and walk around 
watching and greeting each other .. Commuting to this proposed Harkin Slough site will 
pose another disruption to Watsonville's peripatetic rhythm. And although that may be 
appealing to those briefly enamored with a new culture, I believe j t must ultimately prove 
a violence against cultural integrity. · This would surely handicap the new school and 
obstruct its educatiomil. mission. 

I don't presume to tell the Coastal Commission that its mission now includes safeguarding 
the cultural integrity of local communities, but I'm sure you do make the connection that · 
safeguarding the beauty and wholeness of coastal environments will prove a losing battle if 
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California's people give up their personal integrity. I think the telling argument in this case 
is that better sites exist for advancing the cause of education with the much-needed new 
school. Thanks for your consideration. 

Scott Hartley 
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Ec IVea 
Feb. 17,2000 FEB 1 7 lOOO • 

BERNARD FELDMAN 

To: Dan Carl, Planner, California Coastal Commission Fax # : 427-4877 g~As&1Llf8RNJA 
From: Bernie Feldman . · IVTRAL co~riSSiON 
Subject: Proposed "Millenium" High School Site T AREA 

Dear Mr. Carl: 

Please copy this memo and tile attached letter and map to the ~emben of the 
Coastal Commission 

The Pajaro Valley Unified ~chool District (F'VUSD) Board of Directors has proposed 
building a new high school on the Edwards property. I am one of many citi7.ens who 
believe that this site is not suitable for a High Schoo] for many environmental, safety and 
other reasons well known to you. I am especially disturbed that the PVUSD Board is 
proposing a site with so many problems and is offering no contingency plan. However, 
the purpose of this letter is to discuss only one class of concerns about this site, namely , 
the relation of the schoo] site to the nearby Watsonville Municipal Airport. 

Attached to this letter is a copy of a letter from Cal-Trans dated Feb. 3, 2000 and a map of 
the proposed sites which were evaluated in 1992. This letter from Daniel Oafgas clearly 
states that the site currently proposed for the High School is different from the one that 
was evaluated in 1992 and since the original approval was marginal, with noise and safety 
problems cited, a re-evaluation might result in disapproval. Since the health and safety of 
the children bas a higher priority than any other considerations, including important 
environmental concerns. a re-evaluation is absolutely mandatory. According to Education 
Code 17215, it is the responsibility of the State Department of Education to request in 
writing an evaluation of this site from the Department of Transportation. It is clear that as 
of February), 2000 such a request was not extant 

Here are some relevant quotes from Education Code 17215: 

(d) "If the repon does favor the ~cquisition of the property for a schoolsite ... the 
governing board shalt hold a public hearing on th.ematter prier to acquiring the site." 
(e) "If the Department of Transportation's recommendation does .not favor acquisition of 
a proposed site, state funds or local funds may not be apportioned or expended for 

· the acquisition of that site, construction of any school btdlding on that site,or ... " 

I have personally acquired some knowledge about airport matters and I estimate that 
between 35 and 60 planes will fly over the proposed school site daily during school hours 
(if you believe the fraudulently.inflated official operations figures on the Watsonville 
Airport web-site the number would range fr(lm 80 -135). Had the altitude of planes 
taking off over this school site been below 700 feet the site would have been rejected. Mr. 
Gargas advised me that the altitude over the site would be typically 700-1000 feet. Pilots 

One Blake Ave. 
Watsonville, CA 95016 

. ,. Tel: 831-724-3000 
faxi 831 * 768-8326 

email:ftc@cruzio.com 
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like to circle left after take-off because of the better visibility with such a maneuver. The 
Airport manager might suggest an alternate take-off pattern but since this airport is totally 
uncontrolled (no tower, no sufficient Instrument Landing System) almost all pilots will 
act in accordance with their safety judgements and circle left after take-off. Another 
factor likely to bear on the safety qualification of this site relates to proposed plans to 
lengthen the main runway. This might result in take-off altitudes over the proposed 
school site below the 700' safety threshold. 

Anyone who visits the site will note that for the 70% of operations that involve training or 
practice on weekdays, mostly touch and go operations, the planes circle directly over the 
proposed high school site at low altitude. The probability is low for a crash at the 
proposed high school but the consequences would be devastating, so why take the 
chance? Also for tons of evidence about the ill effects of noise on education check the 
following web-sites : 

http://www.lhh.org/hrg/23-llvoice.htm 
http://www .lhh.org/hrq/22-l/beware.htm 

It is my view that anyone officially responsible for fulfilling the requirements of the 
Education Code who does not call for a re-evaluation of the proposed site is guilty of 
dereliction of duty and anyone else willing to gloss over the health and safety 
considerations in favor of other considerations is guilty of moral turpitude . 

Several alternatives have been presented by others, I have two suggestions for alternate 
sites: 

1. Site # 8 is cited only for noise and since its noise derives from the 
crosswind runway activity which is used very sparingly, typically 2% of the 
operations, the noise would be minimal and there are no safety concerns for 
this site. 

2. The airport dominates too many aspects of life in Watsonville. A 
reasonable way to reduce this incursion would be to close the crosswind 
runway. In addition to many other benefits from such an 'action, sites 7,9, 10 
and 11 would be opened up as potential sites for a school. 

Respectfully submitted, 

,-4~ 
cc: State Board Qf Education 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AERONAUTICS PF{OGRAM M.S. #40 
1120 N STREf.!r- ROOM 3300 
P.O BOX 942874 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 
(916) 6.54-4959 
FAX (916) 653-9531 

Febntary 3~ 2000 

Mr. Charles Lester 
bistrlct Manager 

RECEIVED 
FE8 0 7 2000 , 

California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 f'J'Ont Street, Suire 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Mr. Lester: 

In response to your letter dated January 24, 2000. the fol1owing answers your directed que')ti()I1S 
are provided: 

1. Question: ls .>\rea C (see map enclosed), or any portion of it, a suitable location for a public 
, sehool under the applicable law? ' 

Area C as depicted on your map shows a considerable larger area than the site we evaluated 
in l992,and 1997. Attached is a map of the site we enlyated. Any siting of school facilities 
outside of the (!l'ea.<; depicted on the map originally submitted by the Pajaro Valley Urufied 
School District in 1992 would invalidate our evaluations and another school site evaluation 
may be required. 

2. Question: V4tat accounts for the change in detenniiUition on the Hatkins Slough Road Site 
change from 'incompatible with school devel<,pment' In 1987 to •suitable for a school' in 
1992? What were the "safety and noise concerns., observed by your office rC!garding the 

. Harkins Slough Road site in 1992? 

This site has always been a fence sitter. A subtle change in the conditions of the airport•s 
operating environment would tip scales one way o.r the othei" During the early and 'mid 
1990s general aviation activity was at an all time low and predictions in the indumy 
forecasted grim prospects for a recovery. Those numbers were brousht down the estimated 
and projected activity counts for the Watsonville Municipal Airport. This change was in 
large part the reason we favored the sehool sjte. Additionally the site we evaluated in 1992 
had difterent boundar:i.es than the one we evaluated in 1987. 

3. Question: The January 21, 1992, letter said your office's determination that the HarkinS 
Siouih Road site was suitable for a school would expire January 31, .1997. Has a new 
detennination or an extension of this determination been granted? If so. can you pleaS<" 
provide us v.ith a copy? If not, will one be necessary? 
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Mr. Charles IA~ster 
Febntary 3, 2000 
Page2 

We reviewed the 1992 evaluation, verified any change to the airport operating environment 
and considered the factors we researched, came to the same conclusion of the 1992 
evaluation and issued an extension. 

4. Question: Did (or will) your ~ite suitability-analysis focus on existing flight patterns and 
nilm\'lers of flights at the Watsonville Airport, or is it based upon expected future flight 
patterns and numbers of flights (for example, flight patterns and numbers of flights that may 
be expected under the airport master plan?) Has there been a change in flight patterns and or 
number of flights since 1992 such that your office's determination of suitability for the 
Harkins Slough Road site would likewise change? 

Our evaluation weighted both the current operations and the projected operations at about the 
sam.e. We take into account flight patterns, number oi' operations, operating altitudes. 
expected aircraft maneuvers and type of aircraft expected to operate over the site. We glean 
our information from the master plan, airport manager intervi.ews) various government 
documenrs and from direct observations. Over the past couple of years, we have noticed an 
increase in operations at the Watsonville Municipal Airport.· It is difficult to predict whether 
a f.worable site recommendation would occur if the site were reevaluated today, since many 
factors must be .considered before we come to a conclusion. Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) will not ipeculate at this point short of the formal evaluation process. The process 
is initiated at the behest of the school district a~ stipulated in the education code. Caltran.s 
vvill respond, after the request is sent through the Department of Education. 

5. Question: It is O'l1T understanding that the applicable state requirements for public school 
sighting near airports were revised tn 1993; please confirm whether this is or is not the case. 
What is the- currently applicable law governing siting of public schools near airports? 

The criteria we use for sighting of schools really have not changed over the yeats. however, 
we have formalize our procedures in 1998 to standardize the way we evaluate sites nnd to 
provide better record keeping. In 1993, Caltrans published the Airport Land Use Planning· 
Handbook and the infonnation contained within is now considered in the evaluations we 
conduct. The current applicable law for sighting a school in the vicinity of an airport is 
Education Code In 15. 

Aviation Safety Office\ 

ED(;losure 
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Dote: 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough R.oad, 
Wf!St of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage Gf land from 10% to 50'1o; 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

REC 
,. LO 

Sincerely, ~ ...tJln. J 

Address: Jfo~ ·JC:r;ltcc ~ 
Phone number' (ts i) !1St -O 68:3 

FEB 17 2000 

CAUrORN\1\ 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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t)ate: 

Dear California Coastal cOrmnissioners: 

I am opposed to ~rne:nt to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway!, which would convert the JM)Cimum impervious cow:ragre of lcmd from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximtn slope gradiem from 151. to 25%. and ~Jitlifi&Antl~Jt t~of 
land designated for for environmental protection. £riC \_,. ~ . -B 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

FEB 1 7 2000 

~. 0 CALIFORNIA 
ti .AST,\L G('i\.F"ISSIQN 

:::.~·~~ jl,·J1ff1·. ~~~·;i;~£(//d/~ 
ft-t-;: /d;£ JL cl__r,- (#__ a · ~ 

Phone number: . 71 71' ' / /50 J CJ 
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tKrte: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high sehool on Harkins Slough Road. 
wat of Highway 1. which woukl.convert the maximum impervious ~of land from lO'Yo to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 

I am opposed to these changes for the following reasoR E c £?IV r D 

FEB 1 7 2000 ., .. · -~ 

~ 
CALIFORNIA 

Sincerely . A' A/AA . .EN AALLCOMMISSION 
· ;v ~, ' (ji_ COAST AREA 

Address: q J1J v ~p:- . , . c-~ 7' s-0 Y-6 

~
~4/1 :) .. /i/ . 

Phone number: . t) 7 22 -8's-2d-
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bate: · F~, 14 1 'J~ej I~ 0 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

... _, 

~l 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of I~ from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5% to 2!5%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

__ _ ~ 1-~ s.o-,·, is f.AJV! u ak1t ( ~ {", ,,. ~ \A,· r c.cl+" <M ·,.~~ UUu.. u-1 .J..I.l)y--th (Jw.~Ju J 
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~~ ~·~~ ·}~ :-.-w.-vn-:~~1\AA~·,~~n . 
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Address: 
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Date: 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to em amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on ~"' Slough ·Road. 
west of Highway 1, which WOuld convert the maxinu.wn itnpervious CDYei"G!JJ! of land from lO'X. to 50%. 
would allow a maximum· slope gNdient from m'X. to 25t.. and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land .._. ncrtcd' ·• mental proteCtion. R eef_f<Et!Jtorthcfol~- . 

FEB 17 2000 

. CAUF8~~~SSION 
CO~~T~LL ~OAST AREA . r--.{\ · ~ 
~~~. ~~"'-'C\C., ~ ~ \a Vl \ S 

Address: ·\~ 4 Yo..'{(')~\\~ s~~~ CJt-·<i~~~ 

Phone number: %'3 1 - tot ":l.6. - a. ~0 b 
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Date: 
beer. California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 101o to 50'1.. 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 151o to 25'Yo, and would reduce Mf~t!¥4!"~. 'Gf_1'0Unt of 
land designated for for environmental protection. i""i £: l# E ~ 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: • · 

-

•. __ j 

Sincerely, 
() ·J· f&cl~ b .r&~ '-P -111- 6 ;y 

'/ ~d-JJ . !J.OJ 

FEB 15 2000 

CALiF'ORNIA 
COASTAL COMMJL:-c- 1oN 
CEfHRAL COASTVAREA 

~w-~cA o;'Jo7b 
Address: 

Phone number: 4 () g--- - !7-- ?-- --5' b o; / 

{, 
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Date: 2- .... , , ... oc) 

Dear California Cqrtal Commissioners: 
. t . 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal PIOn for a new high school an Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would CGrM!I"'t the tnaXimunt ~ C'OW!f"CC9C of land from 10"1. to 50"1.. 
waul& allow a maximum slope gradient from l!rl. to 2!S"I., and would reduce sigrlificantly the amount of 
land designi:tted for for environmental protection. · 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: ~ tliU4 ~ ~ '?_ 
&·~1:'.Jtf~'tl~ ~~~ ~~t'ifd~, 
L-4----~· ·p• ........ -. I~,. .• I..~.~. ~. ~l"tM.:I t2,t; ~ 
~ u.; ~~~____,._e .. ~~~ a~o I'~· 

.. ~tG . ~"'"~" ~~.1--- -.e~·-=~ ~.~~~~.,.~~=~ 
Sincerely, ~ .. 1 ~ 
~ · FEB 1 5 2000 

Address: S3 f:ucAt.yJIT4.) 7)Jt,.,. C.th.f't"'!r:>J!t.:}U0, ... /..8 C.AI- t;. f'"D7b 
CALIFORNIA 

Phone number: tf-81 '7~ i' /9 f-7 COASTAL COMMISSION 
. ~ CENTRAL COAST AREA 

··~· • ··;:; .. ~ 
'-.J 
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Date: 

Dear California Coastal Commissiol'lf!rS: 

4 ~ 
I am opposed to an amendment to the Loeol Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins. Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

Sincerely, c):U~ ;cuT. 
I a Address: O ot (3'· ()X: UJ 

Phone number'~ t::i ~. q b ~ fat) 

~~~~~~ ~-*' L...'-' ........ ---~J 
FEB 15·tP:-GO 

CAL1FORN!A 
COASTAL GOivlr'.'liSSIQN 
CENTRAL COAST AFH:J:\ 

--'·-------~_............ ___ _ 
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REc::vco 
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I am opposed to ~ amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough lloGd[ B 1 5 2WJO 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious c:owragc of land from 10'1. to 50t.r.. . 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15-.r. to 25'1., and would reduce signific:aMiy the ~ ~{\ UfQ R N lA · 
land designated for tor environmental protection. c 'E~ T~A l ~0-M ~~' s ~J 9 N 
I am opposed to these changes for the foll•ing reGSOns: 

0 
· 

1 
, ~'o:>! ~ cA 

'·Q.~fUh of:~·<i1~~ rA~..e ~pot{.~·~·~(). 
w~ r.. . ~---·-0 

2 J~~A~~(l!>V('ft;- ~i:T. vl~t:/~~~0:~ -~ 
&. :1&-.> w \M -{ \...Vhffa_-s . Y'\...t <:/-vvr-< ', ~ ~ cr;-~) .. v. ~1~ C\ C<l-tfl) 

. )el~ vr_ ~~~~~. vv--vz_f--o~fl-.w ~-J / 
. S•nconiy,A{~ 8~~'\~ , ~\t:'N"-'j-:_~fl~'J·J 

Address: l/32.~\1\evJ ~ .. -fate1~~ ~Y'A- 1 ~,.. Cf:J~i5C!J 
Phonun~~~'_l) '17'2 -3ao( 

~:xrte: 7F~~ 
Dear California Caastal Commissioners: 

•••• - ' • 
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RECEIVED_ 

DAVID B~ GOLDENSON FEB 1 5 2000 
PO BOX321 

CALIFORNIA 
CARMEL, CA 93921 COASTAL COMMISSION 

Phone 831-620-1603 FAX 831-620-0887 
c6kotter@aol.com 

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

Dear Mr. Douglas, 

2/14/00 

The issue of allowing the City of Watsonville to construct a high 
school complex on the Haskins Slough, west of Highway One, was discussed 
at a recent Monterey Peninsula Audubon Society meeting. The purpose of 
my letter is to oppose this construction project. 

Without question, this is a proposal only a developer could support . 
Building a high school with its acres and acres of blacktop, will destroy the 
slough. There is no question that these same developers would then want 
more commercial development. More valuable wetlands would be 
eliminated, exactly what the California Coastal Commission was created to 
protect. Do not allow this valuable resource, one that adds to the quality of 
life in our area, be destroyed. 

I don't see any advantage for building the school over these. wetlands. 
The whole complex would be accessible only by car, forcing students to rely • -
on busing. This obviously limits use of the facilities to bus scheduling. 
Facilities like this should be built where they're more available to students. 

I tmderstand that the Commission has already nued once before that 
this area is to be saved. There is no reason to reverse that decision. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

. .. 
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Dear California Coastal Commissiona"S: . · _ · · &..; V E 0 
I am opposed to .an amendment to the l..oc:.al Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough r:J0/£.8 1 5 
west of Highway 1. ·which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10~ to 50%, . 2000 
would allow a maximum slope gradient fJYOm 15% to 257., and would reduce significantly the ~fflLI FO FW 1 A 
land designated for for environmentol protection. CENTR~I COM M! SS fO 
I am opposed to these changes f~ the following reasons: • COAST AREAN 

:r ~M *' kve t>~ /htr/;;;$ s~ &/, /.17 ./?'Pt:? .. Y: ~~ 
dt~~f. Q~ frt'~rM;y ;rk ~tiP/f;tl- ..lhr ,;//$ anc/ t:Jikr 

A//;V.£:H-.. iJq~~Yk 44s dtJr kd' flU -lhll!srj~rl- lz:l //2:11--d 
tl/id HIA~ 115 /t/1!1~ .. h,l;a . qt'/J~I'd/?~s .liN-d IJU. Jtlt:Vitkr ~ 

c;J...-"-"'... sincerely. 71;is tlrett f!r~~rr~d r_,r t?dtl/:lt~.,. -lltt, t!.os_ ·f _.anti . 
C@~ . e,~f 7b l!ttr/t!nf. land q~ //an /114~ t't911slr'hL~ 
511 5/rtu.JJ:;:r'f/# CVJ ~ ./f/Af/an:f'/IVI{I/1~ t(tru: .. t:l .,P~It'r 

Phonenumbf-: t."Y?d P'~'f !5/JIJff Stfltlr'd__ Jll~sf~f; PI/tiS/) l-
/t.A/5MP'//IL /{~l>J~ /""g£ 1 *-7_z{-tf}2ZI! .J .'Jl:IIJ, ~JI_/"f'/!._l!f JL.:> :5/~----1 

· · (_lj. Y /,/A 571'Vt1fl? f.J.-1'~ ,_, r'l 7rJP p~, 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: EC 
I am opposed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough~.l 5 2DOQ 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximun\"impervious coverage of land from 10'7o to 50%, 
would cll~w a maximum slo~ gradient from 15~ to 25%, end would reduce: significantly t~~~rfl:f~t l[p R N i A 
lend de:stgncted for for environmental protection. c E r~ ¥ "{(AL t~ iJ ~~MIss I 0 N 
I em op;sed to these:~ changes for the following..-? reasons: .. , . _ L CO~_j)JEA 
_ dtv,~ t:tJU~.~ lt1f~u#P- t~thti!-·~· ~ 
~tt~ ~w ~ UJ.,_ · ~ & _. -:r~~ c~J/Atd ~-&~.~ ~-~ 
{:"-~- ·#e -"~-~ .M~-0 .ij/-~~~¥~ .~ 
c24~Jif/ieA ~q~lf'~-( t_U~.~~ ~/ .?L: 0~-- ... 
5 . 1 ~.&y ~ ~ :zdt ~c<Y~/ ~;t, ~~?Ze ~~ ~ 

mce:rey, ~ ~ 4/ ~0 I'-
. tf'~'I'~~{J F / ~ • . 

AddresS:" ,.. · 

~0 lkt' & " ..¢~'/ ~~ :1::'12l6G 
Phone: rwmbe:r:. O 

!? 31 ?'9 3 !3C>d2..( , 
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Date: 
Dc.ar'Californio Coastal Commissioi'II!I"S: 

'" ~· ·i ..... ..; 
....... .>" 

R CEIVED 
I am opposed to an amendtn&nt to the Local Coastal Plan for a new higt. school on 1-larkins Slaugh RttfJi-B 1 5 · 2000 
west of Highway 1, which would co!Wel"'t the maximum imp&r'Yious c:overage. of land from 101. to 50"1.. . 
would allow a maximum slope gradielrt from 15'- to 2~. and would reduce significantly the~ @fAll f q ~ !\f! ('-. 
land designated for for &nvii"'O"''MJTtal protection. . c Et:fr ~ 1 ~ ~%'vi~~ 1 S S l 0 M 
I am opposed to thea changes forth& following reasons: _ ,. Ar.. AST AREA 

'(lJ..L ~J\,._ S"~(. 5~. \J. \.o.L u-o't\.-\v-...c-tt-'1 \~ct'l. ,....)__ ~~j L;~ 
¥ ~~JoV\.~ rt~~ 4 ~~, Mt ~~+cf~ 
ov ~- ~O'_g tk- ~*(let Le~-t~ --t9 ?~~ 

. ~\,I.,U)\Jvttl/ ~~ 4'- ... . 
Stncerely, . . I --y ,ft"_j 
Address: t__qc...e__ 

\DC)L \Rt...._ Av-o lMCt.-S £.,.4 !7 C""oc 'I 
Phone number: O { ?'2-f, ~ )-z.o 

·._/ 

• • \ 
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Oate: 
f)ear California Coastal Commissioners: 

~ ' 

f:.A? 
I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Sl~ ~·. 1$ 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from lO?'o ~6~~4!.1.<' <oo0 would allow a maximum slope. gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amoU'nt;if c001tiJI. 
land designated for for environmental protection. r~..r .... qf'(f ~1 
I am opposed to these chang(}-or :~o~lowing reasons: ~ d ~ . )~~lo 

~~~~~-~~f#?h 
~ 'j ~o,p.L[;~:_..~ 
fl!u~ . ffa.nff<ie>~&'-r:J -_ 
Sincerely, -. J ~::e.~ _ .. . _ 

- - ~ . 7 y- " IV/ , Ms. Rulh Hamilkm ' 
Address: I rJ...:_~_ ,1; 835 Bro'IIIIDS Valley Rd ~~ I 

Wa!sonllllle, CA 95076 1 
.-!-· 

Phone number: ''!11 l!illf -- V 

~.!S)-?.;:i''f~l 
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bate: 
Dar California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an~ to the Local Coastal Plan for anew high school on Harldns·slough Road. 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the.I'MlCiml.l'n impervious cove~ age: of land from 107. to 50%. 
would allow ai'NIXilnl.n slope gradient from 1!5% to 2!5%. and would reduce significantly the amount of/'. ~ 
land designated for for environrnentol protection. .. . · 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: '1:. !)O.j"-)o\ ~~ E~~(»\\~,'-1-; 

-
k~J) (~e<::_ll>E:p" 5 -~.t-\ ~u<-E /tt,N\~ l:-\-JilTS~ )A-T ~ 

Sincerely •• Jj~ ~~~ ~'l \J~~-
Address: l\. Q t='R~l 4fl!) A-ue 

Phone number: -rz.. S ..;"2..'i' <a ~ 
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RECEIVED 
FEB l 5 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAl,. COAST AREA 
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Feb. 11,2000 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr ~ Douglas, 

FEB 15 zono 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 4 2000 
CAUFOON.\A 

COASTAL COMMlSSlON 

I am writing to urge the Coastal Commission to reject the Harkins Slough site 
for the Watsonville High School. I believe the Coastal Commission's 
mandates re land use on the California Coast are an invaluable tool for 
preserving the life in and around the waters that are so vital. to us all. The 
exceptions needed for this site to become a high school seem extreme to me. 

The Watsonville wetlands, being the largest freshwater wetlands on the 
central coast, are of vital importance. They provide food and shelter for 22 of 
the 73 birds listed as species of special concern in California. Putting 2,000 
students and hundreds of staff and faculty, their cars, and the all the necessary 
infrastructure on the Edward property will do irreplaceably damage the 
uplands and the sloughs surrounding them. 

Further, the site is very bad for students. It is removed from all services, and 
there are many health and safety concerns. We are in this bind because the 
school district has blindly followed this course without seriously cqnsidering 
alternatives. In fact, there is land across the freeway, the Landmark Property, 
which is for sale and would be large enough for a high school. · 

Thank you for your thoughtfulness on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Carol Whitehill 
157 Rider Rd. 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
phone: 1-831-728-5667 
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FE 8 1 5 2000 Sagdra Nl¢b()ls, MA, CCC 

ass L.~rldn Valley Road 
CALiFORNIA . WatsortvUle, yalifomia 95078 

COASTAL C ·. ~~'_i~SIQN 8~1-7?a~1895. 
CENiRAL CO~~ r AhcA e-mail: mchols@cruzlo.com 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, .Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

RECEIVED 

FEB 1 5 2000 
CALIFO~NlA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

Dear Mr. Oouglas, . February 11, 2000 
The more a person .learns about the Pajaro Valley Unified School District 

(PVUSD) effort to gain approval for construction of a comprehensive high school 
at Harkins Slough Road, the more one .ascertains that things are not as they . 
seem initially. I wish to share with you some of my concerns. 

The reason there is so much positive community support for the new high 
school is that pubHcity in favor of the slough site portrays the question as: "Do 
we or, do we riot need a new high school?" This is made into an emotional plea . 
for standing up for education and our students. Many of those who oppose the 
slough site· are strong advocates for public schools and students. I count myself 
among these, with a background of more than 21 years dedicated to teaching In 
the California public schools. We do not oppose a new high school. We strongly 
support one. Our concerns regard the placement of the school in wetlands, away 
from where students live, away from facilities, near the airport runway and flight 
paths and the county dump, surrounded by farmland and pesticide use. 

Advocates for the slough high school site state that students will be taught 
environmental studies, and the campus will serve as a model for environmental 
stewardship and protection of the wetlands and endangered species. This may 
be an appealing thought when one first hears it. However, if this school is 
constructed at the slough, it will serve as an example to our students .that we 
maneuver politically around the coastal protection regulations in order to gain 
approval for the very buildings in which the students will study the importance of 
protecting our environment. Clearly this. is the "do as we say, not as we do" 
mentality, which teachers know does not work. 

Then there is the phenomenon of ENVIRONMEN"'F.h.L RACISM. The 
proposed high school will draw large numbers of Latino students. This project 
relegates our students to land that the city planners know has extremely limited 
economic value. The restrictions to development that are currently in place make 
this property nearly worthless to a city with great housing and job needs and a 
limited tax base. Locating the school there, where there are no neighbors to 
complain, frees other sites for commercial and residential development, but puts 
our precious young people.in an area where small aircraft practice maneuvers 
over their heads, within a mile of the huge Buena Vista Landfill with seagulls and 
mosquitoes to transmit the filth. On top of all this, our civic leaders' priorities are 
clear when our young people are sent to study in the slough while a huge 

" 
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shopping compl~x has recently beE?n constructed on the property which W?S 
considered equally good for the schoor project, by the site selection committee. 
Now, of course, that appropriate site is no longer a.v~il~ble. The publicity of 
slough site advocates suggests that there are no alternatives sites, and that this 
is the reason that we must cross the freeway, into the Coastal Zone,. and appeal 
to the CCC that regulations be altered on behalf of our students. This is simply 
not true. There are alternative sites. I'm sure you are familiar with the alternative 
sites, as they are all included in the Environmental Impact Report (revised 
version). Please contact me if you need more details on this. 

Who is really going to benefit .from the slough site high school? 
We read in the newspaper that the PVUSD school board members all 

support the high school site at the slough, yet when certain board members 
are spoken to personally, they express that this site is a ridiculously bad 
site for the new schOoL Please uriderstand that our school district is al.so 
suffering from"the Apto~ Secession Movement'\ proponents of which want · 
the district split up into 2 districts, the boundaries of which will incre~singly 
segregate Latinos and Anglos in their school districts. Proponents of secession 
have a hidden agenda. They can not move forward with their secession plan 
until the high school is completely permitted and the land is acquired. When the 
PVUSD is ready to break ground on their new high school, the secessionists can 
proceed to their next step towards actualizing their dream. For this reason, even 
environmentalists may advocate for the slough school site due to this hidden 
agenda. Anyone living in (or owning property in) the proposed secession area, 
i.e .. La Selva Beach, Rio Del Mar, Aptos, and the Pajaro Dunes, may have this 
covert motivation for supporting the slough site for the high school. All 
indication is that their property values will go up if the high school construction 
leads to successful secession! This has to do with test scores and wealthy well
educated residents who speak only English, wanting to break off from their 
mostly Latino neighbors to the south. 

Regarding pesticide use on neighboring farmlands, the district counters with 
an argument that the school is adjacent to an organic farm. What guarantee is 
provided our students that this will continue to be an organic farm? Also, not all 
neighboring properties are used by organic farmers. This is farmland. Our 
district already has problematic school sites where students are exposed to farm 
chemicals. It is clear that our students best interests are not served by this 
particular high school site. 

I believe I have addressed the issues that are compelling and require 
consideration when decisions about altering our Local Coastal Program are 
made. Please contact me if you would like to discuss any of my concerns. 

Thank you very much for your concern about our coastal land. Please do not 
allow local politics to interfere with your commitment to protect these lands. 

Yours truly, ./_ , \ , . ..\ (l 

. ~,-.&,_.~"'~"~~ 
Sandra Nichols 

Bilingual Speech and Language Specialist, parent, Watsonville resident, and a member of the 
Committee for a Safe and Sane High School Site 
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bear California Coastal Comrnissiuners: <t-.,~s ~1f., 

~ .. * ~§'II} ;;Jt; . ~~~="::'" 
I ~ -., an GI'Mndmcnt to the Local Coastal Plan for a new hig• ic&ool on · . · 11Pr&.8d5 1 2 4 0 9 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious ~Q.P to !fbl;e 0 7 0 0 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5'1. to 2!5%. and ~'ii~ifiaitt-19 ~of 9 5 0 6 0 
land designated for for emrironi'Mrttal protection. . r,d\:"" 
I am epporea te these changes for the following reasons: 
,s~ .. 

-T4~'~M-
---~~l~VV 

I ·; 
~ .. , 

C\ 
Sincerely, /, fu.G.J~ FEB 14 2000 

Address: G 
1

}) 0 ~ J\t, . S'u.J:,_ ) CAliFORNIA 
~......:- -- Q-.. I'. :_A . /'.£'\ ll S'iO/ D ~~~~~1t ~OMMIS~I~~ 

Phone number: ~ ~?) (,/ N -~, 'Q . . . . . OAST A,;,-·A 
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January 31, 2000 

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

Re: Proposed new high school for Watsonville 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

• 

RECEIVED 

FEB 11£000 
CAU1'0RNIA 

COASTALOOMMISSION 

I want to express my opposition to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough 
Road, west of Hwy I, outside of Watsonville. It would significantly reduce the amount of land designated for 
environmental protection. We have already lost too many acres of wetlands, and are jeopardizing the continued 
survival of migratory birds. 

Further, this is a poor location for a high school because of the lack of services present in the area and 
therefore the necessity for significant construction beyond the school itself. Please continue to protect our fragile 
ecosystems by rejecting this plan\ 

Sincerely, 

~--~ MPL1L</1-: f3<.(c~ 
Address ( i 1 Oarl,./« a S ·i- St~ tJ...tL 
Phone# 46 c.:v 0 -z,l s-

R CEI 
FEB 1 4 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CHJTRAL COAST AREA 
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Date: 
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bear California Coastal Commissioners: . . . R I=~ E 1 v 
I arn opposed to an amendment to the I.Deal Coastal Plan for a new high $ehool on HarkiJ sfoug~ 
WCJt of Highway 1. which would convert the mmcimum impervious c:ow~~agc of land fratn ten. to ~~ 9 1 1 2000 
wauk:l allow a maximum slope gradient from 151. to 25'1.. and would reduca significantly the Ollti'IUIIf o'f · 

land designated for for environmental prot~ CALIFORNIA 
I arn opposed to these changes for the followang reasons: C 0 AS TAL C 0 M M! SS! 0 N 

~. ~ ~ - ·y~AREA 
~ · ~ Gec/~1'c::'//{, A.Vn>"'( 

_i1mvnAcc~ CAJ.iXe-1· E::~ ~aJ Vk:>~- uJro, 
S1ncerely,~ 1 ~~ __, 4 , 

. ~"+ - "J~. ,. /.J.-.,..P'7v. /}· __ ._ tv~ (A-. 

Address: ...? fi1 ~ ~' 1 

Phone number: "1 ..1 ;:)... J I '- 7 

s..e,~~~w~ 
+~~.~~ 
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Date: 2./4/ OD · 
t>ecr c;;;Jifornia Coastal Commissioners: RECEI ,-.-~ 

It . i 
llo!ill..;;t....W 

I am opposed to em amendment to the Loeal Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough RocxpEB 11 2000 
west of Highway 1. whic:h would convert the maximum impervious c:overage of land from lO'X. to 50%, 
~uld allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5'1. to 25'1., and would reduce signific:cmtly the amount of CAL 1 f 0 R N i A 
land designated for for environmental protection. C 0 AS TAL C 0 M !\.~iSS! n N 
I am opposed t~ thesc.c:hange.s for the following reasons: , · 

1 
CJ-!'l!_~Al ~AJbA 

TYu-<:1 CVU-~ oJ v-e~ filM VL· wa/-t.A- p Jr-of£1/l..£-Fr::_ -_ 
S C{,L {- uxJ-CA- t VJ ~ifhO ~ C17J·&t.J.l~iJ?_ • edt~ 11-1 I f1 CG~ ~ .. 1 
~ a-AA.A.1-<.Jo1Jl-. /f.R_. cl1~ ;be YtiL [ ov- s 1 .. s nif' ct:LI/11--. -tq ~ clu cins ul) 
YV1tcte..IJ no ~. UtA.A.n ~ ~-~ ()../(Ltl& V-h cvf- aA5L 11~ 
l!lt\h<J~I~~ ~/ -~ ~l-f/' v.:rd-fand.S. i)tJILf a.LfcJV..? ~ 
--;k£~ (~JU.. K-·iES7) ~ fo Yttk...f:'fU-h 

~ddre.ss: 0 ~I i4- p f1-L11.A_ Jt-v G , . , 

WA-"TOVN u t LL.E C-{4- q SOk 
Phone number: 1 

(~1)~1-031 ~ 

• 
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Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremqnt Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

FEB 11 2000 

2000 

RECEIVED. 

FEB 1 0 ZOOO 
CAl.IFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

1 am opposed to an amendment to the Local ~oastal Plan for a new high school 

on Harkins Slough Road, west of Highway 1, which would convert the maxlmun 

Impervious coverage of land from l 0% to SOO~, would allow a maximum slope 

gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of land 

designated for environmental protection . 

I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: primarily, they are . . . 

physically and environmentally unsound, endangering both the wetlands and its· 
. . 

lnhabltants'for reasons welt known to anyone who has set eyes on that spot. 

Furthermore, building on a marshy area In unreliable, earthquake country Is folly. 

Rumor has It that the new huge mall further east already has seepage problems. 

Yours truly, 

---

102 

• 

• 

•• 



• 

• 

January 31, 2000 

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

Re: Proposed new high school for Watsonville 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

El 
FEB 11 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
C{Jft~s·rP\L CO~} ht! i. SS!i)N 
C~:~JTR.AL COAST AREA 

D 

I want to express my opposition to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough 
Road, west of Hwy 1, outside of Watsonville. It would significantly reduce the amount efland designated for 
environmental protection. We have already lost too many acres of wetlands, and are jeopardizing the continued 
survival of migratory birds. . 

Further,"this is a poor location for a high school because of the lack of services present in the area and 
therefore the necessity for significant construction beyond the school itself. Please continue to protect our fragile 
ecosystems by rejecting this plan . 
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t>ate: 
()ear Californio Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 1 

west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious COVCt"''ge of land from lO'X. to 50"1., 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'X. to 25'X., and would redUce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for enviroi'II"Atmtal protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

Tl-ere -~ ~ ~ ~ .be- ~ 
(d2p ~ ~- ~ .. ·/~ ~ 

b£.·.~ ~ Clk.. .-~:; 
~ . ,..~ ,- ·. REC ... iVL-·· " 

Sincerely, 

Addres$: 

. Phone numbu: 

I 
I 

Dr. Jan G. Waltoa .... 
430 Hampstead Way 
_Santa Cruz, CA 95062-5333 

FEBllZO~ 
CAU~='!'I 0 "''LI\. 

COAST '\L "' "'"! 
G!:NTKAL 1..>~.11"'1'-' I "'.· ;_, -1 

• 

;<jt::.jvo 

• 



• '1 

,..Y 

\ 

,. 

I 

-Si 

("'·. 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am oppo~ed to an ~ment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Roes~'·:-... 'll f .... ? 
west of Htghway ~· whtch would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50";, 1.. !i flY 

would allow a maxtmum slope gradient from 15% to 251o, and would reduce significantly the ~1\t f1J ./ 0 ::> 

land designated for for environmental protection. l£,v? ?:41(;;rc::17 <Ooo 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: li'-1{ C'o;t,74t. 

-(tv_. r-e~aj Y/1~ ~HcwJ s tJ- w;Jr;r-J.Ur-v_ I ,.)nlcJ, ~ :ro~;_ "/. J 

,.. Gl-re. LVt ~_A bel~ c0~ b:;1 WwiJ ""-+;:~ ~'f.i~""
tW.. pt-eseilct ?cc~ ~~ :x:W o4Jo.~..fo ~~ p~ ~ ~1-~VMJ.j) 

'J" / 1 / -... j ~ to {pt;.J t pl(i,.d- OAJ a~ l.vfr-:;, 
Sincerely, ~:t7J fAA,.,A;e U'\dv.~~h~ I..Uf~ ck.v-eltr'f~ oli\,CQ_ 'fv.A'tt..-> 

·· Address: ftJ ~~ !6 'f .. /lnJrnct.S C 1-h q ~oo4- ?L~ \:s ~w_(~ 
I / ~-\---~., 

Phone number: 7 Z6. ft?c;Lj rk_o.se__ pre~r~ 
Ctdt~ vv-e-TitU-Js. 

.~ 

• 
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Date.: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I om opposed to an ame.ndme.nt to the Locol Coastal Plan for a ne.w high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the rnoximum impervious c:ovcrage. of land from 101. to 501.,' · 
woi.IJP ~llow a maximum slope. gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce. significantly the amount of , r . 

l~ignated for for environmental protection. ~5~\ \~ ~1/'~~w~\.\c;. 
g I ~OJtpose.d to these changes for the. fol!owing I"CGSons: . . . . tn ~ ? · · 
~ ~~tMG)7-/.}Y'I.":£\ tV\ (}ty\v~.-\""(}y)~\~ s~~t,ve.. ~ l? a_ fCL:\;t.fl.h.A'V 1::. 
o ~~~ ~~e.us~.e.A i _rL ~--~' 
.,...... ~~\a.. soil - tts ¥lot~ +-to\:~ ... -~\-?~\- h::>~~(,Urr_ls •. .. 
co(?i~~of-~two ~$ (o~ to+t'l11t::.\+AL l~ tr~~ · · .. 
t!:€",~~~-$£:-~Y<'{ ~.bfU/...J w'lll ~w.~~\.A.h...-~wJoA.» ~ 

. (5w tV'\ 0,.. C).~ 1'i"«\hM ~ LVT!pt:\:t;..e..\1\~ WttltlV\Cj -_to .~f>%J.... • 
Smc~1y, ~t<l'Nt? <?)C!~ pr'"O)(It'nfi'{ 1'!' LOl.VY\h.j \<J.M~~d\ 

__ ~· •• t . n l\ ~lh.uuz. CUJt.. o..\tM vta-hv.R..S.- ~!fttomll\.t01'l ~ 
Address: l? l ~~- ...;:.,/ c.,che>ol d.lS\Ytc.t ~icfJV't:;Jh~ rl-?thV'fLho.Nishlp 

wo..~ 'CA qs-ol'?' ..fv.Htd.? ht~sVt·t-to.wY' VV\q,k ~qtt~\JL--\-c ~f\C'IJL-
Phone. number: -z...,,_,- \ '2.1 \ H .. ...t!.D.ai~~e.G- t?;urf....u;MW\c\ tvkt:. ~t;(),oOO 

. I;--- 'P ;:T\ V1fl"' ""-;' · I _L '- (Jv~· *YINY\otL~ -R"am ~ :r,~+ }\> ~ ~1"\ • """'fl. ?ttL .. 
~ -\b (\.U. ~1.(. ~ ~~ ~ 

·~· • 



• 
RECEIVI::J 

FEB - 9 ZOOO 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

t-f '1o G rourv1r; J oJ} ~ 'Pd. , 
W oer$~)/1 L!\" If<- c A CJ'YJ? ~ -o3 3 d 

Y<{ly m r. Yo G<(/!_t~T, 

• 

~ cLJ no-r 
~ 

cJ~,;-1 ol +hw ~ 
{) Y?H6 
~OfM, 

r~u ~ 

C~ eli -
FEB 1 0 2000 

0 V) C.-Lvr ~ ) 

1/Vcot v-v1 
I 

... 
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Date: 
Dear (41ifornia Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the local Coastal Plan far a new high school on Harkins Slough ~. 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5% to 2!5'1., and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for cnviroi"'I''ICntal protection. • 

_I am op~ to these chongt:s for the following reasons: 9-:itt ~ ;nyt?.u.? ,.,., . flk ~ !::_~ Ju_ 
~-~~-or"~~#~~~~~-:~~~~~ 
~ f, ~,.,~. ~-~ 9'-tt<..- ~~~,;.;. ~., c.rtk ~. 
~AA<~~ ,u.u.~~~."y; • ....~#-~~ 
a.,..,l- ...... I(, r?."'r-d"~ ~e.N w tf/t.. -~ ~ -··-· ·t_ ,.,L~ ~~/ 
;r,.. ~ ~~~ "- ·~~ ::-~~EbA}/: 

_/ . II - h'-.. ~ 1"2,~ ~· nte• . 
AI -, ·, .:\.";".Alii Sin~ ··li; ."-. · ---.,,, ). I , ~ . .... /1--- _;,. at__ 

I 
-ai5 

• 

Add~: ~~ . ,er~~ 

Phone number: 

• 

FEB 0 8 2000 

CALifORNIA 
CO;:\STAL COMMISS'""~ 
GEI\1 rRAL COAST A. . ' 

• 
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~· 

• • 

bate: 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high sehool on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'Yo to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: ~ S. c_~ ..::, \. "--" = .._, 1. .J....... L"-"'-

n c c--\: ~ ;: ...-.. c.- ~ \...'<)....., c..A.-. ' .. ' - . 
.>'--~ - <J ' 'V"'"" -='-.::.. ,...__.._~ <->"'-""--C.C.~. l..p.\....,_ 

~vy":~ ~ ,'--'--':~.,r"' C/~,·c_~'S. ....... ~ t...--... ~t-- .n'<-LJ,.~ 
u ' ~ <:j. .\-....... .,.~..._~ 1 - - ' ' "'"' "\" 

L.-> ..tJv\ck. ~J-.----~ . ,. . , _ 
d..;:\~~ o;...A;- '+to I(-<.:;..q. ~ \>-~- ~._..,......_.If' -L. l "'--'-'-' <:;.. v :, 4-s ~+RiC ~:J: .. I \I c D 

,_- ~~ - c.-""..,__ .,.._._ '-" ""'"-; -t---. ' 'C ~ llil.a.o t-V ~ 
c.~·~ """(:) .. """ ' ...-- a . 
Sincerely, L,. \.. o v--\ c-.. ~~A- 0"'0 

. FEB 0 8 2 u 
Address: ~ (!;) -"t- \~ ~ 

(...._)~·s~v ~ ll "L 1 CA 0z S\J'1 <c:, 
Phone number: -

I L~ - s::-> '-\ c. 

-~-·-~ 

CALiFORi\liA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

• 

.. -...., 
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bate: 
t>ear Califomia Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to:an CII'MUldment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hcrkins ~ E IV.r. D.· ' 
west of Highway 1. which .ould convert the maximum impervious c:ownge af land from 101. to sax. · 

1 
· • • • 

would albr a maxinwm slope. gradieltt from In to ~1.. and would rcduca significantly the amount ~ E B 0 8 2000 
land designated for for environmental protection. . · . .... · 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasans: CALIFORNIA · .11 , 

I · 1 ( I • { ~ I COASTAL CQMMISS!vi'J 
-f~re4.-4E:-'-.f (.1.-,..(c.._~o."''-,e_ vv<.-e A "-S. CE~HRA·LCOASTAREA 
~~- ;~., -r '-e_ tiff ro ~t_ f "- "l L.. -I-• -t- La.. a.' rp~).-f 
.rrre fftre.'-l.r . , f"'- f-e.. t? -· "t\_4 ~~nrlf A.~. -r., '-t! eu- c7 

l A. .._1{ J-.,t( et ~ { t .,.._, --f J "-c~ I r: /.t r , 

Sincerely,J tJ{-Et> L, . '• e s.-.e.rrc~ ~ ~Ltr a...{ p ..e~ft.s..f .-,i.'- I (uc Jt)<- tx.Ccf:'cr. 
H=eV"l { tN ""- 1 

Address: flo. t?¥ ro Ctt~{ v~fe,, Cj..·71'J1-'f 

Phone number: ~ 5'1-'1 1 bs-

,. •• 
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• • 
-, 

f:)crte: ~ ~ ~ c I [)ear California Coastal Commissioners: 
lA( J'" fY/1;:; t 

. .LaM-crpposed to an amenc:frnent to the Local Coastal Plan for o new high school on Harkins Slough Road • 

D 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to so{.EB 0 8 2000 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of • . 

0 
R f\jl A 

land designated for for environmental protection. £ _ 1 ... I ·cOM~~c'la._M-flv_·w '3 ~sSll00!\1 
~opposed to these changes for the f~llowing l"'t::SSns: f'\C"l<J ~ ~"l- /tYS~ fFt~~r 

. 1#~;1'(; ~ ;;,1~ ~h.:._ :._ tnv.~, d~ .t..:JL ~N?..~";a 
f-D(/jf"u~~ "i> s~~ ~ -vt'. ~ ~s- ~ -:- q-/LiM~ ~ 5~~ 
S4jl-.h a-u cvv~ -;v-~ ~ -~-

\ 

..... ..... ..... 

c-·-.-- -·-;;~ 
-/l~~-~ 

Sincerely, I 1/t..-1 ~ r - - . {..f-: 
:Z:.:w.(..,.. IJ ~ ~~ ~ ~..t.-'f 1'-t ...-]) c_ /..,...) tll ~ t~ 

Address: 

Phone number: 7 'V'<i GJ,i:") 

---------· ----------------

~d""'~.,.,~. 

• 
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!)ate: 

blar Californio Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan foro a neW high school on Hcrkins Slough Aaad. 
,. west of H~ 1, which would COf'lvert the nv»rimum imper"Vious cow:rage .of land from 10'1. to 50'1., 

would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1M. to 25'1., and would reduce significantly the GI'IIOWit of 
land designated for for cnvirot'II'Mntol protection. ', · ~ • . j,i.L 
I amoppos~~ these.~ for the following reasons: a_~ ~~ 
~cvtV~tJO?ttnLl.tl ~.~ C~/l?trr~~~,...v---.... .... ~eb&t..r£ 
~t! J~~~~tt-UI-~~~- . 
,(1;1"~ '7Jil ~ ~ u,..a:,~·~ ~~ ~ ~_.I...J4./ 
~~ ; J dtnw:7 :#iuJ ,;C/t.c_. ~ J./ td~ ~ilL ;b ~ p ~..,.f. 
--p..c.c~~ ~~,it:... ~.de,..~~ ~ 
~~~-tVtt:f;'M-n~~'S~~~~ -tf~· 

• 

Sincerely. r:d ~ v,;_,lju/,. tYld«'.ftf .· . gcCEIVro 
· •. ~ 1 wa-J;;:n, t/?:Llt. &... . 9 ~!:!!-- ~ 

Address: 1- 7 (!_ ~ .<.!J..1.- • / 

Phone number: (J' 3 J) 7 :L 4 , (:, I a 3 
FEB 0 8 2000 

CALIFORNIA· 
COJI,STAL COMMISSION 
GENifiAI,_Q_QAST AREA -------------------

•• • 
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Date: 
Deer California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hcrkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would canvert the maximum impervious COW!f"G9e of land from 10'1. to 50'1., 
would alloW a maximum slope gradient from 15'1. to 25'1., and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land· de:signate.cl for for environmental protection. 
I am oppose.cl to these changes for the following reasons: (}> ~. 

(P ~~~~ ,IJ-4-i.f 1 @-.1'1~ f- ~~~ k~ h «- {tr'} ~~~~ ,. ~ /2tr!MJ!04< tv-t {..e/JU<tf.l..L ~~~L-) 
(f) /hY ~~'fL.. I<~ ~ t~-~ ~ ilj 7'W ~ lS,-~p...' 

Sincerely, JaAV'~~~et:TL 

l .Address: tv~ ~ ~ il II 1 (~'if.~ I (ll} C(~o/o 
Phone number: <r>?t- ifb'::\- 1wruo 

.. ---------·-··-............... ~ 

(" -----

.. ...._~Cpu· lift,,.---
.;,;; ~ 

""' ... ~ "-"" .., - .. / 

FEB 0 ,. J 

GAUr"'··--·\ 
COASTJ\L . ·~Y')N 
CENTRAL V'-" ·-. M~EA. 

• 
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~a?jd) ;/ld-da ~ 
;;o?fdu~ 
?!'"~/:!I 9sCY76 
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bate: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the local Coastal PIOn for a new high school on Hclrkins Slough Rood,!" .f. 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious cow:rage of land from 10" to 50". ,· !:f () 
would allow a maximum slope gt"Gdient from 15" to 25%, and would reduce significantly the ~"t ,~fC'4 8 <'Oo, 
land designated for for environmental protection. £..<.

1
" i · /[fo · '0 

I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: ~ fr1I }::.91/!{(4 
•• IJ , - _/} _ _ d.d ./UL ~~ft;f!f!sS' 

,... 71\.J! ~~ ~"Y-Lf-e, ._A.~ . _.-y;#~~4fr~011! 
)-{''-e --7\·~'tL-J. ~ -tU_ ~~ C.N-1 ~C..,a~ ~~ ~JI'/• 

-af.,..,., ~ _,~ ~~.J' ., ~ ~,. v~~ 
~ ~ r:l--~ zt'4!' ~ U..Ja,P~ ~d-/' ,:;~7 

Sincerely, ~ )/ 7l}a--b~ . 
' I :ttA._ w~ !' 0 ~ tt e I. C.:., t!f fcr7 J' 

Address: 5 ~ /' t!' pp -Rffve'llt:r C/ V J 

Phone. number: ~ 5/- t/77 -1//J-

--------·------~.,__ __________ . ____ _ 

....... 

....... 
V\ 

~ 
t 

• 
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!)ate: ' l ' 
Iarnopposedto ... _,.,......,.the t.oear · F'(B ~~~/' 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the ~al P~ for~ new high school on Harkins Slough Road, ' 0 8 2P U 

Dear California Coa:stat Commissioners: 

would allow a maximum slo i mcoomum •mpervtous coveroge of land from 10"4 lfrh50,1C'4 c.JOo 
land designated for-for-e::,~ 1ct5~ to 25"4, and would r-educe significantly the it.ro9ppf~rl/f'J?I?!tl! 
I pro e aon. 'fr .l '· ·}L ·A 

am opposed to thde changes for the following reasons: · ""~ Coi:M"lSsl · · 
Ass•,._ ., n• AMtNOtol\fliT' wWJ.I> Stt.I'J•f!KN~Tw.y ec~£ .~ •• 

1\WI) #1/.tJ-,c::TI•ll ~tt Pl)t.l)S, .J;iJD 1'16~a...&. K/~~ ld#ti/W-.I&U
i!'ll'tJtJA.J'C:f) Chlf.R "'f'IJII ·l'•Att.:il. lleMI.AIT' PJ..et~C (.,W$ ~~;) ~ 
/!I(JIItl~Ce.. Mlfli&TIRY .~,--.&.We »• M .. .,~ ;,.t..r::tl11rnl1t1t4'· ·116& A, . ._ rr:• 
"'~ 'Mt · Hus~ it.•o&..· Li'l"' bM•"'' 1•ieM· 'No_, · ~ ,.1"\lfUJD~Nr • 
Sincere~MNflf'' , /(An•ll 

Address: I, tfl »·'I v• ... y R ... ~ ptr.j {;,. q {DD,. .... tyn,4 

Phone number: (GJ) ·Ill t.J-1/J/..S 

.;.:' •. 
,,, . . ••• 
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• • ·~ 

~····.· 
Date: . ··~ ... ~ 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

\ 

\ 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, p E' if 0 · 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from lO'Yo to ~~· C ' 8 20a 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the om(q_6J,;'if)!i;qJllf:o!f '{) 
land designated for for environmental protection. 1·9/Jl C0/.1.11~~ 
I om opposed to these changes for the following reasons: Co4s}: ,SStn 

/:J J!JUI e :1 /Jy tJ .s D lo h/J tl a// 4,1/l' 
{_/ . aJa/J r ' . 

r::{JPa W/licA / /lo:/-· ·P/JV/r~~ 
/~~ / <.. % 

. y' ' ;;.(->/l~/'/-1 r/P. ~ 
j;~~~r; 1-{raJC/ .Ray)v/~l} ;(}; m ~ t/"r.Jf'{J/:1-- 0--0, 
Address: I 'J r /U .5 ...I..J;l' :::::> r ) / <::?'--"? +-
;y,s- l.tJtvP/ #j/Jh/1 ) LAJP . -

Phone number: ()/a/S:.O/l.x"~l/p f . . ./"?le/;:J 
?P!-qo9s- rd/P?J~ 

-----------------~----·---·---
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...... 
-J 

r·. 

• 

. ..---· 
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#T~ 
Date= ~c~ 
lle<r c.J;fornio Coastal c.....-.,.,.., .c;;: lV ~ 
I <1111 opJ>C>6ed to.., ............ to tho Locol Coastol Plan for a...,. h;gh school on Hcrldns ~,~('If 0 8.3 lJ 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% TJ~'f{"'-4l;t: Ooo 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the~~/. c

0
0IJA;

1 land designated for for environmental protection. . l coJ~:lfl:s . 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: . 0 t 4;/f!fll 

• EnvJronmenfai.(.~Lf· .. · ~es/-17ve ort'C/- runoff; fJ~I5t ( //-1-k..r ?06v1d · 4 

• damaqt. h61fK:::~af oJ .. enda'!_jeJ?d £jtc;es.. . ..- .- ,/ 
Un~ak ac~· ~ ftm,lfd ld one nod tif flfllt!S 

. ~ Wwlil etteOLLPp~ 111otr develo;mt:!!l i/1 crrra_ 
Smcerr.ly,QtrJ.q &tVa/zJI 0/?LA 57VART . 
Address: /37 LOS AL T()S cT. 

1 
. SA.tJ!A C!?UZ1 CA q(}o6o 

Phone number: 

(631) 4.23 -g 3D/ 
._J.:,:Jr .: """~· 

• • 
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.......... , 

!lat., - R ~ c§,;;,. 
Deor California Coastal Cotr.missioners: .-.....; 

. F"£t; 
I all\ opposed to an amendment to the Locol Coastal Plan foro new high school on Harkins Slough RocJ. 0 8 zoa 
west of Highwoy 1, which would convert the maximum impervious c:overage of land from 1~9;.~' F. '{] 
would allow o moximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%. and would reduce significantly i'tk'~ ~~60 1 N l,.q 
land designated for for environmental protection. ~ "' _ . ~~t'IJ!JJ./OA/r-
I?'"opposedto~:zsfdofoi-."J ....... "" ;..[,_~-r ~ ~ ~ 

~~-:x;;~~~-A~ ----~,~. ./ 
~;t::t:;_~ d~ ~ ~-- /}':et:::z... -~ ~-~ , ~ ~r~(~ 

sincore~·~(~~ 
Address' ~!;o A..!l_ ~~ ~ w~ 
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·~~ Date: 
Dear California Coastal ·Commissioners: c~ 
I.am opposed to an ~ndment to the Local Coastal Pion for a new high school on Harkins Slough Roa{t'~ If::/! _. 
west of Highway 1, whieh would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% e,o 50%, B () V:,_. ...._ 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'1 to 25%, and would reduce significantly the~t~ 1 9 <'a ' .. ) 
land designated for for environmental protection. · 4ttJ?It."<ft~l) ~0 ~ 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: '4t.(i(~zji!;J4 ... o-1. 'Mi. . 
~ -~ 3 ~~ ~ y~· ~-4't..., ~8f~$:o.4; 
~ ~ ~-v ~ a~ ~ ...:( ~·-.Pilf,A!P;tf;; C:4 

. X;;_~ ~ -.£. ~ A!~ //2/r~~ _.c~zr~ . . , 
6.:9~~ e:L.e.~d ClA-L ~~~. t1GU-~~/~ 

Sincerely, I' -~--K. .. 7 ~ c~ ~ ('· ~ ~. ~ 

Address: ' 1 :;;;?:~- -dtht:~. . . 
d.?~ Af'p~/a .. 
-;r~t:€~, ~L.i/ p.;;-d?~ Phone number: 

~'> /- 76:?- ;z ;J y (J 

:;'. • 
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•' Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

\ 

\ 

I am opposed to an amendment to the. Local Coastal Plcm for a new high school on Harkins Slough R.ooctf'B 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the. maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% !f... 50%, () 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 151 .. to 25%, and would reduce significontly the. ~~1J-~,c . 8 <'Ooo 
lcmd designated for for environmental protection. · l::ll!rf$1~ ~~:O.b 
I om opposed to these changes for the following reasons: .,(i( c84-/.~1 

. . 4s.,.. '.lS';. 

&tk-~ ~ ~~ 
>v~+f7~ .. A..-~.J_l~s~ 
~~w , ~.f.LL ih«-Z, 
Sincue~-~~ ( ( f/ ~ 't£._-~ W\.--/Jd: . 
Add ..... ,~. ·~ 
Phone number: W~0.JA., .Of $"""o7 (;. ~ o.lAA.; ~ 
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Date: 
Deer California Coastal Commissioners: .. -

I am opposed to an amendment to the LDcol Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1. which wo"ld convert the maxim~ impervious coverage of land from 107.. to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 157.. to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following rcaso1 

#rYm_~-/V'-
1th ~ 7-~t 

Sincerely, ~~~ 
Address: 

...p /.;>-(, 
L-!OJ ~h~c-A 9 c;-v7 6 
L{t-~- ( 

Phone~ber: it 0 '6" -I y)..-- i)"b 9/ 

• 

-~~c-,,"" 
- · ·' ~ vJ:::on.· ~'£"[i - <::: v 

Oo<'ooo c0 cc4t c~: 'fJ s~;q L. /,1:' o It AI 
'" r1141. co4~J/4 

co4's/8~/o"' 
,tjiti:E 'II 4 

• 
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[)ate: 

l:>e.ar California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 2!5%. and would reduce significantly the amount of 

· land designated for for environmental protection. 

ram opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 1f# ,q(l;_;- /jl:rf/ov~ j1 L~~ 

t1J5 f) 5Liff8L'1 SLc(JE Jt5 IJ'i(1ft:fr-J ctf)S11t fPJJir·<.fitt~ 

17f {frl:> I~ '10{! Vft(t '] ! f!lk UP t'!S • of&/ 572 , "i ~-C //>;: , 

s;ncorely. oJJfl~ PrLArJ -1- LPJMS F t:./vf"' 

-N w 

\ Address' 11;- \R6-1 flOfro WfJT,PtJt/ltL? (fl CJr;'fl/ t:e o 8 
2000 

..._ 
CQAsflUtF: 

Phone number: g7J -r~f6Jr3 
--------------- ·-··--···--"· . ___________ ._ 

f' 

Ct:N· 7-~:,···l c!!R. ft.,, A 
q'ilL "~ t''· ·' 1 ~"""i "' c .. 1", :.. .' (' 

Olis]f~;'!'?tv 
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January 31, 2000 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Suite 2000 

RECEIVED .ltECEIVr.::) 

FEB 0 8 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Re: 
. CALIFORNIA 

Proposed new high school for Watsonville ~OEAN,STTRAAI..L CCOMMISS!ON 
OAST AREA 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

FEB -7 2000 
CALIFORNIA 

CIOAstALCOMMISSION 

I want to express my opposition to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough 
Road, west ofHwy 1, outside of Watsonville. It would significantly reduce the amount of land designated for 
environmental protection. We have already lost too many acres of wetlands, and are jeopardizing the continued 
survival of migratory birds. 

Further, this is a poor location for a high school because ofthe lack of services present in the area and 
therefore the necessity for significant construction beyond the school itself Please continue to protect our fragile 
ecosystems by rejecting this plan. 

II 

MW~> !C'?"(,,n IIPk'-'¥l {£<-£<.A-< ,..lllt/&<_~ l!l 'i9?h :2- . 
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January 31, 2000 

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

Re: Proposed new high school for Watsonville 

Dear California Coastal Commission: 

• 
CEIVEDRECEIVED 
FEB 0 8 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION -
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

FEB - 7 ZOOO 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I want to express my opposition to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough 
Road, west ofHwy 1, outside of Watsonville. It would significantly reduce the amount of land designated for 
environmental protection. We have already lost too many acres of wetlands, and are jeopardizing the continued 
survival of migratory birds. 

Further, this is a poor location for a high school because of the lack of services present in the area and 
therefore the necessity for significant construction beyond the school itself. Please continue to protect our fragile 
ecosystems by rejecting this plan. 

smcer•I;_ / ~ /' . d-rsa 76 
. (31-(~ . · A~ (3:y'~ 76 5 r a 2 /U_aLe Address<~ .. -I LQ /1-1\ 

Phone # £9.,/_UL q____ --
u :...--'{ r 1:.'7-- r -7 1 = = 

--------··-------~ 
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Date: 
Dear California cOastal Cammissiona-s: 

I om opposed to an 01'1\endment to the Load Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
weSt of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious cover0ge of land from 10% to 50!D, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%. and wou.ld red.uce. #iO'.~ItW . 
land designated for for environmentol protection. r ' ill '-' t;;.l v 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: \ ii. 1.- · 

Sincerely, 

• 

FEB 0 82000 

CA.UfORNiA..s,ON 
L 

{'>"~JitrMS I 
·Cfii\C',1J\ u\.1'"··:1· 1\R.£1\ 

· . ·o"L COA.S Ccl'l I ~>t" 

~/~~1' I! p-9 7 b 
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bc:lte: ~ / ft, { 19 0 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

~ 
it tl. CEIVt. 

FEB 0 8 2000 

I am oppo~ed to an Ol'l'llmdment to the L.occl Coastal Plan fOf" a new high school on Harkins Slo~ft ~ 11 N 1 fl:. , 
west of H•ghway 1, whic:h would ccnvert the maximum impervious coverage of land from ~!KAt~~ :;~~MIS~l~!~ 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'X. to 25'X., and would reduce significcntly 'lf)trcama/nlt.ofOP..~ f Ant A 
land designated for fOf" environmental protection. t . ,l • - u -b. a: . .,._JJ.. '. t , - r . ~ ..... ~ 
I am opposed to these changes for the following l"'eaSSns: l _Lo O..l~ ,__..,..... <f'"'::t ~c... t ~ (;'..{ • 

. 0~4-v s·~-~~ ~~,.~ ~~ 'C-UVLUA; . 
· ~~4-o~m -~ ~ ~.N_:~tN...otM~~-~-~~~ 
@ ~ +o ~ . tUr ~. ~ o..rot ~ r~, J.Artti-. , ti.UJf...rv..~ 
of'-~~~ ~r~.A~~-

.fl> ~ k ~ -L~'\~ ~ ~- 4-0-~. • ~ 
ti) \JJW il'l'-~~ ~~ d..ta~t.~ ~ I.A4t ~ tAl'-~ f~~IM 
Sincerely, +k..(J...f'to.. ~ ~- · ~'~-·r _,_~_OJ~ . 1 .... _ •.• 
{~-~ \JS1> 0"\ UIV-'-6V'N'\ ~ , r 

Addr&: 11 

Jt 'l.Lt- t> c~_~ tot r ~1/V.A.J- ? C.. 9 SU c.,~, _ _ , _ ~ 
Phone number: l -~ 1M vJ CL>h~ ~ ~ £ Y Lb. 1 oJ'\-( C.. t f f' W V f-'t..L ~ 

~~ CJJ..~. {or ~ ;:R ~ .JytAJ . .clt"".J.JI - Gf\rll <:VNJ{. ~ I 9 &.., 

_________ +o . 1'\9~. r ~_e~>yW~f>~o.Mtt".h crt-~ }..J.1.1Lo. ------~---

~·~·~ 
_ . ._, 

\ 



·-' 

....... 
N 
00 

'} 

I 

• 

Date:~ -7:;-00 
l>ear California Coa$taJ Commissioners: 

l am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high schaol on Hcrkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would conw:rt the maximum impervious COYfli"CC9& of land from 10"1. to 50'X., 
would allow a maxinwm slope gradient from 15t. to 25t.. and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designate.d for for cnvii"'nmental protection. . ~- ~ .• /1 ~ 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons:J}u_ ¥ fi ~ ~ 1 

~-f-A-~ ~. . -ta .dJALJ'J~L..if-r ~-~ ~ ~ ~ ltaU~~tt~!_ 
~~~~-~tv-Ut~ r 
~ttA---1-l/ulidd: ~: ~ ~ ~; ~6· 

·,~,/1-~~ ttPU.( ~ ~~ 
I~ • • ~..r-~A!:.~ftt~ 

- ..... , ;z:;zr ~ tU.t. dzf'~, f!A. ~E I 
Phone number: F3f - {p{p 2 -7J'cf 3 
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{ , . 'cALifORNIA ~. 
,. r.nAS.TAL ~Q.MMISS10N ~., 

A o"''": .Ai:>CA 

rEv£% o s zboo 
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Date: 

I Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would conYel"'t the maximum impervious coverage of land f 
would allow Q maximum slope gradient from 15'1.. to 25'1o, and woul 
land designated for for environmental protection. 

1 

I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

~\~ em.. ~ ,;lopes 

\ <0 o.a1..-!! r:f ii'\A.~ ~ o:rv-e.v ~¥ ~u ,~g ~'~J~t~;, p N 
~ 'fr\vN'tln~ ~'Of\ C'cl.i~<Hi~L wcoAS1 ~>.r\tA 
~~\L. o..~s rooJ ·t · r - .(.~.lh"t-
J>~.s ~\U"(T)~~S> -1~ f ~'-TO~~~ • 

~~ """ ---. 
2-(pf.JJ { f!l.alc{., Qd . I . 
Phone numbe.r:~DYW"ll~ 6A q~ 7 ~ / 

Th e.f"e. we. aJ ~ vt.tL-i ye,s · 
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Dote: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

-~~e~=-2725~~v· y,.· _ __, 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on H~kins Slough~ 0 B 2C:J 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum imf:lerVious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5% to 25%, cmd would reduce significantly the amount G~[1£f8~~~ ....... f 
land designated for for environmental protection. . ; riAL C d AS T ~ , i'.. 'J 
I am opposed to these. changes for the following reasons: J!/t. olD ,(/p<f- J~ ... /'t!...v e. . 1.1-- I :r y ~i7!1)le,...'t-
(),... )(,,(.-{'.L$$.c:~Y1'"1_ io ~~ Lc1 tL ~r k~cf ~c..Jw:,~ ,J, ('J.p i.'t'\,.UQ..f.r-1-
ft ;., t*7f/ iJt~~"e..tl ~ )o~/ h--. t.Vi+lt ~:..~~~aJ)I'e a.-cct~S 
~~ ~ +o-. ~ et..cl- ll~ ~~ ~·{-. clltl ·or~~~-ti~-~ ~~ 

~v..~ <>- ~C\.e....~j,'~ bE'.AS"·-.olQ_s ~~e-Y-· €.-1-d~~ · 

\ 

' -5~~~~ \...e~ ~~/ J2-.,< u; r-try.. '~- ~ ~~ 
A~' 't~~~.~~~~o;~~~ uT;_t~ ~~. 
Phone"~"~w' "\\- ~ -t-:~err ..-J"t.J t ~~" .tf'-cY/1 A 

dJt--'1~ 'I, r"/7..f ~ - $;-ne!JL:~ ~ 'YY\A- i )'Ws-. 0-z u. ~ ~ p-,.,_Uc.r;-
. . . - 0 75:'5 dr-~1--e ~J v.:.JO-h~u//k 
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GatyS. Hatrold 534la Honda Dr. Aptos, CA 95003 ·~-

• Dear California Coastal Commissioners, · Feb. 7. 2000 

• 

• 

Have you heard of Bill McKibben? He is a man who has popularized the notion 
of "livable Cities". By placing the· New Millennium High School so far from the 
center of Watsonville, we are encouraging more vehicular use, more foul air, 
more noise and certainly less tranquility. Bill McKibben says property values 
increase when downtowns are developed such that people can walk or take 
public transportation. But who wants to walk along fum~filed avenues or roads 
rumbling with vehicles? There would be less driving and more walking if the 
high school were placed closer to the center of Watsonville. Thought could be 
given to 2 separate CC;lmpuses in existing, underused, and remodeled 
warehouses. ·That idea is certainly more cost effective and more 
environmentally-friendly. 

Have any of you noticed the strayvberry field that is the proposed site for the 50 
acre high school? Was it sprayed with an herbicide to make it look undesirable 
for agriculture? Indeed, yesterday (Sunday, Feb. 6) it looked like a high school 
might be an improvement over the chemical burnt plants. What an interesting 
tactic! 

Don~t you think it eccenb.ic for the Pajaro Valley Unified School District to 
spend $50,000. for public relations to try to convince the public that the 
Harkins Slough site is.the best site for the school? 

You have an opportunity to be visionary and creative. You can learn from 
Oregon and Bay Area cities that having urban growth boundaries actually 
increase the quality of1ife in both the rural and downtown areas. Sprawl7 like a 
metastasized cancer, is contained. · 

Perhaps the existing and spacious Alianza school could be remodeled. 

For your innovative and independent thinking, I thank you ... 
I 

I 
FEB 0 8 2000 

'~/:··.1,/ .. i.!J/r)/O_ ~;;_ CAU~OR,NJ,~. . 1! - V( 
CQt.;,STAL <.;Qt,l',iv+>S)Q,\J 
CE..NTRAL. COAS I AKEA 
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, ~ RECEIVED: 

· Committee for a Safe and Sane High School Site 
Fact Sheet 

CALifOHNl/\. 

FEB ... 8 2000 
CAL!!=ORNIA 

COASTAL COMMI&lCN 

~(M~~Ma.~firb,~~~l(~~*ins Slough site for the new high school is not good for our high school 
students. 

Problems with this site: . 
• This site is right in the path of the airport take-off pattern and scarcely a mile from 

the airport. Noise pollution and danger to the st1..1dents would be constant. The 
aeronautics Division of Cal Trans have expressed concern for the safety and noise issues 
at this site. 

• The soil is unstable, prone to liquefaction in case of earthquake, 3 faults are kno~n to be 
;,., +~• ~.P"! .... d nr~-:. . 

• This location is not centrally located to the school attendance area. 
• Utilizing the proposed site will present serious safety hazards to foot and bicycle 

traffic. 
• Only two narrow streets give access to this site, and one of them is frequently under 

water. 
• This site has limited access to emergency services. 
• Agricultural chemicals are routinely used on adjacent farmland. 

• 

• The 134 acre Buena Vista Land fill is within .7 of a mile of the site. This represents a 
considerable health threat to the students and staff at the school. 

• A campus of this magnitude will inevitably do great harm to the adjacent wetlands. • 
There are several endangered species in the area. 

• Runoff from the parking lots and playing fields will flow into the Slough. 
• Activity related to the operation of the school, traffic day and night, noise, bright lights 

for night activities, presence of large numbers of people will destroy native animal 
habitat. 

• Trash generated by the amount of people on the site will litter the wetlands. 
• The presence of a huge high school would necessarily-spur urban growth and 

development, There will be a need for convenience shopping, housing and related 
S ... ,. .. j.-ne! T.(. •'-e..,,. i"',., !~lgJ..· ;..-',--1 •L -· ·- --:- • .o.: -- of .... 1._, .. , '"'' • u;'ll --~~-"' b·~ ,..j . _...._,. .-t· ... ~ *- •-~ u n ..J\.ot """'f rlt~t c-.1 1 t:..JlC.o\o.-11\Jtt Ufftw;,r ~t:;...;) nlll t vl C. 

enforceable. 

About the negotiations: 
• The School District has demonstrated a lack of cooperation and openness with the public 

in the promotion of this site for the high school. There has not been a thorough 
explanation for their rejection of other viable alternative sites. 

• The public has been offered only two choices: A high school on this site or none. That 
leaves us in the untenable position of appearing to rejeet education for our youth if we 
oppose this site. 

• In spite of the serious problems with this site, no contingency site has been put forth by 
the District. . 

• The District has spent millions' on a piece of land which it does not own. The site has not. • 
been approved by the Coastal Commission. Additionally, the District application for.the 

\ . 
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• 

• 

• 

high school construction on this site has been revoked by The State Department'of 
General Services Office of Public School Construction. 

• The School district has expropriated $50,000 education tax dollars from the schools' 
already tight budget in order hire a consulting firm for the express purpose of 
conducting a high powered public relations campaign, and to pressure the Coastal 
Commission into approving the Harkins Slough site. 

• Money has been spent on promotion of this site rather than on investigation of 
alternative sites or alternative ways to meet our students' needs. 

• $ 40 million the District said it had in hardship funds to spend on the school was never 
available for that purpose at any time. 

• The District has resisted requests for a current Cal Trans evaluation of the site with 
respect to its proximity to the airport. 

• The District suggests that the. land is destined to be developed even if there is no high 
.,.,_t,.. ... _t -rL_ ..... ,.,._ .~·r-•·--•--~ 41--.t. ,.&.l..-._~ ,.:-L.a. /L.!.-t.. ;,,..'!'1-~ .... -.a. ... - _ _,... ,.~,.,..L *"'""" :,...,_-1 ....... .,.. .... '\ utA~,f.-J &... 

·.,:n..,.rl\J\Jt,o fJ,...,.;:,<,. ~\..llhf't~ ,,.....,, tHC,f -'"!:fitt 1 \H~!,:H H~\f"'"-'"'"'1 tor~,_.. _ _, ... t\-...,. tl'J""'t..;.o.tlt ~-), '"'""'-•""" ....,..:, 

contrary to the: restrictions in the coastal act. 
• The extensive environmental damage that this campus would cause will not be mitigated 

by an environmental studies program envisioned by the Superintendent of Schools. 
• Sinking so much money into promoting this one site. for the high school on speculation is 

irresponsible use of public funds. · 
• This is the wrong place for the school, since there must be such huge infrastructure 

investt~~ents, such as water, sewer lines, foundations, retaining walls, detention basins, 
culverts and bridges. This takes money away from a quality education program . 

• Protection of an environmentally sensitive area like this is extremely expensive. 1hat 
money spent on mitigation measures will not directly contribute to the education of our 
youth. 

There are alternatives that will better meet the needs of our high school students: 
• Alianza Elementary School (formerly Mora H.S.) 
• Landmark Property 
• Calabasas Site 
• Buena Vista sites (on the east side of the highway) 
• 2 small high schools 
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SARA BHAKTI, Ph .D. 
CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGIST 

2/5/00 
r-~~ 

RECEIVED 

FEB .. 8 2000 
CAUFORNIP. 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

~~. Peter Douglas, Executive Dir~!~. 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 

ille proposed 
ent to LCP 

San Francisco CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas: 

I am writing to 
west of Highway 1 in 

·c~!l ,;rrJPP .. !ff\ r:\ ........... 1<v. r n 

CCJ/~STAL CD:\:~~/ f SS fON 
strongly urge 1Jlff~8~fi8:N:! 1 fi~! linen on the 
the Watsonville area of Santa Cruz County. 

I do not _:-oppose a new high school·. It is badly needed ·here 
i11 the so1,1th county where.! live. But I have a slew of objections 

;· to the proposed site; 

* The site is on sensitive wetlands, and subject to liquifaction 
in this earthquake-:-prone area. It would be very costly to engineer 
the construction on this site to offset the soil and land conditions. 
The money spent on engineering would be so much better spent on 
education. 

* The site is in the flig~t take-of~ pattern from a local air
port and there would be ·considerable noise ·pollution and possibly 
other impediments due ·to the proximity of the airport. 

* The site is cut off from the city of Watsonville and the 
population the high school would serve, because the freeway, Route 1 
divides it from town.· This represents a poor development choice in 
terms of city planning and inclusion of a high school ca~pus in~o 
the main community. 

* Most important, there are other much more appropriate sites 
on which the new high school can be built. This is~. perhaps, the 
most important reason of all. I do not know why Watsonville city 
government has put so much effort into iRsisting on the proposed 
site. I suspect it is the city's way to force expansion onto land 
west of Highway 1, land that is in the Coastal Commission's purview. 

I urge you to please uphold th!= protection with which the 
Coastal Commission is charged. Please resist all the political 
pressure which the city of Watsonville is bringing to bear. Above 
all, to retain the unique qualities along the central coast in 
California, the land side of the Honterey Bay Sanctuary, it is the 
task of the Coastal Commission to hold to its principles and stated 
purpose. P.lease 11 hold that line" • 

P.O. Box652 

Santa Cruz. CA 
95061 

408-475-7006 

Sincerely yours, 

.....:::s--~~ 0-.L~ 
Sara Bhakti, Ph.D. 
resident, Pajaro Valley 

' 

' ' 
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2./6/00 

Mr. Peter Douglas., E::r.ec. Dn:tr. 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont St., Sta 2000 
SanFrancisco, CA94105- 2219 

Dear :Mr. Douglas, 

FEB 0 8 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COfv1MlSS!OM 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

I 
L 

RECEIVED 

FEB .. 8 2000 
cAU~NlA 

COASTAt. COMMISSION 

Since you are such a busy official, md involved in so much decision making on so many fronts throughout the 
state of Californi~ I am p.appy to inform you that at least one of your burdens has been taken from off your 
shoulders. You need no longer worrf yourself about the outcome of a decision pendir~ before the Coastal 
Commission on March 15 in Carmel. It is all settled. Others have cleared the way for construction of the 
New :Millennium High School on the Harkins. Slough site. J.,s two local front page newspaper reports 
indicate, (one of which l enclose), you can see that this project is already in the hopper. Assemblyman Fred 
Keeley, Mayor Oscar Rios, City :Mgt-. Carlos Palacios, Supt. John Casey, Supervisor Tony Campos and 
selected invitees from the enviro-communi't'J have met together and pLlt the flnal touches on a go ahead 
agreement. 

I see no reason for the Commissioners to meet in Csrn1el over this matter. It has been taken care of. Motel 
and hotel accommodations in that beautiful city are quite expensive. Would it not provide significant saT.li."lgS 
to the taxpB.']er if the meeting were simply c:mceled? I think so. Sir, please get the word out. to the rest of ttl€ 
Commissioners. I mean, the rubber-stamping ceremony can be done anywhere at any time. Cormnissioners 
do not have to meet in plenary session in a distsrlt town just to give the nod to an already arranged done deal, 
do~ . 

As for the local staff of the Central Coast Office of the CC. It is certainly a shsrne that they put in so much 
time arui effort- six plus long years, rll..lndreds and hundreds of hours, tens of thousands, if not hundreds of 
thousands of taxpayer dollars wasted- just to arrive at conclusions which, in a few short months, were so easily 
amended and overturned by local bureaucrats artd politicians. In hhi.dsight, I would have given the job of 
assessing the prop.erty' s appropriate use to these latter to begin wit.h. Don't you feel, sir, that that would have 
been a wiser, more prudential and less e:xper.sive course to follov.· in tTl€ long run? 

In fact, now that I have your ear, why don't you reorganize the Coastal Commission Get rid of those local CC 
staffs up and do'l'll!l the coast, and let local politicians and bureaucrats handle coastal lands usage decisions. 
Include also those "ermronrnentalists" whom tl1e pols have in their pockets.? Include yourself for that matter, 
sir. 

Respectfully, 

~· 
Tirr1 Moore 

· '747 Bronte Ave. 
Watsonville, CA95076 
(831)763· 200•7 
teemor@gotrll?t 

CC: Sara Wan, Charles Lester, Dave Potter 
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January 31, 2000 

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

Re: Proposed new high school for Watsonville 

--
IV D 

FEB 0 7 2000 

Dear California Coastal Commission: . CALiFOR!'' 1 A.,'"' · 
COASTAL COM~J. . lf)N 

l want to express my opposition to the Local Coastal Plan for a neooMg1R~~~RH~'f~ Stough 
Road, west ofHvvy 1, outside ofWatsonville. It would significantly reduce the amount ofland designated for 
environmental protection. We have already lost too many acres of wetlands, and are jeopardizing the continued 
survival of migratory birds. 

Further, this is a poor location for a high school because ofthe lack of services present in the area and 
therefore the necessity for significant construction beyond the school itself. Please continue to protect our fragile 
ecosystems by rejecting this plan. 

Sincerely, 
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bate: 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposcd.to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hc:rkins Slough Rood, 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the ma:dmum ilnpa'Yious coverage of land from 10" to 50"· 
would allow a maximum ilope gradient from 1!5" to 2!5"· and would reduce sigt'lificantly the arnoc.mt of · 
IGnd designated for for environmental protettion. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following rasons: ..... 

fl.r~-ttu_x . . ~~~~~~ .. · . ) 
~~~~·9-~~~'-tU..A 
~ i:tt.t. ~ o •. RECEIVED 

Si--.ly,. ~"'~ ~ ttSD t7 • ~~a. ~~v 
Address. ff" 1"'; { - )lf:l o rLfl/IJ:U 

Phone numbe.;/ <go I - L{-~' '--1ft~ 

FEB 0 7 2000 · 

CA.UFORN\A 
COASTAL COMMlSS\ON. 
CENiRAL COASI AREA 

• • • ~ "( . . . 
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l)atc: //3>/?~ 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to t~ local Coastal Plan for a .. ~t~n J/crldl:iss~~::;, ~: 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the. maximum impervious ~from 10'X. tcr50~ ·-
would allow a maximum slope gradient from '1!5% to 25'X., and would reduce significantly the. amount of 
land designated for for environmental -pFOte.c:tion. v· ED 
tam opposed to these changes for the following rt:OSOns: r'\. E C E \ · 

FEB 0 7 ZOOO 

Sincerely, 
1. 

/C13 7 

Y~~- CAUFORN\A ~ ];Q~S1AL COMMJSSION 
~ (:}&~cnJct't AREA 

C/-!395-3 ~ /~-&Y 
(./ / 

Address: 

Phone number: 
(

-oJ 1 ') .- / :-:<-' r,..-::... --- / .3£' 6 
. o ::J / ::.*~·-··.:·.• Gf•..:•,:·7 l!,l,,"JI,I,Itnl,lllll!lltlllllullllllludtiiiiiiiiJIItul 

-----·-----. -----·- --------·-·---·-··- ----------- ... ~-·""----
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bate: ;2_. J i} " 6 

[)ear Cqlifornia ·Coastal Commissioners: 

I am oppoSed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impetvious c:tM:Nge of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maxii'IU'ft slape gradient from 1!5~ fo 2!%. and would reduc:& significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environrnerrtal protection.i·-~ /L filJ fF ___ 
I am opposed to these changes for the following Q.) I e I L.-. IE n n {/ ~ ! - ) 

. l -- --!J .. ~ u \VI L~ I I I 

\ 
. · d . FEB 0 4 2~00 =· '~-) . 

CALIFORNIA . 
. (), _ _.!:. • ,-,..,_r . \ COASTAL COMM!SSfO~, 

Sincerely. y( 
~· Address: I fJLI/I<.f /t Ve. ''WtfTSoJ/{l/ LL £ ;::tr tfrU7{, 

Phone number: f~ 1- 1 :J if'.- 3 rb "1 

-~ 0 

• • • 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough ~· 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'%. to 50'1., 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'%. to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

Sincerely, C/JJValr 
;AO'i ,,·r; rrl )}, ·if:: f Address: 

Phone number: 

>: c ,..-"" r-

IVE 
FEB 0 4 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COfl.STAL COi\:1MfSSION 
CENTRAl COAST AREA 

?.>o ~ v 

-----·-···----·------
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissionll!:rs: 

I arn opposed to 01'1 amenctrnent to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hcrkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, Which would c:omert the maximum inlpcMrious c:overags of land from lOt.. to !SOt... 
would allow a RICildmum slope gradisnt from 15'X. to 25t.., and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land dssignated for for emrii"DI'IIftentctl pr'Otection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

Yt4,rf+ ~o b,r-.~ (ai,lr4; RECEIVED 

SiriCC!trC!tly. 

Address: 

Phone number: 

(3 ~L ~IJ_..;_ . ' . 
1 31{ . ' {4.</k ''J If. 1u, -~'!. s e1 

8'31 Lf2-3 1-to 3 

• 

FEB 0 4 2DOD 

CAUFOR~JIA 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

-~---..--
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tMrte: 
Dear CalifOI"'nia Coastal Commissioners: RECEIVED 
I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan fOI"' a new high school on Harkins Slough~. 0 4. 2fJOO 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the. maximum impervious c:ovet'CI9t: of land from 10"1. to !Jel~ 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5"1. to 2!5"1.. and would reduce signifi~tly tt.C,C~·~·~,!!•1\\~~8~{~17, 
land designated for for environmental protection. Co::N! RP.~ cb/s~/'~~!QN 
I am opposed to these changes for the following rasons: U.S i ~ 1 fL._ ~ .S S ,' i ~ W" ; C.~ tJ :~ fl" 
,' "'-: tJ ~ ..(. 'L h l i Lt 4.J.c.. . ~cl 'lt. { s. c.. e ""tA ,· rr c.~ k-\ .e "" 1+~ 1 _J. ·~e.\ ?~cf.rJ 
w " ) I T<Z c:;: c.l! -fLu... ...,) ( ~ '"'".4f k < '> ~, <. + d -f-'~ ..s ...... (/ ~~ ff 1 5 - t. "'- 4. ? ( ~ (tJS tii!,J... :S c /...l-o - f. :I. ...f IJ d ... 1 .,.l -i c... k c.. · e;:t... / G. .f 

J C ((~:~1, 1~1~ ~ot.ot<) ~:·Kc:'>-1 i ~1-l--l -tk v4.fi"'-~.Js '~ 
Smce:re~ }'1l .f:;/k. o I " 

Address: BbX tJ'f 'f SJc~f d<l{" C .fIll(.)<: C /1 Oj_5" 0 9 G 
I J 

Phone. number: S 3 8 _ 2.. D Cj ? 

....... --...~ 

• 
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bate: 
[)ear California ~oastal Cornrnissianers: RECEIVED 
I am opposed to an arnendnlent to the Loml ~al Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough ~ B 0 4 2000 
west of Highway 1. "which would convert the maximum impel"vious coverage of land from 10'1. to 50'1., 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5'1. to 2!5'1., and would reduce significantly the anm1Jtgtf:fc'l8~NlA . , 
land da .. ignated for for environl'ftCllto. I protection. . .·C EN.TRAL c'o~~l~~~N 
I~~~fol~ ficded_ f ;it: ~~A 
I!Jift,.:..~~~~-'/t41ft>e-..,.. ~ p)vf,b....L:, ~ 

·· Si~ 'f> ,tf&_ ~ r Ye<.o- ~q._Q ~ -
~ bJ.o...:~ . - IJ 

Address: n.: ~ VE 4t, ' ., ;;;:. --~vuee_ I r 5~6 
Phone number: ~ f 

8'5 ( ~7 .)J{-3 8tf{, 

"_~_-· · .. ., ---· 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: RECEI 
I om opposed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough ~? 0 4 2DDD 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the mo.ximum impervious coverage of land from 10'7.. to 50~ A • 

would allow a mo.ximum slope gradient from 15'7.. to 25'7.., and would reduce significantly the ~"rg-mtl t 8 f N fA 
land designated for for environmental protection. C 1:: N r HAL co"~ ~Af S S I Q N 

0 

ram opposed tot~ changes fo~ thdollowing ~' , _ . , ~REA 

cftiJ.L#_;;z;£-rJ~ -4r~. ~a 
o-z~ ffl-#1 ~~c~4-fa~~ ~~~ . .. / 
~~J-J cY-z£/z__ . ~ ~ ~~;o· ~~-~-/!'> ( 
./1~ ~ ~~ &~ t !Z&i~--HP ·~ ·· ... 
Sincerely, . 

Address: J7f.t)&,.J-0 ...Jrf~ /'?£. / (' -+- ~;t:7) 
~t:!V ~ ~ 960 J> 3 L t#Zn~ C/z~ V 

Phone numbir: I 

/(t:Jt?- :7~-:; -3 7/f 

• 
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Date: 
l>car California Coastal Commissioners: ECEIVEO 
I .am opposed to an OIIICftdmcnt to the Lacal Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hcrkins Slaugh ~ Q 4 2000 
west of High.ay 1, which would convert the mmrimum impervious coverage of land from 107. to~. . 

.~ 

would allow a lnQliCil'l'll.ln slope gradient from 19. to 257., and would rcduc:a significantly the omount ~ L 1 F 0 R ~J lA 
land designated for for cnvi~al protection. G.Q AS! AL COMM 1 SS 1 ON 
I am opposed to these changcs.f.,. the following Nason~: t.;fNTRAl COAST AREA 

1 
d ~~ ~ ~~~ ~.~ ~· ?t;i1~ 
~·~k~.P~ . 

. C$--:{4 ~~~~ ~ 
~· I t-MT V1-o-~ ~ IT>~ 

rr A· ItA/ ZP<JWI? ~ -~ 1 ~. ~ ~~ ! =.,;-:, (Y 14 ~ ~ ~ Adrlr> 
•· ~J)t.c:;re;-.q:s,1 ~ ~ I~ ~ .e4- ·· 

\ 

-.j::.. 0'\ 

•• :" • • 
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Date: 

Dear California CooStal Commissioners: 

I..,. opposed 10 011-10 the Locol c-1ol Pion foro,_ highschool on Horlcins 55, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'X. . 0 ·. .·. c· El V"' 
would clllow o maximum slope gradient from 15'X. to 25'X., and would reduec significantly the 
land designated for for environmental protection. · 

I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: F £ B (} 4 2DOO 

Sincerely, ./~~ 73e.{J fz:nt...J 

Address: ~3 yo~ /<-fa~ /Mf, 
Phone number: S V ~_; C {V . 9 ~ ,.-0 ·f. 3 

--------------

CnA~~AL!fORNtA 
C ; "-' IAL GOMMie>S/O~J 

!:lv fRAL Co'ASTA._REA 

• 
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[)m, :z-;~oof.:ISc~~ · 
De.r Californi• '-tal eamm; ......... , , 111 C 
I am appo<od to .., ""'"""- !o1ho Locale-tal Plan for a ,_high school on Harkins Slough r>J>Ii[EJ 0 

4 
· 0 

· west of Highway I, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 101. to !SO'X.. · 2000 
would allow a rnaxinwrn slope gradient from 15% to 25'X., and would reducesignificantly the ~~IILJto11 , · 
land designated for for environmental protection. CENTRAl COkj1~~'1 
I om opposed to these changes for the following reasons: . dJ . . CoASt SStoN 
rf''5 &n y.&e_ Ol"t-reve -;;sr'c/e_ o·l- 'ff/te A,:Jh~ C vna_.fo-~)~~f_A K;Jt; 

-he+ cevr{-vo_lftt (~. .f 

.Ajr,· Ct<..ll-u.-va.) I ct.ncR /5 aclja.ced::- tvr~ SfJ r~~ ChlJ.m/&e (s 
.. if iVd( 5f'tlY develo;1Jf1rt41.1- tJf- I~ ~cltJse ~- wd/~5 
Sincerely, -;(2~-~~ ~ 

Dorothy Whitm~ ~ 
3181 BirchwoOd Ln I 
~!-C!_I>!~?~!!~l 

Phone numt~Cr: 

-.J::. 
00 
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Date: 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for- a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, whi · would conw:M the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allo'Yl'& I gr-adient from 15% to 25%, and would r-educe significantly the amount of 

lanGaditFarlrt f~ ir-onme.ntal protection. , f' J J /. / J. f 
to these changes for- the following reasons: }!J;!/) fe 11:;f·lJIJi,T ~7/z{c!;7/d"'h.._ 

~ \) !\ 2\\\J\\ :2.- / . I A J " 
\=EB . ILC~,pe._,~ tie./J.Jde /1d).f~ r? 

e;or,sill<!!>.l , ~ JJ • L 
~£~\l't JrJ~t . 4Jdtvfdl ~~~?-T 
Scncer-ely, 1• I ' 

M Gary Harrold . . . . ~ 5~4 La Honda 0~3 4~37 -!ht4; /e ._ t) dz ,1.7---,L-
Address: ~- Aptos. CA 950 • J /~/' 

N.W.F. e!J/ /J / ~ 

66~ --0/()2_ ~nwm'Ae:s 
Phone number: 

!,1 

,_..,....'· 

•• 
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Date: 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I om opposed to an Clr'lllmdment. to the local Coastal Plan for a new high ~I on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1. whieh would c:orrNI"'t the fM)(imum. impervious coverage of land from 101. to !50-x.. 
would allow a maxinun slope gradient from 151. to ~"1.. and would reduce sigrlificantly the~ 
land designated for for enviroi"'I'''Cfttal protection. ~ §; · 
tom opposed to these changes for the following reasons: , :ri~n 

CD~\~'-~ t CJ..Ls '1\('.r;:; ?bJtl~~~ 
\b~ otJ ~CetJT rAftML~t-J'l> • ~~~ 

cY M-'of¥ ff\Dk~N'-tlfrJ& LorS WilL f'~ 
~OCONly. a}::il' . \!{ . , . ~~ 

uvvv.~ . 
. Address: \35" 1..1 t7 C¥\f:!:- p.:D • (,vY\~ { LLE CA.. ~So 7£. 

Phone number: c S '> f) 12. ~ S~ 'fC,.. 

·:::. 

ll m 
~o :m 
c,.!l -8< 

. C>- m 
c 

• 
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Date: . . . REC~IV . _ 
[)ear CahforniG Coastal etmvnissioners: I;: e 0 
I am opposed t - nd t L- F'tB 0 3 200 

. 0 an ~ men to toe; Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road,-- - 0 
west of H1ghway ~· whach would convert th£ maximum impervious coverage of land from lOt ~U . 
would all~ a mox1mum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, a.nd would reduce significantly t~~% [8~~11. 
land des1gnated for for environmental protection. .... '¥1f Iff. -C 0 As·¥.::>~ l 0 N 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: W 6 )-:!A v J;_ .19 L ~ J~ 11 1:7'7 If) E 'S T j(l,e:. Aij~ 0 _ 
A1P5T ""J::= dCJ tl ~A~r., L w 8Tt.-.IJ ""'r:JS4J SL# D~H 5,7 .lh5 '1!-l'vt-0 EY.Ac£<RfJtflTJ~ 
tJ!tci2J)JC-AI-.$,Jv/fTit?A/, JetJJ-)1)}3/?... lA/_t~ SJ'}.?JbL r;J /31::_ 5Bf!itrti-"11C:, l-V/1YS 
/dlf<_Et--.Pitl~J:S- /;if; 'S /d(EAJO /3'/ /fE-5T.::>#?JAJ "4' I?_Fi..b'_LJ:Jjrlr1T1J-TIA/~tf/& 
WRrt/l)t~ft .7fJ Pt~tf'{..;t--ATJCJ(t}5 .i' F 5/'!Sc:.J{=:S 1Je07£.-Vt11.AIG vif?CP,-t./ 
rH.e 5 ,

9
~ 

1 
IYJV ~j . .E..t(( )/ & 1 re s All,:::: .c ~ /f-4-/::1.1 /LI ~ .' ( 

Sincerely. ~ 2.') 7, l.,.r- _ _ . 
Address: !J- '11 ;v! r/}' (( VJS:rA Dtt<l /l1t?P7B ter'i~{J/- 1' 3 r Yor 'I.P-J ~ 

Phone number(~ 3 J) ~ 7 3 _ j '-/SO 

'~ -----·----~-

__ ..-.,_ 
;, 
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l'>ak: 
,.. ·!)ear California Coastal Commissioners: 

l 

re 

I om opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan foro new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious c::overage of land from 10~ to 50~. 
would allow a rnaxiftolum·slope gradient from 1!5'1. to 25'1., and would reduce sigflific:antly the amount of 
land designated for for emrirot'IIMI1tol protection. 
I ·om opposed to these changerfor the following reasons: 

I don·+ · fc:,e-/ tf IS possrbfe +o m1h9a.ft_ +~ 
d-atnase whtc...h wt\1 oc..c.ur \·f +nre> ~reo\ 
b~ \-\art.tn'::> ~\oo~h 

Sineer£1y, H(;; len en~ lesbet-.9 

Address: 1../lfo /..ew!'s (?J., Wa fsohvtlle1 eta qS07fo 

Phone number: ~?>I l (Q e- 9 s ~'7 

•• 

'·ron~t~l e.tw d. 

~·~klv!Eo 
· F'fB o a 2ooa 

COAs&1LIFoi?NIA 
C£NrRAL &81'Jtvllss

10
N 

. "1
8 1 ARfA 

-· 
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Date: 
t>eor California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an Qf1\£11CirMnt to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Roatf.rr:
west of Highway 1, which would convvt the maximum imperviOUS coverage of land from 10'- to 50"4, .... 8 0 3 
-ld allow.-- slope grad;.,.t '""" 15'X. ta 25'X., and -ld- significantly"'"~ af:-4 . 20oo. 
land designated for for environmental prot~ion. Cf~~IA/ 1tOf!fVJ 
I am opposed to these changes for the follow•ng reasons: ~~ RA. 1. g00A1 M :1 . . ,!• IO . 

~ - . - -- O~ __ ;f- ~A"'~ 11rd' 
Jko- ~~ 
])o 1'-' ,/tft! IV K eA. v d. .. 

I 

-z.- 1- v0 ,'te.II>A "'r u J.l'j 
1cf A~(-ds- c~ 

?S c;o5 Sincerely, 

Address: 

Phone number: $31- 72- y- ;2.-o s r 
-····---------------------------

·------------- ---·--- ·--·--------
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Date: l-2'1-t:>C> 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to 011 amendment to the local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1. which woulc:f conw:rt the maximum inlper'Vious coverage of land from 10'%. to ~. 
would allow a ft'laXinuft slope gradient from 1!5'X. to 25'X.. and would NCiuce significantly the amount of 
land desigMted for for enviroi"J''WW''tal protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: . 

We_ CCLY\.Vl~ aft;,r-d io lose aM.y .ar~ wetlcwu:b I tvk'\e-k OJ'e.. ~teuu ~J;" 
evw. ~r\.cv\·\vr~\ v~es \Aea.rlo!-1. A- lA-ish Se-t.Aw\ waulA r~v\~re. VlAtt~ive
~OV\!>~vtl-nt::' , ev\\1\\0V\ Wte.~,~~.~ l d.~6 rvp'h'crn for- \tladS. \ se~tst\V\CreasecL 
~tf> 0 • .S\ Y\c7 ~ere, ()re; \1\b ,tW-c- b~l~e~es yt~b t 4W... 5c/,.vpo l Wovld dauJ 
o.d~y~~. \ bu1 lc\\~ rejt>ehfs, Cor t;'l,'\f1Atof"t1. knrJs ~ d~eV\cl o~ ~dwi~dli~Ali 

Sincere~~~, P\ea.s~ hdp f®eNe. ~ we) IM.ve.. l~y ..J 

brfuufiatv . $id,.ey e~4pfl-f4Y1 R·· ECE. IVE·· D 
Ad~q lie'-J-~Dr\ve, Fe J~, C4 q501!' F.' 

Phone number: FEB 0 3 2000 
&'3i- 335-533~ 

CALIFORNIA 
·-----CJI'\OCL~Au;:('=T:AIU.I-40"-UOJ..Ull~,l.l___--

.

, .•. 
~' ·. • 
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Date: j 4 .., .:1.t:t, 1J;tJ:~C> 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious co~ of land from 10~ to 50~. 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15~ to Z5'1o, and would reduce significantly the amount of 

1 

land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

.,-n:s (lW"e.."'- \? bto'hC4/(l ~~d) ta...tt ~ 0\Jt< wc.tt4~S $ ~ov\d. ~ C::..dY'.~..cz.f"V(_d .. 
\~\s fe..t'ft. ~~~ Vf \;ell~ Sf~AW\.... 1 t\ ic~ w"ai'k ~"' "f1.e.. c"T~ <.U;:)\)Lof 

\>c.- V'1\Vt..""- 1()e-'lf~f'. \)\e.~e... IS 1\0 ~{K\\t~l {(.0.~~ f7J ~ 4\lh. l..Cf'. 

~~~~- 1""· R 
Sincerely. 5~ ~......--- ECEIVED 

n '\ · p_et.Y\2a.L.o M ~ K~"dle.. <:.~ c:;S"l>7 to · 
Address: 

Phone number: j ,....~ ,. 3 77 J 

,....-.. 
~~:: . ~~ 

FEB 0 3 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA· 

·--·------·-----------·-
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Date: 
bear California Coastal Commissioners: 

. I am opposed to an amendment to the . LoCGI Coastal Plan for a nar high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the ft'l41dmurn impervious coverage of land from 107. to 507., 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!57. to 257.. and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for cmrironmcntal protcdtion. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: , . 

I) v~ d)~ ~-~~v~ ~~~ ~#-t!~ . , 
+} ~~-~~ -~ ~ tn/-:t~~·~ ' 
~.4-;:1 __,___q'-d~ ~ C~·~V~) d4L- t/~ 

0. /~ ~ . . '?"JJ '?"JJ~ ~ ~-~~.. u::;· ~ .. 
Sincerely, ~ , . · . ~ P-e-tP · ..H4 

, - I .. u.... -....~~~ 

Address: 'f~ w~ ~-~- -·-
t\3 '1' D~ ~ F£8 0 3 /._J 

Phone number: · . ...,. • - .... -:: . ~ 
· -.....; -~ . CAl IFfl(nn 'I ($::J 1) 'fz 6 ._. ~ 9/ c_nJI"", .·· · ·'I 

· C~.. .• , KA_:_L~:_~·.!.~..!......!..._-~-~---·--------· 

!. .... <: • 
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t'.latc:Y ~ 1 I 'oo 
[)car California Coastal Commi!siC~NWS: 

:c am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road. 
wut of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious COIIei"Gg& of land from 10% to 50'1, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. · 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

~ti·~~,~OV\. , s.c{s ~ ~ fhr ~ dvv-t~"~~· 
"'y-.,cri ~ fl h ~G. 
,~h "P-·-po\~fion -' foor- ~/\A~ A 

' . \ 

Sincerely, ~a-t"~, ·y~ lV{·~ 1 ~ d:/~ 
Address: 735 G -tJted raJ J)r lfTTt?§ C/9 f.5"ib 3 

Phone number: &' 3 I 657J 3 712..._ 

CEIVED 
o 3 zaaa 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

"' 

-------- ·-···--··--~·---·----------------------

.---"':"-... 
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Q../J~WIL Co~JSr-Li_ C'outAAt.;;~tON 
4 $" f/IJLU.Olff c;)f'lE-i-1 . ~ .. ~ 

~ ~Ctsc.D1 ·cA q4-,u.; --z-z-1~ 
RECEIVI::-.J 

FEB -2 ZOOO • 

~IL Q..k~4 (};J4rl)_ GbM.Mt~/6Df 
CAUFORNlA 

C:OASW.CCIMMlSStOH 

t.LI.A 0 r~e~ To .JJJ ..t..M.a)t) UIIJ:l!' T61'1te ~GLL. CoJ.4T-j..L P!fU 
l=t>fl.- 4-pllOp~t> J»,-(1) ~~L. OH ~t'ZJuU: '5/..out;:Jf ~Lt)60e4.T' 

~'F--~1~ f.t ~ IOt;UL-b C4>1J~4...T'"t1J-f_ J.A.~1 MfiWl /A{Jit-n.ut~IJ<. ~

~ C>~ L.UJI) 'F~M.IO~ Tt> 6o~ ,J..A)(I) UJetJt,() ~/.&)A.. M~liHUM.. $~ 
. (PilLOt.,.,. Y.::.~M.. l ~ TD '1-~ , ~ () IVf)tlt.o 'f2E..OfJGI!. 'S l~tf=t Gj,Q9 ~ 

tlcitAJ:J IJAJT" C>~ J.,.j...&)f) ~'St~P 'Fc'>rz.. 'IL&..I.'lfl'l.O~ ~IOt.l ~ 

I .LM..JS.~ ~·t=> ---ro "'t"--s-11!:.. ....,, (..1""• "((CL~ Fo ~ ~ ~"'r1dAl u_ . 

Fl>)..I.Jl>~ ''lf' ~~ 
• ~~tTL- t.S •~l'lUL"?""'CV a,~ ... ,~ ~Le-~F p.L-"r"n'lllX. 

•:TU-1.-~tL ·~ CJ~<C'tLIISLit.\ "'SU8Jtl-'-t"tt'> ~~U·~DA:I 'buJW&>c.,.4JI.;I ~qii'-U' 
J,.c)O ~tt.- L" '=$ ~L.,.'lll;,. IV ~ec.~&.L-~ • 

• w •~&.&.> "':S't"""'··•·:r 4-<:a~ n -r:u.E..Dn-'E. t'fo Ut.l~ p-r-~ • 
• ~GID_a.o;;. 64!..-tlO«.tl"'l~ IJIPG.O o:-p.J.. .. t>~A>~L.MJG:>. • 

•\2(.~ 4S..-II.L. "'5'S4'~ 1i.A.t C>"-'-~C.~ ""S pact-...;; tl;) '"""1!..~.&... 
• t2uAJt>Pf 1=-MM.. ~IL.Iwc., U'n. I.CJI.U.. ~UJ.J'r'L. '11Ut- "'5oLPU4-4.. 

' ..6.C..."t'"tUl'H.( ~"na-t> T~ "'T::J..'& (!It ~JI..L'r~ .... t> F-"r~~(.. I ~ .... t)4) -'LIJ""''t' I 

l.l,)C>(It..() ~flcH.{ 1-Uw'nOJ!. J-4:J...., I-(... IJ..L.JS.(tJ...'T, . 

• ""t14412A1P'f'._C ~L(..«;;t"U~ WcuJc.b t&>e..•ll't'i.~ "$pu1t.. MD~ UJLIA.-.J 
G-UW114 ...,_,C "'f"W'&CU.., lb""'ftS. ~, . . . 

. • ~r;......4;..1\,l£.,.. ~&.-T'L..."'$c."tll,.fS, -r.:44.T"' "t:U..L~1 . t;x - >I~_ 

. . .... s .. 1\cc:t- -
~.cr-..;:. Wt.,_~ T"' .A.- V .6o4-l 0 1be-p~4.-'tj01) ro 'T.U..L.~&c...t::. t . 

~ ~dff ~,_ '1,-"«-"-''"r"titD.,..lA> To~~:~~~~~~'~:"; 

~Lu:lh 

w • E.A.A..L w-....tL 
C5'Sl -rtl..o V T a:,tJ l..CJ.l rz.o.-.e> 
~()!;. , c.&., q;; oo~ 

(!Lilt) G.&e oS4ct 

·~. 

RECEIVED 
FEB o s zaoo 

CnA::.:ffLJFOR~JiA 
c£Nri1'At ~wA~15i'v11sswN T AREA 
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Date: I /z Cf / (!'> <:f 
Dear California Coastaf Commissioners: 

• 

-.. J;:j(L-c"A. ~t:·M '(-' I~ 
SJI\LT~ ;Ntlt.\.)s ~ it 

A ~v~F8L o\1-ER....~ ~a.e.P.Lc~.s 

-,-.._~,. ... "~J ~'rs '-« o2;a 
I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new highschOol on Harkins Sloug&,st7~-4l;r0 . VO 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage o~ ~~~from 101o to 5t:fw.}-f?

1
,-i} Co,Qlll14 

would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%. and would reduce Slgntfaeantly the amount of Colfs~/S·i·o 
land designated for for environmental protection. · 

1 
ll. ~ .:i" 

I am opposed to these ehanges for the following reasons: (J) l;v A1'Ea- ~ <.£'" ONLY 8G ..Dow 
A.\;CL.o:ZOr~ '\b E..t~, CtV Az.ot:b.S€:0 P~~r @ Jro l~Y ~~" y~ ~a M.oves 

iN f\l~B'-( I\/LE:;;q5 @ ~- W<..t.. 15e:::: Mo5(j)'-'1 lfO(~ .fvf:::~'( fr-t:/~ ~: C~f7:},.....,. SE'"~"".S 
(i/J leo ~v~ q<::> ~ MI'Vl<3~or·•s fOR. /${SoU(;:- Pf'oeU?,......$ r?,vi'-1""""' 

@ "'(Co ~€":' ~ ~t/!2pO!l...t @ l,;vlU.... ~.::.O~"G"C ~ /)t;-\.k<..cY~-r, lNitL J(..£s...,~..-...._. £...C-ss 

-Vl 
\0 

6) 

r--

Smcerely, 'l<.os ~<-l.. CA.~ 1=<.--<.. ~<:;;R 1cv.:..Tv..u::-·· 
I 

Address: ygs-

Phone number: 

C,...,.~tJVilL{:-

CR.tsr lY2t 1.1<? ?v4Uo N vt t le
I 

S5l -::{-2t( - *"Jtzr~ 
,1,\d~.cAlly 

6:>/'-l~ffY kJD;:,f. {)ctJE:~-RS. ,..TV!'l.Nto C.,t'f"<:r QD""";..; - V->i<f'r' ? 

... 

---------·- ----~--- ·------------

-~, 

• " 
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Date: 1/t<t Jo-0 'Yf:$c~ 
()ear Californics. Coastal CommiSSIIl!lher:s: , , '/I .#~:::!!- . . . ~ ~lJ 
I am opposed to an CII"RCndment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slo~h Road. 8 0 2..,::: 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to ~ CJfl . Voo 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%. and would reduce signific:ontly the a~~~4l f{~Rt.;;Jf 
land designated tor for environmental protection. 4( c(/4111ss 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: . ~AI{~ IV 

·1~~-~~~ ~~.~A~~~~,t_-M -4 
-tb-~~--t~A><~ ~~ ~~ ~ 
~~~~ ~ b-·ar.o7 

Sincerely, ~'•./_ ~ ~- f15'i':Jb 
Addr-. 'J/l/ ~£,/-~& ~;;b5~f ~- (} 

Phone. number: 

-~ 

• • 
,, 

•• 



•• 
~ • • • } 40.1 .,. . 

" 

bate: 1).,/lV ' ~ ~ a tJ-eJt1 "" ' ~~&;;:' # ~ . .· . 
bear ~ifornia Coastal Commissioners: ~. ~J!t. ..... ·*'. 

· . Fte ~...,_~ 
I am opposed to em amendment to the ~cal Coastal Pion for a new high school on Hcrkins Slough Road, 0 2 zooo 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum imrcrvious covvage of land from lOt. ~MAL ·r 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'X. to 251., tmd would reduce significantly the ~1rrrn~ L c 5,f AJ I A 
land designated for for environmental protection. At.. co~~tyssiON 
I am apposed !o these changes for the following reasons: ~.rt;. ~1H4'Jd. ~ ci.Jj~ 

\. 
~~4 tt~~~tp 4~tA::!I~ . . tJ;, /k. t"Ya11i~ ~~-ee 

. ~dl ~cf~v~<-~ ft1/Xtv~~ 41--' 
~ ·9-(~~Ht.~ r/;t .. eb~.· ,4~ · . ~~t::a~_j.)a4'td 

Ei!l/:!t_p · VJJz:>TU~-~~ ~ .. ~~~41.~ 
. :t.A'..A.-''!!"Dl/~~ ...... )· .. ~~ 7Zf·~ f-!-~~· ~n~ 

. # 7:~"- /---: ;----; te'1 •"~ / ... " /. 
Sincerely, ' '*' p.u~~d All.l.t.Jd:-'~k~~, 

~~>4 .. ~.:;~-~. . 
Address: C{ O a tf17:, .-~~~ /fd. 

c~~ C/J. 0t'z:;'l'w 
Phone number: / 

lf:31) 7di-7clqCJ 
~-------·-·--·-------

...... 
0\ ...... 

.1:~-
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Date: 
[)ccuo California Coastal Commissioners: 

I om DJiposod to.., .......mnent to the. LDc:a1 Caastal Plan foro a,_ high school 011 Hirldns Slaugh !Ia, ' · -~ 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious c:overagc of land from 101. to ~ 
WO..Id allow a maximum slope gradient from 1'~ to 25~. and would reduce significantly the CllftOUft!~ -n " 
land designated for for crwirorwncntal protection. ~r~(") ~ '-. I 

- Y'Y" . U'-' ... I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: :::::-~ C: 
0 

\ 1 ~· 

. y --b~/! --ad ~d-dt:' . g~~ ~ '2. 
.. ~ ~ Y;~ '2':, 

-/J~.h/~~_./U/~ ~ ~ g ""' 
·~~~~~~ ,,. 
~--db~---4F.~~~ !/. 0 
Sin~ly~~ 1

1 /)J-«a~~~$ 
~A~ . ~ ~·~ ~;> 
~· )~' ~~ / ----- 1 

Phone number: {!/ f5/J7'P 

• 
~-• 
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Date: 
00-Ntv~ 20j 1 2otro 

RECEIVED !:>ear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I om opposed to an amendment to the Locol Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough r/i,&C 0 2 2000 
west of Highway 1, whic:h would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'1. to 50'?t 

4 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'1. to Z5'X.. and would reduce significantly the ~ifLl IF 0 R N lA 
land designated for for environmental protection. CENTRAL ~g~~IISSION 
I om opposed to these changes for the following reasons: T AREA 

;::r:: +- t " """'- ; "'"-f' p.-o f, .;::t:_ I o uo.±' ,.,.___ &:--<Jk- V\ll.M) 1-v If "" ~U · 
--=r=+ wov\o\._ ~~s cl\<;.+uvrk O"Y'VL- ~ <:>vv ~ Ve.AM-~~L~ 

w4\~~, 
<J -Jtc<.- o 'R t~ 
(o2-0 bern~~ ~-.r;\JJL 

Sincerely, 

Address: 

Phone number: Ar~~) ciT qsoo3 

----------------------------------"----

..... --- .. 

• • 
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Fl~c~,v,..~ Date: 
Dedi" California Coastal Commissioners: 

f:t, c;..., 
I om opposed to an amendment to the Loc:al Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Rood, B 0 2 20. 
west of Highway 1, which would convel"'t the fN:I)(imum impervious coverage of land from 10'X. to 50&.q CAll fi '00 
would allow a IM)(tmurn slope gradient from 151. to 2!5'X., and would Nducc significantly the ~#f{Al coO: !VIA 
land designated for for environmental prot~ion. • _. . . . . ... 4£ co4!1/ss10 
I am oppos~ to these. changes for the following reasons. l 0 c ,~1.:;VI ~ f( 0 '-' d , .,.... ) _ l"l e(;.-1 r (AA~N 

cl.._.f, 0.• "["'"f- - Y10 s 'f-c.:'d.,._.:g f I v-'< 

Vi~4.-1' ~a-..ds ~~, s~.'f..~;Ai sfrcw.~ 
l!"".JvD-\f- .S(_k.:>vi k:Joa..-.<1 r dec:~ ,s;""" pEAs!...~ .... "\ 

sincerely, V 1, ~~ "'~ c--, , C v-.·l h~t~""'" to tT~ ~laf ~~ jA +t~~ aA.\2CA.. 

Address: '7 '/2. ml \ ~ - L0c-"~ SGV\ u ; ( ( e, (!_tJi CC ')-0? Co 

Phone number: (?) )} '/1.. 'f - 4 I I I 

•• •• . . 
'Oil 



• • '} 

4 

\ 

bate: '. 3/- oo ... f c:c· 
!)ear California Coastol Commissianers: :e-, ~ . 
I'"" apposed ta '""'"'ondmont ta tho Local Ccoastal Plan fer a- high school onHcrkifts Slaugh Aaac{fe 0 

3 
'J!: {J 

·west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious c:ovcrage. of lond from lO'X. t~%. £ 2oo0 would allow o maximum stope gradient from 15'X. to 25'X.. and would reduce signific:ar~tly the ~~'Or41!.1;:-ol( 
land designated for for environmental protection. lf:tJif. go/11 'fli!JI 
I om oppos~ t' these changes for the following reasons: , OJ!s11jfss,0 

. ~-M.t. ~~'-ll ....env-;,..0--t~w!tiJ. /;:, ~ f!/U~ 
.$".s-o /iJv1,.·~, (J)~ & a.rlv~ ~~J: 
'-/~ @?<. /rn etR ~cdu · ~ 0 ruc.£d' 1£e ltif ~ 
IY~? P o...c..td. f . ~ 

SinocN~Iy,~ vb J~ 
Address:Jr,'l.fo ~~ (Jt ill rp'; ~ ud G. . fjr;v 7 5 
Phone number: . (/ 

~ 3/- (/7 9- 9 /(;.:3 
--··~------~--· ------~--------·---·---·-··---·-·· 

..... 
0\ 
VI 

r ,.:--:-, 

• ... 
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!late: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an arncndmcnt to the l.oc:aJ Coastal Plan foro new high school on Harkins Slough ~. 
west of Highway 1, which would c:Onvert the maximum i~ c:owerogc of land from IO'X. to 50'X., 
would alloW o INillrimum slope gradient from "'X. to 25'X., oncl would reduce significantly the Cll'ftCKiftt of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 

j 

I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: { f f I _ . _ _/ 
As a.. -\-eosJI..J2.,1{', "'I: bQ._ 1 e_ v .e_ o u. r V cd u. a...idt-e.-..; h.w 

-ce<'-,.,_ "'-" :+ e_w\o_'Cf <!.C( tAl e..·H 0c vJ s 6 f-c e~.-lti f>,._ -prd 

l~- ~'\~~~~.,~ · ll,\ ,,1A~. .. .. . RECEIVED 
Smcercly, (;\ 1/f/ /I a ~E 

. I I AI \ (' I Q~ ~ . . a_.. (/ 60 (, H 0 z 20()() 
Address: J !) 3 () 'r lC..: C 't • ~ 1 

. / COAsffLifORNIA 
Phone number: <6:, I 4~ q~ 7 ~ & }' CENn?At cg~W~WE~ 

r. ,tt~ • 

. · 

• 
\0 
\0 -
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Rood, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'1. to 50'1., 
would allow o maximum slope gradient from 15'1. to 25'1., and would reduce significantty the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. · 
I am opposed to these chong~ ·for the following reasons: 

Sincerely, h--~ 
I 

Address: « b ta 1 ·~ ~ . P if g 

Phone number: .8.31 7 41 .:2.1-s-t(... 

•• 

ECSIVto 
FEe 0 2 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

• 

r--
\0 ...... 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the ~I Caastal Plan for a new high school on Hcrkins Slough Road. 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the mc»dmum impervious c:overagc of land from ten. to 50'%., 
would allow a maximum slope. gradient from 1!5'1. to 25%, and ...,..l"'&ducc signific:Gntlythc amount of 
land designated for for crwironmentol protection. . . ..L · ~~· ··. . ' . { l 
I Gm~P.~ these c for the f~l;low·ng reasons: l ..1\ l ·? a(\ U..(\~ C .. a'y , ~ t)fl\lC ) i 

. (.,l ... ~;:r.·~ rc.r:bfe. -iur =c w~ .. r. ~ .·· :Jii.e. ~e c:tft. ~)~1 ~~-;;~.~ .· r1£=p..~ d .. '.·lea.·. vy .. a;1~t.Aeu; lop'.W'~~. J*N. · 
·~.: ~~~*\/i~· cl~1h·:·o~z c:~; ;;~.J .. 01t~:;J·.· {;~.--~ .{~~~·~ ~ .. ~ c: ,;.~~~p~~ ;~{)D~h~.·~~Jx.·~~~;;~. { ,· 
~~ · "'L.UZ ~~(} l.-<Jctft-e/i s .trU ttfl· rf4if!'clr nab a' t_,~ Cl{Kif()}::,~,~u.· 

··M ~ e~~l0?1i(cJ -~~";[~. aV.ti. ~#rJ'.·~~- .* R\to" "" ' 1
"" "7 

let~"~. :t=~\tU.J~t.s+l.~J-.) ·~~Wftd u:voJl~ ~~'If· ~ crvr" f'. . CEIVED 
Sincerely, ~\<iJl'-\6.. (}.. 'Ol~ · 'ill i :. · 

Address: 517~ ::Dr. 
1 

,_3 ~ 
1 
Cfr.: q$"Ov 

Phone number: ( 83 1 J f,:,.f,f ... C). I D8 

·"~~" 

FEB 0 2 2000 

CAUFORNI.q 
COASTAL COMMiSSION 
CENTRAL COAST ARt/\ 

• 
00 
\0 ....... 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal CQmmissioners: 

f am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'1o to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following r£O.Sons: 

s~~$t{.ALL 
Address: 
77 Lt'-:y WA.Y, 
Phone number: 

SAc H- 5 

vJ A;/.S b NV~ Lt.-1£. 
fso7fo 

?:z-?- - C?/7 

,~ 

REC IV EO 

•• 

FEB .~0 2 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

$ -

•• 



RECEIVED 6?0. a- i ~11 
FEB 0 2 2000 ~ ._} 

•

> 4-,:t,__, 04 q Sll o I 
cALiFORNIA ~ 'r ... '""""" · .. -... 

COASTAL COMMISSION t- 3/-Oo 
~ e . , . CE~TRAL C~T AREA 0 . . . ~~cA..-'\ -(J:,cG_,_. ~~ · RECEIVED 

OLI 

' -~ ~ . . FEB -12000 

• OJi.r .~..,,ao COIISrALCioi.Fo<iMA 0 / """""'""""' 
. J M'>'i ~er=JJ?{; ~ £-.rr" ~ • /. ' . i ~ o / · -7r -·"'1--f.4 ~ ~ ~ 

"// ~C/1>~ ;,..... 'U Cl.-<.-e /1 - ,;, ,/~ :3/ /_ . . ,. 
. . "/./ UA ~ ~.//'~ ~ ~ vt/-U~. ~· ~e# ttL ~ ~/ ~~ "'--- . 

~ -/JV) ~- ·~ ~ 441 ~I'Y'-L~ 
~~a . .:L~~~dA/?'1-i~ 
.~t;JN f.cJ~ ~/ ~/f5 ~v;;, v~-rJ::y ~/ 
~ 1·0VU.1tlt-£~~ ~c/(i--... 
~J<-.~ ~- ~ 0 ~ ,;( /-<rlcfi~ 
r- r>Vflj ~ r'-z> ~J _.. . . . 

J ~· ~ #ta)/pP~i,fDI/1/S/J:S 
~c.L P1 #-£ ~ ,#1~ 4--<XL - aA~d 7'~ 
~~·oJu~~~~~JP~ 
#Jr;y~-_A~~-~~~ ~ 
o-/)-t~-~ ~-'- fo~~ ~ 
~ 'cu-J ~v ~ ~· ~.J ~......_ 
~ ~)v<ea/hPrl- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~u-. -~. 
~ ~ ~tl I!A.Ia::::lL C0'l .b!C~;-/Yl n., ~ 
-!!"J e-~d ,-??Ldh ;_;r }uub '/v~ ~ . 
;A-~ 1 ~~..h.- ·, Pll t!SD 0 ~ '0 0.. 

" 
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RECEIVED ·~··>= ... ~ ........ -- •. ...,...~w· 
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\ 

" 

s~!".~""'---cDiit~-·'-
' 

[).ear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I om opposed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hprkins Slough ~~ B 0 1 2000 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious c:overage of land from 10~ to 50~. CA , 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15~ to 25%, and would reduce significantly the ~fiiTALLt8~~lA 
land designated for for environmental protection. CENTRAL COAsf~W~f 
I om opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 7-J 
en v,'v-r/Y) ~ ..L.~ e-Vt

11 I h..e_ . ..e.-X-Ie/t't.J t\..JL - ( ' 
I (f I " ·~ / -~~-U b..A_ IV\. \2_k:.i/}v,-Vv:!!} /:_tAt:< Jj'1l'Y ~ ..rc~- '' · .£'~ -"·.·.;' -r 

c/ f b if If t:Z V't£. ~ r / -. - ~~ Sincerely, · TtJ M )::::, '//1 b ¥\1 

Address: t ~q OA'f ..CI. S 12n ht C,<(/z_ Cl} 9 s-o ( o 

Phone number: <{ '3 / - '{ 6 2- .._ S7 t..f J 

-----------------

,.,...-.. ,....-..,. 

• 
N 
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Date: Jttn' cJ a, :J~ ~ d..v;t~ ~ yW ~ 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: ~~~ ~ ?n~ ... . 

. . ~t:-a 

·r am opposed to an amendment to the Loc:al Coastal Plan for a new gh ~on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of lcmd from 101.. to 501o, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 151.. to 25%, and would reduce signific:antly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

-~po~~~ !?~~~~~~ ~~--· 
. ~~~~ ...-J{~.Y~~cf~r~ 

~~~~:.r::-~!CJ; 
s;ncoref?-% ?l(t-.c ~- ~~. ~4' 
Address: /.J~ ~ ~ r11J:Jv~~ 

U/.~ ~-~~ yt;... . -~A ~~~ 
Phone number: f?_ . ~' ~. • · 

Vl.<,.(tL eJi- Cj,fJ{) i, b ~ Vt:l-~ ~ 
cPJl -<1{ l- D6W ~ ·A :::: ~ 

• •• • 

(1") 
t--...... 
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'"Date: 
Dear California CoaStal COmmissioners: 

I arn oppose-d to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would corrvert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 

· land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: · . 'f 1 J ~ .JcJ. -, 
:fCYL aU ;du. ~ I . )Nv ffi .1ctJ::in. 1 dt ~ f"(FLtJ.-4• ~ ~ . ~-itt 

. tl~ ~ ~~.~, ~~~e~ ~~<r- a:ckt.._ta ~~~ • .~·<f edj: 
~A,.U~nL~~ J4-.C;r- ~ ·~ fiu.-i..-~'·~·...u-1~ 

.• ·'·. ~ }Mf'Ce..i(.~ 1/;o u/I..U-' ~ p . c!f _ .. t.:.r n:~~~ h-;.L l'~e~~ 
.Ap~~~~~~~/;-(!.(.. t,p.!{!~-...7/f/ p ~~ 

5~·~}-rw~ (?'~~~ RECEIVED 
Addressry']~ ~~Cf<H.,ivr,..:t~.:>q.,-t'J"J/. FEB 012000 . 

Phone. number: 

(¥3/) f;J:)~OD fl&-_ 

. 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

r . ..--., 

• 
tt -
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·~· 
t>ate: ci'-V/1.1 ' ~ CJ, 2 CJ-o-0 

~~~c~ Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to..,- to the Local Coostol Pion foro ,_high school on Horlcins Slough Roodf't; , lV /'. ·'J 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10~ to 50~. 8 0 , '~ 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15~ to Z5'X., and would reduce significantly the ~4 ofc-4 . .2 2oo0 
land designated for for environmental protection. C l:/v f /4 L. ( tf.' 0 If. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: R.q( CCO!J,~·/(f/4 

OA '··715' 
. '18f~!?lo~,; · u.w~~~ C:!7. ~ 

lv~~ .,v<J ~~ . ?fe~~./.J/ 
Sincerely, 

Address: 

Phone number: 

~ !; IJ'i~~ ·~ ~ ~ 1! 
-t:ft£, ~-~L1f~ ;;;-~~·~A-d 
~-3'/Zev ~ ~ c.i_ ~J-'<-- I 

•• = /~ Mr. Louis Corrigan 
5621oyceCt. 
WataoanUe, CA9S076-3.554 

•• ;. • 

1/") 
t---
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. FI~CfEIIt~ 
I'"" apposed to an-to the Local c-nt1 Plan far a- hlgh schaal an -ns Slaugh Road, £B 0 2 . IJ 
west of H~ghway ~· whtch wo. uld........, the ........... i1Rp0r¥iaus """""90 af land from 1M.~ C 2000 
would all~ a maxamum slope gradient from e"J. to 25'1.. and would reduce signifiCantly the flfA 'Af4Fo R N 
land desagnated for for environmental protcc:tion. . . · RAZ COMM~A. 

\ ' 
[)ate: 

beat- California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to the$& changes for the following reasons: . COAsr ~SlOt!J 
~ IM6~ ~\i.kt~~l -4- l.ltA~Jclresse.J. pn>hlem -c;c1~ us (rl't )CC) -1; ~ u»rld Is. popu.lahon ,;n:.~../1{~. 
~ ou..-ln.~ D'l'\ ..ft.,a.. lltAtvt"Al worl&'l\j ~~~~ (TYI as t::l4 we.tl ~ We (~ .. ) Cvte. ;-,., d.A2Viietl • 
Ll...e. ~-tv .sM to ~r);:-e:cf. ~I- -+Wt {.at:t-; 011r' V\VWJ\?er-s a.re ~ ~vse cf M~y 
~ 

6
v-r ~~1 1 etl\viv~"""""'-e..t r-cu.l~l e_hlews.,. HvWia:_VJ p~>fU-Ia+i~ ~ 's J-te.e.4 +o cc~ cb~n · 

'13'lr-f'-' r~~ need to co..,e:. d.t>Wl'l •. ld w~ ~~ w?ft, :-"~~ IA2-f'Y n;?..A.I" pTZ>b.le.n-1 / a.tf 
Sincerely,. of- ovY ~h; · w 'II he. t.v<t>e>f. :::L ~ ...!!!f= ~vf. pot" I-- tlih .etrYuan.J-

\ 

. ~+--to~ L.D CA-l Coash-..l pia"" .ft,y .o111 vtevv' !.,;~ .s~ou/ o-, h.<;.cn'):.ceA 
Address: t.Lbo-ve. -+/c;w't!!WeK/ .:::r. ~ Vi24l~e 4~ e.ff,v+s l6-} ~Mtt¥J-y ~o hot- . 

. ~IL;}P-k.l~ -lk YE'Al ~b~. -rt.e.. ~\ ~b~ is 
Pho~ number: -f~ ~ -!foo jM.el.wy p:f v-s .., ;..--~ we"'~ +o conJ t>ut- of J.ev,;,.,./_ l.) 

~P1t£l ~WJtl"Yl c;~1~1A Oceein :St · ~iol") ..fek: est- 4-l.'=t- -1024 
__ (I_~_ ~ Bn::dl'h.k;;S-· S~n+a Cro::c/ ..cA ~?OGo = 

(> ~\ 

• 
\0 
(' ..... 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: :{- A-m VG}eL( oppos &J) !f 

:;:::::.::::::: 
I am oeegsed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Pion for a new high school on Harkins Slough Rood, 
wc:Stof Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10% to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly .the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. .1 ~ 
I am opposed tot~ changes for the following reasons: /41-C- n ~[ /o /)7}/-~ iA 'e /7:/) . 

(l/mo5fft-r-<- -~JI?~ 7,d-<:.-<- 11--1 u/4:.-,:f>..r-yvv:lt~, l)a 1-'uf- { 
al/r:fbd hv: I dt'N ~ "fiq ?~ in. ~ Ctra.s h( f'tvl--r!c:/f-1-oh -L.oiJ e.- f 

~ .. ./n J ••... 

r ~ (/ Cl T"'LX-/ . 

~nun~. - &/ f/wM ~ UJ 
Address: /I 0/ ' 
Phone number: J~'S / 7 ~ _) --/ 2/ Y 

--·---------·-·---------· 

,. • 

FEB 0 2 2000 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

·------------

fjr:J7~-

• 
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['---
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bate: 
~)cor California Coastal Commissioi"'CC"S: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Hcrkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious c:overagc of land from 10"1. to 50%, 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1.!5% to 25%, and would l"'lduc& significantly the amount of 
land designated for for cnvin:mmcntal protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the fol~ng reasons: , . , 1 . ' 
_ }J c.·tt-'•1/')t.{.. ;f an.·c&,QJtnl l:lu}dtn:· a 4~.50 tJelu."lf .·flt:"'\-h/1. a-.1/%. {;, ltm 1~rVL r,rrtda~ 

Ut1:wvtr-at11fw. -;:Jt144t~~.-1:) u-,;'i.tld 71CJ--,_'f.1t:: {"'(. &ur.Jtr:-/ th ti/Je (j<.tl!/1 ()u)YJf:dtt/) ·~--ftt.J 
t"fli. cm,Jhr t~~alt~ 'Q_, .:fJe lwtf: . 71)¥). i~t'f't( l'nC/u_Q J.(:. a.tt iz, tJ(l/it f?-,, . 74i-1t'Yaif~~,j cJ-t. tr 

L·J Cf Qt ·t>'xf.~><' !.;:t-lti/tk tJ-"JtO - ;}IJJ 01 1'71fh -1- ,/),J~H') -~fl_riliJ ...-.rD'~· fX!.C~<~ 
Q,O;·-f-llt;.f tArcuft! t~ l~1t £--4 fJ ,a ekof t-1 t·u,~,l~,llk1t. rl E: ~ t! IV ED 

Suu:crcly, ...._; j ! In L 

,-... 

(!-l1'U ttl ntt:rn 1-., N b/1 :roRM!Ii · . 
Address· ·J u :U' · FEB 0 2 2000 . :>_t.,D f\J. HfUN g, 
Phone number: S' {I {\_I{) £-L 1 ( rt Cf )l) f J 

<?J I · t..(7L> -<t 9'v e:. 

,,.~-... .. 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

• 

..--. 

00 
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bate: l \ ; o\ 6 () 
Dear eo)ifornia Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Pkan for a new high school on Hirkins Slough Road, 
·west of Highway 1, which would corwert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'%. to 50'%., 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'%. to 25'X., and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designatccl for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these chonges for the followi!"9 reasorljS: t _ 1 f ...u ( It _ 1 

T4_ ~ \c, tvA- c~L1 \tt:'a..te<L -~ \ ~ 5C\.v:sal 0.1teh.({£lMc~ ~ 
\!.... \Jo\ t t.; ~ ~ h ty"t.('; C.J,""- l OwJ. ~·7 c.. IA;,51.., !a.u~ ~ j 
~~ -p6{l~\-wv) ~ 5Lt:v~~ \4',- t~r~ o~ ~+es C 

Sincerely, '-'~ 

E'\le~ br~') v..s.kl 
Address: fA 11.,' I - f c-A_ 

. L.CJ(O e>a k,\q, \1\J. Ave... { '-"'41 t TO\o.,.. r '\ 
Phone numbu41 f.t, ~ ~ 1:" S ) 

• 

qc;oro 

• 

RECEIVED 
FEB 0 2 2000 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

• 

0\ 
1:"' 
....... 
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-R~ 
~;;;CiEJ11~ Dote: 

Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

. F c::,l; 
I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, EB 0 2 2000 
west of Highway 1. which would convert the maximum i~pervious coverage of land from 10% to 9P

11
'X., CA .~ 

would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15'X. to 25'X., and would reduce significantly the omotlff/iiBrA/'[8RN!A 
land designated for for environmental protection. . · NT RA L C(J ~ ~1 i 8S 1 ON 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: f"(1 _ f \ ~ .... 1/ SST AREA 

1luA -g~L(O ('IV'V ~. .s Lo ~- -----~ 1 ~ KJOVt- f'--1 N · 

~k ~ ~ ~ ~Jv\,-e ~-
(/V\. ~ 3 ~ lv1 .e-CA:> ~ 11 ~ • -·- -· '~ 

Sincerely, CW ;rr-e. t/1:> L ?... ({) U 1 e:t€-o 0 

Address: 2J ':l..C, V lr-N tV £?S S /rV ~ 
c_e_u "l..- ~ Or~~:; 

P~ne number: ~ 1 \ Lf J.-L. .?l st6 

"'-\ 

• 
~ -
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........ ,. 

Date: - :ec~1., Dear California Coastal Commissioners: v ~ r 
F"£ . ~;:..._ 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Loc:al Coastal Plan for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, B · 0 2 2000 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'l. tom CALi 
would ollow a maxinun slope gradient from 15~ to Z5'l., and would rcducc significantly the amoa6{~J1L {/J/JN!.A, 
land designated for for environmental protection. AL CoA!JV.ss;oN 
I am opposed tot~ c:~es for the following reasons: /J . _ ~ ~ ,.,_-}REA. 

I ~.~~~~~~tr~~~ 

;( 1k~-<.o~,~~-~~~-~ ... ~1~ 
3~~~~-&F~~~~~. 

3. -r~ ~v~if~M~~~~~4.va~/r~ 
Sincerely, ~ ri-~ • ~ // 

· Jo<rn H, /J 11 d ers or. foJ ... 
Address: frO~ Ced4r s.J. fl:v +o~ c fJ ~~00 3 
Phone number: I 

c, rs8-r;c;,~ 1 
·'------·--·--·---- ·····----- --· -------··--·~--·- ----·-· 

•• •• 

-00 -
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Date: 1- ;;r. r - 1:'/ tD 11 ~ . 
Door California CoastuiCammissionors: ~ c~ · 
I..., apposod to on-to the Local c-taJ Pion fora,_ high *"-ian Harkins Slough lloadf',s lV ,to>. 
west of Highway 1. which would convrt the maximum impervious coverage of land from 101. to 50%, 8. 0 ~ ~ 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the ~1 ofc

4 
2 ?oo

0 
· 

land designated for for environmental protection. C£Nf !.JJ/If:olt 
· I !Om opposed to these changes for the following reasons: · · It "'I.. 

0
Co41l/4 

~ · '77 .,..-- . E A- o4 vlts 
J.__ /('"tV() ?J t:) r ;)..1 1'-~~ 0 ~s. ( i) trlfo s . . . s, -4~~/ll 

!f;c;!{ 5 o,4dCJc.- <7/T£ e>U -rt(,Jf!!!C//1/.5 5/.'ov{;/( ,.2e> tf:P,o 
{/f-15 r5 ~ #"- 'lf:l?l'f/ fi/ C%? s . {)_ 

r· 

Sinc:crcly, .. I • ~~ 
Mr. Christopher G. Angelos) . (/ / -/-'f- <!0 

607 Townsend Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 Address: 

Phone number: 

~' 

• 
M 
00 
...-4 
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Date: I - 31 - !/.JOC'O 
Dttar California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Pion for a new high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage. of lond from 10'X. to 50'X., 
would allow a maximum slope gradient from 1!5'X. to 2!5'X., ond would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these chonges for the following reasons: . ( · 

?~flu-~-
ECEIVED 

Sin~ly. {}~,~~ 
-, 10 (p o~ · ~ /2)._., 

FEB 0 2 2000 

CALiFORNIA 
COASTAL COMM!SS!O~J 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Ph

ft ~ <'n''""'- C#t q =>D 0 0 ~ ,;~. ':;2.0 

one number· - -- a . &31- :tf<?3- ?542-

-------------------· 

• • • 

(f) 
00 -



'~ 

\ 
" 

•• 

Date: I I 2- zL tJ1) . 
•' t>car California Coastal Commissio~: 

I am opposed to on amendment to the Local Coastal Plan for a nar high school on Harkins Slough Road, 
west of Highway 1, which would conw:rt the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10'1. to 50%. 
would allow a maxii'IU'I\ slope gradient from 1.5-x. to 25'1.. and would reduce significantly the amount Of 
land designated for for cnvironmcntal protection. 
I am opposed to these cha'ngcs for the following reasons: _ 

.Ji.u. {r11-~ I.AJ • .ct-fO-"'t.e£:/
1 
~C4 (L(..d ~ /.J-f..< fkV ~ ~· (L4..{ifl' . 

• 1A, .. 1~i ~::7 ~du( .. a~~.~. c4-e."' ~tl·~ ~:r-
ML ?'~·j (/ . ~ . . - ~ ~· tud;{_~ • 

. "5::~ :~~;~ 4 ~~k·EIVED 
S•nccrely, ~Ia fo t!:AJJ-r--.....- · , 

I' cr l ._,.;f- ·~ to~t- , t!l'l- '9''SD~ 
Address: 1 1-tz.. C~ , ' · · FEB 0 1 2000 

. Phone number: 

.. ,_.. .. 

~ 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

• 
~ ...... 

-"'~. 
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Date: 
Dear California Coastal Commissioners: 

I am opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan fOI" a rm.w hi~h school on Harkins Slough Rood, 
west of Highway 1, which would convert the maximum impervious coverage of land from 10,.o to SO%, 
would allow a n\(l.)(imum slope gradient from 15% to 25%, and would reduce significantly the amount of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I am opposed to these changes for the following reasons: ~ ~ 

/ ~~~~~~ J.IJ...-~~~7t:J.:J ~ ' / _,.. ~ 
~~~~ -~~~ ~ 
¥"'~~-~~4~ --- IV 

Sincerely, ~ ~\L-~~ FEB 0 . 
· .. . h) o ..:rP 7 ~ 1 zaoo 

Address: J', r ~ £L .._#~; l:A..- 7 ' CAUF 
..,~ COASTAL DRNIA 

CENTRAL ~SXsMrtBSfON 
AREA Phone number: {! J I) J;l ~- ? .5" 1/ 

185 



) 
Date: · 
Dear- California Coastal Commissioner'S: 

-

(awA) 

• 
D StfU! tS b~.:R ti.-t-k rdk bf 111'1 Ql~jOOrt +qb:~of.t ratt~rt1 ~ 
~So i I Ji,, ~~+ctbl~ l pron-e_ fo I tqu-etad-tofl dunn~ C?'r'\-~~uak~) 
~ COIM ptls s ,f-~ f r-4~~rf-s sJJy ~r?a r~~ 1-o . {v of- r h t ~ J.o l-r6hc 

) 

Peter Douglas, Ex£C:utive Director 
C4iifornia Coastal Commission 
-45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 9<4105-2219 

• 
186 
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Date: I j 2- <f> / OD 
Dear California Coastal Cornrnissioners: 

I ., opposed to an amendment to the Local Coastal Plan foro ,_ high Schoo/ on Harkins Slough Road, 
_, of Highway 1, which would co,.,.. the -inwm ilnper.jous """""'ge of land from 10~ to 50~. 
would o/low o -inwm slope gradient from 15~ to 25~. ond would reduce significantly the .......,. of 
land designated for for environmental protection. 
I arn opposed to these changes for the following reasons: 

~ !_(;-. ~A/1/~ w.. ~~7" 

Sincerely, L/,J # 
Address: /?-?;L- &/-,..L-ra-.-/ ~ 
Phone nurnber: C'~~,/1/) 1le ~£ 7'izJ erG' 

~~ .~.c, 

RECEIVED 
FEB 0 12000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRALCOASTAREA 

-----_..!!_?..~':3/r__ '!:~ £' ~ l' 
--..:. ___ _ 

-00 
......:) 

,..-r--· -r.\ 

• 
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CALIFORNIA 
COASTAl COMMISSION 

Dear Coastal Commission Members, 

243 Siesta Dr. 
Aptos, Calif. 95003 
January 30,2000 

I am unable to attend your March meeting in Salinas concerning the 
proposed new "Millennium" high school for the community of Watsonville, 
thus I am writing you to express my opinion. I· have three major concerns 
regarding this project. I, like many others, do not question the need for a 
new high school, put am strongly opposed to the location on agricultural 
land between the coast and Highway 1. 

First, as I have been an educator, teacher, and counselor for thirty years, 1 
am concerned with isolating a high school from its community. There is 
enough mystery and alienation between teenagers and their communities. 
My experience in teaching high school in both urban Los Angeles and San 
Jose, and rural Santa Cruz County, shows me that students need to be 
immersed in a positive relationship with their communities, and vice 
versa. This location is quite isolated from its neighborhoods. 

' ! 

• 

Second, we are all aware of the incidence of teen deaths and injuries on • 
the highways. Most teens don't want to use buses and many have their own 
cars. Let us not require that they become commuters on our roads at such 
a young age. It would also mean an increase in pollution and congestion due 
to auto and bus traffic. 

Lastly, I am a third generation San Franciscan and have had the privilege 
of living almost all of my life along the California coast. What a special 
gift for us and a rare treat for our visitors to see our farmlands, beaches, 
and coast lines. Year after year since my childhood I have watched this . 
land disappear to development projects. The high school does not NEED to 
be located here, and would only bring on more development, such as fast 
food services, gas stations, etc. 

Please save this precious land, some teen lives, and help integrate youth 
into their communities. Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

U~AJ~~ RECEIVED 
FEB o lzaaa 

g~~¥i!t%8MARS~TI~J,~t 
AREA 

• 
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REC IV 
.,· FEB 0 1 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Coastal Commission 

243 Siesta Dr. 
Aptos, Calif. 95003 
January 28,2000 RECEIVED 

JAN 3 1 2DDO 
45 Fremont St. Suite 2000 
San Francisco, Calif. 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Douglas and Commissioners; 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAI...oo.\dMISSiON 

As a retired educator with over 30 years of college teaching in the .Calfornia centra~ 
coast area, a former board member of the Environmental Council of Santa Cruz 
County, and an avid domestic and international birder, I am unequivocally opposed to 
the proposed site for the Millennium High School in Watsonville. As a retired educator 
and nature lover, I am strongly supportive of a new high school at an environmentally 
sane site. 

The Watsonvme sloughs are the only remaining fresh water s~ughs on the central 
coast Spe.cificall'f, the nearest fresh water sJo.ughs are jn Humboldt and San Diego 
counties. Sad!~ only 1% of these precious Galifornia ..coastal fr-eshwater sloughs are · 
intact and 90% of the overall wetlands of California are gone forever. 

In my judgment we have a moral imperative to protect both the visual integrity and the 
environmental welfare of our fragile coastline as well as the paltry 1 0% overall 
remainder of the camornia wetlands . 

• 4.s you well know, we Jive on the Pacific flyway where we share our habitat with many 
over winter~ng freshwater watertowl and shorebirds, as well as neotropic migrants who 
wlntef south in Me-xico and Central America. Many of these neotropic migrants either 
nest in the central coast proximity or use these vital freshwater slough areas as life 
sustaining stopovers for refueling and rest. 

We wit! probably always have American coots and maUards as avian residents who 
seem somewhat impervious to human encroachment Many other bird species , 
OONever, are much more skittist1 to human activity, and thus potentially -could have 
their migratory or reproductive cycles threatened by further human encroachment 
Why are we sa desperate to take this chance? These sacred rhythms of nature 11ave 
existed for centuries and we have no right to inhibit or destroy them. Indeed, bird. life 
on the planet predates human life as one of the o~destforms of life, Fr~quently 
opportunistic E. I.A. 's promise no significant impact, but then we birders subsequently 
see a mysterious and unanswered d~sappearance or dramatic decrease of many · 
precious avian species. 

As an educator, parent, and grandparent, I think we would set a horrible example of 
environmental stewardship by building a schoo~ in the 1% remaining Californ~a 
freshwater sloughs, I understand that some of this is a landfill area and fear there 
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page 2, Allen Utterback 

coutd be a significant health hazard for our ehHdren as well. MoreoVf5r, 1 am concerned • 
about agricuttural pesticide usage and its impact upon the air and water of that 
imme.diate vicinity. 

1 hope that the coastai commission will protect this fragile habitat that belongs to the 
earth and not man atone by denying this permit. Thank you so much for your 
consideration of my arguments. · 

Sincerely, 

~c·2l~ck 
Allen C. Utterback 

. .• 
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Jan. 23,2000 

California State Coastal Commission Members 
c/o Dr. Charles Lester, District Mgr., Coastal Commission 

REC IV ED 
JAN 2 7 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

725 Front St. , Suite 300 Re: Amendment to Local Coastal Plan by City 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 of Watsonville re New Millennium High School 

Re: Landfill & Slough Dangers, Toxic Contamination 
Dear Members of the Coastal Commission: 

As a retired teacher of Watsonville students, I am convinced that students' 
health would be in jeopardy were they to attend any school built at the Harkins 
Slough/Lee Road proposed site for New Millennium High School, Watsonville, 

. California, in the Pajaro Valley Unified School District (PVUSD). 

In examining the Harkins Slough site, I have discovered that behind the locked 
gate on Harkins Slough Rd. west of the site, an area accessible from Buena Vista Rd. 
past the Buena Vista County Landfill, lies an area of great danger to youth: a flooded 

· $tretch of Harkins Slough Rd., sunken bridge, and steep, crumbling cliffs coming down 
from near the school site into huge lake-like and marsh-like areas of the slough. · 
Recent rains causing extreme tncrease in water levels make this area geologically 
unpredictable. Runoff from the landfill site appears to drain into the lake. 

West of the flooded lake lies County low income housing, a County detention 
center, and the Buena Vista Landfill and Toxic/hazardous Waste Collection Center. 

I believe the Buena Vista Landfill may create health hazards for our students. In 
students' interest I have corresponded with state and county regulatory offices or 
advisory offices. Six main points follow: 

I. The New Millennium High School would be less than 7/10 mile from the 134-acre 
Buena Vista Landfill, Div. Santa Cruz Co. Public Works. (I was informed of this 
distance by asking Sharon Gray, my local PVUSD School Board Member.) This 
landfill, of which 70 acres is currently active, accepts, along with household, yard and 
demolition waste, toxic/hazardous waste for collection. Some of the hazardous waste, 
e.g. asbestos found in demolition material, is being burieg in the current· landfill. 

2. There is a hydrological barrier leak in the historical, closed part of the landfill, 
according to Patrick Matthews, Engineer at Solid Waste Management, Santa Cruz 
County. (Santa Cruz Co. bought the landfill from "Bob and Joe's Disposal Site" in 
1950, according to Mr. Matthews.) Mr. Matthews calls it a "minor leak." He says the 
contaminants are being cleaned up by pump, and the material pumped is being taken 
to the waste water plant. He said the contaminants flow away from the high school site. 

3. Buena Vista Landfill has a gas collection "destructive flare" in place to deal with 
methane gas that comes off the landfill. Mr. Matthews said that the present "pilot light
like" system will later be replaced with a system that wHI generate electricity. When I 
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'expressed concern over gas lines around the landfill and signs there that say, in 
English and Spanish, "Danger--No Open Flame," Mr. Matthews assured lilf3 th~ gas 
lines are "vacuum" pipes. (N.B.: CA Energy Commission internet site lists BuenaVista 
project as Docket No. 98-REN-NEW.) 

4. According to Mr. Matthews, airborne particles at the landfill are controlled by using 
a resusable tarp over solid waste every day after waste is dumped. SoU is placed over 
the solid waste every seven days. Mr. Matthews said the landfill debris and soil is 
regularly wetted down to control airbOrne contamination during moving of the debris. 

5. lri conversation with Jeanette Donald, Asst. Dir. Lung Health and Air Quality, 
American Lung Assn., Monterey Office, Ms. Donald expressed concern about 
respiratory disease dangers to students going to schools close to landfills. She said 
the experience of the Lung Assn. is that any respiratory health dangers from landfills 
come primarily from historic parts which were not well-regulated. I enclose an email 
history of my correspondence with· America'n lung Association staff members. (Ms. 
Donald said her office has worked with PVUSD in asthma management. I have 
requested statistics on respiratory disease among area youth.) · 

6. Speaking with Katy Shufte in the Governor's Office, Planning and Research, 
California Environmental Quality Act, Health and Hazards Assessment, about New 
Millennium High School, Ms. Shulte said the State is very concerned with public 
·schools that are close to landfills of any type, new or old, and where gas is collected, 
and where there are hazardous/toxic waste collection centers. Ms. Shulte mentioned 
massive, expensive cleanups some school districts are required to make because of 
toxic contamination, often methane gas, found in schools after construction. 

I also learned from theCA St. Dept. of Toxic Substances Control that PVUSD 
has not reported to them as required about a taxies contaminated area found at the 
Harkins Slough proposed site. I wrote an inquiry letter Jan. 18, 2000, about this to 
Janet Naito, Snr.Technician, CASt. Department of Toxic Substances Control, copy 
enclosed. 

I urge you not to allow the Amendment to the Local Coastal Plan, City of 
Watsonville, that would allow the Pajaro Valley Unified Sqhool District to go forward 
with plans to build New Millennium High School at Harkin-s Slough Rd. and Lee Rd. in 
Watsonville, California. This site is unsafe and hazardous to students' health. I will be 
writing you further to address other concerns I have about the Har ins Slough site. 

611 Cliff Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 
Tel. (831 )· 662-3598 

cc: CASt. Sup.Schools Delaine Eastin; PVUSD Sup. & School Bd; S. Cruz Co. Bd. of 
Suprvrs; U.S. Congressman Sam Farr; Assemblyman Fred Keeley; CA St. Sen. Bruce 
McPherson; Sup. Schools S. Cruz Co., City Cncl. City of Watsonville, Co. Health Srvcs . 

. ,. 
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Janet Naito 
Senior Technician 
State of California 

Jan. 18,2000 

Dept. of. Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Ave. 
Ste. 200 
Berkeley, CA 94710 

Re: Pajaro ValleyUnified School District, Watsonville, CA 
"New Millennium High School,· Lee Road!Harkins Slough Road, . 

Watsonville 

Dear Ms. Naito: 

Thank you for returning my call. I had talked with Hamid Saebfar in Los Angeles, and 
he gave me the telephone number of your supervisor, Barbara Cook. 

I understand from your message that your office has worked with the Pajaro Valley 
School District on one potential site. You have not signed off on that sight They were 
supposed to complete some remediation under the oversight of the local enforcement 

· agency and then give you the documentation. 

I understand that you have not done a full evaluation. You have looked at the school 
site and determined that there was an above ground tank and it had leaked. If that 
contamination was removed it looked like the rest of the school site was OK. 

If the site yo!J have been evaluating is the Harkins Slough site, then I wish to alert you 
that your department may wish to further evaluate this site for toxic contamination and 
danger to youth. I am a retired Pajaro Valley Unified School District high school 
teacher fearful that the Harkins Slough high school site will cause health problems 
and danger to students. My understanding is trat this site has not been purchased yet 
by the school district 

The site is in the Harkins Slough/Struve Slough. Less than a mile away is an airport 
with over 120,000 flights a year, and the fl.ight pattern will take airplanes and 
helicopters over the· school grounds. A 134-acre County of Santa Cruz landfill called 
"Buena Vista" (which collects toxic and hazardous wastes and, I was told, buries 
asbestos in plastic bags) lies between 5/10 and 7/10 mile from the school site, or less. 

Fertilizer is accumulated, stored, and distributed nearby. There are animal feed lots 
and grazing zones adjacent to and near the school site. A mulching company is 
across the street from proposed playing fields. Agricultural chemicals are used on 
crops adjacent to and near the school site . .. 
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Standing water occurs in small and large areas near the site. Two of the access traffic 
lanes are flooded and gated most of the year (one will not open "for years.") A wildlife 
reserve lies across the $treet. A diesel trucking firm is down the street A freeway and 
interchange are right next to the site. A train track down the street is unregulated . 

. This school site is in the Coastal Zone, under protection of the Coastal Commission, 
State of California. It boast$ many environmentally sensitive areas and is home to 
wildlife, some of which is endangered: 

In spite of opposition to building a school at this site by the Coastal Commission, the 
State Dept. of Fish and Game, the Sierra Club, the Wetlands Watch, the Environmental 
Council of Santa Cruz, plus numerous others, the City of Watsonville has asked the 
Coastal Commission to amend a Local Coastal Plan to allow a school of nearly 2,500 
students to be constructed in what to me is a highly undesirable place. 

As I shared with one of your colleagues, I am concerned that the placement of this 
school (in an isolated slough, near an airport, near a landfill, near a freeway, etc.) may· 
fall into the category of "environmental racism," a frightening phenomenon I've been 
reading about while searching for information about this site. I have been shocked by 
what I have read recently about communities locating public buildings, such as 
schools with disadvantaged student populations, jails, low income housing, and 
migrant housing near undesirable areas of the community. I hope it is not happening 
here. 

611 Cliff Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 
Tel 831-662-3598 
email sylvia @ix. netcom .com 

Sincerely, 

. 
Sylvia Previtali 
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'EMAIL CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN SYLVIA PREVITAU AND STAFF AT 
AMERICAN LUNG ASSOCIATION. Jan. 17-18, 2000 
================================================================== 
Subject: Question schools near landfills 
Date: Man, 17 Jan 2000 11:34:34 +0100 
From: sylvia <sylvia@ix.netcom.com> 
Organization: Self 
To: . contact@californialung.org 

Thank you for your informative website. 

Is there a State Law saying how far away from a landfill a public school 
needs to be because of health dangers to students? 

Also, what is your association's recommendation for the distance a 
school needs to be from a landfill? In the case in question, it is a 
landfill that collects toxic and hazardous waste, burying some of it, 
e.g. asbestos, in plastic bags. 

Thank yo1,.1, Sylvia Previtali, 611 Cliff Dr., Aptos, CA 95003 
Tel: 831-662-3598 

======================================================~=========== 
Subject: 
Re: Question schools near landfills 

Date: Tue, 18 Jan 2000 10:07:33 +0800 
From: aweisser@earthlink.net 
To: sylvia@ix.netcom.com 

CC: ALASantaCiaraSanBenito <alascsbc@aol.com>, BenAbate 

References: 

<babate@alac.org>, ColleenRichardson <ctslung@aol.com>, 
HarrietCharney <charney@alac.org>, PauiKnepprath 
<pknepprath @rcip.com 

1 
Dear Ms. Previtali: 

You might also want to contact Communities for a Better Environment at 
(415) 243-8373. . 

I have copied this message to Paul Knepprath in our Government Relations 
office regarding your question about the distance between schools and 
landfills . 

In addition, I have copied this message to our local lung association 
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office in San Jose. 

Thank you for your inquiry. I am glad to hear that you have found our web 
site helpful. 

Andy Weisser 
American Lung Association of California 
=========================================~======================== 

Subject: [Fwd: Question schools near landfills] 
Date:Tue, 18 Jan 2000 11 :31 :09 +0800 
From: aweisser@earthlink. net 
To: sylvia@.ix.netcom.com 
CC: AlACentraiCoast <adrriin@alaccoast.org>. PauiKnepprath 

<pknepprath@rcip.com>, BenAbate <babate@alac.org> 

Dear Ms. Previtali: 

Sorry for forwarding your message to our local offjce in San Jose. Our local 
office closest to you is in Monterey, and I have forwarded this to them. 

Andy 
============~===================~================================= 
Subject: 
Re: [Fwd: Question schools near landfills] 
Date: Tue, 18 Jan 2000 12:28:38 +01 00 

From: sylvia <Sylvia@ix.netcom.com> 
Organization: · Self 
To: aweisser®earthlink. net 

References: 
1 

Thank you so much for your prompt reply. I will wait to hear from the 
Monterey Office. I will also contact the Communities for a Better 
Environment. 

As a health professional, you may be interested to know, and perhaps you 
do know this already, that there are hundreds of "hits" when a person 
writes for inf<>rmation over the internet using the phrase or words, 
"schools near landfills." (The best megasearch engine I have found is 
"Google" at Stanford University.) ' 

Such internet research reveals enormous health problems for children in 
homes and schools near landfills. In most cases, the children are from 
poverty families. I learned a new term called, "environmental 
racism," which happens when families of low income are placed 

'I# 

196 

• 

• 

• 



-. 

• 

• 

purposefully in undesirable areas of the community, such as near 
landfills or industrial centers. 

In my own community, the closest public buildings to the landfill are 
the Migrant Workers' Camp, a large low-income housing development, and 
one of the county jails. 

Now the community wants to put a public high school of almost 2,500 
students, almost 92% minorities, about 112 mile or less from a toxic 
waste/hazardous waste collection and household waste landfill, a 
landfill of 134 acres. 

As a retired teacher, I have seen numerous cases of lung disease, some 
fatal, among my students. I wish to prevent students from being placed 
in a dangerous environment. Thank you for your interest. 

Sylvia Previtali 
611 Cliff Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 
831-662-3598 

====.============================================================== 
Subject: Re: [Fwd: Question schools near landfills] 
Date: Tue, 18 Jan 2000 16:18:37 +0800 
From: aweisser@earthlink.net 
To: sylvia@ix.netcom.com 
CC: 

Bonnie Holmes-Gen <bhgen@rcip.com>, ALACentraiCoast <admin@alaccoast.org>, 
PauiKnepprath <pknepprath @rcip.com> 
References: 

1 12 
Dear Ms. Prevatali: 

FYI, the contact information for our Central Coast office in Monterey is: 
(831) 373-7306, 550 Camino El Estero, #100, Monterey,_93940. 

Another term you may be aware of is environmental justice. A related 
feature story on our web site is located at: 
http://californialung .org/spotlight/envjustice. htm I 

Andy 

======================~=========================================== 
. Subject: Re: [Fwd: Question schools near landfills] 

Date: Wed, 12Jan 200019:12:39-0800 
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From: "Bonnie Holmes-Gen" <phgen@tomatoweb.com> 
To: <aweisser@earthlink.net>, <sylvia@ix.netcom.com> 
CC: "ALACentraiCoast" <admin@alaccoast.org>, 11Pau1Knepprath" 

<pknepprath @rcip.com> 
References: 1 , 2 , 3 
FYI-- Unfortunately, there are no laws that I know of specifically 
preventing siting of schools near landfills, hazardous or otherwise. We (in 
the collective sense) have worked on bills requiring such 11buffer zones" in 
the past and have not been successful. There are, however, laws requiring 
developers of sensitive uses, including schools, to determine .if there are 
facilities using acutely hazardous materials within 1 ,OQO feet (I believe 
that is the distance) of the proposed development, and if so, to determine 
if all the appropriate risk management and prevention planning has been 
completed. I can provide the statutory citations if you need them. 
Bonnie Holmes-Gen 

----- Original Message _ _. __ _ 
·From: <aweisser@earthlink. net> 
To: <sylvia@ix.netcom.com> 
Cc: Bonnie Holmes-Gen <bhgen@rcip.com>; ALACentraiCoast 
<ad min @alaccoast.org>; PauiKnepprath <pknepprath @rcip.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2000 12:18 AM 
Subject Re: [Fwd: Question schools near landfills] 
======================~=========================================== 
Subject: Re: [Fwd: Question schools near landfills] 
Date: Thu, 20 Jan 2000 12:47:30 +01'00 
From: sylvia <sylvia@ix.netcom.com> 

Organization: Self 
To: Bonnie Holmes-Gen <bhgen@tomatoweb.com> 

CC: Janet Donald <lunghealth@alaccoast.org> 
References: 1 , 2 , 3 , 4 

Thank you for your letter regarding schools near landfills. Yes, I 
would appreciate your providing the statutory citations. Are they U.S. 
or California law? 

-
I attach a letter I wrote yesterday to Janet Naito at the Depl of 
Toxics Control. The person mentioned, Hamid Saebfar, is the person in 
their department who is "cleaning up" Los Angeles City Schools that have 
been found to be urisafe for children because of toxics contamination. 

I also was told yesterday by Patrick Matthews, engineer at the Santa 
Cruz County Solid Waste Dept., that there is a "hydrological barrier" 
leak in the historical, closed part of the Buena Vista Landfill. 

Are there statistics on respiratory diseases among children in 
Watsonville, Pajaro Valley area? Thank you. Sylvia Previtali 

~ 
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ll.fr, Peter Dougla;,s, l!Jtecutive Directqr 
Cs1ifon:Ua Coa$1 Cprilfillssion 
45 Frenio~ ~ St;e,. 200 
San Fnmdsc,o, CA 94105-2219 

Dear :tv;rr. Douglass, 

EC IVED 
JAN 2 6 2000 

CALi PORN lA 
. COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Y.c .£:;A~ 

f=>D 

BEC:tr!IV~J.) 

JAN 2 4 2000 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

I am aware thst you have ar. important title ~d a lot of responsibility to accompany it However, does 
~ pr¢ you at li.q~ r,Q. make decisions, or imply that you can make decisior.tS, whl¢1 are the specific pu:rview 
of a tw~?l:<ie il~emlier b6dy call4)!d ill~ Cs1if~rnia Co$t.al Corc.anissiol:l? po: you have vqpr.g authority along with 
these others? I am Ln1der the in1press!9ri t1la1: YClt1 don't .. . . 

'f es~erdsy atld today on local s~on KsCO in Santa, (;~a ne'Ws it~n1. gn·ed. It described a rMeting 
t(utt youhadWIJ:lt Cityof''W8t.sbil¢lle ~ot Os~:ar :Rips, Gi~JManager Carios V!Uacios ~d Supt Pajaro 
Valley Schoo~s Johf1 Casey. In that meeti~ you are repOrted to have ~old lli§!~ Q~r g~~m~ that thipgs 
were }ooking goO,d fqr t11.e· fWW hjgh School. s.ite going fotwatd as scheduled Y QU Stipulated, however, that 
certain "legal docm::nerits" Jw.d to be ~~ up, as·sl..jfi!lg the Co1nmi::.sion that no further eXJ)ar~ion woulli be 
l,m.d.E'rtalr.en west of:flij;hway One' or Words to that effect. 

That you met:with. these o(fidals is a ne~ c~rtai~. 'Ihat you s~d th.e things ascribed to yo!l.is 
ano~r ijllltt.er. Di\i you, sir? i was i;lcensed when I.t~esr~ the report; SJ:ld I irf;nedjately called the station Sll..d 
o(fet¢d a c:crrt:cti.on 1'o wit: That if Mr. Douglass gave tll.9s~ assurs.I+Cti1S, h~ was cq:n1pl~tely out. of order for 
haT;<ing done so. He (you) has no ves~d ~ority in that regard Am I wtong, ll.fr. l;)ouglsss. 

Now granted, you may not have said a11y such &ling. l)upt ~olm CS.S.ey, however, thought that~ was 
wiu!t he heard Accardi~ to a very reliable source, he Carll? hopping sn\} ~pping back to the district office, 
tru:mpeting an all but. a.ssurE!d victory. . · · 

I have asked for a transcript of the news acc()Ullt Snould I get it, would you like an e~mail copy'? I 
will be happy to pass it qn to you. 

Meanwhile, you will flnd att.a$:d a copy of a letter I sent to Charles Lester rec;ent!y. I c:an not for 
b'le life of me understm;td, h.ow, after six yes:rs qf ~tensive study ar,td imt?~tigation resulting in. a negative 
c~clusion, the Harkins Slough affair can still hiwe any legs. Do you not tf:USt the f"Uldings of your own 
protessional staff? Your Asst Exec. Director Ts:mi Grot1e is not happy wit:h the site sele!=tlon and has 
expressed her worries in writing. Sir, have you really loo~d into the matter carefully yourse If? 

I just visited the "Console Property" which is dose to the :&iwsr~ Property, i.e. the ).'!"oposed high 
school site, maybe 30M f~et awf!'J to the· east That former plot was reco~ended by Tarni and other CC staff 
back in 1996. The City snd ::.chool district ignored that.~c.on1m.endation and went ahead with a shopping mall, 
bringing to the community such vitally needed outlets as McDonald's, Hollywood Video md Target. It is the 
sarne kind oflsnd, i.e. adja~ent to the protected slough area. 

Ground settling in this area is a serious problem amo~ :many others. One need only visit the new 
shopping center (Overlook) presently. If you go to the extreme northwest part of t,he property behind 
Albertsons, you will see that·the whole comer just broke off, tslr..ing the block ~taining wall and fence along 
with it We're l:l!].king tons and tons of earth giving way. Scarcely 100 feet away, large semis tarrying food 
items offload at the loading dock of that market As they wheel out, the tru&..s come wit.illn no more that 40 
to 60 feet of the broken off portion. This kind ofheav<J traffic may well have contributed to the collapse in the 
fmt place. That is the kind of growd the city and school district wish to build their school on 
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Tim ~qr~~ mtm;~ber 
C~~~ill'or A Sa{e .~ ~ew,e.E1$b ~!=h~ol 
747~eP.Ne. 
W~gn~ll~. G.t.~,. 9~\fl6 
(831}'?~3,.ioo7 
teep-io~o~net 

• 
' I 

• 

• 
200 



.. 

• 

•• 

l/10/00 

California. Cl)~tal Cor;n:rtlissi.on 
Centritl ¢oast Dt~md: Orfi'"e ·· · 
725 From St Ste. 300 
SantaCruz, CA95o6o 

Del!f Dr. Les~er, 

I have before me the copy of a letter you w,rote to Dr. Jor.lf1 Casey, SUpt of the P11jato Vl!.Iley Unified 
SChqqlDistrict(PVUSD). It, is ~d~ 12, 19Q.9 fllld iru:lude.-s yot,!f ~ . . . mMrks tonc~i,ngtile 
~lecqoli Qf a propos~d site (Le. $1w~% PropertY) fQr c~t.f'4~.9li of a ... b.ith ~~oo1~ the City of 
Watson~ lie 14'est of ~'tf. on~. t ql,U"J~r ~~ts fOrtll CWtclusiofis f!'!!l(:}le.d by;yol! aq~ otl1ef me!llben of yol,ll' 
staff, after nearly six )l'elir;, of study' arid qiscussiqp.,vis~a~vis tr.Le advisshtlitq' of ci~ tru;. site ~qer 
consideratioii. You state as follows: · · 

" ..... Comrtri}sion smffvrl~l be .co~eUe~ to ri>gomrmm4 thattl1~ Go.ss~ ~i:)~ssion 4e.ny the 
reqt~in~d, l-cP aiM~ept if the (s(:.l:LQpl) D.~~t,tict tQ~DJ,Ies. tq pursuf? the high s~oql}?to]e.l+ at the 
·~~ ~lou,gh ~oid ®iwsidl!) sJf.e." · ·. . · · 

You invite tileDistrkftcJqok !or a different location"consist~ with tile Cal.ifornia Cpastal P..r.t" 
. · . ~ ought t~ ~e ~~ ~nd of jt, b!#. alas, it iji qot 'the :PVlJ$1), ~· (;onjunction with the City of 

WstsonviUe, developers, buirders and co~ty ~t;tlwsts, is c;onciucti~ a full-~ourt-press on Pajaro V~ley 
resi.d;ems. (Even some af the ~chool Trustees are ~to~ door to dQor witl). petitions and prop~~ flyen.) 
V1hsi. they could not accomplish tl:lrough non.nai and proper channels, they are now l:lll8.Sllarl:ledly and 
!..ln,abs.$edly punuing through purely political ones. .In f~q, so brazen is ~s schoql districtth.$. it voted 
unanimously to relieve an alniady stra.i.ru:•d budget of SOOther $50,000 t.mlpayer dollars in order to hire 
profess~o~ "c~ultants" (i.e. lob~~sts). These hired guns are P .. robably s~Qozing. int:i.mar:ely with various 

' - . - ,. 

. Coastal Comntis~Jorters, even as I write. 
Builder Barry Swenson, from no motive of per~~ngl ;sin, ~~r.~d !i!l:lt of a sense of conw.lln',l.ity

spiritedness, you understand, has do:ns:ted one of hi,s ~rnpty office units dovmt(Jwn for tl1e ~f.cll;l~ive use of 
pro~~ds property proponents. Out .Qf these heailqusrters or~rs ate conducting a full.,blo?m local 
tm;rwaign in order to influeJ'lce a des, ired outcol.':lie at tOtal varianc:e with th~ pne expresslj!: reco~enged by the 
Commission's Central Staff. Retired State Seruitor Henry Mello an~ et~ColJnt.y SupeJv.isof Ray Belgard 
have gotten on board with the effort as well. They are all bet.ting that tile Coas~ Commissionen can be had, 
if massaged properly, and enou¢1 po.li*al pressure is brought ~o bes:r .. I P,qpe that. that is 11,ot true. 

Have im!!rveni:ng developments altered anY of the follawipg f~ccl1ir perc;eptions, viz. that a high 
school in the Coastal Zone is not pennitted UJider the present LCP; that s1,1ch a planned structllre is not 
consistent with either the letter or spirit of the Coastal .A.q.; that. C.C s~ff declares the adjoining wildlife 
wetland habitat environmentally sensitive, and¢$. building a new i1igh schPol practically in its lap would 
impact very negatively Upon it; that they are joined iil that opinion by D~t. ofFish and Game Regional . 
Manager Brim Hunter as 9pressed in his letter ~e4 May 20, 1999; that threats of waste runoff, ~ther 
pollutants., poter¢ial liquefaction probler.as and ground settling, npt to mention negative seismic features 
associated with the property, are all sources of war&, that the LCP allows only 1 00/o impervious ground 
coverage, and the City asr..s f~r 50%; ~the LCP prqvides for a 15% maximum slope gradie~ and the Cit'J 
w!ll'..ts a waiver to allow 25% slopes; that ~normous (tmbudgeted), off-site costs will be necessarily irh."U!Ted, 
including road widening, overpass reinforcement and wi4eni."lg, freeway ramp construction, flood contrQl 
measures, etc.; that. huge new traffic problems would result; that the Watsonville airport lies scarcely a mile 
from the proposed site, snd that eXisting Caltrans code requires .at leas~ a two mile separation; t:ht1t the site 
lies right in the path of the rrlPport' s left--hand tum pattern; that. arollrid 100 acres or good crop lan~ would be 
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t.sk!?n out of ~oductioz;t in an srea where at l~ast 5004 o(t,he re~i\i~ are deper11ient upqn agrieu1turiii for a 
li ~ '? .. . 
,,Wlg . . . 

If, irl,de~~ much ~r all ~f th~ abqve is t.n.te, b,9'!'1 could the 99~W Commissioners everi o~gin to 
~~i~,4! f~cw of tlfe.··~ ~d the City EifW.~onviUe'? The tri~ pfr.politiCs ~owd prq~de the only 
te8ScnableJ!ns'f¥er. · · 
. . sl'ih.tiqi. !llli §ttt9~tij;Js ille_ge ~ ~~ ~sr~ land is the f.IDly ~~Je ~igh $,~001 site slternative 
l,~ft fQrthen.~ to ~~~~~ frQiil; A go~d,~~~t9t.~o~f!~f ·. · ·· · . ~sagee, .. -,me ~sn~~. ~~ ilie~~ible 
· ~~~ ~e pait,teti UJ.~ Wt;o a c:qm~. 'They've ·.str,\l~ She . ~J5 .~9 f@ Inilli\)li d,t;rllars on ~~te 
pl~ an4 ~~at,; on !Qr this, P.~~.ar piece Qf 1~4. They ¢.Aul~~e wai~~g ~l.B,t, l~t the prop~rw 
had ~ed~ before be~ to award ~;9®'.~ ~p·i:i.~ous ~~~" ~\'.ms.~~ and Ja~m.. 1be 
Edwards .prop~ still ~~~p~ tf) Ed;vsrd$,,. ,And $ere is 111:) ~,d~~e .of' a ~t~e~ e$c;roW' wet!it!ent 
such as s~ ~~ol i:lffid~s allege exi.S.~t · ·· .·.· ·. . , · · · 

~e~ve Ofti<:;eri~ll:!~e~n~ pf~.Sl;~Je Qffiq: 9··· · 
informs me that the Pvp5p has no "in house appJ.1!;at~0flS~ for Mr.· . . .. . · 'tiled !iiih tiiat.Qffic~. 1m. 
applic~on made back in March of 1999 was "r~ed" at the ~hd of OttOber, When'~e D.htn.ct fa,i,le~ to reply 
tO a"'15 dey" letter. · 

'l't't!i!re l!fe other site alternatives~ shoulq, be, c~idered. I ~m ~e ~rn: 1) Ali~ Elementary 
School, (originallyaCatholichigh school.) 2) ~tb~Pertyon~t~~~) P*1rtof~I.,an~ 
sllbdivi~io~ 4)the Pinto l;.,ake ~~~e, 5) th~ Cils,bas.as sit?, and $) t:he Buena Vista ~ite. All of these potential 
sites are east of the frl!ewaytQo. 

· I urge l;he Coastal C9,mmissio:qers to consider carefully the ~qndusions ijleii- own profes$ionall>taff 
people have .ro,a~ ¢ter six y~ 'Qf cst:eful.sns.lysis. I urge Commissio~t ~re, net to be l~d to 
believe~ an.Qther viable high schoql alternative site~$. pot exist, itt: til~ event'th.St !;!ley reject the City's . 
land use waiver application. There are other and better alt!:!~jves, believe me. 

Yours truly, 

•Tim Moore 
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\\ ·!it· .. ]~.: he!ti~~ ~~~.i~~.v~;:su~t~iJ~=~~~~~ j 
. · · · ·· th.eY:\t«?\*~I)Jtp~,expo~ed to 1 

, he&' safe hef hborhood with 1t 
\ ~~Jx:)lf~,!~e \#kin{Siqtig~ < 

iS'qUited from the heart Of l 
f~p .. fet~~ §lough. ·· · · . · .. · · 

1' 

SchO~ff'or' rt¢ar1&:a· aecade. rffi~ been an 
; · ;h6Rd.f t9:~~ye t:a~~f§~~1(~t~s~~ ·~d}lth 
· since 1 wa\!fttamed m the National Teatl\er 

' .. ~,~~~$i~-~~~~~: 
· rlvhl:l~y Urtirted scho6'f Disfritt Is 'a teit
e'ra,lly-~¢.st'gnated poverty sch,9ol. Our 
t~~qh~;ts ~.:1~~ on h~roic tal?,+cs d~Uy. 
· · t>ublic:Jligh s~hool teachers presently 

teach t7()''§t'udenfs bt mote e.ach day, at 
34~tudent5 per hoiit.':biscipllhe probiems 

· are hor'r~ndous. Reading ability i.s low. 
There is ranip~n-t alcohoLand drug use 

: among young people at all so~ioeconom
: iC l'evels. We l:~Ie in crists with ymmgsters 

{ !~i,v~~~~1~c!~~tu~ft~r~~~~;· 
I F;~'po~ure. to tll,e ~J~ugh sol~e ~~~.YF~y ~~o~~x!~~~;~~~v~~ 
\ QQ't ~t.Ich a goQd Jiea ment and person-to~person tea~hing and 
\ 'fo ti:te Editor, . ~: . . . meptorlngwill, wt~h smaller clas$¢~ the 
1 . Mr. ·Bern;:wd cOJ;nments: ·Think of It. first step, We mq.st put .money·~~ effort 
\,Students at MHS (Millennium Ji:igh into ke~pipg kids irt ~,Ch()dfrighl n6w, 
I School) will have a daily exposure to the with the g,oal of gr~du,atih~l qtlt yo~th ei-
Jl~.~Mt:y of *e ~~hool's "jst~ ;-:;;.the ~ro~d ,. ·91~~·'1'~l!:~'~QJ:'bi~~e'r ~d~c~tiort otfi'ained 

· 9Hh:t~·watsonvdl'e fi~e:qgh w~ter- •' . .in a :Voe •· -·· or profession. · 

... J~{~~~t~~w ~t:~~~~ .·· ~~l~J~~t~n~~l;:ti:. 
, .... ~:Jte q~st?_.;Qa.J!t ~xpos~!e .to ~he .~ifo/ a:~t~~rwe no~?e<;ess.ary to ~et hard

·. ~!~R:~.h? ~~$, · Mt ... ~·~rl'\ard,. ~ey q·.A~Y; ~hip fQ.rtgs. We c.ould bU1lp two ~J:llaller 
~:l'J?l!Wure'tpth%_$!P,~~~ ~ n~~t.1)> ~a,jtl- high s~ll,~o~.~.'Or :v.re c.o4lci.remodel o~r 

· · ~~~$ ip i&~~J:.:~a~:,m~ybe ~}~pase~I~.d..~~ elerrierttai"Y $chp!)l t~at used~ b~ a pn- · 
.· ... ft?m·~he CQl,lt!~l~.~fill t?at S:~P frQ~ the vate schogl,, Furt~.etffi~re, I :undeF~tai\~ 
t.·..:M,.~et,~t.!i. · ·· R.!!~e Site. ~~d remem- that the att!iitect'~ plaris forNewMillen-
k ~~t; ~~s l~;t, . ,,,l,$ ;J~:~.oxic 'o/.ll~te and ha~- nium High ¥e_!ea;qily' adaptable to' any 

\'·.:.<#,QO'\\~.W·M·.' .... te··.-.· c.· on~.c.~ ... ti.on c~n. t~r.) Th. ey. d site. · "' ' ' :,~· .· - ·"'·~ · · · · ·~ to v'e'1i1Y:Sr~le e.~~qua~e dan-
~:.J.. m~ S<:H1~_,~oodrng. (Ant\ h<;rw. S¥.~YIA, .))l'¥LTA.J::I 
· < 'vabuate ?!it:Udepts in an ~mer~ Aptos ·•·· 
\;,. :6ft·ff66'd~if~~ft toads?) They'd be 
\ '\ · d to odors oftli,e slough, plus odors 

(
r ~l{~·:~~~~due of fert~}.}2ers ~d of ~~ect 
·. 'oon'tl:fol substances ·that are appbed to 

nearby fields. . · . 
. Tl).ey'd have 'daily exposure to :t;o~mg 

, a.@lanes oyer head. (EV~n ptor~ pJ~e. ~nd 
J . ?J<mg~r zy:nway 'f\lestate plann~~·r·'• :·. Wat-

1 sqnv)Jle.l\irpOJ;t.) They'd be ne!F ~~eway 
· ·noi:se an~ ~I;~;pOll!Itio~, P.~us ve~~~ple tr.~

·- fie dang~ artq congestion .. Thfy d pe go
t- ing to sc}\ool a~d conti.ng hom~. nett .to 

trucks gqing to and from the western ~n-: 
;l dustrial center iq tl.le L~e Road.~.~ B~acp 

St. area. They'd have exposure to poss1-
-···~-----·,··· 

.. Rit:;;;sre~ ·- f1,JP/ft1 #!II~ 
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sehool.a ctlmntliiDty ·prt.,.;ly 
· than wechave.previously•imagiJiled! plain'l:s,we'regetting from.the local .· Slqt_~gh~site? Is the . 
ReealLthatctihe OC:wamedcPV:USD inhabitants, · schoot\bo;;u;~ membe 

Whenever.'tfittre~s talk:::•abolit,the: ref)eatedly. that the sloug}l• is not ,Recaltthe ()ther si~s that. were by t.rustee ,a,rea relate(l 
·new high sct@ol atHark:insSlough~ , suitable for the high. sehool..::The .. · taken into consideratiqm during tile that;not~e.area wash 
those of usiwho·are1ist~ning.hear. ·· PJioject is inconsistent,with: .. th~.·. past~.~5,yeru:s ofatteml>Jisto.bW,ldia. to'"a·.,nevv hig~.~pllool, e~~L .. · 
one tune.t· ~e;,rea:ll~ need; <a: newr:' .C4/Jastal;Actcin many .,weys,, These·. new :hign.~chool? The'te were ,t\¥;0,,,. ·. slough,. where th~re. are no n~ .. · .... 
high sch<>'of· and·. this1'·i~otir •l)nly constraints :are barriers thatPVUSD. .. majordactors wJ:tich,c~pped.awa,y,., bors ~th voting'fJg1ilis? Are board' 
chanoe~ilo get-One!" •Mt's G<>nsider artd .. Watsonville politicians .hope·. at the possibilities fodi site. Many.. m~~be~ so behold,ip~!$~;their co~-

.. whya.ltbfouJYlocal•teaae:r,sseem•to wllibe overlookedJnthe face of our sites were .ruled. out~because of stituent:s tliat theym~~~e decl
be ott the-'s!ifne side of•thls;:Issue~. liqge·need·filr·imore ~paG~~or: tmr. noiSEhand:s~ety issu~fcaused by sioils};ased on their al>tlit&',~,~ re
Now"I'tn not'onetUI:Pla~~e·devU.~s,'> students.e-lsit.flseallyrespensible:to the air:portlocation .. 1'~e oth~;r,·:J'f~c~ .• elected rather. than the good oitour 
advtlt'late. !Arid,J!m·not atguingthat'.·< devote edueati~nalreso:tlfg~sito try tor wa.s. that NIMBY attituge, ~not. ;students anclcommunity? Is thE! ~ea-. 
we shouldn't build a' new<high 'ito·iitnplement;a plan··when t}le• CG in my.backyard;" Various~tes were son t.hat we're only hearing o~e 
school attheslough •. lfowever;J,see has,given repeatedwa.triingsthat it ruled out because loe,~ re~idents . tune, that if the powers that bt;!.aq~ 
a. cef'tainc,~tll thl:;\tJs ,not g~tting · will not make an exception in .this organized againstf.henl. So :we are · mit that there exists. anothe~;possi:. 
printed; an(;}:'J;,feel,ihru1ed .upo11 to case? . left with: a• site at which, there. are ble high,,school. f!ite, the ,C()~tal 
expl~reit, ·.. ·.: "'·"; ,:,:ci·~~',. ::.'l!J~, ·f. .. ·. I have a. number ,of. other probT ... no neighbors to compla~ri:; .one Commissio~~>'IR,il,hr~j~~tqurjllea~ 
· H~re'sdJl:e~pF6bb~I'fl!:·~~~·~~~.~-~!>". . ~eins with .this ~hole procedure. It· which is apparently no~in~)h~ flig~t.'. thaUhe rules be'bent? What about 

provtde !fiOre space for· our'·st1t" 1S .most troublmg to me that our path. .c " , ., the money that has already been 
dents, afid the case is being made-~; State)l~,th~s:;J:~issj~!.Nledica~ , • If we buy·lnto the plan to com- spent and continues, tobe spent de
publiqiy~at anew·bigh schoPI'at ·· ed tdpffiie~till~~'gruT,'(\o~~ e~~ii~·~·:\b~V!tfie,dCwith·our_edu~tioh~d(~ •:vel0pih~',<an~,.suprr(t)rtin,g,~~tl~',si~~. · 
thee'Sli:!ug'Q. is the • 9Jlly possippity.~-: ment, a good cause, and that in our and continue to pursuethe slough · plan? Would the· School Boato ac" • 
. EveJ;Yorleis,,:gettin.~. ,on th~tllan~~; iefforts to relieve the overcrowding site; our priorities are Clear. We'Val,- tually use our money to :P?Tchase· 

,· w.agqnrltisp.~tsei"'f!~~~AAa~t;~:d+~; at .. our:scltodls we have to ask that . ue the airport more than the slough. the Edwards propertybeforethe•GC 
~·!$9.mm,~!?'~,~~~~~~~'t:1l~}J'tf::~t;e;~~ artt·e'ic:~e~l!ibn· be made. Goastal·. · We yal?e·ft~edom' from 11 high hearing, an~i~so, ~hilt ~;the~ do, 
ai~<!Jortl.ml:Ssion'"to:tW'emile 1lS..Ji)Wft ~~ C!)mrmssroners, we want you to\• school J.n our own neighborhood withthatlandUthell'plea-'lSdenied?· 

: protect 'our eoasf, :but col1ld you" · more than the concept•ofJstudents. l.sut:Jport 'the eonstruction:..of a 
r: pl~!ise' b~n<ft,he: nflef'F~d'let us attending schools closekto where greatly',needed high .school This 

sivehigh'!SchooL"So tfi'e .. ~chool!l~' .'btilldfue'new-schooFat;the,slough? they live. We would rather see>our pr.Oject;:;:Should respect the '.con
.... ,f:liiet{PVUSD);has deddetl;~t~~e·'.'A dilenuna has emerged hetefe-··. c~:npmunityspread acros5High;way strab:ttstifthe·CoastalAct .. Iconfu:f. .. 
. a litt'le~mpru~y ($50,000) frotf(iu# gardirtgju~natr~xactlly we:wc>wdo ·,.,, 1·1\t~an: stick to the communit~s- ue to objectto the tactic ofdt!nying 

kettle (the'15udgat,forpurc'hild#$:l~s: : beteachi'ng:du!'-student&aboutour • . gro~ ,pJan •. We would rather see the existence of other possibilities . 
. education) an~ spend it oti·'1obby4 ,' .tre1lSl1tejO\ff'enVironment.>,Jt!s~trou-. our education tax:dollarsspention . PJease, SchaolBoar(ij.:buildus a 

ing the CC to lower their standards:: bli:hg that patt of< the'iP~'t!t>'osai· .political maneuverings. and lobby"' high.•school. ~~t .going .down a,fea
on the protection of our en'i,t(!.P- seems· to 'artswer·tfiis·c®fi-cerrr·by ing, than on the actual te;;t.ehinglof:. sible·road. Make progress towards 
ment. ,,;;;;;~ 1, ·.. . •. ··.. · purpottirig1;hat{heNe-w'Milleimium . our children. · sohting the problems facing our 

~\\fig aspect ofuni:ryih,g . HighSchool will.have 'iin"e·c0Togy •; ·These ·infernal questions keep schools. And stop _spending our 
ity against. the. GC;1s:,; cQm}10nenttnwhich'stutlentsJearn surfacingregarding thMnotivation kids' educational dollars on politi

, commission beco~,e~La }o 'treasure the envi.Iottm~nt. It's of our community leaders when cal:ma:neuvering! 
1re~t scapegoat should:th,ey $Tonie that: :we trY to teaeh~exactly they lead. us into this 'ironic quag..- (Sandra Nichols is a Watsonville 
oW!tl this valley's reque!'it.J.;o .. o. [he .or:posite'ofwhatwe show.•as a mire in which our priorities get all. resident and .a Bilingual Languagf:! 
relfilations .. Our new 1rugh;. · ;;>rionty·when we choose•our favor-. !nixed up! Why is the City 'Of Wat- Specialist. She can be· e-m ailed itt 

even farther aw~Y · ' •.e site based on how many com" sonville so gung-ho for the Harkins nichols@croz~;com) ~ ·n 
,. . . . " .... -- .. 

:...____......,__;_,...· ---~··· ----·. 
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Meade Fischer 11' ( 831) 763-2660 

Jan. 17, 2000 

. Charles Lester, Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-4508 

Dear Mr. Lester: 

1Jil1/16100 <:98:00 PM [)1/3 

RECEIVED 
JAN 1 8 2000 

CAUPORNIA 
COASTAL COMM!SSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Be: Proposed Millenium High Schoo1 Site, Harkins Slough Road, Watsonville 

I am among the many citizens of Santa Cruz County who oppose the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District's efforts to build a massive new high school at an 
environmentally sensitive site. 

While I share everyone's concerns about the educational needs of this community, 1 

am unalterably opposed to the construction of a high school at this site. A high school 
in this location would seriously impact adjacent wetlands, would encourage growth in 
inappropriate areas, would present safety hazards and ,traffic problems for the · 
students, would encounter expensive construction and development problems, would 
take prime agricultural land out of production and poorly serve its logical attendance· 
area. In addition, it would be a serious breach of both the letter and intent of the 
Coastal Act. 

1 am concerned that the community is being pressured to disregard the Coastal Act 
and existing Local Coastal Plan ·(LCP) to permit the construction of this intensive 
facility in this critical location. I fault the. Pajaro Valley Unified School District for 
creating a crises situation that places the community and the Coastal Commission in 
the position that unless these assaults on the Coastal Act and the existing LCP are 
allowed, the educational opportunities of the community will suffer. 

When this matter comes before the Coastal Commission in March, myself and others 
intend to make a vigorous presentation urging the Commission not to allow these 
major modifications to the LCP. 

-
We (concerned members of the environmental community) have met with and urged 
the bistrict (since the early 1990s) not to choose this site for a high school. We 
challenged the EIR for the project in court. (That litigation is still pending, on appeal.) 
We have repeatedly advised the District that bond issues for this project will not pass 
and they did not pass. (We did npt publicly oppose them.) We have repeatedly urged 
the District to seek other sites and other service options or, at the very least, keep other 
options open because of the potential problems at this site. They have refused, 
dogedly and inaccurately saying ~hat there is no other site in .the Pajaro Valley to build 
this massive high schoOl. 

The longer the District 9ontinues on this reckless course, the longer educational needs 
will suffer. · 
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Meade Fischer 'A' (831) 763-2660 1:1!1/16/00 <DS:OO PM 02JCl 

Major points pertaining to the unsuitability of the site: 

Environmental: 
*The site abuts sensitive wetlands wildlife habitat containing endangered 
species. 
*Immediately south of site is a California Department of Fish and Game 
Wildlife Area. · 
*This area is slough habitat, which has all but disappeared in California. 
*Site and access road construction would damage area. 
*Large populations of students would add trash and pollutants to 
area. broken pipes ·and sewage spills would impact sloughs. 
Development and Growth inducing: 
*Contrary to District claims, any alternative housing and/or light industrial 
development would be severely restricted and probably would not be 
built. 
*The City of Watsonville sees the construction of the High School and it's 
related infrastructure as an opening to development west of Highway One. 
*Infrastructure costs would equal or exceed cost of school, are presently 
unfunded, and would fall upon the taxpayers. 
Alternatives to site: 
* Alianza Elementary (was originally built as Mora High School) 
*Frannich Property (near East Lake Center) 
*Landmark Property 
*Pinto Lake site 
*Calabases site 
*Buena Vista site 
State Funding District claims to have: 
*The PVUSD application for the school site in the slough plus the 
application for hardship funds for the construction have been REVOKED. 
This per the project manager Corinne Lamar at CA State Dept. Education. 
Traffic and Safety: _, 
*Only two ways to access site, Lee Road and Harkfns Slough Road 
*Harkins Slough Road and bridge inadaquate for projected traffic. 
*Necessary road improvements are not funded. 
*Almost all students must cross freeway to get to school 
*Lee ·road is a truck route for industrial area. 
*Location makes non motorized access impractical. 
*Noise and danger to children from low flying aircraft from neighboring 
airport 
*Proximity to landfill is potential source of pollution and disease for children 

Sincerely, 
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Meade Fischer 
270 Hames Rd. #72 
Corralitos, CA S5076 
(831) 763-2660 
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California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front St. Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Attn: Dr. Charles Lester, District Manager 

Dear Dr. Lester, 

JAN 1 0 2000 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

I have before me the copy of a letter you wrote to Dr. John Casey, Supt. of the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District(PVUSD). It is dated May 12, 1999 and includes your summary remarks concerning the 
selection of a proposed site (i.e. Edwards Property) for construction of a new high school in the City of 
Watsonville west ofHwy. One. Your letter sets forth conclusions reached by you and other members of your 
staff, after nearly six years of investigation, vis-a-vis the advisability of using the site under consideration. You 
state as follows: · 

" ..... Commission staff will be compelled to recommend that the Coastal Commission deny the 
required LCP amendment if the (school) District continues to pursue the high school project at the 
Harkins Slough Road (Edwards) site." 

You invite the District to look for a different location "consistent with the California Coastal Act." 
That ought to be the end of it, but, alas, it is not. The PVUSD, in conjunction with the City of 

Watsonville, developers, builders and special interest groups, is conducting a full-court-press on Pajaro Valley 
residents. (Even some of the school Trustees are going door to door with propaganda flyers.) What they could 
not accomplish through normal and proper channels, they are now unashamedly and unabashedly pursuing 
through purely political ones. In fact, so brazen is this school district that it voted unanimously to relieve an 
already strained budget of another $50,000 taxpayer dollars in order to hire professional "consultants" (i.e. 
lobbyists). These hired guns are probably schmoozing intimately with various Coastal Commissioners, even as 
I write. 

Builder Barry Swenson, from no motive of personal gain, and out of a sense of community
spiritedness, you understand, has donated one of his empty office units downtown for the exclusive use of pro
Edwards property proponents. Out of these headquarters organizers are conducting a full-blown local campaign 
in order to influence a desired outcome at total variance with the one expressly recommended by the 
Commission's Central Staff. Retired State Senator Henry Mello and ex-County Supervisor Ray Belgard have 
gotten on board with the effort as well. These Edwards-site-activists are betting that the Coastal Commissioners 
can be had, if massaged properly, and enough political pressure is brought to bear. I hope that that is not true. 

Have intervening developments or circumstances altered any of the following perceptions, viz. that a 
high school in the Coastal Zone is not permitted under the present LCP; that such a pl@ned structure is not 
consistent with either the letter or spirit of the Coastal Act; that CC staff declares1he adjoining wildlife wetland 
habitat environmentally sensitive, and that building a new school nearby would impact very negatively upon it; 
that they are joined in that opinion by Dept. of Fish and Game Regional Manager Brian Hunter as expressed in 
his letter dated May 20, 1999; that threats of waste runoff, other school-generated pollutants, potential 
liquefaction problems and ground settling, not to mention seismic features associated with the property, are all 
sources of worry; that the LCP allows only 10% impervious ground coverage, and the City asks for 50%; that 
the LCP provides for a 10% maximum slope gradient and the City wants a waiver to allow 25% slopes; that 
enormous (unbudgeted), off-site costs will be necessarily incurred, including road widening, overpass 
reinforcement and widening, freeway ramp construction, flood control measures, etc.; that huge new traffic 
problems would result; that the Watsonville airport lies scarcely a mile from the proposed site, and that existing 
code requires at least a two mile separation; that the site lies right in the path of the airport's left-hand tum 
pattern; that around 100 acres of good crop lands would be taken out of production in an area where at least 
50% of the residents are dependent upon agriculture for a living? 
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School and City officials allege that the Edwards land is the only viable high school site alternative left 
for them to select from. A good number of people disagree. By acting irresponsibly, the PVUSD has painted 
itself into a corner. They've already shelled out 3.5 to four million dollars on site planning and preparation for 
this particular piece ofland. They should have waited until at least the property had changed hands before 
awarding all those arquitectural contracts. The Edwards property still belongs to Edwards. And their is no 
evidence of a "contingency escrow" agreement such as some school officials allege exists. 

E!(ecutive Officer, Bruce Hancock, of the State Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) informs 
me that the PVUSD has no "in house applications" for hardship funds filed with that office. An application 
made back in March of 1999 was "revoked" at the end of October, when the District failed to reply to a "15 
day" letter. , 

There are other site alternatives that should be considered. I will name them: 1) Alianza Elementary 
School, ( originally a Catholic high school.) 2) Franich Property on East Lake, 3) part of the Landmark . 
subdivision, 4) the Pinto Lake site, 5) the Calabasas site, and 6) the Buena Vista site. All of these potential 
sites are east of the freeway too. 

I urge the Coastal Commissioners to consider carefully the conclusions their"own professional staff 
people have made after six years of careful analysis. i urge Commissioners, furthermore, not to be led to believe 
that another viable high school alternative site does not exist, in the event that they reject the City's land use 
waiver application. There are other and better alternatives, believe me. 

Yours truly, 

Tim Moore 
747 Bronte Ave. 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
(831) 763-2007 
teemor@ got.net 

CC: Coastal Commissioners 

. ~· . ' "'··.' 
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CEIVED 
JAN 1 0 2000 

·cALlf'\JRNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Murry and Delia Schekman 

317 Brentwood Drive 
Watsonville, Ca., 95076 
· December 21, 1999 

Members of the Califo.rnia Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Ca. 95060 

Re: New Millenium High School 

********************************************************************* 

Dear Members of the California Coastal Commission, 

I have a unique perspective when it comes to the building of a new high school on the West 
Side ofHighway 1 in Watsonville. I am the first principal ofEverett Alvarez High School, 
in Salinas. We opened our new high school's doors in August of 1995. I have three 
children in the Pajaro Valley Unified School District, one at MacQuiddy elementary, one at 
Lakeview Middle School and our oldest is a lOth grader at Watsonville High School. 
I have also been an er:q.ployee of the PVUSD with experience as an Assistant Principal at 
Watsonville High School. I felt the overcrowding at Watsonville High, but the students 
felt it even more. 

When I shop at new Target or the new Staples in Watsonville, my c·onsciousness isn't 
raised with regard to the issues facing the wetlands in and around Harkins Slough. Ifi 
am a graduate ofN~w Millenium High School, built at the proposed site, I will have a 
heightened awareness of the issues facing this beautiful area. 

As a Principal of a new high school in Salinas I am aware of how educators, parents and 
the community can shape the minds of young people in a most positive way! We work 
hard at EARS to help our students understand the complexities of the agribusiness 
industry and the issues we face in the Salinas Valley with re~ard. to land use. Our 
students do have an appreciation and understanding of the concept prime agricultural 
land. 

As a parent of students in the PVUSD I can only ask that the Coastal Commission reflect 
on the "ecological" needs of our teenage population. When I worked as an Assistant 
Principal at Watsonville High School in the mid 80's we noted that our school's 
enrollment dropped to the "comfort" level of the buildings, a scary notion. I continue to 
be concerned about the enrollment levels at many of the schools in the PVUSD. Clearly, 
the greatest over crowding problems are at the high school level. 
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Our community has the opportunity to build a new high school and help our young 
people fully develop at three comprehensive high schools! The community in our 
district will insist that the new high school be built and run to help students fully · 
understand the complexities and issues facing the wetlands of the Central Coast of 
California. If light industry and housing is acceptable in this same area, the building of a 
needed third high school for the Pajaro Valley Unified School District should also be 
acceptable. 

There are so many reasons as to why this project should be approved. I've listed a few 
and many members of our community have listed others. But the most important reason 
is simple, the· educational reason. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

-~~ .s: ~c;?_ 
Murry Schekman 

--

) 
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RECEIVED 

DEC 1 4 1999 
CAUFORN!A 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

California Coastal Commission 

Dear Commissioners, 

Ronald H. Tyler 

120 Heather en ·Ec 
Santa Cruz, CA 91'\5. - IV 

;(\ .... 
DEC 15 1999 Novell!lher 22, 1999 

CAUPORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

q, 

This letter is in support of the Harkins Slough Road site for the new Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District High School. I am familiar with the site, having studied _the impact of drilling the test 
holes on the existing crop. 

The soils are: Diablo Clay, 15-30% slope, Storie rating of38 and SCS ClassVI; Tierra
Watsonville complex, 15-30% slope, Storie rating of28 and SCS class IV; Watsonville Loam, 2-
15% slope, Storie rating of36 and SCS class IV; Clear Lake Clay, 0-2% slope, Storie rating of 43 
and SCS class llW; and Pinto loam, 2-9% slope, Storie rating of 62 and SCS class Ill. 

All of these soils are excessively wet for crops during wet winters. I have observed the farming of 
this parcel for the past 28 years. Several crops have been grown, but yields are below average and 
crops have been drowned out in wet winters. · 

I don't know what this parcel is renting for, but the rent for an adjacent parcel is l/3rd of that 
received for the valley floor soils. This is a good indication of the productivity of these soils. 

I was a member of the "measure J" Agricultural task force [the growth management initiative 
.passed by the Santa Cruz County voters in 1978]. The task force left this area out of the 
·agricultural designation, as well as parcels in the vicinity, as they are much less productive than 
other areas surrounding the City of Watsonville. They were later placed in an agricultural zone by 
the Board of Supervisors. The Task Force felt that this was a better direction for the city to grow 
as it would have the least impact on the agricultural productivity of the county. 

I was a Farm Advisor for the University of California for 35 years, the last 20 as Farm Advisor and 
Director of Agricultural Extension for Santa Cruz County. 

Sincerely Yours, _ 

~.;e~ )f/d_ 
Ronald H. Tyler 0 -. 
Farm Advisor, Emeritus 
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RECEIVED-
Nov 2 31999 • 

Nov. 22, 1999 . 

Editor, Editorial Page 
Santa Cruz County Sentinel 

Dear Editor: 

CALiflORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

The following is a letter for the editorial page that I hope can ~e printed in its entirety.. If 
· this is impossible, I would appreciate a call from you to 662-3598 in Aptos. 1 am a 

retired teacher who taught almost a decade in Watsonville at E. A. Hall School. 

}~ 
Sylvia P 
611 Cliff' r. 
Aptos, CA 95003 

-----------------------------·-------------------------------------c_opY 
PVUSD trustee Rodney Brooks misleads his readers in the letter of Nov. 21, 

1999, "Community Support fo~ High School Will Help Convince Coastal Commission." 
Everyone agrees that a new high school is needed. The issue is not land use being .• 
denied by the Coastal Commission, but that Harkins Slough is simply not the place for 
the new high school. .Our public school students deserve better. 

I beg readers not to support the petitioning and lobbying by the PVUSD in fts 
effort to convince Coastal Commissioners to allow the building of the high school in 
Harkins Slough. 

Mr. Brooks implies that "a light industrial park, etc." will cover the Edwards site 
anyway if the high school isn't there.· This is a common misconception. According to 
the Local Coastal Plan, bE;Jfore any development is considered, environmentally 
sensitive areas at the site would be eliminated from con~ideration. Slopes greater than 
15% would be eliminated. Then, only 10% of what is left wOUld be considered for 

· development. Still another findings phase would have to be hurdled. 

On the other hand, the high school would cover a much larger portion of the 
Edwards site. The school district plan calls for .changes to the Local Coastal Plan. The 
high school plan would allow development on up to 25% slopes, plus 50% maximum 
developable coverage of the site. 

Mr. Brooks mentions a "curriculum theme" of the wetlands, which seems to me 
to be ill thought out. The buildi~g of a huge school and subsequent use would 
immeasurably damage the Harkins Slough, as well as the adjacent wildlife reserve, a 
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restoration project. (Regarding restoration, throughout the world, people are 
desperate to restore valuable sloughs, stream ecosystems, wetlands, fish and wildlife 
habitats, coastal habitats and tidelands because of damage done by irresponsible 
development.) 

The picture I have of this high school is that it's like an unwanted child, pushed 
away from hearth and home until it now seeks refuge in the far-off and isolated Harkins 
Slough. How ironic that the very people who fought for the last decade to keep the 
high school out of their neighborhoods, now are being asked to sign petitions blaming 
the Coastal Commission for not allowing the building of the high school. (Are we that 
terrified of our youth? If so, banishment is not solving anything.) 

Well, the Aptos Secession cadre will rush to sign the petitions, since they can't 
wait until the new high school is built so they can continue their selfish quest for a 
district split. 

·From the standpoint of student safety, the Harkins Slough is a dangerous 
place. Visualize school busses, student and family cars, bicycles and pedestrians 
using those narrow lanes. Signs say, "Flooded. Road Closed Ahead. Subject to 
Flooding." The overpass is open to the freeway below. There are no signals. 
Hundreds of semis rumble out from plants on Lee Road. The train crossing is 
unregulated. Bad odors permeate the air from the slough system, fertilizers and 
pesticides. The noise of airplanes overhead is deafening. (The airport manager 
reports up to 60,000 takeoffs per year.) In this beautiful rural community, architects' 
plans for the new high school call for special soundproofing, plus non-reflective 
windows to keep birds that frequent the slough and wildlife reserve from flying into 
their images. 

Finally, the Environmental Impact Report calls for mitigation measures for 
engineer-reported "differential settlement" of the soil, "proximity to several active faults" 
which may cause "high to very high seismic shaking", and "liquefaction on the lower 
lying portions of the site." Enough said. 

You may believe the City and the school district will solve all these problems. 
called the City and was told that they don't want to appear to be "inducing 
development," so little more than the basics is planned for the new high school--a 
sidewalk, a bike path, a sewer just big enough. No new traffic signals are planned, 
and the open freeway overpass is the jurisdiction of CalTrans. The PVUSD has 

·rounded up their wagons for the duration. They cry, "We'll lose forty million dollars if 
we don't build here and now!" 

The safety, support and respect of our young people is more important than 
money. 
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William Nichparenko - 550 Hudson Lane, Aptos, CA 95003 

To: Editor of the Sentinel, Tom Honig 
From: William Nichparenko- 688-7946 
Re: Jamie Mark's article In 8/17/97 paper. 

Ms. Marks misses the mark when she tries to bargain for 
building a high school next to Harkin's Slough. Her logic continues 
to .be popular from the point of view of dollars out of pocket to the 
city of'Watsonville. Recently hol.Never, attention has sjlifted to the 
study of ecosystem markets and other structures that appear to 
represent more closely the reality of economic life. 

These ecosystems, Including Harkin's Slough, provide us 
with nature's services, such as air and water that we take for 
granted. The monetary contribution of these services needs to be 
considered when making any long-term decision. In her book, 
Nature's Services: Societal Dependence on Natural Ecosystems, 
(published in February by Island Press), Stanford ecologist, 
Gretchen Dally, collaborated with more than 30 ecologists and 
economists In order to put a value on the services of ecosystems, 
thereby enabling responsible people to calculate the worth of the 
services In their plans. 

The question is HOW do we factor In the loss to EVERYONE 
(not just local Watsonville residents) of these natural services 
when we cover 50 acres of wetlands with buildings and parking 
lots? 

Sincerely, 

~. 
William Nichparenko 

, CC:Coastal Commlslon 
·v LAFCO RECEIVED 

·~ . 

AUG 211997 

CAUFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 
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August 11, 1999 
Sarita Cruz County Sentinel 
Attn: Editor, Letters to the Editor, Opinion Page 

AUG 11 1999 

CAUFOR~JiA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

In Steve Bankhead's recent editorial. "In Watsonville, gains don't come without 
sacrifice," he writes that there is a problem in finding land to develop, and that "this . 
predicament is only one negative result of the infill and limited-growth requirements 
being placed on us by the county government." 

Regarding this shortage, it looks to me as if sometimes' people encourage 
development in areas that may be particularly unsuitable or environmentally protected 
or unsafe for development because they are very picky abo.ut what gets built in their 
back yards. 

Take the PVUSD high school site search in Watsonville, for example. How 
many neighborhoods rejected that public school before it ended up proposed on the 
other side of town, across a freeway, in part of .a slough, next to isolated fields, and 
past streets that flood? Weren't there as many as ten possible school sites rejected by 
Watsonville area citizens over a decade's time? 

Mr. Bankhead writes negatively of someone who "proposes that we build it [the 
new high school] on our airport site, and sacrifice one of the few unique assets our 
community possesses." Well, I am one among others who proposed the idea of 
building the high school on the airport site, because of that central location and 
proximity to city services and homes. However, I suggested moving the airport, not 
"sacrificing it." 

' A friend who also thinks the airport would be a good place for the high school 
suggested building an entire complex there housing technology corporations plus the 
high school. It would be a high tech/academic park. She suggested recruiting more 
high tech corporations to Watsonville. With the ongoing spread of Silicon Valley into 
"Silicon Beach" in Scotts Valley and Santa Cruz, there is every reason to believe that 
high tech development will continue into Watsonville. 

Microsoft could be courted, for example. Microsoft currently has a shortage of 
workers. Watsonville has a shortage of jobs .. Wit_h a high school right next door to a 
Microsoft satellite, our youth could be trained on the spot in technology that would ' 
wonderfully prepare them for up-to-date careers. · 

Microsoft presently is investing millions in an "Access to Technology" program 
to aid organizations "that implement innovative and effective programs to increase 
access to technology, especially in disadvantaged communtties." This info is from 
press releases from Microsoft in July, 1999, that also announce $25 million funding 
specifically for various nonprofit organizations in disadvantaged communities. 
"Gateway Business and Community Coalition Inc." of Watsonville, directed by Dennis 
Ortiz, is one of the first recipients of some of the funds, along with a community within 
Chicago. Glad to hear about that--! guess I missed it in the wspa~~· . il;tJ· 

Sylvia Previtali 
Tel: 831-662-3598 611 Cliff Dr. 

Aptos, CA 95003 
. ~· Tel: 831-662-3598 

bey: .. (1;£ .. -
~ -1- /) \ 
~r;J ~t<t&idY\J 
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uy 7,1999 J"~ ~ t.c .1:J 
.City of Watsonville AUG 11 1999 ,?, · A"><~.·- ~ ~~· ,. 
MayorOscarRios -~~~-·~7 
City Council CALIFORNIA ~ ._ ~~ 

COASTAL COMMISSION 0~ • 
. CENTRAL COASLAREA . 

Dear Mayor Rios and Members of the City Council: Cff:.,. ?:f 
As a teacher I signed a State of California document promising that I would report?o-~ ~ 
legal authorities anything that I thought would endanger or was endangering a child. '~ 

I am reporting to you today that I believe that if you vote to amend the Local Coastal 
Plan to allow the building of a high school in Harkins Slough, you will be aiding in 
putting Watsonville youth in harm's way. 

As a retired teacher and as a parent, these are possible dangers to young people 1 see 
at that site: 

1. Instability of the land on which the buildings will stand. 
2. Possibility of severe damage from earthquake. {look at 1989 earthquake 

damage to Marine Lab in slough and to freeway over-crossing in slough.) 
3. Limited street access creating difficulty in evacuating students and 

·teachers in case of emergency. 
, 4. Uncontrollable slough runoff causing year-round flooding of both access 

roads. 
5. Liquefied soils making it difficult to build bridges, widen roads for safety. 
6. Horrendous traffic problems at freeway intersection because it is access to 

high school and access to freeway south. 
7. Dangers to walkers and cyclists on Harkins Slough Rd. and Lee Road . 

. because of lack of walkways, bicycle paths. {Recent student fatality in 
Santa Rosa because of lack of pedestrian walkway.) 

8. Dangers to drivers on Lee Road and Harkins Slough Road because of 
·deep ditches, narrow roads, water coming up to road asphalt, blind 
turns, freight truck traffic, agricultural machinery traffic. 

9. Dangers to young drivers in principally industrial area of Lee Road, Beach 
Road and Highway One. 

1 o. Health dangers from pesticides, fertilizers, slough bacteria. 
11. Health dangers from constant dampness of the sarrounding slough. 
12. Danger from aircraft crashes from airport that is less than one mile from site. 
13. Isolated site creates greater danger to bussed students on longer rides. 

Please carefully consider these issues before voting to chan e the Coastal Plan, 

Sincerely yours, 

Sylvia Previt li 
Teacher EA. Hall lddle School, 1985-1992 . A 
. ·)eP.: ~3/ ~6 2 -3b';10 
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Editorial Page 
Santa Cruz County Sentinel 
207 Church St. 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Editor: 

June 29, 1999 

R C IV 
AUG 11 1999 

. CALIFORNiA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

I believe the Harkins Slough is not a good choice for the Pajaro Schools much 
needed high school. 

The Coastal Commission, Fish and Game, Wetlands Watch, Sierra Club are 
some of the organizations that oppose building a school there. Questions have been 
raised about drainage and flooding problems, unstable soil, proximity to the airport, 
lack of established city services and systems--including through streets, sewer, water, 
electricity, gas, police, fire protection, municipal buses. The school will be far away 
from many students' homes. 

I've spent time at the site. There is noise from airplanes and freeway traffic. 
There are also beautiful and unusual bird sounds. There are "Flooded" signs along 
Harkins Slough Road and Lee Road; in fact, Lee Road is closed with a gate because 
of flooding. At places the slough comes right up to the asphalt. I'm concerned that 
people will be exposed to fertilizers and chemical spraying from the surrounding fields. 

Why not use the airport site for the school? It seems to me that building a new 
airport perhaps to the south of Watsonville would be more cost-effective than building 
a school plant in an area that is so obviously inappropriate. I'm sur~ more people 
would be better served. 

611 Cliff Dr. 
Aptos, CA 95003 
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A-2- Monday, Feb. 5, 1996- Sentinel 

iOh, let our 
people grow 

: s,ANTA CRUZ folks just don't get it. 
• That seems to summarize what many 
: residents of Watsonville think, especially as 
!lhey watch the rest of the county fiddle while their 
.town seems to be burning with problems llke 
:unemployment, overcrowded housing, and skirmishes 
·over development. ~m:rniUiliQ : I ran Into Watsonville City 
·Councilman Oscar Rlos last week, 
:and he talked over last week's 
. column on Watsonville's desire to 
annex outlying property for jobs 

· .• and housing needs. 
·• Rios is a born politician and he 
:can talk. but his central message 
:was this: "We need help." 
:. I thought about this some more 
::as I worked on the series of 
'·stories that appeared in 
;:yesterday's Sentinel about the 
·;dl'cimatlon of the fro1:en food 
·Industry in the Pajaro Valley. That industry has been 

:;a symbol of Watsonville's changes and troubles since 
! ;the ex~los!ve Watsonville canning and Frol!en Food 
:! Co. stnke started 1965. 

< I llrst met Rios back in 1986 during the slrlke. He'd 
;:come here· to agitate for the workers. We even ran a 
·!Photograph back then of a younger Rios pictured In a 
:..protest at the pollee department during the strike. 
':since then, of course, he's gone respectable, and has 
··joined other Pajaro Valley leaders In asking the 

county for some relief from policies and laws that 
make growth and development of farm lands and 
other land nearly impossible. 

That was last week's topic- should Watsonville be 
allowed to annex open lands adjacent to the city for 
development and housing. · 

I received some really thoughtful answers, and 
more than several anonymous ones, The unsigned 
letters or anonymous calls mos 
"I doubt morejvbs wvuld do Watso 
people Insist on coming to this area in 
English and slfflmingly incapable of birth control, 
perhaps prohibiting sending moli(V to Mexico would 
cut the papulation dvwn to size. " · 

These people who "insist" on coming here ar~ the 
same people who plow the fields and pick the crops so 
you can have food on your table. 

F ROM reader Stephen Bankhead of Watsonville··' 
"Watsonville needs jobs, but not the low·income' 

positions usually created by retail development.•Light 
Industrial and manufacturing companies could . 
provide the decent wages which make housing · · 
naturally affordable. . 

" ... But efforts to create a more diverse job market 
by. expanding Watsonville's west·slde lnduslr!al 
regjo}l are frustrated by Measure J's restrictions on 
agi'!culturalland use. 

t:-· Once land is converted to agricultural, It's 
vlttii:ally excluded ftom other uses. And with every 

. plant-<;t~ure, the number of jobs provided by that 
land plummets. Watsonville doesn't want to abandon 
~.~rtculture, but agriculture seems to be abandoning 

' 

" ... Gary Patton talks of 'preservation,' but 
·reservation' better describes the status of Watsonville 
under current growth restraints. Our city can solve 
its unemployment problems, but only if the county 
provides us the freedom to help ourselves." 

Santa Cruz land use consultant John Swift 
represents a piece of land the city is eyeing. Not 
surprisingly, he supports annexation of at least this 
property. Swift makes the point that this land Is 
already surrounded by city limits. The county has 
policies that prohibit urban development from 
encroaching on prime farmland. 

But in this case, the urban development Is already 
there. "The reality is t11at urban encroachment does 
Impinge upon agricultural operations. and that has 
happened In this case." 

By e·mall, I heard from Santa Cruz reader Dave 
Wade: "l read both the piece by Gary Patton, and the 
response by Ray Belgard. They both made me 
uncomfortable. I am an environmentalist by 
profession and education. Yet I think Belgard is 
correct when he points out that Patton's vision would 
ultimately make the county unaffordable for all but a 
lucky few .... but Belgard missed the mark a good 
number of times as well. Development on ag lands 
should only occur rarely, and generally only alter the 
city has filled In on lands already within its 
boundaries, or for cases of overriding pubic need. 

" ... The temporary jobs from new construction are 
likely to have little benefit to unemployed persons in 
Watsonville, and in any case, are no substitute for lost 
career jobs in the food processing industry. 

"Has Watsonville demonstrated a need to annex 
new lands? Can't It provide jobs and housing within 
Its existing borders? Will the development proposals 
currently being floated for the area actually provide 
jobs and housing to those in the community who need 
them? It's not clear to me that these questions have 

.. been answered." 
Bruce Mathias of Aptos said the issue relates to 

the dispute over A schools. 
for development are a disaster 

for Ap n. All of the schools in the 
PVUSD are already overcrowded .... Watsonville 
shouldn't be allowed to build one new home without 

:,.~ the plan and the money for the many new schools that 
?. : will be necessary to accommodate the thousands of 
~ ' new students that will be added to the district. 
•: " ... !fRay Belgard really wants to help Watsonville, 
:. : he should go to Washington D.C., fall to his knees and 
; beg like a dog for Immigration reform. Without big 
' , cuts in immigration, every problem Watsonville has 
~; ; can only get worse." 

:::: [)Qn Miller can be reached by ooice mail at 4ZHi906, 
:: • by fax at 431J.9620, by e-mail at miller@santa-cruz.com, or ' 
,~: at P. 0. ~ 638, Santa Cruz, Calif. 95061. Please glut 
(;:your name (and spell it If you're calling), where you 
(.· live, and a phone number In case we need to reach you. 
~· . Remember that your remarks may be published. 
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P1l9e 1>;.12 O~inion Sunday, Feb. 4, 1996 

-------------11 A~-;-~-see it t-1-----------------

Don't abandon Watsonville to no-growth policies 
i The decline of the frozen food industry is 

one more reason the county should heed 
Watsonville's plight 

I T'S A CLASSIC dilemma for Santa Cruz 
County. 

On the one hand is the need and desire 
of most residents to preserve what makes this 
county special: its beauty, its open spaces and 
its farmlands. 

·But juxtaposed against this long-cherished 
vision is the plight of Watsonville, and espe· 
cially its workers. 

In the special report in today's Sentinel on 
the decline of the Pajaro Valley frozen food 
industry, by reporters Tracy L. Barnett and 
Marianne Biasotti, and special projects editor 
Don Miller, Watsonville is portrayed as being 
at the mercy of global market trends and cor· 
porate decisions that a small town could never 
hope to conquer on its own. 

The pre-NAFTA move toward Mexico by fro· 
zen food packers was the beginning of the end 
for a local industry that had long drawn immi· 
gi-ants and provided a step up on the ladder 
toward the American dream. 
:Just as that was happening - perhaps be· 

cause it was happening - a strike against two 
of the biggest packers in Watsonville tore the 
town apart from 1985·87. The strike, as a for
mer Watsonville frozen food executive says in 
today's report, became a social "cause," and at 
times a "war." 
. But out of it came a recognition that power 
in Watsonville had at least begun to shift from 
the families that controlled the cooling sheds 
--· ---•-•-- _, __ .._.,. .. .,.,. •hA r .. ntino maioritv. 

many of whom had come there to work the 
fields and chop the vegetables on assembly 
lines. 

The strike ended, but at a big cost: the big· 
gest frozen food plant in Watsonville was 
forced out of business, and a newer, smaller 
operation replaced it. 

More troubles followed. Pillsbury/Green Gi· 
ant decided to move its operations to Mexico 
and Ohio, costing 270 people their jobs. 

This was happening as a wave of mergers 
overtook the industry. illinois-based conglom· 
erate Dean Foods started buying up most of the 
remaining business in town. 

Then, in November, came the news that 
De!!Jl Foods was closing down Norcal-Crosetti, 
the biggest part of what was left of the frozen 
food industry in town. Although the work force 
was less than half its 1980s' peak, at least 500, 
maybe more, workers won't be bringing home 
paychecks starting next week. 

• Watsonville has been down this path before. 
To understand, it's helpful to see it from 

Watsonville's vantage point. 
Watsonville and the rest of the Pajaro Valley 

have never seen themselves tied to the north· 
ern part of the county. It's a city and area more 
closely allied with northern Monterey County, 
with Salinas and Castroville, places where ag
riculture is king. 

But city leaderS fmd themselves at the mercy 
of policies. mostly crafted in Santa Cruz by a 
political majority elected with strong commit· 
ments to environmentalism, open space and 
farmland preservation, and slow growth. 

Watsonville officials have long tried to deal 
with overcrowded housing and an unemploy
tnent rate usuallv at laa.st twice that of the rest 

of the county. 
They've tried to fmd jobs for their citizens 

and to deal with the resulting social problems 
that come from dwindling paychecks or no 
paychecks at all. Families fall apart; kids get in 
trouble; businesses are affected, since people 
who aren't working usually aren't shopping. 

It's one thing to read about "corporate down
sizing" or "merger mania;" it's quite another 
to be a casualty of these trends. 

The city wants to annex property surround· 
ing il It hopes to develop another shopping 
center on its west side, in hopes of providing 
jobs and sales tax revenue. 

But farmers and environmentalists are ada
manl Allow Watsonville to annex or develop 
even marginal farmlands, they say, and the 
unique quality of the Pajaro Valley will be 
spoiled forever. Start with even one property, 
and the genie will never be stuffed back in the 
bottle. 

We believe that's a draconian outlook that 
lacks compassion for people caught in a trap. 
Many came here to work in the same fields 
that the anti-growth contingent have fought to 
keep green. But when these people need hous
ing, and when the economic disparity with the 
rest of the county grows ever more unconscio
nable, then many in the North County look the 
other way. 

At the same time, we agree with voices in the 
Pajaro Valley who say that the city should not 
turn its back on its very core: agriculture. 
Watsonville and county leaders need to recog
nize a crisis is on hand for displaced workers 
and for the city, and they need to seek solu
tions that play to the area's strength. The mar· 
ketplace ma:v :vet lead to a revival of some new 

form of the food processing industry, perhaps 
resembling what has happened in Salinas, 
where fresh-cut, pre-packed lettuce mixes and 
other raw vegetables are the hot items in a cold 
business. 

W ATSONVILLE is caughl Farmers have 
moved toward more labor intensive 

crops in recent years, such as strawberries. 
That means more people. At the same time, 
land zoned agricultural stays in that designa
tion, no matter if it's still being farmed. The 
city says it does not want to destroy its top 
industry, agriculture, and should be able to 
add non-essential or non-farmed land for hous
ing and development. 

This cannot be seen as totally without merit. 

Tbe county cannot say It supports agricul· 
ture on the one hand and then turn its back.on 
the people who work the fields and canneries. 

Several months ago in this space we called 
on the Board of Supervisors to hold a public 
hearing in Watsonville to listen to residents 
and business people about their economic 
problems. We also said it would be smart· for 
the board and the Local Agency Formation 
Commission (which regulates annexation in 
the county) to consider what regulations are 
strangling Watsonville. 

We repeat that call. 

The real issue is this: County politicians and 
planners need to listen to the people of the 
Pajaro Valley and then forge a policy that does 
not abandon workers, families and young peo
ple to a bleak future. 



Pajaro district. parents 
discuss ·school ·bond , ·~ 

• 
By BOB UNNEMAN 
Sentinel staff writer 

;..(,~[I1 l 
WATSONVILLE - If voters are 

to pass a bond measure to build 
new schoois and improve existing 
facilities in the Pajaro Valley dis-

. . trict the district must do a better 
: job of bonding with its constituen-

cy. . . . 
This was the message delivered 

to the Board of Trustees Wednes
day night in a lively session where 

l two newly released surveys were 
1 discussed· and debated. . · 
i Voters in Aptos, for example, 
' want assurances that money from 
i the bond measure would be spent 
I to upgrade the schools there before 
l they'd even consider a ballot mea-
l sure. . . ·. · 
I "Why should the rll'st pr10nty be 

in Aptos need work?" as~;d Apt~s 
resident Lisa Kramer. We still 
have a crisis of overcrowding at 
Aptos High School, and that .needs 
to be resolved. I won't ·vote for a 

. bond unless funds are guaranteed 
to help Aptos High." . 

The two surveys, one comm1s· 
sioned by the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District and the other done 
independently by the Aptos school 

. district committee, both suggest 
majority support exists for a bond 
. measure, but not enough to ensure 
a two-thirds vote of approval need-
ed to pass. · · · 

"Right now, give,n the .~tat~s 
quo, a bond couldn t pass, · sa1d 
Marq Lipton, who conducted the 
Aptos survey. "With the informa· 
tion we're giving to the board, 
whether a bond passes or not de· 

' ! 

t
' a new state-of-the-art high school 
. in Watsonville when the facilities I . . . 

Please see PAJARO- BACK PAGE • 
Continued from Page Al 
pends on what the district does 
with the information in the two 
surveys. The public has real ~eser· 
vations about the way the district 
uses its funds. We have the poten· 
tial to pass a bond, but right now 
support is a mile wide, and an inch 
deep." 

Of all voters surveyed in the 
Aptos poll, 55 percent would vote 
to pass a bond. Of likely voters sur
veyed, 60 percent would vote to 
pass. However, these figures are 
based on 82 percent of those sur
veyed saying they would vote in a 
bond election and 18 percent say
ing they wouldn't. 

! 
The Aptos survey was done with 

·volunteers and cost the Aptos com
mittee $500. No public funds were 

. used, Lipton said. 
The district survey,. done by 

Price Research of San Ramon at a 
cost of $15,000, showed 59 percent 
of those surveyed would vote to 
pass a bond. But this figure was 
achieved only after a battery of 
questions were asked. When the 

1 question of a bond was asked at 
·the beginning of the interview, on
.Jy 42 percent said they would vote 
to support. ' 
. Another Aptos parent, Bruce 
·Mathias, pointed out that the ma
jority of the· district's growth 

. i· 

comes from the Watsonville area. 
He added that Aptos homeowners 
should. not· be required to build 
new schools for the groWing city of · 
Watsonville. 

"lf the board is really serious 
about a bond, you should beg the· 
city of Watsonville to stop the Tal 
annexation," he said of a proposed 
annexation that would clear the 
way for more housing. "We're not 
interested in subsidizing 
Watsonville's growth by building 
Watsonville schools." 

, The board was asked to form a 
committee to address these issues 
- but action' was put off for two 
weeks. 

• 
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public without having·avote." 
TheSehoorFaeility Bridge Fund

ing .Pr(lgram is the1 fi}1ancing plan 
the di~ttiCt; is using to make it a 
more attra.(:tive. recipient for state 
fundS f9t-azqe~ eleni(mtary and high 
·schooL Mori~Ygenerated by the sale 
ofC0Ps·woulil be used for buying 
-the land to be. Used lor schoolS and 
for detailed ar¢hitec~Ural.designs 
that demonstrate to the state signif-

iclt·~t- progress,ln~plaj)'ntng; the 
schil>.ols. . < ··r~< . · 
~e state tends to 'fund\project.s 

in sctJ.ool districts whose plans 
show''the most progress, officials 
say, .-·~ 

ThePVUSD boahlexl}(;lda to pay 
for the schools wi.th50pel'Centstate 

See BOARD,.p<!ge 8 
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ar¢ ttat vo~t$ we>\lld p~ ~ke(l to · ~a,.n9~i§ the w:~~to go hlJ !t.l· 
approve a. c9riStruction bond p~,k- ·· · , She said that S9meother _ cts 
age of $24 tu $30 million. ·-. which have\lse~the'COP financing 

... ~uf 50 percent local ft1nds The district haSb~efi.overcrowd- methOd have had spare land tO: sell 
__ . thl"Ough • vublicly vo1ec1-on ed for years, find tNs 1ea(~ ei(rQU~ ifJ;heirplanri~ftlfiding_--__ . ·- ... 

. tE!nel:aJ obJigatiott b.oncivvlli¢h.ptQb- ment jumpe~tto J8,2Q2. TJ:j;lti$. a G1:'11Y sugg'e~fed that the _ _. , 

. ~lyWill M on ilte balll:lt ill Novem- 3.46 percent increase trom ~year. ley GUrtijct present a separat~ gen-
ber. From tl:ill; in · .· district Spe~~on a,mo~g the ~~ci JJtem- .er319bligation poJ\d to ~e public to 
woutd ~epa,y COP '·_ . . ..· .. ~. fueir beJ,'S is that the enrolh'nent int;rease vo~~ on, :InStead. of ~uing cOPs .. 

· C)~girtal mf)ney plus ·ilt~~.re~t. 'Ple is due, tn Patt, to t;he c "' -'·· re- "'l1\e~:s no guari~Atee thatwql,tld 
COPs could c::o5,t th.e cl~~tr~ct as . ductionprogramillgr~~ . ;two pass,~ ~ankemeier ~aid, ac:idi~g 
much _as $30 nllllie>n over a 31)..year and three. CIWdren are cont4ig&om the~ I$ np appa,ren~ ~9Wi#"U9tlon 
perloo of repaytnent, . . . Privllte scho()ls to take Part ill the. wnding alteri\ative. t() 'COP$. "We 

The risk incurred py the COP program which has reduced -class don't have much ofa ch()ke." . 
~Jliilg proce~ 1$ not being able to sizes in the three grades t.o 2o 1$1- AlS,o lit ~ond~y's meeting,. t;he 
pay }Ja,ck the m_oney if. the bcmd is- del\ts pert~a,cher, they ~d. Never- b_oard app0inte<] ;rttist~~s Wik#e 
sue iS, not Pass~d by t1le public in theless, additioilal.1!1C.:hQOls are n~ Yaitiro, .IBI\I;l Bari-1 a.t:\tl GraY t9 j~ 
Novemf?er or te>rsqm_e real!Jon the ed, they said. · · · · · ·· · Sc.:b.~l Faci}jty Alfvjsory Coro.tnJ:t;tee 
state _cho'?~e~ rtpt to support the "I hl,ivf;)n't heard allY other 't!$tter lV'ltich will "prim:itize the sch()ohii
_school projects. Trustee ·ooug Ka- ide11 to build a, new high sqJ:tqol," _ cility at1d ~~~~pnient needs ~d 
Plan said tJ:ie district's option at that sa,id bqard President Pan Illmke- costs;. determine th~ require<] ~~ort
po~t'would be to s~ll the lang tor m_eier after l\4Qnday's m_eeting.. Re- ~rman<i!ong-tel1nfur:ldinglrevc;mue 
the schools and use the proceeds to . garding Gray's misgi$g$ apout S().J,U'(!eg; and recom,mend the eype 
pay back investors. paying back.~ muc:;l) as ~ee tim~s and amol:litt of a potential local 
· However, Kaplan said COP fund- th_e iirltiall()an arnOWtt over time, bond measure." 
ing wru;;"the beS,t of a bad lot" when Ha_n)(:emeier compared it to a house The other four board members 
it came to financing plans f()r school mortgage where the buyer usUally w:Ul appoint one ~o,'Inm_w:U:ty repre
construction. pay$ much Ill Ore than· the actual sentati've to setve o~ tJ:ie cqim:nittee, 

.·A bqnd figUre for pta,cing on the c~ of the ttOu.j!e. · . which CAA tak.e up the proposed 
November ballot hasn't been, set, "I desperately know we need lti,gh school and eleiile~:~tary sc.hool 
but best estimates, with 50 percent more facill.ties," Gray said. "But I as weQ as other constn.l¢tit)J1 Md 
state payment taking into a,c~ount, just don't thi;nk ~kind ot c;rea,tive ~pair needs in the district. 
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:;.:~WATSONVILLE The .California 
·Coastal Commission raised.·concerris 
.\Wednesday 'night about the site of :a 
;.proposed third; high school in the 
·,.f'ajaro:Valley Unified School District: 
~,,:,! Steven.Monowitz, a planner with the 
(Coastal Commission, urged the board to 
~='oonslder other sites before moving for
. ··ward with the· planned school at Har
\ klns:.Slough Road .11-nd Lee. Road ·in 
;':~WatsOnv_ille. :-.~frt ;f~~~·- r." ' -' ·;: · *-: 

• }l'; Because the• proposed site is west' of 
.: Highway. 1, ·It falls under the Coastal 
'··Commission's jurisdiction and would 
{;require the city :of Watsonville lq 'I?· 
l?.clude It .as an amendment. to the c1ty s 
.;coastiil program:.n would also requtre 
· :. a coastal development penn it and ap
··proval by the Coastal· Commission . 
. •.. Monowltz"was the lone speaker at a .... 

rb!ublic: h~ar~ng; im t1l~ !high school's ' !II' 
· .~·arart• envli'Onmental impact report. He 
:.:.was surprised''more speakers did not 
i ·'turn out .. Conspicuous by U1eir absence· 
:·:·were: representatives from Wetlands 
· l. Watch, an advocacy group for Pajaro 
!·ValleY' marshland ,_ where the new 
·.'school would be located. · ' 
; 'lMonowltz said because the area has 
;• no infrastructure in place such as wa
.~ter',' pqwer or other amenities. another 
'.site in an already developed area would 
ibe better. )l~''J ;·~:;,. · : 
.~ F'l'm''jusf waving a red flag ,l1ere." 

·.~ITeor;,~ ·~~d~a~ t~; :draft ~n~iro~i. 
·:mental teport·does not adequately ad-

dress coastal issues such as .the preser
)•:vation· of ·agricultural land, protection 
··or environmentally sensitive habitat 
land Infrastructure. · . . · · · c:: · 
~i'i ctHe suggested the board consider al
:'·ternatives, such as the site or the cur· 
:.rent,Watsonville Community Hospital 
i\ which; will be moving Into a new facili· 
·· lY. ori'AirportBoulevard next year, ... 
j; ;!P\( Trustee Willie Yahiro, however, 
'said the HIU"kins Slough site was deter-
' mined to be.the best option for a school 
by:•i aF district•sponsored committee 
:whictliooked at several sites; including 
;the hospltai;\Jtl~,~, ... · : · · · : .. 
1 !t ii'ahlro. said the state board of educa· 
tlon has~ alread:t detennlned the hospl

>:tal site: Is not an option because of sels-
. mic:, :consld~ratlons resulting from 
:earthquake damage In 1989. That's the 
isame reason. the hospital Is moving .. ', 
i r Monowitz said ~he proposed ,Overlook 
Shopping Center· would also be ideal. · 
'However, the .. l:ity Is moving forward 
. with plans .to allow the construction of 
a Ta~et st(i~ o!". th?t ~It~, am~p~ ~the,f 
:businesses.· .• ~ .. ~ ., . .. · , ·•• ~ 
:q:Yahiro said the board will now worK 
. wtth the Coastal Commission on "medt
;attng':~,some:or.us !JOncerns :with til~ 
; l{ark!M Slough site. · · ·• • . '' 
i~jkflnat environmental report will 
i come,before the board in May. The post 
, of th~1·ne'W' school is. expected, to; b,f,! 
~about $30 million. .. '! , ·., · : .~ '' · 
ili!In. otlie(business, the board ap; 
'proved·a·'resolutlon to seek mor!J fund; · 
' lng for.' the' Class-size reduction' plan. 
; The program• was lmpleme11ted t~is .. 
J year wlth.class sizes in grades 1-3 bemg; 
, reduced to 20 students per teach~r ... ~: 1 
i >' •,The' additional fundmg the dtstricl · , 
.• seeks would help pay for portable class- . 
f,·t'()Qmsc't t lj.l'.Jll ~~~~ \< :: • J ;. .' ~ ; ~ : 
, ~~~L :;;-,>; li~Jr/if : .:- ~ ., · •: • w ·--~. 

Parents keep 
kids at home 

• over spraying 
BY LARRY PARSONS 

Herald St~ Writ~ 

A 50-year-old border between a Watsonville elemen
' tary school and neighboring berry fields has ):>ecome the 
latest flashpoint in the battle over pesticides. 

Parents, fearful their children could become ill from 
the methyl bromide used to fumigate nearby fields, 
have kept hundreds of pupils home from Amesti Ele
mentary School during the past two weeks. 

Some teachers at the 650-pupil ~chool also have 
stayed away from the campus following recent pesticide 
applications, which started Sept. 25 after state officials 
gave farmers the go-ahead. · 

'~I'm not boycotting the school. I'm keeping my kids · 
home .for their health," said Lorraine Scott-Behrends, 

i who has three children who attend the school . 
"We want our children in school, but we want the 

school to be a safe ar~a," said her husband, Jim Scott~ 
Behrends. 

The largest number· of students ....,., about 250 ~ 
stayed horrie after the first application, but high absences 
continued after another application this weekend, said 
Terry McHenry, associate superintendent ofthe Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District. · 

"We haven't run a check todayi but we were down 
about 100 on Monday and down some Thesday," 
McHenry said.· 

McHenry said the .school is caught in a crossfire be
tween state. ~ealth official~ wpo say t11e pesticide~ pose 
no har1Il, ar1d parents and sta,ff me!Ilbers who. a:re "get
ting sc~:tr~s-jories.''··.';·······• ; c"·~",.:c.;t;\/_;,~··· ',.····~::·.. ···.·.·. · 
· "Plitt of the concern is that.tllOSt Qf the scho.()ls in this • 

valley are within ·some proximi,tiy pf ·. tahnll1nds," 
McHenry said. ''And people run three or fou,r strawberry 
crops a year. This is getting out pf hand." · ·. ·· · 

Alrea(fy, the sch9ql eli strict stands.· to Jose $2Q,OOO to • 
$25,000 in Slate fl,lnding be~ause (if the high :Q.Uinber of. 

· a,bsences, McHenry said. . . .. • . · • ·. ... ... . ·. · 
"I don~t want to tt1a.ke an i.&sue out of tba,t.,'' P,¢ sajd. : 

· "Ou.r ccmcei1lJs for t.lie safety of t,be !,<ids." ···. . . ·. · 
Sta~e officials 0rdered a~ expa~ded buffer zo.ne be

tween the schoolan<:l the pes~ici(fe-~rea,ted ti~~d& after 
spray opponents chrutenged the pesticil:le p~.rmit; said . 
Veda Federighi, spokeswoman for the· l)epal:trneht of 
Pesticide Regulation. . . . .. . . . · .. 

"We just don't see. a problem," Fedetighi said .. ''Ob
viously, the parents feel differently .. , • It seems the 
only thing they want to listen to i,s that inethylJ:>rotriide 
be stopped entirely." . · . . · .·· 

The cl\allenge to t1sing methyl brorni<fe next to the 
:Watsonville school was the. fourth appeal heard by state 
officials this ye~ on the controversial spil ~ntigant. The · 
other three involved neighborhoods in CastroviJ!e and : 
Ventura County, Federi$hi said. . . . · . · . 

Monitoring performed near the Watsonville fields 
after the first application showed metl:lyl bt0mide con- · 
centn:1tions well below safe levels, she sai9, 

But those assurances don't convince Lorraine Scott
Behrends that her children would be safe from harmful 
exposure to pesticides in their Classrooms. . · · 

"'J;bey. also as~ured pe0pie that DDJ was safe for a 
long. time, and tJ1at llb:ere. was no har)ll. froll! smoking and 
nuclear pow:err she said. "I doq.rt tlliiijC the fact that 
people have been doiltg it a !ong tipre is a persuasive 
argument." · · · · · 

··~ 
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5~~~;TRSIT0e~~j;~'i' ~Th;:::'·::~·.;;~~;.:~:_::::;.id_entialdevelopinent on the prop-: 
. .. . .~,,' ·· - ere tn1ght ,.,, erty -~= . .-."··--·~ .,.:,;r: .;. ·.:. .. • 

·' be"a'potf;ole ahead fi: the· Pajar6 ~~:,~:. ·:"W~ · b~l~~~~\h'~~e · ne~~ to:b~ 
Valley~nifi~dSchool~istrict:s_r~~-L.additionat review on these issuest,. 

. to a third ~gh ~chool. . · - '· ·:· :. :::·:'Monowitz said. . ;; .·,:· '- · . · .· 
. ~e C~onua C~astal Conun.i.s--__ ;. · ·-.The new high school-iS beuigpr;;: .. 

s1on s Steve Mono-w1tz told ~ct . posed for property at Lee and Har~ . 
trustees Wednesday tllat the lll1tial kins Slough roads west of High 
~of the proposed high sch.ool's ~ 1. The land in Watsonville west~ 

, . enVl!onmentall.Inpact report ;nad- ·• the highway falls undertheju.risdic
equat;ly addresses the preservation tion ofthe~CoastalConunission, and 

.· of agnc~tur~ ~~ ~d natural ani- the city is required to have a Local 
mal habtta::S· · . , .. :·· .--:~·:Coastal Program for the manage-

Mono':l~· a coastal planner for · ment of that land. ·. · - . . . . . . . 
the comnusston, also said the report · 
inadequately addresses the paten-

See PVUSD, page 3 

. the meeting Trustee Willie Yahiro Holohan roads, from contention 
said that all available properties because of seismic activity and 
were scrutinized and ranked during overhead airport traffic. . 

· '· · .. · ·••· :. · the selection process. . Monow:U:z also suggested that the 
Watsonville'scurrentLGP allowS .... · The site selection committee- futuresiteoftheOverlookShopping 

only agricultuia.l use west of the : which included representatives Genter, west of Ramsay Park be· 
highway but it could be amended, . from the Local Agency Formation tweeri Main Street and Harkins · 
Monowitz said. ·. . · . Corninission and Wetlands Watch, Slough Road, would have been a -: 

Use of the Lee and Harkins .among other agencies,...;.. found that good spot for the school. 
Slough property-which has yet to the Lee and HarJ?ns Slough proper::- "We need to work with (the Coastal ··' 
be purchased by the district-must- , ty was clearly the top choice, Yahi- . Commission) to see how to mitigate .: 
be approved by the Coastal Corn··· . ro' said. ;: ;; :: .. ; :,. . . . . · their problems," Yahiro Said . . ·~· 
mission. The school is expected to , · < Yahiro said Wednesday was the.:.. The final draft environmental ·.3 
cost nearly $30 million. . . . ~-. fii.St sign of resiStance to the school impact report will be completed by ·,s 

The PVUSD coUld find resistance .~ J~~on sho~ by the Coastal Corn- May and is scheduled to b_e open _to. if 
from more than just the Coastal.tmission.··,:.;·:::., .::.,::· ._:-,·~ · boarddiscussionattheMayl4and; 
Comm.ission, Monowitz said in an_::::.::.~_"At no time (during the site se- 28 meetings ... · ,-:~:d;-· .·::·; 
interview. The state Fish and Game ~Jection) did they say stop," he said. On another matter Wednesday, .~ 
Department, the U.S. Fish and Wild-·-~·:. !<:: .. ~ Moi_lowitz suggested that the dis- the board voted 5· !'to conduct a·~ 
life Service, and the U.S. Army 'trict consider the site soon to be studytoredefmethedistrict'sclas-:~ 
Corps of Engineers might have . vacated by Watsonville Communi- sifi.ed jobs. Trustee Doug Kaplan-~ 
qualms with the school's environ- ty Hospital for its third high school. voted no, saying the board should.~ 
mental impact. ~::: ·.: ..... But Yahiro said the state depart- wait to s~ how the district's reor~2 
' Monowitz said the district should : ment of education has already elim· ganization plays out. Trustee Jamie·-:,:-:=. 
consider alternative sites, but after inated that site, at Green Valley and Marks was absent for the vote. · A_.,;.:;;~ 

- I • > • ~ ~ ·~·.:...~ 
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. u n .• of ...... J.y rel . . '--· . . 
.:: where the Spirit of Watsonville· committee is a~.. 

....t.;:works show to its holiday celebration this year. An extra. d&.l 

· of sparkle for a show that already shines! · 

~o-PVUSD officials: . - 1 Committ~ 
• The Coastal Commission is concerned about your high school\ · · · 
-constrUction plans. State and federal fish and game bureaucrats By ANTHONY AVINA . • 
·and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers also are concerned about !n re~ent weeks,. the Reg:s~er- '-
. th 1 d 1· · Thi k th • · ·d b PaJaroruan has published optmon 
. ep an!le. oc~tion. n .e~ re as concern_e a out the ex- pieces written by a member of the c 
tra cost m time and money theJI mvolvement will mean for you? district's instructional staff. No re

gard has been given to whether w 
aJ·aro 1\'liddle students: thesepieceshaveanyvalidity. Why- ir: 

. then are they printed in the guest 
Congratulations to the 109 of you who recently became the column? h~:: 

.latest bunch t0 pass the English proficiency exam, qualifying The latest piece was basically . w; 
. you for certain <;ourses at the high school level. Trust me, the focused on the writer's belief that or: 
--<scholastic foundation you're building for yourselves will serve . the educational system is dysfunc- se. 
. ·you well in the future. tional. The writer notes that the Of- . an 

fice of Civil Rights found that .. ~ai 
PVUSD had good policies ·a.na prO..---:- c 
grani. She furthur notes that the cfi.S:.. gr;, 
trict is addressing scholastic set: 
achievement and equal acc~ss is- rec 
sues in the district, but these efforts bet 
are only on paper. This is certainly a 
a mischaracterization of the obvious "le' 
efforts in classrooms across the dis- abl 
trict to improve student achieve- cia 
ment. 0 

·To tlle:;~ommunity: · 
. Happy Easter to everyone. May each of you be Safe and blessed 

• this day and. always. 
. ,; . -~ ~ ..• ,. ··-· ,, 

So, what about standards in the is ~ 
district? When I became superinten- in 
dent, I convened the task force that cor 
produced the Language Arts Perfor~ the 
mance Standards (LAPS). The dis-.. ski 
trict's expectancies had previously ,.:.'.sch 
been developed, but they were"·not .. 2~Cl' 

·user friendly .. ,, ·c~"'~~~:-::;;J::;.~~~;-1~~f2"';the 
. ·~My direction to the taSk fQrce __ ;, tee: 

: was to develop the LAPS and io use : tivE 
a format that would facilitate their •" trai 
use. That was two years ago. Today;' '. ~c 
these standards not only exist, but :• 0 

· teachers have been trained in their--" WOl 

!!;e~. ~.r:~~:~~l- ~~~:-~ei~W ~~tmz.E':.~:~.: diP• 
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construction-project htG.etinitely. 
'17Nstee Jamie ·Marks asked 

M(H't&Witz what the CoastatColn" 
miSsion1sposition was.onjails'in· 
the coastal zone. "We:currently< 
have a jail that is much farther 
into the zone, but it was.not op
posed by the Coastal Conunission 
because it! had' an overriding 
greater gt>od'fottheoommuilit;y," 
Markssaid. · : 

~Ga.pitola and Santa Cruz•are 
right up against the-ocean,~ the 
board member contin:w:id: "To say 

.·:that sol11e~,si0Cmilesifilandis_· 
· a'~atto)tl:ie environment seems' 
Uke you are screaming the sky' is· 
.fa.liiOg, and lfmd.it objectional." 

In answer to Monowitz's sug.:. 
--···-::-·----·.--"":"~----· --·--~~ 

.. 
a.

··· ... ·.· " 

~ t~ ·-- . 

!I.Il' 
'?1111!11111 

-.gestion.-tnat fu~er •study'>isi,~~~tl.; .. · ting'high schools. · . 
ed, Trustee Willie Yahiro said, " "The Co¥tal Cmnmission is a 
was on the conunittee~forl8months government orgaalzation," the 
an __ d every possibl~~ite·was re:: bo'ardpresident-added. "Their.role 
viewed and elinUnate<it w~,llave at.- is to helP us determine the best use 
ready come up~\\Vitb the sitE!• WI! are of the coastaL area, not to bl~k il" 
not going to changeit-:no!';~d un- Later, Monowitz said the com· 
less you can. suggesta;:be~rone. It mission is not trying to block. con
is up to, you'to coopetateJ'With us."' struction, but instead "ensure its 

·At t.his'point red4'aC~'3Ild stum~ consistency With the Coa&tal Act 
bling for words, Monc;~'Witz said that standards!' 
he had not been:tJri~Yon the details He added that the city.ofWatson
ofthe originai:Site 8earch and could ville rieedsto amendits local coast
not suggest.an.altemative site. . alprogramtoallowforthe prop~ 

· Hankemeier said. he felt lt was use ofthe site, and'then.the Coastal 
,inappropriateforthe.Coa&talCom- Commission. needs to certify the 
mission to as5ume an obstruction- amendment. lf lhe schooL district 
-~~posture thislate.inthe game. doesn't address the coastal act 1::e
_ .. "We. have been working on' this quitei:nents, then the resP{)nsibilit;y 
projec~f!Ptce 1986-:- it's W.Ue to. get will fallupon·the city, he said 
a high.. sehool," Haakemeier said. .Another putilic'.hearing on .the 
"'We.are already: overcrowded by at high S,Chool construction is sej;J'or 
l(~ast. 1;000 kids .between the two May.28. · 

• 
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New hi· ·h···schoOI',Site.·catCheS:~tlak in· .watS!OOVIII'it117 ' .9 ! ' ' .. ''· ·!-- i!"···· ''. ··y· ,. ' . ·' . . :- :'t''•· 
. · · _ . _ '• • 1• ' j!: ~~ ~, .. ,.l;.j•··Pi·~~,'"'-'·''1("''~)•' ··'_l·.d--' -f•••hf~~.:"' 

By ~OB LINNE~AN . . _.. , . 'in otd~r· to build 1,800 units of housing based on what the city wants or what · . Banwel(Caned the' higl{':schoot' pro{l't . 
Sent•nel staff wnter . . · •• , .. among other projects. · anybody else wants." ' · posal and the'proposed annexa!ion;ofJ;:. 

WATSONVILLE _,;,. Saymg It's more . "It would clear the way for more de- Yahiro's remarks prompted two rep- the nearby ,Ta1~,Prpperty, ,::P.9!111PO~:tQ.J. 
about politics Uta~· education, environ-, velop~ent andmor~ ~nnexations," Par- resentative~ from the Surfridet· !foun- the sea.'' 'v .. ~h~:i . ) 't ;:;:.;;(~+~~~if~ 
mental attorney Bill Parki~ den~unced 1,_ kin ~a1d. ' ' '. · " . . ·: · . · dation, whtch also opposes t~te slte, to · · ,., Rob· Hartzell,' also' of the Surfridet!' 
the Pajaro Valley school dt~trict s plan \ . PaJaro. Valley Trus~ee Willie Yahtro nearly up and leave the hearmg. ···Foundation,· added the organizatio¢:.: 
to build a new hi~h school m the _coast~ .• took exception, saym~, the, Harkins .. "It sounds like it's a done deal," said does not· oppose· a •new. hi~h ~cho?l: irr,t; 
al zone west of H1ghway l. Slough sUe is ~he di~trict s fln.tl option. Frojon Ban well of the Surfrider Foun- Watsonville jusf on. this stte-1m a weh~· 

Parkin alleged at a school board "Every possible _site has been ruled dation· "Why. have a public hearing?" lands area .\,,r:PJ\ , • ·. >' · :;;•\(" , 't: ·qt: 
meeting Wednesday night that the city out but: this one, by the slate or by · ·. . · . . •• ... :, p <' /•;;. · ,_. • i • •· ·• ,,,,{, 
of Watsonville wants to see the high others," Yahiro said . . :•we went through Ban~~U voiC~ hts concerns to tl_le .· , Another public hearing· on;the issue:t: 
school built at the Harkins Slough Road an extensive process', a year and a half board. We ca!l t alford to look back m is scheduled for.May 28 when the fmaL •. 
and Lee Road site to pave the way for of work,. to select this site. We're not 10 years and. ftnd out who left the gate . environmegt,al;,_impa~t.repor~ .• 1js •. r 
~its plan to annex property into the city going to change the site, and it's not .. ~pen," he said.,... ,leased ... ;,•,:c:·:: •• :,.;r4:•.'1f':,,.,;. __ , , . u· !h.~.;. • 

. . '!.· ~. ' "" .,, ;) ·: ., ,, ···-~~ ''' • t ·' ! ' ' ' 
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-~ As you see it l 
~~ 
~~ j I• May 14 

l~o new high school 
1 ~ The Pajaro Valley Unified School Dis-· 
! ~ct is starting its push for the new high 
i )chool to be built They'v~ already spent . 
1 .Our tax dollars on obtairung the property 
I ind hiring an architect, but they're ig- · 
[ l)oring the fact that they have to have , .:_ 
: 6UI' vote to actually build it · . 
. ; The assUmption on their part is that .. , 
Xfle¥;in conjunction With the city of ; .. ·.~ · 
~nville, can continue to swallow up"'-' 
~PUne agricultural property to build and . 
boild and build;."The goal is to be the low~~ 
PJ.come housing mecca of California and 
we're supposed to pay up big bucks to fi. ' 
i)ance aU those families who will be given 
$pecial fucentiy.es to move here •. Someone . 
needs to yell loud enough so that some- · 
ene will stop this insanity. We do not , · 
J).eed more families to move into.·: · _-
Watsonville. We need to give special in· 
centives to major corporations who will ' 
ih turn support the families who are al
ready here. Let's si;lend our money on at· -~~ 
tracting employers instead· of building a ·:. · 
newbighschooL .. ''· :o .·.' ·'·='· 
~ Let's give Monterey 'CoUnty students .. 
back to Monterey and free up space in ·:':=: 

1 Watsonville High School, which will free ,: 
[UP space. in Aptos Hig~ It's Jogical, b~t.;··/ 
:rio one in the South County wants to listen. Why is that? Could it be greed? Hall 
:OistrictEleDJ.eiltary and Pajaro Middle · · 
School students are the responsibility of 
Monterey County and they should attend 
! North Monterey County High School . 

. ~ We do not need a new high school, we 
need to give Monterey students back to 
-Monterey. Is anyone listening? 

Carolyn Robinson 
f.,ptos 
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Q,l,ti~·· Watsonvill;ei ~o"rp,m.u.nity Hosp.itQl b~·ilding for sale 
' ·,f : ' /- " ' "' "_:: ... _:. __ :' "- -- "-\:-·-' 
~V D.OI\INA KIMURA scliooldiSttict·m Sai:lta_(;l·u.zpo®" build~g. . . 
~entinelistaff writer ty could use more space. The Idea ofusmg the old hospital 
1 . •·• •. · • District offices have -been spread stood out because no other loca-
• WATSpNVILLE .- Su~ce out on. different campuses, exc tions have been available, accord
Watsof!.ville Commumty Hospital plained 'J;erry McHenry,. assistant ing to McHenry. 
ptoved to a, bran~ ~ew site last superintendent for business. The district's administrative of-
month, the old building has been "We want to get out of the way fices are • located . Qn .· the 
put up for. sale. . . . . ofthe kids/' ·he said. Watsonville High School campus. 
; !he askmg pnce lS $8 _rnilhon: . . . . . There are also district offices at 
, Th~re has been.a yanety of m- While .the distt1et 1s noLI? the Alianza Elementary and other 
terest mthe old buildmg, butnoth- market to buy,. school officials campuses · 

In the meantinle, the hospital is 
working at attracting a prospective 
buyer. · 

"The interestlevel has been slow 
and localized," said Don Reimann, 
senior vice president for Colliers 
Parrish. International. "We expect 
it to pick up· now that the property 
is. vacant. People will not feel they 
are interfering with the operation 
of a health care facility." ing conf'J.l'llled," said hospital Presi- would like to talk to whoever the · 

fent.alid'CEO John Friel. buyer is to explore the possibility Moving the offices would pro- The sales campaign, he said, is 
[al tena.~t that, hjiS ; Of}e~sjng_ p~~c~~f, st)1e:ifpur··f~_r-;fi4e,,~ore 1~~mfQtJ1J.e Scl,Wpl~.,t .. · justbeg~ing, 
nteresttsthe.;PajarQf'l<~ujldmg,. ~ ,.,•,u J~'"'·&.· ••.f>·Offi · .. :1 ·"'~""'"that·th· ···t····.,, .... ···Th·h:. .J.~'"'·1 <~ted··· I·C·lli · · · c'~FiltJ'il':" · .,, • .. ··. itn. '"' 'r' , ~.;> ' ; '~r · , •... · ... p .;., •\ .. ~i .. : ... ;: ... 'S, . " ,, , . . WlJ¥5;' ~~\·'""'~' · • .. e. lA ~f:el>,£:~ ·, : . ,. ~ ... 9"P~ ~~·- ?~Jl! o e~s 

lalley·~~~w~~a~h(>Olrr~trl~L·~···;1 •·• ' .. •· The district· .bnly •needs:CaWut'· }.b.~. ()til,y ,,o~entp~eli)IliJ1:h:Y~ .·'No : ...• ··Parl'lsh·.· .wetist~;i~Whi~l'J.•. sfates• tile 
~t-~ hir secret thaf'the 'largest '·hal[ ·~fithe 140,000-sq.uare-fQot' plans·b,aYi~~~en'';lllade; . ' '.. . '•' ' ptoperty•is'als<roffered for. lease at 

~'';;.___ ~-- ·----· 

a suggested rate of $110,000 per 
month. 

The website allows for potential 
buyers from all corners of the 
world to fmd out about the build
ing, Reimann said. 

The site, he said,· allows for a 
variety .of uses. 

The•only business that won't go 
in the building is another hospital 
that would compete with 
Watsonville Community Hospital. 

Information about the former 
Watsonville hospital building can 
be seen on the Colliers Parrish fn, 
ternational website ar wwuxcdllier' 
sparrish.comtwch. · 
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fq~stal, CQ~tryi~$,ipri . . s.. · '. . ... · ·'· 

rem~ins. trou.bl.~ .. Protesters· urge. ~Hm inatiQh 
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thir4'highsr;l"ioolin.tPe PaJaro Val- · ·· WATSONV{J.LE . :;-.·~~f'teen di5mct's,:fute~¢1![p~~· 
ley school di$i(!t moved o~e step tea.c;hers, parents and students ment Program (WM} ~~it 
forward )fed~esd~r \VheJ1 l,>o~d protested .;lt the _doqrpriorto the untilll:30 p.m. Several speakers 
~~~lle~ ·v9~ed ~$,) .;1~9P~. an·~~~- · PajaroValley schoolboar<Irneet- reque15ted tnat tl\~ l:>O-WP ittunedi-
to . impac~ report 0 J:t• th.e ing Welfue,sday:;then\ven~ inside ate,ly adopt a plan~() elin;Unate ~e 
pr ... · .. · .· .. onstiuction site. ~M 4eltlai!ded the b9ard imple- use of toxic chemiCals on.s¢1tool 

Wh¢ $42 million proJect st~n rnent a chemical-free mai~te- grounds. . .. . . . . 
riee~JPP:9ih8 ll.PI}rqval£ropt vot- npnce prosra,m. Cecile ;Mills told tlw-boatci~She 
!. &n.an.m.· .. ·~.~. a.··e· l~~.·d·t·e·an··· .. d .. ·. c.e b.f.a ..•.. ~:o~~';; . ·Some of the protesters refused befieves exposp:te tq tox?-~~hem- · 
· • ·. .. ···· , • · ·· t .. tp,pe id~ntified, saying they ic~s il:! te~pOI\~~ble for ll!'!ll.lth 
Coa.~tll.l P9rri.IIlf~~io~; \\'l1icn re~ fe~ed retribution by 8chooloffi- pro[llemi; ~t f~~~ect hef.int<) ~~-
;mainsconcern¢<1 tb.esc~ool would ·.¢,~. ?rote!!!t qr~er Mll,rllyn ly retirement from .her teacQing 
be tb.eseed for urban spra~l west · Garrett, herself a PVUSD teach- career. 
ofifighW:ay 1. .·.·.• ,.!'~ . . ... . er, said she _has already received "Pesticides can be cari.ncogen-

'fl:Ystee Sharon Gray,jsayill.g the severa.l.letters from distri.~ 9fti- ic, c;au.se nerve damage. or they 
])oard;should studys~pages add~ cial .. s ~gpt. <> .. ·.n ... ;!S:I}~_._g··· .. h_.er fqr her .. ~ can disruptendo·c···.· .. nn·· .... •.· •.. e····.a .... ·.Cti·.·.··.· .. • •. • ..• Vl .... ·ty· .. or_ . ed tQ tfli:! eit'\firor.ut}ep.taJ~P9.[f, c~t · · · runst Bti · d · · 
the ~i,l.ly dissenting vote. Trustee campm~ ag · · · ·. P~ cl ~ ~e·- See PESTICIDE, Page 3 

Willie Yahiro wa<> absent. · ·· ' 
·. Thene\V'sehoo.list1~eciecitc)ltl-. . Lee Otter, chief planner ~pr~~e- wiurtedtfl~fui~pres~~t'fo~,the 
Ievi~te chtoni<: overcro\iding at . Co~ Coxrunissiq~'s<:~ntral.eoa&t co~ip~ qoilld $till not support 
~*''~~~~~ m~:s.~h~l ait<i 'd} ·.··· '' . 'tol,<i b,~d.,"ffl~Atb'e~·~t th~ project. . . .. ' 

s'.W~.Sf1~2()l. ~c;yhf]t:Jf9ftiici~, .. " llJ~.. Q.(!Y• Ji'emaia~:.¢p~ee~ . ··~~'~ighw.ay t $et.V~$ ~A d.e facto 
· · ... J~ eO~t:J:V.~<>n .r,.v9l,!IIi.f>.e Ji-. abo ·· ... proposed s*; We~t .()f . frur.· '

0
b
8
an····o·u·oam ....• t·. ;o····'r.· .. • .. ~.•'"r.e. This.· ·i.o. _,.·· ... • ... t.~ .. P .. J.·ebct.•.

0
•f:'.· ... ·· ... ad ... larye··.ap···• .. ,; 

itancec.l by J:loJ:tdS; wfiicl} vvould f~ ·. · :W,ghway I in the ~oa5~ zone near w• .. ~o,..-e ""' 
quirevoteraP,proval .. · · ... ·•·.•, Ha,t~Sl?~sh~Ite~d · ... , .... oth- Otter said; "We want to keep the 

EstilqaXed coSt of the projectis . er prOblems must oe lv.ed be- city, city and the country, coilntry." 
$42 million,· hRif. of which. wouid , i fore.~~ Coastai Commission C()uld Other problems eite9 by Otter 
come.fr()m sU~:te funds and the rest : •SUppo~ the project. were the need to extend ulliijties and 
'from ~o(l.d ~e pro~eeds. The dis- ··Predicting "urban sprawl" if the buildanotherhighwayo'V~J.l>a$S~ He 
met P4Pts to pu~ the bond financ- high s¢hool is built in an environ
ingplarr,twfor avote in November. men billy se.nsitive area, Otter 

' .. .<;-·. -_~;·>, ": -~ 

See SCHOOL, Page 3 
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warned that in order to pay for these 
~Xpenditures, ·additional develop
t;nent will be qecessary to broaden 
the tax base. · 
. -T~~~~~ ,D()u~ Kaplan_pr~s.~ed 
Otter fora definitive declaration of 
the .tonilhj!sion's-intentioils and to 

~~~~£i}tgd§ \~ 
is the least .en'Vitoruneritall dama -
~~~i~~~~~--~~~~be liSs~ed tn!t 
tll.e 'tltiliti~s\vould nofbe accessi-
bt~,for'-6,'th~r ~es." · 

··-._ ~r ¢~ficlti<f~d lUs commen~ 
by off~tfug t() ~lilct lUs staff to 
iffiprove tl\ejr commtinicationWith 
~<>9l#ftici.ab Jind to help ~valu
at~ l:ll~~mative sites. 

·: '~lW~t to reassure yo.u that we 
wM~ g,·l\~lp you get this trurd high 
~hp$?~.dqpe," Otter said. "I pledge 
t() ijU!ke rr(y staff available to your 
statf."· 

· ·kaplan l'e;wonded With a strong-' 
1y worded admonishment. "We cur
rently have 2,000 students in a 
school that was built to house 
1,400," Kaplan said, referring t() 
Watsonville High. "Your tone ViaS 
polite but your message was #tat 
you will oppose the construction of 
~ high school: The hi~estpri~r~ · 
1ty IS the education of the next gen~ 
eration." 

Stan Rose, consultant for the 
state Department of Education, told 
board }ilerob~rs ~ey are running 
out of time 8.J:ld could not afford the 
luxufy of addit:il>nat studies. "Time 
'is irrip<>,~t'~d you must m,6~e 
quicklY, .. Ro~ ·smd. "I have never 
work~d With ~group that has been 
more thorough but time is not on 
your side anymore. You have to get' 
in line for funding." 

Project opposition was voic~ by 
Rob Hartzell of the Surfrider Foun- · . 
dation. "As histocy shows, some
times the beSt illtEmded plan_s have 
resulted -ill the worst; sort of long
tenn ~onsequences," he said. "The 
education of future generationS is 
a no_ble intention, but what kind of 
a lesson are our children going to 
learn" by paving over farmland and 
~croaching on wetlands. 

_The environmental impact report 
was' d~veloped by the consulting 
finn Evicom. Evicom Presiqe;ntJoe 
Johns said that the report contained 
62 mitigations to lessen the environ
mental impact of the project, 
Among those are a plan not tQ m: 

. crease water nmoff and to divert 
that runoff into the city's storm 
drain system. He said the project 

. has been designed to handle a se
vere flood. 

Johns cited a letter from the San
ta Cruz Farm Bureau, which. said 
~at the site would have the least 
lrnpact on local agriculture than any 
other one that was studied. · 

P~oject architect James P. Di
Camillo aBSJired the board that an 
62 ~tigations coUld be incorporai
ed ~to the design and did not pose 
InaJ.?r problems. '!When I read the 
en~onmental ilrtpact report there 
Wel'e no nlitigatiort.s that co~ld not 
be met." -. 

Parents, 
teachers and 

stud.ents 
toted protest 

signs at the 
. PVUSD's 

·board 
meeting at 

St~rlight 
Elemtn1tarv 

School 
W!~n.esd~y. 

. •·'" ~'. . ' 

PESTICIDE - s~lc:tntrt~~4 ~~~~it!o~~;: 
:·: '-' •:::;;''\•.JA c.}.< .,., '\ ::>:.):"; --· . '·· • alfE!fifilfive InethOds SUCh as (iaUJ.k-
From page 1 il\g ·around cabinets, steam-cle3rting 
cause chronic he.~th proble~," cal:pets, pl.aJlting slow-grow4Jgp.~
~ ~d, "~ecati§e ~owing bop- tive s~becy and us~g bait trips 
ies ~ inore.§l1Sceptibfe, cancer can fot t®eri;t c~ntrol. . . ·:; 
inituite. rri6re r~adily in children. .. Trustee Doug Kaplan suggeste.d 

"When ~own carcinogens and the bo~d approv~ the IPM 3.1\d des
neutoto~ ;u-~ p~nt, it Irul.k~s ignate one or more. schools for'non
se~e Jo elgninate th!=!ri:t: By ~- . ~oxic pilot pro~~ "tet$l~t glV¢ 
ingWith the toxins un:detydureop- §taff instructions· to adopfthe pto
trol-·Roundup and Tempo 20WP gram. Thereisnoneedtotakemore 
--you can accomplish this." timestudyingthe-pr6blem. tetisj~ 

Ken .Olds, PVUSD director of do it," Kaplin said. 
mainte~anc~ and ope~9-oiJ$, §aid Several board me{llbers tirged 
th~ dis.trict has reduced its use of caution, saying ~E! Plan needs more 
the W:eedkiller Roundup. He said study and cost analysis. "Coc-k~ 
that curtailing the use of all chemi~ roaches and weeds can cause aller
cals was not practical a.lld encbur- gies and respitocy problems too," 
aged the board to adopt the IPM as Trustee Jamie Marks said. "If these 
drafted, with a plan for reducing the things get out of hand, it can cost 
use of chemicals through a caceful- more in the long run." _ 
ly monitored program. ~Jane Barr concurred With 

An overview off.he IPM pJ.an, pre- Mark$. "The.re is a tra4e-Qff," Barr 
pared by Olds, sai4 the purpose was said. "We are not going to replace a 
to reduce exposure to pesticides to caipet if there are head lice in it." 
the least possible limits and to con- ·The board then directed the staff. 
tintie to reduce pesticide use where to prepare a cost analysis before 
appropriate. . approving the IPM, and to su,vey 

PVUSD teacher Irene Lusky told individual schools and parents.· 
. board members that she was Marks said that if a school wants to 
' shocked by how many of her stu- adopt a chemical-free poli<:y, it 
. d~nts AAVC! respirl;!.tory problems. would need to inform the board 

' She s&id she believes the use oftcix- how it intends to go about it and to 
icchertticals~thesehaoliireihpa.rt show what the board's liability 
r._esponsible. would be if the plan fails. 

REGISTER-PAJARONIAN, Thursday, May 29, 1§97- Page '3 

.,~· 

• 

• 

• 



• • • 
<51 ~· u u e71JPJ· .. · 

. 
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If e·· w· · ·. · · '-*' 1g· -. · ·:itl:·s· ·c· · · o· -~o ·"\rR· :a·n· ·m·a·· __ ·v.· es· ·y~-~ .. ,~::ia··a · :e'·-.. :~·a·· ··;<·,..·· 
tl. d; . ' - . 4_:\ _b- :' ·'·.: .~ •• · ; . } fj;i ; ' ~~ : ' ~ J ,. 
:;:;.,· ' ·'" : :•r, :,.,,i)11··t-'ti':, •'•'l"' n, !' ,, ' ,;." ,~· :;;:~~ "'i":q.(t-;,•;-'< ' ' "1';:;,.;:~;. •\ ,,,.,,.,,ji}p;ir~· ->••l''':r,. .. j·~··!~f;''>;).,~. 
/f-,'' .. . -.'!: ·: .,.:.- ·.j,:~:p,<·,;j ·"_:' •.·- ~;<·:·';1'" · •:· ., ·· .• J .--+~:-, ·:.<)l,r;fi.:t(·~· .: " .~., .. .'.';~~- ·t ~··.><··: ~i~~~:\;~_~.~~--, ;-,::·::·'-.-:'}~--·~fl~t~~~-~:·_ • 

'.-.1.··~!.· .. 0~~! ;:~~!~:~ t?.:Y"1Fb. o·a· ·rd · .. sp'l.lt·'.·'a· · .. ~ .. n·;.·A\·~.,· ·l~.•."'a·.·.: M1r'. 'e•:.,,.<p: lace me'· ··n'' 't' .. :.·fl' ~~ ~~~~l~~}ir:.{::. t~~. ~~~. n.P'~.·.o··.n.n .. t~.l~.-~ .. ~/ · . . . f71·Y. . , . . . . . . . , v 1,': I ..) . ,. voiced oppositton to the site. :1· :' :-~;.;-''"· ~ 
·r .WATSONVILLE- A proposed new.,. , J.,. .·r· .. ~ ov · .. -·~,;·;:. 1 ,.:; · •, :..'li''iil'':'"t'\\(i;;0 : .• ~.::• .. ,.;;, · ..• , ·::;•\7 ·:'' 1 -1 ·.-= ;·"' -!))~~ ., 
~highschool at Harkins· Slough'Road· Sentinel staff report .·. · ~h'-1~'::~·. :.son;~il'\.:•-.r.l,,"., ' 1 

••·• ·.! ·The•schoof'site'is'located',ina~wet; 
'',;~nd _Lee Road moved '?ne step closer to,i; ~ "'1, >WATSONVILLE .t~ The:, Pajaro ;.:;( · ·.~The .Boar~1 o! Trustees is pleased ;.1 •;i: lands and; ~griculture a_rea, and:;oplJo-:: 
. i re.abty. Wed.nesd!!Y mght, but ·a f.t~ht,, .'~.r'.V alley' Unified. · ''School' OistricVwUl:,,: .. th. at o .. ur ·a.dmiDtstrators have agree~.'.'·.·· ~ .. ·' nents fear ·Its.· ... cons!ruchon coutd;~oJ!eq 
~.:W.tliltlhlthe Cahforma ~oastal Commls~~oiJ.,\ ::•l.·no.t.name a. n interim superintendent.',:. to th~s an;angement,:• Boa~ Pres1-. ,, :.·:. the door forr .. m. a.s. s.1v·e· d.·~. v.elt:?pme~~ ?.''··. 
\fj;.&, ooms as the btgge~t obstacle. ·l't·~>··;,~ ·:to 'replace Tony 'Avina who will be" •-: dent l(Dan Hank~meter. sal~. "We •·. !~ the . we~t :;, s~d~,:<of:;. High~ay ~111 ~rt 
',~ The Pajaro Valley Umfied School Dis-, Jeaving'<lhe district for Whittier at , haven lot of;conftdence m Uus t~am, ·: Watson~ille,~l:.~~·· . ; . '.1: •• · ·."'~.: :t:~;;t, :· 
: trict board. voted 5-1 toaccept and certi~~;~ .,~, the'end ·or this 'month ,,p · .;, . . ·,to carry out\the,work of the Pi:ijaro~'\: X•t. · · ,, 1 .<' : ~. , .. • . •. ·.":·)ii!.· • 
' fy the environ. mental impact report for.·· .. ''·'.'1 .. •·•·. 'In, st d .. f . ,) : .. ·int 1 \'t" .. ;=·.Valley· ·.sch. oo. fdt.'.strict ". · ,., .. "F •!1 :"I strongly Tecommend you be"(!11. u• 
~'th. i d . · .. , ea o·nammgan erm·o~· · ·. · .. ·t· b" j · bord 'th''•h···· 

o;1; e s te an. m9v~ ro~ard with plans. to}{ ~~.replace Avina :the pv:achoolboard ~~:·'lTh~re .fisi(,nol'word o!l. how. the(•.\ ~;1 , ~ou~, e~ore umpmg.on a . wt c 1s 
~· b~ild the d1stnct s thtrd compteh~ns1ve. ·, ·opted toleave the' position open until' 13 board: will· proceed in lnrmg a new:: . ; s1te, Otter,,t?ld UJe bo~d. H~,sugg~*ed 
r;;;~tgh school there.: 1 ,-;r ··,,:~• -,. •·•:;;:~¥Jilf.~ :·~!a'<permanent !re lacement .could,; be •. ~~_supetm~~nP,ertL Trustee.· Jam!e t: ''I a meetin~ W.~~h district staff, ·fhe.~~f of 

·11\f· T~ustee ~ha~01~ .Gray vp~ed···agalnsb;~, ·~i:foimd.'i!'$)'~)i'•;;4i>ii;;•-~h':th::i p,;~,< ,~,~t~ih•tH"ii·Marks!satd :she hopes the board willH· '~Watsonville,. Sant~ <::ruz Count~;..;,m~: 
~-the 1resoluhon,· Clhng adqltl9n~ ·.s.t,udy.,+; ,,, .• ,,,;Jnl the\meantime: the oCurre~t;~d-.: ;, take_. ,its~ tim~. w~ile .. Trustee Willie, ~;;.:·.the Coa~tal,ComtnlS~lOn stafl':\!9,;t!lm;, 

~tfshe,wants to do,, a~d :rrust~,.Wl;llle~ Y~7?~; ~~lhinistrativetteam~\vill Jcontihu~; tof·:~iYahir,o~i'hasi;(tind!cated: the boar,dJ~ i'41 m~r,?~~.;~~~e,()fj~e,?f(lblems:;i~' ~~·· :; : 
~r,hiro-wasabsent. r. ·· .. · ·. ·.'" ·: . · d · · · · ·· · ···..-n~dstomoveqmckly ·· ·,.,: -: .. ~,,··::.!U·r".:l"i'f~J.!L:-•"'"·'•'"'\.'1''~'-'HN- 1 '· 
~!f:~·Wednesday's vote~- came~"'arte1-;~;the~~' -;~:~f:tr!h~,~~t~o~y;·~~aho~-· Pf ,~1~,.::~1 , J•'A· • I',·· : 1~·'"1 •· ''''~t(' t ·· · ·· :.• ·. 't t' ith ~·o; ~1; · ... Trustee .Doug Kaplan made a pass~?n·:• 
\;third< public hearing 'on the proposed~\' ;,~~.,.. .}~ ,.,_ e,p'!rren · am-.mc;u. esd~' ,~vma .~gql .io,a. con rae· w . ;;:1. '~~atepleaJo~Otter.and:the'.Coasta1 CQDl-: 

.\q;site,' west of Highway l.:.in,~the .coa~t~l;;:_ 1¥ass~~1at~:stiper~tendent ~~. busmess j,~;th7 ~httt;~~ ·lJm?n Hrgh Sch!J<>l Dts-~,1 ,':;' missionJo,c;onsider ~e ~terests;.of:,Jhe.: . 
· tzone. As it has in previous public hear~.t .1~;1 ~efV,lC~s, ~Xen'Yi ~?Henry~ ~ssistan~t:l'·:ritrtct" tV~t,Q!,-~e~k~ ··ago. He Will tal{e,,,._ ~~1overcrowded school d1stnct and· Its:slu~: 

IHngs, the Coastal Commission raised. its. ,superi~tendents. ,yl~a 'N.ogueda,, :·:~ ov~r,~s supeqntendent.t~ere on J~l~ .. - :.~dents frrst. ,He'also ·assured; Otter ;tiia~ . 
.,. b tb ild' th · .. h., 1,, .r,Catherme.Hatch,.andClem.Donald-.1"1.·,""ll1 "··,"~''l ., ., .. :··:· · r~th h l'b rd·' · · tn '"''1 · .;:.:~ncerns a ou u mg e new sc oo "'1· ~~:;;•;:,,~~;·~~\)' ;~~J .. &:t'I•'S$i'''.<.;P.~i'~'-,, :.; ;;t .~:;,:.>:~;· .•'!'t·\• •. \;':1~w~~ _ · _,,, ~,.,. ~~~?: e ~~ oo; oa 'lS• en"!tron en'e-' y•, &m an •environmentally ·sensitive area:li• · •;'"' ·'':!' '"'''•·'"' · ··""· h ""·•'" r ••. f '~' • '.'<' ~· '~··' · ~,·q·· +V~' . . · · -~ 1 ~~sensttlve and.would contmue.,to be;~ !• 

~~~~t~~m~~~f~~~~;~s~:r~hfYTI~~~~d!1~i~J:;;tt~1~~:~t~·::t~··~~~i~~ai·i~~t:s·~~~;:~6~!~/~!:lA'gJ~~;i~ g~~~ to the ~o~~i;J~~;isi;~: .. b:;~:~d:~~~ ail~~ ~!i~~f3;$l· · 
he ·could not recomm~n~. approval ,to,i~!:that .. were,, ,not_; discussed in·. what ]las,,.,,,.sion,.;li.A~~~iq.~ .. will· be. made within 60 :. , o~r ~o~~tbnept;to the. students.9f®~: 
the 12-m~mber cl:!mm1sston :-:· .w~1cl,ll,1l~now:•tbecome\ alf~ven~yeat( fight' for.: a ~n· dayst 11 ,,;+· <1!-iJ i· *~'l}h; . · ·:-• •' <fh~lStrtct,. '.:_.~';1':\~~\:>.t;., . ' · ... ,:: .·: t :~'~~', • •: 
could ul~unat~ly smk the proJect. ; "·: · 'third high sch<X'!l.: .;· , . · · 1 · ' : :-, -· ··., He .also said work still needs to be · ; ·.: ~·tl•-11-n :;,·:::'!/:"' · . ':·•11;•;) :i''f · :: 

e satd he s not opposed to the stte ,,, . .!The next· step m the process would be:· done in order for him to feel comfort· : . The new htgh school 1s by no meap&• . 
per se, but wal!ts to .make s~re it i~,the.·~;Jorth. e.schoo~ district to see~ ap amend-.·.· able ,!with: recommending approval. >.: a done. deal,;E. ven if Otter an. d hi~ s.t hll!i 
!east destructive sit~ avat!able. .We.: ment ofthe ctty of1Watsonville s coastal. uour concerns are with urban sprawl,";,. ev~n~ually relentand. ~e Coastal G9m-, 
J~stwanttobesure,' hesat<!- . · \ p~an.toallow the development.·Ifthe. hesaid.;:,.~ ;(' · . . · .. , ;;,:mlSSI09.approvesthe,stte,,a~~onS,i~m,~a~: 
· .. ' Otter has ·requested to revtew about .. ,, ·c1ty opts. to do that; the. proposal would ·' ·'Otter • and -the; Coastal Commission -~~ ·sure to: be ·Voted on by the publili,Woilld•, 
13 other sites that \~fer~ con~idered to then go before the Coa~tal Commission .... were .not alone. Two repre~entatives · ... still bene~~~ to.secure ~u_nds,~o,~~~:i 
s~. lf perhap~ the. dtst;tct m1ssed any-, for qn!! ~PP.ro~a~.; ;~ , : .$ .. • n·om;:the ,Su~frider l!~oundahon and a ... the sc~~~~ ... •?n~~~h~ 1 ~.~a~re. :s~t~":J }. ·.J·t11~·.:: 
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SANTA CRUZ COUNTY FARM BUREAU 

·:· Education Edition ·:· 

New High School Site Backed 
FARM Bureau has i ria (from the state) to look i quality agricultural soil, velopment (Console 

endorsed the place- ( at, some of which I dis- ~ according to the recently property) , as well as two 
mentof a third high I agreed with-- such as it ; completed Environmen- sites on Calabasas Road. 

school for Pajaro Valley : had to be 40 acres or ; tallmpact Report. About , The Overlook site was too 
Unified School District at i more," Ringe said. "But \ 15 groups, including the ! close to Ramsay Park, 
Harkins Slough and Lee ! the number one thing was i Farm Bureau, have re- ! which the state officials 
roads. l safety. It probably held ~ sponded to the EIR. ) said would create a secu-

• 
Farm Bureau mem- i more weight than any i In all, about 13 sites 1 rity problem. One of the 

ber Bill Ringe, who was ; other criteria," Ringe said. ; were considered for the j two Calabasas sites was ' 
on the committee that se- ; The 55-acre site is i 2,200-student high i ruled out by the ~ivision 
lected the site in 1992, ex'- : within the city limits of : school, and eight proper- ; of Aeronautics as being 
plained why the Harkins : Watsonville, and also in : ties were evaluated by the 1 too close to airplane take
Slough location was pre- , the Coastal Zone. Por- ; selection committee. ; off parterns, and one of 
ferred over others that ' tions of it are currently : Safety considerations ; the sites is still a produc
were considered. , being farmed, but the rna- \ eliminated the site now : tive greenhouse, employ-

"We were given crite- l jority of the land is of low- i slated for Overlook De- ) 

In This Issue 

USDA Cost-Share 
Program is 
Available 

. .. Page 4 
Our man in 
Washingto~ D. C 

. . . Page 8 

See Site /Page 7 

Walking in the Principal's Shoes 
Switching jobs for a 

day isn't always easy, but 
thanks to the efforts of 
Schools Plus, Farm Bu
reau President Elia 
Vasquez had a cl~ance to 
spend a day as principal 
of Rolling Hills Middle 
School in Watsonville. 

Vasquez shadowed 
Principal Rebecca Garcia 
as they visited a seventh 
grad~ science class, En-

See Principal/ Page 7 
Elia Vasquez talks with RHMS seventh grader 
Alejandro Caballero. 



High School Site From Page 1 

ing 50 to 100 people. Watsonville, County Planning De- has been along South Green Valley 
The Watsonville Hospital prop- partment and Green Valley resi- Road, where single-family homes 

erty at Green Valley and Holohan dents. and townhomes have been built •:• 

I 
........ Properly Boundary 
I 
I 

I 

Prope;iy Boundary ..,....; 

View of the Proposed High School Site, as seen from Highway 1 

·roads was struck for several rea
sons. Its small size (15 acres) and 
its direct impact on agricultural 
lands next to it were factors, as was 
the soil which liquefies during 
earthquakes. 

Also, the traffic in and out of the 
high school would impact agricul
tural transportation more than 
other locations that were consid
ered. Ringe said it was particularly 
important to have fruits and veg
etables transported to coolers in a 
timely fashion. 

In the late 1980s the school dis
trict had considered agricultural 
land on upper Green Valley Road 
for the third high school. But in
tense neighborhood and farm op
position forced the Pajaro Valley 
School Board to reject the Green 
Valley site in 1991 and begin look
ing.for a more suitable location. 

A selection committee was 
formed including representatives 
from Farm Bureau, Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch, LAFCO, City of 

"Everyone on the selection Principal/ 
committee had to give up some- ___ .-;;.;.-----:-----
thing to get a site selected," said • From Page 1 
Ringe. "The slough people weren't , glish language development class 
happy because the bottom part of and even a meeting of classified 

. the property was a slough, but they '(non-teaching) workers. 
felt there could be enough mitiga- Vasquez learned the protocol 
tion to protect it. Also, the topog- about discipline issues in a talk 
raphy of the property would keep with Campus Supervisor Bob 
the buildings located on the top . Spidle. And she got a good look at 
portion, away from the slough," ' the new sports fields, which have 
Ringe said. been installed with help from Jim 

"In terms of agriculture, the Peixoto and other community vel
property was being used for some--~ unteers. 
row-crop production, but the , Because she lives near Rolling 
schoolwouldn'timpacttheagcom-: Hills, Vasquez safd she was inter
munity as much as other locations ested in visiting the campus. "I've 
because buses and cars wouldn't be seen less graffiti and there are fewer 
running beside it," he said. · students hanging around after 

Another big factor in favor of school," she commented. 
the Harkins Slough site is that it Principal Garcia said she 
would be closer to where the thought some of the change was 
growth in Watsonville is occurring. . due to better schoolwide discipline 
"It's close enough for kids to walk: and the uniform policy. All stu
and ride their bicycles to school," . dents must wear black and silver 
Ringe said. · or gray clothing. •!• 

A lot of Watsonville's growth 
Between The Furrows June 1997 1 
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' B~ BOB UNNEMAN and Lee Road atits May 2n meeting : aging and would open the flood- . PVUSD trustee willie Yahiro, are determined to stop it. the district maintains the hospita 

1', ·sentinel stafl writer and certified the Effi, allowing the · gates to massive development and 'however, said he Wljs··optimistic a "Watsonville Wetlands Watch site is not up to. seismic cildl' woulli 

I.: .. w_ A_TSONVILLE C ll' project to move forward. wipe out the_ in_t_rjcate;and delicate _ settlement could be reac~ed before , has b~.ren invol~ed sine;; th'; or!~- actually cost more. than ·building 
. a .!ng an "It's .certainly a disappoint- slough system.~ · ·· . the case goes to court. HIS hope, he· nal s1te analysiS days, sa1d J1m on the 55-acre Harkms Slough site. 

t 

~envir~.nmental s:ud_y ma~e- ment," said PVUSD trustee Doug "In an EIR. y~u have to consider _ said, is to build a school that could Van Houten of Wetlands Watch. "The school board just locked i~
quate, two groups filed a jomt Kaplan, who had not seen nor the cumu.lativepnpacts in corljunc~ blend with the .environmenl and :'The school district continues to to the ,Harkins Slough site ami 
:_~~a~sui~:fondah io ~f;~ f the heard of the suit prior to beinJi _ ~o~ with. ?ther:·projec_ts In the vi- e!fiphasize an en~~Jnme~tal ~!ll'·,·- push ~is site at the expense of ev- th~t·s why we're brin.ging the 
. a~Rr? ey sc 00 

• 
1 ro~ contacted by the Sentinel. "Evt- 'lll[Uty,'' _sat~ Bi'll Pat;kt?, ~e atto:- nculUII_l. '. • ;, • ~ · :: .,; :, . · • erythmg else." . su!t·". Van Houten said. :~we ~·y 

1. ~~d~lg ~igh ~c~o$ ~ th;kHar dently _the people who are choosing ~ ney who f!led· the _sutt. ':'.In th1s _ . Pa:ki:;t ~o ra1se4 other inade- van Houten also sits on the LAF- th1s ts a lousy place for. a htgh 
I 5 ou area 0 a lnjon ~: to sue us have delivered the suit to . Effi, tl;ley don:t even consider the ._.;. quactes . m the district's envrron- co board .and· will vote on the school and they just keep forging l, __ The smt seeks!!. court !Inc 10," the newspapers before delivering it · Tal property as part-of the cumula-, " mental report, such as inconsisten- city's proposed aunexatiol!S of the afiead." , . ~ : 
1· t() ~w outalt !.he school dt~rict ~ to the_ distri_ct." . tive impact. 'l_'he district is obligat- · cies with the Califor:tia Co~stal area including the Tal property. . In ad~it~on to this suit, . the 
1 ,!!nvrrorunen ~pact repo an The district has been trymg to . ed to diScuss ;that:~. ... . .: · Act and the loss of P:nme agrJcUl· However, LAFCO is not involved s~hool.d!strlct also has the Califor
rf .require the district to .. em_ bed-ark. on build a third high school for seven The Tai property:JS near the pro- tl.l!al land. It also raiSes concerns ·"·in the decision-making process for ma Coastal Commission to. conteni:l 
fP.rther st~dy of the propos ~lte. y~ars. Both Watsonville and Aptos . posed s~ho~l sit~. The city of W,lth .~ter 9uality, e~?sion ~.n~ fl!e ·the proposed high schooL with. The commission would. hate 
;• The smt, flied by· two environ- htgh schools are woefully over- Watsonville IS hopmg to have that dtstrtct s failure to mttigate s1gnif- .. . , the fmal say on whether or: -not :a 

:,1:11ental organizations, the. Califor- crowded, the district says. J land annexed into the city so hous- icant impacts on biological re- / ~A;~<g~ss th!~ ~eca~ ~t 5 school could be built in the coastiH 
f.nia Alliance for Resource Conser- . -After studies on 13 sites, Harkins ing could be built. That decision is sources surrounding the area." · -.no. a Issue, an u en -zone;· even If the .city df 
r ,Vation and Watsonville Wetlands Slough .was recollliriended as the · up to the Local Agency Formation :'What is happening her!!_is a lot . satd. Watsonville amends its ::coast~! 
I :vyatch,. says !.he district did not do !best iplace.to. build. by a district Commission. of Politicking," Parkin said. "It's "' The lawsuit filed in Santa Cruz "plan to include the school.':.. .: 
I an adequate job in evaluating. the , committee. • : :.J.i -... - Richard Meyer, ·the school dis- the city of Watsonville's way of get· County Superior Court sites the Regional ptanner Lee Otter told 

. · .. · · __ ·_· ... :_._ .. _ t·environ.mental . impacts a high ·.·However, en':'ironmental ·con- trlct's director of.-construction, did ting deeP_er into- the coastal zone. Watsonville Community Hospital . the .district in May that he·wo· u.l? 
· . :.· school would brmg to the area. cerns feel the stte located on the not return phone calls Monday af- Every little step helps them location at Green Valley Road and not recommend approvaL to the 
'•:i::;:::f,~:,:'::{•'•. The PV district board approved west -side of Highway ·1 in· the ternoon seeking a respol!Se to the · achieve that." ·Holohan Road as a more suitable . commission based on the· :Currer1t 
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! Local schOol districts 
·.learning tough lesson 
• PVUSD LAWSUIT: Latest 

environmental opposition 
shows hurdles new high 
schools are facing. 

·IT'S EASY to complain that lo-
: cal high schools are over· 
. crowded, but it's darned near 
impossible to do anything about it 

That's the only conclusion we 
. can take from the continuing diffi· 
'culties faced by two local school 

.. districts hoping to build a new high 
school. 

In the Pajaro Valley school dis
trict, it's been nearly eight years of 
struggle to build a third high 
school - and no groundbreaking is 
in sight. 

--·Meanwhile, both Aptos and 
-watsonville high schools continue 
to burst at the seams. The over

:crowding at Aptos is particularly 
~troublesome, as the school built for . 
• ~,200 students now houses more 
;than 2,000. The overcrowding there 
::Was one of the driving forces be
~hind the Aptos secession move-

; ment, which could be rekindled if a 
: new school doesn't seem likely. 

A third high school must be built 
:. -'- the population is not decreasing. 
: But where? 

The site the district selected, on 
, the west side of Highway 1 at Har
·: kins Slough Road and Lee Road, 
· has become a political and environ
mental lightning rod. Environmen

: tal groups flled a lawsuit Monday · 
in ·an attempt to stop the district 

: from building there. The groups cit· 
ed a potential for urban sprawl and 
f'urfher development in the coastal 
~one as the main reason. 

:: ··The school district seems willing 
to fight for this location - one it 
whittled down from a list of 13. A 
$30 million high school is planned, 
and the district hopes to open for 
the fall semester in the year 2000. 

A. bond measure will be needed 
to finance' the construction of the 
school, but it · will be 1998 at the 
earliest before such a measure ap
pears on any ballot. · . 
-The district also must deal with 
~e California Coastal Commission, 
whiCh· isn't thrilled with ~e loca· 
{ion either. 
: The story at the other end of the 
~ounty is much the same. The 

Scotts Valley school district is still 
attempting to settle on a site to 
build its high school, a project that, 
similar to the Watsonville high 
school, has become sort of a wan
dering vagabond as the drawn-out 
saga continues. Scotts Valley has 
looked at lots of land, but has run 
into owners who don't want to sell 
- the Kaiser site - and neighbors 
who don't want it near them- the 
Graham Hill site - before settling 
on the current Glenwood location. 
But even the new site has potential 
environmental problems and no 
one yet knows how much these will 
add to the ultimate cost of a project 
that keeps getting more expensive. 

The reasons for this mess are nu
merous. A lack of suitable land is 
high on the list. As more land is 
placed into permanent preserva
tion, or as development creeps into 
environmentally fragile areas, the 
dearth of sites becomes an almost 
insurmountable hurdle . 

Add to that the well-organized 
opposition from environmental 

· groups, who often seem to have 
done more research than school ad
ministrators on the subject, and 
you've got another hurdle. 

Finally, there is cost. Scotts Val-
. ley went early to the voters for 

money, and unfortunately had not 
yet tallied the complete costs of the 
project, which now has swelled to 
around $30 million, not counting 
the land. The district has about $24 
mlllion to spend. ·Construction 
costs have risen, as well, as con· 
tracting fJriD.S-fi.nd themselves busy 
enough to come in with higher 
bids. 

THE REALITY is that in Santa 
Cruz County, environmental 

issues cannot he taken for granted. 
The latest troubles in Scotts Val· 

ley and in the PVUSD are a wake· .. 
· up call to··· school administrators· 
. and school!, tioards, which peed to 

- realize the battle they're in. Contro
versial or envitonmehtally sensi· 
tive sites need to be justified with 
sound planning and environmental 
review. As long as that happens, 
we hope that environmental groups 
will come to the table ready to ne
gotiate, so that the high schools 
this area needs so badly can fmally 
be built. ,.....-----_ -_ -.. -. _,., 
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~ew high school plans unveiled 
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By MICHAEL MERRILL 
STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE - Audience members and trust
ees alike were dazzled Wednesday by the unveiling 
ofthe Pajaro Valley's proposed third high school, an 
ambitious, 210,000 square-foot project for now 
dubbed "A New Millennium High School." 

"We have designed a school which will be built 
on the tum of the century, one that is fresh, dean 
and wired for technology," architect James P. DiCam
illo said about the school, which will accommodate 
2,200 students. 

The school, proposed for construction at Lee and 
Harkins Slough roads, is needed to alleviate over
crowding at the PV Unified School Disb.ict's other 
two high schools, Aptos and Watsonville. Associate 
Superintendent Terry McHency said their populations 
are growing by about 200 students per year. 

The PVUSD now has about 4,000 high school stu
dents housed in buildings designed to handle a com
bined 3,200 students. The excess capacity figure of 
800 could grow to 2,000 by the time a new high school 
is ready, district officials project. 

The proposed school's split-level, "four house" 
design calls for a self-.contained, comprehensive 
learning environment, including a media center and 
a perfmming arts auditorium. The cafeteria would 

. offer indoor and outdoor "patio" dining, and would 
fealure speed lines, ala carte windows and remote 
food island kiosks - "to assist children in attaining 
optimal physical and mental development." 

The performing arts center includes a 550-seat 
"theater house," stage, dressing rooms, c~tume and 
prop Storage, band room, choral room, a music li
brary, lobby, ticket booth and control room. It is de
signed for an arts program that would include dance, 
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HIGH SCHOOL 
from page 1 

drama/theater, 1rtusic, and visual 
arts, providing technology for com
puter graphics, music composition, 
video production and photography. 

The physical education complex, 
complete with swimming pool, sta
dium and gymnasium, would ac
commodate aerobics, aquatics, bad
minton, baseball, basketball, foot
ball, golf, gynmastics, soccer, hand
ball, track, weight training and 
wrestling. 

'llte school, described by DiCam
illo as "somewhat playful and in
quisitive ... a place where students 
will want to learn," appeared to ob
servers to have it all - except for 
the money to pay for it. 

Original estimates were for the· 
school to cost about $31 million, 
half of which would be paid by the 
state and the other half fmanced by 
revenue bond that would require 
approval of local voters. 

Now, however, construction 
costs alone could top $33 million. 
Land acquisition and equipping the 
school with computers and other 
furnishings could raise the overall 
cost to $50 million, board members 
said. 

Aside from direct costs, the dis
trict also faces a legal challenge 
from the environ,mental group Wat
sonville Wetlands Watch, which will 
mean legal fees and potentially high
er costs if delays are prolonged. 

Watsonville Wetlands Watch, 
which opposes the new school's lo
cation in the coastal area, filed suit 
June 30 in Santa Cruz County Supe-

rior Court. The California Coastal 
Commission also could become an 
obstacle to construction, with its 
officials saying they, too, oppose the 
coastal zone site. 

Apart from costs, some board 
members wondered whether the 
new school's amenities are justified 
given tl1e conditions of the existing 
schools. 

"This is a beautiful project," said 
Trustee Jane Barr, "but can we af
ford to do Utis for a Utird of our stu
dents when we have tennite prob
lems to deal with for the rest of 
them?" 

Trustee Jamie Marks countered, 
"Every student I have shown this to 
has said, 'I want to go there.' We 
need to start thinking about this 
being a facility for the whole com
munity. Mistakes made 30 years ago 
by communities that were trying to 
pinch pennies are haunting us to
day." 

Trustee Doug Kaplan said financ
ing remains the board's biggest is
sue. 

"This is a very sexy design, but 
maybe. it's time to take a cold show
er," Kaplan quipped. "I want oo get 
this high school built, but at this 
point we have to take stock. We 
have a plan for a high school, but 
we don't have all Ute pieces yet. As 
a board member, I need to see the 
financing package that ties this 
whole thing together." 

DiCamillo said the school is de
signed so that features can be elinl
inated or scaled down, but he 
·warned the board that once the 
state "cuts the check," these fea
tures could be added later only if the 
district pays the entire cost. 

• 

Trustee WilJie Yahiro also ex
pressed his concern about selling 
the idea of such a beautiful school 
to voters. He said that the other two 
schools are in need of improve
ments. "Pa">sing a bond at best is 
tough," Yahiro said. "Now you are 
going to as!< parents to fund this 
school when Aptos High is still un
llnished." · 

On another matter, the board 
created a new job classifieation, di
rector of.technology, in order to 
develop, implement and expand the 
district's hardware and software 

·systems. 
The dissenting vote was cast by 

Kaplan, who said that in order for 
the district to retain flexibility in the 
face of changing technology, tl1ese 
services should be performed by 
consultants, rather U1an create an
otller permanent position. 

A proposal to create another new 
position, high school associate prin
cipal, was deferred for further study 
when trustees Marks, Kaplan ·and 
Barr voiced concerns over creating 
yet another administrative level. 

Designed to be a third tier be
tween principal and vice principal, 
an associate principal would take 
over many of the duties currently 
being carried out by principals 
which are in excess of tl1eir job de
scriptions. 

Aptos High School Principal 
Dave Hare said it would also allow. 
increased training and growth in 
order to prepare vice-principals for 
the position of principal. 

Board President Dan Hankemei-

er said he believed the public would 
not be comfortable with the ere- . 
ation of another adminLc;trative po
sition. Barr seconded his concerns, 
saying, "If .we need this person, 
what are the assistant principals 
doing?" 

ln other agenda items Wednes-. 
day night, the board took the follow
ing actions: 

• Awarded a $39,628 contract to 
the consulting firm Jacobson, Betts 
. and Co. of Sacramento to study the 
district's classified personnel sys
tem. According to Trustee Roberto 
Garcia, the study is necessary to 
ensure the district is meeting state 
standards and regulations for clas
sified employees. 

• Accepted a $2,000 grant from 
the Conununity Foundation of San
ta Cruz County for school-age par
ent and infant developm~nt pro
grams. The money will be used tQ 
purchase videos, textbooks and oth
er teaming aides, emphasizing the 
importance of breastfeeding. 

• Approved second reading of 
the job description for a certified 
personnel analyst, who wilJ work 
under the direction of the assistant 
superintendent of personnel servic
es. In the absence of the adminis
trator, this person will supervise 
clerical, professional and other 
staff. 

Bin creased Ute Gifted and Talent~ 
ed Education (GATE) program fund
ing by $30,000. The additional money 
was provided by the state and will be 
used to improve services to the dis
l;rict's 1,100 GATE students. 

'··-.. 
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Group fights school wetlands site 

Watsonville's so-called Local Coastal Plan. Tht'it 
process has been stymied by a monthlong coin
ment peri.od that began when Pajaro Valley Unified 
trustees approved the project's environmental im
pact statement on May 28. 

• tfBGH SCHOOL 
jro'rhPage lB 
would increase pressures to build on prime fann
land in the ru·ea. 
: P~aro Valley Unified officials, though, have In
sisted the site is appropriate for a campus needed 
to· relieve overcrowdlng at their Watsonville and 
Aptos .high schools. They decided on the Harkin..'3 
Slough Road location after looking at and rejecting 
a.tlOther dozen possible sites during an eight.-year 
srudy of where the school should be built. 

"' Richard Meyer, director of construction and gov-
ernmental relations for the schools, said Monday 
that hls district had not yet been served with a copy 
of the lawsuit, which had been filed earlier in the 
day. 

, But Meyer noted that there are still several im
portant steps the district must take before the 
project gets under way. 

He said, for instance, that the California Coastal 
Commission must first approve an amendment to 

Meyer said lie and other district officials have 
met with Coastal· Commission planners and have 
worked out ideas to relieve some environmental 
concerns coastal plalmers had expressed. Affiong 
those, said Meyer, were agreements to preserve 
open space, protect the wetlands, guard!ltee public 
access to the marshes and to establish a docent
training program, perhaps as part of an ongoing 
environmental education program at the new high 
school. 

"This wiU be a very worthwhile environmental 
project," Meyer said. 

In their suit, plaintiffs argue that the school 
district has failed to comply with state environmen-

. tal laws. They. charge that the project would cause 
"irreparable har:rn ... to sensitive '·marsh lands, 
wetland areas, wildlife habitat and agricultural re
sources." 

., 
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Douglas M. Leifheit, Publisher 

To the Santa Cruz City Council: 
I see where you decided to vote on that most urgent of mat

ters affe<,!ting your citizens, a resolution on whether to end busi
ness the companies with operations in Burma. I have to say, 
your city's park maintenance, garbage pickup and fire protec
tion and law enforcement services must be operating af maxi
mum efficiency if you have the time delve into international af
fairs. 

To fireworks selle.-s: 
You worked long hours in tl10se booths, trying to raise funds 

for various good causes. But half your sales receipts go to the 
fireworks company, plus the rental fee for their booth, and then 
the city charges over $500 for your permit. Hope you all made 
something, but I think other people made all the easy money. 

To City Hall: 
It seems the number of fireworks booth permits has doubled 

in recent years, reducing the potential profit of each booth. rm 
assuming that was done to give more groups a chance to partic
ipate, and not for the 500 bucks you make off each permit. Have · 
you considered reducing the number of permits back to a more 
reasonable number, and. then issuing them on a lottery basis? 

J-..._ . 

' To the PVUSD school board: 
That's a dandy of a high school design you're work:ing ~th, 

und I'd have to disagree with those who say facilities for com
puter hookups, athl.etics and the performing arts are extra amen- -
ities that could be removed from the blueprints. Keep 'em in -
there. To my thinking, those facilities are necessary for deliver
ing quality, well-rounded educations. Still, this proposed third 
high school is a Cadillac for a district that has two Chevrolets in 
the garage. It's going 1:_0 be a hard sell to folks who might never 
get to drive it. 

To Mike Tyson: 
An eye for an eye, a career for an ear. 

··---····~--
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··Still m9r~ ()pti~~s 
for school plans 

To the editor, 
We should thank the leaders of 

the two forces who are suing the 
PVJ]SD to stop their. planned de
st'i1:iction of our coastal; lands, They 
are not gQlJ' Jill'?tectittg~he Nt11fe of 
OUrC0;1Stafl~9$, })uti¥'~ ~vptgthe 
loc~populati()ri 11 Gh~ce t()Z:~~ 
and·.p~ritap~ p~t pr¢~s~~ .. <11\ thi~ 
b"<>,~tt. o~ ~es tp loo,'!<.ll~ qther 
opt!gl,'l~fo,t.~.~e:\\"'. · ~~¢~oQl~ 
· The ol~Watson' . H()Spita,J.site 

iS by far the most appropriate loca
tion if oi\e is to look at the Watson
ville city limits, but .there are two 
other options the board refuses to 
c6nsider. · 

·.First of _all, Santa Cruz County 
property own~rs ar~ footill.~ the bill 
to educate North Monterey's chil
dfei\. At this critical time of over
population, it would be appropriate 
to ~turn their students to their high 
sch()ol system (which would relieve 
W(ltSCinville High's popul11tion and 
in turn allow redistribution from 
Aptds Hiih's crisis).·· · · ·· · 

'The Ul.<;t option wo\lld be t() have 
Mort~ereyCountrpurchase proper
ty jr(the Pajaro vicinity and de.dicate 
it tcll;he PVUSD in return for the 
decades that we have footed the bill 
for their ci~ens. . 

Diane Siri, are . you listening? 
Del$\e Easton, are you qstertir\g? 
S1;Ulta.Cruz propercy ~ayets1 are 
youJjjstening? .. · . . · 

. CAROLYN ROBIN'SON 
Aptos · 

Let the PVUSD 
build its high school 

· To 1fte-editor, · 
Oh, boy! Now I have seen it all! 

Wetlands Watach and Parkin and 
Sugar are after the PVUSD now, try
ing to stop them from building their 
new high school. 

l can believe these guys! 
W ~ desperately need another 

high school. Let common sense pre-
vail. . 

FRANK BARTELLMAN 
Aromas 

/ 
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JLee,aud~,II~Rkios Sloug~t·roads is the· 
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$ever.aJ :W,i:iters.fiave suggested· ' 
that the Pajaro :Valley SchooLI)i& 
trict should have selected either the· 

· old1Watspnville Con\inurutyHospi:.. 
tal (WCFI) site orproperty' n~xt to 
Ramsay Park,as anew. bighschl)ol 
location, InitiilllY,~I,.too, favored ei- . 
ther ofthese siteS,Jmt ~r much 
research, it's clear they don't meet 
state guideli.Iiesr > ·<· .· ., .,· .. ··.· .. · 

· The Harkins Slouglllte,e Roads 
site that was selected bythe school 
board is currently in the city limits 
of Watsonville {it doesn't.need to be 
annexed). It me~~·state:$tandatds 
for a high school iri terms' of size, 
location and proximity to city ser
vices, And it has easy access to qte 
freeway and streets. The state Will 
not fund·a high schoolateitherthe 
hospital' or Ramsay Park.sites. This 
means the .district woUld have to 
cover IOO%ofthepurchaseandcon
structi.ori costs·ror·aschoolatthose 
Ioc~l)ns{inste~of50%). ·. 

Qver the past eight yearsi the 
hOSJ)ital~ Ramsay Park, 8!\d a dozen 
othe,r sites we~ closely examined 
by a. comrtrl.ttee that included rep
~sentatives.ofthe·countyPla.niting 
Department, LAFCO, Watsonville 
Platl.ning~D~partment, . Watsonville 
Wetlands, Fatm.·Bu~au, .parents, 

truStees and adtniitistratori·Repre-· 
sentatives.from the State Office of 

· Local Assistance (now OPCS}and 
· CalifomiaD.epartment of Education 
(CDE) met with the group to review 
the ~l~ctio~ process. . 

..... ·.The Co~leland next to Ram-
say Ptark was ~ected by the state 

'becaiise it is. too small for the pro
'je~tei:l.high.schooh(whichrequires 
50 acres or.more .. ofusableland). 

After careful.examinatioo, the 
CDE declared the hospital site as 
"educationally unsuitable." Al
thougJ\ the hospital has spentmil
lioris of dollar$ to bring. the old 
buildi.Iigs to their current state of 
repair, fJ)ey still don't meetthestan
dards reqUired by the state for hous
ing stUdents; The hOSpital site is less 
than half the acreage needed for a 
new .. high.school,meaning,that.ad
jacerlUatmJbind~would·be needed 

to install athletic facilities; parking 
and additional school buildings. 
These facilities and buildi.Iigs would 
be located Under the 200 foot. buff

. er to prime.agland-land which is 
· generating severaltitnesJthe in

come, and manymorejobs than the 
property atHarkins Slough. 

The flight path of.departihg and 
incoming planes to the Watsonville 
Airport is over the hospital, creat
ing an unavoidable conflict with the 
airport Additionally,; transportation 
to the hospital site is considered 
impacted at currentlevels, due to 
heavy agricultural and commuter 
traffic. The traffic generated by 
·2,200 students and faculty would 
create gridlock that neighbors 
would likely protest. 

Some letter writers have suggest
ed that the highschool is needed to 
accommodate. Watsonville's future 
growth plans. Actually, the school 
is planned for the stUdents current
ly in elementary and middle 
schools. 

Other writers have suggested our 
students don't·need playing fields, 
but when neighbors tum their backs 
to soccer fields in their midst, who 
willprovide. them but the public 
schools?lbelieve it is essential that 

our youth deVelop strong bodies, as 
well as sound minds. It would be 
fooliSh ·to build a.school without 
athletic facilities. The school· has 
been.designed to the state's·mini-

. tnum standards, with an area set 
aside fora swi:mmfug pool in the 

· future. At present, there are no 
.·planstobuild;apool, makihg it the 
on}y"high schoollri the county that 
w:illnot have ;a swimming pooL 
· While. some people are con
cerned about the high school beirig 
in the CoastalZone, there ate mariy 
othedacilities and housing afready 
on 1;1te coast, llidudfug the County 
J'ail, 'Buena Vista Labor Camp, ·Sal\ 
Andreas Labor Camp, Sunset Beacf! 
housing, Canon del Sol housing, La 
Selva Beach, Renaissance High 
School, Monterey Bay Academy 
boarding school, KOA, Pajaro 
Dunes and tw()landfills. Hone were 
to look at a map; the high school is 
one ofthe farthest points inland of 
any area, in the South County Coast
al Zone. 

Every generation >finds itself fac· 
ing the difficulty of providi.Iig ade
quate educational facilities for itS. 
young. The Pajaro Valley is at th3.t 
crossroads today. It's time to accept 
the challenge. 

-
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high school 
organization to provide programs 
designed to prevent the use of 
drugs, alcohol and tobacco among 

den( 
tives · 
some or 
Pajaro 

ter, not bigger," 
Abbott 

coritblu- search 
superinten- that they ....., ....... ..,,.,~·""""' students. The project will be financed 
and altema~ new sut•enm 

, were :.· tultants 
:ziearcn using funds from· several state and 

ctresse~ at the ~orked · 
Dis- garding the type of 

board is looking for 
~e search process. 
r The trustees took otHer 

trict meeting Wednesday. 
On the proposed new high 

school, PVUSD Trustee Doug Ka
plan requested the board look i:rito 
alternatives to building a third high 
school, citing the difficulty in pass
ing the bond necessary to finance 
it~ H~ sqggested the bo~d consider 
expanding· Watsonville and Aptos 
high schoolS to cope with swelling 
student enrollment. "What would 
happen if itlSteadof a difficult bond 
issue, we propose two projects 
which each city can rally around?" 
Kaplan ~l<ed. 

~~<it the meeting: 
· • ~e boll.f(l voteci to lay-off two 
teacl\ing assi,stants due to lack of 
worlc and ful:ids. "It's not easy to lay
off pe9Ete;Iti·s not ~C/fttething we do 
lightlyJ,;)?VUSD T~e Dan Hanke-
meier said. .,~ 

· • The board Authorized agree
ments between the PVUSD and Pa
jaro Prevention and Student Assis
tance, Inc. Under terms of the agree
ment, the district will work with the 

· federal organizations including the 
State Department of Education's To-

: bacco Use Prevention Education, 
$34,000; Federal Drug Free Schools 
and Communities program, $82,000; 
Office of Criminal Justice and Plan
ning's Gang Violence Suppression 
program, $50,500; State Dept. ofEdJ 
Attorney General's Office, $45,000 
and the school district's Kids Korner 
and Student Assistance pro~, 
$172,518. The total budget for the 
project is $476,518. 

• The board reviewed its new 
eighth grade graduation policy, imple
mented last year in an attempt to raise 
expectations for student achieve- · 
ment 

"That was the first option we 
looked tlt," .responded PVUSD 
Trustee Willie Y ahiro. "This has al
ready been done, we have already 
check.!l!d those sites. To go back and 
start this process all over again plac
es doubts in the minds of the pub-

r/!'1 f q7 

li .. c. 
Yahiro said he was surpriSed that 

Kaplan would even suggest enlarg
ing the two existing schools, "espe
cially sinc:e over the years you were 
the one saying smaller is better. We 
are trying to make the schools bet-

• 
! 
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•stereotypes handicap school planners 
By DICK BERNARD 

/Making decisions based on as-
i sumptions is always risky. Pro-
; jections do not materialize; fac-
itors thought relevant turn out to be 
non-operative. It's par for the course. 

But making decisions based on as· 
• sumed stereotypes invites more than ~is
calculation. It is the seedbed for growmg 
a disaster. 

Such is the case, in my opinion, for the 
PVUSD trustees and their decision to 
plan for and build a new high school on 
and near environmentally sensitive land. 
The district's underlying assumption.; 
about the increases in student enroll
ment are certainly valid. Demographic 
studies from several different sources 
seem to confirm this. But this trend may 
wane as future economics cut into 
growth rates. And there is always the 
prospect of voter doubts about support· 
ing another construction bond issue. All 
of this is a gamble at best. Arguments, 
pro and con, compete equally. 

But what about decisions based on ste-

•

·. reotypical assumption_ s? It is m¥ ob_ser~a
tion, based on a decade of substltutmg m 
the district's two high schools and fllter-

! ing out the sub text of public comment 
about education in the district, that the 
general public perceives two sets of stu
dent potentials (I) students in the Aptos 
attendance area are en route to cum 
laude/Phi Beta Kappa destinies. They are 
white and bright.(2) Students in the 
Watsonville attendance area, by contrast, 
are less advanced and are c!estined for 
the lower rungs on the achievement lad
der. They are Latino and limited. Hence, 

· the logic of a new high school is to ac
commodate the cramped elite and admit 
a smaller proportion of the limited. 

Practical observation, however, tells 
me that the pyramids of academic perfor
mance at both schools are quite similar. 
The tops are at the same height; one base 
is wider than the other. A small segment 

The logic of a new high . 
school is to 
accommodate the 
cramped elite and 
admit a smaller 
proportion of the 
limited. 

of truly gifted students exists at each 
school. The AP (Advanced Placement for 
collegiate credit) classes testify to the 
very real academic achievements of these 
students. The bottom line is that the 
great majorities of students at both 
schools are struggling with the basics: 
reading, computation and especially writ
ing. 

So what is the new high school for? Is 
it to replicate what already exists? Per
haps an alternative might better serve 
the larger elements of the two pyramids. 

One attempt, now in vogue at WHS, is 
to separate out special targeted student 
populations, centered around concepts 
germane to the businesses of the larger 
community. These are called "acade
mies." Well known at this point is the 
Video Academy, devoted to teaching the 
skills inherent in the creation and pro
duction of this form of communication 
which has the whole nation so much in 
its thrall. Videos sell. The possibilities for 
future employment in this field are better 
than average. 

Another group, now in its planning 
stages, is the Agriculture Academy, de
signed to create between school and the 
ag community a clqser bond emphasizing 
the technological and marketing realities 
in the Pajaro Valley. These and other 
academies centering around other tech· 

nologies (auto and machine tooli;llg) to
gether constitute what amounts to a_ .. 
1990s version of a vocational high school. 

But rather than reconfigure these new 
elements into an already crowded, school 
environment, it would make mor:e sense 
to create two separately located vocation
al schools of, say, 500-600 student9 e,~ch, 
situated on smaller properties which d,o 
not, like the proposed new high school, 
require large parking lots, a big sports 
complex and expensive buildings. . 

The vocational school physical plant 
could include one or two buildings'to · · 
house the teaching St<!tlOnS for .. , V~t;i· 
ous disciplines. The "hands-on' .. · ainipg 
could be at sites elsewhere in the ttict 
with the direct cooperation and _a;osis- . 
tance of business enterprises if! the com
munity. 

The two existing high schools WoUld 
then deal with the general academic fu
toring of students, a kind of "Basic Acad
emy," if you will, to bring all students up 
to a new standard ofcompetency, now 
lacking to such a high degree. · · ·• · 

Meanwhile, the current Boarg o,fTrust· 
ees, having disposed of another superin
tendent, proposes a multi-administrative 
directorate to run things. In reality, it is 
a wide-open invitation for a policy-mak
ing body to delve into an orgy of micro
management activities, each trustee run
ning his or her own favorite school activ
ity. 

That's a separate disaster yet to be 
sprung on an already weary and disgust
ed public, not to mention the employees. 
of the district whose collective morale'is 
at a very low ebb. · 

• • <~ .. ' '1 

• Dick Bernard has been a substitute : 
teacher in the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District for the pa~t 1 0 years. 

--,...-----------;1 About this page 1~--------------

THIS IS your page. Every Sunday, 
we will print a variety of opinion 
pieces, as well as letters to the edi-

• 
tor and local cartoons, that address topics 
of interest to the community. 

Your guest columns should be no more 
than 750 words, which is between 21h and 

three type--written (double-spaced) pages. 

Longer ones are subject to editing or re
jection, so please make sure you stay with
in the guidelines. We want to make room 
for as many different opinions as possible. 

Please include a short biography about 

yourself at the end of the column, as well 
as your full address and daytime tele: 
phone number for verification purposes. 

The Sentinel's address is P.O. Box 638, 
Santa Cruz, Calif. 95061. The phone num
ber is 423-4242. The newsroom fax number 
is 429-9620. 
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,,·New •mega SCDOOIS' 9/ttten 

alternative presented 
By MICHAEL MERRILL 
STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVIlLE-An alternative 
to building a third highschool- cre
ating two "mega-schools"-was pre
sented to Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District trustees Wednesday 
night. Action on the option was de
ferred pending public response, al- . 
thqugh expansion of the existing cam
puses would result in no cost savings 
and would raise new problems with 
funding and traffic. 

James P. DiCamillo, Principal 
· Architect for WLC Architects, de

signers of the th,ird high school, was 
directed to design two complete 

At Aptos he proposed creating· a: 
new entrance and converting the ex
isting multi-purpose building into a 
library. . 

If rebuilt, the school would i;n es
sence be two schools operating on 
one site, sharing facilities such as the 
cafeteria, gym and performing arts 
center. "This .would not be a barid aid, 
this would be a full-scale conversion, .. 
DiCamillo said 

DiCamillo confirmed that the con
version could be done on the .eXiSt'" 
,ing site, but it would not resUlt in a · 
cost savings and it would create oth
er problems .as well. 

He estimated the cost of the con
version at $18 million in construction, 
with a final cost of $22 million after 
furniture, landscaping, and ancillary · 
additions. This would also create ad
ditional traffic problems on Freedom 
Boulevard, and he wa.ri:led that by: cre
ating further delays the district Would 
create additional delays in receiving 
state matching funds. "You will be 
taking a risk that state funding will 
still be available," DiCamillo said. "If 
not, you will have to build it with your 
own money." · 

The plan for Watsonville High 
School was also viable, but would not 
result in a cost 5avings eith~r. Prob
lems with expansion such as purchas
ing additional land in an urban area, 
increased traffic, and the need to 
.build a new gym to accommodate 
additional students would result in a 
final cost of $23.5 million. "'We can 
make a good school here, it can be 
done but with only 35 acres to work 
with, it will be cramped," DiCamillo 
said . . ' 

PVUSD Director of Construction 
'Richard Meyer said additional envi
:rorunental impact reports would be 
.necessary and that would add a year 
·to the process. He also warned that 
the board would face resistance from 

School enrollment - Page 8 

overhauls of the district's existing 
schools. The redesign was request
ed last month by PVUSD Trustee 
Doug Kaplan in an effort to avpid 
the difficulty of passing a large bond· 
-instead, the board could propose 
two projects which each city could 
rally around. 

In order to do this, DiCamillo 
took the basic design of the pto
posed "New Millennium" high 
school and split it up between the 
two schools. 

See PVUSD, page 8 
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Concept site plans for expanding Aptos High School, top, and Watsonville High.· .. · . . The • 
existing·f"ligh school builditlgs ~:~re markttd in yellow, with the proposed new additj91'1s in pink. 
The plans were produced for the PVUSD as an alternative to buil~ing a third high school. -
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Pesticide use faces 
more challenges 

BY BETSY LORDAN 
Herald Staff Writer '!{) 'l7 A pu~lic review ~n pe~ticide 

Other California farmi g apphcatzons nea~ Amestl E.le
communities are following the m~ntary. School m Wats<?nvzlle 
lead of a Central Coast activist wtll begm at 7 p.m. tomght at 
group that challenged a Mon- the Santa Cru~ ~oun!y Agri
terey County grower's right to cultural Commzsswners Office, 
use pesticides. 1432. Freedom Blvd., Wat-

. Tonight, Watsonville resi- sonvzlle. 
dents will air their gripes about 
pesticide use .on c~ops and ap-
peal to state officials for tighter issued in June by Monterey 
controls. It will be the fourth County Agricultural Commis
public review since the .citizen sioner Richard Nutter. 
group Farm Without Harm . -=-------.===.....,..,..,.'-r-:,.,., 
challenged a pesticide permit Please· see PESTICIDE PAGE A10 

PDSTICIDE 
FAOMPAGEA1 

The other two public reviews 
were held last summer in Ventura 
County. 

~n Monterey County, berry 
grower Martin Rubio was re
quired to increase the buffer zone 

. around fields adjacent to Revilla 
Drive in Oistroville. Residents 
also were promised they would be 
notified before the fumigant 
methyl bromide was applied, and 
limitations were imposed on the 
timing of the applications. 

In Ventura County, two berry 
growers were required to increase 
their buffer zones and. observe 
other restrictions. One grower 
said he couldn't turn a profit be
cause of the increased buffer zone 
and announced he won't plant 
next year. 

"What's new this year is that 
people are asking for public re

. views," said Veda Federighi, a 
, spokeswoman for the California 
Department of Pesticide Regula
tion. "And so far, they've focused 
exclusively on methyl bromide." 

None of the reviews has con
vinced pesticide regulation offi
cials to suspend methyl bromide 
permits granted by local agricul
tural commissioners, but all have 
led to r controls on the fu-
miga erlghi said. . 

At issue tonight in Watsonville 
is a permit issued by Santa. Cruz 
County Agricultural Commis
sioner David Moeller allowing a 
grower to apply pesticides in a 
field adjacent to Amesti Elemen
tary School. Parents, teachers, or
ganic growers, environmentalists 
and others are expected to eon
verge upon Moeller's office to 
protest pesticide applications. 

Earlier this month, protesters 
presented Moeller with a written 
request that methyl bromide and 
11 other toxic pesticides not be 
applied on the field. Under Cali
fornia law, Moeller had 10 days to 
respond and was required to sus
pend pesticide applications until 
he reached a decision. 

"It was a terrible inconvenience 

and economic loss to the grower 
to have this delay," Moeller said. · 

He upheld the grower's right to 
apply the pesticides, but by that 
time soil conditions in the dis
puted part of the field had 
changed to the point that the 
grower couldn't apply the fumi-
gant, Moeller said. · · 

The grower applied methyl bro
mide to other portions of the field 
as scheduled last week. 

Meanwhile, using an obscure 
clause in the California Food· and 
Agriculture Code, Farm Without 
Harm followed the same proce-

. dure it used in June and appealed 
Moeller's decision. 

Paul Gosselin, assistant director 
of the Department of Pesticide 
Regulations, will attend tonight's 
meeting in Watsonville. After 
about a month, the department is 
expected to rule on wbether 
Moeller's decision still stands. 

,,( 
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Reorganizing South County 
Schools Still Being Debated 

by Jim Johnson 

N 
early two years 
after Aptos parents 
advanced a petition 
to split the coun
ty's largest school 

distriCt in two; local school offi
cials are. still meeting with par
ents regarding a negotiated set
tlement to the secession threat. 

The parents group submitted 
a petition to the County Office 
of Education, which passed it 
on to the stare board of educa

not to see this process through 
the way the board [of trustees] 
voted to see it through. The 
administration is going through 
this kicking and screaming 
every step of the way .... Things 
need to be changed." 

Palmer said the second meet
ing had at le~t produced some 
firmer ,commitments from dis
trict staff, commitments that 
reaffirmed Palmer's belief in the 
process. 

She said the group had 
decided at the late October ses-

tion more than a year ago. The sian to forward four basic plans 
stare board postponed a deci- for reorganization to the district 
sian on the matter in the hopes administration for review by 
that a compromise solution legal counsel. 
could be worked out, asking The first plan includes creat
County Superintendent of ing two school facility improve
Schools Dr. Diane Siri to form ment districts. The second pro
a committee and try to reach an posal would form three clusters 
agreement. A timeline for of schools within the current 
restructuring the school district 18,000-student district. The 
was set at the beginning of third concept would give each 
1997, with the end of 1997 as .school independent authority to 
the target for the implementa- set site standards. And, the fmal 
tion of reorganization plans. idea, would group and govern 

.After a summer of meeti.rigs, the district's schools by primary, 
many who worked on the middle and secondary campU& 
Expanded Committee said they es. 

plicated." 
Expanded Committee facili

tator John Glazier agreed that 
the process had hit a lull over 
the summer. 

"I was concerned because I 
felt things drifting, but I think 
they rekindled the. sense of 
urgency [on October 13], 
which they needed to do," 
Glazier said. "Now we need to 

. figure out how we can 'have 'the 
kind of autonomy we want." 

Kaplan Said Committee a 
Bad Approach 

Trustee Doug Kaplan said he 
believes reorganization never 
should have been given to ·a 
committee in the first place and 
should be given back to the 
trustees to work out. 

"The community elected us 
as leaders and it's time we start
ed showiilg some leadership," 
Kaplan said. "I would like to 
see a subcommittee of two 
Aptos trustees and two Watson
ville trustees meet and hammer 
out a plan. If we're unable to 
hammer out a plan, let's go 
back to the state and ask for an 

thought little progress had been "We are now moving. We· election [on the Aptosss;cession 
made, the timeline had basiCally are off the dime," said Palmer. , proposal]." 
been abandoned, and they still However, Kaplan has been 
felt the district was much too Getting Going quoted saying he doesn't believe 
far away from a solution. Trustee Jamie Marks, who a solution that will keep the dis-

The first meeting, on opposed the Aptos secession tri'ct together can be found. 
October 13, focused on the attempt, said she agreed that "It's just like the Missouri 
general frustration on the part the process was dragging. Compromise," Kaplan said. 
of many of those involved. It Superintendent Tony Avina left "It's an attempt to preserve the 
wa~ at that meeting that the sec- earlier this year for another job unpreservable." 
ond meeting, on Saturday, in southern California. No per- Palmer said the AUSD com
October 25, was scheduled. The manent replacement for Avina mittee hasn't even been meeting 
second meeting focused on any has been found and a team of in order to focus on reaching a 
and all reorganization proposals assistant superintendents, led by reorganization solution, but 
from those on the Expanded Terry McHenry, ·are filling in added that the process needs to 
Conunittee. temporarily. However, Marks move along. 

Siri said the second meeting said that some of blame for the "Time is of the essence," 
was necessary to give the process delay rests with the lack of soli- Palmer said. "' was hoping by 
a jump start because there was clarity among Aptos parents. November 1 to have· a start [to 
general consensus that progress "Anything of this nature is reorganization] begun .... We 
was not being made in a timely complex and any time you get have to b,ave a resolution by the 
enough fashion. ·close to specifics, nobody wants end of the year if the board of 

"There were two things that to express their opinion," Marks trustees wants a bond issue [to 
people agree on, the district is said. "I found it difficult to pay for a new high school]. I 
committed to change, and the work with the people from think we're all looking at a June 
process needs to move along," Aptos· because every time I start ballot for a bond measure." 
Siri said. talking about specifics, they And, Palmer said burgeoning 

Petition sponsor Barbara start talking about something housing development in Aptos 
Palmer said many Aptos parents ..,.else." makes a new bond measure 
felt the process was taking .too Siri agreed the change in doubly urgent. 
long and that the l>VUSD administration had slowed the "I shudder to think what's 
administration was at least part- work, but counseled against going to happen to our 
ly to blame. both making the timeline totally schools," Palmer said. 'We're 

"We've all bc;en talking about rigid or tossing it entirely. . already overcrowded. We don't 
this for a long time," P!llmer "I think any time you have a want to let happen to us in 
said. "There is a general frustra- timeline, it's a goal," Siri said. Aptos, what they let happen in 
tion from the parents. We feel "It's tough work. It's very coin- Watsonville." 0 
the administration has chosen 
·· --·-·---·--- · The Mid Coun1y Post Etl October 28- NovemberTO, 1997 -----

' ! 
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Second 
Watsonville 
High School 

he Pajaro Unified School 
district has approved. the 
Harkins Ranch Site for a new 

(second) Watsonville High School This 
site is west of Highway i and birth of 
Harkins Slough Road. It is in the 
Coastal Zone and involves both prime 
agricultural land and wetlands. The 
proposed school site is adjacent to the 
West Branch of Struve Slough and just 
above the 122-acre ·wildlife reserve 
owned by State Fish and Game. 

Watsonville Wetlands Watch and 
others have filed a lawsuit challenging 
the Environmental Impact Report 
certified by the District. The suit 
challenges the EIR over a number of 
issues, including its conclusions 
regarding cumulative impacts, its 
finding that the land is not "prime" 
agricultural land, its conclusions 
regarding growth inducement, and its 
inadequate analysis of alternatives to 

the project. The EIR is also defective in 
that the conclusions reached are not 
supported by the detailed analysis in 
the document. · 

Watsonville Wetlands Watch is 
represented in this matter by attorneys 
Bill Parkin and Keith Sugar. The WWW 
position is that the site is not acceptable 
for a high school and that no amount of 
mitigation will make it acceptable. The 
P\TUSD has been urged to abandon this 
site and examine other alternatives. 
Other alternatives include the old 
Watsonville Hospital site, the Land
mark site (number 3 in the analysis 
study) and others, along with other 
options such as converting an existing 
school to a high school, expanding the 
two existing high schools or adding 
additional vocational schools in other 
locations. 

WWW has urged the district not to 
commit funher resources to the Harkin 
Slough project which has such a low 
chance of success. They argue that the 
District faces continued litigation 
against its EfR, opposition by the 
Coastal Commission and others over a 
required Coastal Plan Amendment, and 
opposition to the future Bond Issue that 
will be required to build the school 
even if other opposition fails. 

Watsonville Wetlands Watch has 
offered to assist the district in its search 
for another high school site. WWW is 
waiting for a response from the District 
regarding this offer. 

-jim Van Houten 

·Scotts Valley School Update 
Regarding the court hearing, as 

you may have read in the Sentinel, the 
judge was quite definite as to the 
inadequacies of the EIR on all counts. 
It will be interesting to see what the 
school district decides to du-whether 
they in fact do recirculate the draft EIR 
or whether they appeal the judges 
decision. I would not be surprised at 
all if they appeaL Their lawyer is very 
tenacious and doesn't want to take no 
for an answer (perhaps that is charac
teristic of all lawyers). 

A disturbing aspect of this project 
is that the school district awarded 

grading and pre-construction con
tracts (for approx~5.9 million) last 
Wednesday based on the project 
described in the final EIR. We (Stotts 
Valley Citizens for Responsible 
Grmvth) are hoping they will replan 
the project so that the grading will be 
significantly reduced and the old 
grading plans will not be used. But in 
this regard the school district is still 
proceeding as if their plan is a GO! 
We are supposed to have another 
settlement meeting, though it has not 
been scheduled. 

-Carole Kelly 
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Build more schools, 
survey says 
94 percent in favor of new facilities 
By MICHAEL MERRILL questions, was administered by the 
STAFF WRITER La Selva Beach market research 

WATSONVILLE - The results company Applied Survey Research. 
of the Pajaro Va~ley Unified Applied Survey's Director Susan 
School District's survey were re- Brutschy described it as '\ .. very 
leased Thursday, and not surpri&.- comprehensive, and although not 
ingly the need for more schools everyone was lQO percent support
and· im,proved stude~t achieve- , ive of the survey I found that most 
ment were at the top of most re- peo,ple responded in depth and 
spondent's lists. thoughtfully." 

The survey, consisting of 14 See SURVEY, page 6 

Page 6- REGISTER-PAjARONIAN, Friday, October 24, 1997 

S.URVEY 
.From page 1 

In all, 1602 interviews were tabu
lated- 693 pa.fentss, 17 4 site council 
'membezs and 735 district employees. 
71.1 percent of the respondents were 
women and 28.9 were men. 

Over 80 percent believed over
crowding is a major problem in the 
sChools and 94 percent were in favor 
of building new facilities. 

At the other end of the sc8le, only 
31.5 percent said they were very sat
isfied with the curriculum and only 
24.6 believed the district was ade
quatezy preparing its students for the 
future. 

Another high priority was more 
local control at the schools1 especial
zy as it relates to academics. When 
asked, .. Would you like to have more 
'control over improving the quality of 
education at your school?" 88.3 per
cent answered yes. Onzy seven ~
cent said they were very satisfied with 
the decisions made by the district and 
36.5 percent said they were not at all 
satisfied · 

Associate Superintendent Terry . 
McHenry said the district will spend 
the next few weeks interpreting the 
results and then apply what they 
.have learned in setting future poli
cy. 

·Aptos High School parent and 
member of the Restructuring Com
mittee Marq Upton said, "This pro
vides us With a very good road map 
for the Restructuring Committee. I 
didn't think there was this much con

. sensus in the whole county, let alone 
· the district." 

There were afewsurprisesaswell. 
When responses were separated into 

, .categories, only 49.6 percent of dis
trict staff said they were aware that 

the district is exploring ways to dra
matically change current policies and 
procedures, as opposed to 69.5 per
cent of the site council members. The 
site councils are parent advisory 
groups set up at each school Both 
parents and site council membezs 
said they were better informed on 
mattezs involving school facilities, 
student achievement and district 
decision making than district staff 
members. 

Another apparent inconsistency 
was the responses to the question, 
"is overcrowding a problem at your 
school?" Even though over 90 per
cent said the district needs to build 
new schools, 34.3 percent of par
ents, 25.1 percent of &ite council 
membezs and 19.5 percent of staff 
said overcrowding was not a prob
lem. 

The last question on the survey 
was o,pen-ended and elicited a wide 
range of responses. "If you could 
make three changes at your school 
district, what would they be?" 

More communication and coop
eration topped the list at 8.5-percent 
while not dividing the district came 
in last with only 0.3 percent. 

. One question which was not in
cluded on the survey was whether 
or not respondents would be will
ing to support a bond issue in order 
to build a third high schooL McHen
ry said the district had considered 
including that question on the sur- . 
vey, but since that had been ad
dressed on a previous survey it was 
left out. He also said that although 
the need for new schools was al
most unanimous, whether or not a 
bond will pass depends on the com
munity as a whole, not just parents 
and staff. "People will support a 
bond if the district can prove that it 
is moving in a direction th..at the 

I 

I 

community supports," McHenry 
said. · 

In the previous survey, conduct
ed in early December, votezs were 
asked. if they would approve a mea
sure on the ballot that would in
crease property taxes in order to 
raise $50 million to build new 
schools and repair and upgrade ex
isting facilities: 43.6 percent of the 
county's votezs said they were in 
favor, 45.9 percent said they were 
opposed. Of those opposed 28.2 
,percent said they would never vote 
for a tax increase no matter what it 
would be used for. 
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reStructure 
commiHee 
finishes up 
Three option·s 
. presented to board 
By MICHAEL MERRILL 
STAFF WRITER 

APTOS - After splitting hairs 
and fine tuning verbiage, the Pa
jaro Valley Unified School Dis
trict's Restructuring Colnm.ittee, 
which met Wednesday evening at 
Mar Vista Elementary School, fi
nally came to a consensus -they 
agreed to disagree. · 

· The committee bas been meet
ing since May,' tiying to hammer 
out a way to decentralize the dis
trict and make it more responsive 
to local needS. 

Origi:naily charged by the board 
of tri:Jstees to "r.estructure the dis
trict so that local control can be 
delivered without affecting the geo
graphical or legal identity of the 
current district," the committee 
faced strong division within its 

See PVUSO, page 6 

PVUSD J:!.ll~W .~:~olin the 
.. . ·.,area, putting the issue of 

the Aptos secession to a public vote 
From page 1 and increasing the quality of educa-
ranks from members who support tion in both districts. 

I 
splitting the district. e SECAD/Cbicago plan - Of

What resulted is not one plan but fered by Trustee Sharon Gray, this 
! three, one of which· includes an Ap- would give all 26 schools their own 
'I tos succession even though that was school boards. The PVUSD would 

not included in the board's original remain intact as a governing body 
instructions to the committee. · with a reduced role, but all d~ons 

PVUSD Trustee Doug Kaplan said, would be made at each school site. 
"If I was forced to make a decision Benefits include lower administra.-

. this moment I would vote to create a tion costs, greater local control and 
district here in Aptos -I don't .want greater accountability to the public. 
to make that decision at this tiine." Potential problems include the 
Instead be proposed sending the · complexity involved in electing om
three separate plans in order to give ci.al.s, dealing with special needs stu
the board and the new superinten- dents, deciding geographical bound
dent a chance to study them all. aries and possible conflicts over au-

"1 propose putting the three plans thority. 
. in a package and shipping it to the • Cluster plan- Offered by com-

\ 

board," Kaplan said ... We should mittee members Jack Burkett and 
leave it for the board's consider- Vmce Hurley. PVUSD would remain 

, ation. with the active participation as one district with three clusters -

\ 

of the new superintendent.~ . Aptos, Freedom and Watsonville. "If 
The three recommendations are this plan is adopted, there will be a 

; as follows: need for agreement on which of the 
I· • Two-district plan- Offered by services will be provided by the site 

Kaplan, this proposes two separate and which will be provided by the 
bond areas- Aptos and Watson- district," Trustee Willie Yahiro said. 
ville- which if passed would also . "At this point, we haven't worked 
pass the request for two separ4te through that part." 
School districts. The Aptos District The collUltittee voted unanimous
would include a new high scboolin ly to send the three proposals to the 
Freedom. board with the stipulation that they 

Committee members say this would formally respond no later 
plan would relieve overcrowding by than Feb. 28. 

• 
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Ed-ucation_ 
Secession Update byDickLittle 

Plans Underway to Secede from PVUSD 
T 

he Aptos Secession group 
is in the process of putting 
a program together that 

they hope will lead to Aptos' re
moval from the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District. Seces
sionist leader, Barbara Palmer 
said the work is now underway 
so the process can be completed 
before June I. 

The Pajaro School District 
will have a $74 million bond issue 
on the ballot in June. The Seces
sion group is on record supporting 
the measure and has all but guar
anieed a positive vote from Aptos. 
"We'll know where we stand be
fore we vote on the bonds," Palmer 
said. 

Palmer said she will be meet
ing with people in Sacramento at 

the State Department of Education 
over the next month to make sure 
all basses are covered. She is hope
ful the bonds will pass in June, and 
the secession issue can go to the 
voters of Aptos in November. "We 
will start the process and we will 
watch it all the way," she said. 

· There are reports in Aptos 
some people are grumbling about 
supporting the bond issue only to 
have the district come down hard 
on them when they attempt to se
cede. That's why Palmer said she 
is starting the process now. The 
Pajaro School Board has promised 
not to put up resources to fight the 
secession if Aptos supports the 
bond issue. Having the process· 
completed before June will put the 
area in a position to get the issue 

to the voters by November. to be built on land next to Harkins 
In addition, Palmer said she Slough Road and Highway 1. The 

will be working with the only organization opposed to the 
Watsonville City Council on the bond issue is the Sierra Club, pri
issue so they will remain "neutral" marily because they do not like the 
along with the school board. site. 

"We have learned a lot," Palmersaidthewaythingsare 
Palmer said. "The Pajaro Valley now, it's not likely Aptos will re
School Board will no longer fight main with the school district. · 
us ... When the state asked for in- "We've been working on this for 
formation, it was 'slanted', " she three years ... I can't figure a bet
said, "now we expect it to be 'neu- ter way to improve education," she 
tral' ." said. 

A boundary committee is cur- She also said she is banking 
rently in the process of setting up on the state making their recom
boundaries for the new high school 
district: the main feeder school will 
probably be Rolling Hills Junior 
High, which currently feeds Aptos 
High. 

The new high school is slated 

mendations on the secession in 
April or early May. She said 
County Superintendent, Diane Siri 
will be told within the next week 
to reactivate the Secession petition. 

The state has told the seces
sion group if they reapply they will 
be required to answer three basic 
questions about their new district: 
#I program development, #2, 
available facilities, and #3,racial 
makeup of the district. Those an
swers are in the process of being 
developed and sent to the county 
superintendent. 



Efltpty 
~Spital 
fOr sale· 
Agri'oulture group, 
schbol district . · 
consideG possibilities 
By MICHAEL MERRILL 
STAFFWRITER . . 

WATSONVILLE -:-With the 
move of Watsonville Community 
Hospital t() its ~ew quarters n~ar the 
airport, the question of what to do 
with the old facility is still being 
explored. 

A reuse committee made up of 
hospital staff, community and busi· 
ness leaders had been looking into 
alternative uses for the building, but 
they ceased holding meetings last 
summer when an acceptable use for 
the site failed to materialize. · 

Hospital Vice President Barbara 
. Shengai said the original goal of the 

comntittee was to set up a joint 
agency and continue to operate the 
old facility, but that did not (!Orne 
about. She said the·decision to sell 
the building, which carries a price 
tag of $8 million, wa.'> made recent· 
Jy. 
· Da.inaged in the 1989 earth~; 
the building was no longer accept
able under state standards for hos
pital use, but it is still viable for oth· 
er uses which do not require such 
stringent code specifications. "For 
it to remain a hospital we would 
have had to replace the first floor," 
Shengai said. "That would have~
en longer and bee~ more expensiVe 
than building the new facility." 

One group working on a propos
al' to purchase the entire property 
is the Economic Development/Ag
ricultural Resource C,epter Steering 

See HO.fi)PIT AL, page 3 

. . HOSPITAL 
From page 1 

Committee, Cl)mptised of members 
of the local communitY, university 

· and county officials and a represen
tative of the U.S. Department of Ag. 
riculture, Rich Casale. 

Committee member Dale Skilli
com said his group has put togeth
er a proposal for a center jointLy 

. operated by local, state and federal 
agencies in order to provide a West . 
Coast center for agricultural relat
ed issues as well as a resource cen
ter. 

"One of the things we would like 
to accomplish is the establishment 
of a species bank where endan
gered species would actually be 
grown .to replace those lost to ag
ricultural and commercial develop-

: ment," Skillicom said. "Sites have 
already been identified thrOughout 
the valley." 

Other uses of the facility would 
be to promote international agricul-

. tural marketing and research and to · 
·provide conference facilities. 

To acquire the necessary funds, 
• Skillicom says his group has been 
'talking to the USDA, the U.S. De-

• 

• 
partment of the Interior ana various sites," said PVUSD Superintendent 
local funding sources. "We have John Casey. "The hospital is one of 
been working on this for a year," · the options. We have no set time
Skillicorn said, "and it is now com- lines at this point but Watsonville 
ing together very quickly." High will have to eventually be ex-

Another potential user of the panded. When that happens the dis
building is the Pajaro Valley Unified trict office services will have to be 
School District. Currently the dis- relocated." 
trict's offices are located on Wat- · Shengai said there have been 
sonville High SchoOf property and , other agencies making inquiries into 
thatspaceisnowneededforschool the purchase of the' facility, but 
expansion. "'We are looking at the thereareno5oliddealsorithetable 
hospital along with other 'possible yet · 

• 



• 

• 

• 

PV school bond falls short 
Gl :11'1'5 

But Cabrillo College's $86 million bond passes by 74% 
By MICHAEL rv1ERRILL 
STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE - Measure A 
supporters took it on the chin last 
night after the Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District's $75 million bond 
measure was defeated. Even though 
60 percent of the voters agreed that 
the schools are in need of repair, 
state law requires a two-thirds ma
jority in order for a bond Jl).easure 
to pass. 

Cabrillo College's $86 Measure C 
bond measure fared much better, 
however, not only meeting the 
state's minimum requirement but 
exceeding it by nearly 10 percent. 

·The Yes on Measure A Conunit
tee gathered at Margarita's Grill in 
Watsonville late Tuesday night to 
watch the results as they came in. 
The first results, at 8:30 p.m., 

BONDS 
From page 1 

showed the measure had achieved . even though a Im\iority of the vot-
52 percent after the absentee ballots ers supported the measure, that was' 
were counted. PVUSD Trustee Will- not enough. "This is undemocratic,;, 
ie Y ahiro said absentee 'voters are Hashimoto said. "Under these rules 
traditionally conservative and this a minority can dictate to the major
iswhere he expected the least sup- · ity. Everyone's viewpoint is not 
port. HeSaidhehadhopedforabout weighed equally." 
55percentintheearlystages, which Still, as the evening progressed 
would have been an better indica- the nlimbers continued to rise. By 
tion that the measure would pass. 11 p.m., the measure had garnered 
"We would want it to be 55 to 58 57.3 percent of the vote and the 
percent but any majority at this groupbegantocheer1Althoughthey 
point is a good sign," Y ahiro said. had along way to go and time was 

As the evening progressed, the running out, there was still a 
numbers continued to rise. Cam- chance. 
paign coordinator Brian Arbour . ' At 11:30 p.m;; Arbour announced 
posted the latest figures every 20 that the tally was up to 59.5 percent. 
minutes. By 10:45 p.m. the vote had With over half of the precincts 
climbed to 55, percent and the group counted, victory was tantalizingly 
was cautiously optimistic. close, but it was beginning to look 

Bond supporter Mas Hashimoto like the bond would fail. 
. said it was frustrating to see that See BONDS, page 6 

ro said. "It was built on limited 
funds and a lot of shoe leather. If 
you look at the tiudgets of the other 
bond campaigns, ours was a shoe-
string, grassroots type." 

, Soxne people began to"second- With the bond's failure, district of-
: guess their campaign strategies and fici3ls say they will just have to deal 
; wonder if they had done enough. with overcrowding aS hEist they can. 
· ~ "We tried to demonstrate the needs "We are certainly disappointed that it 
~· in terms of housing," Yahiro said, didn't pass," Casey said "'twas pain-

: ~Ps~o;e~U:~r:O."'~.· ·~ci~~ .· fu,l to~~~. th,e ImU1Y patel}ts ~d 
StlpportemWho worked. so hard an it" : ::~;;:; :~o 0!~:hi~a~~~~f ~: ···• ~e ~d, tre ~<:f~JY9f~ ~ 

bond but do not normally vote~" · lays befpre 1t and losmg the bond 
By midnight, the tally seemed to ·measure will not stop them from 

doing the best they can with what 
have peaked at 60 percent, a full six they have. "We are not going to slow 
and two-thirds percent shy of a win. d 
PVUSD Superintendent John Casey . own at all working on student 
had already conceded defeat and achievement and the development 

of good programs for our students," 
onlythemostoptimisticofthemea- Casey said. "As to (the problem 
sure's supporters remained hopeful. 

"We ran a good campaign," Yahi- with) facilities we will hav:e to wait 
and see." 
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Neighborhood · to»c8tns ·presented before city officials 
~;r, , •. . • . 

By JOHN VIEIRA 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER . 

WA'fSONVILLE- The city of Watsonville is "on the right 
track" according to organizers of a five-day long "design char
rette" which culminated in the presentation of their findings to 
a joint meeting of the planning commission, city council arid 
parks and recreation commission Monday evening at city halL 

"Watsonville is in a period of strong transition," said 
Mayor Oscar Rios. "We were given an opportunity to have 
different people come in and see what we can do in tenns 
of going forward." 

The "design charrette" was conceived to create discus- · 
sions between city staff members and Watsonville residents 
in creating a future vision for two city neighborhoods. 

Discussions centered on the neighborhoods along Front 
Street and the levee and also focuse~ on an undeveloped 
parcel of land_:_ known as the Landmark property -Iocat
.ed south of Harkins Slough to the railroad tracks near :High
way1. 

The results-of a vote compiled during-a workshop on 
Thursday with residents aiong Front street indicate that 
most of the residents were concerned with safety and the 
abatement of drugs and gangs in the area along the Pajaro 
River. Receiving the-most votes were the creation of a park 
on Front Street and the installation of traffic islands on Main 

• 

Street to allow safer pedestrian crossings: 
A similar vote taken on Saturday regarding the Landmark 

property also displayed similar conc;ems regarding the need 
to have parks and keep open space as well as narrow streets 
to reduce neighborhood traffic speed. 

Watsonville High School sophomore students also pre
sented their Views gathered during a focus group conducted 
Friday regarding how to make .the city a better community. 

"There are .too many drugs, gangs and bars around," said 
Phillip Battle, a high school student. "You can see them stag
gering along the street and for other drivers that can be dan
gerous." 

All students present at Monday night's meeting also were 
•ill support of anew high school and stated that Watsonville 
High School has a problem with overcrowding. And Mario 
Cisneros, a high school athlete, expressed the need to have 
better parks for playing soccer and basketball. Finally, many 
$Udents expressed the need for teen gathering places around 
the city, such as a coffee shop or a mall which would ·also · 
increase youth job opportunities. 

Coun~il members and commissioners were presented 
with a report of the complied input from community mem
bers on their vision of the future of Watsonville. 

"This process is the beginning ofreal difficult work," said 
. Ramon Trias, an urban designer consultant from Florida. 

• 

John VieiraJRegister Pajaronlan . 

Watsonville High School Sophomores (from left) Erica 
Anaya, Rosa Hernandez, Roselio Zamora and Phillip 
Battle present their. views on city design and 
improvements to a group of citizens atthe Watsonville 
Community Center Monday evening. 

• 
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PVUSD 
From page 1 

After addressing the board, 
Vasquez said th~.new high school 
is so badly need~d by the comrim
nity, that it takes priority over con
serving what has been deemed to be 
marginal farmland. "I would give 
them the land myself if I owned it," 
Vasquez said. 

The new issues addressed in the 
recirculated EIR include additional 
information about drainage, the vi
ability of agriculture in the sur" 
rounding areas and the cumulative 
impact of the school on the area. 
Trustee Jane Barr said the new EIR 
was called for because now that the 
school's site plan is in place, the 
board was better able to address 

. previous concerns raised by envi
ronmentalists. 

The new high school is still only 
a concept at this point because be
fore it can be built, the district's sec
ond attempt to pass a bond in No
vember must be successful. 

Wednesday night the board 
passed a revised edition of a reso
lution passed during the last meet
ing regarding the district's role in 
the proposed Aptos secession. 
· Ch~ges include the board agree-

ing to put the question of reorgani
zation before the voters in a district-

. wide election and more specific 
wording on the conditions which· 
must be met for the district's sup
port of secession. 

Aptos resident Ebby Volpa said 
without the changes to the wording, 

·the bond will not be accepted by 
Aptos residents. She saidJhe com
mun~ty wants the board's-role in the 
upcoming secession attempt to be 
spelled out because "there is not a 
lot of trust irl the district." 

Another Aptos resident, Bruce 
Mathias, also urged the board to 
adopt the new wording and set off 
a heated discussion by upping the 

ante. "Also, to secure the Aptos 
vote, the board has until the 31st of 
this month to include another $5 
million in, the budget for Aptos," 
Mathias said. 

Barr told Mathias he was putting 
another demalfld on the board that 
i'S iro.possible. to meet. 

"Hold another meeting tomor
row," Mathias demanded. I 

Barr then explained that the 
board could not legally hold anoth~ . 
er hearing to redistribute the funds 
before his deadline, because it 
would be a violation of the Brown 
Act to make such a move without 
prior public notice. 

The board voted 6-1 to accept the 
new wording ofthe resolution, with 
'Trustee Roberto Garcia casting the 
lone no vote. 

The first draft of the district's 
academic standards for language 
arts was idso released Wednesday . 
The 107-page document spells out 
in detail exactly what is expected 
from each student at every grade 
level and calls for periodic testing 
to be sure specific benchmarks are 
met. The standards were developed 
in conjunction with new state stan
dards. 

Assistant Superintendent Ylda 
Nogueda said the district's stan
dards meet or exceed the state re· 
quirements across the board, but 
they are spelled out differently to 
make them more user-friendly. "We 
took the state standards and put 
them. into a different format, one 
which could be easily explained and 
understood by parents," Nogueda 
said, "one that will work not only 
for teachers but for parents as well." 

On Aug. 6, district administrators 
will meet with all school principals 
and explain the standards in detail. 
The documents will then go to each 
site for review by parents and teach
ers. Comments and suggestions will 
be gathered and then the writing 
committee will reconvene, examine 
the suggestions and formulate a fi
nal document . 
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DistriCt sued over 
, new high school 
· Environmental reviB'w;[or proposed 

site chqllenged as inad~quate 
' By DAVID PAC'Ir .. fl th~Ju~SQ ool,despite~efactthat 

STAFF WRITER the.L. .. ad site is lOcated on 
WATSONVILLE---' PaJato Valley priffie ~cultural land and adjacent 

Unified School District officials face to a wetlands aiea 
a new legal challenge to an environ-, DiStrict officiius hopeto build a 
mental impact report submitted for $42 million high school on a 55-acre 
a new high school on Harkins parcel of a 115-acre site. The school 
~!?~f.{~, ~~' cl.espi~e revi- wqy.ld serve 700 st~dents within 
s19 . t() th~ document l.I\tend- two years. 
ed t<U~.ppea8e environmental oppo- Parkin said that t4e J'epo,rt does 
nents. not adequately addreSs ~ilibulative 

"We wete happy that they ad- and growth inducing impacts of the 
dressed some of· the issues," said school and other proposed develop
lawyer Bill Parkin, whoisrepresent- ment and that the proposed con
ing Watsonville Wetlands Watch struction violates both the Califor~ 
and the California Alliance for Re-- nia Environmental Quality Act and 
source Conservation. "But they the California Coastal Act, as well 
didn't address them all!' as the city of Watsonville's Local 

The suit, filed Tuesday, charges Coastal Plan. 
that district officials have refused 
to consider viable alternate sites for See LAWSUIT, ·page 8 

.' 
LAWSUIT 
From page 1 

"The Coastal Act allows for cov
ering 10 percent of a site with im
pervious surfaces, but this school 
will cover 50 percent of the site," 
said Parkin. "They say they'll amend 
the local plan to deal with that." 

A lawyer for the district, Harold 
Freeman, said last week that the 
school site chosen by the district is 

the best one available and that he 
expects tha1; the cow:ts will agree. 

"We think it's a sensible EIR," 
said Freeman; · · 

Freeman also said that he doesn't 
expect the suit to complicate dis
trict efforts t.o apply for state bond 
construction money. 

"Our assumption is a lawsuit 
would be resolved in time to get the 
money," said Freeman. "Even if a 
lawsuit did interfere we would 
move along as qUickly as possible 
to get this in front of a judge." · 

• 

• 

• 
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Tarmo Hannula 

Developers look to new uses for the old Watsonville 
Community Hospital. · 

Housing, business 
uses in· the works 
for old hospital 
D~velopmentplgn pres~nted to 9ity 
By VfCTORIA MANLEY o.n right now," said Sprague, adding 
·sr AFJ! WRITER >tha$ there- are currently more t{tan 

. WATSONVILLE- Plans to con- a dozen agencies from San Fran
vert the former Watsonville Com- cisco to Monterey conducting re
munity Hospital building and its search into the struct~ engineer
surrounding land into office space, ing and 'architectural modifications 
a warehouse and housing units.are that will need to take place. 
currently before city officials. Also slowing the process is de-

The facility, Ioc1;1ted at the in- termining how much earthquake -
tersection of Green Valley and Ho- retrofitting needs to be done to 1the 
lohan roads, was put up for sale building, he said. Damaged in the 
last spring for $8 million. Devel- 1989 earthquake, the building was 
oper D()n Gardiner of Lester, no longer acceptable under state 
Roach & . Gardiner in Watsonville standards for hospital use, but it is 
began looking at the property and, still viable for other uses which do 
in partnership with otner entities, not require such stringent code 
will likely acquire the property specifications. 
when escrow closes early next Plans for the 22-acre site include 
year. creating office and warehouse 

Carl Sprague of Paccom Manage- space in. the existing building, as 
ment Services, the agency which well as 82 three-beclroom apart
manages the properties developed ments of 1,000 square feet each on 
by Lester, Roach & Gardiner,· said surrounding land. 
the project is still very much in the Also, on about one-and-a•half 
planning stages. · acres on the immediate comer of · 

Sprague is the broker for the po- Green Valley and Hoiohan roads, 
tential buyer of the property, which . plans are to include a drive-through 
is {::urrently defin~d as Gardiner, et. · fast food restaurant and a service 
al. station with car wash. 

"There's a lot of studying going See HOSPITAL, pages 

HOSPITAL 
Froll) page 1 

"Don is very creative in terms 
of conceptualizing property," 
said Sprague. "He saw the build
ing and had· a vision for the site 
-now, we're seeing what can be 
done." . 

Lester, ~oach & Gardiner is the 
same firm that developed We
stridge Industrial Park, Crossroads 

'Shopping Center and Crestview 
Apartments in Watsonville. 
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HIGH SCHOOL 
From page 1 

nent facilities to house 3,200 stu
dents, but the combined enrollment 
of both high schools is close to 
5,000. Almost 2,000 students are in 
portable units. 

"I believe this is a very excellent 
site for our students," said Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District Su
perintendent John Casey. 

The proposed high school will 
accommodate 2,200 students in 
over 220,000 square feet and will 
feature a 2,000-seat gymnasium, 
500-seat performing arts center and 
a 300-seat multi-use room. 

"If I move to another site, I'm 
going to have the same fights, the 
same lawsuits," said Casey. 

In September 1998; the school 
district was sued by environmental 
groups stating that the Environmen
tal Impact Report was faulty. In 
April of 1999, a Santa Cruz Superi
or Court ruled in favor of the school 
district and upheld the adequacy of 
the Environmental Impact Report. 

"The Farm Bureau sees it as the 
best site of a high school," said San
ta Cruz County Farm Bureau presi-

• 

dent Michael Theriot in support of 
the proposed new high school. 

Still, letters from the state De
partment ofFish and Game and the 
California Coastal Commission in
dicate that they are still opposed to 
the school site. · 

"We have concluded that i. 
be very difficult if not impossib 
n:iitigate the' project impacts on the 
proper functioning of the slough 
system because of the close prox
imity of the school to the wetlands," 
said Brian Hunter, regional manag
er of the state Department of Fish 
and Game, in a letter to the school 
district. . 

· "We do need a new high school, 
but this isn't the place for it," said 
planning commission board mem
ber Pedro Castillo, who voted 
against the plan along with Gusta-
vo Gonzalez. · · 

Funding for the new high school 
is expected to be approved by the 
state in the amount of $40 million, 
said McHenry. The funds will cover 
the cost of construction and interi
or furnishings of the school. 

"If we don't get approval, we 
would be looking for alternative 
funding solutions which could in
clude a local bond," said Casey. 

• 
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on the passage of Measure E, pas
sage of the state bond, and oil.r com
pletion of the process of acquisition 
of the site.' 

In addition, the timely construc
tion of the school depends on 
whether an environmental lawsuit 
filed against the environmental im
pact report for the school is re-
solved quickly. · 

The suit, brought by Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch and the California 
Alliance for Resource Conservation, 
alleges that the district did not ex-

·-l:r.) 
0 
0 

..c 
(.) 

en 

plore alternative school sites that do son ville High School, designed and 
not border on slough areas. constructed to house 1,800 stu-

. District officials counter that all dents, hit its highest capacity of 
possible sites were carefully evalu- over 2,500 students this year. Pro
ated over the course of a 10-year jections indicate that by the year 
period by a committee that includ.:. 2007-2008, the district must be able 
ed a representative from Wetlands to house approximately an addition
Watch. . al 2,000 or more high school stu-

In addition, they said, the prox- dents. Any delay will have a detri
imity of the school to the slough will mental effect on the quality of edu
give students an opportunity to · cation for PVUSD students who at
study the unique ecosystem .as part-- tend increasingly over-crowded 
of an environmental studies pro- schools." 
gram, much the same way that San The statement also said the 
Lo~enzo Valley students study the district is targeting· a September 
cohform levels of the San Lorenzo 2001 opening for the technologi
River. c<Hly advanced campus which will 

Casey also argued that the new feature a 400-seai performing arts 
school is urgently needed to ease center, a data networked media 
~e pressure on two of the district's center, a 2,000-seat gymnasium, 
high schools. and 10 state-of-the-art science 

"This high school is urgently labs. The school will also have a 
needed to ease overcrowding in the natur:al sciences study center on 
district's other two high school," site, and the district will be ac
Casey. said. "Aptos High School, quiring a nine-acre portion of 
designed and constructed to house wetlands on the upper end of 
1,400 students, is currently housing West Struve Slough for environ
approximately 2,200 students. Wat- mental preservation. 
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1 e-for new 
high sch~l 
apprdvea .... ·· 
Watsonville plan 
hinges on passage 
of local and state 
bond measures 
IJy MICHAEL MERRILL 
Sentinel staff writer 

WATSONVILLE -The Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District's 
plan to build a third high school 
made it over a major hurdle Tues
day when state officials gave it the 
green light. · · 

The district must still run the 
gauntlet between an environmen
tal lawsuit and two key school 
bonds that need two-thirds voter 
support, but that didn't dampen 
the spirits of Superintendent John 
Casey, who described the ap
proval as very good news. 

The Division of the State Archi
tect approved the school's C<?n
struction plans last week, wh1le 
the state Department of Education 
a{Jproved he proposed Harkins 
Slough Roa site Tuesday. 

"These a provals represent ma
jor landma ·ks in the building of 
the new h ·· school," Casey said. 

The pro ow depends on the 
assage o · easure E, the Pajaro 

ri s $67.5 111illion facilities 
'>· a; . tlle state school facili-

ties bond (lA), as .well as the dis
trict's ~cquisition t;>f the site. 

A smt filed by Watsonville Wet
lands Watch contesting the dis
trict's environmental impact re
port on the project does not repre
sent a major stumbling block, ac
cording to district Trustee Jamie 
Marks. 

"The suit is regarding the EIR, 
not the site itself," Marks said. 

She said the reportwill stand up 

in court. 
"I am confident with this re

port," Marks said. '1lt solves all is-'' 
sues of buffers, setbacks, drainage 
and environmental preservation." 

Because the site is located in the 
coastal zone west of Highway 1, it 
was initially opposed by several 
environmental groups. But when 
the site was officially chosen last 
summer, most 6fthe resistance ta
pered off. The lawsuit represents 
the last environmental hurdle, 
district officials said. 

Casey pointed out that even 
though the site is west of the high
way, it is still within the city of 
Watsonville. He said its location 
in the coastal zone will actually be 
a plus for students. 

''We can S\U)port environmental 
studies," Ca$eY said. "What a great 
location. We have even affered to 
buy alllOO acres to keep and pre
serve." 

The remaining threats to the 
school come in three forms: 

• If Measure E fails and Proposi
tion lA passes, the district will not 
be able to access state matching 
funds. Casey said even if the local 
bond passes at a later date, in all 
Hkelihood the state money will go 
t? districts that pass bonds in No-
VJ?mber. . 
· • If Measure E passes and 

Broposition lA does not, "We 
would be in-line for the next state 
bond;" Casey said. "We c~n com
plete about 60 percept of our pro
jects with our own money. In real
ity, there is a strorig likelihoOd 
that lA will pass." 

• If Measure E and Proposition 
lA both fail, the district board 
will meet Nov. 4 to look at alterna
tives, such as year-round sessions 
and extended hours, to deal with 
the district's growing student pop-
ulation. · 

. i 
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Local {\SChool bond fails again 
. $67 million bond misses the two-thirds mark 

By DAVID PACINI 
STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE -The failure of 
the second local school facilities 
bond in six months should come as 
no surprise because both were too 
bloated with unnecessary items, said 
a Measure E opponent tfiis morning. 

Despite supporting the Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District's Mea
sure E by a solid 61.6 percent mar
gin, voters failed to reach the neces
sary two-thirds yes vote needed to 
pass the initiative. 

No on E member Lisa Kramer 
said that voters were unmoved by a 
large scale campaign in support of 
the $67 million bond measure be
cause Measure E looked too much 
like Measure A, which was rejected 
stt the polls in June . 

"People were voting the same 
way as they did last time," Kramer 
said. "Basically, it was the same bond 
and it was a bad bond. What the 
school district needs .to do is honest- · 
ly evaluate the bond Last time they 
saiqifwejustdo apiggerpush, ~e'll 
pass the bOnd, but voters haves&on:g 
opinions on the problems in the 
bond." · · 

Kramer said the bond sought t9o · 
much money for things other than 
classroom space, like gympasiums 
and performing arts centers. 

. "Why weren't there more class
rooms available in the bond?" Kram
er said. "We really did speri.d a lot of 
time negotiating with (district super
intendent) Casey before they came 
out with it. If we could come up with 
something that would do what they 

say, we could have a much smaller 
bond and accomplish exactly what 
we need to do. We need to look at 
both~id~s oflihedistrict.» ... · · : ,: 

.. , '' •. Sa~ MEASURE e; pl!ige a 

MEASURE E event that benefits schools, said 
those who voted no on the measure 
failed to see the big picture. From page 1 

The measure's defeat prompted 
supporters to ponder how to solve 
what they say is a serious over
crowding problem in the district's 
high schools. 

"Our opponents only have to get 
one third of the vote plus one to win," 
said PVUSD Trustee Willie Y ahiro at 
a election party at the Seascape re
sort Tuesday night. "But the 'No on 
E' people have never explained to 
anyone what their solution is to over
crowding. They haven't come up 
with any gooc}. recommendations to 
solve that problem." 

Marc Monte, the organizer of the 
yearly Reach for the Stars fireworks 

"When you put no on that ballot, 
you're saying 'I don't care about school 
kids,"' said Monte. "It's that small 
thinking that ruins the efforts of the 
(Rudolph F. Monte) foundation that's 
tcying to bring people together." 

Measure ~ supporter Mas Hash
imoto, who 'taught at Watsonville 
High School for 36 years, said that· 
getting a two-thirds vote on a bond 
was a tough challenge. 

"For politicians, 55 percent is a 
landslide," Hashimoto said. 

Hashimoto also said that walk
ing precincts for the measure in the 
Bay and Pa.iaro Village areas re
newed his faith in the good inten
tions of voters . 
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By MICHAEl MERRILL 
Sentinel staff writer 

.· 

WATSONVILLE - Pajaro .Valley 
Unified School District trustees are ·0 
for 2 in their attempts to pass a. bond 
measure. 

On WednesQ.a)r,~~y.,suggested a third 
time mightbe!Ulechann..Itno;/thEronly ·. 
option left· 'to re'li~e 'district over'
crowding is year-round schools anq 
double sessions, they said. · 

With the failure of Measure E - the 
district's $67.5 million school facilities 
bond - still fresh in their minds, 
trustees on Wednesday pondered their 
options. 

The next opportunity to ask voters to 
approve a bond is in March. If the dis
trict decides to go for a third attempt 
and fails, trustees said Wednesday 
night there. will be nd state. matching 
funds available for the next six years. 
When Measure E failed to garner the 
required two-thirds majority support 

Please see BOND- BAGK PAGE 
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Bond 
Centtnued from Page A1 "Proposition lA (the state's $9 

billion bond measure) has passed," 
Tuesday, $47 million in state money Casey said. ''There is money at the 
was·pulled tram the·table, trustees state level for projects, but the 
said. clock is ticking. We need to either 

Trustee Doug Kaplan said before go for it or give it up." 
the board decides whether to pur- Casey noted that there is a huge 
sue anot}ter bond measure, trustees level of support for the bond within 
must find out why voters twice with- the district, just not the two-thirds 
in five months rebuked the district majority needed for new taxes. 

"We tried a second time and the "We will end up with about 62 
voters said no," Kaplan said. "We percent. (o,f the vote)," Casey said. 

· need to know all the reasons. Is it ''When yotftook at it, only 38 per-
lack of trust or is the cost too cent'were opposed." ' 
much?" While most of Measure E~s:<most · 

Kaplan said the district has three vocal opponents bailed from .Aptos, 
main needs: a third high school preli:tilinary numbers indicate that, 
must l!e built, Aptos High School just like in June, many Aptos voters 
must be finished and a new elemen- were willing to pay the $49.50 per 
tary school must be built in Wat· $100;000 in property value it would 
sonville. He,.suggested the district have cost them annually. The com
reduce the bond amount so just munity held pockets of overwhelm
those three projects can be . eo~ . .ing;,support for:. th~ me;asure~ .The 
pleted before th~ staf;e money' dries Aptb8 PUblic Library ptecinct ral:. 
up. If no·t" the district will havlil .to . lied behin.d.; the bolld and ,racked up 

·'find a way to fund the ptbjeebd.t~' ad imp~ve 74l';percent apptOval. 
self, which could mean massive Voters who cast their ballots at 
cuts in. sehoQt programs, ~ees 9550 Monroe St voted 72 percent in 
said.:·. ;< . . . • , ·.. , , . favor. 
S~~nd¢nt~ .. >li()bn.'Casey~aid In Watsonville, voters in the 

the'd~isiotl.t'otll;l'a.third timepmst YWCA p~cinet on .East .Beach 
bemaaebyDeeem:ber., · Street and at the Watsonville Fire 

• 

' "' 
Station offered 74 pereen{'suppott;,; 
Watsonville, however, also had the• 
precinctwith the second lowest ley.;; 
el of support Voters at the Pajaro~: 
Village Recreation Room, a seniQJ:.:· 
retirement neighborhood, •were the, 
second low~ with only 50 percent!' 
in favor - eclipsed only q;t thoSf!~ 
voting at Christ Lutheran Churcbr 
'10707 Soquel Drive in Aptos, There;: 
the bond only managed to earn th~~
nod of 45 percent of the voters.. .. •· .~·· 

Voters at the Casserly Community; 
Center, another WatsonviiJe dis,...: 
trict, managed only 51 percent. .. 
Freedom, Pinto Lake and CoiTali~; 
tos voters also rejected the bond~· 
averaging 57 percent in favor. Most 
other Watsonville districts did nOt~ 
meet the two-thirds requirement. :· 

One thing most residents · anq: 
trustees agree on is that both Aptos, 
and Watsonville high schools are· 
bursting at the seams and running: 
out of room to add more portable: 
classrooms. And even if a third 
bond is successful, the schools may; 
still need to go to double sessions,: 
year-ro~d seh~ule.s or possibly:: 
both until the third htgb school anot 
a new elementary school are com;·:~ 
.pleted, trustees said. ·· 

• 
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PVUSD 
ponders 
a third 
bond 

By DAVID PACiNI 
STAFF WRITER_ 

WATSONVILLE- With state 
matching funds as an incentive,. lo
cal school board trustees renewed 
their commitment Wednesday to 
passing a facilities bond, despite two 
failed effortsin six months. 

"Whether the reason is lack of 
trust of the district, or too much 
(tax) money, or whether it's seces
sion issues, we failed," said Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District Trust
ee Jane Barr. "It doesn't mean the 
need jar a new high school goes 
':_V:,}lf," s~e ~?at the board's regu
J~ meetmg. , . 
~- Voters Tue~day supported Mea-
! sure __ E_ .. to. the lpn ... _ e of about 61 per-
cent, failing to -'~ster-the two-thirds 
n~ed to pass I'Jie $Q7 millio!l bond. 
A $75 million 1Jorl~ failed by a com
paral:>le m~gin in June. $Plte~e, 
voters approved a $9 billion state 
school bond Tue~ay, making funds 
available for construction and repair 
of schools .for distriCts that pass 
bonds before the state money runs 
out. 

"We need a new high ~chool," said 
Trustee Doug Kaplan. "We also need 
to build (the) Franich (site) elemen
tary school. We've already borrowed 
money for that. We need to get on 
the ballot as soon as possible to qual
ify for state money ... We need<!, re
d4ced package and couple it with a 
commitment from the state board to 
put the issue of secession before 
voters." 

Dis~rict Superintendent John Ca
~e~ srud that the most likely scenar-
10 ls to hold a speci~l election in 

·June. 

: ".":e h~ve to make a conscious 
i dec:siOn, Casey said. "Either we go 

for lt or we give it up. The consult
an~ say the (state) money will be 
avallable for about a year and a 
half." . 

; Trust.e:~ also briefly discussed 
~e possibility of having the district's 
high schools, Aptos High and Wat

. sonville High, adopt year-round 
schedules and double sessions to 
ease overcrowding. 

See PVUSD, page 10 

PVUSD ing to see this through the eyes of 
an Aptos trustee," Kaplan said. "This 
is a district that's adopted site-based 
decision making. Schools are goirig 
to need discretionary money in or:
der to make site-based decision• 
making work in the next few years.'! 

" From page 1 

The most contentious issue dis
cussed at the board meeting was 
raised _when Kaplan showed other 

. board members charts related to 
the distribution of categorical funds 

· throughout the district's schools. 
1 Those charts clearly show that a 
: large majority of the state funds for 
students with special needs goes to 

1 Watsonville-area schools rather 
· than Aptos-area schools. 

"I ask you to spend a moment try-

Trustees Willie Y ahiro and Ro~ 
erto Garcia took issue with Kap~; 
arguing that his presentation wa.S 
misleading because the district haS 
no control over the distribution of 
categorical funds. 

Trustees also voted to fund two 
additional academic coui\Selors, 
one for each of the district's high 
schools. 
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l2/to/ qzr 
New high school 
plans move ahead 
By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER·PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE- Over the ob
jections of environmentalists, trust
ees of the local school board unan
imously reaffirmed their belief that 
the Harkins Slough Road site rep
resents the best choice for the New 
Millennium High school. 

"I saw in the paper where board 
members said the environmental 
concerns about this site have been 
dealt with, which is nonsense," said 
Surfrider Foundation representa
tion Frojon Banwell at the Wednes
day evening Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District board meeting. 
"Please do not ask us to put on 
blinders and look only at the school 
site itself. There will be impacts to 
the wetlands properties around it. 
You should recognize it now instead 

of having kids come to you in 15 
years and ask, 'Why did you destroy 
our wetlands?"' 

Banwell added that if the board 
seeks another bond for tne school, 
the group will fight the bond mea
sure because of the board's insis
tence on using this site. 

Board members and a lawyer for 
the district,' Harold Freeman, ar
gued that po perfect site exists for 
the school, and that building the 
school at the·Harkins Slough Road 
site will have the least onerous ef
fect on the environment. They also 
said that 18 sites have been careful
ly considered over the course of 
about 10 years, and environmental 
groups participated in selecting the 
~kins Slough site as the best one 
available. 

See PVUSD, page 7 
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rrustee Roberto Garcia (right) and Marcia Meyer (left) thank 
·etiring Director of New Construction and Governmental ., 
telations Richard Meyer for his 10 years of service to the 
iistrict. Meyer was credited at the Pajaro Valley Unified ·• 
)chool District meeting Wednesday night with overseeing 
;onstruction of Watsonville High through a difficult period 
:>fthe district's history, which included earthquakes, floods, 
md rapid growth. 

PVUSD 
'rom page 1 

They also discussed the short
·omings of another site suggested 
s an alternative, the Francheske 
!roperty behind the Overlook 

·shopping center, as too small for 
the district's needs. 

. "We've tried very hard to cre
atle a school that mitigates current 
i~pacts," said Trustee Jamie 
Marks, who added that students of 
the new school will be taught 
about the wetlands surrounding 
the facility. "If we don't take it on 
as our responsibility as educators 
to l:e;lch them about the wetlands, 
nobody else will do it. I think we 
have a'good property here." 

Board members also directed 
district s¥r to apply for hardship 
funds for tl'\le district and agreed 
with Superti),tendentJohn Casey's 
Sl:!.~estion that figuring out why 
twb recent school facilities bond 
measure f::UI~d iS crucial to any fu
tur~ efforts to pass a bond. 

"A bond will never pass with
out addressing secession," audi
ence member Nancy Bensen told 
the board, adding that the over
crowding at Aptos High is more 
severe than the overcrowding at 
Watsonville High. 

Trustees $o }leard a prelimi
nary report from Assistant Super- ·t 
intendent Terry McHenry on pos
sible places to house the 800 to 
900 new students expected to en- ~ 
roll at Watsonville--High next year. 
Putting portables on the school's 

' ~ softball field or using the district 
· office space as classroom space 

were discussed as possibilities. 
In other news, the trustees 

elected Willie Y a:hiro and EvelYn 
Volpa as president and vice presi
dent of the board, respectively, 
and made appointments to the 

· board's various committees. 
"Although he opposed me with 

sometimes bellicose and disparag
ing comments against my being 
president, I support his presiden
cy," said outgoing board president 
Sharon Gray of Ya:hiro. 

i;· 
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~ajaro trustees put off 
vote on eminent domain 
aY JOHN SANFORD 
Sentinel staff writer 

WATSONVIUE - Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District trustees on 
Wednesday postponed a vote on 
whether to use their power of emi
nent domain to acquire land for a 
.third high school. 

The resolution would have given 
the district the legal green light to 
invoke a state law that gives govern
ment agencies the right to acquire 
private land for the public good. 

However, an attorney for the 
property owners, Ralph and Kath
leen Edwards, asked trustees to 
postpone the vote until J anuazy to 
allow the Edwards' lawyer time to 

:review a district staff report about 
:the acquisition. 
: Choosing a school site has pit the 
·district against environmentalists, 
:who have filed two lawsuits con
:tending that an environmental-im
·pact report on the site, at Harkins 
:slough and Lee roads, is inade
: quate. District officials say the envi-

ronmental groups are skewing the 
facts to stop construction on the 
land. 

At Wednesday's public hearing, 
environmentalists were once again 
outspoken in their opposition, sug
gesting they would mount fierce op
position if the district attempts to 
pass another bond to raise money 
for construction of the schooL 

Supporters of the school were 
hoping for passage of Measure E, a 
bond measure on the November bal
lot that would have given the dis
trict $67.5 million for school facili
ties. It didn't. 

The environmental-impact report 
was certified in 1997 but contested 
in a joint lawsuit brought by two en
vironmental groups in July of 1997. 

A second lawsuit was brought by 
the same groups in October, this 
time contending that a revised EIR 
was still inadequate. 

Harold M. Freiman, an attorney 
for the school district, said a court 
date will probably be scheduled for 
March or April. 
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Group creates v1s1on 
for Pajaro Valley 
Consensus plan sought that brings 
together traditional adversaries 
By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER· 

WATSONVILLE- A group of 
about 20 people has begun to work 
on developing a long-term shared 
~ision for the Pajaro Valley that 

brings traditional adversaries to
gether, aft~r seeing the process 
work well in other communities . 

.... ,:,··~articip~t and foonex.WatsQl:l.' 
yille Mayor Dennis Osmer said this 
mo;tning1tat ~P:W3!1? Y alley Gom
muluty ViiS~o~ Grbtip believes it 
can create more cooperation than 
government agencieS have so far 
been able to bring about. 

"The alternative (government 
and the General Plan) sure as hell 
isn't working," Osmer said. "That 
prc;>eess brings people together -

in court." 
The visioning group, which in

cludes members from many com
munity groups, has so far avoided 
being taken over by any one special 
intete§t group, Osmer said. U:e also 
said tllafsilftilar consensus-building 
plannil;l,g grop.ps have been st~ccess
ful in · · Uis Obispo {::ounty and 
Ba 

"What attracts me about it is it's 
something that's been very success
fu1 in a lot of communities," Osmer 
said. "We have to admit is that what 
government is doing in terms of 
planning for the future is simply not 
working. This is about bringing peo
ple together where the direction 
isn't decided ahead of time." 

See VISIONING, page 6 
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:viSIONING 
From page 1 

Osmer said that local govern
ment agency meetings have failed 
.to nurture compromise and are in
stead "a place to beat somebo(jy 
.over the head with your plan. This 
Xvisioning process) is a place to 
j)ring people together to achieve a 
-greater consensus if we do it right." 
: · Osmer said the group's biggest 
;potential pitfall is to become asso
:ciated too closely with one fringe 
group or another. 

"That's one of our biggest prob
lems, is trying to achieve some di
rection facing the strength of these 
special interest groups," he said. "I 
think this is something that we 
should include people from the oth
er end of the county in. It would be 
a way to get them to help out con
structively in some of the problems 
we fa.;:e, So far that hasn't hap
,pened, and it's still not a popular 

idea. I think it has to do with the 
magnitude of the task of starting 
this, as opposed to any bad feel
ings." 

The group held an aU-day meet
ing Sept. 26 to agree on the basic 
objectives of the process and talk 
about how to go about achieving 
them. That meeting was facilitated 
by Daniel Iacofano and Jeff Loux of 
Moore, lacafano and Goltsman, Inc., 
an urban planning firm with expe
rience de~i,g:ning visioning process
es. 

At that meeting, participants 
agreed on a list of goals, including 
protecting natural resources, pro
viding for stable businesses that 
give back to the local community, 
diversifying the economy and cre
ating a wide array of jobs with ad
equate living wages, and develop
ing Watsonville as the vibrant hub 
of the valley with a strong down
town surrounded by neighbor
hoods that ar~ self-contained with 
housing, schools, parks, shopping, 
and jobs. 

• 
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Watsonville High 
to "grow by. 800 
Over next 3 years 
Aptos High enrollment will stay the same 
By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE- With over
crowding already stressing both its 
comprehensive high school campus
es, the local school district will have 
to house 800 or more additional high 
school students in the next three years. 

Local school board trustees vot
ed unanimously Wednesday to ac
commodate all that growth at Wat
sonville High School and to cap en
rollment at Aptos High School at its 
present level of 2,200 students. 

"I'm asking the board to rein
force that we will use Watsonville 
High for the future needs of stu
dents until a third high school is 
built," PG\iaro Valley Unified School 

i District board president Willie Ya
hiro said. "Aptos is locked in at the 
level we are at now." 

District Superintendent John Ca
sey said this morning that officials 
developed a long list of options for 

housing the students until a third high 
school is built to accommodate them. 

Trustees chose the option of put
ting portables on the Watsonville 
High campus as a way of keeping 
all the students on the high school 
campus and making the fewest 
number of changes in the use of 
existing district facilities. 

Casey also said that the infra
structure at the Aptos High campus 
wouldn't support any more growth. 

Trustees voted to send out a re
quest for proposals on leasing or 
buying space needed for a number 
of purposes, either in one large fa
cility or in several smaller ones. 

Trustees also requested staff mem
bers to bring them more information 
on kinds of portables available. No 
decision was made regarding where 
the portables needed for 250 to 300 
new students next year will be placed 
on the Watsonville High campus. 

See ENROLLMENT, page 7 
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State Board of Education 
Sets J_anuary Date for 

Aptos Secession· Hearing 
by Jim Johnson 

A
fter a year and a 
half, and two 
attempts to pass a 
school facilities 
bond, the Aptos 

secession petition is back on the 
State Board of Education's 
agenda. Board President Bill 
Lucia confirmed that the peti· 
tion will be heard before the 
board on Jan. 7 in Sacramento. 
Lucia said it is time to decide 
what to do with the petition. 

"It's just time to consider 
what to do with [the petition];" 
Lucia said. "It's been hanging 
armmd for a long time." 

mism about the petition's 
chances at the state board 
because. of the community's 
unsuccessful attempts to pass .a 
bond. Palmer supported the 
bond and helped campaign fur 
its pass<lge; .,;, 

"Unfortunately, I think we 
· have a very' slim chance without 

resolving the facilities issue," 
Palmer said. 

Palmer said that she believes 
the state board may put the 
secession issue on the ballot to 

board level and get it resolved.'' 
Trustee Jamie Marks said the 

Pajaro board won't support tJte 
petition at the state board · 
because the facilities question 
has not yet been anSwered. 

"We still don't have a place 
to put the kids," Marks said. 

Aptos par:ent Lisa Kramer, 
who supports the secession 
effort but opposed the school 
bonds, said the petition's 
appearance on the state board's 

· agenda came as a surprise to, 

It took everybody by 

surprise .... It seems like 

_an attempt to kiU the 

A group of Aptos parents 
have been trying for years to 
form a new Aptos Unified 
School District .. However, this 
means that the Pajaro Valley · 

-unified Schod ni,trirt wn~·lri_l. r, eorganization. • -_- -
lose about half the district's _ 

racalities_and about 40 perc=t . __ ll·sa Kramer 
of the district's students. 

When the petition was first 
submitted to the state board in 
1996, the board was poised to 
deny the proposal b~ on the 
lack of facilities in the southern 
part of the Pajaro District. After 
some debate, state board mem
bers decided tO postpone a ruJ. 
ing until several issues could be 
resolved at the district level. 
School overcrowding and the 
need for a new high school in 
the Pajaro Districr were among 
the issues. Since then, two sepa· 
rate school facilities bond mea· 
sures have been defeated. 

Lucia said that the State 
Department of Education's staff 
recommendation will likely be 
for denial, considering that he 
believes nothing has changed 
about the petition. 

"If we have an old petition 
with no new information, it 
would be hard for the board to 
support it," Lucia said. "I think 
[the recommendation] will be 
for denial. I don't think any·· 
thing has changed.". 

If the state board does decide 
to look at the issue again, Lucia 
said it will probably ask for an 
updated analysis regarding the 
secession petition. · 

,Secession leader Ba,rbara 
Palmer 'expressed little opti-

resolve the secession issue 
·before another bond issue is put 
to voters. However, state board 
representatives have consistently 
said that without the assurances 
of a bond, voters should not 
consider secession. 

Palmer said the Pajato board 
is being very creative with 
attempts to solve the facilities 
issue short of a bond. She said 

· that the Districr may be eligible 
fur state hardship funds. 

"They're .looking .at vocational 
·schools, hardship funds, and· 
moving the districr headquarters 
and using that building fOr class-

. rooms," Palmer said. "Hardship 
funds could build a third high 
school without going to the 
community for a bond. We were 
told we weren't eligible for hard· 
ship funds but there's an estimat
ed 50 school districts that have 
tried to pass bonds that' received 
those funds. Maybe we can get 
facilities that way." 

Trustee Willie Y ahiro said he 
thinks it's time to resolve the· 
secession issue. Yahiro has 
opposed the sece8sion attempt. 

"I don't have a problem with 
it," Yahiro said. "I think it's 
good ~ bring it up to the state . 

Post r!J December2L T998-Jonuary4, 1999 -1\. 
T;le · 1'1/tl- t:ctMJ+y · lbsf · 1· 

'her. 
"It took everybody by sur

prise," Kramer said. "It seems 
like an attempt to kill the reor
ganization!' 

The Pajaro Valley Pederati.on 
of Teachers, the PVUSD teach
ers union, took the strongest 
stance against the secession peti· 
tion's appearance on the state 
board agenda. The PVFT sent 
-out a ktter asking for help 
opposing the petition at the 
state board meeting. PVFT 
President Carolyn Savino and 
Field Representative Rhea 
DeHart signed the letter. 

The letter said the petition 
did not meet the state board's 
criteria for reorganiiation and 
"is predicated upon the con
cerns of people who do not 
have the best interests of stu· . 
dents as their priority." 

.Palmer immediately objecred 
to the letter, calling it unfair 
and hypocriticaL · 

"I worked so hard to pass a 
bond for all the children in the 
districr and the PVFT chose not 
to work at aQ. These people (at 
the PVFI'] have done·more to 
create problems than. to find a 
solution," Palmer said. 0 
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by Jim Johnson 

A
fter the failure of 
two separate school 
facilities bond mea
sures last year, 
Pajaro Valley Uni

fied School District officials are 
scrambling to meet the district's 
growing faCilities demands. 

Not only are district's exist
ing schools overcrowded, but 
an increase of 800 students is 
predicted for the 1999-2000 
school year. With no bond 
funds available to build new 
schools, or expand current facil
ities, district chiefs are being 

· forced to get creative. 
"The biggest problem is 

[where do) 800 kids go?" 
PVUSD trustee Willie Yahiro 
said. 

The solutions suggested 
range from the long-term to the 
shor(~~,erm .. Jt)., ~!:<?, ~on~-~~r~, 
the district is applying for hard
ship funds under recently
passed State Bond lA to h~lp 
pay for a new high school and 
other projects. In the short
term, the district has decided to 
acquire more portable class
rooms over the next three years,. 
and is considering moving the 
district headquarters to accom
modate them. 

Y ahiro said the school dis
trict wasn't entirely ~prepared 
for the necessity of instituting 
short-term solutions to its over
crowding problems. 

"Even if we had passed the 
bond [to build] a third high 
school, we would have been 
overcrowded, esp~~:ially until 
the third high school was built," 
Y ahiro said. 

PVUSD trustee Dan 
Hankemeier said the school dis
trict is operating in a crisis sta
tus as far as facilities are con
cerned. 

"Everything we do right now 
is a short-term solution," 
Hankemeier said. "We need the 
new high school, we need the 
new high school site." 

Will Hardship Funds 
Replace Bond Monies? 
According to Y ahiro, he and 

fellow trustees Sharon Gray and 
Evelyn Volpa recentfy attended 

a conference on hardship funds. 
Yahiro said the district has 
applied for the funds. 

"The [hardship funds] crite
ria haven't been developed by 
the state, yet," Y ahiro said. 
"There;s some hope there but 
not something we can count 
on." 

Hankemeier said the school 
district may have a shot at the 
hardship funds because of its 
two failed bond attempts. 

"Since we had over 50 ,per-
. cent of the vote and tried ~ice, 
there may be some state sup
port to help us build a high 
school," Hankemeier said. "I do 
think it's a long shot." 

Volpa said she is more opti~ 

mistic about the possibility of 
acquiring hardship funds, espe
cially for two proposed projects 

the construction of the 
Franich Elementary and the 
conversion of Radcliffe school 
to an elementary campus. 

Hankemeier said the district 
should know by January 
whether it qualifies. 

Y ahiro said another facilities 
bond may also be considered as 
part of a long-range solution. 

Aptos parent Lisa Kramer is 
among those promoting the 
idea that an alternate site for the 
new high school in Watsonville 
should be sought. Kramer said 
the Harkins Slough site is cur· 
rently the subject of a lawsuit by 
environmental groups and, as 
such, does not qualify for state 
matching funds. Kramer and 
others are suggesting a 52-acre 
site near the Overlook Shop-

--~------------------



ping Center as an alternative. 
"There's }lousing and. devel

opment going in there so 
there's roads and sidewalks and 
[other infrastructure]," Kramer 
said. "We're really promoting 
that site because we could get 
lnatching state funds. And, if 
it's annexed in the future, there 
would be no [need to gain 
apprcivalfrom] LAFCO or the 
Coastal Commission. [The 
area] wouJd be zonc;d light 
industriaL" · 

Yahito said the dilemma 
remaining is where to put the 
portables. The first 10 portables 
alr.eady have a location on carr.
p11S but the additional 20 mod
ular classrooms need a spot. 

Yahiro said placing the 
portables on the Watsonville 
High football and baseball fields 
was proposed, but swiftly 
rejected. -

Y ahlro said the plan he sup· 
ports is a wide-ranging one 
which includes moving the dis

like," Y ahiro said, adding that 
the plan could be paid for with 
currently budgeted funds. 

Y ahiro said the school dis· 
trict has $500,000 to $600,000 
in the budget to cover rent on 
any facility the district might 
choose for its new headquarters. 
Yahlro said the board expressed 
a clear preference to rent a facil
ity rather than construct an 
expensive new one. · · 

-' trict headquarters to a more 

Volpa was a little more cau
tious in her evaluation of the 
plan. 

Portables and ' ,. ·,; '•• ._,., 

More Portabl" 
· In th·~ short-tern'!., Xahiro 

said. tl;le board has a4,opt(:d a 
three-year plan to bring in ptore 

central. location, such as the old 
Wat~onviUe Hospital facility, 
~ . .rno~ the portables onto 
tha~ prPpeJ;ty. ·· 

Fo~r \;(atson¥111• Hospital 
•• Again Under · 

Consideration 

"At this point, moving the 
district offices . is just a 
thought," Volpa 'said. "There's a 
lot more information that will 

. be needed as far as cost and. cost 
. savings." 

Trustee Jantie Marks said. she 
agrees that something n~eds to 

Yahiro said the old Wat- be done about the school dis· 
sonville Hospital facility is ide- trict's overcrowding problem. 
ally equipped for a district head- What, she said, remains to be 

. quarters site. He said the old seen. 
Hospital's cafeteria, could be "We're going to have to do 
used to tentrC~.lize the school 'something like that,"' Marks 
district's food preparation ser- said. "We have a lot of eighth 
vices into one location. graders who need places to sit.· I 

Hankemeier said the old hos- am still unconvinced that we · 
pital _facility. wpuld seem to fit c~ afford [to move the district 
the district's needs btJ,t there is head,quarters]. I don't want to 
more study to be done about be forced into moving every· 
the pli:ltl's fiScal fe<lSibility . . : thing to Wat:Sonville HospitaL-! 

· "And, it would allow us to don't know if that makes 
. centralize everything,"' Hartke-. sense." 
. meier said. · Marks said she is also 

· portable classrooms at Wat- The former Watsonville opposed to putting the porta· 
sonvi't! High. The plan was Hospital site w~ dosed becaus~ bles on the Watsonville High 
adopted at a special board meet- of seismi<:: damage sustained at football or baseball fields, or the 
ing a week before Christmas, the facility during the 1989 school's parking lots. But she 
Y ahlro said. . · Loma Prieta Earthquake. said she would consider using 
, Other options. discussed at Y ahiro said moving the dis- the school's Agricultural pro-
the meeting included convert- trict headquarters would require' . gram area as a possible site. 
ing Alianza Elementary into a the district to send out a request "If we could move the· Ag 
third high school, and convert- for proposals about potential program, that could work," 
ing Pajaro Middle School into a · sites, which would have to Marks said. "I don't thin.k we 
ninth grade school. include adequate office and . could take any park!ng space 

"We decided it was a good classroom: space, and be central· · · without causing the city a park-
idea to not displace a lot of ly-located in the district bound- ing problem." . 
students and to put all the aries. Aptos parent Kramer said it's 
overcrowding at Watsonville The plan would .also include about time the school district 
High," Yahiro said. "Aptos moving the alternative educa- began planning for overcrowd
High is capped at 2,300 kids. tion classes from the RadCliffe ing, even in the short-ten11. 
There's no more room there. and Alianza campuses to the Kramer was one of the organiz
We're adding 10 portables new district headquarters, and ers of the campaign against the 
next year and adding 30 porta- making those schools K-5 district's last bond measure. 
bles over the ne;xt three years facilities. That would eliminate "It seems like. we have some 
at Watsonville High. Wat- · the need to construct the pro· short-term planning, as 
sonville High might get up to posed new Frimich Elementary Qpposed to before, when we 
3,000 kids over the next three school. didn't have a back~up plan," 
years." "It has a domino effect that I Kramer said. CJ 
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School district to use eminent domain on new high set, 
ElY DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE- Officials of 
the local school district will ask 
trustees Wednesday to force the 
owners of the Edwards property to 
sell it for the construction of a new 
high schooL 

Authorizing staffers to pursue 
taking the property through emi
nent domain will require a two-

thirds vote of the seven-member According to officials, the Ed- developed, and of that which does 
board. wards property was one of the few exist, a great amount is on prime 

School officials argue the action suitable sites within city limits for agricultural land. The State Depart
is necessary because the district the school. The district is expected ment of Education also will not ap
desperately needs a third high to pay about $1.5 million for the prove a school within two miles of 
school and that the Edwards prop- property. an active airport. The location of 
erty has been found, aftenuFex~ "Therearenumerousconstraints Watsonville Airport thus further 
haustive search, to be the singh~', -ion av;¥la~le land in the Watsonville limits possible school site loca
best site for the school. As requir{!d, -'areai":th~ 7qist}isf~ project descrip- tions." 
by law, officials have made;ah of- tion reads. "Thet~'.exists only a fair- According to the district's 

fer on the property. ~.~~.~~.\;··· · ~-ly limited supply_ofl~d that can be project description, overcrowding 

:~~ , ... I I 'L' Jq ? 
l't.F ' 

SCHOOL SITE 
:From page 1 

The property comprises about 
70.8 acres of an approximate 117.24 
acre parcel in the west portion of 
Watsonville. The propertYis locat
ed north of Harkins Slough Road at 
the intersection of Lee Road, west 
of Highway 1. 

The third high school proposed 
for constrUction on the site will con
sist of about 213,000 square feet in 
10 one- and two-story structures. 
The design calls for 82 classrooms, 
an administrative office building, a 
library, a cafeteria, a gymnasium, 
and storage and faculty space. It 
would house 2,200 students. It 
would also include a nine-acre bio
logical restoration area and will 
have a 200 foot agricultural buffer. 

In other business, trUstees will 

-:-,, 

•' "" ""'-· ·~ 

be asked to approve an interim plan 
to attract substitute teachers that 
includes a pay raise, from $82 to 
$126.28 for full days for substitutes 
who agree to work 90 days a year 
for the district. The plan also in
cludes a raise for current district 
teachers who agree to substitute 
from $82 to $140. 

at the di: 
schools i 
tions." Ar. 
house 1,4( 
dating2,2( 
sonville Hi_ 
students, 1 
year. By th< 
expects to 
school stud. 
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· $chool board lhu, 

forces propertY 
··owners to sell 

By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONViLLE- Saying it gave 
them no pleasure to do it, local 
school board members voted unan
imously Wednesday to begin the le
gal process of forcing Ralph and 
Kathleen Edwards to sell part of 
their property to the district for a 
new high schooL 

"I started losing sleep over this 
issue some time ago and that con
tinued through last night," said Ap
tos area Trustee Evelyn Volpa "I do 
have a lot of misgivings about the 
site, but I also understand the pa
rameters (faced by the district). 
Being a new board member, this is 
probably one of the worst decisions 
I'll have to make." 

· The vote on the action, known as 
eminent domain, came as district 
officials applied to the state for 
hardship funds to build a third high 
school in the district to alleViate 
overcrowding at Aptos and Watson
ville high schools. The selection of 
a site is believed to give the district 
an improved chance at securing the 
state hardship funds, which it is el
igible for after the failure of two 
bonds. 

The district will pay about $1.5 
million for the property. 

David Pacini 

Attorney Christine Haas (left) 
discusses the school board's 
vote Wednesday night with 
her client, property owner 
Ralph Edwards. 

A lawyer for the Edwards, Chris" 
tine Haas, argued that the seizure 
of the property would not represent · 
the greatest public good and least 
private injury as required by law. 
Specifically, she said, the district's 
demand for almost 71 acres far ex
c~eded its need and posed serious
environmental threats to Harkins 
Slough. 

"This isn't based on the greatest 
public good," Haas said. 

See PVUSO, page 6 
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RE.GISlER-PAJARONIAN Schoo) 
It's time .to address overcrowding 

The most pressing issue in our 
school district is the overcrowded 
conditions in which we find our
selves. Bond issues did not work, so 
we must turn to the state for help and 
press ahead. This means we -must 
expand and build new facilities to 
accommodate our burgeoning popu
lation. We need anew high school and 
a place to build it 

As usual, the question of where 
becomes an issue. As you know, we 

. now have a site. Many don't know 
_ exactly where or how this site came 

. -to be. Let me be your unofficial tour 
.. guide and present the who, what, 
. where, when, how and why of what 
· has been' happening. 'This task has 
· been a very difficult and complicat
ed one for all involved. It should also 
be known that everyone involved de

. serves a lot of respect for taking on 
this thankless job. As all of you know, 
I have opinions. Let's get on with the 
tour. 

The who part of this subject is the 
most precious, our children. They 
need a place to learn. For the last two 
years the school board has beenl00k
ing for a site where t;hey can erect a 
state of the art modem school that 
will be a showplace for our district 
Willie Yahiro, oilr board president, 
and Dr. John Casey have studied var
ious sites and have chosen the prop
erty. 

This is a site I have a long history 
with and know very well. At this time 
the Edwards family owns and farms 
this property. Recently the boanfvot
ed to acquire .this property through 
eminent domain. As usual there are 
people who oppose this for many rea
sons. I will introduceyou to them lat
er in the column. 

What has and is being done, is as 
follows. For the past two years, sev
eral sites have been scrutinized. Stud-

: ies have been made and hearings 
held Environmental impact reports 
were made. Three basic areas come 
to my mind, access, ecology and safe
ty. I was told three EIRs were filed 
and a study from Caltrans found the 
site to be in a good location. A man 
from Sacramento, Dan Gargas, 
stamped a study made in 1997 saying 
that the site was a safe distance from 
the airport. This study is goOd and 

Local 
columnist 

exten~ to the year 2002. In short, it 
appears that the process has been 
followed. Now we can appiy for state 
emergency funds to build a new high 
school. 

It is important to acquire the land 
now so that we may receive our fund
ing in a timely fashion. I was told by 
Casey and Yahiro that this proceSs 
has been an ongoing project for two 
years. I was told that there were no
ticeS posted in the paper and that the 
public has been invited to comment . 
at all meetings. · 

The where issue is very interest- · 
ing. I had the pleasure of some very 
informative conversations with Casey 
and Yahiro on this subject. Yahiro 
seemed to be the most knowledge
able. He grew up here so we were able 
to discuss the old site near Pinto Lake 
and many others. 

For one reason or another all the 
other sites were found not to be suit
able, leaving us with the site located 
at the intersection of Lee and Harkins 
Slough Road. This site also seems to 

· have !ilot of support from the ~ity. I 
think that they see itas a growth area. 
Environmentalists think that this site 
is too close to wetland areas and are 
in opposition. 

My personal opinion is that it is too 
close to the airport runway. I read that 
schools were supposed to be 2.5miles 
away from runways. Many people 
who fly tend to believe the same as I 
do. I guess we are wrong. The city is 
of the opinion that this site is safe and 
has instructed Don French, the air
portmanagei, to say that it is not dan
gerous, but of concern due to the traf
fic patterns. I asked Casey and Yahi
ro if they had :flown over the site, they 
had nOt. They have a standing invita
tion with French to see flrst-hand 
their new acquisition from the air, and 

I am eager to hear what they have to 
say. I was assured that the site was 
thoroughly checked out and studied, 
and that no danger exists. I stand carl 
rected on this issue. I guess I was 
wrong. 

Construction should start very 
soon. Our schools are filled beyond 
capacity. I am surprised that we have 
not gone back to double sessions or 
devised some :flexible scheduling. At 
this time portables must be installed 
at Watsonville High School. Due to 
boundary changes there will be 
roughly 400 more students attending 
Watsonville High SChool alone. It is 
imperative that space be utilized like 
never before. This may even have to 
bite into athletic fields. Sacrifices 
must be made until the day we open 
that new school. 

Before construction can start, 
however, there are more hurdles to 
clear. Very soon there will be a hear
ing about the wetlands issue and of 
course there is the Coastal Com:mis
sion. If this site is passed or not, some
thing must be done. We are already 
overdue, we are overcrowded now 
and the situation grows worse daily. 

I hope this column has been infor
mative. I tried to be as objective as 
possible. I have .been criticized by 
some for not giving you ali the facts. 
I had to leave out some facts in order 
to encapsulate my findings for this 
column. If Y0!-1 want to know more 
don't hesitate to call these numbers 
listed below. Superin~ndent Casey, 
728-6200 ext 503; Trustee Yahiro, 728-
2210, bus. 728-1237; Trustee Barr, 728-
3706; Trustee Garcia, '728-2128; Trustee 
Marks, 722-3185 Trustee Hankemeier, 
728-1588; DonFrench,AirportMgr., 728-
6075; California Coastal Commission, 
427-4863; Dan Gargas (engineer with 
Caltrnns,AeronauticsDivision)916654-
4959, fax. 916 653-9531. Keep an eye 
open for my nextcolunm. · 

I have some exciting news about an 
idea given to me by Yahiro. This idea 
can settle the issues of secession and 
looksverypromising. So until then, hap
py trails. 

Juan Carlos Fonseca, a Corra.litos 
resident and school teacher, is a. con
tributing columnist to the Register
PJ:Ua.ronia.n who writes on local edu
cation issues. 



Hospital site 
~ OKd for school 
¥district offices 
. By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE- In a 4-3 vote, 
. local school board trustees agreed 
to lease the old hospital site on 

, Green Valley Road for district offic
~ es, butplaceda$100,000capon the 
. amount they would spend on ten-

ant improvements. 
: Officials said the move is neces-
Sary because more room is needed 
Qn the Watsonville High campus, 

, where district offices now sit, to 
: ttouse an expected increase of be
. t_ween 200 and 300 students next 
:year. 
· : A newly available alternative to 
: . the hospital site, the SCI building 
.: ·n.ear the airport, was quickly dis-

missed as a poor option, largely be
:: cause it could not be lea.Sed, only 
·• bought. 

: "We recommend you stay strong 
' Qn the lease (not buy) choice," said 

Superintendent John Casey. Casey 
said leasing would allow district 
cifficials more flexibility in the fu
tUre . 

. , Trustee Sharon Gray, who'voted 
:: against the lease along with Evelyn 
. Volpa and Jane Barr, said it con
·: tained' too many uncertainties. 
·: "I went over the lease with a fine 
~ tooth comb and very frankly, this iE 
1 the most loaded in favor of the land .. ' 

·' lerd rve eVer seen," Gray said. 
~ 

• 
~ChOOI DIStriCt Offices· 

moving to old hospital 
By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER·PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE- School board 
members voted unanimously 
Wednesday night to move the dis
trict's administrative offices in or
der to make room on the Watson
ville High campus for more stu
dents. In a separate vote, trustees 
voted 4-3 to lease space for district 
offices at the old Watsonville Com
munity Hospital site. 

"The reason I'm recommending 
the move to you, is if you take the 
district offices off (the campus) it's 

\ a good shake for the kids," said John 
Casey, the P.ajaro Valley Unified 
School District superintendent. 

District officials want the 25,000 
square feet of space, now occupied 
by district offices and a warehouse, 
to accommodate portable class
rooms for an expected 250-300 new 
student.'> next year. 

Trustees worried aloud that 
the move would be perceived by 
the public as an attempt by dis
tric~ officials to spend money on 
staff at a time when the district's 
two high schools are already 
overcrowded. 

"I would have preferred a new 
high school, but we don't have a 
choice," said Trustee Jamie Marks. 

A majority of board members-
with trustees Evelyn .. Volpa, Jane •• 
Barr, and Sharon Gray dissenting-
then gave district staff a green light 
to negotiate with the owners of the 

· Watsonville hospital for district of
fice space. 

Preliminary negotiations have re
sulted in an offer of73,638 square f~t 
of space at $.52 per foot, resulting ip 
a $38,357 per month- and $400,284 
per year- cost Operating costs and 
tenant improvements would bring the 
yearly cost to $557,486. ·· 

• 
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Neighborhood 
meeting focuses 
on Landmark 
By JOHN VIEIRA 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

Foremost in nearly everyone's 
mind was a concern for the environ
ment and a desire to keep area roads 
narrow to reduce traffic speed. Af-

WATSONVILLE-'-Residents, city 
officials, developers and efflfuohmen
talists gathered together Satuniay af
ternoon to create a vision for the 
Landmark property in Watsonville. 

. ter brainstorming their concerns and 
voting on which was most pressing, 
those at the meeting broke into 
groups and examined maps of the 
undeveloped property to create their 
vision of a neighborhood. 

"It's just important to see what 
people think and what people 
want," said Al King, a developer. 

The Landmark property is locat See LANDMARK, page 8 
ed south of Harkins 
Slough and continues 
to the railroad tracks 
near Highway 1. 
About 40 concerned 
citizens gathered at 
the Watsonville Com
munity Center on 

, Second Street Satur
day afternoon to en
vision a neighbor
hood surroUnding the 
Stone Creek Apart
ments, a 120-unit 
complex curr~ntly 
being built near· the 
Landmark property. 

"It's a good way to 
see what are the high
est priorities," said 
Charles Eadie,. assis
tant direGtor of the 
Watsonville Commu
nity ~evelopment De
partment. 

LANDMARK 
From page 1 

For close to an hour, small 
groups consisting of residents, city 
officials, developers and environ
mentalist worked side by side in 
creating a new Watsonville neigh
borhood. The meeting room was a 
murmur of ideas, di!)cussions and 
compromises in the formation of 

John Vieira/Regi_ster Pajatonian 

Karell Reader (left), Felipe Hernandez 
(center) and Frank Barron (right) 
collaborate on desig'ning a neighborhood 
development at the Landmark property 
site in Watsonville during a meeting 
Saturday afternoon. 

their community on paper. 
"Everyone contributed a little," 

said Yoshiko Hiraga, a Watsonville 
resident. -

At the completion of the work
shop, each group gave a presenta
tion of their new.Iy envisioned 
community and discovered that 
each groups shared similar con
cerns. 

"In having workshops like this, 
people learn that they have more in 

-common than they think," said Dan 

Burden, who is director of Walkable 
Communities, Inc. and has facilitat
ed "design charrettes" in 587 com
munities throughout the nation. 

A joint meeting between the city 
council, parks and recreation com
mission and planning commission 
will be held at Watsonville City Hall 
from 4:30-6 p.m.. and a community 
wrap-up session will be conducted 
at the Watsonville Community Cen
ter, on Second Street, frOm 6:30p.m. 
to8p.m. 
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PV higb 
By TRINA KLBST 
'Sentinel staff writer 

WATSONVILLE -A third high .school that "':·.~ 
would relieve severe overcrowding in the PajarO:' tnct . . 
Valley Unified School District moved closer to .-then go· 
reality Friday when a Superior Court.judge over;( . .State . 
turned an environmental lawsuit. · < Com m 1 s s • 

Judge Stephen McAdams ruled against Wat~ Jor fi~al 
sonville Wetlands Watch and the California AlO.: . . ·proval m 
liance for Resource Conservation, The: gr.oups· ;ot. July, 
had argued that an environmental-impacfreport .sa1d. 
filed for the proposed school did not address . The $40 
problems it could cause at nearby wetlands. hon . 

McAdams said the report was legally adequate, wo':'ld be 
and that only the state Coastal Commission has entirely 
the authority to decide whetherthe school plans stat~ money_,_.__ _ 
pass muster under the California Coastal Act and mclude fa- . 

The school, yet·to be named, would be built be- cilities for teaching environmental science, said 
tween Harkins Slough and Lee Road, west of Casey, a former science teacher who majored in 
Highway 1 at the north end of town. District Su- ecology. . 
perintenden~.Jqhn Casey said);w; hopes' :tO· open . Plans incl~\ie' 9 acres of.habitat restoration, 10 
the school tt:rxabo.ut:;,2,200 stude~ts;~rori\t~e)200b:< .a~:r;es of ~grun'tltural b"(fers,and.an area where 
2002 school year: . , ;- . · :· . · .· ' '";.commumt};groups camstudy:the•wetlands. 
. "l believe th~tf< the high schoofpromotes en\ff :'.: > St';!den_ts,:inthe·Roll jng !Jill~;-Middle School at
ronmental concerns very well with its envih>n"·: ·ten~_anctMrea wouldpoptllaterthe.new school. 
mentally focuse<I;curriculum," Casey· said; : · ~ -· .:. District officials have l>een. :~alling for a third 

Friday's ruling was a victmyfor' the·rlistric:itaf" s~hool since 1986. Thirteen years later, Aptos 
ter a two-year legal tussle over en:¥ironmental:is" · .Ili'g}l teaches 2,200 stud~nts>at.a riampus built for 
sues .. If the environmental groupsi'(lo not appeal l,~oo; W,atsonville.Hign·educates 2,400 at a facil
the decision,. district officials plan to··appr'oach ityYdesigned for 1,800 .. The:K~12 district continues 
the CityCouncilcin May to ask for a zoning,change to~'grow at a rate ofabo~t600 students per year, 
on the site, which is currently zoned for light in- and': predicts needing ·.space for an additional 
dustry. 2,000 high schoo1ers by-2007; ·a'<i"cording to court 

i , , 
· .. \;; ·:>"< 
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documents. 
In 1992, a committee of environmentalists, 

county officials, farm leaders and educators se
lected the Harkins Slough site from 13 possibili
ties. 

The two environmental groups challenged the 
district's environmental-impact report, prompt
ing the district to write a second; more· thorough 
~~ . 

But the two groups challenged the second re
port, too, saying the site held superior agricultur
al land, which receives some protection under 
state law. However, soil experts called in by the 
district judged the parcel to be of "limited' mar
ginal agricultural viability" - a position sup-

Please see PV SCHOOL - P!lge :A.12 · 
~ -~ 
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~ntinued from Page A1 

ported by the Santa Cruz County Farm Bu
reau arid the co1mty Office of the Agricul
tural Co~issioner, court records say. 
· The challengers also argued that the 
school construction plans did too little to 
protect wildlife habitat in the slough, and 
cited potential tor erosion, toxic run-off, 
noise, light and other problems. 

Another top concern was the school's po
tential fer attracting development to the 
ar~~. Cbristine Lyons of Wetlands Watch 
saia The site is surrounded by co\mty 
lands that house a landfill and a jail. 

Agriculture, with its pesticide run-off 
and erosion, causes the · t impact on 
the Watsonville wetlands, ch include a 
system of six interconnected sloughs, 
Lyons said. 

A slough is a type of wetland, like a slow
running, marshy stream. The biologically 
productive region is home to a variety of 
waterfowl, small mammals, amphibians 
and insects. It is also a stop for migratory 
birds. 

Sloughs also help filter water into 
coastal water tables. The Harkins Slough 
will play an important role in aquifer 
recharging in the Pajaro Valley's plan to 
increase local water supplies. 

• 
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Study session set 
for new housing 
and school plans 
By JOHN VIEIRA 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF REPORT 

WATSONVILLE- Developers of the Franich Property and 
a new high school will present their preliminary plans before 
a joint meeting of the Watsonville City Council, Planning 
Commission and Parks and Recreation Co~ion Tuesday 
at 7 p.m. for input from the public and city officials. 

"We're having the study session in order to allow the 
council and planning commission and parks and recreation 
commission to review the conceptual plan so that they can 
bring up any concerns at this time," said Watsonville Depu
ty City Manager Marcela Tavantzis. · 

The Franich Property is located on East Lake Avenue 
and is a total of about 49 acres. Proposed developments in
clude a 14-acre park and about23 acres for housing, of which 
nine acres will be affordable housing. Also, about nine acres 
have been proposed for a new elementary school. 

The study session will also include information on the 
development of a new high school near Harkins Slough Road 
in the vicinity of Lee Road west of Highway 1. 

Referred to as the New Millennium High School, the third 
high school for the Pajaro Vaney Unified School District will 
help to ease the overcrowded conditions at Watsonville and 
Aptos high schools. · 

According to Associate Superintendent Terry McHenry, 
the school district has permanent facilities to house 3,200 
students, but the combined enrollment of both high schools 
is close to 5,000. A1most2,000students are in portable units. 

"The other two high schools are significantly overcrowded," 
said McHeruy. "We're housing a large number of portables in 
bot11 scllool sites but we're running out of room for that." 

Funding for the new high school is expected to be ap
proved by the state in the amount of $40 million, said McHen
ry. The funds will cover the cost of construction and interi
or furnishings of the school. 

July 8 -=f·{ W/<:t.Cf ~· 
Slough a poor school site 

I believe Harkins Slough is not a good 
choice for the Pajaro School District's 
much needed high school. 

The Coastal Commission, Fish and Game, 
Wetlands Watch and Sierra Club are some 
of the organizations that oppose building a 
school there. Questions have been raised 
about drainage and flooding problems, un
stable soil, proximity to the airport, lack of 
established city services and systems _Lin
cluding through streets, sewer, water, elec
tricity, gas, police, fire protection and mu
nicipal buses. The school will also be far 
away from many students' homes. 

I've spent time at the site. There is noise 
from airplanes and freeway traffic. There 
are also beautiful and unusual bird 
sounds. There are "Flooded" signs along 
Harkins Slough Road and Lee Road; in 
fact, Lee Road is closed with a gate be
cause of flooding. At places, the slough 
comes right up to the asphalt. I'm con
cerned that people will be exposed to fer
tilizers and chemical spraying from the 
surrounding fields. 

Why not use the ai site for the 
school? It seems that ding a new air-
port, perhaps to the south.ofWatsonv~ll~, 
would be more cost-effective than bUlldmg 
a school plant in an area that is so obvious
ly inappropriate. I'm sure more people 
would be better served_ 

Sylvia Previtali 
Aptos 

July 13 

r\ You have. reported that once th. e water cleared on 
~Harkins Slough it would be reopened between · 
Higl:rway 1 and Buena Vista. !Vel~ the water's gone. . 
and this major thoroughfare lS stlll cl~s~d. Any assis
tance you can afford the poor people hvmg out that 
way would be appreciated.· · · ' · ""· · ' '· 

. ' · ·· ,.,._ · -Ann Shelley 

A, I have riew new. s for. you and it's not.good. Re.· cent .. 
inspectionofthe bridge found the be~.rotted : 

after being under water for so long. ~ts c_ondltlon. :):· 
makes it so.it cannot carry the heavy we1ght oftr:~~~ · 
The.cotinty plans to go before the B<?ard <?fSup~m- '· : · 
sors With variotis options. They may repa1r_pr: rep1~c~.·: 
thebridge .,,,,.,.. •. ·>··"'~'·'·"·'·<·'· · •· · · ''¥•,. · .,, ··.;;· 

In any ~~se, it wou1d be several ye~ be~or.~.,~t is 
opened.agaln: ,: "· ·~ :-,:; ". . •. ·,~ ··~,;})\~, 
• lf.,,,.:·£~rrifrf~ bout your drive? Nancy 

·t '2.{)'~' ing issues. Contact her 
397, selection code 6040, or by 
· nta-i:ruz.coin; by fax: 429-9620; 
~'Bad<Seat Driver," Santa Cruz. · . 
·· .0: Box 638, Santa Cruz, CA .. 
. meritS are sometimes edited or 
fbecause. ofspace ancl!ordar-

"" nal replies': ,,~, . ·f. ' 

. ~~ ,:~ .... <·f1I~L .· : .,;' .. ,:: . 
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orries aired about Fra"ich, high school sites 
ublic hearing addresses two proposed developments 

y JOHN VIEIRA is improving the pump station on the about 23 acres for housing, of which 
EGISTEA-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER corner Of Bridge and Blackburn nine acres will be affordable housing. 

WATSONVllLE- Developers of streets. Also, about nine acres have been pro-
e Franich Property and of a new "Our goal in working with the city posed for a new elementary school 

igh school fielded questions and was to create a pedestrian friendly and there are about 16 acres of open 
oncerns from the public and city of- community," said John Suppes, a de- space. 
cials during a joint meeting of the veloper with the Franich Property. The proposed development will 
atsonville City Council, Planning Using concepts developed during include 258 single family houses and 
ommission and Parks and Recre- a series of city design meetings in 112 apartment units. Of the single 
·.on Commission Tuesday. March, the Franich development uses family homes, 36lots will be marked 
In regards to the Franich proper- narrow roads to reduce traffic speed affordable and all of the 122 apart-

' residents and commissioners were and incorporates landscaped planting ment units will also be deemed afford
:oncerned about the flooding issues strip between the street and the side- able. 
vhich have plagued residents along walk for better pedestrian access. Tuesday's study session also in-
3ridge Street According to develop- The Franich property is located off eluded information on the develop
~rs. driinage ditches are being con- East Lake Avenue and is a . total of ment of a new high school on Har
:tructed along Bridge Street to retain about 73 acres. Proposed develop- kins Slough Road in the vicinity of Lee 
nd slow runoff water. Also the city ments include a 14-acre park and ,Road westofHighway 1. 

t·:<S_,:~·;('~*/''i;;<j'-§;i-~'0~~W!t>~~~'i;:~;-;t·,{.,("i.:f\i.-.<> ""-' "''&'-'· ·w·_k.,., • .-r '"'"!$ ;:;:: .• ,_::,., E ...,.. ---~--- ~-
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"This is a wonder{ullocation for a 
high school. It's one that the students 
and community can be proud of," said 
Plijaro Valley Unified School District 
Superintendent John Casey. 

Although not officially named but 
referred to as the New Millennium 
High School, the third high school for 
the Plijaro Valley Unified School Dis
trict will help to ease the overcrowd
ed conditions evident at Watsonville 
and Aptos high schools. 

"We see this as a project that is 
needed .. .it is very important to us," . 
said Casey. 

The school district has permanent 
facilities to house 3,200 students, but 
the combined enrollmentofbothhigh 

-- .fill .... -

schools is close to 5,000. Abnost2,000 
students are in portable units .. 

The proposed high school will ac
commodate 2,200 students in over 
220,000 square feet and will feature a 
2,000 seat gymnasium, 500 seat per
forming arts center and a 300 seat 
multi-use room. 

"This is a high school for the new 
millennium. We're very excited about 
the project," said James DiCamillo, 
principal architect. 

Funding for the new high school 
is expected to be approved by the 
state in the ammmt of $40 million, 
said McHenry. The fimds will cover 
the cost of construction and inlerior 
furnishings of the school. 

,..."" .... 

•• 



Plan:ing coml11ission 3Ks ne;"high sch3ol 
3y JOHN VIEIRA 
IEGISTEA-PAJAAONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE- In a 5-2 vote, 
he Watsonville Planning Commis
;ion approved plans for building a 
1ew high school on Harkins Slough 
Road in the vicinity of Lee Road 
west of Highway 1, despite envi
ronmental concerns aired by the 
California Coastal Commission 
and the state Department of Fish 
and Game. 

Casey 

board member 
········- . . :· -- -..------ .. --- -·· . ------ ... ---·---

·-

rojs'fcror t?-£-91 ~~:r'Ef?_ _ 

our kids," 
said Planning 
Commission 
Dania Torres-

Wong. 
Although not officially named 

but referred to as the New Millen
nium High School, the third high 
school for the Pajaro Valley Uni
fied School District will help to 
ease the overcrowded conditions 
evident at Watsonville and Aptos 
high schools. 

The school district has perma-

See HIGH SCHOOL, page 3 

'A--1'-J 

An artist's 
rendition of 

an aerial view 
of the 

proposed 
new high 

school for the 
Pajaro Valley 

Unified 
School 

District. 

····----- -----:~·~- · -7s~~:·:~.:~;;?f;-:·:· ----· 

HIGH SCHOOL 
From page 1 

nent facilities to house 3,200 stu
dents, but the combined enrollment 
of both high schools is close to 
5,000. Almost 2,000 students are in. 
portable units. 

"I believe this is a very excellent 
site for our students," said Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District Su
perintendent John Casey. 

· The proposed high school will 
accommodate 2,200 students in 
over 220,000 square feet and will 
feature a 2,000-seat gymnasium, 
500-seat performing arts center and 
a 300-seat.multi-use room. 

"If I move to another site, I'm 
going to have the same fights, the 
same lawsuits," said Casey. 

In September 1998, the school 
district was sued by environmental 
groups stating that the Environmen
tal Impact Report was faulty. In 
April of 1999, a Santa Cruz Superi
or Court ruled in favor of the school 

. district and upheld the adequacy of 
the Environmental Impact Report. 

"The Farm Bureau sees it as the 
best site of a high school," said San
ta Cruz County Farm Bureau presi-

dent Michael Theriot in support of · 
the proposed new high school. 

Still, letters from the state De• 
partment of Fish and Game and the 
California Coastal Commission in
dicate that they are still opposed to 
the school site. 

"We have concluded that it will 
be very difficult if not impossible to 
mitigate the project inlpacts on the 
proper functioning of the slough 
system because of the close prox
imity of the school to the wetlands," 
said Brian Hunter, regional manag
er of the state Department of Fish 
and Game, in a letter to the school 
district. 

"We do need a new high school, 
but this isn't the place for it," said 
planning commission board mem
ber Pedro Castillo, who voted 
against the plan along with Gusta
vo Gonzalez. 

Funding for the new high school 
is expected to be approved by the 
state in the amount of $40 million, 
said McHenry. The funds will cover 
the cost of construction and interi
or furnishings of the school. 

"If we don't get approval , we 
would be looking for alternative 
funding solutions which could in
clude a local bond," said Casey. 



• 
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Shmuel Thaler/Sentinel 

Superintendent John Casey and the Pajaro Valley school district face an uncertain future concerning 
plans for a second Watsonville high school. . · ~ 

PV plan faces QppoSition 
• Site for second Watsonville 
high school raises concerns. 
By STETI HOLBROOK 
Sentinel staff writer 

WATSONVILLE Officials at two 
state agencies are objecting to the pro
posed site of a second Watsonville high 
school because of environmental con
cerns. 

Though the agencies aren't formally re
jecting the site near Harkins Slough, they 

are strongly urging school district offi
cials to pick_;mother location because of 
potential damage to the sensitive slough. 

Rejection of the plans would amount to 
a severe blow to the Pajaro Valley Uni
fied School District, which has had a 
tough time finding a spot for a new cam
pus to ease crowding at its existing high 
schools in Watsonville and Aptos. 

Stiffening criticism from the state 
Coastal Commission staff and state De
partment of Fish and Game poses a sig
nificant threat to the plans - and a $40 

Santa Cruz County Sentinel 
Wednesday, June 9, 1999 

million state construction grant even 
though the city Planning Commission 
late Monday recommended approval of 
revisions to accommodate the project. 

District officials want to build a 
213,000-square-foot high school on a par
cel west of Highway 1 on Harkins Slough. 

The school would be attended by stu
dents from Aptos and Watsonville. Aptos 
High, designed for 1,400 students, will 
hold 2,100 students this fall; Watsonville 

Pl~ase see PV- BACK PAGE 



PV 
Continued from Page A 1 

High was built for 1,800 but will house 2,800 in Septem
ber, said Associate Superintendent Terry McHenry. 

District Superintendent John Casey said choosing an
other site would only create more problems. 

"Ifl move to another site, I'm going to have the same. 
fights, the same lawsuits," Casey said. "All I know is I 
need a high school for 2,200 students." 

The City Council is expected to approve the Planning 
Commission revisions July 27. The Coastal Commission, 
however, must approve any changes to the city's land
use plan. 

"This is the hardest vote I'm going to east," Planning 
Commissioner Dania Torres-Wong said before voting in 
favor of the project Monday .. 

While acknowledging significant environmental con
cerns, Torres-Wong said she supports the plan because 
of the need for more classrooms and the fact a Santa 
Cruz County Superior Court judge upheld the validity 
of the project's environmental impact report. 

Commissioner Alice Bankhead said that without a 
third district high school, students would get1 substan
dard educations in crowded classrooms. 

"We're condemning them to be field laborers if we 
don't pass this," she said. 

Commissioners Pedro Castillo and Gustavo Gonzalez 
voted against the proposal. 

In strongly worded letters to the school district, 
Coastal Commission and Fish and Game staff members 
said the school would "significantly" harm the environ
mentally sensitive slough and surrounding area. 

Charles Lester, manager of the Coastal Commission 
office in Santa Cruz, said the agency has been critical 

• 

of the proposed site since 1993. state school-construction money for the project The 
"While our office continues to be very supportive of money is tied to the Harkins Slough site, which was the 

new South County high school facilities, ... we feel it is only location approved by the state Education Depart
impprtant to again convey our serious concern that the- ment. 
proposed project site is not appropriate for a new high· "We're in a funding window,'' said McHenry, associ
school," Lester wrote. "We urge you to pursue a less en- ate superintendent. "New construction money is dwin-
vironmentally damaging location." dling .... Once those funds are gone, there's no more." 

Lester told commissioners that the school district's Lester said the Coastal Commission is "frustrated" 
plan to deal with pollution run-off, noise and light that because its staff was not consulted during the site-se
could affect waterfowl and other problems do not "do lection process. Casey, however, said approaching the 
justice to the serious concerns." commissibn before,winding through the local approval 

Lester recommended exploring the Landmark site proc~ss would have,been inappropriate. 
near the Overlook shopping center as an alternative. School officials have been wrestling with the prob-

School district representatives said they have bent lem since 1986. 
·over backward to minimize the environmental impacts. In 1987, Stephen Knego, then-school board president, 

"We've looked at every possible piece of property," lamented, "In our ~mall valley, everything is either 
said Harold Freeman, school district attorney. prime agricult1lfal land, near the airport or in the 

Brian Hunter, Fish and Game regional manager, said eiiiastal area .... No matter what site we choose; there 
the school would damage a corrid()r for migratory will be some problem to overcome." · 
birds, invite public intrusion and reduee>water quality 'Since then, schooltl'liSt~l1!~:na:v-e considereq.13'diffef' · 
in the slough. Amphibians crossing iLee Road also eg,t sites. Most were r~j~ted because they\vere in the 
would be ldlled ~Y il;tcreased J;raffi~ •. ~hl,le some a~- )~~~ort fly-way, the tfFOW:t~-~~-·:~ble; tne,Y' · 
mals would be disturbed by hghts:-at;1light, he srud. :f'fte'-hazard area, sewer and: water access was. 
Sewer and water connections also w.o.ul<Uragment the x.wthe site hadprillle (:lgric'llltw-anand: .. ·. :.~ .•··.·· 
habitat, he argued. ' · {)ppositidit~frti'tidleighbors andlhe Santa Cruz- CqUilty 

The school district's environmental. impact report, Farm Bureau forced trus~.es to give up on a site oft 
which was revised after a lawsuit,identifles four areas Green Valley Road in 1992:. 
of signi{icant impact, even with efforts to reduce those The Harkins Slongh site was revived when the dis
problems. The Planning Commission staff report on th~ triet renewed its search in 1993 with the help of a com
project also admits the school would further degrade mittee of environmentalists and local official:;~, Never
the wetland, impair views, induce growth and cause a theless, two environmental groups filed suit to block 
number of cumulative impacts. the project. A judte ruled in April that the district 

Acknowledging the environmental impacts, the dis- could go ahead with its plans. 
trict has adopted a statementof overriding concern, ar- Casey said he will meet with the state agencies to ex
guing the benefits of the proj,ect outweigh the costs. . plain what the district has done to seek a site and its 

The district has received ~- pledge of$40 million in plan to deal with environmental problems. 

• 
Santa Cruz County Sentinel 
Wednesday, June 9, 1999 
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Watsonville high school must be built"' 
• LA TEST SITE SETBACK: Community 

must get behind helping Pajaro Valley 
school district ease overcrowding. 

I T'S DIFFICULT not to feel sympathy for the 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District and 
for the Watsonville-area parents of future 

high-school students. 
It's clear, however, that after getting more 

bad news about building a second Watsonville 
high school, the district deserves more than 
sympathy. 

The district has lost two straight bond mea
sures, both last year, trying to raise money to 
repair crumbling schools and build a new high 
school. Both attempts got over 60 percent sup
port, but fell short of the two-thirds majority re
quired. 

Then last week, the district was told by two 
state agencies that the choice of a high school 
site near Harkins Slough would most likely be 
rejected because of environmental concerns. 

To some local environmentalists, this news 
was hardly a surprise, since they have been 
warning from the outset that they'll fight 
putting a school in the wetlands area. 

Staffers from the state Coastal Commission 
and Department ofFish and Game told the dis
trict last week the school would "significantly" 

harm the slough area, which is in the state-ad- high school isn't built, the demand of Aptos res
ministered coastal zone. The local Coastal Com- idents to secede from the PVUSD will gain new 
mission manager, Charles Lester, called the impetus. 
Harkins Slough site "environmentally damag- Casey says ruefully that at this point any site 
ing" and expressed dismay the commission the district would select will run afoul of envi
hadn't been consulted when the district select- ronmental opposition and lawsuits. Meanwhile, 
ed the location. other high schools in the county are being built 

Even worse for PVUSD i!l the issue of funding. or planned. Scotts Valley's school is under con
Pajaro Valley schools have received a pledge of struction and a new private Catholic school in 
$40 million in state school construction funds Watsonville has set an opening date in 2000. 
for the project, money tied to the Harkins But the public school district in Watsonville, 
Slough site, the only one approved by the state an area with a heavily Latino and immigrant 
Education Department. population, seems to be going begging. 

The district has been looking at sites since So what can be done? 
1986, and most have been found unsuitable for First, we urge Santa Cruz County voters to get 
reasons similar to the Harkins Slough site: they behind a proposed statewide ballot initiative 
were in prime agricultural land, or in the that would reduce the level of yes votes in a 
coastal area, or had too many water and sewer school bond measure from a two-thirds to a 
obstacles, or were too near the airport. School lesser majority. We believe a 55 percent or 60 
district trustees have looked at 13 sites over the percent figure is most fair to property owners 
years. A site off Green Valley Road was aban- and strapped school districts. 
doned after neighbors and the county Farm Bu- Second, we urge the City Council to uphold 
reau objected. the city Planning Commission's recommenda-

District Superintendent John Casey is beyond. tion to approve district revisions that would al
trustration. His two high schools are severely low the school to be built. 
overcrowded - Aptos High should hold 1,400 We also urge the district to begin to form a 
students, but has 2,100, while Watsonville High county-wide citizen's group that will lobby the 
was built for 1,800 but will have 2,800 in Sep- state agencies to work with the districtto lessen 
tember and the state money could vanish if environmental concerns about the project so 
he has to start all over . .In addition, if the new that it can get built. 

Something similar happened in Mid-County : 
in 19B3 in the Live Oak School District after the .. 
Coastal Commission staff recommended the,, 
plans to build Shoreline Middle School be re- · 
jecte,d because of wetlands concerns. The dis-" 
triet, with the support of many county leaders:: 
and an intense lobbying effort by parents, sue-.. 
ceeded in persuading the commission members 
to overrule the staff recommendation and the • 
school was built. The Harkins Slough site, how-,. 
ever, is a bigger environmental concern than : 
the· Shoreline dispute, which was over filling a'' 
drainage channel that runs into Schwan Lake ... 

\-.-

I E\ IN THE END, the environmental issues~. 
cannot be resolved, then we suggest setting 

up a bipartisan panel of leaders around the, 
cou:nty, including concerned environmentalists-~. 
and. farmers, to join with the district in identify: 
ing, a site, and funding, for this vitally needed . 
nevv high school. 

T•o do anything less is to abandon the children~ 
of Watsonville, many of whom come from far:·, 
less affiuent circumstances than those fighting_· 

various high school proposals, to a second~"' 
cla1ss education. What kind of environment .is' 
th::i.t? 
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PACKED CLASSES 
Pajaro Valley school district struggles to find higQ. school site 

By TRINA KLEIST 
Sentinel staff w iter 

p 
WATSONVILLE 

AJARO VALLEY school of
ficials face a dilemma. 
Thirteen yean of struggle to 
lind a site for a third district 
high school has failed to raise 
an option that pleases every

one. A site chosen by Pajaro Valley Unified 
School District officials, with community 
and county help, continues to face stiff op
position from state environmental agen
cies. 

But the site comes with a $40 million 
state grant for school construction, which 

the district will lose if their plans don't win 
approval. 

As the valley grows, it will only get 
tougher to balance the conflicting needs or 
housing, Jobs, agriculture, the environment, 

-state educational regulations and school 
funding. 

The current site for the proposed high 
school, known as the Edwards property, is 
located on what is now a strawberry field at 
Harkins Slough Road at Lee Road, south
west of Hi&hway I. That location, within the 
protected coastal zone and edging a sensi
tive wetland, has prompted opposition from 
environmental groups, the state Depart
ment of Fish and Game and local Coastal 
Commission staff. 

The state Coastal Commission could veto 

the project when school officials take their 
plan to the hoard early next year. Commis
sioners will eventually be asked to approve 
an amendment to tlle city's coastal .zone 
land-use plan allowing a high school. 

In what was perhaps a bureaucratic over
si&ht. the property years ago was zoned for 
uses that could inchide open space or a 
park, but also manufacturing, industrial 
services and a vocational school. A public 
high school was not included in the lisl 

J im Van Houten of the Watsonville Wet
lands Wateh echoes the opinious of some 
state officials when he says the district 
should look at other options that would not 
affect nearby Hat·kins Slough. It is part of 

Please see SCHOOLS- PAGE A4 

' · 

Jim H~gan hQS 38 
students this 
summer in his 
American history 
class at Watsonville 
High School. 

• Petition drive seeks to 
make it easiin· to raise 
tax"" to build and 
repair pubLic schooLs -
PageA4 
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the six-slough Watsonville Wet· 
·lands system, the target of a recent 
$200,000 grant from the state 
Coastal' Conservancy to improve 

. habitat. 
'"!'hey (school officials) are play· 

·- ing chicken with us. They're saying, 
if you don't approve this, ail those 
kids won't get an education," Van 
Houten said. The environmental 

- protection the school has offered 
· :. "is noti)ing. The impacts are going 

to be significant at that site for a 
·_high school of that size!' 

John Casey, superintendent of the 
20,000-studetit Pajaro Valley Uni
fied School District, said the school 

_ plans call for nine acres of slough 
habitat restoration, courses in con

: ~ervatlon and agricultural buffer 
zones. 

. . "The site will be developed. It's 
, just a question of who will do it," 
Casey said. "That high school is the 
best possible neighbor for protect
ing that slough," 
. School trustees decided in 1986 

: that a growing student population 
required a third high schooL Now, 

· Watsonville High holds about 2,200 
students, though it was built for 
1,600. Aptos High holds about 2,100, 
though it was bnilt for 1,800, 

In 1988, the distric_t looked at nine 
sites. Trustees settled on a parcel 
next to Pinto Lake, saying the prop
erty was the right size and had good 
access to existing roads. They ap
proved it with little public discus
sion. 

But opposition to the Pinto Lake 
site began to build. 

The parcel alarmed many parents 
who worried their children could 
drown in the muddy-bottomed lake. 
Neighbors argued that traffic would 
become a nightmare. Environmen· 
talists protested that building 
would harm blue herons at the lake, 

· and lights and noise would disturb 
migratory bird routes. 

Three years later, despite a state
required environmental impact re
port and approval by the state De
partment of Education, the district 
backed down. 

In 1991, Pajaro Valley trustees 
created a committee with wide rep
resentation to look for a new site. 
The committee included members 
of the Green Valley Action Commit
tee who shot down the Pinto Lake 
site, Watsonville Wetlands Watch, 
the Farm Bureau, Watsonville city 
planners, Santa Cruz l!:ounty plan
ners, and the Local Area Formalion 
Commission. 

Shelley Betz, chairwoman of. the 
Green Valley Action Committee, 
said committee members met every 
two weeks for a year and a half. 

"The first thing we did was go 
through the entire Pajaro Valley 
and identified all pieces of acreage 
big enough to build on," Betz said. 

'"!'hen we started ranking them." 
Committee mempers eventually 

looked at 13 sites, including some of 
the sites COIIllldered In the first 
searcb. They faced daunting limita
tions. 

The state Department of Educa
tion requires 45 acres for a high 
school housing2,200 students. State 
officials bar building near airports 
and beneath low-altitude flight 
paths. 

The committee also tried to avoid 
parcels containing prime farmland, 
already at a premium in the valley. 
City and school officials wanted the 
school near projected growth. The 
site needed good access to roads 
and city services, but neighbors did
n't want traffic from a big school 
clogging the valley's three main 
transportation arteries. · 

Here's the sites that were consid
ered: 

• Amesti Elementary Scl:iool. Re-
jected because it could not be ap
proved by the state. The site is un
der the flight path of aircraft per
forming critical maneuvers at low 
altiindes while leaving and ap
proaching Watsonville Airport. 

• Amesti Road at Green Valley 
Road. The state Division of Aero
nautics expressed reservations 
about this site because of safety and 
noise concerns. 

• Holohan at Green Valley Road. 
Aeronautics officials also disliked 
this site. It is currently planted with 
berries. 

• 'l1re former Watsonville Com
munity Hospital facility at Green 
Valley and Holohan roads. 

State officials told the school dis
trict they could not approve the for
mer hospital for a high school be
cause it sits on a fault line and be
neath an aircraft flight path. Dis-
trict officials thla year moved some 
of their offices into the renovated 
facility, and plan to move some 
adult-education classes there In the 
fall. . 

The site was also rejected for its 
size. A school would have to expand 
into 16 acres of adjacent prime agri
cultural land. 

• The 35--acre Console property 
and adjacent Ramsay Park was the 
only site that posed no noise or 
safety concerns. However, the 
school would have had to take over 
or share Ramsay Park to be big 
eno\igh to pass state acreage re
quirements, which the city would 
not approve. 

The property now houses the Out
look Shopping Center with a Target, 
Lucky and other stores. 

• Harkins Slough Road at Lee 
Road, The state expressed reserva
tions about this site because of safe
ty and noise concerns, but it was 
eventually chosen for the new high 
school because of its location close 
to the city's planned expansion, ac
cess to utilities and roads, and large 

Shmuel Thaler/Sentinel 

Sandra Manzanilla is,squeezed into a math class with nearly 
40 students this summer at Watsonville High. 

iize. 
• Buena Vista Road at Rampart 

Road. Rejected because it is be
neath the airport flight path. 

• Fiesta Road at Rancho Road. 
Slate officials expressed concerns 
about noise from the airport and 
nearby Highway l, 

• Buena VIsta Road at Manfre 
Road. Next to the a!rport runway, 
the site was rejected because it is 
under the flight path. 

• The Koenig and Kato properties 
between Buena Vista and Cal
abasas roads. They contain prime 
agricultural land, but Coastal Com· 
mission staff in 1998 suggested the 
school district review their poten
tial. The city plans to annex nearby 
properties and direct future hous· 
ing growth toward that area. 

• Calabasas Elementary School. 
Rejected because It is beneath the 
airport flight path. 

• Santa Cruz County Fairgrounds, 
Considered for a temporary high 
school annex until a permanent fa
cility could be built. 

• The alteroative Renaissance 
High School, at 11 Spring Valley 
Road, received little attention in of
ficial documents. 

The committee narrowed its list 
to five, but also revived three prop
erties considered in the 1980s, in
cluding the Franceschi property, 
also known as the Lllhr site. It is 
part of the Landmarf tract and slat· 
ed by city planners for housing de-
velopmen~ Betz said road and 
bridge building, sewer development 
and dirt fill to replace unstable soil 
would cost lllillions of dollars, be
yond the sch'ool's budget and ouly 
affordable by pnvate developers. 
City manager Carlos Palacios said 
housing on the parcel is key to other 

development plans In the city. 
In their ranking, five out of eight 

site-selection committee members 
voted the Harkins Slough property 
the best possible site, and the com
mittee's Wetlands Watch represen
tative voted it the second--best pos-
sible option. 

The Console property was ranked 
second, with high marks given It by 
WetlaniliWatch, LAFCO and county 
representatives. 

Committee members also pre-
ferred the Kato and Koenig proper
ties, and sent all four options to the 
board for consideration. 

Trustees chose the Harkins 
Slough site. The district recently 
won a Superior Court ruling that 
upheld their revised environmental 
impact report in tbe face of a chal· 
lenge by Wetlands Watcb. 

Now, Coastal Commission staff 
want school officials to reconsider 
the Franceschi property as an alter
native. 

'?-'he La1tdmark area ... appears to 
be an ideal location for pursuing an 
urban high school," Coastal Com· 
mission atstrict manager Charles 
Lester wrote to Superintendent 
Casey in May. "Commission staff 
will be compelled to recommend 
that the Coastal Commission deny 
the required (Local Coastal Plan) 
amendment lfthe district continues 
to pursue the high school project at 
the Harkins Slough Road site." 

Casey said that means starting at 
square one, with no environmental 
Impact report and no money. 

"If everything went perfectly and 
we found a site with no opposition 
and got the funding, it would be at 
least four to five years before a 
third high school would open" un
der that scenario, Casey said. 

·'-' 

• 
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Council supports plans for new. high 
By JOHN VIEIRA overc:rowded conditions. 
f!l!OISTiiA-~AJARONWI STAFF WRITQA •r11 be in high school next year 

WA'TSONVILLE-·Scoresotstu- and rm worried about my classes 
dent.scrowdedmtOcityhallTuesday being ~wded," said Ellana 
evening carrying signs aiu:l voicing Vloxato, an eighth grader at Roll
IN!irsupportforaproposednewhlsh lngHills Middle School. '!feel that 
school ot!Harldns Slough Road if the high school is b)lilt, I'll have 

In the end, their efforts paid of! a better education. • 
as the Watsonville CityCouncllvot. · Whllethemi\Jorltyofpubl.lctes
ed unan!mOUlllyln support ot'bulld· tlmony was In support of the new 
Ing a new high school In the \'lcin.l· high school, some members ot the 
ty of Lee Road west of Highway 1. public did raise concerns about the 

"lllell.ewthisistherlghtplacefor effects a new )Ugh school would 
a hl8h school,' said Councllwomsn have on !;he fnvjronment. · ' ~ 
Betty Bobeda. "Having been with the "T!!e li,200 stt~dents; plus 
city council sine<! 1990, I can honest- ty, s\ipl!qrtstsff, and n~ d~, 
lyi!IJ¥ this Is the most positive public l.lveey .Qf&upp~ wll1 gen~rate l,ra!· 
bearing we've ever sat through. • ftc, ci!ngestlon, pollut!o!l and n\on-

PVUSDand 
Coastal 
Commission go 
head to head 
By DICK LITTLE 
REGISteA~PAJAAONIAN COI\1\ESPONDE.Nr 

The crowded scene at city hall imlentallmpacts on adja.:ent env!
was nothing new for the high tOnm~ senllitlve.l'i'eas," said 
school students, who. are all too Jim VanHouten, otthe·Watsonville 
familiar with adapting to ovei-· Wetlands Watch. "We, and others, 
crowded situations. For close to ·have Challenged the EIR (Environ
three hours, city councllmembem .~·Impact Report) in court.~ 

• , 1 · J John V!t{ri/R.eglat«t-P-.jtrortl•n 

Students cheer while holding signs in support of plans to 
beuhd a new high school near Harkins Slough Road at 
'tuesdats council meeting. 

. WATSONVILLE- The Plllaro 
Valley School District is about 
ready to take on the State Coastal 
CortU:lti!lslonstaffina "winner take 
all" battle over the proposed High 
School Slte along Harkins Slough · 
Road The Watsonville City Coun
cil unanimously agreed to make 
then necessary changes in the Lo
cal Coastal Plan so the project can 
forward. 

Jlst:ened to testimony given !'rom 
students about the high school's 

HIGH SCHOOL 
From pag•t 

In September 1998, the school 
district was sued by envlrorunental 
groups stating that the EIR was 
faulty. Last April, a Santa Cruz Su· 
perlor Court ruled In favor of the 
school district and upheld the ade-
quacy at the EIR. 

"It's not prime ag land. rn fact, 
It's zoned commercial and develop-
ers are starting to drool, • said Cralg 
George, executive director of the 
Coastal Agricultural Association. 

Currently, Ralph Edwards, 76, 
who owns the land which the school 
district is looking to build the high 
school on, leas'eo out the la.nd to be 
fanned for nowersa.nd strawberries 
but Edwards would !Ike to soU the 
land to the highest bidder and Is 
looking towards commercial devel-
opers who are Interested in bnying 
the land. 

The PaJaro Valley Unlfled School 
District is wUling to·pey $ U mllllon 
for 126 acres of farmland near Hat-
ldns Slough Road to build a new 
high school, but Edwards says that 
amount is too low. 

"I request that the dty council 
not forget Mr. and Mrs. Edwards ln 

. making their decision," said Chris-
tine Bass, an attorney representing 

:Edwards. 
Objections to the new high 

. school has also been voiced by 
' members of both the California 

Coastal Commission and the state 
Department of Fish and Game .in 
letters to both the school district 
and the city or Watsonville. Those 
same environmental concerns were 
expressed during a meeting or the 
Watsonville Planning Commission 
June 1, when the high school plan 
wa& approved with a 4-2 vote. 

"Watsonvllle bas sloughs. We 
have prime ag lan!L And we need a 

(. . 
See HIGH SCHOOL. paQ• 10 

:',',;. 

~gh.'~ool, • said Co~cUwoman 
Jut!y Doerlng-Nlelsen. "We have to 
make d!ft!.cult choices but I think 
this is the right one. • 

The new school has been unof!l· 
clally referred to as the New Millen-
Ilium High Schoola.nd, i! approved, 
It will be the fourth high school for 
the h,jaro Valley Unill.ed School Dis-
trlct, which is trying to relieve over· 
crowded conditions at Its existing 
high schools a.nd continuation high 
school In Watsonville and Aptos. 

"'t's been a tremendously long 

CONFLICT 
,Frompago1 

school on the site, and they have 
made their position clear to the 
Councn. District Superintendent, 
John Casey is scra.tching his head 
trying to f!sure out w!lere the Com-
mlslilon sta.lf Is coming tram on the 
lasue. To him, the opposition 

· doesn't make a lot o! sense. 
"Our prqjectls much better for the 

neighbOrhood and those sloughs than 
most commerclal or industrial uses 
that can be placed on the site, • he 
IBid, "We've mitigated (all environ-
mental problems) to the extreme. • 

Casey said the new school 
would have classes working on 
projects to pro~ the sloughs. He 
IBid the last thing educators want 
to do is damage the site, calling the 
special environmental programs 
planned for the school •umque.• 

·But i! the Commission says no, 
years ot hard work and $40 million 
will go down the draln, a.:cord!ng 
to the district officials. 

"'t we lose the slte, we lose the 
high school, • Assistant Superinten· 
dent Terry McHenry said. 

Added Casey: •we (also) lose the 
$40 mllllon (in state grants)." 

The commission staff claims the 

process for the school district to 
select a third high school site: said 
P~aro Valley Unlfled School Dill-
trict Superintendent John Casey. 
'We need space. We need It now.• 

, ,, ,. ~1\llY, llle11Chool district has 
~~ fa.clllties to house 3,200 
students, but the combined enroll-
mentofWatsonvllleandAptoshigh 
schools is close to 5,000. Almoal 
2,000 students are in pOrtable units. 

The proposed high e<:hool will 
accommodate 2,200 studente in 
over 220,000 square teet and will 

school ill more lntense than the 
City's Local Coastal Program allows, 
and they claim the school would 
eliminate some agricultural land, 
obstruct the publlc's view and "de-
stabilize the urban-rural boundary. • 

The controntation between the 
school district a.nd the Coastal Com-
mlllslon is pitting two po~ lob-
bylng gronps against ea<:h nt.ber as 
wall. The teacher! union ls bacJdng 
the project becsuse.Df the growing 
problems with overcrowding at Ap-
to. and Watsonville High Schools. 

On the other side of the battle Is 
the Sierra Club, claiming the project 
poses a serious threat to the Wat-
sonvllle slough system. The club has 
consistently been againat the site 
ever since It surfaced as the only 
available piece o! land that wlll 
meet all of the state requirements 
for a high school site. 

The teachers union a.nd the Sler-
ra Club played key roles getting 
Democratic Assembly members and 
Senators elected throughout the 
state as well as Governor Gray 
Davis. 

'The state will approve the site 
(because the city council approved 
the Local Coastal Plan), • Casey said, 
which means construction can 
move forward unless barred by the 
Couts! Commllslon. 

Couts! Commission Executive 

The Commission staff does not 
Uke the idea of having a high 

See CONFLICT, page 10 

feature a .2,000-seat gymnasium; a 
poij.sea.t per:t:orming arts center and 
a 300-l!<!at multi-use room. 

·Funding for the new high school • is expected to be approved by the 
state in the amount of $40 mllllon. 
The funds wll1 cover the cost of con-
structlon and lnterlor fomishings ot 
the school. 

With the approval from the Wat-
.sonville City Council, plans for the 
proposed new high school will no 
so before the California Coastal 
Commission. 

Director John Lester has had sever-
al meetlnge with District, and has 
suggested an alternative site further 
sont.b ln the Industrial Area. Casey 
I!IJ¥S the alternative site is too small 
to meet state criteria. He said he 
found Lester's suggestlo!Ul disturb-
lng- 'We're offended that our kids 
can't have what other kids ln Call-
torn! a have. • 

. Tarni Grove, the deputy director 
or the Coastal Commission In San-
ts Cruz, belleves.,the project will 
haW: a tough time getting through 
the Commission. ' 

'We have to look at the allowable 
use," she said. "How INUl.)" (of the 
more than 20 allowable uses for the 
lite under the dty's Lo<:al Coastal 
Plan) can (actually) meet the crlte- . 
ria ... our concern is the high school 
site would be more Intense tha.n the 
LCP allows on the site. • 

As for the potential loss of the 
$40 million approved to build the 
highschool, Grove made It clear she 
is sympathetic; but the Coastal 
Commisslonstaff, • ... can only speak · 
to the provisions ot' the Coastal Act 
• .. coat Is something we (and the 
Commlsslon) cannot consider.• 

She did agree that Interpreting 
the Coastal Act is up to the Com· • mlsliion members, and they can In' 
terpret the Coastal Act "in a vsrlety 
of ways."· 
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New PV highschool should be approved 
~ HIGH SCHOOL: The young 
: people of Watsonville deserve 
; not being crowded 

1 
: into only two schools. 

! ' ' 
, i 0 N THE EVE of school's opening in the 
. · i Pajaro Valley Unified School. District 
· · . Monday, teachers, students and admin-

istrators once again will deal with overcrowd
~ilg at both Aptos and Watsonville high 
schools. - . 
:The district has come up with state money to 

help build a third high school, tentatively 
named New Millennium High School. Nearly 
everyone agrees the school is necessary to 
deal with an increasing student population. 
:The good news is that a site has been chosen 
~at Harkins Slough Road and Lee Road. The . . . 

bad news ·is that .self-described environmen
talists are fighting against its locating there. 

The oj:ipqnents point out - accurately -
that ~he property isn't zoned for a school. But 
they don't point out so readily that the zoning 
would iJlelude a variety of other uses that 
would have a worse impact on the land: indus
trial serviceS, manufacturing and even a voca-
tional schooL . . . 

· · Officials say that it was a· mere oversight 
that hag zoning not include a use for a school. 

'Critics say.· that _the school district should 
look efsewhere. The problem is that the dis-

. ·triC!t has. looked elsewhere, and there just 
aren't . a: lot of good possibilities. And the . 
·Harkins Slough site actually would work welL 

Environmentalists complain that a 
school-would have a negative impact on 
slough. That's an argument wejust don't buy. 

In f~ct, Superintendent John Casey calls for 
·,' • •• > 

. a nine-acre slough restoration habitat The · 
significance ofthat is that the students will be 
able to learn about the slough and its impor
tance in the coastal environment. Too many 
so-called environmentalists think of nothing 
except saving open space. Environmentalism 
is also about education, and people's knowl
edge of the natural world . 

What better way to teach natural history 
than to have a significant environmental site 
right at the schooL 

Watsonville area students need a new 
school. Overpopulation in the Pajaro Valley 
has put stress on all governmental services, 
from water to schools. Too many people and 
not enough job opportunity is putting stress 
on every aspect of the South County economy. 

Recent decisions by local government have 
prevented Watsonville from providing a more 
varied economy, and now people are opposing 

' efforts to give young people there a bettered-~ 
ucation. · 

It's time to actually help Pajaro Valley. Ies .• 
time to give their youth some opportunities. 

The city has already approved a rezoning 
that would allow the new school. But the next: 
step is to ask for approval from the Coastal: 
Commission. That agency's staff has already 
recommended rejecting the rezoning, a con-
clusion that we take issue with. · J':'f:•'':·~•:::;,,,,,,.,:,:';,, 

T HE FINAL decision will be up lo the 
elected commission members. Already, a 

variety of local elected officials have gone on 
record as supporting the school. 

The public interest demands that a new 
school be built. Approving the school would 
be the best thing for the people of the Pajare 
Valley, and would also protect the environ:: 
ment. When you examine the facts, it's an easY i 
c~L · 

·;·" 
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Aptos secession ·rePGrt 
to be released to public 
By JOHN VIEIRA 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE - A draft re
port compiled by members of a 
cort\mittee organized by Pajaro . 
Valley Unified School District to 
study the Aptos reorganization will 
be made available to the general 

1 public Sept. I, according to .district 
superintendent John Casey. 

~We would welcome public in
put at this time," said Casey. "It 
gives the public an opportunity to 

. give us feedback on the draft re-
, ·port." · · 

The committee was organized 
in April to study the possibility of 
having Aptos become its own 
school district apart from the Pa
jan) Valley Unified School District.. 

"I'm pleased with the report. I 
hope that when people read this re-

port they at.the earliest, Casey said. 
read it care- The California Coastal Commis-
fully and · sionisscheduled to review the prO" 
they make posal of a third high school in De-
up their own cember at the earliest. According 
minds," smd toCasey,muchoftherepoitiscon-
B a r b a r a tingent on approval of the third 
P a I m e r , high school and, therefore, a final 
committee · report Will not be pres~rtted until 
member and that approval. 
a past leader The issue of an Aptos secession 
of the seces- Cesey has been a controversial one with-

. sion effort. in the school district for the past 
The report was originally several years. And with voters se

scheduled to be p~:esented to the lecting· a new trustee due to the 
board in July but because of the resignation of Jamie Marks, the is
resignation of board trustee ,sue has surfaced once again. 
Jamie Marks and the district's In related news, Rodney 
proposal to have a third high Brooks, who is running for 
school !milt n~ar Harkiqs Slough Marks' seat, has announced that 
Roa;d1 :presentation of the report . ··~etsy Wo0lpert has replaced Ann 
has be,en ~stponed until January · Soldo as his campaign treasurer. 

• 

• 

• 
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po pt schools split 
Consultant suggests PV voters n1ight have a say would be 13 percent white. 

It also showed that the average per-per
son income in the Watsonville area is 
$11,044 compared to $22,707 in the Aptos 
area, according to 1990 U.S. Census figures. 

By TRINA KLEIST schools and improve test scores. 
sentinel staff writer Casey has asked for public input on the 

WA'I'SONVILLE _A draft report analyz- draft. However, no action on, it i~.expected 
. · . . · · 1 until after the November electiOn, when 
Ing a c~mtroversial SI;lht .m the ~a]aro Va- voters will elect a new Aptos-area member 
lt;Y. ~T~tfied School :t"hstnct detaJls the pos- to the current board. That member will take 
slbt~I~tes for secessiOn, but leaves the final office in December. 
dectslO~I up to voters and the state Board of "(The report) is not complete yet, and I 
EducatiOn. . think it's premature to talk about it," said 

The report, released by school offic1~ls Dan Hankemeier, one of two school board 
Wednesday, concluded that. the potent~al members on the committee. 
for Aptos-area parents fonmng a new d1s- Secession advocate and co:mmittee mem
trict would hinge ~n the COJ?stm~tion of cur- ber Barbara Palmer said the report proves 
rent plans to bmld a t~1rd htgh ~chool, that splitting the district is possible and af
which itself faces an uphtll battle With the fordable. 
state Coastal Commission. "It's good news for Aptos and good news 

The $40,000 report was compiled by a for Watsonville," Palmer s;:Ud. "If this is 
consultant and reviewed by a committee se- passed. from the board, they're passing on 
lected by Superintendent John Casey after the right to vote to the people in the dis-
school board members agreed to look at the tricl" . 
issue in January. Their decision followed Opponents charge that the deeper issues 
five years of often bitter public debate with · behind the secession are raCism and an at
Aptos-area parents demanding secession as tempt to raise Aptos-area home values by 
a way to secum greater local control over excluding Watsonville-based Mexican im-

migrants from its schools. 
The report does conclude that d split 

would create community-based schools. 
"Each new district would be oriented ... 

towru·d serving its respective core commu
nity," the report reads. "The result would 
be more responsiveness from local boards 
to local community needs and local support 
systems." 

Within the scheme of the study and ·using 
enrollment projections for 2001, an Aptos 
district would include students in Aptos, La 
Selva Beach and parts of Larkin Valley and 
Corralitos. About 3,700 students would at
tend four elementary, one junior and one 
senior high school. 

Watsonville, Pajaro and Las Lomas would 
remain in the Pajaro district, with about 
17,200 students at 14 elementary, four ~d
dle and two senior high schools. 

The draft showed that the current district 
is 23.7 percent white. If an Aptos district is 
created, it would be 79.2 percent white, 
while the remaining Watsonville district 

Those differences, when translated into 
property values, would put an assessed val
uation of a Watsonville district at about 
$2.83 million, compared to $2.98 million for 
an Aptos district. 

The ability for an Aptos district to secure 
bonds to finance growtl1 would be compara
bly higher as well. Although both districts 
would need to build new facilities, the 
growth projected for a Watsonville district 
is greater. 

However, a Watsonville district would 
have more money for each student under 
state financing schemes and lower costs 
than an Aptos district. 

The report does not make any final rec
ommendations, but infers that voters in the 
district could have a say in any possible 
split. Trustees are expected to take up the 
matter in early 2000, but the state would 
have to approve any move to create an Ap
tos district. 

-~~ 



~andidate reports on secession report 
Attention: parents and con

cerned citizens. "The Report" is on 
· the table now, in d!'Sft form. I am re

ferring to the lengthy and long-await
ed document regarding the possibili
ty .of Aptos-area schools seceding 
from the Watsonville-area schools to 
create their own school district. This 
concept, which has been in the works 
for many years, is known as the "Ap
tos Secession Movement•. The move
ment has taken another step forward 
with the release of this report, which 
was made public on Sept. 1. Com
ments from the public are being wel
comed by the PVUSD's Office of the 
Superintendent. 

A thorough review of the report 
d!'8ft reveals some extremely impor
tant information, which will affect our 
public schools far into the future. The 
most important issue is whether our 
schools will foster or discourage in
tegration between students from di
verse cultural-linguistic groups. If you 

Sandra 
Nichols 

Guest 
Columnist 

ed schools Is closely related to En- division of districts will not be I!P
glish language learning. proved when these are motivated by 

One of the most effective ways to an effort to increase prapertyvaiues. 
teach English Is to see that English It would be indeed difficult to pro\te 
speakers and English language learn- motivation, but it is commonly be- · 
ers are grouped together and talk to .lieved and reasonable to expect t.tmt 
each· other. Children learn language high test scores do, in fact, have a 
from their peers! If their classmates positive effect on property values: 
are predominantly Spanish-speaking, · "The Report" states that separation of 
this deters a natural process of En- the Aptos-area schools from Watson: 

want students to learn how to sue- glish language acquisition that is avail- ville-area schools would lead to the 
ceed in the multicultural future of our able in more integrated schools. Our ·Aptos-areaschool district being • one 
state, you will favor significant inte- W atsonviile area schools have huge o.f the top scoring districts in the 
gralion in the public schools. Division numbers of limited English speakers. State". Redistricting will effect prop:
of the Aptos-area schools from those This is not conduciye to rapid English l!rty values, whether or not the origi, 
lnthe Watsonvillecomi:nunitysevere- acquisition. If you agree that more nal intent was to do so. 
ly restricts such Integration. Already English should be spoken in the "The Report" enumerates the con" 
these two locales are separated by schools, we need schools that are ditions by which the California Edu" 
location, ethnicity, socioeconomic more inteJO:ated. "The Report" con- rJII:ion Code oermits the splitting up 
status, and to some degree, language. eludes that under reorganization V\p- of districts, such as those being pro-

Speaking of language, there is a tos Secession), "the opportunity to posed by the Aptos Secession Mov!!
great deal of justified dissatisfaction desegregate its student body would ment. Clearly two of these are not 
that Spanish-speaking students are be reduced" (p.24). met, those being that segregation not 
not learning English quickly and well . "TT;le Report• contains many ap- be promoted and that there rio£ be. a 
in our schools. The issue ofintegr'a!· pendices,oneofwhlch(AppendixC) negative financial impact on either' 

·1 reveals in chart form that following district. There also remains the su& 
'~·-·------·-'·'·~-: ... ;.;. .... __ .~..:--... ,, .. --.. ·.-;::-: .... ·-·-·- ...... ·---·-·----- the proposed division of the district's plcionthatincreaslngpropertyvalues 

Aptos-area schools would decrease may be a motivating factor. • . 
in Hispanic students from 31.06 per- Another criterion speaks of "com-. 
cent to 16.04 percent. It certainly is munity identity" in a very positiv~. 
predictable that the proposed divi- light. Here are some of the factors that 
sion of the district would promote 'The Report" includes in the section 
racial segregation, especially in the about the Aptos-area community 
Aptos-area schools. "The Report" identity, factors which define that 
states that the "change in ethnic community and serve to distinguish 
minority population after reorganl- ltftomothercommunitles: "socloeco
zatlon. will be minimal... • (p.23). · nomic status," "ethnic composition,• 
This distorts the real effect of seces- and that they are associated with "cui
sian. tural opportunities such as Shakes-

,•: 

. What does "The Report" say about peare Santa Cruz, the Cabrilio Music 
money? School funding is.very com- Festival, the Santa Cruz County 
plicated and depends on many fac- Symphony ... "(P.l9). How does this 
tors. One factor relates to the prop- sentiment translate into coinmon 
erty tax base of the communities. terms? That the cultural identity is 
Property values are very much a -con- based on color, wealth, and sophisti-
cern when considering the :ramifica- cation? Hmmnun! 
tions of school district division. Cur- Let's not draw a solid line between 
rently,accordingto"TheReport,"th,~ these two communities! We are aJ. 
Aptos-area total assessed property ready divided enough. Let's put our 

, value ill $2,975,536,m and the Wat- energy into finding Qur common 
sonville-area total assessed property ground, the desire for our children to 
value is $2,832,712,984 (p.3). have the benefit of a top-quality edu

Onemightthinkftomthesefigures cation. We' all care about the future 
·that there is an equitable split of ofourcommunity. Weneedweil-ed
. wealthbetweenthesetwoareas. The ucated citizens, who know how to 
·authors of "The Report" do not point work with people who may be differ

: out t:h&t to fairly compare these fig- ent in, terms of race, backgiound, re
. ures requires factoring in the number ligion, and in so many other ways .. 
· of students served In the schools by Public schools could be the breeding

area Watsonville-area schools would ground for social, economic,· and ac
beservingl7,205students,nearlyfive ademic connections across the bar· 
times the number ofstuqents as those riers which currently divide our' com 

· to be served by Aptos-area. schools, munities. Let's make this happen! 
3740 students (p.2). Sandra. Nichols is a Bilingua 

•criterion No. 8" (p.36) is ot inter- Speech 811d Language Specialist 811( 
· t regarding money. and property Is a c811didate forth!? PVUSD SchO<• 
·'!es. The Ed. Code specifies that Board. . 

·:~ 7":'~~------:-----····-----
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PV school officials . . 

gear up for school 
lobbying campaign 
li\' STETT HOLBROOK 
sentinel staff writer 

·" 
-~;WATSONVILLE - City and Pa-
:Iwo Valley school district officials 
-~e gearing up for a campaign 
aimed at persuading the California 
Coastal Commission to approve a 

'tiew high school west of Highway 1. 
n' ~The school is be
iftg sought by the Pa-

to-nature setting. Environmental 
stewardship will be part of the 
school curriculum, he said. 

This past Friday, Casey and Wat
sonville Mayor Oscar Rios walked 
the site with Peter Douglas, Coastal _ 
Commission executive director, and 
Charles Lester, district manager of 
the agency's Central Coast office. 

While Rios could 
·jaro Valley Unified 
'School District to al
leviate crowded 
schools. At the same 
j;ime, the city ofWat
j(mville has submit
fed an application to 
jlinend its land use 

(My job is to get 
seven votes. That's 
what it comes 
down to.' 

not say if the visit 
swayed either man, 
they certainly 
learned more about 
the project, he said. 

The school dis
trict has enlisted 
the help of former 
state Sen. Henry 
Mello to lobby on 
its behalf. Mello is 
a 1941 graduate of 
Watsonville High 
School. 

f>lan. · -Former state Sen. 
I<The 213,000-
fquare-foot school is 
PJanned for 70 acres 
~est of Highway 1 
fll.id north of 
)iarkins Slough 
~oad on the city's 

Henry Mello on his 
lobbying efforts on 

behalf of the Pajaro 
Valley school district 

~estern edge. A number of light in
~strial and commercial uses are 
~Jlowed on the site, but not a school, 
)p.d the city is asking for the OK to 
alter its planning ordinances to al
low the school district to build. 
l.!The commission recently deemed 
l.f}.e city's application complete and 
~1:s staff will now review it. The com
nlission is expected to hear the mat
l~r in December or January. 
!:Pajaro Valley Superintendent 
;3'-ohn Casey is encouraging the pub
itc to send letters to the Coastal 
Vommission in support of the 
'SChool. When he speaks before the 
}ommission, Casey said he will 
)tress that a school is the best use of 
.ute land. 
::"The bottom line is this," he said. 
!'We believe development on the 
<site will take place," and the school 
~II be a better neighbor than the 
l'urrent agricultural use or any fu
:<tl)re development. ... . . 

•:He said proposed mitigation mea
~es will lessen the school's impact 
):>n the sensitive slough environment 
.cearby. He also stressed the bene
Tits of educating students in a next-

Mello also met 
with Douglas and 

Lester. He said he was an adept vote 
counter when he served in the Sen
ate, but felt it was too early to count 
on Lester or Douglas for support. 

But Mello said he will do his best 
to win over the commissioners. 

"My job is to get seven votes," he 
said. "That's what it comes down 
to." 

Winning over Lester, who will 
help prepare the staff report for 
commissioners, will not be easy. 

In May, Lester wrote the school 
district to restate his concerns 
about the project's expected envi
ronmental impact. He said the pro
posal raises a host of concerns in
cluding development next to wet
lands, the destruction of farmland, 
reduced water quality, growth in
ducement and destabilization of the 
urban-rural boundary. 

The state Department of Fish and 
Game also has problems with the 
proposal. 

Lester said he and Douglas visited 
the site because of the project's 
scope. 

"It's not a single family home," he 
said. "It is a project with major im
plications." 
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Eastin outlines education vision,. 
State. schools 
superintendent 
tours county 
By MARINA MAIJKOFF 
Sentinel staff Y'llriter 

1 SANTA CRUZ- The two teens who went 
; on a shooting rampage at Colorado's 

Columbine High School were A students at 
one of the nation's best schools, said De
laine Eastin, state superintendent of public 
instruction. 

Yet they felt like outcasts, a growing 
trend, she said. 

Too often, children are "isolated, segre
gated, avoided and even feared," said East
in, illustrating her point on the need for 
parent and teacher involvement inside and 
outside the classroom. 

"We need to reintegrate them into our 
lives, make them feel needed, connected, 
cared about and loved," she told a packed 
house of educators, parents,· legislative 
staffers and business people at U1e Coconut 
Grove Thursday during a Santa Cruz Area 
Chamber of Commerce luncheon. 

While Eastin was emphatic about the 
need for parent and community involve
ment, she was equally firm that the state 
must retool'its education system. 

"It is time for the state to take stock on 
how to reinrest in our kids' education," she 
said. 

• 

Dan Coyra/Sentinel 

San Lorenzo Valley High School students kept state Superintendent of 
Schools Delaine Eastin later than scheduled with their questions about 
the state's school system. 

Setting academic standards, an assess
ment of results, and a system of account
ability all are critical to prepare children 
to find employment in an economy with a 
dwindling need for unskilled workers, and 

where 90 percent of jobs require more than 
a high school diploma, she said. 

School funding in California, meanwhile, 
lags shamefully behind other states. Cali
fornia spends $1,000 less per student each 

-- ·-·---- . 

year than the national average, she said. . . 
Eastin received a few bittersweet laughs 

when she told the audience about touring 
the state's schools and finding textbooks 
that predict "someday we will go to the 
moon," and encourage "girls to stay fit so 
they can push a vacuum around." 

One guest asked Eastin what she was dO:. 
ing about the state-mandated cutback hi 
the number of non-instructional days for 
teachers. The legislation has forced some 
Santa Cruz County school districts to elimi
nate spring parent-teacher conferences 
and reduce the amount ·of staff develop
ment days. 

"We need to fight to bring back all eight;: .. 
days," said Eastin, an advocate for lepgth~ 
ening the school year from 180 to 19~ dayst i 

Eastin, in her second term as the state 
schools superintendent, last visited Santa 
Cruz five years ago, said Diane Siri, county 
superintendent of schools. 

During her visit Thursday, Eastin 
stopped at Rolling Hills Middle School in 
Watsonville, where she reviewed two pilot 
programs. One is for pre-algebra and alge
bra that uses the Academic Systems inter-· 

·active math software. . 
"I personally am pleased that she is going: 

to support both of those programs at t~ 
state level,' Siri said. "It was a very success
ful day for schools in Santa Cruz County." 

Eastin, ·who was accompanied .by,.:.~:t'w.o 
aides - both UC Santa Cruz graduates -
and chauffeured in an. unmarked ear by a 
California Highway Patrol officer, also 
made stops at De Laveaga Elementary, San 
Lorenzo Valley High School, and the site 
th6?'Pfli.lTJOSed''Pftjar(f'Val1'E!Y'higli·'~: 
Higbway,:il~anddfar.kins·Sl())igb-.,,- .•• , 

• 
.,.:f<~ 
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. . BY DICK LmLE 

New Millenium High 
School In the Works 

Pajaro Valley Superintendent john 
Casey picked up some strong political 
support. for the new "millennium• high 
school the district wants to build along 
Harkens Slough Road near the freeway. 
The State has put up $40 million for the 
structure, but the Co_astai"Commission 
st;~ff is dead set against it. State School 
Superintendent, Delaine-Eastin toured the 
site with Casey and supported the project. 
Eastin is a former member of the Assem
bly, and still has clout with the Democratic 
Party. 

The visit was her first. visit to the Pa
jaro Valiey School District, but she is fa
miliar with the area. She angered Aptos 
residents two years ago when she pulled 
the Aptos Secession item on the proposed 
secession from the S_tate Board of Educa
tion agenda. 

During a stop at Rolling Hills Junior 
High she was given an outline on a new 
math program developed at the school 
which she said later was "excellent... very 
encouraging." The math Jab was set up 
with software developed by Fred Landis. 

The former Assemblywoman said stu· 
dents at Rolling Hills, " ... were attentive 
and polite." She tcured an art class at the 
school watching the children put together 
someHalloween projects. 

She also sat down with a group of prin· 
cipals from various schools In the area. 
Aptos Junior High School PrinCipal Lisa 
Fraser outlined her program of working 
with parents and members of the com
munity to build a strong framework for the 
schooL 

During a speech later at the Cocoanut 
Grove in Santa Cruz, Eastin said schools 
must stay in session longer ili order for 
California's children to keep up with the 
world. She said she would like to see 
school ·In session for 195 days a year. 
"Schools ln Europe go for 200 days, while 
schools in Asia go from 260 to 280 days a 
year." she said. The present system in 
California has a !80-day schedule with 
eight days off for staff development. 

Easton says she supports •year round 
schools" as we!!, particularly for areas 
that have high concentrations of Hispanic 
farm laborers. She said they take their 
children out of school during the winter 
and head back to Mexico. The children · 
will not return until Spring. She said some 
type of 45-15 (45 days of school and 15 
days off), or a 60..20 program would help 

build a better education program. (The Pa
jaro Valley School District has seve;ral 
schools on a 45-15 year round plan). 

"She has interesting concepts," Pajaro 
Board member Eve Volpa said following the 
speech. "I'm glad she's focusing on student 
achievement." ' 

The State Superintendent also disputed 
claims the amount of money spent does not 
buy a better education. She claimed 
Scarsdale, New York spends $18,000 a child 
and they have some of the best test scores · 
in the Nation. Easton said children need 
more support from both their families and 
official-s inside the school. "They need 
schools that are orderly and predictable," 
she sald.- "The kids that did the killing (at 
Colorado's Columbine High SchOol) were 
"A" students ... they weren't connected to 
anybody." 

She urged businesses, educators and 
parents to "reach out to these kids ... bring 
them into organizations (Rotary Club. busi
ness environment), set standards, hold 
them accountable." 

Eastin said concentrated poverty "drags 
kids down," but she claimed in California, . 
"poverty scores are up." 

She also claimed students taking SAT's 
(Standardized Achievement Tests) in Cali
fornia are scoring at the National Average, 
but she said during a brief interview follow· 
ing the meeting that less than 50% of the 
state's students take the test: She agreed. 
overall test scores among California stu
dents continue to be among the lowest in 
the nation. 

Eastin said many school districts are 
starting up Saturday schools for students 
that are having diificulty during the week 
keeping their grades up. She also said 
schools have the money to remain open 
eight to five during the week and provide 
help to youngsters with their homework 
that do not have-anyone at home when the 
normal school day ends. 

"It was a very passionate and rousing 
speech." Pajaro V<!lley School Trustee 
Sharon Grey said, "I agree our school year 
needs to be longer." 

Volpa said any additional funding that · 
can be found by Eastin should not be "cat· 
egorical." She doesn't want the district to 
be backed into specific programs. " .. J want 
more flexibility." 
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Vocational school gets green ·light · 
By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE - It's official. 
wa~onville's new vocational high 
school is the local district's fourth 

· · - and the state's 265th - school 
. to be granted charter status. 

At its meeting last month, the 
State Board of Education granted 
the status to the Academic/Voca
tional Charter Institute - as· the 
school is formally known. 

According tO John Casey, super
.intendent of the Plijaro Valley Uni
fied School District, the acti'on 
makes it possible to begin teaching 
students at sites· other than a high 
school campus. In this case, stu
dents will work at the airport, build
ing an RV -6 aircraft and at the old 
hospital site, operating a restaurant. 

"The vocational and charter pro
gram is an example of our eommit
ment to students and to work in 
partnership with the community," 
Casey said. "The local chapter -
Chapter 119-of the Experimental 
Aircraft Association has been want
ing to be a partner with the schools 
for a long time. Through the char
ter school arrangement, we have the 
opportunity to .do that more than 
ever before and we're pleased that 
we have the opportunity to do that." 

The school is intended to serve 

high school juniors and seniors who old hospital site. 
want to learn a trade while they Meanwhile the school's Busi- · 
pursue their high school diplomas. ness and Technology students will . 

"We are very excited to have have access to a high tech comput
acbieved charter status and we look erlab complete With Inte"\et ac
forward to continuing to build the c;ess for research and electronic 
school and its programs with the accounting. This program also of
focus on the academic and voca- fers the latest word processing 
tional aspects of the school," said and formatting programs, enabling 
Nancy Billcich, director of alterna- students to practice office skills. 
tive education programs for the dis-- Students will be placed in intern
met. Billcich added that students ships at various businesses 
will also be able to earn industry- throughout the county. 
recognized certificates of proficien~ In yet another of the school's 
cy in particular trades in addition to· programs ...,- focusing on mechan
their high school diplomas. ics and a,eronautics __,.students will 

The school .,- which will be hone their math skills as they draw . 
housed at the old hoSpital building and read blueprints. They will also 
and which will move in this month learn to work with meta.I with hand 
- joins Alianza, Linscott, and Pa- tools and machines as they build an 
cific Coast Charter schools on the RV-6 aircraft. Those skills will be 
list of the district's charter schools. transferable to a wide range of me:. 

The vocational school features a chanical careers and students will 
Hospitality and Culinary Arts pro- be :(:)laced throughout the county in 
gram with a commercial cooking various related jobs. 
lab in the old hospital and intern- The vocational school was born 
ships in commercial kitchens of Casey's vision to offer more edu
ihroughout the county to give stu- cational choices to the families in 
dents hands-on experience. The the district as well as to find ways 
program will also let students earn to work more closely with the com
food·handling permits and will pre- --munity. · 
pare students to transfer to the food The school has been enthusias-
preparation program at Cabrillo tically welcomed by the business 
College. Students will eventually and educational communities in the 
run a restaurant at lunchtime at the area. 

,,:.' 
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Lobbyists sought 
for high school 
PVUSD trustees OK $50,000 to target 
Coastal Commission members 
By DAVID PACINI high SE:hool west of.Highway 1. 
REGISTER·PAJARONIAN STAFf WRITER All six sitting trustees voted in 

favor of spenlling the money, and 
discussion of the isSU:e centered on 
which budgetS to take the money 
from.' 

WATSONVII.LE -·Local school 
board trustees agreed Wednesday to 
spend $50,000 to lobby Coastal Com
mission members to support the 
building of a third comprehensive See PVUSD, page 8 -PVUSD 

From page 1 

. ' . 

"We're down to the wire on this 
one- we can't blink on this one," 
Pajaro Valley Unified School Dis
trict Superintendent John Casey 
said. 

Casey also said that former state 
Senator Henry Mello - who has 
been working to organize state sup
port for the project free of charge 
- recommended the move. 

"Mello and everyone else said 
you need to get people to sit down 

. &W~~·~"iii!\.'&L 

with them and talk to them," he said. 
Casey said this morning one con

sultant being considered is Dave 
Neish of Culbertson, Adams and 
Associates Planning Consultants of 
Aliso Viejo, California. The other is 
Nancy Burt of The Woolley Group 
in Sacramento. 

"We haven't entered into con
tracts with anybody yet," Casey 
said. "Henry knows the importance 
of being able to tell your story to the 

.·right people." · 
Casey said Sierra_.Club repre

sentatives - who are believed to 
oppose the high school project 
which borders on the ecologically 

sensitive Harki.ns Slough -have 
developed close working relation
ships with Coastal Commission 
members. 

"This project is critical to our 
school district and we must do ev
erything we can to have our story 
heard just as the opponents will 
have their story heard," Casey said. 
"If we don't take this step then we 
are not fulfilling our responsibility 
to the children .of this district" 

Casey said local officials have 
asked that the Coastal Corrunission 
hearing on the issue be held in 
March, when the c.ommissioners are 
scheduled to gather in Carmel. 
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'School district moves in te old hospital site 
transfei'r' will allow. 
for expansion of 
classroom and 
athletic space 
By JOHN VIEIRA 
IIEGISTEA-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE:...... The Pajaro 
Valley Unified School Distrh:t has 

· begun moving in to the old Wat
sonville Community Hospital 
site. 

According to Caroi Evans, di
rector of purchasing for the dis
trict, the business division have 

Wayne 
Huston 
{left) and 
Chad 
Vargas 
ofSascO 
Electric · 
work 
together 
wiring 
new air 
handling· 
units · 
inside 
the old 
hospital. 

by T.,_ Hannulalllogl-·Pajiii'Onlofl. 

completed their move this week . . 
and the superintendent and asso- perintendent John Casey. "The to Watsonville High School. Once 
ciate superintendents offices will move will provide more space for the m9ve Is complete the buildings 
move next week. Watsonville High School, which is will be tom down to make room 

Portions of the old Watsonville Community Hospital are still 
under construction by San Jose Construction but most of 
the exterior is complete. 

"We ask that parents and the oven;rowded and needs room tor for additional classroom and ath-
communlty are patient with .us dur- expansion. • . letic space for the high scl!ool, said · 
lngtllls transition,• said Pajaro Currently,' sehool dis6:ict offic- Evans. . 
Valley Unified School District Su- es are located in buildings alijacent 

MOVE ·the com. er of Holohan and Green 
· Valley roads. 

· The school district will occupy 
From page 1 newry constructed office !;paces on 

the fist and fourth floors of the build-
In addition to the administnltlve ing. The office spl/.ees on the second 

offices, the old Watsonvil.le hospitsl andthlrdfloorshaveyettobeleased. 
site will include office space for the Renovations to the building have 
district's adult education progran1, included seismically retrofitting the 
w~ich 'is currently located on 220 building and redesigning the first 
RodriguezSireet,andthedistrict'smi- and fourth floor to meet office 
grant education program currently needs: the walls have been repaint
located at. the Alianza School iiite. ed and the heating and ventilation 

Known as the Northgate project, systems have been replaeed. 1m
the development will provide office provements to the building's plumb
spaces through the renovation of . ing and ~lectrical systemS were also 
the old hospital building, l~ca. completed . 

Su MOVE, page 10 

Tarmo Hannula/Ro{llatOf.n 

Cecilia 
Duran, 
who works 
in 
accounting 
for the 
school· 
district. 
sets up her 
new office 
space 
Monday. 

.... 
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School· board decision to hire 
consultant was shameless 

Last Wednesda,y evening the six 
sltti.ng1'xu;1.ees did it. again. Theyvot.- • r----
ed unanimously to loot. the til in or· 
der to fund yet :another devious, self. 
se:rvingventure. This time it's not one 
of t:hOS<: supEl'!luous. 2JJ,OOO-doflar, 
four day PowerPoint surv-e~ cl}n· 
du.c:ted by local pollster and P'V1.JSD 
insiderSus:m Brutschy Connery. 

No, il's a bit m.ore ambitious t.rum 
that. They're going to be scratching. 
around in the school budget for 
00,000 ~ dollar.l vr.lth l'lhkh. to 
lUre professional lobbyists. Why? For 
:Ute expces.s purpo.,."e oihustli.rig sev
en members o! the Coastal Commis
sion. 'Why'1 In order to convince a plu
r.alft.y af commissioners that. tlley 
oughtn't to listen ro tOO. reoommer..
dat:ions of ilielr st::a.ff who have Cl}fl
cluded that a t.hird highsc.bool should 
not be built on the Et:hvards 3ite. 

Cehool l::ll.tre'aucrats hav-e- .f.lpted 
stlamela."Sfy to try to capu~re raw 
political advanG!ge v.ilh money and 
i:rt.fluence-peddling. 'To accomplish 
the latter they''l'e ertll.st.e-d, gratis, t.he 
sexvices o( an Influential s:..ate pol, 
Henry Mello, and reti:red <:Olillty so
pervl:sor, Ra,y Belgard You've all rea<! 
abou·tit, ['msure. 

l have to W{Jnder how Tm!!-tee 
Sharon Gray, in her O"-T! mind, man
aged oo j~'tify this latest invitation to 
plunder. I w.a.s on ~ phone with 
Sharon Thursday <right, the day at..e.r 

11m 
Moore 

Luc:&l 
oolumni~>1 

the board met. 1 could have sworn 
that she reiterated sentiments. ex
l)res:~ed several times ln the past 
aboul. h~ e:xtre.me r.etkence toward, 
evEn outri.ghtopposltio:n to, the pro..«
~ t of a new hlgh school bemg buR~ 
on the Edwards property. ~emy 
3'l.'lrprise ~ readin.g Later tiwl.t she 
h:ad played atn~ with all her other 
board colleagues. lt m:i.ght be ti:me for 
a..>t op-ed piece .ti:om Sh;u'on. She can 
put her ov.'l\ SJJin'on u. 

. It doesn't matter that loeal staff
~rs wjth the Coastal Commission 
ha v.e been trying to t.eB. school otl\
cla:hl r or sh:. solid years that the pro
pooed thlrd high school site is not 
suitable for a variety of reasons. En
vironmental impact. reports aside; 
clearly stated provisions o.f the Local 
CoasW Plan (LCP)l'l()r.~ 
despite sensitive wetland. enc:roo.cll· 
ment; a furious multi-year exchaJ-.ge 
o1 tetters and pho~ calls forgotten 
or ignored, school eareerlsts, wi.tll 

ptentyof en~tfrom devel
opers, city cotmdl memb-ers and 
planners1 c-ome he!!. or high waiH, are 
deterrn.lned to take the plunge west 
across IDghway One. 

let me o ffff s ome<:H.'loe el!re 's solu-. 
lion to the overcrowding problem. It 
is relatively simple, 'lliable and ex
tremely cost effe<..'tive: Don't spend 
46 rnillio.n wpayer dollars, (plus 
another $H) mill.1 on in yet tii1'!3llocat.
ed inl:rast.ructure costs), for a brand 
new high schooL Simply divru.tntle 
Aliam:a school's obviously tailed 
Dual Immersion program. Spread . 
t.hCGe 666 kids around to oUter OO· 
m.ittedly uncler-eruoUea elementa."}' 
schools In th-e dist.rict Then refit 
N1anza for use as tlle lhi.rd high 
school That is originally what lhe 
faeility was built to be. It's lhe Qld 
Cathi)Jk Mora High site, remember'/ 

PVUSD adrni.n.istrative offices 
have nK~Yed OV>I!'I to the old Watson
ville He5pit.al. Thl.u. creates ad<:Jkl.cn... 
al classroom space an Blackburn. So 
there, that solves the proble-m at 
probably a sixteenth the cost of 
building a brand new h:igh!:!Ch.ooL 

On another f'ront- rome closing 
l}b-.~o:ns: wl think the vote rep
re5ents a repudlation of (Aptos) se
cession, • the newly elected &:hool 
Boord member sUJmes:ed. Wen, if 
Rodney Brooks ca:res to :interprf!t his 
.garnering 12 pe-rcent of the vote m 2 

~~~~.~~~~~~~~~~-.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~ 

Pl'lo11J <:o<ni.asy luis ,_null C i>t!tntr 1>3 

New School visits AHanza 
A convection experiment Is displayed on Oct. 18, when the. 
students of New School visited Aiianza School tn share 
sctence projects they had constructed. New School studerrts· 
have been learning baslc science principles at tke 
Watsonville Recreation Department'.s "Taller de Ciencia" : 
from i:nsttuctor Curt Gabr-ielson. New School students·· 
visited the third grade ctass.es of Ms. Vablonsky}Ms .. 
Clayton, Keety floogal and Maria Fajardo. 

single a.rea as a major repudiation or 
secession, he is caiai.n}y free to oo so. 

Yes, ~wai.clling and listening t.o 
Rol:J.n.ey for lhe Jast several We€JG, f 
am convinced that he ifupla)'Sthetell
tate signs nornuill,y associated wit.ll 
Pajaro schools. officialdom. Qri.e, he 
tends to play filst. and loose With tile 
truOl. And two, he appears eager t.o 

serve the- school appar.rtus at lhe ~
pense of school clilldren. .: 

1fut Moore, a Watsonvilleresidiint 
'»ilh :a spe c:iaJ interest in 1ocaJ edt.JC<!r 
don .is:rues; is a contr:ibaling coluil;l~ 
nfsL These Yiews are sc.kly thos.e ..of 

Mr. Moore 8IId notneces.sarilv th0$e 
of the Register-?~ H~ ca:n be 
e-mailed at teemor@gbt.ne.r. 
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Community support for high school 
will help convince Coastal Commission 
By RODNEY BROOKS 

WATSONVILLE IDGH SCHOOL is 
headed for split sessions or year
round schooling. Why? Each year, 

approximately 300 to 400 additional new 
students appear in the fall. Watsonville 
High, which was built for 1,800 students, 
now has 3,000 students. Next year there 
will be approximately 3,500 students, and 
the following year about 4,000 students. 

Aptos High School, which was built for 
1,300 students, has 2,100 students. Aptos 
High has no more room for portable class
rooms. Aptos is maxed out, but not so at 
Watsonville High. With the district office 
moving to the old hospital, there will be 
room for additional portables. Unfortunate
ly, any campus that receives more portables 
never receives more libraries, cafeterias, 
parking spaces or gymnasiums. At least the 
students will have some place to sit 

Does this sound like the high school you 
went to or would like to send your kids 
to? I hope not. Having 5,200 adolescents 
attend two comprehensive high schools · 
with spots for 3,200 sounds like a night
mare. 

School site selection for a comprehen
sive high school is a long and tedious 
process. Site selection is normally a 
three-to-five year process; Many factors 
have to be taken into account, such as the 
flight path from the airport, proximity to 
population, cost to develop and suitabili
ty for development. All of the sites con
sidered had at least 50 acres. Without 50 
acres it is impossible to build the fields 
necessary for a comprehensive high 
school. Of the top two sites identified by 
the Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
selection committee, only one is left for 
development. · 

Money was a stumbling block for a long 
time. Our past efforts at passing school 
bonds in 1998 are having a positive effect. 
California voters passed a $9 billion 
school facilities bond last year. We quali
fy for hardship funding because we tried 
twice to pass a bond and got more than 
50 percent of the vote each time. The dis
trict should receive a check for more than 

1 $40 million before the end of the year. 
i; The money comes with two strings at-
. tached. Spending at the site must begin 

within 18 months of the receipt of the 
money, and the money is site specific. 

The site that was selected is known as 
the Edwards property. It is just over 100 
acres located west of Highway 1 where 

All members of our community have a stake·-.. 
in the outcome. Even if your children are ou~·. 
of school or in private schools, we all want th~ 
children in this community to stay in school .· .. ~ 
and acquire the skills they need to get jobs. ·. ~: 

Harkins Slough Road and Lee Road inter
sect. The PVUSD is proposing to buy 50 
acres. This site is within city limits and it 
is zoned for a variety of uses. It will be 
developed. It is currently zoned for a 
light industrial park, an office complex , a 
residential park and a private vocational 
school. It is not zoned for public use. Be
cause public use represents a change of 
zoning it must go before the Coastal Com
mission for their approval. If the pro
posed development were a printing plant, 
medical offices or a condominium com- · 
plex, it would.not go before the Coastal 
Commission. It would only need the ap
proval of the Watsonville City Council. 

What is the Coastal Commission? It is a 
group.of 12 individ:uals, their alternates 
and staff, that was created by the voters 
of California in the 1970s to protect the 
coastal areas from encroaching develop
ment. Four members are appointed by 
the governor, four by the speaker of the 
House and four by the speaker pro tern of 
the Senate. Their meetings are scheduled 
in advance up and down the state. The 
current thinking of the PVUSD is to bring 
this to the Coastal Commission in March 
at their meeting in Carmel. 

The PVUSD has developed a double 
strategy to deal with the Coastal Commis
sion. There will be informational visits to 
individu~l commissioners and their alter
nates to tell them that since this land will 
be developed this is 'the best use of the 
land. The curriculum of the third high 
school will have a theme of the wetlands. 
Who better to guard the wetlands than a 
knowledgeable community? 

The other part of the strategy is to show 
broad-based community support. Commu
nity support will be demonstrated by let
ters of endorsement, the public appearing 
at the March meeting and a petition with 
10,000 signatures from resid~nts of the 
PVUSD in support of the third compre
hensive high school. 

Letters of support are being requested 

from individuals, organizations and bus~ 
nesses. These letters may be sent to the · ~ 
district office at 294 Green Valley Rd.,· 
Watsonville, CA 95076. . 
'Petitions are available now. You may · 

request them from the district office o:Nl" 
mail "rodney@cruzio.com." Please pass:. 
them around at your work, church or .. · 

can be returned to the district offi ·. 
neighborhood. The complete.d peti •. · '··. 

Who can sign the petition? All re . s 
of the area are eligible. The signatories ·· 
do not have to be voters, citizens or any · 
particular age. They must be able to sign. 
and print their names. . '~· 

Betsy Woolpert and I will be starting·a. 
petition drive in front of Watsonville gra-. 

·eery stores, staffing permitting, begin- ·,. 
ning Nov. 20. We will have extra petitions 
if you want to circulate one yourself. We. 
have openings for people who would lik~ 
to assist us in two-hour shifts starting at · 
10 a.m. and ending at 4 p.m. If you want , 
to sign up for a shift, call 728-2220. Eh .: 
ther my staff or I will be glad to schedule; 
you. 

All members of our community have a ,, 
stake in the outcome. Even if your chil- : 
dren are out of school or in private 
schools, we all want the children in this · · 
community to stay in school and acquire , 
the skills they need to get jobs. We all · .. · 
want people to be employed and produc· 
tive. Our schools are the straightest path· · 
to this goaL · ' 

Your participation may be as simple as· 
signing the petition. You may want to cir
culate a petition or write a letter to the- · 
Coastal Commission. You may choose to'' 
attend the March meeting in Carmel. !' 

Whatever your level of participati!to, . 
will need it. It is the sum of our co : 
ty's participation that will achieve s ' 
cess. Working together we can make t s ; 
dream a reality. 

• Rodney Brooks is a trustee for the Pa.: 
jaro Valley Unified School District. 
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igh scfioolland deal' finalized 
MAY WONG 
1tinel staff writer 

CO'ITS VALLEY - Scotts Val
High School no longer stands on 
rowed land. 
he Scotts Valley Unified School 

the purchase on terms favorable to 
the school district." 

The land had been valued at S6.5 
million · 

The Glenwood Drive campus. 

Scotts Valley school trustees, landowner 
agree on purchase price for seized site 

with a capacity of 1,200 students, is 
said this week. "The outcome is the first new public high school in 
both fair and equitable and the dis· the county in30 years. Half of the 
trict looks forward to completion of $22.8 million construction cost is 
the new high school." being paid for by a voter-approved 

;trict and American Dream/Glen- cided in 1997 to build its high· 
od Limited Partnership have school on Glenwood Drive. The dis
Lched a settlement that will give · trict owned 20 acl;'es but needed at 
: school district ownership of an • least that much more to build the 
litional 22 acres of land for $4.2 project, so trustees used eminent 
lion: domain to acquire the land it need
'he deal, which on Tuesday will · ed from the American Dream/Glen
presented to a judge in Santa wood partnership. The procedme 
ra County for final approval, allows a public entity to take land if 
ls the haggling that has been on-.. the •·public benefit outweighs pri
ng since the school district de- vate interests. 

. In such cases. the parties normal
ly battle it out in court to determine 
a fair market price. 

In this case, the school district 
and landowner worked together to 
settle the case to avoid costly court 
proceedings, according to school of
ficials. 

"We are very pleased that our ne
gotiations have been successful," 
Steve Fiss, district superintendent, 

"This is· a win-win situation for bond. 
all involved," said Kerry Williams, Construction is still months away 
a principal in the· American from completion, but the high 
Dream/Glenwood partnership. "We· school opened in September in 
recognize that the construction of portable classrooms. 
the school is important to the com- Escrow on the property is expect-
munity and are pleased to complete ed to close by Dec. 30. ' 



Dangerous area ror a · ·· ~--· 
bigh s·ebool ron:mental bnpact Report where The huge sch·oot would cause 

To the Editor, engine-ers cite dangers of"differen- immeasurable damage to the Har-
New PVUSD trustee Brooks is tial settlement" of the soil, .. proxim- kins Slough and wildlife preserve. 

circul.atingpetltions asking citizens ity to several act:l.ve faults~ which Not a good message to send our 
to beg the Coastal Commission to may cause " high w very .bigb seis- youth, when throughout the world, 

1 allow building the public high mic sbaldng," and possible '"lique- _peoplearedesperatetorestorewet-
i school in Harkins Slough, an envi· faction. on ,!he lower lying portions lands, st.ream ecosystems, fish and 
! ronmentally protected area. Every- ofthe.site. · wildlife habitats, coastal habitats, 

\ 

one agrees that a new school is ur- · AB to the site being eri:virorunen- and tidelands damaged by irrespon- / 
gently needed. The main issue is not tally prote~d., yes it. is. There is a &ible development. It seems a cruel' 

1 thatlandusefortheschoolisbeing con:-mon mlSco:nception,_however, joke that the school would ba.ve a 
I denied by the Coastal Commission, ~ "a tight industrial park, etc." .. Wetlands" theme. 

I butthatthesiteis'a.ifangefoi.lsplace' .. WJll~e.rthe·Ed'!ardssiteaeyway Citizens are being asked to sign 
, for a. schoo1. · if the high sclloohsn'tallowed. Not petitions essentially blaming the 
I Visualize school busses, student so. The Local Coastal Plan says tl:1at Coastal Commission for not allow
l andlamityvehicles;bicycle-S pedes- before any development is consid- l.ng tiD! building of a. public high 

1
1 trianscrOwdingHarld:ns'SJo~ghRd. ered., environm.tffitally sensitive ar.- school at this dangerous and right
!· ·and:T.eEfR<t Stgns·wam: ·"FJJij(fe(f.' .. eae,·pi.WJelepes-ge~terthan"ifrper~ :fuHyproteetEd m:e11.. Clti't~ffj'tl'fem:~ .. 
! Road Closed Ahead. Subject to ~t,wouldbeellrmnatedfromcon- selveseatliertl1medthebighschoo1 
I Flooding." No protective fencing . Slde~on. Then, following a "find- a. way from suitable sites. 
! . .;ov~t$-the.fte~,;o,yarpass .. Hun-- •. -~~a~f.!~P.~~~S-~('!J.lat.. .. , . .. . . . .. . ..... , .. 

1 

Hireds.of ~trucks rumble twm--· . . ,_e."-w.Q._ - e ~t;>~Sl~.for .. de,... sn.VI.AP..REVITALI . , _. 
' p111nt:s on Lee Rd. The tnJn cross- velopment. • · .Aptos 

ingisunregulated.Odorspermeate · .Th~ new high scbo.o1 caHa.for 
··t:tunlir t'tom thnlough Systerny re:r.::··- . .mQI,le ~nt .th.m-18 allowed-· 
{ftizers; pesttcraes: 'l'fie .n·alSe·~tari:.. .... by e~te L&ca~ Coal!tal·Pbm:-develop-· 

· planes ls de.iferuhg:'MO.st'stiidelii:S , ment'ofi' ~~-up· to ··!5' p·ereent, 
are miles from home. and smface ~rage up to 50 per· 

Additional g~oJogical dangers cent of the site. The Local Coastal 
~ ~.e.Scri.b~ .ill ~e schoor13 Envi~ . _Plan_ W()uld have to be ch.angect 

'-
h<>, ~~- .94...~ c;.,- ~-.:.e.-

\ )-I ~d "~ 
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how support for PV high school; 
II. COASTAL COMMISSION: School 

· district has until March to make its 
case for much-needed school. 

SUPPORTERS OF A NEW high school for 
the Pajaro Valley got some good news 
last week. · 

• , ]lllost important was that a state Coastal Com
mission hearing on the school was postponed. 
Instead of hearing the issue this month or 
next, the commission delayed until March tak
ing up whether the school should be rejected 
because of environmental concerns over the 
ptoposed site at Harkins Slough and Lee 
R.riad. 

;'Why is this good news? Pajaro Valley Uni
flfl{i School District Superintendent John 
Cf\Sey told the Sentinel that school backers 

w have extra time to rally support and 
---· commissioners. 
:Casey s.ent out a letter in October addressedT 

to !"interested community members" seeking 
~tten support for the New Millennium High 
Sijloot, as the new high school will be named. 
C?,!)ey's letter was accompanied by back
gi<;lund material on the school and the 70-acre 
site. It also provi<ies a list of Coastal Commis
slbn members, along with alternates, and 
tlleir addresses and notes that any written 
niaterials sent to commissioners must also be 
forwarded to commission staff. 

The district hopes to get 10,000 signatures in 

•' 

support of the new high school. 
The other good news for the school district is 

that the March hearing will be in Carmel. This 
location will allow many more local support
ers a chance to attend. 

The district will need every bit of support it 
can muster, since commission staffers have al
ready gone on record expressing strong con
cerns about the project's impacts on the envi
ronment. 

We believe this high school site needs to be 
approved. Almost everyone can agree that be
cause of overcrowding at Watsonville and Ap
tos high schools, and an increasing student 
populatioq, the new high school is a necessity. 
The question is where it should be built 

Opponents accurately point out that the 
property isn't zoned for a school. What they 
don't say publicly, however, is that the current 
zoning would allow uses that could have a 
worse impact on the environment The pro
posed site is on land that is currently farmed 
and that is zoned for light industrial use, not a 
school. The city of Watsonville has applied to 
the commission to amend its coastal plan to 
allow the schooL 

Opponents also say the district should look 
elsewhere. The district has looked elsewhere 
and hasn't found a site that would work. 

Although the school district failed twice to 
gather the two-thirds voter support to pass 
school bonds to pay for the high school, it has 
qual~fied for $40 million in state funds to 

build it. This money is tied to the Harkins r-------------------, 
Slough site and could be lost if the site is re- I 
jected. I 

A few other points in favor of the school: : 
• The 2,200 students who would attend the 

high school already live in the district, so the : 
school would not be growth inducing. 1 

• The district's two existing high schools 1 
have a total capacity of 3,200 students but now 1 
house 5,190 students. 1 

• The site is three miles from the coast and I 
is not on prime agricultural land. I 

• The project includes a 9-acre biological I 
reserve to be planted with native vegetation. 

THE NEW SCHOOL has some significant 
and influential backing already. Former 

state Sen. Henry Mello is lobbying the com
mission and Graniterock Inc. CEO Bruce 
Woolpert is leading the campaign to garner 
public support. 

Now it needs your help as well. 

Q 

We're induding a form that win allow you 
to voice your opinion about a new high 
school at the Harkins Sl.ough site. 

I Name:---------,--- 'j 

.) 
Address:---------- .) 

.J 
':t· ------------------- 1 
.. , Phone:j, __ .,....J, _______ ,.J 

Dear Coastal Commission: 
,I 
I 

) 

~-----.~ 

-------------------------: 
-----.-----~ ., 

-~-- I :.,. 
--------------~--~-----~ "I 

I --------------,:J 
J 
l 
I 

Send to: Editor, Santa Cruz County Sentinel, 207 ·,~ 
Church St., P.O. Box 638, Santa Cruz, CA 95061, or· I 
via e-mailat·edltorial@santa-cruz.com · •

1 
We'U take your '!etters and e-mails and for

ward them to the CoastaL Commission in 
your name. L·--~----~----------~ 

'::~;;.i_ 
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. News leader of the Pajaro Valley·· 
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• School J)oard OKs buying . 'l 

two more school sites. 
• " • ' > • • ~ ; ' I • ' -J 

$2,600,000 for 9.5-acre landmark property 
.... 1 . . 

By [)AVID PACINI 
REG!STER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER . . 

WATSONVILLE- As construction workers rush 
to complete tqe Ann Soldo ElementarY School by Jan· 
uary, local scho9l officials are looking to buy two' 
more properties' for elementary schools. . · · 

Trustees ofthe Pajaro Valley Unified School Dis
trict Wednesday approved appllc;1tions to the state 
fot funds for the P.l.ll'Chase of the Radcliff School.anq 
10 surrounding parcels as well as a 9J5·acre :Lanqmatk 

The district has tentative 
plans to open Radcliff in July 
2001 and the elementary 
school in the :[.and mark area 
in July 2002. 
. , •. r. 

site for two new schools. . · · . 
According 'to a memorandum (?y written J;iy assis· 

tant superintendent Terry McHe~ry, the di~trict is 
applying to the State Allocation Board for the money 
to buy the sites along with hardship. funds to build 

ring in the currerit Starlight, Amesti and Alianza at
tendance areas," McHenry said. 

' the schools. · 
The State Allocation Board is expected to pay for 

He also said the district has tentativeplans to open 
Radcliff in July 2001 and the elementfcy school in the 
'Landmark area in July 2Qoz:· · ·~ . ,·, · 

· the school site purchases beC:ause the. qi~trict has 
2,873 unhoused students (now in J:X)rtable Ptfl&s~ 
rooms). The Ann Soldo school will reduce tM:t 
amount by about 600 students, but tbe district will 
still have over 2,000 students in portables. · 
· "We expect continued growth at the elementary 
level in Watsonville with major development occur-

. . "Major development .is qccUrtipg ill the Landmark 
ib'~a with one 120-urU,t p~t}ject now O:(,>ening, another 
get~jng ready to start cq,f,i.struction and three mor~ in 
the planning stages," he'said. "There is the potential 
of having between 600 at\d $00 homes in this area when 
the current plans are a,ctually implemented. Radclift' 

. See SGHOOL, pa11e 14 

SCHOOL 
,. 

· Department Q~Jaucation's approv
al for the Landmarksite, and has ad
dressed the California Environmen

From page 1 ~ tal Quality Act issues and has a pre· 
liminary appraisal. It will now sul;i. 
mit its application for site an_d plan
ning funds. At the same time, it will 
attempt to rea:ch agreement with the 
developer for the land purchase and 
will complete the purcha.Se once the 
state approves our site allocation. 

School will take much of the cur· 
rent Alianza popul;1tion, allowing 
Alianza to handle some of this new 
development but another school 
will be needed to serve the Land· 
mark area itself." ·. · 

The district reserved ~·lM·afre 
school site in the 4rtdmark area 
juSt off Harkins Slough Road behind 
the new Target Store. Primary ac
cess has been provided with the fi. 
nal plans for the W estbridge Devel
opment but the property will also 
hav.e access to Oh.lone Patl,tway. 

The district has tile California 

Trustees also approved a plan to 
buy back Radcliff School from 
Adul(~~elii¢n as well as to buy 
the -~acre parking lot next to it 
frorntne'city of Watsonville. Radc
liff, wNch i.s.drll.21 acres on Rod
rigue~;Str~et; would be turned into 
a 3.2S:.~re school site with a play 
field ~d-;,Parking lot with the pur-

... t )\ ~··. . .. ' 

chase of two parcels to the north of 
the school on Rodriguez and eight 
parcels to the south of the ~chool 
on Rodriguez and West Lake. 

. The design is complete for the 
renovation of the existing school 
and addition of 18 two.story class. 
rooms and a large multi-use room 
on the existing property to house 
over 600 students - twice the size 
of original school. 

Officials have identified 19 
households and one business on six 
occupied parcels that will have to 
be moved, and estimate that cost 
will he about $400,000, as~tmming 
thaf the five families currently re. 
ceiving Section 8 housing assistance 
can continue to receive that assis
tance at their new location . 

• 

• 
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PV trustees brace for growth 
with plans for a new school 
By TRII\IA KLEIST 

~inel staft.-vnter Radcliff Elementary is scheduled to open in July 
.-".~lv,ATSONVILLE ..,.... Current and · 
J1lanned construction of more than 2001 and enroll600 students, twice as mariy as 
~'~housing units in Watsonville 
lott lhe next two years has Pajaro in its original incarnation. 
,Valley ~chool officials planning a 
il;¢w · el~mentary school on the 

· 'tandmatk property west of Main 
street. 
, :Pajaro Valley schobl board 
Ji'l.embers have approved spending 
more than $2.6 million to buy the 
Yl:!cant property from the develop
er . 
. The school has been planned for 

9':5 ·acres behind . the Overlook 
Shopping Center amid 120 new 
low-income apartments just open
ing and hundreds more homes in 
the planning stages. 

The site between Harkins 
Slough Road, Highway 1 and the 
proposed route of Ohlone Parkway 
has been approved by the state 
Board of Education. The district 
has received approval of its envi
J,'onmental impact report. Negotia
tions on the land sale have not yet 
begun. 

Officials plan to open the school, 
as yet unnamed, in July 2002. 

Some students expected to come 
from the new developments will 
attend the restored Radcliff Ele
mentary School, now the home of 

Watsonville/Aptos Adult Educa
tion. 

Board memb~rs also have ap
proved plans to buy 10 properties 
on either side of Radcliff School 
to accommodate playing fields 
and a parking lot. District officials 
have said they will pay the adult 
education program about $310,000 
for the 1.2-acre school, and buy 
back the parking lot to the rear 
from the city of Watsonville. 

That land, plus the additional 
1.4 acres of the adjacent parcels, 
would give the school3.25 acres
room for 18 additional two-story 
portable classrooms and a multi
purpose room. 

The district also plans to shoul
der the estimated $400,000 cost of 
moving 19 ·families and one busi
ness that occupy six of the adja
cent properties. Five of the fami
lies receive government housing 
subsidies. 

The site has' already been ap
proved by the state Department of 
Education. Appraisals on the 10 
parcels have not been completed. 

Radcliff Elementary is sched
uled to open in July 2001 and en
roll600 students, twice as many as 
in its original incarnation. 

Those two schools, in addition to 
the Ann Soldo Elementary being 
built on the Frartich property near 
the East Lake Village Shopping 
Center on East Lake, are expected 
to accommodate population 
growth and new housing in the 
Starlight, Amesti and Alianza at
tendance areas. 

There are 2,873 more elemen
tary students in district schools 
than the buildings were intended 
to house. 

Approval of the two newest 
schools means officials can seek 
construction money from the state 
Allocation Board. Officials said 
they will apply both for matching 
funds and "hardship" funds. The 
state has a special pudget to help 
districts where voters favored con
struction bond measures, but 
failed to meet the two-thirds re
quirement to pass. 

Sentinel- Wednesday, December 15, 1999- A-5 
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• PAJARO VALLEY: 1999 hasn't 
. been an easy year for the South 
. County, but things may be looking 

.'up. · THE YEAR 1999 has not been a particu
' larly kind one for the people of the Pa-

jaro Valley. . 
Unemployment remains high there, and the 

'high price of housing has forced a growing 
'population into already inadequate housing. 
Local officials have attempted to address the 
econQmic stagnation in the Watsonville area 

' by proposing land development that they say 
<could improve the area's economic outlook by 
., providing new industry and jobs. 

·'But so far, most of those proposals have not 
,; seen the light of day, largely because of land
.! use decisions by Santa Cruz-area officials who 
'' say they want to preserve open space and agri
; cliltural land. Those decisions are under
. standable, perhaps, coming ft·om officials 
whose constituents support containing growth 
~d saving open space. 

But in the Pajaro Valley, many people are 
frustrated by those decisions. They see oppor
tunity choked off, even while neighboring 
ca.tnm.unities in Monterey and San Benito 
counties are allowed to grow, with new com
mercial and residential housing. 

We don't expect next year to see many 

•' 

• 

changes, although there is one development 
that could do considerable good in the Pajaro 
Valley. 

That project is the New Millennium High 
School, proposed for a 70-acre site within 
Watsonville city limits at Harkins Slough and 
Lee Road. 

No one can deny the need for a new high 
school. The two high schools now in the dis
trict - Watsonville High and Aptos High -
were built for 3,200 students. More than 5,200 

· are now attending. 
What people can and are arguing about is 

where a new high school should go. Some en
vironmentcbists have expressed opposition to 
the proposed site because of its proximity to 
an environmentally sensitive slough. 

But it's clear to us - and some other key 
supporters - that building a school at the 
Harkins Slough site actually does make sense. 
The site already is within the Watsonville city 
limits. It already is zoned for development In 
fact, virtually the only use not spelled out by 
the city zoning designation is for use as a 
school. And that, apparently, was merely an 
oversight at the time it was zoned. 

Environmentalists concerned about the 
slough area nearby ought to realize that 
there's a real upside to having a school there. 
The Pajaro Valley Unified School District has 
already come up with nearly 20 specific mea
sures to protect the slough. Beyond that, offi-

What people can and are 
arguing about is where a 
new high school should go. 
Some environmentalists 
·have expressed opposition 
to the proposed site be
cause of its proximity to an 
environmentally sensitive 
slough. 
cials vow to make the slough environment an 
open-air, classroom to actually teach the im
portance of such waterways to students. The 
slough actually will be a kind of open-air 
classroom in which environmental studies can 
be presented as something more than just a 
concept. 

One group that has expressed doubt about 
locating a school there is the staff of the state 
.Coastal Commission. But the staff isn't who 
votes: that will be up to the Coastal Commis
sion itself, which will address the issue at a 
meeting in March. 
~ut supporters of the school already are lin-

• 

ing up. Former state Sen. Henry Mello has talt':: 
en on the job of helping to promote the school;~ 
and current state Sen, Bruce McPherson is op-' 
board as well. So is Assemblyman Pete~:'.: 
Frusetta, R-Tres Pinos, and perhaps one of' 
the most important supporters is Assembly•~ 
man Fred Keeley, D-Boulder Creek. Keeley*; 
credentials as an environmentalist are impec;,; 
cable, and he too has signed on as seeing:a.: 
need for the school. · ·' . 

In this space two weeks ago, we published a; 
coupon asking people to send in their opiniotl"
about the school, and we will be se~ding alo~; 
the dozens of responses we've received to the" 
Coastal Commission. ·,' 

NO LAND-USE decision is ever easy in 
.Santa Cruz C<;mnty. But the need for a 

third high school in the Pajaro district is. so 
great, that we're confident that leaders of 
both North County and South County will see 
the need to approve the New Millennium High · 
School. 

The school would be a great Christmas pr~
sent to the community, and to the people qf; 
the Pajaro Valley in particular, We're sure: 
that if the community at large had one request· 
for the new year, it would be approval for the 
new high school. 

·,;t,, •• 

.. 

r 
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PV dist,rict awaits funding 
$2 million more could be coming from the state to build a new high school 
ly STETT HOLBROOK 
)entinel staff writer 

WATSONVILLE- By submitting a new 
tpplication to the state next month, the Pa
aro Valley Unified School District could 
:ain $2 million more to build its yet-to-be
tpproved third high school, school officials 
;aid Tuesday. 

If approved by the state, the district now 
~xpects to receive nearly $44 million to 
mild the school west of Highway 1 along 
:..ee and Harkins Slough roads. 

Previously, the school district applied to 
he state Office of School Construction for 
:o-called hardship funds to pay for thesore
Y needed high schooL 
The district had earlier qualified for 

tbout $42 million in hardship money be
:ause it got more than 50 percent of the vote 
m a failed school bond and because it suf
'ers from overcrowded conditions at Wat
;onville and Aptos high schools. The bond 
neasure needed more than two-thirds ap
Jroval. 

Even with the additional money, the 

the state calculates fi-
In 1998 a new state law changed the nancing for new facilities 

' • based on the number of 
way the State calculateS financing for students. To apply for the 

f 'l't' b d th b f money under new formu-new aci I Ies ase on e num er o la the school district 
students. To apply for the money under ~ithd!ew its old applic~-

• . . bon m October, techm-
new formula, the school distnct cally leaving it without 
withdrew its old application in October any finan~i~ unt_il the ' new appllcation. IS . ap-
technically leaving it without any proTved. M H . 

• . . . . erry c enry, associ-
financing until the new applicatiOn IS ate superintendent, said 

d · the district is guaranteed 
approve . the money because it 

school district will have to scale down the 
project to make sure it comes in under bud
get; said Superintendent John Casey. 

"But we're going to be much closer to 
meeting our goal," he said. "It's going to be 
a little easier." 

In 1998, a new state law changed the way 

meets the hardship fund
ing requirements. 

"As long as they don't 
run out of money, we get it," he said. 

The new financing formula provides addi
tional money based on inflation adjust
ments and student attendance, changes that 
could mean an additional $2 million. 

While the high school is a school district 

project, the city of Watsonville has submir.~: 
ted an application to the state Coastal Com- . 
mission for the necessary environmental , 
approval. ;, ; 

The 70-acre school site, which is privately 
owned and under eminent domain proceeu: ·· 
ings, falls within the city limits. Building . 
the school requires extensive amendments 
to the city's local coastal program. The'' 
Coastal Commission is expected to rule on 
the amendments in March. ..,. 

The amount of m(lney the school distri~t.: 
gets from the state will determine wbaf.~ 
kind of facility it can build. ~· ·~ 

"That drives what we can do," sart 
McHenry. ~1~ 

In addition to the application for the high 
school funds, the school district will apply 
for $7 million to $8 million to expand Rad
cliff School and $2.5 million to acquire 9.5 
acres in the Landmark development area 
near Ohlone Parkway for another elemen
tary school. 

Approval of the state money is expected 
early next month. 
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~(IIST£R.. \JARONIAN SchoOl scent. 
$5( 1 million promised to. PVUSQ. 
fro111 state today is just a dream) 

"The 01 
ahouJd rect 
$40,000,000 
i.ea.r." TOat' 
School Tru 
bllirled It til 
.ed piece. B.• 
flact8 murr..: 
rudywrlttt 
"'"'~ ... -.......... 
~eilcrema 
cation tO 11\l 
• In !he tru 
~cdonlyb: 
ll!leH..:nry w 

"!hopper for 
la~r. He tole 
Lll20199eclit 
aJ,nte had· dt 
fbrmilla• the 
•lntlat.ioncot 
COU). So, 
Jl1les Uwt sc: 
wtlhctraw Ill 
tor~ew 
h1sh school 
~othtit'appb 
ofnextyur. 
.· By11otriJT 

leges, !he dl 
~eolaei$1 
OJ'IglnallJI rec 
Bushwu!TI' 
eaUontothe 
Construdior 
tiarly March : 
lngltems on 
ever. So t11e < 
cltstrlct cow 
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.ta~ lasued 
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. .Iri mld-Oc 
ICQ~n 1..$11121 
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regs. Tile P 
Hence the Ill: 
catio11 wa& n 
companied b: 
Believe me, : 
would not II: 
~dJc:heckr 
tor been tooo 
1, 3000. 

JJroo)ca k 
11hollldhave~ 
otNov~nber, 
era! dll¥8 bel 
article to U\C 

·hardship app 
to~· He she 
·thennore, Uu 
been accept• 
district mlSII! 
the neicJtbor 
lion. He didt 
rtsht. 

The man J 
vated to bee. 
t.M8oal'(.I. AJ 
CM 1\ot 'bee; 

rlct (vl.l:. PYUSD) 
te • chotck tor over 
eiore the (nd of tl\( 
wi\Jt the man said. 
;ee Rodney Brooks 
lolitl.h a 12110$ op
ob b not. one to l.t 
: w.ith laney.! nad aJ. 
carll~r that he pia~ ........................ ,.., .., .... 
ca confinn that all•-
tatilfaction. . 
' department he ~ rl
\.nocitM!Supt. Tem
b uttered a slrnH31 
.e m:ord S'I:Vflr.i cl.ys 
liP staCC 'l"ri~ers (See 
n !ront page) that 1M 
iatd "a new funding 
includes n ravorabl• 
ponent, (i.e. a kind of 
cH~ sLrongly lm-
101 omct:lls opted to 
origJnal applta.uon 
1blp futtcb tor a new 
\ order to rll.8ubmlt 
Ulon at 1.h11 beginning 

\!Vering, McH~nry at
rid. can take advan~ 
lc.M~ .lncn~e in th11 
ested doDar ~ounl 
pVlJSD tMde 3PP11-

mee otPubllc School 
:0P5C) WilY b<tck in 
~. Titucwttreml .. 
·tt . appllcatlon, how
'SC s;J.t 011lt, Wltll t.he 
meel alldltlon;J.t re-o 

1 the r~te;.ntltne, the 
!W regulations 1/jS-*-· 
·!)lication pra<:cdure. 
obu OPSC emplorn: 
~~!lie dlat'r:ict a "16 
~Jifed uildet tile new 
JSD dld not reply. 
rid.'ll hardship appli
llntcd on 11/l/llO ac
lltitter of revocation. 
eHerur and the rest 
e held out f()l' mort 
n!J3 any irllla(;lon file
ted prior to J:UitWY 

,w, or a~ leut h' 
own at the be8innlng 
tUy a.monUt and sev
re he 5ubmltt.d his 
'/P, that lhe oi'i~nal 
!&tlon was not golns 
ld hllvt known, 1\J.r• 
had !he application 
and app;oveQ, the 

1en liJve received in 
'od ot $50.490 mil
. tve.n sel the lotal 

s been r~•mlly tlc
ne Ylce-pres!dellt' of 
1'8onln Ul*" po&ldon 
·tiSed, ot .Uowed Lo 

... ~ ..... 
cohuuulpl 

get ·-y wlLh dlssemt.n.tl.ns ,~ 
""d ln<;orrect l.ntoxmat!OI'I to the 
cornrt'lunltt aL aJarse. 

1 talked by phone to B111ce Han
eco:k. AS:!t. E~tecuttve Officer ot Lhe 
State AllocaUon Boerd, whlc:h, in 
\be mi.dU.I~rtd mte bW"e~craey, 
~its a:stdd~ the Deparbmini of Goo
ual Semen (OOS), which, In t.um, 
hovers over the Office of Public 
School Con~~tNCLlon. 

Hencock mali• aome thinj&a 
abund$111,ly cltJT to me. Jl'tratly, that 
lha PYUSD hu, eurrtntlyapnldng, 
no "In houae• appUC:atton11 on file 
with the OPsc. That Includes two 
other appliclltionll ror hardship 
limds rot the propOll~ Landmark . 
Elementuy School and abo for the 
proposed Radcliff Elementary 
School plus ~n fUITCundlng par
cels. Thoee othe:r two appBcwons 
were feturned Incomplete: 

s~ondly, Hancock a&tlum. me 
&hat no funds WJ11 be forthcoming 
until or unless .the eminent domain 
rn~ttcr J.; settled The t:oun must 
h;,ve or<le"d that ,POOSeeeiou or the 
Edwal'ds pi'Ope.rtY be tal<~ prior lo 
the rel~e or any applled tot hat'd
ships tuitd:s. 

Normally Hancock coun$el::s 
ac:hool ~tricts not to •o the 
J'QI,\tC \Yheri tryl.tlJ to &c:quln 
sites for .ticllool conscrueuo.n. lt 

my rcquul Ior a copy orthe d~C\t· 
mel\t. They don'l want it.s cont,nts 
Lobe divulged Is "'Y ~uwJclorqBu~ 
such lnformallo" .must :Oe a part 
oHhe public dornrun, woutdt•'~ou 
think? Surdr, the lcttrr c)iJtjJt.es 
cleaKIY 'clie opeclfic r•uoris·\he 
dl:~tr!Ct'e origin-' application (+,Oil 
revoked. 1 

• ···-· ····,"'·· ....... . .... . .. . .. 4 1,, • .:.- . 1! 

tion 10 .the ED <!M$c.IOJ\, I' milk~ 
lllentlon or ~e C-'iforniJ c;o~Lnl 
Commloolon's neglltive findihgo 
.rter ebc yeJre ofneaotindone ~ith 
the PVUSD. CC local atalJ, as fOU 
prob~bl:r e~lree.dy ~now, has t~,~t,al
ly te,iec:,ed the school lii$lr.litL'e 
tequ~t for~ w;,iver ..,r c:~tt<~h1 i!ro· 
hibjUvc buildin~ roqlilrcotcl'lf......'wt· 
der the Local Col\SW Plait (J,0P). 
l do not ne the state relea11ng 
S50.41l0 ntilllon before Lhe Coa:<~
al Commlnioners mee~ llll<l l~llr
cide !or or ag'ilinat the report Ctom 
their own ata!f. 

I c:~~,nnot imagine, either, ~llt 
they will ovvmale thon find~, 
unleSI, o! COWH, a combinati~~ of 
big money :utd powu poliiics p~e 
t.o be overwhelmingly p•rau~e. 
The PVUSD Ia banking on just iuch 
a Bf.ral.ell)', because nothing el..._ ia 
soJns to work. ·, 

'nm Moore, • WJC5Qm171C! /tni
rJ(Jnt wtt.lt .a $p~Jal /Jt(el'l.'$£ /11 }fit:;!} 

•ducation iuu~ !tJ ;c C'OIItrilni!fn& 
columnist. Thue vi"ws are 11o~{Jf 
UtOtre of Mr. MOOIP. :wd not liP.~ 
~rli.Y U10$e of Ute ll~gl!ll.~r-l'«J.,J
.td~.ll . He c•.11 be e·m;tl/(!<f; 011 
Lllttmor1r'got..tli!IL ·'· 

lllt takes so much time, he 9al/3.1 •• 111 
Simply g11tUng a c:ourt date 
up lots or time. The PVUSD hall 
te.n a co\i.lrt date finally, but not un
til March 131 ZOOO (docket No. 
CZ13~ by th11W81)· We have. Lo 
w.'l!t at le3St :mother two ancl one 
half monthlJ just Cot an initial hcar
.lng on th( thin •. And there 15 no 
11uarantee that the property will 
(h.utge j,~a,nds ever• arter m.t; or, In 
the event Utall~ does, that harclahip 
1\lndlnl would M available. 

Ha.nc·ock lnfera that money 
eomee ltl elow),y,ln driba and drabs, 
but ll\allt goes out quickly, leaving 
the coffet"ll omapty perl.odlt:ally. Un
derStend, ther• are man;r other 
IIChool dist.ricioll in !.AIIfomia com· 
~tlrtg lot tllose scarce b.a.rdahip 
doJJa.rs. · 

1 wo~d love to gtt my h;.t1ds on 
that leUcr of revocation from lhe 
OPSC. Tha1 will not be easy though. 
Mc:Henry'a offict luis not answered 

E. A. H•ll Middle S~ho~ . 
Sc.ltool w!JI be on winter brtak 

un1il J:ut. 3, however the lollo~g 
•~nte wJIJ W<e p~e th•t w"lt! 

M.ond~: Tl'$Cl<8 B, C & D re~P,11 
toschool. ·: 

Tue$day: 6Ut gro<le· &A0l't't4\:"" 
In the h'b~ during 3~ petiV<I;: 

We4neaday: 0 .Track Rcalt-A
Thon &e8embly <1\ui.ng ue perioi:'t 

There are many ;~fter-ecl1oot 
.stuqy centers wbe~ t.utors a.re ~
able to 1il1 :students. The compUter 
lab Ia also open btfoR l<ihool ·and 
dll1il)g lunc:h. There are oUter luiJ!:h
timuetlviU~Il In which stvileol$ 1!a.u 
participate, lnCI11ding noon (!Ml~, 
Sf.mQ of &Uli!Rgy in S-4 and ast.Ton
OD\Y t:lttb l.n S.2, 1.0 llt<JII!.iOn a f~. 

For I'Ulther tu/ormaLJon c:UJ ~he 
school ar: 726-6270. · 

fP • a • E•::.•a·~·a·~·a•caa~~:•aa~:a~e~catoaa•caa::Jaaao•a•c•~·aa=.lal:~:lic•a•a•~·~:. JaoJ.:~~.c.aa::Jar:aa·~·a•o~l. '~· c 
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Who should get the best? And when? 
When lt CQmes: to providlllg 

oome oi ill e. '.s simple pleasures ft>r 
our youth (like hav'lng:Iun or !eel-

• i11g. free and easy}, we spare no 
eflort. to make their grovdng up 

. years as enjoya:ble as possible. 
With one exception -the physi

. cal setting of their scllools. On that 
score ourrationale is-what was 

· good enl>ugll for us ln our youth 
will be good enough for them no~·. 

~'I'tanslated, that means desks bo!!
. ed to ~ noor, poorly hemed and 
lighted classrooms, oui.rl.at.ed text-

. books and dilaJ>l<hted wllet facil· 

. itles. We learned under those con
""'diiiffras!''Mrycan'ttl\eyt' · ·- ... , · 

Change the met.aphor. Let's say 
you nave &1'1 e;ady teen youngster 
who'.: been severely injured. 
Rushed to the hospital, your or
ders al"e - nothing but ilie best! 
Surgery, nursing care, tit~ works. 
Why does-n't iliat translate w your 
teen's transition to high schooL? 
Nothing: but l.he best- tl)p. of the 
line facilities. Buildings and eqliip· 
menL, state oft.lle artcucricula, the 
works. 

No, we say. Th~ staWs quo is 
good t<naugh. Translated that 
means - the injured youngster 
will M.ve to make do. The bod~· 
will heal, the brain will adapL 
'Th.at'.s .s:bout where we are in the 
Pajaro Valley with the proposed 
New Millennium HS - flrsc class 
in buildings, location ll!ld curricu· 
Ia, th-e- works. But whal. was 
deemed adeqoote for us in our 
youth simply won't do now. The 
"E" deeade cannot be rolled ba~;k. 

1'h.e ex an tl) !his poiTIL is litte:{ed 
with delays a:nd denials; de:cisi<ms-
by- NIMBY (nut in ncy backyard); 
the moiil!trously anti-democratic 
two-t.biros voce !MjoriL)> require--

.... 

Dlek 
8emard 

Local 
Colunmi!'l 

Well, to begin wlth, just sheer where vocational education will 
population increases are gwwt.h- take place, che~k by jowl, wit.h 
!l1ducing. ~ort ofusing<lraconian bus,ne.ss .and industry, far re
measllres, what do we do abouL moved frmn wetlands or present 
population growth among school day open space. The MHS then will 
d:oitdren? We could stack the klds represent our commitmenl to 
in a five story building, like En- serve our youCh now, rather tluln 
glish HS in Boston, oomplet.l! with in the distant future, with oppcrr
escalators. I substituted there &eY· tunieies for them to grow and 
era! times during a five monl.hsta.y learn. 
in '85-'86. It was a veritable roo. An important factor in thts 

ment fo:r bond pass age; tile The CapiUJl:a Mali on Hswcrst day leJU.ning process will be the eJtv1· 
rnisp!aced,mlstaken reliance on would be preferable! Sc.hools ronmentally miented curriculum . 
the so-called environmenlal dom· aren't llke department store~. A1J MHS g:raduaLes will have com
ino ~wry- if l.hls .o-p-en space is They need creative sp~e. pleted a course or unit in the sci
taken, all the re::~t will .falL Tne The impacts on wetlands nave ences ha.,ing to do with under
'Pi't:iS&$'dll~iii<!'tfijiCUie en<i-- -Mw'ii:Ys lit€n ! ·:prB'tilem;· entej: .... 5t.Mifti:isuu'xwrifi'ltilDk'gbotr 
of-the-line is here -·other sites among them .il! agriculture. Saving practices for the protection a.nd 
have be-en ~ected, ill the fund- tacmland is cne thing, buLkeep.in.g preservation or the P<\illl'O Valley's 
ing mech.anisms are now in place, jts pesticide ron-off away from unique environment. · 
the scope and design of the HS is wrllands ls quite another. A high So 1 say co my colleagues in 
complete. sch<Hll's run-off is negllglble by Watsonville Wetlands Watch and 

Wt\~is lacking Lsan OK by the comparison. Thep>esentpractice ·elsewhere, we have a gru.topp<Jr
C.alifomia Coasr.al C.ommissio11 cf agriculture in the proposed Har- tun!ty tl) launch a ne\v generation 
and a sufficiently a.ro1.1sed and kin Slough area lsmarginal at~ of enthusiasts for keeping r.he Pa· 
concerned <::omroll1llty Sl.lpporting Growing strawberries there btinlrJ. jaro Valley one of nature's best. 
this project. The. latter is growing. in only modest profits. Replaeing Think of it. Students at lltHS will 
More and mote voices are being it V~-'ithmarginalcattle gruing only have. a daily exposure to the b-eau
raised in support. exacerbates damagin.g run-off ty of their school's vista - the 

But wbat can we say or point problems. What is left behind is broad expanse of the Watsonville 
outtoUlecomrnisslon'?Letuscon- badly wGunded land that onl;i' Slough watershed. And why 
sider the main themes o{ concern serves to whet the appetites of shouldn't they? After al!,.let's lle.w 
Chat have emerged. The environ- speculative d~opers:. to om: collective- commitment to 
mental Issues are- growth in- An enviromnen~llysoundhigh youth- nothing hut the best! 
ducement, :Impact on the wetlands school plant, wll.hres.tric!ive guar- Or do you want them eo walt, 
and impact on agriculture. The antees on any future expansion, pay their dues, battle Lhe worka· 
lllnd use issues are several. One is will deter such rampant develop- day elements, and maybe, just 
whll.tever •read]ng• or interpreta- menL Admittedly, the she of tile maybe, someday, ln their declln· 
tion of coastal :zone rest.rictions <Jr Millennillm HS Js big, 65 acre5 oi ing years, they can afford a million 
allaw:mces you accept. Another is lhe 115 acre Edwards property. dollar view in a chalet. .high ~ove 
the sire of the cl:umge requested But there are signiflcant trade· the J'a.jaro Valley. 
tn the city of Watsonville's LCP offs. One is tha~ the school's pop- Richard Bernard is a Watsan· 
(local coastal plan). Still a:noc:het: ulation will remam slat.ic. Anoth- ville c:mnmurur.r activist;md a con· 
is the matter of locating the ne:tY er is that the future of vocational tribu.t.ing columnist. These views 
iligh sehoolsomewhat apart. fr~Jm education in ~he valle.y will be o( are solely those of Mr. Beroard 
Ole cellters of population in the the out-sourced variety - there and not neees.."Jfl'Jly thMe of f.he 
valley. 1Jre alre.ady earty -siglls flf this Register-Pajarcnie.n. · 
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Transit panel 
signs off on 
long-sought 
Hwy. 1 project 
By STErr HOLBROOK 
Sentinel staff writer 

WATSO~VILLE Watsonvi.lle has gotten 
the go-ahead from the county Transporta
tion Commission to upgrade the Harkins 
Slough Road and Highway 1 interchange. 

City officials called the vote a victory over 
previous' attempts by commissioners to 
block the project in the name of preventing 
development west of Highway 1. 

· "They think anything we do is growth-in
ducing," said Watsonville Mayor Oscar Rios, 
the city's representative on the commission. 

watsonville officials have long argued 
they have no plans for westward expansion 
but need to improve the interchange to alle
viate traffic. 

The commission voted 9-1 Thursday to 
grant Watsonville $5.6 million to do the 
work 

The project, which still needs state ap-
proval, includes: 

• Building an on-ramp from Harkins 
Slough Road onto northbound Highway 1. 

• Building an off-ramp from southbound 
Highway 1 to Harkins Slough Road. 

• Adding a second eastbound lane on the 
Harkins Slough Road overpass. 

• Upgrading the overpass tD meet seismic 
and height requirements. 

The commission previously had approved 
a plan that only allowed for seismic up
grades and raising the overpass. Wat
sonville officials, however, sat on the plan 
until they thought they l:;lad the commission 
votes to get the additional improvements. 
. The interchange's current configuration is 
inconvenient for drivers. The only access to 

· Harkins Slough Road is from southbound 
. Highway 1, while motorists on Harkins 

Slough Road can only enter southbound 
Highwayl. 

Also, the overpass is about 
18 ii1ches too low, which 
forces some large trucks to 
exit Highway 1 to avoid it. 

Watsonville officials say the 
work will alleviate increasing 
traffic congestion at Main 
Street and Green Valley 
Road. 
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. Bill LOVl2]0y1Ser1timi!~ 
'he county Transportation Commission has approved the construction of a new on-ramp and off-ramp at 
lighway 1 and Harkins Slough Road interchange in Watsonville, above. Motorists there currently have rtrT1u1'o•'i' 

ccess to and from the highway. 

DaVld Koch, director of the 
city's Public Works Depart
ment predicted the situation 
would only get wqrse with the 

• 800 to 1,000 homes expected 
to be built in the area ov~r the 
next five years. ,1\.t pea~i com
mute hours now, traffic at the 

" intersection is at minfmally 
4 acceptable levels, h~ sai~. 
· The project cost 1s estimat-

ed at $8.1 million. The city has 
been collecting developer 
fees in the area to pay for a portion of ~e 
work. The project is expected to begm m 
two or three years, Koch said. . 

Mardi Wormhoudt, a county supemsor 
and transportation commissi?ner, ask~ to 
delay project approval unt1l Watsonvtlle 
could assure the commission the new inter
change would not contribute to greater de
velopment west of Hi~W~y 1, but her mo
tion failed to garner maJority support. . 

Commissioner Bart Cavallaro's pass1ng 

motion was that the commission approve the 
project on the condition Watsonville return 
to the commission in a month with assur
ance~dt will not expand westward. · · 

Cavallaro saitttiie project h.1d languished 
too rong becau5e of m~fuunded concerns 
about development west of Highway 1. 

"I felt it was strictly political," he said. 

The city and the Pajaro Valley school dis
trict do have plans for one 70-
acre triangle west of Highway 
1: the construction of a third 
high school. Any development 
plans west of Highway 1 and 
outside city limits would ne~d 
OES from the county Local 
Area Formation Commission 
and the state Coastal Coinmis-

Watsonville 
officials have 

'long argued they 
, have no plans 
for westward 
expansionbut -~ 
need to improve 
the interchange 
·to alle¥iate 
traffic. 

. sion. 
Cavallaro, a Scotts Valley 

city councilman, said he did 
not feel development west of 
the highway was an issue. 

~'Mardi · Wormhoudt and 
LAFCO keep ·Watsonville 

· from" iTOwing anyWay,'' ·~}e 
said. · ': · · ~. 

Wormhoudt, a LAFCO mem
ber, did not dispute traffic 
congestion in the area, but 
said environmental concernS 
also needed to be addressed. 

Because the clty has applied to the 
Coastal Commission to loosen the standards 
in its Local Coastal Program to make way for 
the high school, Wormhoudt said she is con
cerned about the effect a beefed-up inter
change could have on future development. 

Wormhoudt also said the city had once 
considered developing a parcel west of 
Highway 1 known as the Tai property. 

"I'd like to know what's changed," she 
l said. 
I 
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Backer~. of new PV high school i 
Open public information centerj 

' ' ~ 
By STETT HOLBROOK tee, whi~h identified a need to provide the: 
Sentinel staff writer public with more information about the~ 

WATSONVILLE - Advocates of the school proposal.·. ' . · ! 
school district's bid to build a third high The office will have copies of a petition" 
school are planning to open a "public in- for the high school that supporters are cir-;. 
fonnation center" on Main Street. culating for delivery to the state Coastal: 

While. not funded or staffed by the Pajaro .Commission. Cruz said the office may be; 
Valley Unified School District, the office used to organize buses to take people to the~ 
will provide information on the proposed Coastal Commission hearing. · ., 
school. While the proposed 213,000-square-foot$ 

The. Latino Chamber of Commerce of high school is a school district project, the~ 
S~nta Cruz County a?d the Wats~mville city of Watsonville is applying to the! 
H1gh School FoundatiOn are headmg' up· Coastal Commission for approval because:" 
the effort. the site is within city boundaries and re-! 

"The whole focus. is t~ try and g~t m?· quires numerous changes to the city's Lo-~ 
me.ntum for the th1rd ~1gh school, sa1d cal Coastal Program. • ; 
Lm~ de la Cruz, executlVe.,duector of the ,-The ifJ:acre·property, planted in straw·;. 
Latino Chamber ofCo~lmerce.. berries for the'past year, is zoned for agri-"' 

The office at 504 Mam St. Will be staffed cultural and light industrial uses but not: 
by vol~tnt!'ers .. Barry ~wenson, who owns for a school. ~ 
th~ bmldmg, IS donatmg the space, Cruz Watsonville's application to the Coastal> 
sa~ias Alonzo, a well-known community Cor!lmission ~!so seeks to rede?ne the cri-~ 
organizer in watspnville and Latino Cham- tena for agncultura~ converswn, reduce7; 
ber of Commerce board member, is also the amount ?f land m ~he Local Coastal:;: 
helping to set up the information center ~r?gran: designated em'Ir?nmentally sen-~ 
and will be soliciting support from various Sltl_ve, mcrease the .maXImum slope ~m: 
community groups for the facility. wh1ch develo~ment IS allowed, and m-~ 

School district Superintendent John crease the max1mum development alloweQ.., 
Casey welcomes the office. The Coastal Commission is scheduled to: 

"We're glad to see it," he said. "It's a :consider Watsonville's application when it; 
grass-roots effort to get the word out." meets at the Carmel Mission Inn Feb.l4-17.! 

Casey said the idea for the information Cruz said the 9fftce will open in about IO..-
center grew out of a meeting of the dis- days and will be. in business until the:!:: 
trict's third high school steering commit- Coastal Commission hearing. : t 
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New high school a community priority 
By SANDRA NICHOLS 
REGISTER·PAJARONIAN GUEST COMMENT 

Whenever there's talk about the 
new high school at Harkins Slough, 
those of us who are listening hear 
one tune. "We really need a new 

· high school and this is our only 
chance to get one!" Let's consider 
why all of our local leaders seem to 
be on the same side of this issue. 
Now I'm not one to play the devil's 
advocate. And I'm not arguing that. 
we shouldn't build a new high 
school at the slough. However, I see 
a certain truth that is not getting 
printed, and I feel called upon to 
explore it. 

Here's the problem. We need to 
provide more space for our stu
dents, and the case is being made 
publicly that a new high school at 
the slough is the only possibility. 
Everyone is getting on the band 
wagon. It is perceived that a unified 
community will convince the Coast
al Commission to·ovenide its own 
staffs determination that the slough 
is inappropriate for a comprehen
sive high school. So the school dis
trict.(PVUSD) has decided to take 
a little money ($50,000) .from its 
kettle (the budget for our children's 
education) and spend it on lobby
ing the CC to lower their standards 
on the protection of our environ
ment. 

An interesting aspect of unifying 
the "community against the CC is 
that the commission becomes a 
convenient scapegoat should they 
tum down this valley's request to 
waive regulations. Our new high 
school would be even farther away 

than we have previously i.n\agined! 
Recall that the CC warned PVUSD 
repeatedly that the slough is not 
suitable for the high school. The 
project is inconsistent with the 
Coastal Act in many ways. These 
constraints are barriers that PVUSD 
and Watsonville politicians hope 
will be overlooked in the face of our 
huge need for more space for our 
students. Is it fiscally responsible to 
devote educational resources to try 
to implement a plan when the CC 
has given repeated warnings that it 
will not make an exception in this 
case? 

I have a number of other prob
lems with this whole procedure. It 
is most troubling to me that our 
State has this commission dedicat
ed to protecting our coastal environ
ment, a good cause, and that in our 
efforts tp relieve the overcrowding 
at our schools we have to ask that 
an exception be made. Coastal 
Commissioners, we want you to 
protect our coast, but could you 
please bend the rules and let us. 
build the new school at the slough? 
A dilemma has emerged here re
gardingjust what exactly we would 
be teaching our students about our 
treasure, our environment. It's trou
bling that part· of the proposal 
seems to answer this concern by 
purporting that the New Millennium 
High School will have an ecology 
component in which students learn 
to treasure the environment. It's 

· ironic that we try to teach exactly 
the opposite of what we show as a 
priority when we choose our favor
ite site based on how many com-

plaints we're getting from the local 
inhabitants. 

Recall the other sites that were 
taken into consideration during the 
past 15 years of attempts to build a 
new high school? There were two 
major factors which chipped away 
at the possibilities for a site. Many 
sites were ruled out because of 
noise and safety issues caused by 
the airport location. The other fac
tor was that NIMBY attitude, "not 
in my backyard." Various sites were 
ruled out because local· residents 
organized against them. So we are 
left with a site at which there are 
no neighbors to complain, one 
which is apparently not in the flight 
path. 

If we buy into the plan to com
bat the CC with our education funds 
and continue to pursue the slough 
site, our priorities are clear. We val
ue the airport more than the slough. 
We value freedom from a high 
school in our own neighborhood 
more than the concept of students 
attending schools close to where 
they live. We would rather see our 
community spread across Highway 
1 than stick to the community's 
growth plan. We would rather see 
our education tax dollars spent on 
political maneuverings and lobby
ing, than on the actual teaching of 
our children. 

These infernal .questions keep 
surfacing regarding the motivation 
of our community leaders when 
they lead us into. this ironic quag
mire in which our priorities get all 
mixed up! Why is the City of Wat
sonville so gung-ho for the ~arkins 

Slough site? Is the fact that our 
school board members are elected 
by trustee area related to the fact 
that no trustee area was hospitable 

· to a new high school, except the 
slough, where there are no neigh
bors with voting rights? Are board 
members so beholding to t.heir con
stituents that they must make deci
sions based on their ability to be re
elected rather than the good of our 
stu~nts and community? Is the rea
sqn ·that we're only hearing one 
tune, that if the powers that be ad
mit that there exists another possi
ble high school site, the Coastal 
Commissioners will reject our plea 
that the rules be bent? What about 
the money that has already been 
spent and continues to be spent de
veloping and supporting the sit~ 
plan? Would the School Board ac
tually use our money to purchase 
the Edwards property before the CC 
hearing, and if so, what will they do 
with that land if their plea is denied? 

I support the construction of a 
greatly needed high school This 
project should respect the con
straints of the Coastal Act. I contin- · 
ue to object to the tactic of denying 
the existence of other possibilities. 
. Please, School Board, build us a 
high school. Get going down a fea
sible road. Make progress towards 
solving the problems facing our 
schools. And stop spending our 
kids' educational dollars on politi
cal maneuvering! 
(Sandra Nichols is a Watsonville 
resident and a Bilingual Language 
Specialist. She can be e-mailed at 
nichols@cruzio.com) 
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. . . , Bill Lovejoy/Sentinel 
. Nelson Santiago has been named 

spokesman_ 9f the' effort to build a 
· · third.South ~unty,high school. 

;';~ ' " 

.Business leaders 
-'tap banker as''voice 
; ·: of the ,c9rru:nunity 
I. " • , ! • 

r. By STEll' HOLBROOK ~t; · 
•. Sentinel staff writer •. ;;\; Hi 

Continued from Page A9 digit unemployment in the city, build
ing the school is essential, he said. · 

with school officials and city officials · As a banker with a background in 
about the school, but sees his involve- Silicon Valley finance, Santiago is 
ment as part of a separate, communi- particularly intereSted in linking the 
ty-based effort. . region's growing Latino population 

.While the land proposed for the with the educational and economic 
school is zoned for certain ki.rids of opportunities provided by tecbnolo-
light industry, it is not zoned for a gy. . ' 
high school, so the school district Santiago has worked in the banking · 
needs Coastal Commission approval and mortgage industry for 14 years.· 

: WATSONVILLE :.:_·The campaign to rally 
community support for a third South Coun

·• ty'high school now has a spokesman. 
:."' Nelson Santiago, newly hired assistant 
'vice;· president and branch manager for . 

. to proceed Environmentalists object As an assistant vice president andre
to the location, west of Highway 1, gional community development offi- . 
saying it would spur development in cer for Sumitomo Bank, which be
an environmentally sensitive area came California Bank and Trust, be 

··::watsonville's California Bank and Trust, 
~ ·wm , be the voice of the 
;; ctnnpmnity ~d b1ls~ness_'· •,T_h ___ _ 
;.groUps · behmd the Pa- · . e 

· :jaro'' :·'Valley--·; ·.unified reason I 
School District's drive to . 

. build. a higl}scl1.ool along was asked 
... Harkins Slough Road.; r· · th 
· · s~ntia~d·.~lsaidi·W£lohtxwas e 
·· busmfis,s .Ie~~e~ ·~~,}1e ·fact that I 
.. would not~_say_:,whwr~, 
... asked himitodake'rtthe· don't have 
1:: volunteer ·post.!iHe?s~lid ·: · 

·.he .was chosen: b_e~a)lse . any 
h~.ts a fresh face.;'( .•.. :./! 

1
C•i ipo1I"tt"cal 

1 The reason· <I ,,,,was 
. asked was the fact that .t . baggage , 
.doQ't ha.v.Eifi!W1···· ';!J>o .. "li ... iti···c. a.l··· ., l. baggage,,h~he' saidiii'We . . - ,.e son 
.· really·warit this !~JJ?t:ft-i· •. Santiago, 

' eused ~n the kids.,.,~ f/1~ • .~ school drive 
.. ,; , Sal!-tiag··.o,.wb. o..4as b~eh ~- spokesm n 
>~~WOI,"king .in •W lle · a 

.. ;:Jun~eli Septem . 'It .. 
;;1/qi~~Iriin•~~ ipfo . ,.. · 911 ~about the proje~t{: ,. 
:ti~ng~ cq ., "~"· i ·p~treach to wtq,;;~r .ii 
. ·support. . ~~11'; . . . '· • , · i'? .t ~l 

... :~ V.olunt~ei's ar~ .. >V:orking to open a public ., i~ 
"Information cenler1 at 504 Main St. for the 
·project .. · ' ' ' 11 ~~~o;·.•·\' ·· · · 

.. , The Latino Chamber of Commerce of 
Santa Cruz County, of which Santiago is a . 

. ; .• :member,. is organi~ing the center. The of- . 

. ~;;~nee spac~, Is 1~~~~'provided rent free by';c< 1~ 
"'1~ Swenson: BUilder. George Ow Jr., a. i 1 
;,;tloeal ~e,~~!p~r.:~m:d philanthropist, .has do- '! \;
\ ,.nated;.w~~~~~l,~~!9,th~ center a~d.ts help- .- j 

:),!jng to ;r~us~;rupney for an advert1s1ng cam-. ·f ~ 
, ; ~ igaign ~11 s.l18P<Il;t,9f ~?~ school. . . , '1 ;; 
...• ,,. Santlago: •. sa.!d,.~Jt~.; ts • in commurucabon ··. 't 

~~~;·':· ' -.~~~; · 1{'-.;~Lf.'JS-tjj ·,,:Jj -+ :_·k-r t • 1 

The Coastal Commission is sched- launched the effort to bring the bank 
uled to hold a hearing on the issue in into East Palo Alto, the lamest city in 
March. California without a bank The bank 

Building the new school will create has not opened yet but has received 
a more "rigorous educational envi- Federal Deposit Insurance Corp. ap
ronment'' in the Pajaro Valley that proval. · 
will better prepare students for the The third high school information 
Bay Area workforce and make the center is scheduled to open next 
Watsonville area more attractive to week Volunteers are sprucing up the 
businesses, Santiago said. space, bringing in supplies and paint-

With a third of Watsonville's resi- ing signs in Spanish and English tout
dents under age 19, and with double- · ing the high school project 
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As WE SEE IT 

MLK's dream needs local boost~~ 
II KING DAY: Watsonville high 
schooC voter registration drive can 
provide more oppOrtunities. 

··IT ISN'T DIFFICULT to see that Martin 
Luther King Jr.'s dream of a society of 
equal opportunity has a ways to go. It's as 

stark as the difference between the cities of 
Santa Cruz and Watsonville, between North 

l and South County. In North County, the popu· 
Iation is relatively affiuent, mostly white. 
South County, majority Latino, many of whom 
are struggling to slip into the American Dream. 

Two critical drives, both ongoing and relat· 
ing to upcoming events, illustrate how on this 
upcoming Martin Luther King Jr. Day, Santa 
Cruz County is poised to change. 

The first is the drive for a new high school in 
Watsonville. This is the one project that could 
doJhe most amount of good in the Pajaro Val
ley for the next year - and give Watsonville
area kids a better shot at joining in the dream 
of equal opportunity. 

The school, New Millennium High School, is 
proposed for a 70-acre site within city limits at 
Harkins Slough and Lee Road. Although the 
need for a new high school is acute, and the 

.,:. .. 

funding is there, some environmentalists are 
opposing the site because it's close to an envi
ronmentally sensitive slough. 

We've written extensively on how the Pajaro · 
Valley Unified School District plans to deal 
with the environmental concerns, and we've 
urged residents to lobby the state Coastal Com
mission to approve the site. Although the com
mission staff has expressed doubt about loca~
ing the school near Harkins Slough, the matter 
will come to a vote of commission members in 
March. 1 

The second is the continuing drive for politi
cal representation by Latinos. Statewide, Lati
nos, the fastest growing electorate, are being 
courted avidly by both political parties. With 
the state primary less than two months away, a 
group of Lati.nos in this area is working to in
crease voter registration. 

In Watsonville, City Councilman Ramon 
Gomez is the campaign coordinator for a non
partisan voter registration effort that is called 
jVO'I'E! The drive started in earnest last 
Wednesday with a rally in Watsonville. jVOTE! 
aims to sign up 10,000 new voters in the Pajaro 
Valley, Salinas, San Benito County and south
ern Santa Clara County. The group includes 
community and labor leaders along with the 
non-profit Citizenship Project, which works to 

get legal residents to become U.S. citizens. The 
drive aims to sign up longtime residents who 
haven't voted, newly eligible 18-year-olds, and 
immigrants who have recently become citizens. 

With several important races to be decided, 
including a November City Council race in 
Watsonville and a supervisors' race in the Ap
tos-Capitola area of Santa Cruz County, plus 
congressional and state legislative races, Lati
nos want to continue to demonstrate they can't 
be .taken for granted by either party and that 
Latino votes can help begin to change the pow
er structure. 

Watsonville is already an example of that. 
Gomez, for instance, was elected by a r~zor
thin 12-vote margin in 1998. He followed in the 
footsteps of other Latinos, who became a ma
jority on the City Council this decade, after a 
U.S. Court of Appeal. overthrew the city's at
large election system and district elections 
were instituted (the U.S. Supreme Court had 
the final ~;ay on the issue in 1989). Watsonville 
in 1998 eiected its first Latino county supervi
sor, Tony Campos, and Mayor Oscar Rios, who 
will be term limited out in November, has be-

. come a political player in a number of county
wide governmental bodies. 

For all that, however, many the city and sur
rounding area still feel captive to the mostly 

i • 

white, mostly liberal-environmentalist, pow&r, 
to the north, a feeling certainly exacerbated bY 
the recent fight over Watsonville's failed at
tempt at annexing farmland for housing and hi:: 
dustry. ,., 

Education remains the great crucible, the av~ 
enue where many minorities and immigrants 
can begin to make their way out of the ghetto or 
the barrio- if they have the opportunity. GoY.~ 
Gray Davis's recent proposal to provide finari~ 
cial incentives for young teachers to go to work: 
in underachieving schools (Which are predomi-

. nantly minority) was welcome.. · ~-
The other big push is in technology. So faF~ 

the plugged-in, online world has been predom~ 
inantly white and Asian; blacks and Latinos 
lag behind in owning computers and plyirig the; 
cyberwaves. Again, education can begin to re-. 
verse this trend. " 

MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. led a move--: 
ment that changed the nation, even the: 

world, in beginning to dismantle the walls of: 
oppression. . : 

In Santa Cruz County, the task is simpler:: 
help people feel part of the dream by giving: . 
them a chance to make a difference, to gain a; \ 
voice through education and through the vot-: 
ingbooth. : 

·~~-· ;_ •• 
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Business group . 
gives higli · scliool 
plan maJor boost 

WATSONVILLE- Santa 
Cruz County's business 
corrunun.ity gave the Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District's 
plan for a third high school 
significant support last week 

·. when it delivered petitions of 
support to District Trustees. In 
November, member compa
nies in the Santa Cruz County 
Business Council voted 
overwhelming support for the 
new high school on the Harkins 
Slough site and a petition drive 
was soon latmched. 
· At Wednesday night's 

Trustees' meeting, the Busi
ness Council delivered a stack 
of signed petitions six inches 
thick containing more than 
1,900 signatures. The Business 
Council membership includes 
most of the largest and some 
of the oldest businesses in 
Santa Cruz County. · 

"We have reviewed the 
process followed by the 
District in selecting the site 
and found it to have included 
diverse coirunun.ity inputs, 
including environmentalist 
groups, and to include 
impressive environmental 
protection measures," said Jill! 
Conklin, Executive Director~ 

Apparently, the 1,900 
signers agree with Conklin's 
conclusions. The petitions 
indicate support for the third 
high school at the Harkins 
Slough site within the Coasta;l 
Zone and concur that 
satisfactory efforts have been 
made to benefit the environ
ment as well as new students 
as the school. 

Other community groups 
are also collecting petitions 
of support for the new high 
school. Several weeks ago, a 

.. community group delivered 
· ~ over 1,600 signatures from 
: • local residents to Trustees. 

1/~-z:..Joc:. 
~- f }\;;S"A-1"....8 N l ~ 

A school on good 
·farmland teaches 
wrong lesson 

To the editor, 
I read the letter against the new 

high school site, primarily the fact 
this new school will take 100 acres 
of prime farmland out of produc
tion. In seems in desperation for 
schools, jobs, housing, whatever, 

. any excuse will do, to justify build
ing on our food 51\I)ply. 

"Smart growth" HAH! Building 
on our food supply. We can teach 
the students in this new school that 
earth is inflnite. We can just keep 
adding people, and subtracting food 
production, indefinitely, and still 

. bave enough to eat. Phooey with 
these advocates of the unappreciat
ed farmer&farmworker, they only 
feed us, so who cares? Teach our 
kids that unchecked population 
growth, and building on farmland is 
sound planning. If you noticed late
ly, much of Watsonville is commut
ing over the hill, as field 
work&farming have become starva
tion trades. Society it seems, de
means and fails to appreciate the 
absolute essential aspect of the 
fanner and field wqrker. A 100 acres 
here, 100 acres there. This sound 
planning of building on our food 
supply, ':Yhile resigning ourselves to 

, uncheckea.population growth, is a 
·good lesson for our students. In the 
meantime, let's listen to the propa
ganda machine, and feel good about 
the "red hot" economy, growth, the 
big family, and everything's OK. 

Nationwide, statewide, county
wide, worldwide they're building on 

• the food supply, and who cares? I'm 
sure our school district is givillg the 
farmers and farm workers the hero's 
status they deserve. Teaching the 
kids the value of a good meal, and 
the value of our farmer, farmwork
er and the farms is a good idea. In a 
school that takes out 100 acres of 
prime farmland? What a cruel joke. 

Bob G. Dickie 
La-Selva Beach 



wmcn netgnoors sued a public 
agency under similar circumstanc
es and won both an ir\junction and 
damages. of the area to attend the hearing-

Supporters of the speedway- argued thajJ~w racetracks are left 
some of whom traveled from o7;(Y4;e.i)lt 1 ~ See RACE, page 10 

High schOOf talks 
show promise 
PETER NICHOLS with provisions of the Coastal Act 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT of 1976. Under the act, the Coastal 

WATSONVILLE - Recent ef- Commission certified the city's 
forts on the part of the local offi- · Local Coastal Program allowing 
cials to influence the Coastal very limited "non-nuisance" devel
Commis~ion's decision tda11ow opment possibilities on the site: 
the construction of a high school The city has applied for amend
west of Highway 1 appear to be ments to the LCP to allow the con-
bearing fruit. struction of a public school there. 

City and school district ofticials "We all became a little defensive 
have met twice in the past month early on," said Pajaro Valley Uni
with local commission staff fol.. tied School District Superintendent 
lowing a letter from Coastal Com- John Casey. "Since then, the rela
mission District Manager Charles tionship has gotten better, and 
Lester to John Doughty, the city's we've had two good. meetings." 
planning director. Current discussions between 

The Decem.ber 6, 1999 letter the parties center on the project's 
outlined 16 "information needs" "growth inducing" aspects. Waf
ranging from questions about the son ville city attorneys are current
schMl district's policy on pesti- lyworkingonalegallybindingdoc
cide and agriculture buffers to the ument to insure that there will. be 
city's "(mechanisms) to reinforce no growth west of Highway 1 "that 
the urban-rural bound~" at the is a result of the high school," said 
proposed site. Carlos J.:lalacios, Watsonville City 

The local commission staff and Manager. The commission staff· 
the district had been at odds over· appear to be receptive to that con
the high school project for years. · cept, Palacios said. 
Letters from the local commission Casey and city officials have re· 
staff to officials warned _:. in no cruited the aid of local political 
uncertain terms - that the site heayy-weights to support their ef
was not suitable for a high school forts; and the district has hired two 
and that environmentally superior . lobbyists - Dave Nish from San 
options were available. Juan Capistrano and Nancy Burt 

· Commission staff are now look- from Sacramento - to help make 
ing to see if the proposed devel- its case to the commissioners. 

, opment can be made consistent See HtGH SCHOOL, page 10, 

. . :'.· ... 

HIG'H ~CHOOL . t 
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Casey, along with Watso.nville 
' Mayor Oscar Rios and Palac10s at, 

tended the January meeting of the 
Coastal Commission in Santa Mon
ica and met with Peter Douglas, 

· Coastal Commission Executive Di· 
rector who spoke positivelY about 
the proposed high school. He said 
the school's environmental stew
ardship component could ultimate-· 
ly serve as a model. He also cor,:t- . 
firmed the need for a assuranqe 
from the city that the project wouif] 
not generate additional develol?.-
ment. · . : 

"A promise (from Mayor R1?s) 
and a city council recommendation 
is not the answer," Douglas saig. 

; "W ~'re going to have some legal~ 
binding instrument that ~ays tl$ 
projeCt will not be the one thl!:.t 
opens the flood gates to develol'-

• 

ment." . . :. • 
Assemblyman Fred Keefey h~~"""'"' 

been working quietly beh~d t~ • 
scenes to help bring the p~es ~
gether. . , · 

"I have facilitated lengthy dia
logue during December and C?!J· 
tinuing through this month, assiS~:- · 
ing them in identifying legitimate 
policy differences and to ~elp th.em 
bridge those differences. he satd. 

Keeley echoed the opti:nis~ 
many share now that the pro~ect lS 
headed for a Coastal CommiSsion · 
approval. · . · ·. 

"I have thoroughly reviewed (the 
proposed amendments) with the 
school district, the city, the Coastal 
Corruriission staff, the executive di
rector and with commissioners 
themselves," he said. "I am con.fi
dent the high school can b_e. ap: 

· proved with appropriate conditions 
that will be made consistent with 
the Coastal Act." · 

• 



• 
\,, ... 

• 
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bly years of Caltrans construction when 
the Harkins Slough overpass is raised .. 

One thing they wouldn't be exposed to 
. is an established, safe neighborhood with 
:'other people nearby. The Harkins Slough 

school site is isolated from the heart of 
town in a damp, fetid slough. 

lYii. Bernard, you suggest education and 
• good futures will 'happen for our youth with 
1 'the construction of a new school. No. Edu-J·. . . 

['cation happens. when carefully construct-
; ed plans for meeting the educational need \ 
! of each student are made and lovingly car-
: ried out by caring parents and teachers. A 
. ·tough assignment. It was n1y piea.Sl1re to . 

h:we had that assignment at E.A. Han 
' School for nearly a (jecade. It has been an. 
honor to have taught disadvantaged youth 
since I .\ia.S traii1ed in the National Teacher 

'
1
' Corps manyyea:fs ago. , . . . .• 
· . Educating kids is especially chall~ng- · 

' ing here . .Almost every s<;h?ol in the Paja~ 
roValiey Unified School District is a fed
erally-ctesignated poverty school. .Opr 
teache.rs take on heroic tasks daily. ' · .. · 
· 'P~blic high school teacherspresentry· 
teach 170 students or more each day,at 

'· '34 students per hour. Discipline problems 
; · ~re horrendous:. Reading abili~y is low. 
\ There is'rarppant alcohol and drug use 
r·amcing young pebple a:t all socioec6nom-

ic1evels. we are in crisis with youngsters 

' .1 :~s~;v~~ftitci~:~~:~~,buf~rJ:~sf~~t····~ 
\~ E.xpo. ~ln·~ to t.he. ·:~ ~-~·ugh, . . . . A shiny new sc~ool i~ not gofns t;> 
l· . . . . . . 'h' . .. d' . I . .. . solve this, Family ana comniunity invplv~;. 
l'~:iot s uc . a goQ .c~.~ ea ment ancl .P.· e.rson-to-pe:rsori' teaching .ah.a: 
~ :to the Editor, ' ;. . . . . ' mentoringwill, with smaller classes th,e 
: . ·Mr. t~ernard' comments: ~T~ink of it, · first step. We must ptit money andeffot~ 
l,Students at MHS (Millennium J1igh into keeping kids in school right row,, 
L School}willl}ave a daily exposure to the with the goal ofgraduating ou~ yotit~1 ei~. 
I beai.tty of the school's v~sta ~ th~ broad ther r~ady.for higher education or tramed 
iCexpMs:e oft.~e Watsonvilie S(<;1l!gh w~ter- in a voc~tion or profession. . . .·· '• 
·i'ste.d .. After'ah, let: shew to ol!(collective As for a ne,w high school, of col!rs~ 
:'. cofrir:riitil1e'rit to yo lith - nothirg but the that's urgently needed, but not at Harkirs · ~ 
f best:" ··. .. > ~ • · . · .l : . . .. Slough. f>VUSD has other sites available. ·;: 

'f,he best? Daily expos.P:xe to' the Fifty acres are not necessary toget hard- .. 
r' ~loi.igh? Je~, lVJ:r )3ern<1;rd, Jpgy'.d h.~v~ ship funds. ''We. could build two·. smaller : . 

. exposure ~o th~ slot1gh aU righ.t. To patti- . high schools. pi w.e could remodel o~r ·.' 
.cles i'nthe 'aidhat may b§.!it~~a,se-l~den elerrienta_ry school that used to be a pn
from the coun(y landfill that'sc.\IP froi!l the vate schooL Furthermore, I understand 
lake'that lies behind the site: (And remehl- thatthe architect's plans for New Miller-

. ber this landfill,is atoxic waste and haz-. •· nium High arer~aclily· adaptable lo ·any 
, . ard~t.ls wast~ tolleCtion center.) They'd site: . · . · .. ' . ··. 
( be)~??:~~dtover3!i<1,blee~r~~ciua~e 'dan- . c. . ; 
\ , ge~s; l;ITIS~<\qle. soil,Aloodmg .. (And h?'?':{ •••. 'SYLVIA PRE VITALI 
i•: wouidwe·.evacuate students m anemer-. .'A.ptBs · 
\ g~~cy on :ho?decl e.xi~ rq~ds?) They'd; be 

exposed to odqts bftre slot}~h,plus.odors 
( and,residue of fertilizers ~nd' of msect 
; controlsubstances that are applied to 
; nearby fields. · · . , ·... . :< . . ..,. .. 

. .• · They'dhave daily exposure to roaring' 
airplanes ov,erl1:ead. (Even .~oreplaJ1e a,nd 
alonger rluiway 'westar~ pf;mn~d forWat-. 

1 · spnville Airport) They'd b~ n~.~r freeway 
.· nois~ and it:>pollution,plus veqpable traf~ · 

1" fie dange,z: and congestion~. Th,~Y'd be go
t- ing to school a!ld comfn~ hoz,n~ next .to 
j trucks gOing to and fron1 the '\yes tern m~ 
~) dustrialcenter iJ:l the Lee Road a,.nd Beach 

st: area, The:y'ct have. exposur~ to possi-
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a 14-acre recreational facility on the 
Franich property. 

'There will be growth in this com: 
munity," he said "The question is, how 
do we plan for it?" · 

Schools chief John Casey followed 
Palacios to the podium to describe the 
challenges of finding enough good 
teachers and drumming up support for 
anew highschool on the Edwards prop-
erty near the slough. , 

"You could build 15 multimillion 
dollar mansions on that property," he 
said in reference to its zoning status. "I 
thinkit'simportantforustosaythatit's 

· to us to have a 5chool there. We think 
we're going to get a fair shot." 

Police· chief Terry Medina said that· 
preliminary statistics indicate crime 
dropped 17 percent in 1999, to its low
est level since 1981. He also said both 
violent crimes and property crimes 
were down and that people feel safer. 

· Medina also said Watsonville is 
working with other police depart:ments 
on a records management system that 

• 
will help each agency do its job more 
efficiently. It is also working, he said, to 
streamline its management. 

Watsonville hospital administrator 
Bany Schneider then told the business 
leaders that 1999 saw the addition of 18 
new doctors to the community and that 
the health care institution continues to 
upgrade its services. He said the hospi
tal's challenges include recruiting 
enough nurses in the next few years, in 
the midst of what is expected to be a 
shortage of workers. 

Leo Leon announced that the local 
firefighters association is .working to 
restore the old fire station on Second 
Street so it can be transformed into a 
fire services museum. He also Said a 
new :lire truck is on order for the de
partmenttoreplacea?O-~oldengine. 

Jan Davison concluded the • 
describing a 150,000 square-foot 
opment project planned for the 
block of Main Street, which will house 
the Granite Rock Company's headquar
ters. Soccer Central will be moved to 
Ramsay Park to accommodate the 
prOject, she said. 

~we'rehopingtobreakgroundinthe 

summer,'' she said . 

• 
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1 Battle over new high school 
r could take center stage at 

., 
' 

Coastal Commission meeting 
' . ·,· 

By PETER NICHOLS 
REG!STER-PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 

WATSONVILLE- The long
running battle between school dis
trict officials and the local Coastal 
Commission staff over the con
struction of a high school in an 
environmentally sensitive area 
west of Highway 1 appears to be 
headed for a resolution in favor of 
the new high school. 

T h e 
school's fate 
rests in the First in a 
hands of the 
California 
Coastal Com
mission. That 
body could 
rule on Wat-

series examin
ing the New 
Millennium 
High School 

sonville's application for amend
ments to their Local Coastal Pro
gram (LCP) at their March meeting 
in Cannel. The LCP gives the city 
jurisdiction over development with
in the Coastal Zone, and the amend
ments are needed to allow a public 
school 

Conversations with state, district 
and city officials, as well as local 
Coastal Co:rnrnission staff and their 
executive director, reveal that the 
parties are now looking for ways to 

Peter Nichols/Register-Pajaronian 

Tami Grove, deputy district director, and Charles Lester, 
district manager of the Cqastal Commission, go over a map 
of the Coastal Zone. -

make the proposed high school con
sistent with the Coastal Act. 

Peter Douglas, Coastal Com
mission executive director, said 
local staff have abandoned their 
argument that more suitable sites 
are available. 

"If you look at one of the alter-

natives," he sail;:l. "It has a shopping 
center on it." 

Assemblyman Fred Keeley, who 
has earned the reputation of a fa
cilitator in sticky government mat
ters, has been working behind the 
scenes. 

See SCHOOL, page 6 
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"1 think both the environmental 
community and the Coastal Com
mission staff are raising legitimate 
issues, • Keeley said. "I think they 
can be addressed satisfactorily· 
through mitigation measures and 
conditions. 

"This application can be brought 
into harmony with the Coastal Act," 
he said. 

John Casey, Plljaro Valley Uni
fied School District superintendent, 
admits to "engineering the project 

· down somewhat," with regard to 
certain aspects of the facility- "but 
not as it relates to attendance. 

"We're looking for conditions 
that will make the project work," he 
said. 

"The issues remain the same," 
said Coastal Commission Deputy 
Director Tami Grove. She refers to 
the project's potential for growth in
ducement and protection of Envi
ronmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
(ESHA) as the primary concerns. 

Some environmentalists see the 
new school as a breakthrough for 
the city, which in the past sought to 
develop lands west of Highway 1. 
According to Mayor Oscar Rios, 
however, the city now has lost in
terest in such development. 

According to city manager Car
los Palacios, school district lawyers 
are preparing a "memo of under
standing• designed to guarantee 
that utility extensions west of High
way 1 will be used only by the high 
school. 

"(The goal is) to get some legal 
parameters that will ensure that 
there will be no growth west of the 
highway - that is a result of the 
high school," Palacios said. Com
mission staff have been generally 
receptive to the concept, he added. · 

The issue surrounding distur
bance of ESHA within the wetlands 
is a little more problematic. 

"Wetland issues are always diffi
cult," Grove said, "because we've 
lost so many of them. • 

Casey maintains that the ESHA 
issue is not a difficult one. If distur
bance of ESHA is not allowed, the 
district could work around them, 
though the district proposes to re· 
place the areas in questiOn at a 5:1 
ratio, he said. 

"It is the impact on ESHA that 
affects the high school's foot print," 
Douglas said. "So we're Joo.King at 

re-arranging the foot print. • 
One remaining bone of conten

tion, however, is the new ESHA map 
- submitted as part of the city's 
amendments - showing a loss of 
wetlands on the site from approxi
mately 10 acres in 1982 to less than 
five acres now. · 

"We're looking at historical data 
regarding the extent of wetlands 
and ESHA there, • Grove said. • And 
we'll evaluate how those areas 
should be treated. • 

Work is intensifying on both 
sides as commission staff seeks ad
ditional information to complete 
their report. Meanwhile, City and 
district of'licials are working quick· 
ly to provide answers to questions 
posed by the staff. The report, in· 
cluding the staff's recommenda
tions, must be completed and made 
public prior to the March meeting. 

There currently is no commit
ment lrom the commission to take 
up the matter at that time, but it is 
the district's hope -and the com
mission's stated policy supports 
that desire - that the meeting be 
held nearby, allowing local partici
pation. 

City Development Director John 
Doughty, who is charged with re
sponding to the local commission 
staff's information requests, feels a 
certain pressure as the clock winds 
down to the March deadline. 

"We're in a time-critical mode 
right now, • he said. "But there is a 
point where you ha11!! to.~ study
ing it and make some conclusions 
-That time is fast approaching. • 

The new spirit of cooperation 
represents a turn-around trorn the 
combative relationship which has 
existed betWeen local Coastal Com- . 

· mission staff and the district for 
years. The staff had previously 
warned - as early as 1993 - that 
the proposed project would exceed 
the scope of the Coastal Act. 

Critics of the new high school 
site see increased pressure on the 
local commission staff to cave in to 
the district's educational needs, said 
Jim Van Houten of the Local Agen
cy Formation Commission (LAF
CO) and Watsonville Wetlands 
Watch. 

"lf that happens, • Van Houten 
said. "that means the Coastal Act 
has no consequence." 

According to Douglas; Governor 
Gray Davis has issued a directive to 
state agencies to help facilitate the 
construction of educational facili
.ties whenever possible. Spokesper
sons for the governor have not yet 

Proposed changes to the city's LCP 
The current .Local Coastal Program (LCP) provides for permitted and 

conditional uses within the Coastal Zone. Permitted uses - with the 
fewest restrictions - include passive recreation, agriculture and aquaC
ulture (f!Sh farms). Conditional uses- with the most restrictions- are 
the subject of the city's LCP amendments. 

The chart below shows these uses and restrictions permitted in the 
current LCP and proposed in the amended LCP. 

Conditional Uses 
CurrentLCP Amended LCP · 
Minimum 5 acre residential 
Minimum 15 acre non-nutsance 

Minimum 5 acre residential 
Minimum 15 acre non-nuisance indus 
trial 

Industrial Public School 

Conditions for conversion of farmland 
Farming determined Farming determined to be not feasible 

or developing the land preserves 
to be not feasible Prime ag land elsewhere 

Allowed cover~ge. (buildings, asphalt, etc) 
Maximum 10 percent coverage Maximum 50 percent coverage 

Develr,pment on slope 
Maximum 15 percent slope Maximum 25 percent slope 

Protection of Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
(ESHA) 
Forbids development in ESHA Allows development of up to one-tenth 

acre of ESHA if the ESHA is replaced 
at 2:1 ratio. 

Extent of ESHA on the site 

Previously certified map 
shows 10 acres /- of ESHA 

Proposed map shows a loss of ESHA 
to less than five acres 

been able to verlf.y.the existence of 
any such directive. 

Supporters cite the overwhelm
ing need for a new comprehensive 
high school to relieve severe over
crowding at thJ! district's two exist
ing high schools- a condition that 
started the selection procesS in the 
mid 1980s and which has become 
more critical every year. 

School district and city of'licial 
have had their eyes on this site for 
at least 13 years. Last year, the 
school board voted unanimously to . 
condemn the pl'Qperty in prepara
tion for ~king the land through 
eminent domain. They hope to ac
quire the property from owners Ral
ph and Kathleen Edwards for $1.5 
million. 

It is possible that the school dis
trice could acquire the property, 
then be turned down !lil it's request 
to constroct a high Sch.!Jol there. 
According to Casey, under that sce
nario the state would not reimburse 
the district for the land purchase. 

To help rally support for the pro-

posal, district and city of'liclals have 
engaged in a massive public rela
tions effort. It is their desire to gen
erate enthusiasm on the part of the 
community to carry to the commis
sion meeting in Carmel. 

To insure that their message is 
heard by the right people, the school 

. district also hired two lobbyists who 
are familiar with the commissioners 
and the process. The lobbyists along 
with district and city of:lici;Us were 
in Santa Monica this month where 
commissioners gathered for their 
four-day monthly meeting. 

The school district, having made 
a significant investment in t;ime and 
money on the proposed site, made 
a strategic decision to challenge the 
local staff and take the matter to the 
decision makers - namely, the 
commissioners themselves. 

•we knew that the regional office 
is not the decision maker," Casey 
said. "The school board has taken 
the position, as a unit, to run this 
course,· and the commissioners 
could say yes!" 

• 

• 



• 
Staying focused 
Aptos' Jorge Gonzales' 
·(left) goal-keeping helps 
keep the Mariners slim 
hopes alive in a victory 
over Soquel. 
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UEAL . I D . I k h. h h'' I .. ' ~:::::.::-: 1 ea struc · on 1g sc. oo s1te 
deal was "delicate" and respectfully I · · 

~:s~~t!c~~eranycluesregarding ' Assembly leader brokers deal between environmentalists, local officials 
. Alter Ute Friday meeting, howev- • ' · 
er, Keeley reaffirmed his confidence By PETER NICHOLS ' school site on Harkins Slough Oscar Rios, Pajaro Valley Unified 
that a comprehensive high school will REGISTER-P!.JARONIAN CORRESPONDENT Road. School District Superintendent Dr. 
be constructed on the site. WATSONVILLE - City and The agreement is the result of John Casey, School. Board Presi-

The focus of concern for environ- school district officials have been delicate and serious negotiations dent Evie Volpa, Santa Cruz Coun
mentalists has ·always been the. pro- meeting with government officials facilitated by California Assembly · ty Supervisor Tony Campos; Wat
tection of the wetlands and preven- and g~oups opposed. to the con- Speaker pro Tern Fred Keeley (D- sonville Wetlands Watch represen
tion of expansion by the city into structi?n of the new htgh school m Boulder Creek). The first was a tatives Christine Johnsori-Lyons 
lands west of Highway LIn order to an envrro~entally sensitive area two-hour meeting last Saturday. and Jim Van Houten, Sierra Club 
satisfy the Coastal Commission, any westofH1ghway 1_ to find common ·The fmal_meeting, whic~ produced ·representative Marilyn Hummel 
agreement would have to address is- ground and_negotiate ~llfferences. what m1ght be constdered an and Community Alliance with 
sues related to growth inducing im- I The partictpants-wJII gather to agreement of heroic proportions, Family Farmers representative 
pacts. . · conduct a press conference and lasted two and one-half hours on Ken Kimes. 

The Coastal Commission's March j sign a. document t? seal an agree- Friday. . . Prior to the Saturday meeting, 
15meetingwillbeheldinCarmel,and I ~ent reached dunng those meet- The mvitat10n-only meetings the factions met separately. The 
ttlshopedthatthecity'sLoca!Coastal mgs Sunday at noon at the high were attended by: Keeley, Mayor school district and city officials at · 
Program ammendments will be ad- , 
dressed there. ! 

If weather does not permit the I 
outdoor gathering on Sunday, the ' 
press conference will be held at the ·I 
Watsonville City Cotmcil Chambers. i 

I 
I 

I. 
I> 
( 

one location, en
vironmental 
group representa
tives at another
with Keeley en
ga,ging in "shuttle 
d.iplomacy" be
tween the two. 

circulating among members of Cit
izens for a Safe and Sane High 
School, a group recently formed to 
oppose the project. Jim Van 
Houten, also a member of that 
group remarked after Saturday's 
meeting that he was "very encour
aged". . 

"Then, when . But a 'veil of secrecy was sue-
the moment was ''cessfully cast over the proceed

Kesley right," said Kee- ings. The deal reportedly includes 
ley. "It was time for face-to-face an agre.etnent by the environmen-. 
meetings." taliststo speak in favor of the high 

Rumors about the meetings 
were the subj~ctofamaH message· See DEAL, page 8 

<..~ · 
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'atsonville school-site deal in wo 
'I 

City may drop annexation plans in exchange for high school on land near Harkins Slough 
By TRINA KLEIST 
Sentinel staff writer 

Family Farmers, indicates the groups may · --------. ---------------------=-
have reached s~me compromis~ with .city 'The big news is that a kind of agreement has been 

third high school, called the event "his· 
toric" for bringing together environmental, 
school and city leaders in support of educa· 
tion in the Pajaro Valley. 

and school offictals that make 1t possible · . , · :WATSONVILLE The stalemate ove~: 
construction of a third high school in the 
Pajaro Valley appears to have been broken. 

for them to support building a facility that tentatively struck. 
would house 2,000 students near Harkins 
Slough west of Highway 1, in the sensitive 

- Bruce lVoolpert, Graniterock president "The big news is .that a kind of agreement 
has been tentatively struck," said Wool pert, 
who did not participate in. the talks. coastal zone. On Sunday, environmentalists, city and 

county officials, farmers and Pajaro Valley 
school district leaders plan to meet at noon 
at the proposed site on Lee Road at 
Harkins Slough Road to announce the "lat· 
est developments" on the school. 

Such an agreement could give the Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District the broad 
community backing it needs before going 
into a March 14·17 hearing in Carmel with 
the state Coastal Commission on the issue. 

acre school on the. Edwards property. The 
land, currently a strawberry field, is inside 
the city limits and zoned for light industrial 
use, but permitted uses do not include a 
public school. 

ing meetings with different groups that 
have been wrangling over the controversial 
site. 

Participants declined to discuss details 
of the tentative agreement, but others close 
to the negotiations indicated. they would 
sign some kind of document Sunday. 

Woolpert, president of Graniterock, is 
also education chairman of the Santa Cruz 
County Business Council. 

In what appears to be a. related develop· 
ment, the Watsonville City Council on Fri· 

The patticipant list, which includes lead· 
ers from Watsonville Wetlands Watch, Ute 
Sierra Club and Community Alliance with 

At that hearing, the city of Watsonville 
will ask commissioners to let it amend its 
coastal plan to allow for building the 71-

The gathering was announced Friday by 
Assemblyman :l<:red Keeley, D-Boulder 
Creek, who for six weeks has been facilitat· Bruce Woolpert, a major supporter of the Please see SCHOOl SITE - BACK PAGE 

Continued from Page A 1· 

day released an agenda for .its regularly scheduled 
meeting Tuesday night that includes an item to with" 
draw the annexation plans for the Tai property from its 
General Plan. 

The Tai property is 646 acres west of Highway 1 and 
near the school site. City officials have eyed the land' 
for building up to 1,800 homes, half of which would 
have been deemed affordable. · 

Environmentalists and growth opponents opposed 
building a high sehool near Harkins Slough for fear it 
could trigger development in the scenic agricultural 
land west of the freeway. They have specifically referred 
to the city's intentions for the nearby Tai property_ 

Givil)g up the Tai property could also satisfy growth 
concerns of the Santa Cruz County Transportation Com
mission. Commissioners last month approved a city re-

• 

quest to expand the access ramps between Harkins 
Slough Road and Highway 1 on condition of a no-growth 
assurance from the city. 

Pajaro Valley school officials have been trying to 
build a new school for 14 years to relieve severe over
crowding at Aptos and Watsonville high schools. One 
potential site near Pinto Lake was rejected by neigh
bors and environmentalists in 1991. 

The school district regrouped by forming a search 
committee that included parents, county planning offi
cials and environm~ntalists. During two years, they met 
weekly to look for a suitable school site, and the Ed
wards property near Harkins Slough emerged as the 
least problematic of all the parcels considered. Of the 
13 properties scrutinized, most were eliminated be
cause they were on prime agricultural land, in an air
port flight path, or were too small to meet state require
ments. 

• 

The one person apparently excluded from Sunday's 
tentative agreement is the owner of the 125-acre prop· 
erty, Ralph Edwards. He is fighting the school district 
in court over the value of the land and is asking for 
more than the approximately $1.5 million the district 
wants to pay. 

Edwards has said he wants to develop an industrial 
park on the land. District officials plan to seize the 
property 4nder the district's right of eminent domain. 

It is unclear what would happen with the remaining 
54 acres of the Edwards property that lay beyond the 
school site. 

District plan.<; for the 71-acre school site include 9 
acres of wetlands restoration, access to the wetlands 
for community groups and a curriculum that would 
teach students to ·appreciate the importance of the 
slough to wildlife, flood control and water recharge. 

Staff writer Stett Holbrook contributed to this report. 

• 
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Protesters. interrupt HS. press conference 

··••'•.'".•.·-

PETER NICHOLS 
REGISTER·PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 

WATSONVILLE- '!'he Sunday 
afternoon press conference where 
supporters of the new high school 
had hoped to sign an agreement with 
leading environmental grouPs was 
downgraded to a progress report on 
those efforts. 

.Arranged by .Assemblyman Fred 
Keeley, the gathering included top 
city, county and Pajaro Valley Uni
fied School District offictals as well 

the project can be mitigated and 
that a comprehensive high school 
will be constructed on the site. 

The proceedings were periodi
cally interrupted by a group of ap
proximately 20 protesters, some 
carrying plai:ards, registering ob
jection to the new coalition • .As 
priVate planes flew overhead, pro
testers shouted "We can't hear 
you!" to underscore the concerns 
some have over safety and noise 

as representatives of Watson'{ille ,.. 1 
Wetlands Watch, the Sierra Olub . 
and the Community .AllianC'e with : 
Family Farmers. Keeley had 
brought the parties to the table in 
two. private meetings in recent 
days to broaden communicy sup-
port for the new facility. . . 

"We'reatthebeginningofapro- ··· · 
cess," Keeley said. He described a 
"road map" (see side bar), that if 
followed, would lead to a compre
hensive agreement between the 
parties. He has repeatedly ex
pressed confidence that the Coast-
al Commission's concerns about 

issues surrounding the airport. 
.According to a letter from Kee

ley to Mayor Oscar Rios, the "road 
map" involves a four-step process. 
The anchor provision which envi· 
ronmentalists find very attractive 
calls for an enforceable agreement 
that will for ever prevent the city 
from developing other lands west 
of the freeway -.starting with th~ 
Tai property located across Har· 
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See HIGH SCHOOL, page 9 

Peter Niehols/Register~Pajaronian 

John Casey (left, with sunglasses) is joined at the podium 
by Watsonville Mayor Oscar Rios (right, with sunglasses) at 
Sunday's press conference on the third high school site. The 
two are flanked by school board trustees and other local 
officials. 
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HIGH ·SCHOOL ing grading the slope near the wet'
lands and tj:le prospects for devel
oping land ~acent to the school 

From page 1 site would have to be addressed. 
kins Slough Road from the pro- John CiiSey, PVUSD'superinten-
posed site. dent, said modifications were :being 

When all substantive ste,v.s are consid~I'ed but he anticipatfd no . _ 
coinpleteif;'"ill'i\"'ligte~eiif'clills''on - need't'o change the location ofany' i
participating environmental group5 . buildings or ball fields. Those type · to support the city and the school of changes might cause the plans to < 

district in their efforts to realize the be sent b.ack to the Department of' · 
high school -Iii! the way to the the State Architect, which could 
Coastal Commission. Construction of cause a delay, he said. · ·''. 
ti\e facility requires that the commis- Ih a related development,-the '10;. 
slon aecept amendments to the city's cal Coastal· Commission staff have l-.. 
Ilbcai:Coastai· Program, ;which could ~quested information in a letter to \ 
be on the agenda of the regulatory the state Department of Transpor
bodf~·March meeting in Cannel. · tation regarding .the.evaluations of 

. }. "Ail agreement .to peiTI)anently the site oy their Aeronautics Pro
.. protect the coas.tal area west of griun. The staff'registered concern 

Hlghw,aY, .1 would be a victory for about potential conflicts with state 
students, a win for wildlife and a regulations as siting options are 
tnmnphfor community cooperation being explored. 
ahd cpmpromise," sald'iChrlstine According to the. Jan. 24, 1999 
Johnstln-Lyons, repres~mting Wat- letter, the site was determined to be 
s'bnville· Wetlands Watch. "We're "incompatible with school develop
~oinmittedtotheprocess,andwe're ment" in .1987, but in 1992 the site 
~:Qtimistic." was deemed "suitable for a school." 
~.._According to City councilman "These things get political." said 
Chuck Carter, the task of removing Daniel Gargas, state safety inspec
theTaip~0pe!-1:Y,aS-atargetofstudy tor for the Watsonville airport, 
ftom the;Sty's.'GeneralPian will be )Vhich is located.less than a mile 
taken upikth~ couACiJ'smeeting on from the proposed hlgh school. 
TUesday af7!30•pjri,-:The body had He added, "This site has always 

. previously agreed to revisit the mat- been a fence sitter. • The proposal 
ter. . .. ..,. . evaluated in 1987 described a)arg
: Regarding the prospect of giving :er site located Closer to Airport'Bou

tit> on a&velopfugland west ofiDgh• levlttiLthan the one evruuatelfm 
way 1 to allow the high school to ·1992. And; during the 190~s;Jlight 
go forward;' Garter acknowledged. · actiVity decreased relative;t(i,:pfevi-

' the potential for reluctance on the 'ous rears, l'ie said. !'' : /:-:- . ..··.· 
:Piirt of some council members. He. · Ev~uatioi\S, aecorcii:ng:to (}ar
~rud the city has great needs fu the' .gas, take.into account.the·nUrilber 

\ @rea of housing and job growth, and of flights, the size ofthe planes us-
\ lijtle room for expansion. .. and the·iiltitudes and 

· EXpectatiops were high folio. 
in_g the Friday meeting leading td. -
tile press conference. At that time, ' Garga8pro'-'id~ · aifx· ... :n of-
Keeley termed the agreement "deli- -the 1992: !!valuation in: a June 1997 
cate". · memo to:.the.schooldlstrii'±;Evalu
• ·"The three parties have made: ations,'ie'qufre renewal.(evety·:'rwe . 
gieat progress," Keeley said after year§';~ri:til a site is ~clu~~i ac-
!;fiat meeting. "But this Is a group. •,;'qi.iire!i;: .· ·.. . , . . ..· . , •.... 
that could spook very easily. An&: ;: :}illpor); manager'Don Frendt; in 
there's a lot of time between n9.w ,;;&n .appatertt.conflict willi"fil!igas, · 
and SundaY." ~;~f'-~>saft(ift~&fttoperationsfuid-diftalrted . 
·; .The f'cagile alliance that Keeley .,,,,Stlif.fiHromc186 to '9i or ~92Jii~):lt a 
liad engineered began to cnmible marked increase futraffic.follo'Wed. 

· !lite Friday as detail5 of the agree- The .Federal Aeronautics A.ifuiliu.s-
J:!!ent began to surface. . . tration expects a one to two percent 
· Marlin Humble,. the Sierra Club annual iricrease in flight activity tci 

l'i!!presentative who had eXpressed continue, he said. . 
her intentions to attend the gather- The airpqrt's master plan .calls 
ing, suddenly backed out and did for an 800-foot extension of the 
not attend. The' group's local chap- main runway near Highway 1 and 
itir hel(fameeting Friday night and the installation of sophisticated all
&ued a press release declaring that weather landing equipment at the 
they would not send a represents- facility. 
tfve. "It Is that Gargas concedes there has been 

. ;;~--~iJ~~t&1N;t:cJ1::i 
tere.le:as«! re:aa: 1'11~!-'iin~rloo · pi'oV'emehts colifd further increase 

the number of'flights and lower al
titude restrictions on approaches .to 

In alna]pparent:co,nfliiCtwith that landing. · . 
Patrician Mate- The current evaluation Is in_ef- · 

jcek·was introduced. a.s rl!present- feet until June 2002, and a reeVlilil• : 
ingthe Sierra Club at the gathering. atlon would be perfonned only un~ .: 
Sh~ a~J!nowledged the significance der.three conditions- if the school 
of tlie-''di!icussions but remained district asks for one, if the deadline.· 
guai'dl'!ifin her comments regardiilg passes or if there are changes in sit- , 
the 6utcoine. ing of the planned construction. · 

":Agreeihg to a firSt date doesn't Harkins Slough site supporters 
meari you're ready to walk doW!! the refer to-the school district's seVere 
aisle;• she said; . . .- ., .overcrowding at two existing high 

Details·ofthe·school's construC"' 'schools. and their. contention that . 
tion'Mthinthe·slte-liouridaries were ithe area 'IVill'be .developed as justi- · 
theiubject-of one ot·iheJottr steps iicationfor locating the high school 
outrfued .in the Keeley letter: To there' Qpposition to the site now 
complete t!;:te agreement, the-Gbast• ('focuses on-concerns that the site iS . 
al. G:ollU!liS$ion's concerns regard- :{not suitable for a high schooL 

----- ·: ,1> ··•.·;_,,, .· \.. __ · _._. --"--· 
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Groups take 
step toward 
high school 
compromiSe 
Plan in wo~kp to preserve 
wetlands and still build new 
campus in Watsonville 

While there's· no 
concrete 
agreement, the 

· Democratic · 
assemblyman from 
Boulder Creek said 
environmentalists 
and proponents of 
a new campus near 
Harkins Slough will 
work to accomplish 
the goals of both 
groups. 

.,.-- Groups at 
a proposed high school 

try to work out an agree-
that will protect farmland 

the environment and still al
the campus to be built near 

Slough Assemblyman 
Keeley said Sunday. 
tentative pact, to be negoti

in coming weeks, trades sup
port for building a third Pajaro 
Valley high school on the 90-acre 
Edwards property in exchange for 
preserving the 646-acre Tai prop
erty across tbe street as farmland, 
Keeley said. 

The negotiations could produce 
"a global and comprehensive set 
of agreements that provide enor
mous and permanent protection 
for wetlands and agricultural 
lands .. . in the entire area west of 
Highway 1," said Keeley CD-Boul
der Creek) at a new conference 
held near the site. 

The Watsonville City Council will meet at 7:30 p.m. 
Tuesday to consider the sacrifice it must make to get 
the school built: amending its General Plan to remove 
the Tai property from study for potential annexation 
and development. City planners had hoped to build 
1,800 homes on the parcel, including 900 affordable 
homes for the county's poprest and mostly densely pop-
ulated area. ' 

"There are no guarantees here, but the process has 
been started," said Watsonville City Councilman Chuttk 
Carter, who participated in the talks that led to Sun-

Please see HIGH SCHOOL- BACK PAGE 
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High school 
Continued from Page A1 rounding farmland and destroy one of 

California's few remaining wetlands. 
day's announcement. "Now we have to go School officials have pointed to severe 
back to the council and convince them we overcrowding at high schools in Aptos 
can get a new high school and still meet and Watsonville and the lack of less-
our housing needs." problematic parcels. 

Keele:y said he would meet this week While Keeley and other officials spoke 
with city leaders, Santa Cruz County plan- across the street from the strawberry 
ners an!i local staff of the state Coastal field where the school would be built, op
Commission to reach an enforceable ponents to negotiations with their former . 
agreement on further city development in allies waved placards and jeered 
tlle coastal zone. The Coastal Commission Several small, twin-engine planes flew 
is charged with protecting wetlands and overhead, Each time, they called out to 
farmland there, but city officials, · the speakers, "Speak up! We can't hear 
hemmed in by prime agricultural land to. you!" , 
the east, see few other places to build in- Sylvia Previtali of the Committee for a 

. dustrial parks that could create jobs. Safe and Sane High School Site later said 
"In addition, Pajaro Valley Unified airplane noise, a nearby landfill and 

School District Superintendent John county jail, and toxic agricultural chemi
Casey will work with Coastal Commission cals in Harkins Slough would make the 
staff on their concerns: propo~ed steep locale unhealthy for the 2,000 students 
grading of slopes on the eastern side of who would attend school there. . 
the property that could intrude into sen- "We need an enVironmental hazards re-

"' 

sitive habitat; and the fate of 54 acres of view of this site and an assessment done Shmuel Thaler/Sentinel 
the Edwards property left out of the 71- on whether this is good for (students') S A~ I S . .,. d' h 
acre school site. health and safety," Previtali said. "How tate M::~Semb Y, peaker Pr~ • e~ fred Keeley, center/ 1scusses t e 
. High school backers hope to reach an could you trade that?" _ future of the th1rd Watsonville H1gh School at the proposed school 
agreemen~ that would allow th~m to P!e- . Prote.ster Tim Moore said th~ costs. of site at the corner of Harkins Slough and Lee Road prior to a press 
sent a untfied front at a pubhc hearmg tmprov1ng access roads and mstallmg conference · 
before the State Coastal Commission flood drains would be higher than antici~ · 
March 14-17 in Carmel. The commission- pated. 
ers must approve plans . for the high "Many of our friends and colleagues 
school. feel we are making a mistake," said Ken 
· Keeley's diplomacy in recent weeks Kimes, president of Community Alliance 

among the feuding groups broke through with Family Farmers. But farmers could 
14 years of polarized, and sometimes ac- gain preservation of the Tai property, 
rimoniotis debate over the proposed site "the largest certified organic parcel in 
at the edge of Harkins Slough. California," Kimes said. 

Environmentalists have worried the School board president Evelyn Volpa 
school would spur development on sur- acknowledged the ambivalence and the 

hope that many feel for the fragile new 
alliance. 

"I was in ·both camps, worrying about 
the environment but needing a new high 
school," Volpa said. "I'm glad everyone 
came out of their corners." 

An agreement among the diffE;rent 
groups would be a model for cities and 
environmental organizations balancing 

• • 

divergent needs and interests, Christine 
Johnson-Lyons of Watsonville Wetlands 
Watch said. 

"We have a moral obligation to protect 
these wetlands," Lyons said. "An agree
ment to. permanently protect this area 
west of Highway 1 would be a win for Wat
sonville students, a victory for wildlife 
and a triumph for our community." 

• 
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City politicia~s··consoider9r-No ~ 
concessions in school deal 
By DAVID PACINI 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN STAFF WRITER 

WATSONVILLE -City lea.ders' will consider giv
ing up on developing the Tai property for much-need
ed housing in order to get environmentalists to sup
port the building of a long-overdue new high school. 

Toward that end, Watsonville citycouncilmembers 
unanimously directed city manager Carlos Palacios 
and attorney Alan Smith to prepare a General Plan 
amendment application to remove references to land 
west of Highway 1. 

The move is intended to win the support of envi
ronmental groups at a Coastal Commission meeting 
next month in Carmel, increasing chances that the 
conunission will approve changes to the city's local 
coastal plan. Those changes are needed because cur
rent regulations prohibit the building of a high school 
on what is known as the Edwards property. 

In addition, the council also voted 6-1 to autho
rize Palacios and Mayor Oscar Rios to negotiate on 

the potential terms of such an exchange with officials 
from other government agencies. Councilwoman Judy 
Doering-Nielson voted against the motion after learn
ing those negotiations would not be open to the pub-
lic. · 

Although Tuesday's deliberations were intended 
merely to set the issue for hearings before the plan
ning commission and the council, a large crowd filled 
the council's chambers and several speakers offered 
preliminary reactions to a potential deal. 

Watsonville Wetlands Watch representative Jerry 
Busch told the council that group stands fumly be
hind the deal brokered by Assemblyman Fred Keeley 
(D-Boulder Creek). That deal would see Wetlands 
Watch drop its objection to the siting of a new high 
school off Harkins Slough Road on property adjacent 
to the West Struve Slough if city officials drop plans 
to annex and develop the _646-acre Tai property. 

Busch said that the agreement has the potential to 
See SCHOOL, page 8 
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save the city and environmentalists 
"years of frustrating battles and 
stalemates." He said that group 
would rather spend its energy en
couraging the public's appreciation 
of local wetlands rather than fight
ing to preserve them. He also ex
pressed support for the Pajaro Val
ley Unified District's plan to make 
the campus a center for study ofthe 
slough system. 

"We're very excited about that el
ement," Busch said. "I see us in
volved in kind of a peace process. 
We're going to honor the agree
ments we've made so far." 

Those agreements included for
feiting development of lands out
side city limits and west of Highway 
1 and of the Tai and Green Farm 
properties. Officials also agreed to 
resolve a slope grading issue and to 
work to prevent the development of 
property immediately adjacent to 

the proposed high school. 
Wetlands Watch and other envi

ronmental groups had objected to 
building a high school west of High
way 1, citing concerns like the need 
to preserve wetlands, and the poten
tial for the loss of wildlife habitat, 
the erosion of steep slopes, and the 
growth-inducing impact of putting 
a high school on a site west of High
way 1. 

Area resident Ken Davidson ad
dressed the council to express his 
objection to the environmentalists 
"trying to blackmail the city." 

"I object seriously to the maneu
vering of Fred Keeley and these 
groups who are trying to impose 
slow growth policies on the city of 
Watsonville," he said. 

Sylvia Previtali told the council 
that the Tai property lies in the 
county's jurisdiction, so the city has 
no place promising its preservation. 

Some council members indicat
ed that the city might choose to seek 
an exchange of other nearby lands 
to develop for housing in the deal. 



Watsonville~· 
moves ahead 
on site deal 
• _If approved, land use chang~: 
m1ght lead to new high school. ~: 
By STETT HOLBROOK 
Sentinel staff writer 
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' I was misquoted in your front-paglarticle, 
"Groups Take Steps Tow ani H.illil:)chool ~ 
Compromise" on Feb. 7.I.J!~ri't and never;j 
wl!uld say that the "!:PUntY Jail ... would.· • .• ~ 

· •make th~a!e1llllieallhy fC>I· the 2,000 stu,; 
:dents"Who would attend schoollhere'' (pr~··' 
: posed 'PVUSD third high school in Harkins~: 
' inWatsonvillel. ·i' ~ ;'; 
... , ~ contrary, I'm concerned for the J}i 
~.health' and safety ofthe in~arcerated andrt 
'j7stall' . Roundtree sherifl's racilit 

migrant families and 1 
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.9fijle, J;lajaro Valley Umf!El.li S~qc)ol Di~tri~t, ~tfq,mia 
GoaS,tal CollliP,i~sion, ~.ttY ~t·W)!~~nViJJtt Sailta Cr:u;~. C9~ty 
an(i.·. ~nvtrWJ.$eptali$ts tb~t Mve. tak~q pia¢~ sJJJ,ee th~ 
itl~ps rufiiounced Feb. 6 t'h~:V \f6wd SElek C'othptotiiise ·(m 
·- IC}).ool'~ p~po~~(tS,i~~.9R;,l.I~!qps Slough Ro~d. . •.. 
il{' ~fh.:~~an :red Keeley, IJ..Boulder Creek, 1s faclhtat-

,'~ere's an n;swfullot of moving pieces and discussion ~9-
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Governor supports environmental, school bond measures 
By SCOTT LINDLAW 
ASSOCIATED PRESS 

SACRAMENTO - Gov. Gray 
Davis is campaigning for three bal
lo!J>ropositions aimed at fixing pub
lic parks, cleaning up water and 
improving schools and against one 
that would restrict his ability to 
raise money for a re-election bid. 

Davis announced his support for 
the three propositions, along with 
11 others on the March 7 ballot, last 
month. But on Wednesday, he sin
gled out Propositions 12, 13 and 26 

as most important to him and said 
he would campaign for their pas-
sage. . 

Davis also said he has made five 
to 10 phone calls to raise money for 
the campaign against Proposition 
25, which would restrict campaign 
fund raising. 

The measure would limit cam
paign contributions and spending, 
ban corporate contributions and 
establish public fmancing of cam
paigns. 

Davis has said he worries that 

wealthy candidates, such as those 
who nearly drove him out of the 
1998 gubernatorial campaign, 
would be untouched by such a cam
paign-fmance law. 

Davis said he would make ap
pearances on behalf of Propositions 
12, 13 and 26. 

Proposition 12 is a $2.1 billion 
bond measure that would fmance 
an array of environmental improve
ments, including parks, fish and 
wildlife, and lake, river and coastal 
projects. 

I 
I 

Proposition 13 would provide 
$1.97 billion for drinking water, 
water quality, flood protection and 
water reliability programs .. 

Davis said the booming economy 
made this an appropriate time to 
borrow money for those priorities, 
and noted that California's popula
tion is expected to grow rapidly in 
coming years. 

•we have these historic opportu
nities to preserve God's legacy and 
acquire important new l:;nds, as 
well as do justice to California's 

need for water; Davis said. 
The Democratic governor has. 

made education his top priority, and 
said the ballot measure on local 
school bonds would help improve 
the learning atmosphere in the 
classroom. 

Proposition 26 would reduce the 
two-thirds vote now needed to ap
prove school construction bonds to 
a simple nuijority of a school dis
trict's voters. 

"I believe many schools are bad
ly in need of repair, and if there's 

one exception to the two-thirds 
vote, in my mind, it's the schools," 
Davis said. 

Davis didn't rule out helping 
campaigns for the three proposi
tions raise money, but said it was 
unlikely he will appear in TV ads. 

"I don't believe personal en· 
dorsements matter that much on 
initiatives," he said. "People know 
they get the last word. They'll take 
note of your views, but they're go· 
ing to decide, and they reaiize their 
decision is final." 
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Officials seek to modify school site 
By PETER NICHOLS 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 

WATSONVILLE - Coastal 
Commission staffers have Issued a 
draft of modifications to Watson
ville's proposed Local Coastal Pro-: 
gram amendments that may lead to 
the construction of a high school 
on environmentally sensitive lands 
west" of Highway L ·, 

T.he draft, which indicated ad
ditional modifications were like
ly, was.the subject of a meeting 
last Wednesday at the Coastal 
Commission's office in Santa 
Cruz, which was attended by of-

flclals of the city and the Pajaro 
Valley Unified School District, 
Some of the modifications pre
sented will likely be included in 
the staff report due to be made 
public prior to the Coastal Com
mission meeting in Carmel March 
14 to 17, · 

The current LCP permits agri
culture· and passive recreation at 
the proposed site but not a public 
schooL The amendments are re
quired to allow the more inteuse 
development there, 

Those in al.tendance - who 
hope to build the school inside ~he 

::.; 

city limits but within the coastal 
zone- were reported to have len 
the meeting less than pleased fol
lowing the presentation, 

The draft modifications specify 
that ti•e school must be sited on no 
more than 42 of the 117 acres and 
located away from wetland areas 
identified at three locations. The 
district's plans failed to account for 
all the wetland areaS and spread 
the facilities out closer to Harkins 
Slough Road than the modifica
tions will allow, 

According to PVUSD Superin
tendent John Casey, moving facili-

• 

ties more to the north -·as the 
draft suggests- would take them 
out of the area previously evaluat
ed and approved by the state Aero
nautics Program, 

"I doubt If we'd get approval (if 
a new aeronautics evaluation were 
required)," he said. 

To keep the facilities within the 
area previously evaluated and 
within the area allowed by the 
modifications would require a 
smaller school site U~an planned
approximately 30 acres Instead of 
66, according to Casey, 

See SCHOOL, pa!le 6 
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If the school development re
quires widening of Harkins Slough 
Road - as mentioned in the dis
trict's EIR - the draft calls for a 
bridge to be constructed over the 
w,est branch of Struve Slough to 
provide habitat connectivity within 
the slough system. 
,, "The bridge might be a problem," 
Casey said. "This is a major ex
pense." 

The school's visual appeal with
in the surrounding landscape is also 
the subject of the draft modifica
tions. The buildings must be rede
signed to blend with the existing 
habitat and agricultural landscape. 
The draft suggests earth tone exte
rior finishes - such as board and 
batten wood or corrugated metal 
siding - roofs pitched above hori
zontal and large structures broken 
down into smaller building ele
ments. 

The increase in impervious sur
face coverage and the development 
of slopes, prohibited in the current 
LCP but needed for the school's 
construction, will be allowed if 
"there is no feasible alternative lo
cation" and if the state Aeronautics 
Program has found the site to be 
safe for public school facilities. 

Tami Grove, Coastal Commis
sion Deputy District Director, em
phasized that the document was 
only a draft and changes were al
ready being made to it. 

"We're meeting with the city and 
school district (today) to get their 
feedback," she said. 

According to Grove, the draft 
was completed prior to receiving 

recommendations outlined in a let
ter from Department of Fish and 
Game Central Coast Regional Man
ager Brian Hunter. The draft report 
does not yet incorporate any of 
those recommendations, she said. 

In his letter, Hunter suggests that 
the commission "consider whether 
the entire site meets its defmition 
of ESHA based on the rare slough/ 
upland habitat combination existing 
there. It seems to us that it does." 

The letter states the proposed 
amendments "will contribute signif
icantly to the steady cumulative loss 
of upland and wetland habitat val
ues associated with the Watsonville 
slough system." 

According to City Manager Car
los Palacios, the verdict won't be in 
on the local staff recommendations 
until March 1 when the final report 
is made public. Until then there's no 
way of knowing what to expect, he 
said. 

"Regardless of what local staff 
may or may not recommend," city 
development director John Dough
ty said, "the commission itself is in
dependent" and has ruled against 
staff recommendations in the past. 

The draft also specifies that the 
117 -acre property is not to be divid
ed as originally proposed. Non-ag
ricultural development is to be clus
tered near the middle of the prop
erty and limited to only 12 acres if 
not for school use. The remainder 
is designated to be agriculture or 
open space. 

A sewer and water extension will 
be allowed only within the cicy lim
its and the extension must be 
shared between the school and any 
future motel/restaurant develop
ment on Airport Boulevard. The size 
of utilities is to be restricted; the 
property is to be surrounded by a 

non-access easement-an invisible 
shield to prevent utilities from es
caping - and a Utility Prohibition 
Overlay District is to be created to 
further impede any future utility 
extension. 

Any non agricultural use will re
quire a master plan for the area, and 
a county coastal development per
mit will be required prior to the is
suance of one by the city. Beefed
up run-off filtering measures will 
also be required. 

A maximum number of students 
- yet to be determined - will be 
allowed to attend and the school 
must have an agricultural education 
component similar to that of Wat
sonville High. Additionally, the dis
trict will be required to make a fi
nanciai contribution to the county's 
Agricultural Conservation Ease
ment program. 

In his letter to the Coastal Com
mission district office, Hunter ex
pressed concern regarding disrup
tion to the state wildlife preserve 
adjacent to the school site and 
warned of delays associated with 
additional EIR documents that may 
be required. 

He also recommends the cre
ation of restored upland habitat cor
ridors between wetland areas at the 
proposed school site and addition
al buffering there. He suggests that 
30 acres of wetland/upland land in ' 
the Watsonville area be acquired or 
protected to compensate for the in
creased developed area resulting 
from the proposed amendments. 

The draft also addresses the 
city's expressed need for a new off
ramp at Harkins Slough Road and 
requires a legally-binding agreement 
prohibiting city annexation west of 
Highway 1 as one of several condi
tions. 
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Diverse groups still working on high school site pact 
By PETER NICHOLS 
ReOISTifi·PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 
..• WATSONVILLE-Privatemeet· 
lngs organized by Assemblyman 
Fred Keeley between city, county, 
IIJlQ school distriCt officials and sev
.enilloeal groups originally opposed 
·00.-the new high school site are con
t¥iuing and now include attorneys 
'tot some entities. 

The Keeley group concluded 
e~~t hours of meetings in three 

· cf,ays with a four-hour meeting on 
.SUnday, Present at the meetings 
1Yeie lawyers for the city, county 
·a.na the Sie!Ta Club and representa
tives of the Coastal Commission 
~talf. 

•• 

Keeley's e1forts are aimed at win
ning the support of three local 
groups concerned about what they 
see as the city's "annexation desii· 
ny•- to take Watsonville to the 
coast by developing lands west of 
Lee Road. 

The group's efforts are current
ly focused on creating an enforce
able agreement to prevent develop
ment west of Highway 1 - one of 
four elements of a larger package 
·first outlined at a press conference 
at the proposed site Feb. 6. Accord
ing to Keeley, th~ interpretation of 
the word "enforceable" has become 
an issue. 

The imal part of the four-part 

agreement calls for the groups for
merly opposed to the development 
to support the city's proposed 

amendments af" 
ter three condi
tions are met . 
The city must 
remove the Ta.i 
property from 
their general 
plan, the agree
ment prevent
ing develop-

. ment west of 
Highway 1 must be concluded and 
Coastal Commission concerns re
garding slope grading and use of 
areas adjacent to the school 

• 

also must be addressed. 
Though dissension within the 

ranks of one or more groups repre
sented at the meetings was rumored 
last week, progress has been made, 
according to those involved. 

"I continue to be encouraged 
with the process," said Chris Lyons, 
JleWetlands Watch representative. 
"I hope (the agreement) will be 
close to being finished by March . 
6th." That is when the city's plan
ning commission will meet to hear 
the proposed amendment to re
move the Tal property as a devel· 
opment option from the city's gen
eral plan. 

"We're not altogether conftdent 

that it's going to work oot, • said Mari
lyn Hununel, who ref)resents the lo
cal chapter of the Sierra Club. "I think 
its a worthwhile project and I hope 
the Sierra Club as a whole will sup
port it." 

Lyons described the lengthy meet
Ings as vetY detailed, with the city and 
the county discussing concerns re
garding their ability to "for ever" pre
vent development west of Highway 
1. 

.Aecording to Ken Kimes of the 
Community Alliance for Family 
Farmers, thecity'swiilingnessorabll
ity to bind future councils to such an 
agreement had come into quesiion. 

·rm not sure we can (get an 

·:~· 

agreement in perpetuity)," Kimes 
said. • As far as CAFF is concerned, 
we may have to settle for less." 

According to Keeley, the group 
has been working on multiple drafts 
of an agreement. Meanwhile, he has 
been engaged in lengthy conversa
tions with the Coastal Commis
sion's Tam! Grove and PVUSD Su
perintendent John Casey regarding 
issues presented by the Coastal 
Commission's draft modifications, 
which were presented to the city 
and school district last Wednesday. 

"My goal is to have the widest 
possible support for this project, • 
Keeley said. • And. to address every 
possible issue that is being raised." 

• 
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An aerial view of the proposed high school site. 

Proximity to airport 
still problematic for 
high school site 
By PETER NICHOLS 
REGISTER-PAJARONIAN CORRESPONDENT 

WATSONVILLE One issue 
surrounding the construction of 
the Pajaro Valley Unified School 
District's much needed third high 
school that is proving troublesome 
is the site's proximity to the Wat
sonville MuniCipal Airport. 

Early in the 
199lsiteselec- Part three of a 
tion process, 
five potential 
school sites 
were rejected 
due to their 
proximity to 

series on 
the New 
Millennium 
High School 

the airport and air traffic patterns 
above them. The Harkins Slough 
Road site won the acceptance of the 
Department of Transportation's 
Aeronautics Program, but only by 
the slimmest of margins, according 
to ~an Gargas, state safety inspec
tor for the airport. 

"This site has always been a 

fence sitter," he said. "And these 
things get political.~ 

Now, eight years later, its suit
ability as a school site is again be
ing questioned. 

The most recent concerns were 
raised following the disclosure of 
conditions presented to city and 
school district officials by the 
Coastal Commission staff. 

One condition requires the de
velopment area to be located far
ther from existing protected wet
lands than the district had planned. 
That may push the school's foot
print tq_ the north, closer to the air
port andinto areas that were not 
previously evaluated by state aero
nautics experts. 

The conditions were included in 
a draft of modifications to the 
city's Local Coastal Program 
amendments. Those amendments 
are required to allow the construc
tion of a public school inside the 

See SITE, page 7 



SITE school construction, accompanied 

'We would have 
Gargas in the plane as the 1992 

In evaluations were being conduct-
Ff~m page 1 ed. 
'" never gone Betsy Eskridge, Senior Aviation 

sl.~te protected coastal zone. The forward if the site Consultant for the Aeronautics 
Jli:nendrnents are scheduled to go Program and supervisor of the 
]):efore the. commissioners during was not safe. I can program's inspectors said taking 
their March 14-17 meeting in Car· 

assure the public 
, district representatives along on 

I 

• m.et. , evaluations is not now permitted, 
; ·The general area proposed for they have and it wasn't encouraged then. 

the school was first evaluated by "Reluctantly, we said yes to the 
aeronautics inspectors in 1987 and addressed the . slte," said Gargas of his 1992 eval-
was determined to· be incompatible · uatlon. "We took into consider· 
With school development. A more safety aspects.' ation a drop in operations, and the 
ru:irrowly defined portion of the 117 

- PVUSD board : airport did not object. Comments 
acres was evaluated in 1992 and from the airport manager are very 
determined to be suitable for a member Willie · influentl.l!l:" 
school, though "safety and noise Gargas concedes there has 
concerns" were noted. That evalua. Yahiro ' since been an increase in opera-
tion subsequently expired, and an tions at the airport, and sophist!· 
extension until 2002 was issued in cated all-weather landing equip· 
1997. ment the airport is hoping to ac-

Gargas, who perfomied the last about the adequacy of the Hl92 and quire could Increase the number 
two evaluations, said the site eval- 1997 evaluations conducted by Gar- of flights and lower minimum ~ti· 
uated in 1992 was located farther gas. tudes In the flight patterns. 
from the airport than the one eval· A review of Watsonville airport's The state evaluati0ns, however, 
uated in 1987. current master plan, which ac.cord· are based on existing conditions, 

"In 1992," he added, "we also ing to French was approved by the not projections ~to the future, he 
took into consideration a drop in Federal A via.tion Administration sal d. 
flight operations. • and the city council in 1986, shows Eskridge contradicted that as-

According to Don French, Wa,t.. the proposed high school within the sertion, saying evaluations are 
sonville airport manager, activity most restrictive of four pie-shaped supposed to take into consider-
was static from about 1986 to 1992 arrival/departure pattern zones un· ation projected changes to facili· 
and a marked increase in activity der which low density land use is ties and flight activity. She said 
followed and continued through the recommended. According to the they typically review airport rna&-
1990s. That increase is expected to document, schools and hospitals ter plans for just that reason. 
continue, he said. ' should not be allowed there. Gargas said that when he re· 

"Our jet flow (sales of jet fuel) is By comparison, one of the 11 evaluated the site in 1997, he 
up 100 percent in the past five sites evaluated in 1992, near Ames· didn't see any significant change 
years, • French said. Also, the num- ti Elementary shares identical re·' In conditions, and he extended the 
ber of jet aircraft at the airport has strlctions as the Harkins Slough 1992 evaluation. 
increased from three In 1991 to nine. Road site, according to the mas- At the tlme of that evaluirtlon, the 

Gargas evaluated a total of 11 ter plan, but is farther from air· Department of Transportation's in-
sites in 1992 as part of the district's port's runways. That site was re- temal procedures were being upda,t.. 
site selection process, using a map jected by Gargas. ed and Included the use of the Air· 
provided by the school district. The Another site near Calabasas'El· port Land Use Planning Handbook 
location of the now proposed ementary School was declared to developed in 1993. According to 
school site was indicated on the be "not approvable" in Gargas' Gargas, the procedures and hand- • map by a small rectangle drawn par- evaluation though the site would book were designed to take politics 
allel to Harkins Slough Road. That be acceptable for a school accord- and subjective analysis out of the 
rectangle occupies only a fract.ion ing to the master plan. There are evaluations, though inspectors were 
of the land currently being acquired curr!)ntly five PVUSD schools not required to use them until the 
by the district. shown within the airport's traffic procedures were formalized in 

According to Gargas, If the pro- pattern zones, and all are located 1998. 
posed site ,is outside of the area he in areas where school use Is Eskridge said at the time of the 
was asked to evaluate, a new evalu- deemed to be acceptable. 1997 evaluation, safety inspectors 
ation would be required. Among documents provided to were encouraged to use the updat-

•we evaluated what we were the local Coastal Commission staff ed procedures and handbook and 
submitted," he said. "It's incumbent are letters from then Airport Man- all of them should have. 
on the school district to accurately ager Vernon Ackerman and then "The handbook is just one of 
depict the area to be evaluated. We City Manager John Radin support· the toois used to conduct evalua-
take the maps we are given and do ing the 1987 evaluation of the site. tions," she said. But If the hand· 
the evaluations. • Ackerman wrote, "Our.traf.fic is book wasn~t used, "I would find 

Casey concedes that not all of Increasing regularly. Aircraft that troubling. • 
the planned facilities can fit within would be at full take off power According to Gargas, he could 
the area depicted by the rectangle close to the school. The traffic have used the handbook and ralat- -::· 
but insists that most wUl. pattern passes over (the site}. As ed procedures, but he wasn't re-

"All the buildings are within the does the circlinl'( approach from qulred to, and he did not use them 
box, • he said. "I believe the buffer Localizer!NDP approach. • when performing his 1997, evalua· 
is outside and a little of the stadium Radin's letter raised additional tion. 
and part of a ball field are outside concerns regarding times of dense Under these now formalized pro-

-·~·-.......... of the box.• heavy tog and the possibility of cedures, a new evaluation of the 
The precise location. of the aircraft mistaking a school site for controverSial school site might be 

school's facilities including class· the airport. different, Gargas said. Negative as-
rooms, athletic fields and football Regarding the 1992 and 1997 sessments of other schools he was 
stadium has been the subject ofre- evaluations, however, there .is no asked to evaluate In 1992 might also 
cent meetings and discussions be- documentation available that sup- be different. 
tween the school district and the ports Gargas' finding that the site French doe11 not consider the 
Departments ofTransportatlon and is sui~ble for a school. school's proposed location a safety 
Education. According to Gargas, in 1997 ·issue but rather a potential nui-

"We've asked the disttict to pro- his office had a "disappearing file sance. A change from the standard 
vide a schematic that allows the problem.• left..hand traffic pattern to a right-
placement or the school within the "We have the evaluation (from hand pattern might be in the air· 
55 acres relative to the site that then), • he said. "But we don't have port's future. But since that would 
aeronautics approved," said John the supporting documents. They increase air traffic and noise over 
Dominguez, a consultant for the are not there." residential areas to the west, an EIR 
Department of Education, who In· · Evaluations, according to Gar; would be reqUired, French said. • dicated he expects a response with· gas, take into account the number According to PVUSD board trust-
In the next week. of flights, the size of the planes us- ee Willie Yalliro, the air traffic safe· 

"The site hasn't been .IIPProved lng the airport, and the altitudes and ty issue is not a problem, and he's 
yet, • he said. traffic pattern maneuvers occurring satisfied that the project meets the 

The new conditions that m~ near the site. Inspectors also .ny the , state regulations. 
force the school closer to the air· airport patterns in an airplane to "We would have never gone for· 
port have heightened concerns re- view the targeis of their evaluations. ward if the site was not safe," he 
garding the site's acceptability. According to Casey, Richard said. "I can assure the public they 
Questions are also being raised Meyer, then director of PVUSD have addressed the safety aspects. • 
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