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To: Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons RECORD PACKET COPY 
From: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 

Tami Grove, Central Coast Deputy Director 

Subject: REVISED and FINAL FINDINGS for City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) Major Amendment Number 1-99 (previously approved with suggested 
modifications at the Commission's March 16, 2000 meeting). For public hearing and 
Coastal Commission action at its meeting of June 14, 2000 to be held at the Radisson 
Hotel Santa Barbara at 1111 East Cabrillo Boulevard in the City of Santa Barbara. 

Staff Note 
At the March 16, 2000 meeting in Carmel, the Coastal Commission approved, with suggested 
modifications, City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) Major Amendment Number 1-99. The 
purpose of this staff report is to adopt revised findings for the Commission's action of March 16, 2000. 
Specifically, at the March 16, 2000 hearing, staff modified its recommendation to include (a) refuse 
containment provisions for a public school and (b) an annexation prohibition. The Commission also 
modified the staff recommendation to reduce the required agricultural buffers, and the uses allowed in 
those reduced buffer areas, for specific areas within the City's coastal zone. Each of these March 16, 
2000 hearing changes is described below under the heading "Revised Findings from the March 16, 2000 
Hearing." 

Finally, as discussed in the March 13, 2000 staff report addendum, the discussion of alternative high 
school sites in the original staff recommendation was based upon material in the record, not upon 
Commission staffs analysis, and was included only as informational background. Since the March 
hearing, staff has received numerous inquiries as to whether this was a Commission finding on 
alternative sites. As discussed in the March 13, 2000 staffreport addendum, "the Commission [was] not 
making a specific finding regarding the feasibility of alternatives studied." Staff recommends, therefore, 
that the Commission modify the March 1, 2000 staff report as indicated under the heading "Alternatives 
Discussion in March 1, 2000 Staff Report," to clarify that this was not a Commission finding on 
alternatives but rather a description of the District's reasons for not pursuing various alternatives. 

Thus, with the adoption of the changes made at the March 16, 2000 hearing, and the clarification of 
Table 1 from the March 1, 2000 staff report, the final findings for the Commission's action on LCP 
Major Amendment Number 1-99 are based upon: (I) the adopted Staff Report dated March 1, 2000, as 
modified by the Staff Report Addendum dated March 13, 2000, and as modified by the Revised 
Findings from the March 16, 2000 Hearing; and (2) the adopted Staff Report Addendum dated March 
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13, 2000 as modified by the Revised Findings from the March 16, 2000 Hearing. For clarity, the 
Commission's final findings and suggested modifications for LCP Major Amendment Number 1-99 to 
the City of Watsonville LCP are compiled in the attached Final Staff Report dated May 30, 2000. 

Contents 
1. Staff Recommendation .......................................................................................................................... 2 
2. Revised Findings from the March 16, 2000 Hearing ......................................................................... 3 

A. Future Annexations ............................................................................................................................. 3 
B. Refuse Containment ........................... : ................................................................................................ 3 
C. Agricultural Buffers ............................................................................................................................ 3 

3. Alternatives Discussion in March 1, 2000 Staff Report ..................................................................... 5 
4. Attachments 
Attachment 1: Figure 18: Agricultural Setback as Revised by Commission March 16,2000 
Attachment 2: LCP Major Amendment Number 1-99 Final Adopted Staff Report dated May 30,2000 

1. Staff Recommendation 
The staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following revised findings to formalize for the 

• 

record the changes to the staff report and staff report addendum discussed and adopted by the • 
Commission at the March 16, 2000 hearing. Staff recommends a YES vote on the motion below. A yes 
vote on the motion results in adoption of the revised fmdings. The motion requires a majority vote of the 
members from the prevailing side present at the March 16, 2000 hearing. Commissioners eligible to vote 
on the revised findings are Commissioners Desser, Dettloff, Kehoe, McClain-Hill, Nava, Potter, Reilly, 
Woolley, and Wan. Approval of the motion will result in the adoption of revised findings as set forth in 
this staff report. If the motion fails, the findings are postponed to a later meeting. 

Motion. I move that the Commission adopt the revised findings in support of the Commission's 
action on March 16, 2000 approving with suggested modifications Major Amendment #1-99 to 
the City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program and that the Commission adopt the following 
resolution: 

Resolution. The Commission hereby adopts the findings set forth below for approval with 
suggested modifications of Major Amendment #1-99 to the City of Watsonville Local Coastal 
Program on the grounds that the findings support the Commission's decision made on March 16, 
2000 and accurately reflect reasons for it. 

~ 
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2. Revised Findings from the March 16, 2000 Hearing 

A. Future Annexations 
The staff recommendation was amended at the March 16, 2000 hearing to include a suggested 
modification to require that the LCP incorporate the following requirement: 

The City will not pursue any additional annexations to the City west of Highway One, nor 
support any annexation requests to the City from third parties in that geographic area, except for 
the Green Farm parcel (Santa Cruz County Tax Assessor's Parcel Number 052-271-04). 

This policy shall be inserted in the LCP Land Use Plan (LUP) as LUP Policy II.A. 7 (Annexation) and 
the LCP Implementation Plan (IP) under Article 2 (General Provisions) as Section 9-5.201 
(Annexation). See Modification 12 on pages 226 and 227 of the attached final adopted findings. 

B. Refuse Containment 
The staff recommendation was amended at the March 16, 2000 hearing to include a suggested 
modification to require a refuse containment program on Area C as follows: 

The high school shall develop a refuse containment and maintenance program that includes at 
least the following components: fully enclosed or animal-proof garbage containers; specifically 
designated eating areas; and provisions built into maintenance contracts requiring that all 
eating areas anywhere on campus be swept clean on a daily basis. 

This policy shall be inserted in the LCP as LUP Policy III.C.5(b)(14) and IP Section 9-5.705(c)(5)b.(l4). 
See pages 186 and 199 of the attached final adopted findings. 

C. Agricultural Buffers 
The Commission amended the suggested modifications for the required agricultural buffer setback 
requirements for a public school only on Area C at the March 16, 2000 hearing as shown on Figure 18 
(attached). 

Accordingly, the Commission's suggested modifications for LUP J::igure 2 as it pertains to Area C need 
to be adjusted as follows: 

1.) The buffer and setback requirements for Area C (as previously shown on staff report Figures 1 and 
15) shall be modified as shown on attached Figure 18. Accordingly, the following note shall be 
added to Figures 1 and 15 (see Figures 1, 15, and 18 ofthe attached final adopted findings): 

*As modified by Figure 18 

2.) Suggested Modification 4.A.l shall be modified as follows (see page 176 of the attached final 
adopted findings): 

~ 
California Coastal Commission 
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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, with buffers and setbacks as modified by Figure 18 ofthis stqff 
report (including delineation of a "Public School Restricted Use Area" within the required 
agricultural setback area along the perimeter of Area C). 

And, the following underlined portions need to be added to the Commission's final findings and 
suggested modifications: 

3.) LUP Policy III.C.4 shall be modified as follows (see page 182 of the attached final adopted 
findings): 

C. 4 Criteria for Non-Agricultural Use 

Habitat preservation and restoration uses that remove agricultural/and ... At a minimum, a 200 
foot permanently protected (i.e., by easement or dedication) agricultural buffer (located on the 
portion of property devoted to non-agricultural uses) that incorporates vegetative or other 
physical barriers, shall be required to minimize potential land use conflicts. Limited public 
school parking only shall be allowed within the "Public School Restricted Use Area" portion of 
the 200-:foot agricultural buf[er on the perimeter of Area Cas shown on LUP Figure 2; buildings 
and any other development shall be prohibited in this area. 

• 

4.) IP Section 9-5.705(c)(4)(a) shall be modified as follows (see page 189 of the attached final adopted • 
findings): 

(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 land ... 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, 
including, but not limited to maintenance of a 200 foot agricultural buffer consistent with Section 
9-5. 705(j)(6). Limited public school parking only shall be allowed within the "Public School 
Restricted Use Area" portion of the 200-{oot agricultural bU;f[er on the perimeter of Area C as 
shown on LUP Figure 2; buildings and any other development shall be prohibited in this area. 

5.) IP Section 9-5.705(t)(6) shall be modified as follows (see page 210 of the attached final adopted 
findings): 

Agricultural Buffers. Provide and maintain a buffer of at least 200 feet between agricultural/and 
and non-agricultural uses on the property devoted to the non-agricultural uses. The setback shall 
{ncorporate vegetative or other physical barriers and be as wide as necessary as determined to 
minimize potential land use conflicts. The buffer area shall be permanently protected and 
restricted by easement or dedication pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(j}{5), such document to 
incorporate the objectives and requirements herein. Buffer plantings or any other required 

c 
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barriers shall be maintained in perpetuity. Uses allowed in the buffirs shall be limited to student 
agricultural activities, septic systems, any habitat improvements as may be specified in a habitat 
restoration plan (see Section 9-5. 705(/)(4), and, for Area C onlyrJ..!l one road crossing of the 
minimum width for public safety purposes as necessary to serve the permitted use .. ; and/or (2) 
limited public school parking within the "Public School Restricted Use Area" portion of the 200-
foot agricultural buffer on the perimeter of Area C as shown on LUP Figure 2,· buildings and 
any other development shall be prohibited in this area. 

6.) The March 1, 2000 Staff Report findings (on pages 94 95) shall be modified as follows (see page 
96 of the attached final adopted findings): 

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 buffir. 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 
difference. 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 any public 
school use and adjacent agriculture is the minimum appropriate (see modification 4.A.2) . 
However, the Commission recognizes that, according to the School District, in excess of a 50-
acre campus is required to accommodate a 2,200 student high schoolfacility on Area C. In order 
to ensure adequate acreage to meet the District's ident(fied acreage requirement, the 
Commission finds that a reduced agricultural bt1ffer for a public school (only) will ensure that 
the school use, and particularly the areas subject to high student activity, are adequately 
separated .from ongoing agricultural operations. As such, conflicts between school and 
agricultural uses are addressed. Accordingly, the Commission's suggested modifications allow 
for limited public school parking lot development within the "Restricted Use Area" of the 200-
foot required agricultural buffer on Area C (as shown on Figure 18). This "Restricted Use 
Area" is not meant.for buildings or other structural uses, but parking areas only. 

3. Alternatives Discussion in March 1, 2000 Staff Report 
The discussion of alternatives in the March 1, 2000 staff report was based on material in the record and 
included only as informational background. The following changes should be made to clarify that the 
second column of Table 1 from the March 1, 2000 staff report does not represent a Commission staff 
analysis of alternatives but rather represents a list of reasons cited by the District (in their various site 
and CEQA analyses) as to why the District chose not to pursue these alternatives: 

In the second paragraph on Page 20 of March 1, 2000 staff report (see page 20 of the attached final 

II! 
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adopted findings): 

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 i~di(;filUS summarizes the reasons indicated by the District/or not pursuing w.Za,• t/4~ 
Distrit:t did ~fJtpursutJ 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). 

For the headings in Table 1, replace "Reasons Why District Did Not Pursue" with "Reasons Cited by 
District For Not Pursuing" (see Table 1 on pages 21-26 of the attached final adopted findings) . 
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725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
PHONE: {831) 427-4863 
FAX (831) 427-4877 

March 1, 2000 (REVISED May 30, 2000)* 

To: Coastal Commissioners and Int.erested Persons 

From: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Tami Grove, Central Coast Deputy Director 

Subject: FINAL ADOPTED STAFF REPORT for City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program 
Major Amendment Number 1-99. 

* At the March 16, 2000 meeting in Carmel, the Coastal Commission approved, with suggested 
modifications, City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) Major Amendment Number 1-99. This 
final adopted staff report represents the supporting findings and suggested modifications for this action 
and incorporates: (1) the adopted Staff Report dated March 1, 2000; (2) the adopted Staff Report 
Addendum dated March 13, 2000; and (3) changes to the staff recommendation adopted by the 
Commission at the March 16, 2000 hearing as detailed in the "Revised and Final Findings" staff report 
memo dated May 30, 2000. Changes to the March 1, 2000 staff report and/or the March 13, 2000 staff 
report addendum are not highlighted in any way herein (e.g. with strike-though and underline notations). 
Rather, this final staff report integrates all previous changes and is the Commission's final findings and 
suggested modifications for LCP Major Amendment Number 1-99 to the City of Watsonville LCP . 

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 deliberations. 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 
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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. 

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 !O 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-
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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. 

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 10% 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 10 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. 

1 All acreages included in this staff report are generalized values that are subject to revision. Calculations were made using 
digital data that has been georeferenced to an unrectified aerial photo mosaic (projection uses UTM, Zone 1 0). As a result, 
the acreage approximations are internally consistent, but may differ from other acreage values in the City of Watsonville 
submittal and/or the PVUSD high school FEIR. Comparison of staff report acreages with values derived from County 
assessor data indicates an average difference of less than 0.5 acres, which staff believes is insignificant over the full 139 
acre area in question . 
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Staff Recommendation 
This staff recommendation is in four parts. The first 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 proposed amendment would result in 
intensified development of a site in Southern Santa Cruz County that is composed solely of agricultural 
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. 
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• 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. 

• 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 ofthe 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. 
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Comparison of Development Scenarios on Area C1 

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 

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; 

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-ESHAs uses if continued agricultural use were demonstrated to be infeasible . 

California Coastal Commission 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

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

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 D is 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 ofthe 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 . 
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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 
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 . 
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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). 

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, its practical applicability would be limited to coastal Areas A, 
B, and C (see discussion in the Agricultural findings beginning on page 74). 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 018-28f-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 

3 Commission staff letters of May 19, 1999, December 3, 1999, and February 10,2000 to City of Watsonville. 
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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 
of Area C. 

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 

4 South Santa Cruz County Ranch Maps, Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commissioner's Office (1997) 
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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 
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 of the 

• 

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 l:llld 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 ofthe 11 sites(inland ofHighway 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). 

s PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998). 
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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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 t,hree 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 
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.I33018) 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. 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 

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 . 

California Coastal Commission 
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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 
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.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 con~lusions. 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 

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 

California Coastal Commission 
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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. 

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 
summarizes the reasons indicated by the District for not pursuing 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). 

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 . 

California Coastal Commission 
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Table 1: Alternative High School Sites Considered 

·: ... · 
Alternative Site 1: Landmark (Franceschi) Reasons Cited by District For Not 

Pursuing 
. · ... ·...... . . : . . ···. 

Approximately 85 acres of the area referred to as the • Inadequate size 
"Landmark" remams undeveloped. The largest 
undeveloped parcel in the City of Watsonville is 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 

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. 

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 

high school 

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

• 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 

10 Landmark Development Feasibility Study, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (September 1998) . 

California Coastal Commission 
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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. 

This approximately 50 acre privately-owned site is located • Local and environmental group 
in unincorporated Santa Cruz County on Green Valley opposition 
Road about ~ 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 
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. 

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 

• 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 

l{~asons Cited by District ]:for Not . 
· Purstli~g · · · 

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

• Conversion of agricultural land 

• Adverse impacts on adjacent 
agricultural land 

• Potentially growth-inducing 

California Coastal Commission 
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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 type I-A­
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. 

Alternative Site 4: Kato (Calabasas Road) 

This 29 acre, privately owned site IS located m 
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 
have to be served with a septic system. Any utility hook­
ups would reqmre 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 

• Greater neighborhood traffic impacts 

• Not served by City fire & police 

• High liquefaction 

~easons Cited by District For Not 
Pursuing 

• Local opposition 

• Conversion of agricultural land 

• Adverse impacts on adjacent 
agricultural land 

• More costly 

• Farther from nearest fire station 

• Poor access: served by two lane road 

• Growth-inducing 

• Farther from commercial areas 

• No transit access 

California Coastal Commission 
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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. 

Aptos High School is located on a 65 acre site o~ed by 
PVUSD in unincorporated Santa Cruz County accessed off 
of Freedom Boulevard. It is served by sewer and water. 

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. 

• Need new EIRs 

• School district reorganization could 
not occur 

• Insufficient size 

• Poorer access to Aptos HS; need 
improved road 

• Sites would be too crowded 

• Poor fire and police response times 
Watsonville High School is located on a 36.38 acre site 
owned by PVUSD in the City of Watsonville on It is • Code compliance issues 

11 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (September 1998). 
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served by sewer and water. 

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. 

' . . . . 

Previous Alternative: Phillips R~nch Reas~ns (:iteo IJy District For Not 
P_ .. ursuiiig ., 

. ·.. . .. •'. . ·.· ·. ... .' .· .. 
This approximately 70 acre privately-owned, level site is • Loss of agricultural land 
located in unincorporated Santa Cruz County behind a 
subdivision off of Green Valley Road. The streets leading • In a sensitive archaeological area 

to the site are two-lane (approximately 40 feet wide) with • Infeasible due to cost of extending 
sidewalks. and contain water and sewer lines. Hook-up 
would reqmre LAFCO approval for the City of 
Watsonville to supply extraterritorial service. • 

sewer service 

Distance from population center 

• Access is difficult The site is designated "Agriculture" in the County General 
Plan outside, but adjacent to, the County's urban-rural • High tension wires cross site. 
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 
production. A 1987 Division of Aeronautics evaluation 
ranked this site as suitable for school development. 

Previous Alternative: Amesti Road 

. . 

Reas()nsCited by District For Not 
Pursging 

This approximately 45 acre privately owned site is located • Lack of sewer service 
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 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 26 

Plan outside County's urban-rural boundary. The County's • 
Agricultural Resource classification is type 2-D --- limited 
agricultural land experiencing use conflicts. The site is 
designated "Agriculture" in the Watsonville General Plan. • 
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 
comer 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 

Dangerous intersection of Pioneers 
and Green Valley Roads 

Distance from population center 

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 
area alternative: 

• 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 or-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 

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. 
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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. 

Expansion of Aptos and Watsonville High Schools 
There are also changed circumstances with regard to the FEIR's environmentally superior 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 
needed third high school. The two existing public schools combined sit on 110 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. 

14 Landmark Development Feasibility Study, Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (September 1998) . 
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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 50J 
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 ofthe 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 
development adjacent to sensitive wetlands habitat, extension of public services and infrastructure to 
rural areas west of Highway 1, growth inducement, conversion oT 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 
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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 an~ 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 
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 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 30. 

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 unmitiga~able adverse impacts on the Watsonville 
Slough system, on and off-site. The CDFG letter concluded (see Exhibit K for the full text): 

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 

15 Phone conversation with Coastal Commission staff, February 29, 2000. 
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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 L UP amendments, as is 
the case here, Section 305ll(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 
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) . 
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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 Care 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 stapdards to limit development at Area C. The LUP 
reqmres: 

• 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 III.C.3.c); 

• Minimum of 10% (of lot 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 
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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 o\\ned open 
lands, privately owned aquaculture facilities; public and quasi-public open space; irrigated agriculture; 
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 
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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 
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 standard,s 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 of330 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 2~ stories or 30 feet. 
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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: ~he 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 139 acre Area C and then taking 10% ofthat number The result is 10% of98 (139 -41) 
or approximately 10 acres. 

Table 3: Current LCP Planning Constraints16 

Total Area C Proposed Area Remainder of 
F AreaC 

Total acres 139 76 63 
ESHAmapped 41 14 27 
Steep Slopes (>15%) 28 17 11 

Buffers to Adjacent Agricultural Land 3 1 2 
(i.e., 20' rear yard setback) 
Buffers ESHA 16 12 4 
Developable Area 63 39 24 
(Total- ESHA- Slopes ESHA Buffer- Ag Buffer) 
Impervious Coverage allowed (Total- ESHA x 10%) 10 6 4 

16 All totals in acres . 

California Coastal Commission 



Watsonville LCP Major Amendment 1·98 Staff Report 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District High School 

Figure 7: Current LCP Development Constraints: Area C 
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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 IIIC.3(;) 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 IIIC.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 
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 

17 The current tenant employs 20 to 40 people (Emidgio Martinez phone conversation of 1/31/00); 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 
of farmland on Area C that would yield 47 workers. The City testified to a lower figure . 
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that !¥Ould 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 

Residential 
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 

18 For purposes of analysis only, a maximum intensity development scenario is presented based the maximum intensities of 
each of the 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. 

20 Per the Watsonville General Plan p. 44. 
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10 acres (10% 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 
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 

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 . 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 39 

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 100 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 of the 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 
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 relat~ 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. 
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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 
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 
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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 

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 
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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 8 
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 
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 . 
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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 100 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 
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 p_rirn:e 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 1 00 foot ESHA buffer would be reduced slightly. Since ESHA, wetlands and the 
LCP-required 100-foot wetland buffer cannot be developed, the effect ofthis part of the amendment 
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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 
wou~d 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 
guidelines. Under current guidelines even more students would be acceptable on a 62 acre site. On 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 
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Figure 8: City-Proposed LCP Development Constraints: Area C 
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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 Cor 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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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 Con~traints 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) 

I • 

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 occ.ur 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 ao.d 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 102 teachers acres parking 

manufacturing 4 acres 250 10 acres 1 000 employees 
buildings; 6 employees building; 16 
acres paving 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 100 emf!lOl':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 ofthe 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 retains 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 
3024l(a), 30250, 30252 and 30254. 

Coastal Act Section 30250 states: 

Section 30250{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 (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit service, (2) 
providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residentia1 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 
capa~ities. 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 servingfacilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing developed 
area may be located at selected points of attraction for visitors . ... 

Effect on Development: 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 Band 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 ... (LUP, 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 of these 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 inlat1d side and rural on the 
ocean side. In considering whether the coastal zone boundary should be changed, the Commission found 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 56 

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 ofthe 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 C as 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 Aprill8, 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 staffhas 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 . 

Beyond the current City limits, the City was active in pursuing urbanization of at least 850 acres of 

25 Commission's August 12, 1996 letter to Charles Eadie, City of Watsonville; Correspondence to City, Jan. 13, 2000 . 
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Figure 9: City of Watsonville Potential Coastal Zone Expansion 
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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 
be required, according to Santa Cruz County standards. Given this large acreage requirement, slow soil 

26 LAFCO Staff Recommendation August 28, 1997 . 
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Figure 10: Selected Public Services in Vicinity of Area C 
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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 Y2 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 
54 feet where there is a turn lane, and to an even greater width where there are two turn lanes and a bus 
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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 a~cess 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 turn 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 ofthe 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 
policies, however, do not include permitted and conditional uses. To the extent that any of the off ramp 

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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were to be located in Area C, it is not a permissible use because Area Conly 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.]ncreased 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 
surface coverage would make the area more urban. Second, the amendment would mcrease the 
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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 impervious 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 30241 (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). 

The Commission knows from experience that capacity limitations do not always hold. For example, for 

2q Steven Moss, Smart Growth Versus Sprawl in California 2 
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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 ofthis 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 
such protections. 

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 staff 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 indicated, 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 tum 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 amendmentcontains 
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 O_!l 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 
supporting intensive uses like public schools, which tend to generate large amounts of traffic at discrete 
times of the day. 
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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 30241 (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 

• 

Act's development-related policies. One approach is that ifthere 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 
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maintain conformance with the Coastal Act the urban-rural boundary should be retained at Highway 
One. 

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, 
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the subject area is under significant growth pressure. 

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 C are 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. 

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 

California Coastal Commission 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

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

Page 69 

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 
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. 

The intent of the staff recommendation is that any development within Area C requires that the whole of 
the Area C site is considered, and that development areas and preservation areas are detailed consistent 
with the LCP policies for Area C. If PVUSD's proposed high school development uses the 42 acre 
development envelope suggested by the staff report, then this high school development would 
necessarily require consideration of the whole of the site, and protection of those areas outside of the 
development envelope as directed by the modified revised LCP. If, however, PVUSD's proposed high 
school project does not use all of the suggested development envelope (for example, if a smaller school 
is pursued), then it must be clear how the remainder of the site will be protected as required by the LCP. 
Likewise, if the high school project is abandoned and some other form of development is considered for 
Area C (for example, residential), then it will be critical to detail the overall development and 
preservation parameters for Area C. In the case where development other than a high school is pursued, 
the appropriate mechanism for implementing the LCP is through a specific plan for the entire Area C 
site. This will allow for equitable and appropriate distribution or consolidation of development across 
Area C, consistent with other performance standards (e.g. agricultural and habitat buffers) . 

However, in the case where the high school is developed, but the PVUSD does not acquire the entire 
suggested development envelope, the net result of such a subdivision under the staff recommendation 
will be a transfer of development potential from the remainder of Area C to the High School location. In 
other words, because of the increased intensification of Area C by the High School, which will be 
facilitated by a subdivision of Area C, the remainder parcel is restricted to agriculture, open space, or 
habitat restoration uses under LUP Policy C.5.b.6. Therefore, a specific plan is not necessary in this 
instance. 

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 
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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 served, 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 100 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.Al), 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- • 
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 

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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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 
than the City. The County has numerous agricultural protection policies in its loca~ 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 rioted, 
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 Cal trans 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 
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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, ¥4 mile outside of the coastal zone 
boundary. This modification would ensure that alternatives such as improving that intersection are 
examined, 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 Legs/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 Area 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 
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 pqtential 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 
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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.EJ 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.l), 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 
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 
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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. 

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 econc_:~mies: 

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. 
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(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 increased 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) lf 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 
evaluation containing at least both of the following elements: 

(I) 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 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 of this 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 certified local coastal program . 
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(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 ag:dculturallands: 

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) of Section 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 

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 jive 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 
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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 
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 to 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 ofLUP preparation. It is currently fallow. 

2. Agriculture Industry in the Pajaro Valley 
Watsonville's coastal zone is part of an area where agriculture is paramount to the economy. According 

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. 

35 Santa Cruz County Agricultural Commission, South Santa Cruz County Ranch Maps 1997 . 
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Figure 11: County Agricultural Lands in Vicinity of Area C 
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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 
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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 AreaF 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). 

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 8 
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 
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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. 

Area C 
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, B and 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 
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. 

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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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 (1 0) to twelve (12) animal unit 
months (AUM) per acre.37 An animal unit month is defmed 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 rangelands 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 
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 livestoc/28 [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 

37 United States Department of Agriculture, 1979 Soil Survey. 
38 Mills, p. 11 
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this 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/acreY Another study found higher costs, placing production costs for an 
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 

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. l. 
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 . 
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Martinez, the current agricultural operator of Area C, indicate that he leases 70 acres.45 The City's 
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 of the 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

) 

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: 

45 Personal Interview, Emigdio Martinez, 1/31100 
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 C are so drastically different than the norm that it would be unable to return at least $200 annually per 
acre. 

47 Martinez, 1/31/00. 
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 
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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• 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 
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 1977 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 competitionfor 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 

50 Pajaro Valley Futures Study, p. 4-13. 
51 Id. 4-2 . 
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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 
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, 
~hich would make up some of the lost income for that year and acreage. 56 

· 

It is ~lear 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 preduction, 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 

52 Mills, p.l 0. 
53 Agricultural Extension of University of California, Strawberry Sample Costs 1996. 
54 !PM Practitioner. 
55 Martinez, 1/31/00. 
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. I 0. 
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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 of Statewide 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 
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 
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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). 

4. Lack of Buffer Between Urban and Agricultural Uses 
The proposed amendment would not serve to create the stable urban-rural boundar)' required by Section 
3024l(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 
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View of Area C Site Looking North 

1,000 feet of grazing land on the adjacent Rocha property in Santa Cruz County to the west. Proposed 
Area F borders remaining Area C's fields for about 1,500 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 
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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 vi~bility caused by urban conflicts, which is another test of Coastal Act Section 30241 (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 
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 dqes not meet the conversion standard of 30241 (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. 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



• 

• 

• 

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

Page 90 

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. 

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 
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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 
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 of the 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. 

57 Economic and Planning Systems, Watsonville Economic, Business/Industrial Park, and Labor Force Market Analysis, 
July 1997. 
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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 protection 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 
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 
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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.l) 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.l); 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 1 0% 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 
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 sue~ 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 

California Coastal Commiasion 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

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

Page 94 

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 allmyed 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 
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 pul:!lic 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 
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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, th~re 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 
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 
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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 difference. 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 
any public school use and adjacent agriculture is the minimum appropriate (see modification 4.A.2). 
However, the Commission recognizes that, according to the School District, in excess of a 50-acre 
campus is required to accommodate a 2,200 student high school facility on Area C. In order to ensure 
adequate acreage to meet the District's identified acreage requirement, the Commission finds that a 
reduced agricultural buffer for a public school (only) will ensure that the school use, and particularly the 
areas subject to high student activity, are adequately separated from ongoing agricultural operations. As 
such, conflicts between school and agricultural uses are addressed. Accordingly, the Commission's 
suggested modifications allow for limited public school parking lot development within the "Restricted 
Use Area" of the 200-foot required agricultural buffer on Area C (as shown on Figure 18). This 
"Restricted Use Area" is not meant for buildings or other structural uses, but parking areas only. 

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) . 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 97 

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). 

Seventh, development of the High School on this site in combination with a package of land use . 
development controls may also, in the long run, serve to limit the conversion of nearby agricultural lands 
and to firmly establish a stable urban rural boundary along the existing County and City boundaries. 
Although these agricultural lands are designated for agriculture use in the Coastal Commission-certified 
LCP, the City has, for the past several years, taken actions to facilitate future annexation of significant 
portions of this land west of the existing city limits. The City General Plan shows an urban limit line and 
special study area (Tai) defining areas of proposed urbanization for a substantial area (approximately 
1,000 acres) of what is mostly agricultural land between the city boundary and the sea. To date, the 
city's success in achieving annexations in this area has been limited (see Figure 9). It is important, 
however, to note that approvals of annexations are outside the purview of the Coastal Commission, and 
that the Santa Cruz County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), which has sole authority in 
this area, follows its own agricultural land protection criteria in determining whether a given annexation 
should go fol'Ward. Of course, land use plans and zoning ordinances governing the future use and 
potential development of any such lands that might be annexed in the coastal zone would have to be 
reviewed and certified by the Commission for them to become effective. Nonetheless, the Commission 
is well aware that annexation of property is a significant step in the development process in terms of 
development incentives and expectations about future allowable land uses. 

If, as part of this LCP amendment, it could be guaranteed that, for the foreseeable future, the 
approximately 3 miles of agricultural land between the existing city limits and the sea could be protected 
from annexation and future non-agricultural development, the conversion of prime agricultural land on 

· the Edwards parcels may actually serve to protect more prime agricultural land in the long term than is 
being lost through approval of the LCP amendment. Such protections against future western annexations 
may, in fact be feasible. The City, County and Coastal Commission staffs and local government 
members have prepared a draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that allows for the development 
of a high school on the Edwards site in exchange for a promise that the City of Watsonville will not seek 
or support additional annexations of agricultural or habitat lands west of the current.boundary. Such a 
promise would be embodied in the form of a policy statement to be added to the City's LCP. Once 
effective, various limitations such as those included in the MOU could only be changed by an 
amendment approved by a super-majority vote of the City Council and the County Board of Supervisors 
and would also require approval of an LCP amendment by the Coastal Commission. 

By modifying the City's LCP 'to (1) require that this MOU be in full force and effect and (2) ensure that 
aU of the actions to which the City .has committed under the MOU have been completed within the 
specified time period, the Commission finds that development of the site has been contained. As such, 
the Commission finds that while the proposed LCP amendment will result in the conversion of prime 
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agricultural land and result in the introduction of a growth-inducing urban use beyond the current urban 
rural boundary, these impacts may be found acceptable in light of ( 1) the overall longterm protection of 
prime agricultural lands between Highway One and the ocean, and (2) the provision of a stable urban­
rural boundary through the provisions of the MOU and the other growth control modifications to this 
amendment. As modified to incorporated these legal mechanisms, the amendment is consistent with 
Coastal Act Section 30241(b) and 30242. 

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.B.4); ensure availability of the agricultural well (see modification 4.B.l ), include an agricultural buffer 
(see modification 4.B.l ); 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 
County (see modification 7.B.2). Finally, the provisions of the required Agricultural Viability Report 
n~ed 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 . 
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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. 11Environmentally 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 
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 
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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 enyironmental effects, and shall be 
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 
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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 andflood 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 effects. 
Aspects that shall be considered before issuing a coastal development permit for s1:1ch purposes 
are the method of placement, time ofyear of placement, and sen§itivity of the placement area. 

As discussed below, the LCP amendment submittal is 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 
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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 II.D.3. 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.C.3.a states in part: 

LUP Policy III.C.3.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 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(±)). 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 
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-

58 See also redelineation section in analysis that follows . 
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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 Resourcf!S 

• 

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 Syste111 (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." 

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 

59 As estimated in Water Resources Management Plan for Watsonville Slough System Santa Cruz County (AMBAG, 
November 1995). 
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Figure 12: Main Branches of Watsonville Slough 

-NOTE­
Locations approximate. 
For illustrative purposes only. 
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acres of wetland slough habitat.60 It is likely that the Slough System was once even larger given that 
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 wet!and, 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 

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 
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. 
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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 
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 

61 Water Resources Management Plan for Watsonville Slough System Santa Cruz County (AMBAG, November 1995) . 
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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 Y2 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 ofhydrophytic 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 fmger. Dr. Robert Curry, a respected 

• 

University of California wetland biologist who works with the Regional Water Quality Control Boards • 
in defining and protecting wetlahds, 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 NRCS/SCS soil maps do not accurately define 
these perched water table conditions. 

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 
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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. 

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. 

62 LUP Appendix B, "Identification and Analysis of Environmentally Sensitive Habitats within the Coastal Zone Portions of 
the City of Watsonville." 
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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 
Highway 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 3 7 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 resoilrce 
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. 

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 

63 Natural Systems Section for the Watsonville Local Coastal Program Report, Philip Williams & Associates (March 1982) . 
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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 was not present on the PVUSD High School Site at. 
the time of this study (no year is given for the study in the FEIR, so it is difficult to tell when the study 

• 

took place).66 This does not imply that suitable tarplant habitat is absent, nor does it imply that tarplant • 
itself is not now (as of the date of the staff report) present on the Area C site. In fact, it is not clear to 
what extent Area C may provide habitat for this sensitive species. 

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: 

In areas with shallow, ponded water, the vegetation mosaic includes dense areas of tules 
(Scirpus spp) and cattails (lypha 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 

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 paciflcus); 

facultative wetland species (i.e. occur most of the time in wetlands) such as nutsedge (Cyperus eragrostis), barnyard grass 
(Echinochloa crusga/ll), 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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(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, andalthough 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 
Peregrine falcon, a federal and state listed endangered species, and Cooper's and sharp shinned hawks, 
both state species of special concem.67 

67 AMBAG's Watsonville Slough Study (November 1995) 
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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 adverse 
·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 (Ciemmys marmorata) 

Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor)
72 

Bank swallow (Riparia riparia) 

Federal Status 

Endangered Species 

Threatened Species 

Candidate Species 

Species of Concern 

Species of Concern 

None 

State Status 

Endangered Species 

Special Concern Species 

Special Concern Species 

Special Concern Species 

Special Concern Species 

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 these 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 
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 

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-pennanent 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. 

70 California tiger salamander spend much of their lives 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 maishes in California. Two nesting colonies have been identified in the Watsonville slough system, one at 
Hanson Slough, and the other at Struve Slough. 

73 In response to Commission staff inquiries, the City confmned 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. 
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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 

The above listed species are rare and threatened. As such, the ha~itat 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 

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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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 acijacent 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 
acijacent 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: 

We recommend taking the broadest view possible in interpreting the extent of ESHA resources 
on the site. 
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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 ofthe West Branch of Struve Slough would 
be considered ESHA (while the previous Hanson Slough wetland designation would remain the same) 
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 
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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 Provision$ 

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 siopes (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 C as 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 
both the Coastal Act and the LCP. 
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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, and fens. (Coastal Act Section 30121,· LCP Appendix C) 

Section 13577(b)(l) of the 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 bound_ary 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. 

Moreover, LUP Policy II.D.l identifies "wetland upland transition" as wetland. LUP Policy II.D.l 
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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, ifit displays evidence at anytime of year 
of periodic inundation by surface water, hydric soil conditions, the occurrence ofwetlandplants, 
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. The 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 exper:ts. 

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 Huffinan 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 
inundation, and higher up the slope, any number of small seeps are present. In fact, according to the 
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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 
geoteclmical 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 (F 1 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. 

Second, the two criteria cited by the Huffman report do not apply to the area in question. In terms of 

78 Bore site B-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) . 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 119 

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 water 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 Huffi:nan 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 
finger of Hanson Slough north of Harkins Slough Road on Area C within the City of Watsonville. 

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

Raas and Associates (June 1992). 
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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 
evidence 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 ofthe·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 thatredelineation--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. 

82 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 PVUSD Third High School FEIR (9/98). 
85 Land Use Plan Policy II.D.2; also relevant are LUP Policies II.D.3 (mirroring Coastal Act Section 30240(b)) and II.D.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 caimot 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 comer 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, Cal trans 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 of the 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 
1 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) the 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 1 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 allowabl~ 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 
co1;1taminants 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: fain 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 of the 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 amrnonia.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 
(litter, 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 fmger 
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, et cetera. 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 dJ,Iring 
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 
inconsistent 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, etcetera 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 1 00 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 uniql;le 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 on&ite storm water 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 rate of storrnwater 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 1 00 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 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. 

Both CDFG and USFWS have indicated that the 100 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 Qj the upland habitat slope oft he 
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 of Fish 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 and to ensure that the impacts to these sensitive habitat areas from the development of the high 
school are adequately mitigated. 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 art:!a needs to be designed so as 
not to adversely impact the habitat areas. Thus, the full package of mitigation for the impacts on the 
slough resources includes providing for restoration of the upper finger of Hanson Slough, and the 
rehabilitation of the upland habitat adjacent to Hanson and West Branch Struve Sloughs. Altogether, this 
component of the mitigation would result in the restoration of approximately 3 acres of wetland and 
rehabilitation of approximately 37 acres of upland habitat through the removal of invasives and native 
replanting. Other components of the mitigation include ensuring that mitigations identified in the EIR 
for the project are appropriately incorporated into any finally approved project and that an environmental 
stewardship program will be added to the 11ew school's curriculum to educate students on the values of 
wetlands and other sensitive habitat resources. 

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 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



• 

• 

• 

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

Page 136 

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 
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 
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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 
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 ~esources. 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 
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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 
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 accommQdate 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 

98 See other findings; suggested modifications begin on page 168. 
99 See Agriculture finding beginning on page 74 . 
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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. 

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 defme 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 100 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). 
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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 
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 runoff that 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; 
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• 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; 

• 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 BMPs are permanently operated and maintained. 

See modifications 2.A.3, 2.B.4, 3.A.2, 3.B.2, 3.B.3, 3.B.4, 9.A.l, 9.A.2, 9.B.l, and 9.B.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 habitat 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.B.l, 2.B.2, 2.B.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.B.4), landscaping consistent with habitat 
requirements (see modifications 4.B.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.B.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.B.l). Likewise, specific BMP provisions must be 
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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. 

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 3000l(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 if$ setting . 
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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 natural landforms along blufft and cliffs. 

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 II.B 
and IP Section 9-5.705(f)(3). These policies apply to all of the City's coastal zone. 

LUP Policy /LB. Coastal Visual Resources. 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 surrounding area, and where foasible to restore and enhance 
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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. 

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 Yz 
stories/3 0 feet. 

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

Policy IL C.3.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 
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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. 

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 1 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 transition 
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 

100· PVUSD proposed third high school FEIR. 
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grazing provides a distinguishing transition from urban to rural/and 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. 

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 
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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 
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 Chills. 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 me~sure 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 ~UP'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 lo((ation 
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 

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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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 
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 3 0251 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 1, 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, if the more intensified use of the site allowed by the proposed amendment is to occur, the result will 
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 

103 See Section 5.15 ofPVUSD proposed third high school FEIR . 
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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. 
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 undeveloped 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 inducemen! 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 
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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. 
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 m9st 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 
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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. 

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 
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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 
slopes, and reducing water quality runoff issues (see also ESHA findings). Modifications 4.A 1 and 
4.A.2 provide for such a development envelope for Area C; modification 8.A 1 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 10 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 17 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 1 and 
4.A.2 provide for such clustering and building envelops for Area C. 

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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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 
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). 
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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 "2~ stories/30 feet" for Area C. It is not clear from this notation if 
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 2~ 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 hill 
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) . 
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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 
require the PVUSD to undergo are-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; and 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 the 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. 
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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 
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) Afinimize risks to life and property in areas ofhigh geologic, flood, andfire 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 11A.5 Development shall not expose people or propertyto 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 . 
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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 
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 proximity 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 Department 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 
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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 1 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 ... [t1he Department does 
object to purchase of [the subject site 1 for school purposes. 

Thus, the State Department of Education wrote to the School District that the subject site would not be 
approvable. 

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 C is 
"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 1992 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 
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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 
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 carinot be 
assessed without a quantitative slope failure analysis. Such an analysis should be based on geotechnical 
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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 
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 . 

The "geology" section of the revised EIR draws heavily on the Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation 
conducted by Steven Raas and Associates in 1992. This investigation was based on a general 
topographic evaluation of the site, four six-inch borings ranging from 45.5 to 51.5 feet in depth, and 
limited laboratory analyses including Atterburg limits tests, consolidation tests, and expansion pressure 
tests. A brief discussion of the seismicity of the region was undertaken by Weber and Associates at that 
time as well. These reports are clearly inadequate for a full site characterization and evaluation of the 
suitability of the site for the construction of a school in view of potential geologic hazards. Quoting 
directly from the Raas and Associates report, "If the site is chosen as the site for the new hospital [sic], a 
comprehensive geologic and geotechnical engineering investigation will have to be undertaken. This 
investigation should consist of a complete report on the seismicity and geology of the site, additional test 
borings, laboratory work, and analyses." The proposed LCP amendment does not include any 
requirement to ensure site stability consistent with Coastal Act Section 30253 in light of the public 
school use proposed. This is not consistent with Coastal Act requirements. 

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 . 
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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 
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 

107 Department of Education letter, Oct. 26, 1999. 
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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 
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.A.2). 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 of the coastal permit approval. 

Staff research on the previous airport safety determination raises an important question about how much 
of Area Cis appropriate for a public school use in light of its proximity to the Watsonville Airport. This 
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question is important to the Commission's Coastal Act findings because, in response to the staff 
recommendation, the PVUSD has indicated that a development envelope that extends north of its 
proposed Area F, as is recommended by staff, would raise concerns about airport safety and that this 
siting option is therefore precluded. Essentially, PVUSD has argued that airport safety concerns create 
unavoidable conflicts with protections required by the Coastal Act, particularly the protection of Hanson 
Slough wetland resources. 

At bottom, there is insufficient information to evaluate the PVUSD argument. This is because there are 
at least three fundamental problems with the airport safety evaluation done by the Department of 
Transportation in 1992 and reaffirmed in 1997. First, the administrative record for this evaluation is 
missing (see Exhibit J for all kno'Wn documentation), and thus there is very little analytic support for the 
conclusion that the site evaluated in 1992/97 is safe for a public school, let alone for a specific 
geographic line on Area C above which a public school would not be safe. 

Second and related, the site evaluated in 1992/97 is smaller than the school site area currently being 
pursued by the PVUSD. It is also considerably smaller than the staff recommended development 
envelope for Area C which, if adopted by the Commission, will be a changed circumstance since the 
prior safety evaluation. Indeed, staff has reconfirmed with the Department of Aeronautics that the 
proposed school site identified by the School District in 1992 and evaluated in 1992/97 for safety is the 
only part of Area C that was approved for a school use by that office. As stated by the Aeronautics 
Program: 

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 {Staff Report Exhibit J, p. 1) 

The map originally provided by PVUSD to the Department of Education for evaluation is attached to the 
staff report on page 7 of Exhibit J (site 6). Figure 16 shows the relationship of this area to the proposed 
Area F. As shown, this evaluated site contains only approximately 23 acres - well short of the stated 
acreage need of the PVUSD. The overlay of this site approved in 1992 on the High School site plan now 
proposed by PVUSD clearly does not encompass all of the area allotted to the current design of the High 
School (see_Figure 16). Thus, not only is it not clear that going further north on Area Cis precluded, it is 
also not clear that the currently proposed PVUSD school development envelope is safe for a public 
school. -

Finally, in addition to the changed circumstance of the currently proposed school development envelope, 
there may be other changed circinnstances since the 1992/97 evaluation that would change the 
determination of the Department of Education with respect to how much of Area C is appropriate for a 
public school. These include new regulations applicable to determinations of siting safety near airports, . 
changes in the current and projected level of airport activity, type of aircraft, et cetera, as well as a 
proposal to extend the primary Watsonville Air:Port runway 800 feet. Aqcording to Caltrans Aeronautics 
evaluation staff, the runway extension could, in fact, make more of Area C viable in terms of airport 
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Figure 16: Division of Aeronautics Site Evaluation Area 
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safety, depending on other factors that would typically be evaluated. In the alternative, a new review in 
light of changed circumstances could also determine that some or all of Area C is no longer safe for a 
public school. 

Under State law (Education Code § 17215 - see Exhibit P), the State Department of Education is the 
only authority that can require a new Aeronautics safety evaluation in light of the changed circumstance 
of the currently proposed school design. Therefore, the current modification requiring a Department of 
Transportation Aeronautics Program evaluation must be amended. However, given the fundamental 
deficiencies of the currently available Aeronautics review, and the fact that these deficiencies raise direct 
conflicts with both the wetland resource protection and hazard avoidance policies of the Coastal Act, the 
Commission can require that the PVUSD request, prior to the processing of a coastal development 
permit pursuant to the amended local coastal program, that the Department of Education reevaluate the 
safety of any portion of Area C that PVUSD intends to use for future school development. By statute, 
such a review must occur within 30 working days of the request, which is not an unreasonable delay for 
such an important site analysis question (see Exhibit P). 

In requiring such a reevaluation by the Department of Education, the Commission will be providing for 
better specification of the actual site constraints for development on Area C. This is critical inasmuch as 
PVUSD's current proposed site plan is inconsistent with the recommended development envelope for 
Area C (see Figure 17). The Commission will also be ensuring that new development does not occur In 
hazardous areas, consistent with Section 30253 of the Coastal Act. Thus, it is entirely appropriate for the 
Commission to require a performance standard in the City of Watsonville LCP that the PVUSD be 
required to provide evidence that a new safety evaluation based on a current site plan and taking into 
account other changed circumstances, has been performed. In sum, the Commission is asking that a new 
evaluation and determination by the Department of Education, in consultation with the Department of 
Transportation Aeronautics Program, be provided that answers the question: In light of all currently 
applicable facts and circumstances, can a school be sited on Area C, and if so what portion of Area C, 
that is safe and consistent with the need for a good learning environment? 

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 
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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 
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 staffs 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 fmd 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 . 
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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 
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 of the 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 thefindings 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 . 
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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 
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 effects 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 to 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 effects 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 !!itrikethrgl:1g1::J. text is text to be deleted from the LCP. 

LCP Framing Modifications 

Mod 1. Retain Existing Configuration of Area C 
Retain existing Area Cas 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 1. 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 StaffReport 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 wi:Ji~h, w~liJ:il that have been adopted by the City Council and certified by the California 

California Coastal Commission 
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Coastal Commission, will ,;g~tnJI ffqrJ to ensure carefully planned development, consistent with 
coastal resource protection, of lands lying within the .fo.;.t6. six areas where the Watsonville city limits 
overlap the Coastal Zone, QS dfljii'JrJd 9y St6Jtf# /Qw. (See Figure .. 1) These pgfifly st6JtrJ~fii'Jts policies 
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) wU.l. consist~ of this LUP plus the "PJ»'gpri6JtrJ zoning 
6JRI'Ifi!Qd~rJI4ts 6JI'Jd 6JII'J}' gthfir impl(jmrJ!Qtii'Jf! ordinances and zoning maps contained in the adopted 
Local ·Coastal Program Implementation Plan (IP). W/q(jli'J 6JdgpttJd, tThe LCP will bi€(:)~111 !:§_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. L FP li6J~<'~ b11 flrJrtifirJd s11p6Jr6Jtll0' ~;_,. 

#ill fi.t6Jtll, ~"~~ tll11 L UP is t:lllrtijilld, thrJ City ~"Y 6Jdgpt prg~:11dlwlls tg gr6J!Qt CfJQSt6Jl .QfivrJ/gpmrJrqt 
PrJrJ$lits for drJl 11llgpmfmt ii'J tl:sll CgQStQ/ zgli'J(j t:Q~<'~sist(l~f with th(j L UP. * (UJ:Jtil t/:s(j L UP is erJrtifilid, 
sm:h p(jr~its {]QIQ g74!y bll grW4tlld l;y thll C6Jlif<;Jr!Qi6J Cg6Jst6Jl Cg~~issigJ:i,) '[fqg rll~6JiJ:idllr ~r th« 
LCP, egJ:isistili'Jf! Q.j i~plrJ~«74ti;q,g grfiil'i6JJ:it:fis, e6J14 tl'ill74 bll prtlp6Jr«d, 6Jdgpt«d by tli(j City 6JI'Jd 
sHlJmift(jdfi:w St6Jt« IW(lrtijifl6Jtigi'J, 

Relationship to the California Coastal Act of 1976 
114 gr{,j(jr tg /}(I lifJ..rtifiid 9y t/:s;; ~~~ tThis L UP must IJfl has been found by the Cal(fornia Coastal 
Commission to be consistent with the Coastal Act and ~ust {;};; 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 few 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 III ("Policies Affecting Specific Areas") as follows: 

AREAR 

California Coastal Commission 
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R.l Permitted Uses 

Transportation (Existing), Agriculture, Wetlands 

R. 2 Conditional Uses 

a. Transportation (Expansion) 

b. Utilities 

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 {Or any roads, offramps, 
or overpasses within this district (e.g., Rampart Road, Airport Boulevard o.fframp, Main 

· Street, Harkins Slough Road overpass) shall be prohibited unless all of the .following have 
occurred: 

(i) A trqffic study has been completed by a qualified transportation engineer demonstrating 

• 

that there exists a severe congestion problem inland a/Highway One (i.e., level of 
ServiceD at peak periods) that cannot be solved by other.foasible means (including but • 
not limited to modifying trqfjic 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 
o,fframp improvements only; and 

(iii) There is a current City o,[ Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g., a 
memorandum of understanding) that provides that, except for the "Green Farm" parcel 
(Santa Cruz Tax Assessor's Parcel Number 052-271-04), the City will not pursue any 
additional annexations to the City west of Highway One, nor support any annexations to 
the city from third parties in that geographic area, unless both of the following findings 
can be made: 

i. The land to be annexed is not designated Viable Agricultural Land Within the Coastal 
Zone (Type 3) by the Santa Cruz County General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land 
Use Plan, or the land to be annexed has been re-designated from Viable Agricultural 
Land Within the Coastal Zone to a different land use designation by the County of 
Santa Cruz through a Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan amendment and 
rezoning; and 

ii. The land is not Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, (including wetlands) as defined in 
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Title 16, Section 16.32 of the County's LCP or in Sections 30107.5 or 30121 of the 
Coastal Act. 

In the event that a third party annexation west of Highway One is approved inconsistent 
with (i) or (ii) above, the City will limit zoning of the incorporated land to that zoning 
most equivalent to the County's agriculture or open space designation; and prohibit (a) 
the extension of urban services to this land, and (b) any subdivisions of the annexed land 
except those required for agricultural/ease purposes. 

(c) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be protected against any signfficant 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 shall 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. 

(d) Except for the ESHA east of the farm 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 qual(fied 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 their 
required buffers. Adequate screening (through plantings, soil berms, and/or solid wood 
fences) located outside o,{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: 

California Coastal Commission 
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The CZ District shall be subdivided intofivfl (5) six (6) areas identified in the official Coastal Land 
Use Plan for 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"): 

(f) 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. 

(2) New off-ramps from Highway One and/or additional road capacity for any roads, offramps, 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:· 
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(a) A traffic study has been completed by a qualified transportation engineer demonstrating 
that there exists a severe congestion problem inland a,[ Highway One (i.e., level of ServiceD 
at peak periods) that cannot be solved by other feasible means (including but not limited to 
modifying traffic signal timing and alternative transportation measures) other than the new 
off-ramp 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 of Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g, a 
memorandum of understanding) that provides that, except for the "Green Farm" parcel 
(Santa Cruz Tax Assessor's Parcel Number 052-271-04), the City will not pursue any 
additional annexations to the City west ofHighway One, nor support any annexations to the 
city from third parties in that geographic area, unless both of the following findings can be 
made: 

i. The land to be annexed is not designated Viable Agricultural Land Within the Coastal 
Zone (Type 3) by the Santa Cruz County General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan, or the land to be annexed has been re-designatedfrom Viable Agricultural Land 
Within the Coastal Zone to a d~fferent land use designation by the County of Santa Cruz 
through a Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan amendment and rezoning; and 

ii. The land is not Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, (including wetlands) as defined in 
Title 16, Section 16.32 ofthe County's LCP or in Sections 30107.5 or.30121 ofthe 
Coastal Act. 

In the event that a third party annex.ation west of Highway One is approved inconsistent 
with (i) or (ii) above, the City will limit zoning of the incorporated land to that zoning most 
equivalent to the County's agriculture or open space designation; and prohibit (a) the 
extension of urban services to this land, and (b) any subdivisions o[the annexed land except 
those required for agricultural/ease purposes . 

. (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 acijacent 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 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 feet .from any environmentally sensitive habitat area. Appropriate native trees, 

California Coastal Commission 
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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. Acijacent 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 
buffers. Adequate screening (through plantings, soil berms, and/or solid wood .fonces) located 
outside of the environmentally sensitive habitat areas and their buffers shall be required to limit 
degradation of habitat and b11ffer 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 b11ffers 
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)("All Zones, A through E- Performance Standards") as follows: 

(f) All Zones, A through .E 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 M~difications 

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: (1) 
the minimum size necessary to serve the permitted development; and (2) provided by only one City 
sewer and water line under Highway One north o[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) unless all of 
the following occur: (a) Cal trans will not allow the placement of a utility line to be installed in the 
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Cal trans right of way within the City limits; (b) the City makes a .finding that there is a one foot non­
access strip surrounding any pipelines through County land which prohibits any tie-ins to the lines 
and which is dedicated to a non-profit agency; (c) the City makes a .finding that any pipelines 
through County lands are located inland of the Santa Cruz County Utility Prohibition Overlay 
District adopted pursuant to the MOU required by City o[Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99; (d) the 
utility line(s) through the County is (are) found consistent with the County local coastal program 
and have received an appealable County coastal permit; and (e) the connecting lines within the City 
limits comply with all other applicable provisions of this ordinance; and (B) the proposed facility 
could not be located rn 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: (1) 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) unless all of the following occur: (a) Caltrans will not allow the placement of a utility line 
to be installed in the Caltrans right of way within the City limits; (b) the City makes a .finding that 
there is a one foot non-access strip surrounding any pipelines through County land which prohibits 
any tie-ins to the lines and which is dedicated to a non-profit agency; (c) the City makes a .finding 
that any pipelines through County lands are located inland of the Santa Cruz County Utility 
Prohibition Overlay District adopted pursuant to the MOU required by City of Watsonville LCP 
Amendment 1-99; (d) the utility line(s) through the County is (are) found consistent with the County 
local coastal program and have received an appealable County coastal permit; and (e) the 
connecting lines within the City limits comply with all other applicable provisions ofthis ordinance; 
and (3) applied for as spec(fied in Section 9-5. 705(/)(10); 

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 
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 . 

California Coastal Commission 



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

Page 176 

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, with buffers and setbacks as modified by Figure 18 of this staff report 
(including delineation of a "Public School Restricted Use Area" within the required agricultural 
setback area along the perimeter of Area C). 

(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; after January 1, 2010, public schools are not a 
conditional use unless they are already 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 runoffs and from loud noise or vehicular traffic. Peat harvesting is permitted 
within such areas, provided such activity does not signfficantly 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/Or all 
such buffer areas. Land in environmentally sensitive habitat areas must be excluded from 
calculation oflgt .siJg Jf+Jr 111u~b~~r fJ:!ftll4its density and allowable impervious surface area. 

b. Alf111i~u~ 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 spec~fic plan pursuant to Policj Ill C.3.n 

c. Minimum Lot for Conditional Industrial Use: 15 'l~r" 20,000 sq. ft; pursuant to a specific 
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Figure 15: Recommended LUP Figure 2 Area C Replacement 

*As modified by Figure 18 
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Figure 18: Agricultural Setback as Revised by Commission 
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n. Area C is designated as a Special Study Area where development is subject to a Specific 
Plan, unless that development is: (1) one residence per existing parcel,· or (2) a public 
school. All other development, subdivision, and/or lot line adjustment is subject to a Spec~fic 
Plan. The Specific Plan shall: define all development areas for Area C; provide 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 LUP Policy C.3.q and IP Section 
9-5. 705(c)(l); provide permanent measures to protect areas within agricultural and 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and buffers; and ensure that all Local Coastal 
Program policies will be met. At a minimum, the Spec?fic Plan shall: 

(1) Allow for non agricultural development only on the parcel(s) or portion(s) o[parcel(s) 
.f!>und infeasible f!>r continued or renewed agricultural use under L UP policy III C. 4 and 
IP Section 9-5. 705(c)4 and only within the development envelope shown on LUP Figure 
2; 

(2) Not allow any subdivision or other adjustment ofparcel 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; 

(3) Allow f!>r l'esubdivision of existing parcels which is encouraged to better meet LCP 
objectives for Area C; 

(4) Comply with all standards for development of Area C; and 

(5) The Specific Plan shall also:. 

(a) Delineate a maximum building envelope of 8 acres within the development envelope 
shown on LUP Figure 2 that is f!>und infeasible .f!>r continued or renewed 
agricultural use; 

(b) 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; 

(c) Allow .f!>r subdivision for residential purposes resulting in lots as small as one acre 
(minimum size.for septic systems), provided that there is a maximum o[l5 residences 
permitted; and; 

(d) Allow .f!>r portions of 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 bu,ffer; · 

o. ff 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 
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f!asible and corroborating evidence shows it to be the least environmentally damaging 
alternative. ff 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 for .flood protection and habitat connectivity 
between the West Branch of Struve Slough on Area C and the California Department ofFish 
and Game Reserve, unless an alternative that is environmentally equivalentor superior to a 
bridge is identified. The City shall also recommend against anyfill of any portion ofthe West 
Branch of Struve Slough except for incidental public services. 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 shall 
be limited to the minimum necessary to meet safoty requirements and shall incorporate 
design features that ·limit the height and lumination of the lighting to the greatest extent 
foasible; provide shielding and reflectors to minimize on-site and off-site light spill and glare 
to the greatest extent feasible; avoid any direct lumination of sensitive habitat areas; and, 
incorporate timing devices to ensure that the roadway is illuminated only during those hours 
necessary for school functions and neverfor an all night period 

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 IILC.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 qfany development shall be 30 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 
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a biologist. Other non-agricultural use may be permitted only if:_jj)_ 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; or (2) if agricultural use on the site (or the 
part ofthe site proposed for non-agricultural use) has ceased, then non-agricultural use may be 
permitted only if renewed agricultural use is not feasible. An exception to making this .finding 
(in the preceding sentence) may only be made to allow a public school (subject to LUP Policy 
111C.2.c). Non-agricultural development within Area C shall not be allowed unless a Specific 
Plan (see LUP Policy Ill C. 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. At a minimum, a 200 foot, permanently protected 
(i.e., by easement or dedication) agricultural buffer (located on the portion o.fproperty devoted 
to non-agricultural uses) that incorporates vegetative or other physical barriers, shall be . 
required to minimize potential land use conflicts. Limited public school parking only shall be 
allowed within the "Public School Restricted Use Area" portion of the 200:foot agricultural 
buffer on the perimeter of Area C as shown on LUP Figure 2; buildings and any other 
development shall be prohibited in this area . 

C.5 Criteria/or an Increase in Impervious Surface Coverage and Development on Slopes 

An increase in impervious surface coverage (up to 18 acres of that portion of 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 l/1C.2.c) only ff (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: 

(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 nofeasible alternative location; 

(3) The siting clusters the school as much as possible to leave as much of the non-habitat 
part ofthe site available fOr continued agriculture, open space or habitat restoration; 

(4) Airport Safety . 
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(a) The PVUSD has, prior to submitting an application for a coastal development 
permit but after March 16, 2000, given written notice to the State Department of 
Education pursuant to California Education Code section 17215, to request an 
airport sq{ety and noise evaluation of any portion qf Area C proposed for 
development. This notice shall request that this evaluation take into account changed 
circumstances since the 1992/97 Caltrans Aeronautics review, including but not 
limited to the following: 

1) The public school development envelope approved by City of Watsonville LCP 
Amendment 1-99. 

2) Relevant factors listed in the revised Office of Airport Procedures of the 
Aeronautics Program, dated December 16, 1998 (e.g., .flight activity, type of 
aircrafi, proposed operation changes, etc.). 

3) The proposed runway extension,· and 

(b) The City has received Department of Education documentation, pursuant to section 
(a) above, indicating which portions of Area C .are safe for public school 
development with respect to potential airport safety concerns; and 

• 

(5) The design is evocative qf and designed to be compatible with, the rural agricultural ..• 
character ofthe 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.for 
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 
away from windows which are visible [rom 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 o[Policy C.3.a. above and that shall provide.for the restoration of all b71ffer 
areas (from environmentally sensitive habitat areas and agriculture). The plan shall be 
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submitted and approved by the City prior to issuance of the coastal development permit. 
The Applicant shall post a bond with the City of sufficient 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 runoff shall be captured and filtered to remove typical runo.f[pollutants. Runoff 
/!_om all surfaces subject to vehicular trqffic shall be filtered through an engineered 
filtration system specffically 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 not incorporated into the building envelope for a public school shall 
be used only.for agricultural purposes, open space, or habitat restoration, with the 200 
foot buffer from the school and the fields acijusted accordingly. I[ the land is purchased 
by a school district, the district must present a binding agreement to offer the excess 
land for agricultural, open space, or habitat restoration use. An agreement to offer land 
[or agricultural use must be made 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 farmers, 
![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; 

(I 0) Any special event not associated with instructional programs and/or athletic events at 
the school that exceeds the maximum permitted student and employee capacity of the 
school, and/or that may adversely affictadjacent habitat areas, shall require a coastal 
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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 ff 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 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; 

(12) All mitigation measures that are identified in any .final environmental document(s) 
cert{fiedfor 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; and 

(13) Prior to the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a.full 
geotechnical investigation consisting, at a minimum, ofthe.following: 

(a) Stff!icient borings to fully characterize the soil conditions underlying all of the 
principal structures to be constructed. 

(b) Quantitative demonstration of bearing capacity ofthe soils. 

(c) Quantitative evaluation of lateral pressures to be expected due to the expansive 
nature ofthe soils at the site. 

(d) A seismic analysis consisting qf the determination of the maximum credible 
earthquake at the site, corresponding maximum ground acceleration, and an 
estimate ofthe maximum duration ofground shaking. 

(e) Evaluation of the potential for undiscovered potentially active fault strands crossing 
the site. 

(f) Quantitative analysis ofslope stability {or all natural and artificial slopes to be built 
for both static loads and .for accelerations expected for the maximum credible 
earthquake at the site. Geotechnical parameters used in these calculations should be 
obtained from laboratory analyses of undisturbed samples collected at the site. In 
the case offill slopes, geotechnical parameters may be estimated.fi:om fill materials 
similar to anticipated material to be used at the site. 

(g) Evaluation of shallow groundwater conditions occurring naturally at the site, and 
anticipated changes that will occur as a result of grading. In particular, the 
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potential accumulation of perched ground water at the contact between artificial 
fills and clay-rich natural soils should be addressed. 

(h) Demonstration that the planned drainage and detention system will be sufficient to 
prevent accumulation of perched ground water at the base of fills during, at a 
minimum, a 1 00-year storm event. Demonstration that peak runoff during such an 
event will be reduced to allowable levels before being discharged to the natural 
watersheds downstream of the site. 

(i) Evaluation of potential for liquefaction of natural soils and of artificial fills. In 
particular, the potential for liquefaction of artificial fills due to the presence of 
perched groundwater at the base offills should be addressed. 

(j) All foundations and structures must be constructed to conform to the California 
Building Code using design parameters which take into account ground shaking 
expected in the maximum credible earthquake for the site. Special attention should 
be paid to possible misalignment of foundation supports brought about by the 
expansive soils at the site. 

(14) The high school shall develop a refuse containment and maintenance program that 
includes at least the following components: fully enclosed or animal-proof garbage 
containers; spec(jically designated eating areas; and provisions built into maintenance 
contracts requiring that all eating areas anywhere on campus be swept clean on a daily 
basis. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Area C contains two wetlands, as defined by the Coastal Commission, 
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 arej;l 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 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 and to 
avoid erosion problems due to channelization of runoff Utility systems are encouraged not to 
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be extended along the Lee Road from Area C in order to avoid growth-including impacts on the 
west side of the road. (f.he east side is within the State Wildlife Conservation Board 
acquisition.) Any public school development (suqject to LUP Policy IllC.2.c) will likewise be 
clustered on the gently sloping terrace area at the center of Area C where it can best b~ hidden 
.ftom 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 

DLU OJ 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 o[the IP district shall not supercede any o[these Coastal zone regulations. 

(2) Modify IP Section 9-5.705(c) (''Zone C- Performance Standards") as follows: 

(1) Minimum Lot Area and Dimensions 

Area per housing unit (density) 

Lot area per housing unit 

Area for industrial use 

Frontage 

5acres 

1 acre (see Section 9-5. 705(c)(4)(h)) 

15 ""g.s 20,000 sq. ft. 

JJIJ 100 feet 

Any development on Area C, other than habitat restoration activities, shall be confined to the 
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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: s.fJ 1 OOfeet 

20feet 

5feet 

20feet 

Wetland or Transitional Zone: 100 feet 

Hanson Slough: top of slope at the edge of the development envelop depicted on Land Use Plan 
Figure 2 

West Branch a,[ Struve Slough: top a,[ slope 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 a maximum total of 18 acres 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. The number of parking spaces shall be based upon Watsonville 
Municipal Code requirements .for off-street parking as of March 16, 2000. For a public school, 
this means: 

(a) Elementary or junior high school: 1 parking space per employee, plus 20 public parking 
spaces; 

(b) High School: 1 parking space per employee, plus 1 parking space per 7 student classroom 
seats. 

(c) College or University: 1 parking space per 3 student classroom seats. 

Height: 2Va st€Jriflsl30 feet as measured from finished grade, subject to Section 9-5. 705(/)(3). 
However, up to two buildings may exceed the 30 foot limit so long as each building has a 
maximum height of 3 7fi?et, is a public school facility, and does not exceed 18, 000 square feet. 

[exclude wetland, riparian habitat, and other environmentally sensitive habitat areas from gross 
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parcel acreage for purposes of calculating maximum impervious surface coverage] 

(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 land 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 
Agricultural Viability Report must beM prepared and must have concluded w~i"~ i1Qdi""t~s 
that:.JJ.l continued agricultural use is demonstrated to be infeasible pursuant to Section 9-
5.815; or (2) 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 if renewed 
agricultural use is demonstrated to be infeasible pursuant to Section 9-5.815. An exception to 
making this finding (in the preceding sentence) may only 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 of the building 
envelope pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(c)(1); 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, including, but not limited to maintenance of a 200 foot agricultural buffer consistent 
with Section 9-5. 705(/)(6). Limited public school parking only shall be allowed within the 
"Public School Restricted Use Area" portion of the 200-foot agricultural buffer on the 
perimeter of Area Cas shown on LUP Figure 2; buildings and any other development shall 
be prohibited in this area. 

(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 activity that alters drainage patterns to the portion of Hanson Slough at the 
southwestern corner of Area C shall provide for restoration of this portion of Hanson Slough 
to a functional wetland; this shall be provided for in a Biological Restoration Plan (Section 
9-5. 705(/)(4)). All environmentally sensitive habitat areas shall be buffered There is one 
ESHA and at least 3 ESHA btfffer areas on Area C as depicted on Land Use Plan Figure 2; 
the following ESHA and buffering requirements shall be provided for by the Biological 
Restoration Plan (Section 9-5. 705(/)(4)) as follows: 
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(1) For the ESHA area located between the top of slope at the edge of the development 
envelop depicted on Land Use Plan Figure 2 and the West Branch <:?f Struve Slough: 
Within this ESHA, invasive exotics shall be removed and appropriate native grasses (e.g., 
from a native plant palette recommended by the Cal{fornia Department of 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, 
preferably, shall be removed and revegetated. No other uses shall be allowed in this area 
with the exception qf one area q[ 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 of slope at the edge q[ 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 by the California Department q[Fish and Game) shall be planted. Passive 
recreation (such as a pedestrian trail), supervised education and active wetland 
restoration and research activities are allowed in this bf1ffer; 

{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 Cal{fornia 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 
of 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 
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and October) on tf~g Jgt{s) i;rq f!JHistig;rq all of Area C before approval of any development. The 
report of such field investigation shall be forwarded to the California Department of Fish 
and Game for evaluation o[the report's analysis and conclusion(s). If any portion of the site 
is confirmed by the Department of Fish and Game to be endangered plant habitat, such area 
shall be treated as environmentally sensitive habitat to which the Local Coastal Program 
environmentally sensitive habitat policies apply g;rqd prgtg-.tgd jrg114 sig~ijir;g;rqt 

disruptig~;.,.,.,.:.:. 

(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 iQ/J. 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 

• 

and enhance bird roosting and nesting. Adjacent to running water, native riparian species • 
are appropriate. In other areas (lJ""/yptlls gr native upland species are appropriate. 

(h) 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 o[the 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; 
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(5) They shall incorporate dedication of a one-foot or greater non-access easement 
surrounding the outer boundary o.fthe parcel(s) on which the development to be served 
by the utility(ies) will occur. The extensions of sewer service and potable water shall be 
prohibited across the non-access easement and the 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) 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 except that two lines may be pursued if the 
requirements of subsection (9) below are met. In such case, no more than two sewer lines 
shall cross Highway One. If a sewer line is extended.for a public school along Harkins 
Slough Road, such line shall be no greater than a six inch force main and shall enter the 
school site as near to Highway One as possible; 

(7) There is a current City of Watsonville-adopted, legally-binding instrument (e.g., a 
memorandum o,funderstanding) that provides that, except.for the "Green Farm" parcel 
(Santa Cruz Tax Assessor's Parcel Number 052-271-04), the City will not pursue any 
additional annexations to the City west of Highway One, nor support any annexations to 
the cityfrom third parties in that geographic area, unless both of the following findings. 
can be made: 

i. The land to be annexed is not designated Viable Agricultural Land Within the Coastal 
Zone (Type 3) by the Santa Cruz County General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land 
Use Plan, or the land to be annexed has been re-designated from Viable Agricultural 
Land Within the Coastal Zone to a different land use designation by the County of 
Santa Cruz through a Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan amendment and 
rezoning; and 

ii. The land is not Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, (including wetlands) as defined in 
Title 16, Section 16.32 ofthe County's LCP or in Sections 30107.5 or 30121 ofthe 
Coastal Act. 

In the event that a third party annexation west of Highway One is approved·inconsistent 
with (i) or (ii) above, the City will limit zoning of the incorporated land to that zoning 
most equivalent to the County's agriculture or open space designation; and prohibit (a) 
the extension of urban services to this land, and (b) any subdivisions o.f the annexed land 
except those required for agricultural/ease purposes; 

(8) Adequate capacity is available to serve the site; for water, the result shall not be a 
worsening ofthe groundwater overdrqft situation; and 
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(9) They must be placed within the City of Watsonville City Limits, unless all of the following 
occur: (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 pipeline through County land which prohibits any tie-ins to the line 
and which is dedicated to a non-profit agency; (3) the City makes a .finding that any 
pipelines through County lands are located inland of the Santa Cruz County Utility 
Prohibition Overlay District adopted pursuant to the MOU required by City of 
Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99; (4) the line(s) through the County is (are) found 
consistent with the County local coastal program and have received an appealable 
County coastal permit; and (5) the connecting lines within the City limits comply with all 
other applicable provisions ofthis ordinance. 

(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. 

(k) All development visible from Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads shall be 
sensitively designed and subordinate to preservation of the public views he d. All development 
shall be designed to be compatible with the rural agricultural character qf the surrounding 
rolling hill landscape (See also Section 9-5. 705(/)(3)). 

(l) ff 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 for flood protection and habitat connectivity 
between the West Branch of Struve Slough on Area C and the Calffornia Department of Fish 
and Game Reserve, unless an alternative that is environmentally equivalent or superior to a 
bridge is identified. The City shall also recommend against any fill of any portion of the West 
Branch q[ Struve Slough except for incidental public services. 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 necessa7 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 shall 
be limited to the minimum necessa7 to meet safety requirements and shall incorporate 
design features that limit the height and lumination of the lighting to the greatest extent 
.ftasible; provide shielding and re.flectors to minimize on-site and off-site light spill and glare 
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to the greatest extent feasible; avoid any direct lumination of sensitive habitat areas; and, 
incorporate timing devices to ensure that the roadway is illuminated only during those hours 
necessary for school functions and never for an all night period. 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. Runoff.[rom 
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 Area where development is subject to a Specific 
Plan, unless that development is: (1) one residence per existing parcel; or (2) a public 
school. All other development, subdivision, and/or lot line adjustment is subject to a Specific 
Plan. The Specific Plan shall: define all development areas for Area C; provide permanent 
measures to protect areas within Area C outside o[the development envelope shown on LUP 
Figure 2 and outside ofthe building envelope pursuant to LUP Policy C.3.q and IP Section 
9-5. 705(c)(l); provide permanent measures to protect areas within agricultural and 
environmentally· sensitive habitat areas and buffers; and ensure that all Local Coastal 
Program policies will be met. At a minimum, the Specific Plan shall: 

(1) Allow for non agricultural development only on the parcel(s) or portion(s) of parcel(s) 
found infeasible for continued or renewed agricultural use under LUP policy IIIC.4 and 
IP Section 9-5. 705(c)4 and only within the development envelope shown on LUP Figure 
2; 

(2) Not allow any subdivision or other adjustment of 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; 

(3) Allow for resubdivision of existing parcels which is encouraged to better meet LCP 
objectives for Area C; 

(4) Comply with all standards for development of Area C; and 

(5) The Specific Plan shall also: 

(a) Delineate a maximum building envelope of 8 acres within the development envelope 
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shown on LUP Figure 2 that is found infeasible for continued or renewed 
agricultural use; 

(b) 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; 

(c) Allow .for 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; and; 

(d) Allow for portions of 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 buffer; 

(4) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(c)(5) 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 of 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/or a public school (subject 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/Or a public school: 

a. Required Findings: 

(I) 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 qfthe site available .for continued agriculture, open space or habitat restoration; 

(4) Airport Safety. 

(a) The PVUSD has, prior to submitting an application for a coastal development 
permit but qfter March 16, 2000, given written notice to the State Department of 
Education pursuant to California Education Code section 17215, to request an 
airport safety and noise evaluation of any portion of Area C proposed [or 

California Coastal Commission 

• 



• 

• 

• 

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

Page 196 

development. This notice shall request that this evaluation take into account changed 
circumstances since the 1992197 Caltrans Aeronautics review, including but not 
limited to the following: 

1) The public school development envelope approved by City of Watsonville LCP 
Amendment 1-99. 

2) Relevant {actors listed in the revised Office of Airport Procedures of the 
Aeronautics Program, dated December 16, 1998 (e.g., flight activity, type of 
aircrqft, proposed operation changes, etc.). 

3) The proposed runway extension; and 

(b) The City has received Department o,[Education documentation, pursuant to section 
(a) above, indicating which portions of Area · C are safe for public school 
development with respect to potential airport safoty concerns; and 

(5) The design is evocative o.£ and designed to be compatible with, the rural agricultural 
character o[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 for 
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 
qual {fled wetland biologist and hydrologist that incorporates, at a minimum, all of the 
provisions of Section 9-5. 705(c)(4}(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 of the coastal development 
permit. The Applicant shall post a bond with the City of sufficient amount to provide .for 
all environmental enhancements and all mitigation measures that are identified in any 
jj_nal environmental document(s) certified for the project; 
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(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 runof[pollutants. Runoff 
from all surfaces subject to vehicular traffic shall be .filtered through an engineered 
flltration 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 not incorporated into the building envelope for a public school shall 
be used onlyfor agricultural purposes, open space, or habitat restoration, with the 200 
foot buffer.from the school and the fields adjusted accordingly. {[the land is purchased 
by a school district, the district must present a binding agreement to o,ffer the excess 
landfor agricultural, open space, or habitat restoration use. An agreement to offer land 
for agricultural use must be made 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 farmers, • 
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 bLfffers shall be 
permanently maintained and protected (see Section 9-5. 705(f)(5)). All agricultural and 
ESHA areas and their b-u;ffers shall be offered to appropriate resource management 
agencies and/or non-profit organizations along with sufficientfunding to implement any 
mitigations or conditional requirements applicable to these areas; 

(9) An agricultural hold-harmless, right-to{arm agreement shall be recorded as a deed 
restriction on the property pursuant to Section 9-5. 705(/)(6); 

(1 0) Any special event not associated with instructional programs anlllor athletic events 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 fertilizers, and protecting against 
adverse impacts associated with them. Such plan shall be submitted for the review and 
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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 (f rain is expected. Non-chemical .fertilizers are preferred. The least toxic 
alternatives, and the minimum necessaryfor the problem, shall be used in any case. The 
landscaping and grounds maintenance plan shall include nutrient control parameters; 

(12) All mitigation measures that are identified in any .final environmental document(s) 
cert!fied {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; and 

(13) Prior to the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit a full 
geotechnical investigation consisting, at a minimum, of the following: 

(a) Sufficient borings to fully characterize the soil conditions underlying all of the 
principal structures to be constructed. 

(b) Quantitative demonstration of bearing capacity ofthe soils. 

(c) Quantitative evaluation of lateral pressures to be expected due to the expansive 
nature ofthe soils at the site. 

(d) A seismic analysis consisting of the determination of the maximum credible 
earthquake at the site, corresponding maximum ground acceleration, and an 
estimate ofthe maximum duration ofground shaking. 

(e) Evaluation of the potential {Or undiscovered potentially active fault strands crossing 
the site. 

(f) Quantitative analysis of slope stability for all natural and artificial slopes to be built 
jjJr both static loads and for accelerations expected for the maximum credible 
earthquake at the site. Geotechnical parameters used in these calculations should be 
obtained from laboratory analyses of undisturbed samples collected at the site. In 
the case offill slopes, geotechnical parameters-may be estimated from fill materials 
similar to anticipated material to be used at the site. 

(g) Evaluation of shallow groundwater conditions occurring naturally at the site, and 
anticipated changes that will occur as a result of grading. In particular, the 
potential accumulation o[perched ground water at the contact between art(ficial 
fllls and clay-rich natural soils should be addressed. 

(h) Demonstration that the planned drainage and detention system will be sufficient to 
prevent accumulation of perched ground water at the base o[fills during, at a 
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minimum, a 1 00-year storm event. Demonstration that peak runoff during such an 
event will be reduced to allowable levels before being discharged to the natural 
watersheds downstream ofthe site. 

(i) Evaluation of potential for liquefaction of natural soils and qf artificial fills. In 
particular, the potential for liquefaction of artificial fills due to the presence of 
perched groundwater at the base offills should be addressed. 

(j) All foundations and structures must be constructed to corrform to the California 
Building Code using design parameters which take into account ground shaking 
expected in the maximum credible earthquake for the site. Special attention should 
be paid to possible misalignment of.foundation supports brought about by the 
expansive soils at the site. 

(14) The high school shall develop a refuse containment and maintenance program that 
includes at least the .following components: fully enclosed or animal-proof garbage 
containers; specffically designated eating areas; and provisions built into maintenance 
contracts requiring that all eating areas anywhere on campus be swept clean on a daily 
basis. 

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 

(1) Add the following paragraphs to LUP Section V.A. ("Regional Issues in Context of Coastal Act 
Policies"), "Wetlands" subsection: 
The Watsonville Slough System is a very important system containing significant areas of[resh 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 utilize the diverse habitat. The rich 

• 
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prey base supports a high diversity ofraptor and other predators. Various plant species of concern, 
some ofthese endangered as well, are also prevalent in the Slough System. The entire Watsonville 
Slough System has been designated by the California Department of Fish and Game as an Area of 
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; Calffornia tiger salamander (Ambystoma 
caf!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 o[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 from 
the bend in the road at.Harkins Slough Road. The Watsonville General Plan designates most ofiJ.lJ.& 
the West Branch of Struve Slough area as residential and as Environmental Management in the 
flood plain of the slough. Although this~ area~ was zoned R-1 (Single Family Residential-low 
density) prior to LCP certification, the current LCP zoning :vhtch 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 identtfied on Area C. Such species include: Santa Cruz long-toed 
salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum croceum), a Federal and State Endangered Species; 
Calffornia tiger salamander (Ambystoma calfforniense), 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 Specie. In addition, at least one rare and endangered animal species has been positively 
ident!fied on Area C: California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii), a Federal Threatened 
Species and a State Special Concern Species, inhabits the upper portion of the West Branch of 
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 of 
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the city's most valuable coastal resource, the West Branch of 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 . ... 

(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 of West Branch of Struve Slough resources was undertaken in 1998 ("Investigation ofthe 
Presence ofWaters ofthe United States: New Millennium High School Site, Watsonville Ca/ffornia" 
by Huffman & 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 farm road and the bottom of West Branch Slough. Based upon the resources identified 
there, the Commission defined the area east of the form road on Area Cas environmentally sensitive 
habitat, and defined a development envelope for Area C taking into account these resources and 
appropriate buffers thereto. Although ... 

A seasonal wetland area is mapped at the southwest portion of PwfiMI 1 Area C. This wetland is an 
upstream .finger of 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 of this area were Is prssgrq#y planted in legumes when sensitive habitats were 
identified at the time of original LUP certification, but codorninant with these lM'tl were docfs and 
plantain species, indicating the presence of at least seasonal inundation. Red-wing blackbirds were 
common in this area. T/:lgir prriGSJQ~s, wit/q tfllg d9~k Qllld pliR~tfili,;, illldi~Qk/ {~g QrgQ sJumld bg 
~gJ4&i~rgd til wstliR~d 111<1dsr fhg CgQS/(illA~t Qlild Cg,,dssigJ~ g:.tidsli14gs, Based upon their presence, 
the presence of hydrophytic plants, and at least seasonal inundation, the LUP defines this area os a 
seasonal wetland (wetland upland interface). A perched groundwater table in tandem with the 
surrounding steep slopes ensure that the hydrology of this UPPer finger is a constant. 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. lf 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 extending 
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· 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, [rom 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 
signf/icantly from 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 Calffornia State University Monterey Bay (CSUMB) has begun 
restoration of the portion or Hanson Slough directly aqjacent to Area C (downslope of the upland 
finger on Area C). Through limited hydromod!fication 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 of the headwaters of Hanson Slough located partially on Area C 
and partially on the adjacent agricultural parcel west ofArea 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 itfeeds 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 adjacent to environmentally sensitive habitat areas (including but not limited 
to those mapped in Figure .. 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. B11ffers from all 
such areas shall be included with all development; such bzrffers 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 distances for development are given in Section III ('Policies Affecting Spec!fic 
Areas") . 
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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 buffered; specific buffer widths are specified for 
each Area (i.e., Areas A, B, C, D, E, and R) ofthe City's coastal zone. Such buffers shall be designed 
to shield such sensitive habitat areas from development, and to enhance the functional resource 
value of the bU;ffer and the environmentally sensitive habitat area through a Biological Restoration 
Plan (Section 9-5. 705(/)(4)) prepared for any development a4jacent 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 
grasses as appropriate), unless other uses are specifically identified for any particular bU;ffer area in 
the perfOrmance standards for that area (see 9-5. 705(a), (b), (c), (t:Q, (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 prepared by a wetland biologist and hydrologist developed in consultation with and 
subsequently distributed for review by the Department of Fish and Game and US. 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 plans shall be reported to the • 
City. No changes to the aPProved final plans shall occur without a City-approved amendment. 

The elements of such a plan shall at a minimum include: 

(a) A detailed site plan ~[the entire habitat and buffer area with a topographic base map; 

{b) A baseline ecological assessment of the habitat and buffer area, including but not limited to, 
·assessment of biological, physical, and chemical criteria for the area; 

(c) The goals, okjectives, performance standards, and success criteria for the site, including 
spec(fic coverage and health standards for any areas to be planted. At a minimum, explicit 
performance standards for vegetation, hydrology, sedimentation, water quality, and wildlifo, 
and a clear schedule and procedure for determining wlfether they are met shall be provided 
Any such performance standards shall include identification of minimum goals [or each 
herbaceous species, by percentage of total plantings and by percentage q[ total cover when 
defined success criteria are met; and specification o[the number ofyears active maintenance 
and monitoring will continue once success criteria are met. All performance standards shall 
state in quantifiable terms the level and extent of the attributes necessary to reach the goals 
and objectives. Sustainability of the attributes shall be part of every performance standard. 
Each performance standard shall identffY: (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 
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performance standards must be specific enough to provide .for the assessment ofhabitat 
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, if 
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 for a detailed monitoring program to include at a minimum provisions for 
assessing the initial biological and ecological status qf the site. The assessment shall include 
an analysis of the attributes that will be monitored pursuant to the program, . with a 
description ofthe methodsfOr 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, o~jectives, and performance standards identtfied in the 
approved mitigation program and provisions for such remediation. {[ 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 for submission of annual reports of monitoring results to the City for the first five 
years afier 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 after 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 
ofthe project in relation to the performance standards. · 

(3) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(±)(5) ("Biological and Agricultural Easements") as follows: 

(5) Biological and Agricultural Easements. Prior to issuance ofa coastal development permit to 
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 qf the parcel(s) subject to the permit, 
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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 qf 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 specffied 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 of 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 
q[title ofthe 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 
ftee q[prior liens and any other encumbrances that the City Attorney determines may qffect 
said interest. The document shall limit uses of and activities in the area o[protection to those 
enumerated in the coastal permit or in a management plan or other document approved by 
the City as fulfilling compliance with a coastal permit condition. Provisions shall be included 
that permit the City staft or in the case of habitat preservation or bufforing, staff qf the 
Department q[ Fish and Game and U.S. Fish and Wildlffo Service, to enter and inspect the 
property/or purposes qf 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 offor 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 qffor shall run with the 
land in favor of 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 offor. 

(c) {[a direct easement, outright dedication or other transfor of title, or irrevocable o,ffor to 
dedicate the land are infeasible in the opinion qf the City Attorney and the Executive 
Director qf the Coastal Commission, then the document shall take the form of a deed 
restriction over the specified 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 . of prior liens that the City Attorney 
determines may affoct the e11forceability 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 
provides that, except for the "Green Farm" parcel (Santa Cruz Tax Assessor's Parcel Number 052-
271 -04), the City will not pursue any additional annexations to the City west of Highway One, nor 
support any annexations to the city from third parties in that geographic area, unless both of the 
following findings can be made: 

i. The land to be annexed is not designated Viable Agricultural Land Within the Coastal Zone (Twe 
3) by the Santa Cruz County General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, or the land to 
be annexed has been re-designated from Viable Agricultural Land Within the Coastal Zone to a 
different land use designation by the County of Santa Cruz through a Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan amendment and rezoning; and 

ii. The land is not Environmentally Sensitive Habitat, (including wetlands) as defined in Title 16, 
Section 16.32 ofthe County's LCP or in Sections 30107.5 or 30121 q[the Coastal Act. 

In the event that a third party annexation west q[ Highway One is approved inconsistent with (i) or 
(ii) above, the City will limit zoning q[ the incorporated land to that zoning most equivalent to the 
County's agriculture or open space designation; and prohibit (a) the extension q[ urban services to 
this land, and (b) any subdivisions o[the annexed land exceptthose required.for agricultural/ease 
purposes. 

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 coryjunction 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 
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overriding exception circumstances are found; emanate .from one City sewer line under Highway 
One north of Beach Road unless certain overriding exception circumstances are found; and not be 
developed if capacity is not available to serve the permitted use. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 

(l)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, B and C. The purpose of the 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 providingfor concentrated urban development in the City. 

• 

(b) The regulations of the 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 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 one water line to serve a new public school on Area C provided: (1) Caltrans will not allow 
such lines to be installed in the Caltrans 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 City 
makes a .finding that any pipelines through County lands are located inland of the Santa Cruz 
County Utility Prohibition Overlay District adopted pursuant to the MOU required by City of 
Watsonville LCP Amendment 1-99; (4) the lines through the County are fOund consistent with 
the County Local Coastal Program and have received an appealable County coqstal permit; and 
(5) the connecting lines within the City limits comply with all other applicable provisions of this 
ordinance. 

(d) The prohibitions specified within the UPO shall not restrict the repair, replacement, 
maintenance, re{urbishmentor.functional improvements of existing water and sewer lines insofar 
as to maintain existing capacity of existing lines (or the potential addition of one new line to 
service the high school). In no case, however, is the physical expansion of these existing lines 
across the UPO allowed. 
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(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)(10) ("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 ofthe 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 ver(fied 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 fimding 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 qf 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. ]3nsure that the LCP has an adequate 
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 ofprime agricultural/and, 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 q[the following: 
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(1) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where 
necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize co~flicts 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 of the 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 o[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. 

fJ!)_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 dfl~z"lfq}m"T4t W9UUl S(ln'" t9 concentrate 
development consistent with Policy IlA.l. This policy shall not supercede specffic policies IllB. 4 
and Ill C. 4 that aPPlY to Areas B and C. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Sections 30241 and 30242 (prime and non-prime agricultural lands) 

Effect on Development: Preserves agricultural lands and reinforces Policy IlA.l (TI:J,grg is 149 prim" 
"§Pi€lulturgl t.IT4d witlli14 #1" pri&tl14f b9u14dw=iis fJ.j tl:." Cit;• 's €lf1QS./Q/ Zfl14i, See Section lV.A jot 
further details.) 

(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. 
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Three areas of the city within the Coastal Zone~reas A, B and CL consist of 145 acres of prime 
range land as defined by the US. Department of Agriculture, as well as some cultivated agricultural 
gr ~g~-pri~lilfar~ land~. By the definition used in the Coastal Act (Section 5120Ja-d of the 
Government Code), some of these lands Q¥.4 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/and by virtue of its economic return and 
grazing viability. 

B. Implementation Plan Modifications 

(1) Add new IP Section 9-5.705(t)(6) ("Agricultural Buffers") as follows: 

(6) Agricultural Buffers. Provide and maintain a blfffer qf at least 200 feet between agricultural land 
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 b11f!er 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. Buffer plantings or any other required 
barriers shall be maintained in perpetuity. Uses allowed in the b11f!ers shall be limited to student 
agricultural activities, septic systems, any habitat improvements as may be specffied in a habitat 
restoration plan (see Section 9-5. 705(j)(4), and, .for Area Conly: (1) one road crossing of the 
minimum width for public safety purposes as necessary to serve the permitted use; and/or (2) 
limited public school parking within the "Public School Restricted Use Area" portion of the 200-
foot agricultural b11ffer on the perimeter of Area Cas shown on LUP Figure 2; buildings and 
any other development shall be prohibited in this area. 

(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 
ofthe City's support of those person's right to farm. Where non-agricultural/and uses occur 
near agricultural areas agricultural operations .frequently become the subjects of nuisance 
complaints due to lack of if!formation 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 qf its agricultural resources by clarifying the circumstances under which 
agricultural operations may be considered a nuisance. An additional purpose qf this section 
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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 q[living or being in or near rural lands. 

(bJ Findings. No agricultural activity, operation, or facility, or aPPurentances thereqt: 
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 California Civil Code Section 3479, which reads in part, "Anything 
which is injurious to health, or is indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the 
use q(property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of lift 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 arisingfrom 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 ofproperty 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 acijacent to an agricultural operation, you may at 
sometimes be subject to inconvenience of disconifOrt 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 qf a coastal development permit for a non-agricultural 
use on a parcel adjacent to an agricultural parcel, the City shall receive proq[ that the 
following document has been recorded as a deed restriction. This statement shall be 
recorded and shall be 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 o[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 o[the said property: 

The undersigned do hereby certify to be the owner(s) or Leasees of the hereinqfter 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 
agricultural purposes; (b) that residents, students, or other users of the property may be 

I 
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subject to inconvenience or discomfort or adverse effects arising from 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 farm operations as an integral part of occupying property a4jacent to agricultural 
uses; (d) to assume the risks of inconveniences 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 200foot 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 ofil?formation to be used to describe the role that each factor plays 
as a variable influencing the site and surrounding area's viability for 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 feasibility of continued or renewed agricultural use when agricultural land 
conversion is proposed shall be based upon an evaluation that addresses, and contains, at a 
minimum, Thfl r~pgrt sh&~!l il4dzuJ.g &114 fi~Q14Qmi~fo&~Sibility il'&~lli&ltiQI'I, ~g14f&~i14il4g &~t li&~St @gfh Qj the 
following elements: 

1. Soils 

a. The identification of all soil types that are found in the area (As stated in the most recent Soil 
Survey published by the United States Department a/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 of Agriculture). 

c. The expected animal unit month (AU.M) yield for each identffied 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 . 
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b. An ident?fication of how long agricultural operations have been conducted in the area. 

c. An identification of those parcels that have been used for agricultural operations in the area 
consistently in past, and where applicable an ident?fication of such time periods. 

d An ident{fication of significant past management practices have been used in the area in order 
to a{foct agricultural yields. 

6. Risk Factors 

a. An identification of 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 identf[ication qfwhether 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 tf so, 
how it affects agricultural operations in the are . 

e. An identffication qf whether there is a problem with crop quality in the area. 

i 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 five 
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 five years immediately 
preceding the date of the filing of the application for coastal development. 

c. Cost shall be determined by, and consist o[; 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 Act Section 30241.5) 

b. Capital costs including: I) land improvements (i.e., fences, roads, clearing, leveling, 
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the input figures will reveal the affect ofremoving the subject number of 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 (farm 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 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 for 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 land" is "those lands defined in paragraph 
(1), (2), (3), or (4) ofsubsection (c) ofSection 51201 ofthe Government Code" (Coastal Act 
Section 30113). Government Code Section 51200- 51296, also known as the Williamson Act, 
lists the following definitions o[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 I 00 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 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. 

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, farm boundaries, 
owners and/or leassees of each parcel and/or farm, wells and/or any other water supply lines, storie 
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B. Implementation Plan Modifications 

(1) Modify IP Section 9-5.705(£)(3) ("Policy II.B, Coastal Visual Resources") as follows: 

(3) Policy JIB, Coastal Visual Resources. New development shall be sited and designed to protect 
vi.ews of scenic coastal areas,· in particular, this requirement shall apply to the seaward views 
from State Route 1, across the wetlands and assodated 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 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 basisl; 

(ii) All linear utilities (including but not limited to electrical power, telephone and cable 
television service connections) in new development shall be placed underground. Accessory 
utilities (e.g., utility meters, electrical panels, and transformers) shall be placed 
underground as practicable and safe; 

(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 environmentally 
sensitive habitat areas shown on LUP Figure .. 2, shall not be allowed All sig!ls 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 off-site glare. 

(iv) Land divisions and/or lot line adjustments that would result in increased visibility offuture 
development due to the configuration o[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 adjacent natural terrain and landscape to achieve a smooth 
transition and natural appearance. No retaining walls around the perimeter of the school 
site shall be allowed, however, any interior retaining walls that may protrude above the 
level offinished grade shall be minimized in height and colored, textured, and landscaped to 
reduce visual impacts/rom Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads. 

(vi) All development visible .from Highway One and/or other coastal zone roads shall be 
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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. (PrQJSg&~d &~dim~74t+ltigl'l, ~rgsig74 Q14d ru14Qj/&fQ14dwds Qr~ ;r~&~14t~d i74 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 
designed to remove pollutants from runoff (e.g., silt fences to trap sediments at construction 
sites). In order ofpriority, 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(£)(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, limit impervious 
surfacing and pollutant loading through good site planning; second, reduce pollutant loads 
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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, degreasers, 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 for 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 intervals 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 ofproperly 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: (I) 
surrounded by a low containment berm; or (2) covered All such areas shall be: (I) 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: 
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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 ofthe changed circumstances. 

Any extension applied for prior to the expiration o[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 
prQ-:/~rt 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 mod(fication 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 modification request is received by the City; or (c) ifthe modification requested is such that 
the proposed modified 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 modification 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 mod!fication 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: 
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significant period oftime; 

(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 of roadways or parking area or otherwise significantly impact public use or 
access to coastal waters. 

(5) Modify IP Section 9-5.411(£) ("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 ... 

Mod 11. Memorandum of Understanding 
Require adoption of a negotiated Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to help ensure that the LCP 
amendment is not growth inducing. In the event that the high school project is abandoned, the MOU 
provides that the provisions of this LCP amendment shall likewise be abandoned and that the City shall 
subsequently submit a comprehensive LCP update for Commission review. 

In order for the certification of all provisions of LCP Amendment 1-99 (as modified) to be final, a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) intended to support growth restrictions and ESHA protections 
in the coastal zone (Exhibit Q) must be effective. As evidence, the City shall submit an executed MOU 
(as provided by Section 14 of the Memorandum) with all other approvals of the required LCP 
modifications within six months of Commission action on LCP Amendment 1-99. As provided in 
Section 1 of the MOU, all provisions of LCP Amendment 1-99 shall automatically be rescinded and 
decertified upon notice by PVUSD to the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission that it has 
irrevocably abandoned any project to construct a public school on the site (Area C). In this event, the 
City shall submit, within one year of PVUSD's notice of abandonment, a comprehensive update of the 
City's LCP for review and action by the Coastal Commission. 

Mod 12. Annexation 
The LCP shall include the following requirements: 

A. Land Use Plan Modification 

(1) Insert new LUP Policy II.A.7 (Annexation) as follows: 

The City will not pursue any additional annexations to the City west of Highway One, nor support 
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Watsonville Local Coastal Program: 
Proposed Amendments 

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 /I.A.2 of the Coastal Land Use Plan to read 
as follows:] 

II. POLTCIES 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 5c::.._ve tu .._orr.. ... eulratc:: dc::Vc::::_up"'c::dl Cut,:5_;_5ter,L ;,._;_tlr 
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Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30242 (non-prime lands) 

Effect on Development: Reinforces Policy A.l (There is no 

prime agricultural land· within the preserit 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 pf the Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. Eventually the site will be closed 

and the land reclaimed. The site overlaps a portion of 

t~e Gallighan Slough riparian zone, which is identified in 

the County LCP as a sensitive riparian habitat, and 

req~ires 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. 
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•. 41 



.~ 

.) 

New Millennium High School 
August 13, 1999 

Amendment #6) 

Description of Proposed Amendments 
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New Millennium High School 
August 13, 1999 · 

Description of Proposed Amendments 

Ncb a g.~.. icaltural use .nay be perruit ted o.ul:y if cor. LLmeJ 

agr.:.cultural u::se i:s derao.r:strated to be feasible. 

· Coastal Zone Implementation Plan Amendments 

[Proposed amendment f/9: -'!.mend 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 five (5) 

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 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-Di 

{e) Area E designated CZ-E; 

f@i':$\ 

[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. 



New Millennium High School 
August 13, 1999 

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. 01 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.} 

[ P...rnendmen t # 12] 

Sec. 9-5.705. 

'~m! 
Regulations. 
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Description of Proposed Amendments 

[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:] 



·. 
· Re .· ... · . : 

See Figure 2, Part 2 
for delineation of 
this a rea 

8. 

CITY OF WATSOWTILE 

Freshwater Wetland 

Wetland/Upl~nd Transition 
Riparian Habitat, ~,-~.-% ...... ~~ 

\. · ....... \ 
• I I ••• 

• I­. _., 
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/k~\ 
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fl. {' \\\ . \ 
; I .. ' 
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Developed from 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) 



'1 
.;. New develcpmen~ shall be ca~s~stent wi~h re~uirements imposed by the 

6. 
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control.Oistrict. . . . 

• Relation to Coas~al Act:· Section 30253:(3) 

Effect on Development: Large new stationary sources of a1r poilutants may 

be prohibited or required to provide 120% offsetting reductions. None are 

contemplated. 

4. Where.develo~ment would adversely impact archeological or paleontological 

•• 

6 . 
• 

B. 

• 

resources as identified by the State Historical Preservation Officer, reasonable 

mitigation measures shall be required. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Section 30244 

Effect on Development: No such resources are presently on recocd within 

Areas A, B, _C, 0 or E . 

Development shall not expose people or property to ha:ards from landslides, 

soil expansion or shrinkage, flooding or subsidence, and shall not increase 

any such hazard which may exist in nature. A grading plan a·nd 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 engine2ring tre~tment 

of areas subject to the hazards list. 

No lot src..t..:., oe c-:;>ea..ted :Jr.."..ci1. would r)Ot con7::ain a bui~d-:n; site cor:.s-!-s-t:ent 
with the LUP -ooZ.icies and an.u Cir:l.{ Ordinance. - .; -
Coastal Visu2l Resources 

New development shall be si:ed and designed to protect views of scenic 
coastal areas (including the wetlands of the ~atson~i lie Slough complex 
and associated ripa~ian areas), to minimize the alteration of natural 
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setback distances for development'!re given in Section II. 1 0. 

Relation to Coastal Act:· Section 30240(b) 

ET-:ar~ on ~P/PlapmDM~ Sper_,·-~-,·r con~rn"l m--~~--~1!-1 ~-s aro_ ci,v~_n for D __ ~r_h area, I--... • U-' - 1-.1!..: - ~ ~ - ~- .J -

depending uponthe 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 waste water reclamation, 

maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas thatprotect ripar-ian s~~ms, 

and minimizing alte~ation of natural streams. 

(b) Deve1 opment sha 11 be desi a ned to conserve water to the-greatest 

practical extent, so as to minimize bath the occurrence of overdrafts 

from the Pajaro Valley Groundwater 3asin . 
ar.a the a~ounts of runoff 

ar.d sani~a;y waste which need to be cont;o11ed to protect coastal wetlands. 

(c) Runoff from a l1 impervious surfaces and from a 11 are::.s subject to 

-·vehicular traffic sha11 be collected and disposed of in a way which does .. 

. , · .. ·not--result in soiT erosion or degradc.tion of water quality. 
·-

Drainage systems shall be designed to accommodate runoff from at least 
:r· 

a 25-year storm. '(Proposed sedi~~ntatian, erosion and runoff standards 

are presented in Appendix 0.) 

Relation to the Coastal Act: Parts (a) and (b) use the 1anguage of the 

Act, Section 30231 (part), except a~ it 

applies to runoff. Because all areas drain 

into sensitive we~lands, the runoff control· 

part (c) are more stringent. 

::~feet: See Po1icies Affecting S;:;eci ~c Areas. 

f 
\.. . 

( 
' "-
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12 . 

d. Minimum Setback from Riparian Habita:: 

e. Maximum Slope of Developed Portion of Lot (Before Grading): 15 

in any 100 foot interval. 

f. Approved erosion control measures must be utilized during construction. 

No ex cava ti on or grading sha 11 be permitted during the man ths of 

October through March. 

g. Any s·tructures within the jurisdiction of an F.:C..A clear zone must have 

prior approval of the Federal Aviation Administration. 

Relation to Coastal Act: Sections 30231 and 30240(a) of the CJastal 

Act requires maintaining natural vegetatio~ buffer areas as well as 

runoff and waste~a 

:cn:a1ns an area of riparian haJi!at at its ncr:nwest cor~er wn1c~ should 

be regarded as an environmentally sensitive habitat area requiring 

specia1 protection, under Section 30233. There are stee~ siopes on the 

south and west sides of the site which sh\lu1d be left undistur'Jed to 

protect the wetlands below. The area drains direct1y into a l:rge 

sensitive habitat area~ the Harkins Slough complex, necessitating the 

control of runoff and wastewater discharges in any direction, ·ind 

restriciting the impervious area created on the site. Area A is presently 

subject to an agree..'Tlent under which any buiidings must be appr1Jved by 

FAA to avoid interference with aviation. The restriction on large 

papu1ation concentrations is due to the position of the site under 

the Watsonville Airport main runway flight pa:h . 

88 

......... 
) _..,. 



Relation to Coastal Act: The agricu1tu~ai quality of Area B is poor . 

• Area 8 does not c::l'ntc.in or adjoin o.ny sensit~ve habitat subje-:t to Coastal 

Act protection. Section 30222 of the the use: of 

private lands suitabie for visitor serving ccrrJilercial 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 nev1 

development .in close proximity to existing developed areas able to 

accarrmadate it, but Se·:tion 30250(c) ai1m.;s visitor service facilities 

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 Airport at an in rchange with Airport 

Ut~lities are not provided or . 

• p1anned, b:.rt c.r:: curTe;;t1y be~ng extended alcng ,;irpcrt Boule'/c.rd tc 

• 

the east si of Highway 1. The area drains directly into a large 

sensitive habitat area, the Harkins Slough c.omp1ex, necessitating 

·the co.ntro1 of runoff a~d wastewater. discharge in any direction, and 

restri cti.ng the impervious area created on the site. 

Effe<;_t~~on Development: Area 8 could be deve1oped for· a mote·1, as 

proposed by its owner, or other visitor serving co~m~rcial 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 agriculturai use is not feasible . 

14. 

Bto 
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16 . 

Riparitn ~abi:at: S0 1
; from Wetla~d or Transitional Zone: 100'. 

Appropr1ate ta11 t~ees 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 

areas e~calyptus or native upland spe~ies are aporopriate. 

f. Maximum Slope of Developed Portion of Lot (Before Grading): 15 feet 

in any 100 foot interval. 

g. There is a possibility that specimen~ of the endangered Santa Cruz 

Tar,yeed exist in Are=. C. Prior to approval of any deve1opment, a 

fie1d search for :~~s plant sha~l be :onduc~ed jy a qual~fied jot~nis~ 

on ~he 1Jt(s) in :uestion during the :ime of ysar 1 n 'r!ih i ch the 

is expe-:::ed to be in b i com. 

h. Approved erosion control measures must be utilized during cons:r:..~ction. 

No excavation or grading shall be permitted during the mQnths of 

October through Marcn. 

i. Prior to the app~Jva1 of any 6evelopment relying upon a septic 

tank system, a specific design must be submitted supported by 
~ 

an engineering analysis by a licensed soils engineer which demon-

strates both sufficient sepa-ration between leaching fields and 

wfnter groundwater 1eve1s tG ensure that no degradation of ground-

water quality wil1 occur. Any approvar of a septic tank system 

must a1so be conditiona1 upon comp1iance with any was~e discharge 
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18 . 

.... ·ne ,- ~ ~ ~- ~ 1 ~,....... ,... ; t- h · · ~ - d · - " • · · 
"' -...;Jc...:;; .. ~, "'·""~ re·~u.res .... e malntenc.nc:: an, wne:e ie:::.SlOie, res:orat:on 

controi1ing runoff, preventing depletion of groundwater supp1ies and 

substantial interference with surface water flow, encouraging was~ewater 

reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas which protect 

riparian habitats, and minimizing the alteration of natural streams. 

Buffer are:::.s area also required under Section 30240(b). 

Effect on Oeve1opment: The foregoing requirements w"il1 cluster devel·Jpment 

within the high, gently sloping terrace which runs along the middle of 

Area C where it can do the least damage to the lew-lying environmentally 

sensitive areas, and ~rctect ~he sens~:ive areas w1 

dense ;J1anti!1g. 

The lar2e lo~ sizes are intended to 11mit the populations of people a~d 

domestic animals in close proximity with the sensitive habitats, and 

to allow the provision of a-dequately-sized septic tank leaching fields. 

Th-e sma11 maximum percentage of impervious ground water cover is intended 

to minimize the disruption of groundwater recharge ~nd to avcid erosion 

problems due to channelization of runoff. 

Uti1ity systems are encouraged not to be extended a1ong the Lee Road 

from Area C in order to avoid growth - including impacts ~n the west 

side of the road. {The east side is within the State Wi1d1ife Cons.e.rvation 

Soard acquisition.) 

•. 

) 



Relationship to Coastal Act: The Watsonville Qisposa1 Site is a permitted 

~ Class II-2 sa~ita;y landfill operating under Waste Discharge Requirements 

20. 

~ 

~ 

~ h R . 1 u. Q , •. 8 ...~ or t e eg1ona, ~"tater ua11ty oar ...... Eventually the site wil1 be closed 

and the iand reclaimed .. The site overlaps a portion of the Ga11ighan Slough 

riparian zone, which is identified in the County LCP 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 will be 1eft undis-

turbed by the city landfill. 

Effect on Development: New development must include measures to protect the 

riparian portion of th.e site and adjacent riparian habitat areas. 

IV. IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAI,1 

The policies set forth in.the Coastal Land Use Plan (July 6, 1982) can be im-

p1emented by the city in four steps, as fo1low: 

1. work tow~ris pub1ic or foundation management of the environmen 1ly 
sensitive wetland habitat area lying along the West Branch of Struve Slough. 
This could be accomplished through acquisition of either fee title or 
permanent 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 11 Coasta1 Zone Over1ay 11 zoning 
district incorporating policies A, B, D and E from Section II and all of 
Section III. · 

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 irrmedi ate 1 y by contacti n!=J appropriate agencies and po 1 i ti ca 1 
representatives. Its duration will depend upon ag~ncy decision cycles. ~teps 2, 
3 and 4 would be undertaken upon Coastal Commission certification of the Land Use Plan 
and completed within be~haps 90 days. 

l 
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(d) Zone D 
GLU 4911 Electrical gen ating plants 
GLD 4942 Water treatment plants 
GLU 495 Sewage disposal facilities 

{e) Zone E 
GLU 496 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 

(b) 

DLO 432 Highway right of way (within existing roadway area) 

Zone B 
DLU 5811 
GLU 68 
DLU 6801 
DLO 6802 
DLO 432 

Restaurant 
Transient acco~m 
Rotel 
Motel 

,_. c: ... 1cns 

·Highway right of way (within existing roadway area) 

(c) Zone C 
DLU 01 Single family residence 
DLU 1282 Industrial machinery, equipment, and 

supplies - wholesale. 
DLU 19 .Industrial nonrnanufacturing, miscellaneous 
DLO 3565 Industrial ~attern makers 
DLD 4213 Industrial truck services 

A 1 s o An y o f t h e P r i n c i p a 1 P e r rn i t t e d u s e s o f t he 
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 
GLU 
GLU 
GLO 
GLU 
GLU 
GLU 
GLU 
GLO 
GLU 
GLU 

!:' ..... 
81 
84 
86 
89 
91 
92 
94 
98 
49 
492 

.; 

Parks, public 
Public recreational facilities 
Ooen lands 
Public and quasi-public open space 
Irrigated agriculture 
Non-irrigated agriculture 
Animals, agriculture . 
Wetland~, slo~gh, marsh, sw~~p 
Waste recycling and conversion facilities 
Gas works, gasholders 
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(d) A field searcn 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 parcel{s) in question before approval of any 
development. The report of such field investigation shall be 
forwarded to the California Deoartment of Fish and Game for 
evaluation. If any portion of-the site is confirmed to be endangered 
plaz:.t habitat, .such area shall be treated as envir~nment~l\~;~.sensitive 
habltat--keot ln~natural state and orotected from lntruslOM of 
humans, ero~ion, vehicular traffic ~nd other activities which could 
significantly disrupt the habitat. 

(3) Minimum setback from riparian habitat: 50 feet. 

(b) Zone B - Performance Standards. 

(1} Minimum Lot l-.rea and Dimension 
Area, interior and corner lot: 
Frontage: 

(2). Minimum Yard Setbacks 
Front: 
Side and :ear: 

(3) Maximum Building Height and Lot Coverage 

5 ,..,.., 
:>u 

15 
10 

Lot coverage by impervious surfaces: 50% 

acres 
feet 

; t:::u::: ~ 
J- ..... - -

fee:. 

Density, hotel/motel for entire aiea: 100 units max. 
Height: 3 stories/35 feet 

(4) 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 ~nd wafer 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) Tha~ the development will utiiize topographical 
shielding and/or dense planting to ~inimize 
impact upon views from Highway 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 exoected to be in bloom (between June and 
October) on· the parcel (s) in question before 
approval of any development. The report of such 
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October) on the lot(s) in question before a~p:oval 
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 encange:ed 
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 licensee 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 Agreeme~t") with 
the California Department of Fish and Game 
unde: the requirements of Sectio~s l601-l6C3 
of the California ?ublic Resources Code. 

(g) 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 Stan¢lards. 

(1) Waste discharge requirements--:.of the Regional 
Water Cuality Control Board are met; 

(2) fuiY 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; 
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shall be ccnditioned to require that if archaeological or 

paleontological materials are encountered, work which would disturb 

such materials 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 Highway Route 1, across the wetlands and associa~ed riparian 

These existing scenic views of natural habitat and agricultu:al 

croplands shall b protected through all appropria:e 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 s1gns which would 
block views from Highway 1 to the wetland and 
riparian areas shown on LUP Fig. 2, shall not 
be allowed . 
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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 infrast~ucture 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 (hrough 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, 
1993 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 stibject Area C site for · 
the location of their third high school, and intended to commission an EIR for such a projeqt. 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 pot 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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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.l33018) in 
Superior Court of Santa Cruz County seeking to overturn the EIR and alleging several violations of 
CEQ A. 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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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. 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, 
staffs 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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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 c/ proposal which would significantly 
weaken the certified LCP. 

By this time, CDFG had provided additional com!Jfents 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, arid 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 10 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-mral boundary, and that feasible less-environn1entally damaging alternative 
sites were available that should be pursued before this one . 

Exhibit D: Commission Staff Correspondence on Project 
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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 dose by reiterating our support for new south county high school facilities to 
relieve overcrowding at Aptos and Watsonvine 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 Coasfal Commission 
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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 cours'e, 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 Watsonvi!!e 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 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 Oistrict 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 befor§, the Landmark area adjacent to 
the Overlook shopping center appears to be an ideal location rorpursuing an urban high school 
and we would encourage the District to wor:k 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 

f>ll 
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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 PVUSO 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. 
Conctudes 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 
21 080.5(d)2(i) and Section 13540(f) of the California Code ol Regulations, "the Commission 
[can]not approve an activity if there ar.e 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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coastal issues with the Harkins Slough Road site have 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 which would reduce impacts to environmental and agricultural r~sources 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 
(far 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 environmental!y sensitive 
habitats and wetland/slough system; significant adverse impacts on scenic resources as seen 
from Harkins Slough Road and Highway One; and cumulative impacts, inc!uding 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 on 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 dces 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 ~ommission 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 Relatlof]s): 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 schooiers 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 directiy; requests better explanation of 
acreage requirements and the possibility .of pursuing smaller site standards; requests 
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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 (RDEIR), 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 
(EIR) 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 ~omments (in the previous final EIR) generally do not addrass 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 
other 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 f-eedback on the 
RDEIR's alternatives analysis as well as a framework for broadening the scope of the 
alternatives analysis in the final EIR. 

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 
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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 LJ\FCO 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 utiiized for a schooi 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 
actualiy 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 potentia'! support agricultural uses that could be pursued for the 
parcel? Couki the proposed 55 acre school site have facilities (e.g., barns) that would support 
agriculture em the remaining 51 acre parcel? Why or why not? If the site win 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 practic_s:s (e.g., farming organically and 
building up the soil; different crops, etc.) that could improve the soil capability. Furthermore, 
there are a .~tariety of agriculturally-related uses other than row crops that might be viable and 
would serve as a transition to adjacent farmland in the County. P..re 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 tci 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, PVWMO does 
not currently supply water tc the site. Rather, the site is currently served by on-site wells . 
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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 a'Nay 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 ove.r­
crowded school sites" be an issue at Aptos High with 2,400 students on a 75 acre campus, 
since it would be !ess 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 Watsonvifle 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 r:ni!lion that the City and CAL TRANS are already spending to improve 
the Harkins Slough overpass with sidewalks and bike lanes)? Why does RDEIR Table Ait-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 iocation? 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 RDElR represents a draft EIR going through its second re.fease, a second EIR would not be 
required for the Aptos expansion if the final EJR 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 schoof(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 Monter~y County High School have room for the additional students or could it 
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comply with City and County congestion management poiicles? 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 altemative 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 smai! 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 Watsonvi!le High Schoo,!s, 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 
stud~nts 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 are~s? What are the circumstances 
under which school construction would be allowed in these areas? 
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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 t~is 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, 

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 <;:tearinghouse (#079807) 

.,-, 
., 
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• cumulative impacts. 

The need for the final ElR to acequately address these issues is ieite"ate:l in the fallowing 
comments. Howe'Je;, prior to identifying the specific comments :he Commission st;ff have with 
resped to the proposed project, it is imperative to review the history of our attempts to have 
these concerns addressed. Our intent hc:;s always been to provide the school district with the 
information necessary to consider the costs, time!ines, and regulqtory requirements associated 
with ·developing a new high school on undeveloped agricultural lands in the coastal zone, 
direct!y adjacent ~o wetland habitats, and not currently supplied with infrastructure. Jt was our 

· hope th2t the school district woyld effectively consider these issues during site selection and 
_project design. 

1. Background 

Beginning in 1993, this office continuously attempted to inform thE(school district of the 
problematic nature of proposed site, the detailed information that wouid be required to 
determine whether or not the project would be cons with Co.ss~al poficies, and the 
process which must be foliowed 1r. order to allow fer such a project to move forward. On Juiy 
28, 1993, we requested a meeting with the school district; Santa Cruz County, the City of 
Watsar)vil!e, and LA.FCO in a letter which also summarized our concerns regarding' the proposal 
to construct a new hiC!h school west of Highway One. A.s this meeting ne'ler materia 
another request was ~ent on June 22, 1995. · 

The requested meeting took place on P..ugust 3, 1995, where we were informed that the site 
selection process had been completed without the opportunity for us to pc.rticipate. We 
identified the need for ail LCP amendment and an in-depth review of its consistency with 
Coastal Act standards. It was agreed that the appropriale time to revie'..Y the· specifics of this 
issue would be during the environmental review stage. Unfortunately, the subject DElR falls far 
short of this expectation, as detaiied in the following sections of this letter . 

. P;ior to this meeting, our Assistant District Director Dave Loomis presented the c·omrnission 
staff's concerns regarding the contemplated project"at the School District meeting of July 12, 
1995,. In identifying the Coastal A.ct issues raised by the City of Watsonville's intent to develop 
lands west of Highway One (induding the proposed High School), Mr. Loomis' presentation 
referenced the following comment fetters previously submitted by Coastal. Commission staff on 
this subject: · · · =-

• February 1993 letter to the. State Clearinghouse on the DEIR for the proposed Watsonviile 
2005 General Plan; 

• July 1994 letter to the school district regarding the proposed school site; 

• March 1 lettsr to the City of Watsonville commenting of the Notice of Preparation of a 
Supplemental E!R for the '/1/atsonville 2005 General Plan; and, 

• June 1995 letter to Supe:ir.tendent Avina reiter2ting 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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Wate" Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), is inadequate to address project impacts. 
Issues such as potentia! changes to U;e hydrologic functioning of adj;;cent wetland areas, 
residual impacts to watei quality with implementation of the required S'NPPP, and the direct 
imp8cts of stormwater system cons~ructton mu~t be addressed by the DEiR 

.. 
P..dditionat direct and irtdirect environmental impacts associated with other infrastructure 
improvements anticipated to be required to serve the proposed project are practically ignored 

. by the DEIR, inciuding: · . 

• preventing the common closures of Herkins Slough and Lee Reads due to flooding; 

• revisions to Highway One on and off ramps; and 

• insta!lation/ex;Jansion of water and se•Ner lines. 

The inadequate scope of the E!R is further axacerbated by the fact that the"DE!R is undear as 
to what cons~ftutes the project site. Our comments on the lniti;;! Study requested that the entire 
parce! be discussed. ln some cases the proje<;t site is shown as being the 115 acre site (Figure 
PD-1, fer example), in other casas the project site is shown as being just the ·55 acre school site 
(Figure P0-2) and the analysis is limited to just this portion of the site. There are sa•;eral 
problems with this . 

First, facilities associated with the proposed project, such as the seconday access road ar.d 
utility e~tensions, are not within the 55 acres evsluated by the DE!R. The impacts from these 
facilities are not addressed. 

• Second, the DElR suggests mitigating site-specific impacts by redesign and r~sfting 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 devetopment activity should be analyzed by the EIR. P..re 
there any agreements with landowners as to what may happen on the remaining 60 acres 

· · (e.g., cost-sharing agreements for utifity extensions)? 

Fourth, if the sfte is limited to 55 acres, then the necessary impa~t anaiyses '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 aariculture then a buffer on the northern boundary of the deve!ooed 55 acre 

~ I ' 

site will be necessary. . . 

-. 
Finally, the DEIR contains a recommended mitigation measure (#b-1 en page 5.7-11) to 
preserve the remainder of the site. This a potentially welcome rscommandation, but needs 
some elaboration, since it goes on to say that priority should emphasize grasslands and 
marshlands. Does this mean that an additional are.a of the 1 i 5 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 oe preserved to achieve this mitigation an<;l a rationale for this. 
1,·· 
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The OE!R describes the fo\lo~Jvina three alternatives to the prooosed orciect: the uno proiect" 
a!terr.;::tive; the currently propos;d site with an alternative mai~~ acce~s ~:ong Airport Ro,ad; .::nd, 
an alternative location. ln the discuss[on of arte:native locations, the DEiR considers the too 
three sites that were developed during the site selection process: the.proposed site, the ' 
C ' .. ' "h H ·.. I 't onso1e ;:me, ana, e ,os;:ma Si e. 

The DE!R eliminates consideration of the Console site on the basi~ 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 neN High School be considered. The response that 
was provided by the City and the Schooi District (that the site W2'$ too small to accommodate a 
High School) appears to conflict with the DEIR's indication that this was, in fact, a viable 
alternative. 

Fur-her complicating the acceotabilltv of the orooose::l site is the feet that the OEfR concludes 
I .J ~ j 

that the Hospital site is the "environmentaily superior alte:m:tive". The DEIR does not identify' 
why this alternative is not beir,g pursued in favor of a more erwironmentariy d2maging 
aitern2tive (i.e., the proposed project). The fact that an environmenta!ly 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 aJOVe. 

Finaity, the Commission staff do not be!ie1/e that the DElR, ot the site se!ec:ion process, has · 
provided an adequate an.afysis of alternative sites that could feasibly accommcdate the new 
High Sciwol. We repeat our request made in commenting on the lnitiai Study that "there should 
be at least brief mention and 8'/aluation [from an environmental perspective} of all 13 sites 
initially considered", and "fuller examinc::tion of at le:;st 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 Schooi site, 
and the site on which the school district offices are curr:;:ntly 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 Schoo! and necessar; 
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 th~ E!R on the basis th=:t they do n9t 

. comply with the specific High Schoof design standards ·set bfthe 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. P..gain, there is no dis.::ussion about the fate of the remaining 60 acres of the site under 
this Alternative, which would be traversed by a new road . 

V'lith regard to Figure A-8 the alternative site concept, it addresses only visu8i and West Branch 
Struve Slough setback concerns. It does not address other important iss:..;es such as setbacks 
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de'leiopment would be allowed on the s:te, and eva!ua:e this standard's conformance with 
Coasta! 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 DE!R's finding that there is not a significar;t impact with regard to land use 
(OE\R, p. 5.1-2). On page 5.1-1, the DEiR identifies that !and use impacts are conside~ed 

. significant if: the proposed la.nd uses are found to be incompatible with surrounding uses, oi 
internally incompatibie; the projed 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 OE:R's finding on page 5 .. 1-2 that the 
conversion of egric:.J!tural.land associated with this project is not a significant impact. 

We a!so disagie~ with appropriateness of the third "threshold of significance" estabiished by the 
DE!R, which states 'that the convers:an of prime agricultural !and is not significad unless it is 
"converted to uses which have nat been deemed in the "public interest". The California Coc;stsl 
P.,ct standards pre';iously referenced call for the protection of bath prime agricultural land and 
other lands suitable foi agriculture .. Therefore, the impact of converting agricultural land .must 
be thoroughly analyzed, regardless of whether the new use ls for a "public purpose". 

With respect to the comp;:;tibility between the proposed schccl use 2nd s:.JriOunding agricultural 
use, the DE!R does not, but needs to, address the issue of agricultur2i buffers. The proposed 
mitigation measure to notify the Agricultural Commissioner of special events is appropriate, but 
totally rnadequate. The site pian should show an agrlcultura1 buffer on the site, and the ElR 
shoufd provide inform<::tion as to how the buffer width was determined as being adequate to 
ensure compatibility between the proposed school and the surrounding agricultural activities. 
P.,s suggested in our comments on the lnitia! Study, sources of this information should include 
the District's own experie:-~ce with Ohlone, Bradley, and Amesti schools, as well as the County's 
200 foot buffer requirement. P..lso, in order to be able to derive effective mitigation measures, 
an investigation of pesticide use an the current site and surrounding areas is neces::;ary.· · 
Although the parcel to the immediate west is shown as currently in cattle grezing, its potentia! 
for other agricultural activities, such as those involving pesticide use or noise and dust 
generatin~ farm machinery, should be discussed. 

Finally, because the proposed ne'N use represents a significagt 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 adequ~te infras~ructure 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 environment2!1y sensitive h2bitat 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 OEIR. We are extiemeiy disappointed with the 
discussion of the projects impacts on vegetation and wildlife, which basically restates the · 
generar information contained in the tnitial Study for the project. It is completefy inadequate for 
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7. Scenic Resources 

P..s required by the Watsonville certified LCP, "new developme'lt sh;:l! be sited and designed to 
protest vie•Ns of scenic coastal areas (including the wetlands of the 'Natsonville Slough comple;< 
and associated riparian areas}, to minimize the aiteration of natural landforms, [and] co 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 
e1evations of the project are provided. The Commission staff request that the EIR provide 
proje'ct eie'lations superimposed on the photavievJs 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 DE1R does not evaluate the visua.! imp2cts associated with 
deve!opment activities that will take place outside of the school footprint, s~ch as the secondar; 
;access road, pedestrian and bike access routes (recommended to be "we!l !it" by Mitigation 
Measure T-2), or r:evampments of Harkins Sicugh and Lee Roads that may be needed to 
prevent c!osure from ftooding. · 

The Commission staff agree with the OEIR's conclusion that the proposed project wi!! have 
significa;lt adverse impacts on scenic views available from Harkin's Slough road, but do not 
agree that the proposed mitigation measures are appropriate or wi!! reduce project impc::cts on 
vie-Ns available from Highway One to a less than significant !eve!. Whiie the proposed resiting 
of the fadlities described by mitigation measure A-1 and depicted in Figure A-8 may heip to 
maintain mare of the natural slopes a!ong side Struve Slough, we are concerr,ed that this 
a!temative may not be environmentally appropriate due to the fact that it will result in the 
parking lot and paved play area being wfthlr, closar proximity to Hanson Slaugh. In addition, the 
extent to which the natural landforms vfsibie from Highw<::y One wiil be impac:ted under this · 
a!temative is not identified by the OEIR. Similarly, the DElR does not iden1ify' the ~strategic 
locationsw for the raised berms suggested by Mitigation Measure /1.-2 other than the one 
proposed at· the south end of the Stadium, or their heights. The E!R should provide more 
specific information regarding the proposed mitigation, and identify the visual impacts tha.t will 
occur w·ith impiementatian of the mitigation measures. 

8. Gro\Nth Inducement 

Previous Coastal Commission actions regarding the City of \IV;;tsonvil!e LCP and Coastal 
Development Pe;mits within this coastal zone area have emphasized trat Highway One se:ves 
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 an a permits issued by the Commission for expansion of the wastewatertreatment 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. P..ny expansion of sewer 
services must be consistent with the development ailowed under the LCP, and be preceded by 
an amendment to permit A-94-Si 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 cert~-y that the proposed use of the site is consistent with Coastal Ad 
standards before the required infrastructure can be legally provided. 

OJS 
~~l·P.IO 
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• contemplated development of a 10.6 acre site owned by the City of \IVatsJnvil!e adjacent to 
LCP P.re,; A ("Giibe;tson prope:iy") with a commercial facility; 

• use of 23 acres currently in agricultural production nesr the sewage tre:::tment 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 finai EIR thoroughly analyze the cumulative impacts of 
the proposed High School, the projects listed above, and the other de'/~!opment activities that 
wiH be facilitated by the project's growth-inducing impacts. We are especially ints;ested in the 
potential cumulc:tive effects of tr,ese projects on agricultural 2nd sensitive resources in 
this coastal zone region. [t would be helpful if the final EIR included a map depicting these 

. projects. 

10. Other Text Spe.cific Comments 

There is a footnote at the bottom of the page which ide:~tifies that there. may be a conflict 
. betwee:n adiacent acricultural a aerations and school use re1e:ted to chemical use for farming. !t 

J ·- l 

refers the reader to the ·Hazards section of the document for an analysis of this issue. No such 
analysis cc:n be found throughout the e;1tirc= OEIR. 

Chapter 5.2, Transoortation: . 
The DEIR fails to dte the County's Congestion Manage;nent Program 2nd the City's efforts at 
Trip Reduction and anc:!yze 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 · 
standads (our version shows one space per seven student seats, the proposal shews 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 progrc;ms, would not only 
reduce traffic impacts, but also impeNious surface col/erage and amount of land needed. 

Chapter 5.6, Hydrol<?gy: 

Page 5.6-6 of the DEIR states that "The i.ncrease in impermeable surfaces on the project sfte. 
would also reduce rech;3rge 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 Siough during summer. However, because the project site is net located in ·a 
groundwater recharge area, these impacts are not considered significant". The DE!R does not 
analyze the impact of a lower W<=ter table on biological resources. This impact should be 
thoroughly anc:fyzed by the final EIR. . 

In the "discussion of flooding on page 5.6-6, the OElR identifies that Harkins Slough Road is 
susceptible to flooding, but does not identify how this issue will addressed. The final E!R 
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MEMORANDUM April16, 1997 

TO: Chairman Areias and Commisslo~~r Calcagno 

FROM: Steve Monowitz, Staff Analyst tfY'vl_ 
RE: Staff Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for a Proposed High 

Schoo/ 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 
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• cumulative impacts. 

The need for the final EIR 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 ~o 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 DE!R falls far 
short of this expectation, as detailed in the fallowing 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 DEIR for the proposed Watsonville 
2005 General Plan; 

• July 1994 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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Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), is inadequate to address project impacts. 
Issues such as potential changes to the hydrologic functioning of adjacent wetland areas, 
residua! impacts to water quality with implementation of the required SVVPPP, 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 seNe 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 DE!R. 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 mitigation measure (#b-1 on page 5.7-11) to 
prese111e 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 prese111ed to achieve this mitigation and a rationale for this. 



• 

• 

• 

Pajaro Valley Unified School District 
Mr. Richard Meyer 
Page 6 

The DE!R 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 DElR eliminates consideration of the Console site an 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 ~nd the School District (that the site was too small 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 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 all 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 in.ta 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 !he Californ.ia 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. ltwould 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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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 EJR 
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 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 
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 LCI3:, it must be analyzed for its 
secondary impacts to agricultural resources. An evaluation ofthe 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 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\ 
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7. Scenic Resources 

As required by the Watsonville certified LCP, "new development shall be sited and desianed to 
protect views of scenic coastal areas (including the wetlands of the Watsonville Slough ~omplex 
and associated riparian areas), to minimize the alt~ration of natural landforms, [and] to be 
visually compC~tible 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 r:evampments 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 
mq;intain 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 ElR 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 empbasized that Highway One serves 
as an appropriate boundary to urban expansion, and should 6e 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 pfant 
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 a!lowed 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 DElR; 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 . 
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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 commercia! facility; 

• use of 23 acres currently in agrfcultural 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 effect's 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, bqt 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 
thoraughlyanaiyzed by the final EIR. · 

In the "discussion of flooding on page 5.6-6, the DE!R 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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MEMORANDUM March 26, 1997 

TO: Lee Otter 

FROrvl: Steve Monowitz 

RE: CCC St~ff Prese~tation for Tonighrs Public Hearing Regarding the DEJR for the· 
proposed Watsonville High School · 

In preparation for tonight's hearing, I hav~ prepared the foilowing 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 far 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 we!! 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 EIR 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 EIR consultants to adequately,address these 
issues before any additional resource$ 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 necessary 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 parti~ipate. 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. Atthis meeting, its was conduded 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 aflow 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 

hsdeirpr.doc, Central Coast Area Office 
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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. We concur with your conclusion that an 
environmental impact report i5 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: He 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 . 
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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 fo_r 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). 

4llt III. and IV. Geology and Water 

• 

We 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. We 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 
exa~ple, 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 . 
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VII. Impact Discussion: He concur with your comments. They suggest that 
11 Potential Significant Impact'' boxes should be checked. 

VII. Mitigation: Full compliance with the LCP's wetland protection policies 
is necessary, not compliance 11 to the extent pos.sible," 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 1 s guidelines for wet 
environmentally sensitive habitats with regard to delineating the 
site's and adjacent wetland resources. He will be happy to send your 
biologic consultant a copy of our 11 Procedural Guidance for the Review 
of Hetland Projects in California's Coastal Zone." Experience with 
other projects adjacent to wetlands (e.g., Shoreline Middle School in 
Live Oak School District) should also be reviewed to deter~ine 
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 
compo~ting 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 impa~ts from any necessary 
. utility and service extension or improvement. 

Aesthetics: 

He would need to see more analysis in the EIR before we could concur 
with your impact discussion. Given the site location and the scope 
of development, we believe that it poses a 11 Potentially Significant 
Impact." 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 

061 
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We hope that these comments prove helpful in preparing the draft EIR. Had 
another, less problematic, high school s1te 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 Ca~ifornia 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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Maureen Owens, Planning Director 
City of Watsonville 
City Ha 11 
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 inc 
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 ~ould be appropriate and efficient to 
process a coastal development permit and an LCP amendment on sim11ar 
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 1 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 1ooking to the CEQA process to ask and 
qnswer 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 
Commission in Section 30512. Section 30512 deals with the init·ial 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 wtth and be adequate to carry out the provisions of the 
certified land use plan. 
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August 14, 1995 

Richard S. Meyer 
Director, Construction/Governmental Relations 
Pajaro Valley Unified School Di~trict 
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 Distri~t's plans. We learned 
that your District has selected a site in the Coast~l 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 
current1y 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 being kept apprised of 
your progress. We will provide comments on the Notice ~f Preparation/Initial 
Study when we receive it and comments on all stages of the CEQA, LCP and 
development review process, if the Coastal Commission 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 should also continue to be involved, since the city must 
submit and be the applicant for any LCP amendment . 
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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, 

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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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: 

NOV 12 1999 

CAL!PORNIA 
C0~1STAL COMMISSION 
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, 

c1:fi.:!L 
City Manager 

c. Dr. John Casey, Superintendent, PVUSD 
John Doughty, Community Development Director 

P.O. BOX 50000 WATSONVILLE, CA 95077-5000 



• 
I 
I 
I I . 
i 
! 

I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 

l 
I 
I 
I 

r 

•• 

• 

f 
'2 
"':) s f. 

. ··-------·' --------

I 
..1 

: 
! 
i 
i 
! 
I 

Ft 



f 
' I 

;I ., 

\ 

J ) 

;1 

• 
Harl<ing Slough 

1Mt0verpass 
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A. Southerly view looking 'downstream' along West Branch ol Struve Slough. from Main Street/ Highway 1 overpass. 
(1 ,250' from northeast corner or site). 

I 

-- Property Boundary 
I 

Property Boundary __..: 

B. Westerly view toward subject property from Harkins Slough Road I Highway 1 overpass, (500' I rom southeast corner o( the site). 
View overlooks West Branch of Struve Slough, grassy slopes, and cultivated agricultural lands. 

i 
Photoviews of Project Site 
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DELAINE EASTIN 
State Superintendent of Public rnsrruction 

October 21. 1998 

P AJ ARO VALLEY UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville. CA 95077-5010 

RE: PAJARO VALLEY UNIFIED 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Santa Cruz County 

New Millennium High School 
Area: 219,1-19 Sq. Ft. 

Application No. 22/69799-00-11 

29 Classrooms, 2-1 Relocatable Classrooms, 3 Art/Arts & Crafts, 5 Computer, 
2 Homemaking/Consumer Ed., 1 Photography & Darkroom, 10 Science Lab, 
4 Special Education, Administration, Gym, Libraryll\lledia Center, 2 RSP, 
Multi-P/Kit., Periorming Arts Facilit~i, Shower/Locker, Teacher Workroom, 
Jan./Stor.ll\llech., Toilets, Open Corridor/Closed Corridor 

Final approval by the California Department of Education has been given 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 1-1-030 (n). It is t11e 
responsibility of the district to ensure compliance with the requirements of Title 5. 

If a construction contract is not let for tlle above-referenced facilities \i;itltin one calendar year subsequent to this date. these 
plans must be resubmitted for re\iew and approval. 

THESE PLANS ARE APPROVED FOR STATE AID CONSTRUCTION UN'DER CHAPTER 12. PART 10 DIVISION I 
OF EDUCATION CODE. SECTION 17000. ET SEQ. 

Sincerc;;"~iy../ I rlt~ 
es F. Bush. Assistant Director 

hool Facilities Planning Division 
916) ?.32-1461 

_, .. · 

FY:dk 

cc: WLC Architects 
Office of Public School Constmction 

-~· . 
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MAR-01-2000 17=20 

Octobel" 27, 1999 
New Millennium High School 
Pagel 

SCHOOL FACILITIES PLAI'l. 916 327 3954 P.03/03 

TOTAL P.03 
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Harold M. Prrimm 
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David 1. Wolfe 

Elleen M. O'Hare: 

Chrl.sropha D. Kcder 

T ro:vin E. Si.tN 

Ruth E. Mendyk 

~rJ B. Galt:man 
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J(rist:lsu A. Mm'q 
Michael]. Milldlen 

Gregory A. Floyd 
FcnunJo Acostt 
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. Kimlxriy Bonh Sdlull~r 
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Thoma$ E. Gauthlcr 

S;u-.h Lcvit:<n JC:aa~ 
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Robert V. Piaa::nte 

Chrisrophcr J. Fcnundl:$ 

Daniel A. Osher 

OPCOVNSEL 

Paul R. De Lly 
P<trric:U Anc!.n:cn 
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Escondido 

831 646 1801 P.02/22 

LozANO SMITH 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

A Professional Corporation 

February 28, 2000 

By U.S. Mail and Fax: 831-427-4877 

Diane Landry, Esq. 
California Coastal Commission 
Central Coast District Office 
725 Front Streets Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 93080 

FEB 2.9 2000 

CALIFORNiA 
COASTAL COMMISSlON 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

R<:Pt.YTo: 

Monttl'C)' 

E·M.nlL: 

hfn:irrum@l~nQ.I.mirh.com 

Re: Proposed City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment 1~99 
(Pajaro Valley Unified School District's Third High 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 staff's 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 viabiHty 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 certifie:i by the Coastal Commission. 

The first document consists of excerpts from the dis0Jvery 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 19971 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 chan $:200 per acre, and thus does not meet the criteria of Oovemment Code 

Fresno Los Angeles Monterey San Rafael 
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FEB-29-2000 08: 53. LOZANO St'l I TH 

Diane Landry, Esq. 
February 28 1 2000 
Page3 

cc; (w/encl.) 
.; 

John Doughty, City of Watsonville 
Alan Smith, Esq., City Attorney, City ofWatsonville 
Dr. John Casey, Superintendent, Pajaro VaHey Unified School District 
Senator Bruce McPherson 
Assemblyman Fred Keeley 
Assemblyman Peter Frusetta 
Retired Senator Henry Mello 

F:\WPSIIJ>AJAR.O\lArnlry2-2S.OO.IIr.wpd 
(00360-41!) 
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Dr. Charles Lester 
Re: Status ofLawsuit against PVUSD 
January 28, 2000 
Page 2 

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 of Mandamus 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 ofMandate shoul.d 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 of the 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 Pv'USD's representations regarding the Petitioners' 
concerns vis-a-vis the lawsuit are inaccurate. In the minutes of the PVUSD/Local Coastal 
Commission StaffMeeting on June 21, 1999, John 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 do-wn 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 revis:ed 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. 
Howeyer, the Petitioners do agree with the EIR's conclusion that the project will cause indirect 
biological impacts that ca,r:not be mitigated. 

'· 
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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 

JAN 2 8 2000 

F ' L E D 
MAY 1 7 \999 

CHRIS11NE PATTON CLERK 
BY CAROLYN SILVA 

OE?JTI. smTA ~uz crum 

SUPSRIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF O.LIFOR...'HA 

FOR THE COUNTY OF S~!A CRUZ 

WATSONVILLE WETLANDS WATCH, an CASE NO. 134587 
unincorporated association; and 
CALIFORNIA ALLIANCE FOR RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION, .an unincorporated ORDER AND JUDGMENT DBNY'ING 
association . PETITION FOR WRIT OF MAND~-~S 

Petitioners, 

v. 

l?AJARO 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 

through Harold Freiman of Lozano Smith Smith Woliver & Behrens, their 

counsel of record .. Petitioners appeared through William Parkin of 

Wittwer & Parkin, LLP, their counsel of record. 

- 1 -

OR.OE:R CASE NO. 134SS7 



3. That Respondents are to recover costs of suit from 

Petitioners to the extent allowed by law, in an amount to be 

3 established. 

4 

MAY 141999 
5 Dated: 

6 

7 

R"iCh ar d McA\.i arns 
Honorable Richard McAdams 
Judge of the Superior Court 

8 Approved as to form for Petitioners: 

9 WITT~R & p~qKIN, LLP 

10 

11 Dated: 
William Parkin 

12 Attorney for Petitioners Watsonville 
Wetlands Watch and California Alliance 

13 for Resource Conservation 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

27 

28 

F:\ W?S I \P AJA.'tOWf'WVI\.?LEAD!NGIORDER..pld 

'. 

- 3 -

CAS! NO. lHH? 
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1 

2 

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 

p 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

n 

[J'] 

[] 

[/'] 

(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 document(s) via facsimile transmission to the 

interested parties at: 

William Parkin 831-429-4057 

,(BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY SERVICE) I_served a copy of said document(s) to be 

sent via overnight delivery service to the interested parties listed below: 

(BY REGULAR MAIL) I served a copy of said document(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 
14 7 South River Street, Suite 221 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

-

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 

is true and correct and that this declaration was executed on May 19, 1999 at Monterey, California. 

Marci Bauer 

:t'' 



STh. ;E OF CALIFORNIA-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY GRAY DAVIS, Governor 
=;=:!'"""' ===================~============================~;;,;,;;, 

~ DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
·' AERONAUTICS PROGRAM M.S. #40 

1120 N STREET- ROOM 3300 
P.O. BOX 942874 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 

~1-~) 654-4959 
~ (916) 653-9531 

• 

• 

February 3, 2000 

Mr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 

FEB (l 7 2000 

CALiFORN!A 
COASTAL CON1M!SSiON 
CENTHAL COA.ST AREA 

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. Attached 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: \\That accounts for the change in determination on the Harkins Slough Road Site 
change from 'incompatible with school development' in 1987 to 's4itable for a school' in 
1992? \\That 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 cpunts 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 botmdaries 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? 

-~-. 
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•1rom: 
.~. ~ 
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MR. STAN ROSE 
School Facilities Planning Division 
~partment of Educ~tion 
721 Capitol Mall 
Sacr~ento, CA 958~4 

. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOATATfOH 
DtYt$10ft OF ,t.EJ~OHAt.IT!CS 

Date: January 21 1 199~ 

File: 

P:roposed School Site - Pajaro Valley Unified School District, 
Santa Cruz·~ounty 

In response to your request o£ O•ce~ber 19, 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 "roposed sites are located at various locations 
around the. Watsonville Municipal Airport, see attache'd :m.ap. 

Our enalysis consisted ot a thorough review of our filts 
concerning the Watsonville Municipal Airport, includini layout 
plans and vicinity ~aps depicting the ralationshii ox tho ~irport 
traffic patterns to the propose~ sites. In addit on 1 a fly over 
was conducted to £u~~er evaluate the sites. The Airport Manaaer, 

• 1 M~. Kim Wirht 1 was offered the opportunity to respond. Her • 
j eom:ments vere considered. 

our evaluation revealed that Sites 11, 7, g /. 10 and 11 were 
und~sirable sites because they are under the flight tracks et 

. aircraft pertorming critical flight maneu..v-er at low altitudes for 
appro~ches end departures into and out of_ the Watso'hvill~ 
Municipal Airport. . -

We have some reservations regarding Site t2, 3, 4 •nd 6 . 
because of some safety and noise concerns. We recommend that the 
school district explore ell e.l ternati ve sites before !leltcting eny·t 
of these sites •. It site f2, 3, 4 or E is sele.cted, we recommend 
~~at mitigation ce taken to minimizs eutsida noise impaota ~o 
within 4S decibels inside the ela~sroozn. · . 

We havs only some noise concerns for Site IS and recommend 
the same noise miti;ation procedures be taken as described above. 

We have no_sa.fety or noise concern for site #S. 
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Robert D. Williams 
Page 2 
December 23, 1987 

these or other more suitable locations, we do not object to 
p r o p o s e d s i t e B C o r F • T h e D e pa r t me n t do e s o b j e c t t o p u 1 c h a s e 
of site A D and E for school purpcses, 

Sincerely, 

JACK D. KFMMERLY. Chief 
Division nf Aeronautics 

a~. ~~tt;-
Carl E. ~mith 

Aviation Consultant 
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Mayor & 

City Council 
726-6006 
260 Main 

Administration 
Offices 

215 Union 

City Manager 
728·6011 

City Actorney 
728-6013 

Personnel 
728-6012 

City Offices 
2SO Main 

City Clerk 
728·6005 

• Building Insp. 
728·5017 

Finance 
728-6031 

Planning 
728-6020 

Public W ork:s 
728·604Q 

Fire. 
728•6060 

116 Second 

Library 
728·6040 
310 Union 

Purchasing 
726-6029 
:231 Union 

Recreation 
72S·S081 
20 Maple 

• Rehab. Housing 
728-6022 
231 Urllon 

132: 39~d 

RECE!VSD 

nr.r 1 0 1987 

Coltrans Division . 

CITY OF WATSofoeFfVlLLE 

December 7; 1987 

Mr. Carl E. Smith 
Department of Transportation 
Division of Aeronautics · 
P.O. Bos 1499 

. Sacramento, CA 95807 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

FEB 0 9 2000 

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 1 s co~~~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 ~s 
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. 

~eL 
John Radin 
City Manager 

.:iR: lh 

,., ( 
Ci.ty Hall, P.O. Box 430, Watsonville, CA 96077 

8L6S-l:'S'3-916 
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6. SITE F: Ci/Vf'./aA,)~·:A .-1-- "p_.. CJ:&. 
Aircraft making straight in approaches to the main Runway 
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 Northen1 Monterey County. I 
urge you to consider my recommendations. 

Tha.r..k you, 

~~-'~ y. ~~ .,J·~--L-
Vernon L. Ackerman 
Airport Manager 
City Of Watsonville 

VlA;eg 

cc: Bud Carney-Planning Dir . 

~llt>'O SW~~80~d lt>'GOW 8L69-t?S9-91:6 t-r;:g-r; 900l/50/~0 
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Mr. Charles Lester 
February 15, 2000 
Page Two 

for remaining sensitive 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 the Watsonville 
area, preferably in proximity to the project, should be 
acquired or otherwise permanently protected to compensate for 
the increased developed area resulting fiom the pioposed 
amendment. 

4. Management plans should be developed for ail conserved areas, 
including appropriate levels of restcra~ion. 

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). 
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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 fot the wetlands and wetland species. However, 
these 100-fqot buffers do not provide protection for broader 
wildlife needs. For example, this would a very limited space 
for raptor foraging. Narrow parallel buffers also not 
provide safe and ef ctive gration 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 

cilities planned further away from the sloughs, and 
remaining area lands cons fers should extend beyond 
the break ~n slope above the sloughs to reduce to buffer the 
effects on slough hab ats from the effects of erosion from 
adjacent land uses. 

Question 4: Deoartment's Ecoloaical Reserve 

Department ecological reserves are acquired and managed 
principally to protect special habitats and rare ies 
that depend on them. · ted 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 1 tations, the Department has not developed a 
specific management plan for the reserve, or attempted 
substantial restoration or interpretive projects. In the 
absence of appropriate infrastructure, we currently restrict 
use·of site to organized groups and individuals famil with 
the site on a case-by-case basis. Ou~ general concern about 
the development of the high school adjacent to the reserve is 
that the intense public activity associated with the schocil 
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 1 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 increased demands on our very limited 
enforcement staff. Security patrols, good fences, regular 
litter clean-up efforts, and li ing constraints will be 
needed to minimize the impacts of siting the school adjacent 
to the reserve. Because the reserve is downstream from the 



• 

•• 

• 

Mr. Charles Lester 
February 15, 2000 
Page Six 

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 Cas~roville. In 
addition there are numerous State Parks in 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 Departme~t 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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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov 
POST OFFiCE SOX 47 
YOUNTVILLE. CALIFORNIA 9.<:599 
(707) 944-5500 

Mr. vonn Chase, Superintendent 
arc Valley Unified School District 

165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville 1 Califorqia 95076 

Mr. Hartin Carve:-, Senior ~'Planner 
City of Watsonville 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Messrs. Chase and Carver: 
. : '·. 

.JUL 1 4 1999 

Proposed Pajaro Valley Unified School District (District) 
Milleniu.rn High school Site,·· w~tsonville 1 Santa Cruz County 

In recent meetings, conversations, and letters between personnel 
of the Department of Fish and Game and the staff and consultants of 
~he City of Watsonville (City) and the District, we have been asked 
to clarify our concerns about the choice of the subject proposed site 
a::C cc,rr:.r:-Li t -to Ytcrking with the City and t:re !:'ict t0 rni i9a te the 
impc.cts associated with construct and ing a hi school at 
this location. 

The Final Environmental Impact Report for the project 
acknowledges that the proposed site is relatively biologically 
se~~itive and that some of the project's biological impacts will be 
difficult or impossible to miticrate. Our Mav 19, 1999 letter advised 
that an alternative site be cho;en for the hlgh school to avoid these 
impacts. It is our understanding that biological criteria played a 
relc.tively minor role in the site s~lection process so it is not 
surprising that the proposed site prese~ts challenging mitigat n 
obligations. From our perspective 1 there are five major ty?es of 

. irilpacts that biological 1Jlitigation efforts should focus on. They 
are: 

lj Loss of,upland habitats adjacent to the slough potentially used 
for nesting, foraging, and refuge by species associated with the 
sloughs. 

2 ?otantial public disturbance of the area's sa~sitive animals and 
habitc.ts (includincr the Stc.te's adiacent ecbloaical resa=ve) 

• <; • • - -: ~ ..L 

~hrough llgn~lng, trespass, vandallsm, ana litcar. 

Loss of connectivity betwee~ the wetland hc.bita~s on eicher side 
~= the p=oposed ~ite. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAiVIE 
ht tp:i! www.dfg.ca.gov 
POST OFFICE BCX 47 
YOUNTVILLE, CALJFC·RNi.A 
(7071 94-t-5500 

tv1 c. y 

M=. Richard Meyer 

1 0 --- _.' 1 a a a _.._,...,/_, 

Pajaro Valley Unified School Dis~rict 
165 Blackburn Street 
Watsonville, California 95076 

Dear Hr. Meyers: 

·-~ 

.~;;.y~·.' 
~ .. 

.... ,·! 

Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
Proposed Third High School Site, Santa Cruz County 

......... ,. . 

. ·, '·.; ·-1 

Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the 
Revised Final Draft EIR for the proposed construction of a high 
school at Hc.rkins Slough Road. We also provided cominents on the 
Notice of P=eparation and the Revised D=a~t EIR. The proposed 
sc~cc~ site is l~cated within the Watso~ville slough syscem wes: 
cf ~i;~way ~' one of the mcs~ productive envi=o~~en:s in t~e 
Wa:sonville area in terms of wildlife habitat and agricultu=e. 

ln the City's expanding urban influence. 

Sloughs provide flood water storage, water pollution 
reduccion through cleansing action of vegetation, waterfowl and 
wildlife habitat, and aesthetic relief from urbanization. 
Therefore, these sloughs are important elements of Watsonville's 
infrastructure, as well as important public trust resources. 
Proper functioning of these wetland areas require adequate 
buffers between the wetland and urban development. This project 
s :..g:-.i. :.:can t2.~ .. di..~ t ~!:'~s the b1_1f-fe ~ a rea r ~r_ans j_ t i(Jna l fNetla!"ld arld 
upland habitac) resulting in a loss of marry lost values such as 
migratory corridors, water quality, and isolation from public 
int.r~si.or1. 

We have concluded that it will be very difficult if not 
impossible to mitigate the project irnpaccs on the proper 
f~nccioning of the slough system because of the close proximity 
cf the schcc: tc the wetla~d area. After careful revie~ of the 
R~vised Fina: ~I?, and in consideration of the high va:ue of the 
biccic resc~rces located in the project area, we believe that the 
ackncwledged unmitigated significant isca.cts justl:j relocating 
:.~ls projec:.. 
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presence. The Revised Final EIR included a statement of 
overriding considerations regardi. the si ficant ccs, 
however, this does not negate t need to mitigate for 
significant biological impacts. Fish and Game Code 5050 
(enclos ) descr s fully protecced reptiles and amphibians. 
The Santa Cruz long~toed salarnendar is a fully protected 
amphibian, and any take of this species would violate Section 
5050. There re, surveys must be conduct:ed to determine·whether 
this species is present. 

3. Cumulative and unidentified impacts. There are other direct 
cumulative impacts which were noc adequately addressed by the 
Final Revised EIR. Of most concern are impacts associat 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 Ona, further fragmenti this unique slough 
sys-;:em . 

4. S..trea.-o.bed Alteration Agree..Ttlen t •. 'T!'iE: ?.evis ed fi.nal E IR states 
that all mitigation required by the U. S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Regiona· Water :1tv Contro aoard, and Department 
of Fish and Game shall be implemented. This project will require 
a streambed teration eement cause of the location of the 
slough causing a substantial change to the banks of the slough in 
addition to significant direct and indirect impacts. Department 
review finds that the Revised Final EIR s not adequately 
address many direct and indirect significant impacts. The 
Department will propose for the streambed application agreement 
modi cation co the projecc to protect fish and wildlife 
resources af ted by t projecc. The Department does not 

projec~'s adverse impacts on ~e res0urces can be 
mitiga on site and may have to recommend major project 
modifications to make on-site tigation possible. 

There should be a more careful review and weighing of 
biological impacts in t alternatives analysis. Alternative 
sites and mitigation areas de exist, which already have most of 
the required infrastructure place. This project should also 
be evaluated in terms of overall cumula:.ive impacts to the 
Wa:sonville sl svs~e~s. Fur:.hermore, the rtment has been 
working with the City of Wats~nvil.le to assure CEQA compliance on 
several oc r projects. ?as: performance by the City has the 
De?artment conce 
this hi y sens 

about its ility tc 
? lacemer1 T.: 

obtain compliance on 
of the s 1 next to 

··. 
,,,,.. 
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S•" 11!1011. FISU AND GAME CODE 178 

hitdu•t n sheep. The department shall maintain internal accounlabilily necessary to ensure thai all rest ric­

lion~ on I he e~r~ndilure oflhesc fundsare met. 
t !ntmJrJ ~··Stollllll /991 Clwf'· 371 J 

1\~11111. Annual Beporl; 1:onlenl 
1 •t I he dcpattmrnl shall annually report the lolluwiug lo the Legislature: 
111 I he.managcmcnlnnils for which plans have been developed pursuant to S«liun 4901. 
1 • 1 fl snmm;u y nl tlu~ tlal;~ horn the annual count conducted by the department l\1r the purposes of sub-

''" • 10111 th) nf Section <19\12. 
· 1 ·the lllmthl~r of linnw t:tg5 i5sned in I he preceding season, and I he uumher of maiUre Nelson 

l·•t•h•n n nuns l;tkcnumkr valid license lags in the f!lcccding season. 
1 11 Any inslance known to the dctlarlment or the unlawful or unlicensedla!dng of a bighorn sheep in 

<lair and the disjtmitionnf any prosecution 1hercli1r. 
c '1 'I he tmmhcr of hi~horn sheep relocated during the previous year, the area where reintroduced, a 

''"'~menlnn the success or the rciulroduction, and a brief description of any teintroduclion planned for 
1!11 l•tlluwing }'tar. 

!h) I he rfJlml which is due in 1991 shall be presented lo the Legislature on Of before July I, 1991, and 
ch:t II cnnsisl nf a comtJilal inn of the results or the ongoing study conducted pursuant to this sec lion each 
,,,., since the cnaclment nf this chapter and an assessment or lheenvironmenlal impact of the hunlingof 

''' ~<>m1 hij!hmn shrrp un the herds. 
' t mnrJnl/~r .'iwlult'.\ /'l'itl ('/wp. lnliJ} 

UIVISIOI~ 5. PROTECTED REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS 
CHAPTER ·t. TURTLES 

Article 1. Desert Tortoises 

•,t•nu. Sell, Purchase. llarm, Take, Possess, or Transport; Exception 
11 is uulawll•ltoscll.tmrch~sc, harm, take, posscss,ortranspnrtany lortoise((jopherus)orparlslhereof, 

"' '''·''"'~'' ~ny prujcdileat a turtoisc (Gopherus). This sec lion does not apply lot he taking of any tor Ioise 
,, twu autlwri1td hy the dc(larlnrrnt. 

I mt~uln/ hr Sltlllllr.r I 9 7 7 ( I"' I'· lliJ.~} 

!i\!!1 I. Possession; h~:eplion lo Seclion 5000 
I he J)rnvisinns or Scctiun 5000 do not prohibit the posscs.~ion of any tortoise (Gophcrus) when the 

,,., ner can demonstrale that such tortoise was legally acquired and possessed berore theellCI:tivedateof this 
"'"'ion. The owner or a tortoise which may be possessed under I his section shall mark or otherwise identify 
wdttortoisc to lhcsalislilction or lhcdeparlmenl, and shallnotlransfersuch tortoise to any other person 
1' irhnut prior ~PJlroval or the derartmenl. 

lltMd hr Stotui.~J /':Ill Clwp. 301} 

!illll2. Permits Authorizing Possession by lnslilution or Public Zoological Garden 
I he tlciJartmcnt may issue permits, subjccttosuch terms and conditions as the commission may prescribe, 

possession or any tortoise (Goph~rus) or any parlor product thereof by an educational or 
\ri,:ntilic iR~Iiluliun or a public zoological garden. 

1 i.Jdrd lrr Stomcrs 1972 Clwp. JQI} 

Article 2. Terrapin 

~i020. Taking 
I! i~ unlawful to take diamond-back terrapin (Malaclemys} at anytime. 
iMJtd hr Srowm /957 Chap. 456/ 

FISH ANU GAME CODE 

CHAPTER 2. FUllY PROTECTED REPTILES AND AMPIIIDIANS 
5050. Take or Possess; Dellnllloos 

• 
Fully protected replilesandamphibiansofparts thereof may not be lakenorpossessed at any time and no 

Jlfi!ViSiOII Of thiscodeorallyother Jaw shall beCOIIS(fUCd (()3Uthorizelhe L~U311CCOf permits or liCCIISCS (O 

take any fully protected reptile or amJ>hibian amino such permilsor licenscs heretofore issued shall have 
any Iince or eflecl for any such purpose; cxccpltltatthe commission may authorize I he collecting of such 
species for necessary scientific research. Legally imJJorlcd fully protected reptiles or amphibians or parts 
lhcrcuf may he JIOSSessed under a pmnil issued hy the dC(Iarlmenl. 

The li11lowing are fully protected reptiles and am11hibians: 
(a) Hlunl-n~JScd leopard li1.ard (CrolaJ!hytus wisli1.enii silus) 
(h) San Francisco garter snake (Thmnnophis sirlalis telrataenia) 
(c) Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum cnxeum) 
(d) Limestone salamander (Hydromanles bru~us) 
(c) mack toad (Bufo boreas cxsul) 

CHAPTER 3. COMIVUiRCIAl USE OF REPTILES 
auu~uve Rep Illes 

"Native reptiles"as used in this chapter means snakes,lizards,lurtles, or any other members of the elm;.~ 
reptilia native to California. 

5061. Rules and Regulations 
The commission shall establish rules and regula! ions for I he commercial lake, sale, lnmsjtort, nport. or 

of native reptiles. 

5062. Alligator or Crocodilidae Farm Permits 
Notwilhslanding any other provision of law, no penni I shall be issued for I he operation of a farm for al­

lig<~lms or any species or the family crocodilidae if theauimalsare keJJI for the use and sale of the meal or 
hides. No permit for the operation of a farm foralligatorsuranyspec:iesof lhelamily trrn:odilidacshallbe 
renewed if the animals arc kepi for the usc and sale of the meat or bides. 

(AJJ,·d'hySlatuusl99l Chap. 776/ 

DIVISION 6. FISH 

PART ·1. GENEBALL Y 

CHAPTER 1. MISCELLANEOUS 
55011. Use Explosives In Waters tnhabilell by Fish 

II is unlawful to use explosives in lhe waters of this slate inhabite:d by lish, except under a permit first ob­
tained by the user from the deparhnenl consistent with terms and conditions selby the commission, Of l'l· 
tept in case of emergency, to remove an accidental obstruction to I he Dow of water. Any pers(ln may appeal 
the uepartment's decision lo grant or ueny a permit to the tommission. 

(lfmrmfrtl by Statutrs 1985 Chap. Ill} 

5501. Taking of Uarmlui Fish; Permit 
The department may lake any lish which, in its opinion, is unduly preying ll(lllll any bird,mammal, or 

lisb. The commission may prescribe the letms of a permit to take any fish which, in the opinion of the de­
partment, is harmful to other species of fish and which should be reduced in numbers. 

5502. Take Ash; Aeslrlcllons • Fishway, Dam, Fish Screen 
II is unlawfullolakcany fish wilbin 250 feet of any fish way, within !50 leet of the lower side of any dam, 

or within 150 feel of the upper side of any fiSh screen. 
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2. The a~scussion of wetland impacts and mitigatioc is too 02 

3 . 

vague. The Revised Draft EIR needs to presen~ ~ore specific 
proposals for replacement of lost habitat. The District 
should be aware that conversion of one wetland type to 
another is not acceptable mitigation as it does not avoid 
loss of wetlands. This limits the potential for on-site 
mitigation. In view of the difficulty ~f finding suitable 
off-site mitigation areas, we cannot consider t~is feasible 
unless the District can identify suitable and available 
locations for 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 future 
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 
impacts c: their prcjest . 

Defar~men~ believes 
in sig::ifican~ adve.:-se irnpc.c::..s -::·:: 

resources inc:~~lng State- and Federally-listed species. Unless 
adequate mitigation can be provided, adoption of this project 
would require a finding of overriding considerations. In vieH of 
the existence cf ether feasible sites, this would appear to be 
unjustified. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and corr~ent on this 
project. If you have any questions regarding these comrr,ents, 
please contac~ Ms. Jeannine M. DeWald, Associa~e Wildlife 
Biologis~, at (408) 429-9252; or Mr. Carl Wilcox, Environmental 
Se.:-vices Supe.:7iscr, at {707) 944-5525. """ 

Sincerely, 
. ' 

;j / {;. 

"/.·/ r //~ 
/~ ~ -,_,-
' ' .. Y "-./ 1'.4 
Brian Hunter 
Regional Manager 
Re-gion .5 

03 
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United States Department of the Inter or 

F1SH AND WILDJ..JHJ SERVICE 
MAR 0 2 2000 

D 

V~nwra Fish and Wib.llife Onicc 
2493 Portola RullJ, Suite I3 
Ventura, Ca!ifomia 93003 

Ci\UFORNIA 
COASTAL COMfv11SSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

Charles Lester 
District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, Califomia 95060 

March 2, 2000 

Subicct: . Proposed High School at Harkins Slough and Lee Roads in the City of 
Watsonville, Santa Cru~ County 

This letter is in response to your request, dated January 20, 2000, and received by us on January 
24, 2000, for our opinion on several habitat issues related to the subject project. The proposed 
project involves the development of a high school on approximately 50 acres of a 115-acrc parcel 
located in the City of Watsonville, Santa Cruz County. The Final Environmcntallmpact Report 
for lhis project has been approved by the City of Watsonville (City). The project site is located 
within the coastal zone and the City of Watsonville's cun·ent Local Coastal Plan must be · 
amended to allow for this project The California Coastal Commission (Commission) is 
preparing for a hearing in March to review the zoning amendment requested by the City. The 
zoning amendment, among other things, would reduce the area mapped in the Local Coastal Plan 
as an environmentally sensitive habitat area (i~SHA). 

Although your questions revolve around six specific issues, we would like to preface our 
responses wilh a broader assessmcrit of the habitat value of the site. The project site is located 
within the Watsonville Slough system and is bounded on the east by the West Branch of Struve 
Slough and on the west by Hanson Slough. Sloughs arc impoliant public resources in th~il they 
provide fiood water storage and natural fillration ofwaler. In addition, they support sensitive 
biological communities and habitat for .fish, wildlife and plants. The proposed project site and 
the surrounding Watsonville Slough system are included in the South County SlougJJ system, 
which has been recognized as an area of significant biological importance by Lhc Califomia 
Department ofFish and Grune. 

The Watsonville Slough system is especially important as a refuge, feeding and resting area for 
migratory, winter and resident waterfowl. In addition this slough system is reported to support 
the largest concentration of migrant and wii1tering raptors in Santa Cruz County. The sloughs 

.LI 
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f\.Hther asscssm<:nts be done to detem1ine the presence of Santa Cruz long-toed salamanders and 
California tiger salamanders at the project sile. This infoDllaiion will assist the Service in 
determining whether take of any of these species is likely. 

Your specific questions arc addressed below: 

Question 1: What would be the Service's interpretation of the extent ofESHA resources on the 
site? 

Jn view of our comments above, we recommend taking the broadest view possible in interpreting 
the extent ofESHA resources on the site. 

Question 2: Docs the wetlands delineation as pcrfom1ed adequately characterize the extent of 
wetland resources at this site? 

We do not have staff in our office with the combination of expertise in wetlands delineations and 
f..·1miliarity wilh this site to comment specifically on the delineation that was done. For issues 
having to do with the jurisdictional waters of the U.S. U11dcr the Clean Water Act, we typically 
defer to the U.S. Army Col}JS of Engineers (Corps). However, as stated above, our resource 
cunccrns go beyond lhc bounds of the wetlands at this site . 

Quc:Jslion 3: Is a 1 OO~foot buffer adequate to protect areas that may provide habitat for listed 
animal species from aCtivities that may significantly degrade these habitats? 

Based on the infom1ation that we have provided above, we conclude that a 100-foot buffer is 
inadequate to protect such areas. We are unable to provide a specific buffer width that we could 
consider more adequate at this time, especially since we have not visited Hie site. 

Question 4: If Harkins Slough Road is widened, what project modifications and mitigations 
would we recommend or require? 

ln general, we would recommend construction of a bridge across a slough rather than a culverl 
crossing because a bridge would be less likely to impede natural water flows. Without having 
more jnfonml1ion about the proposed road widening, it is unclear whether there would be a 
benefit to conslructit1g a culvert rather than a bridge in this particular location. Jfthe 
construction of the crossing is to be funded, authorized, or carried out by a federal agency aml 
may affect a listed species, the federal agency must consult with the Service, pursuant to section 
7 ofthc Act. If a proposed project does not involve a federal agency butntay result in the lake of 
a listed animal species, the project proponent should apply for an incidental take permit, pursuant 
to section lO(a)(l)(B) of the Act. Once you have determined if the proposed project will have a 
lead federal agency, we can provide you with more detailed infom1ation regarding the scctiOil 7 
consultalion or the section IO(a)(l)(B) permitting process . 
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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 Sl.ough 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-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. 

Respectful~y. 

Robert R. Curry 
Registered Professional Geolcgist 

(California) 
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700 Larkspur Landing Circle, Suite 100, Larkspur, CA 94939 • (415) 925-2000 • Fax (415) 92.5-:2006 
Other offices located in Reno, Nevada 

February 3, 2000 

Mr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 

FEB 0 7 200G 

Central Coast District Office CA.l1 !=J R\!: ll. . . .. 
1 · · · CPtl.STAL COMiv' 

Cahforn.1a Coastal Corrums:e2HTr-;AL COAS. . . , 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa.Cruz. CA9~060. 

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 1\IIr. 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 ofthe West Branch of Struve Slough. The purpose ofthis letter 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 pen::i:titting 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 

E:\Iv1illennium2\Lester0 12800 Letter Report. wpd 
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1\tfr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
February 3, 2000 
Page 3 

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 with the 
wetland boundary defined in the June 1998 wetland delineation report prepared by H&A, Inc. 
The site plan includes a !50-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 ofthe slough, and incorporated 
into the project design, is well in excess ofthe 100-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 
constirute a substantial program dedicated to maintaining the biological integrity of the project 
area and mitigating the impacts of its project. 

E:\N!illennium2\Lester0 l2800LecterReporr. wpd 
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:Mr. Charles Lester 
District Manager 
Central Coast District Office 
California Coastal Commission 
February 3, 2000 
Page 5 

6) CDFG Stream Alteration Agreement 

PVUSD understands that the work that would take place \Vithin 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 
improv-ements at this location. Once H&A, Inc. receives this information, we will submit the 
application to CDFG for the permit. At the same time application will be made to the U.S. Army 
Corps _ofEngineers for a permit 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 
cdnsidered "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 ofNationwide 26. Review of the 
Nationwide Permit 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 of the following: 

a) the existing Nationwide 26 regulations; 
b) a combination ofNationwide 3 (Nfaintenance, Repair, Rehabilitation or 

Replacement of Previously Authorized Fill Structures), Nationwide 12 (Utility 
Line Backfills and Bedding), Nationwide 14 (Road Crossings) and Nationwide 
18 (Niinor Discharges); or 

c) one of the new Nationwide permits which are currently in public review and not 
finalized . 
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Febmary 3, 2000 

:"" 1\ -~ ~ ~}- ;-:~ :~, 01'' 
Mr. Charles Lester, Distri-~18\iariigci; ;~ 
Central Coast District 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front St. 
Santa Cmz, CA 95060 

RE: Pajaro Valley Unified School District Third High School Project 

Dear Mr. Lester; 

On January 19, 2000, you sent a letter to Mr. Brian Hunter, Central Coast 
Regional Manager of the California Department ofFish and Game, 
requesting a formal 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 
ofrhe certified Revised EIR which has been coordinated \Vith the CDFG. 
In addition, the mitigation program is intended to meet the requirements of 
other permitting agencies that include the U.S. Army 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 presen·ation and or a combination of all three methods. 

29~ Gree:: Vo.Jley Rc:1d • '.t.'utSomil!e. CA 95076 • (831) 7:28-15200/Ex!. 503 • FAX (831) -~:-60!0 
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retention area. The District's approach to drainage and storm 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 anon-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, 1999 letter, which have not been 
refuted . 

. If you have any questions about this letter or our project, please call me as 
soon as possible. District staff and representatives are available to meet 
with you at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerelv, 

1~t- f~-
DUJohn Casey 
Superintendent 

Enclosure(s) 
cc: Carlos Palacios, City Manager, City of Watsonville 

Assemblyman Fred Keeley 
Retired Senator Henry Mello 
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June 18, 1999 

:M:r. Brian Hunter 
California Department ofFish and Game 
P.O.Box47 
Yountville, CA 94599 

~rrt::'u~ ~i 

' JUN 2 11999 8 
Ci'fY OF WATSONVfLL­
COMM DEVELOPMENT DEPr 

Subject: Response to Canfornla Department o! Fish and Gatne Comments Regarding 
Pajaro Valley ~uified School District Third High 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 recentm~tings involving CDFG staff, representatives of the 
Pajaro Valley Unified School District (Pv1JSD) and the Ciry of Watsonville, regarding th~ 
PVUSD's proposed third high school. These me:tings we:e 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 
Slousi. RoaCfl" ..... e~ Road. Tne Pv'USD has· acknowledg~d through its Revised Draft 

• 

- ' .... -
Environmental Impact Report (EIR, June 1998) and Final Revised EIR (September 1998) u.1.at 
the Harkins Slough Road/Lee Road site is in an area of particular environmental sensitivit"J, 
espedally 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 from the CDFG dming the field review seemed to sugg~t 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 from 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 has considered 18 scpante sites in the last eight years. 
A SUID.1ll.3IY of this process and cmnpelling rationale fur rejection of all other alternatives is 
contained in the Final R.cvi&ed EIR for the project, of which you have a copy. The Final Revised 
EIR also provides information regarding minimum site requimnents for a facility of this type. 
and reviews the data documenting that the project proposed by PYUSD is at the absolute 
mio.i.rnum allowable seale. 

Given that the site loc3tion and the scale and configuration of on-site facilities is fixed, the · 
PVUSD has been happy to work with CDFG on finding ways to n:tirigate biological impacts for 
the project as proposed. The PVUSD has proposed a mitigatio!l program based on the 
requirements of the certified Revised ElR, that has been coordinated with your agency and is 
intended to me~t the requiremc:1ts of oth~ pemritting agencies that include the U.S. A.""'!ly Corps 

. ·tJ'1 
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Mr. Brian Hunter 
California Depa..rtment ofFish and Game 
June 18, 1999 · 
Page3 

of the site. 

Additional biological mitigation will include compensation for the loss of 0.14 acres of seasonal 
wetlands along the south edge of the site near Harkins Slough Road due to road;,.:ay widening 
and creation of a stormwater retention area. The mitigation requirements of the EIR will be 
satistied through 1be on-site creation of seasonal wetland habitat adjacent to the proposed 
location of .storm water retention (southwest comer of school site), preservation (and dedication) 
ofth.e entire 3.4 acres of on-site wetlands within the West Branch of Struve Slough, ar.d 
enhancement of these wetland habitats through restoration or adjacent upland grassland to a 
native condition. 

The PVUSD ~lieves tlut the proposed mitigation measures constitute a substantial program 
dedicated to mainta.imng the bio1ogical integrity of the project area and mitigating the impacts of 
its project. Randy Morgan is CU.1"fently preparing the Habitat Restoration Plan for the nine-acre 
preserve and H&A, Inc. is preparing an application for a Stream Alteration Agreement from your 
agency related to necessar; roadway, culvert and utility improvements at the Harkins Slough 
Road crossi."lg of the West Branch of Struve Slough. Tbt:Se irems will be sent to you in the 
corning weeks. We will also see that you receive a copy oftbe Corps pe:m.it application 
e:qJected to be ccrnplered shordy as well. 

If you have any questions regarding the above, please call me at 415/925-2000. 

!/;J;L, 
GaryDeghi 
Vice President/Wetlands Reg'l..llatory Scientist 

GD/smf 
Enclosure 

C-· ... Dr. John Casey, Superintendent P'VUSD (w/enclosure) 
MMtin Carver, City ofWatsonville (w/enelosure) 
Maureen Owens Hill, Owens Hill Consulting (w/enclosure 
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CDFG Consultation 
February 21 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 Car;e;, of my office, at 831/728-6177 or Dr. john Casey, PVUSD 
Superintendent, at 831/728-6200, ext. 503. 

joh oughty 
Director of Community Development 

c: Dr. John Casey, Superintendent, Pajaro Valley Unified Schoo! District 
Charles Lester, Co?tstal 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 
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March 4, 1999 

Mr. Chris Boyle 
DES .Archi~ects & Engineers 
399 Bradford Street 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Subject: Wetland Buffer Zones Pertaining to New 1\tilllennium High School Site, 
Wats~nville, California 

Dear Chris: 

In ]'ijne 1998, Huffman & .Associates, Inc. (H&A, Inc.) prepared~ report entitled "Inve,stlgation. 
of the Presence of Waters of the United States, New :Millennium High School Site, Watsonville, 
California.," docu.rnenting results of an· analysis to determine boundaries of wetlands and waters 
ofthe U.S. at the proposed site for a new highschool in Watsonville. 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. The pur-pose of this memo is to clarify how the wetland boundary defined by H&..<\, 
Inc. according to Corps methodology relates to establishment of a. w.etland buffer zone according 
to requirements of the City ofWatsonVille's Local Coastal Program (LCP) Land Use Plan. 

According to the Cily's LCP the buffer zone would be d6fined as a.lOO-foot wide zone extending 
landwa..'"ti 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> it is important to 
consider the LCP definition of the wetland-upland transition compared to the wetland criteria of 
the 1987 Corps W~tland Delineation ManuaL According to the LCP, the ''wetlend-upland 
trqnsition is defined as a type of wetland occurring along the seasQnally inundated margins of a 
slough." In employing the Cozps methodology. wetlands m.apped·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 nt 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. ex.tencling 100 feet landward of the wetland boundarj 
determined in the June 1998 wetland delineation report prepared by H&A., Inc . 
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CITY OF w-ATSONVILLE 
·Opportunity through di'Uersiry; 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 l'v1illennium 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 April 21, 1999 meeting you stated that the California Department of Fish and 
Game reviewed the wetland and wetland-upla.nd transition delineation prepared by 
Huffman & Associates entitled: ulnvestigation of the Presence ofWaters 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 
delmeation 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 Commissiorr and City Council on June 7 
and July 27, respectively. 

c: Maureen Owens Hill 

J~ne 2, 1999 (Sc!9pm!mc: 
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• 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 studentswithin 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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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 of3,200 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 ofEducation 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 ofEducation, 
design ofthe 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 ofthe REIR in court. 
In Aprill999, the Superior Court ofthe 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 rmi.y 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 

2 
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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 ofharmful 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 ofWatsonville 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 of the site. Examples of current uses west of 
Highway 1 include a 100 room motel, a beverage distributorship, an auto wrecking yard, a cold 
storage facility, t!1e 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 ofWatsonville, and Monterey County 
have not adopted Highway 1 as an urban line; the projectis 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 unanimous.ly 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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Exhibit P 
Education Code Section 17215 

(1 Page) 
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Exhibit Q 
Memorandum of Understanding 

Regarding City of Watsonville LCP 
Amendment 1-99 

(12 Pages) 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING REGARDING CITY OF WATSONVILLE LCP 
AMENDMENT1~9 . 

Page 2 

(e) 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. 

(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; and 

Whereas, under Section 30007.5 of the Coastal Act the Legislature found and 
recognized that conflicts may occur between one or more policies of the Act and 
therefore declared that in carrying out the Act such conflicts are to be r~solved in a 
manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources. In this 
context, the Legislature declared that broader policies which, for example, serve to 
concentrate development in close proximity to urban and employment centers may be 
more protective, overall, than specific wildlife habitat and other similar resource policies; 
and, 

Whereas, an evaluation of the site by Coastal Commission staff concludes the site 
contains prime agricultural land, as defined in Section 30113 of the Coastal Act, that it 
has historically been farmed and it currently produces commercial strawberry crops; 
and 

Whereas, the site is immediately adjacent to productive prime agricultural land; and 

Whereas, development of the high school will result in the conversion. of all agricultural 
land on the site to a public facilities use and extend urban uses into an agricultural area; 
and 

Whereas, Section 30242 of the Coastal Act requires that non prime agricultural land 
shall not be converted to non agricultural use unless continued or renewed farming is 
not feasible or the conversion would preserve pr.ime agricultural land or concentrate 
development consistent with 30250 of the Coastal Act; and 

Whereas, Section 30243 of the Coastal Act requires that the long term productivity of 
soils and timberlands be protected, and 

Whereas, the site is outside the current developed area of the City of Watsonville, and 
development of the high school, which includes the. extension of sewer and water 
utilities and substantial improvements to Harkins Slough Road, may result in an 
incentive for future urban development on rural agricultural lands within Santa Cruz 
County, west of Highway One outside the current boundaries of the City; and 

G:\Central Coast\P & R\Wat\LCPs\PVUSO High School\MOU ·MARCH 4 v1.doc 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING REGARDING CITY OF WATSONVILLE LCP 
AMENDMENT 1 ~99 

Page 4 

a public hearing to consider adoption and submission for certification by the 
Commission of amendments to the City's LCP and will similarly consider the adoption 
of amendments to the City's General Plan for non~Coastal Zone areas of the City 
west of Highway One, that include the following elements: 

a. A "right-to farm" ordinance that provides protections to agricultural uses 
adjacent to the City of Watsonville, west of Highway One; 

b. 

c. 

Establishment of a (1) one foot wide utility prohibition overlay district along 
the boundary of existing Coastal Zone Areas A, B, and C (see Exhibit A) 
across which the placement of wastewater utility pipeline and potable 
water utility pipelines is prohibited, except that the parties agree that 
certain exceptions to this policy may be pursued through normal and 
required legal processes without need for amendment to this MOU and 
notwithstanding Section II of this MOU.1 The limitations of this 
subparagraph (b)' shall not however restrict the repair, replacement, 
maintenance, refurbishment or functional improvements of existing water 
and sewer lines insofar as necessary to maintain existing capacity of said 
existing lines as of the date of this MOU (in other words, no physical 
expansion of existing lines) . 

A policy and/or standard as may be applicable stating that, except for the 
"Green Farm" par<;:el (Santa Cruz County Tax Assessor's Parcel Number 
052-271-04) as provided in the recitals to this Memorandum above, the 
City will not pursue any additional annexations to the City west of Highway 
One, nor support any annexations to the City from third parties in that 
geographic area, unless both of the following findings can be made: 

i. The land 'to be annexed is not designated Viable Agricultural Land 
Within the Coastal Zone (Type 3) by the Santa Cruz County 
General Plan/Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan, or the land to 
be annexed has been re-designated from Viable Agricultural Land 
Within the Coastal Zone to a Elifferenf land use designation by the. 
County of Santa Cruz through a Local Coastal Program Land Use 
Plan amendment and rezoning; and 

1 Acknowledged exceptions include: (1) potable water and wastewater service to the Gilbertson parcel (APN 052-
0 11-46), and the agricultural uses principally and conditionally permitted under the present County Commercial 
Agricultural Zoning district, including Agricultural worker housing; (2) Leachate lines to and from the City and 
County landfill and the City Wastewater Treatment Plant; and (3) pipelines to distribute water for environmental 
restoration, maintenance or enhancement. Acknowledgement of these possible exceptions in no way binds any of the 
parties in future legal decision-~aking processes. 

G:\Central Coast\P & R\Wat\LCPs\PVUSO High Schooi\MOU -MARCH 4 v1.doc 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING REGARDING CITY OF WATSONVILLE LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-99 

Page 6 

a. Establishment of a (1) one foot wide utility prohibition overlay district along 
and immediately adjacent to the City's boundaries west of Highway One 
(City limits) (as shown on Exhibit A2

) across which the placement of 
wastewater utility pipeline~ and potable water utility pipelines is prohibited, 
except that the parties agree the certain exceptions to this policy may be 
pursued through normal and required legal processes without need to 
amendment to this MOU and notwithstanding section 11 of this MOU.3 

The limitations of this subparagraph (a) shall not however restrict the 
repair, replacement, maintenance, refurbishment or functional 
improvements of existing water and sewer lines insofar as necessary to 
maintain existing capacity of said existing lines as of the date of this MOU 
(in other words, no physical expansion of existing finest 

b. A policy and/or standard as may be applicable that limits the width of 
Harkins Slough Road to the minimum width of roadway, bikeway and 
pedestrian ways necessary to serve the High School or as otherwise 
needed to meet minimum County or Cal Trans design standards as 
applicable; and, that encourages other improvements needed to provide 
habitat connectivity between the west branch of Struve Slough on Area 
"C" and ~he California Department of Fish and Game Reserve on the 
south side of Harkins Slough Road adjacent to the school site. 

c. A policy and/or standard as may be applicable that requires the County to 
reserve a one-foot non-access strip around any easements granted to the 
City for wastewater utility pipelines and potable water utility pipelines so 
as to limit future utility extensions inconsistent with this agreement. 

6. SUPER-MAJORITY VOTE. Any of the amendments to the LCP or General Plan 
identified in Section 5 approved by the County for submission to the Commission as 
LCP amendments or as amendments to the County's General Plan shall include a 
requirement that future amendments to, or revocation of, these provisions shall require 

2 All parties agree that ~o amendment to this MOU is necessary. to extend-tht: utility prohibition overlay district 
around APN# 052-271-04 if it is annexed, subject to all planning and regulatory processes. · 
3 Acknowledged exceptions include: (1) potable water and wastewater service to the Gilbertson parcel (APN 052-
011-46), and the agricultural uses principally and conditionally permitted under the present County Commercial 
Agricultural Zoning district, including Agricultural workef housing; (2) Leachate lines to and from the City and 
County landfill and the City Wastewater Treatment Plant; and (3) pipelines to distribute water for environmental 
restoration, maintenance or enhancement. Acknowledgement of these possible exceptions in no way binds any of the 
parties in future legal decision-making processes. 

4 
Only for the specific purpose of accommodating new development within the City east of Highway One. expansion of the main 

wastewater utility line from the City sewer treatment plant is exempted from this prohibition, subject to all applicable regulatory 
review and approvals . 

G;\Central Coast\? & R\Wat\LCPs\PVUSD High Schooi\MOU ·MARCH 4 v1.doc 
Printed: 3/14/2000 8:02:00 PM Q- 6 



• 

• 

• 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING REGARDING CITY OF WATSONVILLE LCP 
AMENDMENT 1-99 

Page 8 

12. INTERPRETATION AND RESOLUTION OF AMBIGUITIES. If any party deems 
any provision of this Memorandum vague or ambiguous, such party shall follow the 
process described for amendments in Section 11. Interpretations. and resolution of 
ambiguities must be agreed to by the City Council, Board of Supervisors and the 
Coastal Commission in order to be effective. 

i 3. LEGISLATION. The City and County shall support legislation relative to this 
Memorandum that shall permit any person to petition a court of competent jurisdiction 
to require the City, the County and/or the Commission to comply with the terms of this 
Memorandum, including any amendments hereto. Such legislation shall not become 
enforceable until (i) the County and City both have Housing Elements in their 
respective General Plans certified by the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development and (2) either the County or City commence any official action 
to rescind the "supermajority" voting requirements contained herein. 

14. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Memorandum of Understanding will become effective 
upon its duly authorized execution by the Mayor of the City, Chairperson of the County 
Board and the Executive Director of the Commission . 

Space for Signatures to be. affixed if document is approved . 

G:\Central Coast\P & R\Wat\LCPs\PVUSO High Schooi\MOU ·MARCH 4 v1.doc 
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MOU Regarding Affordable Housing 

Whereas, the City of Watsonville (City) is considering entering into a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the City, the County of Santa Cruz (County) and the California 
Coastal Commission (Commission) relative to proposed modifications to the City's 
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) adding public schools as a conditional use to 
accommodate the development of a public high school on the west side of Highway One, 
north of Harkins Slough Road; and 

Whereas, the County's Housing Element has not been certified by the California 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD; and 

Whereas, the failure to have a certified Housing Element precludes the County from 
competing for available State and Federal funding for much needed affordable housing 
and community development funds; and 

Whereas, it is mutually acknowledged that there is a substantial lack of affordable 
housing in Santa Cruz County and that the creation of new affordable units to serve all 
segments of the community is a critical issue for the County and the region; and 

Whereas, it is mutually agreed that the preservation of prime agricultural land and 
environmentally sensitive areas is a common goal; and 

Whereas, the City has been asked to provide assurances that there will be no additional 
urban development or annexation west of Highway One inconsistent with the MOD 
signed by the City, County and Coastal Commission; and 

Whereas, the City and County agree that each share responsibility to facilitate adequate 
affordable housing for low income people, particularly the agricultural labor force; and 

Whereas, the City desires to work cooperatively with the County to identify potential 
projects and programs that will address the critical lack of affordable housing including 
agricultural workers housing throughout the County; and 

Whereas, and equitable distribution of affordable housing throughout the County is of 
benefit to all residents; and 

Whereas, the City and County agree that housing development should utilize, to the 
extent possible, existing utilities and transportation networks incorporated in developed 
areas throughout the County . 

Q.- tO 



1:\11 1 a~ 'Uill'!)' Prohibition Owlay Diserkt 
/\./ p Cam~ Utili~ Prohibition Owlay lA.rtrict 

New Millennium High Schad 
aJf' & G Rtsm~t 
G~m Farm Prrlfmy 
Gilbertson Propmy 

.,., :. Lands WestojLeeRJi. (Tal Pr~erty) 
. . , . ,, Mghty Muldt Prr;perty 

Triad Praject 

/'.,.' Ot; Ltmi~ ·/ 
/ "\., ~ Cmutal Zcnt - {ArMs A.f' Labeled) 

Exhibit A 
To Memorandum of Understanding 

Regarding City of VVatsonville 
LCP Amendme~nt 1-99 

Q-lt 



Administration 
Building 

215 Union Street 
~ Second Floor 
~a..'{ (831) 761-0736 

Fax (831) 728-9358 

Mayor& 
City Council 

215 Union Street 
(831) 728-6006 . 
City Manager 

728-6011 
City Attorney 

728-6013 
City Clerk 
728-6005 
Personnel 
728-6012 

CITY OF WATSONVILLE 

March 10,2000 

~~'"S 
~~;;;.;<5.~1 
~.,;:j 

e 

I 
:Jl 

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Ms. Sara Wan, Chair 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 

"' San Francisco, CA 94105 

________ Re: City of Watsonville Local Coastal Program (LCP) Amendment 

• 

City Hall Offices 
250 Main Street 

Community 
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Finance 

728-6031 
Fax 763-4066 

Public Works & 
Utilities 
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Dear Mr. Douglas & Ms. Wan: 

As you are aware, the City of Watsonville's request for amendment of its LCP is 
scheduled for consideration by the California Coastal Commission on March 16, 
2000. This amendment is being proposed to facilitate development of a much needed 
comprehensive high school on Coastal Area C located within the City of Watsonville. 
The proposed high school site has been the subject of an unprecedented selection 
process and exhaustive environmental review and has been determined to be the most 
feasible site. 

Purchasing As you are also aware, a staff report has been prepared by Coastal Commission Staff 
F;2~6~~}t66 through its Central Coast District Office in Santa Cruz. While we are encouraged by 

-------- the alternative recommendations provided within the report, we are disappointed that 
Airport 

100 Aviation Way 
728-6075 

Fax 763-4058 

-----------
Fire 

115 Second Street 
728-6060 

Fax 763-4054 

the local Coastal staff have not fully disclosed the level of their involvement in site 
selection and project development. Throughout the approximate 13-year process of 
site selection, acquisition, design, and environmental evaluation, the Pajaro Valley 
Unified School District (PVUSD) and City have embraced the Coastal Commission 
staff, incorporated their comments and encouraged their further involvement and 
participation. 

-------- As for the specific LCP amendment, I would first like to say that we agree with the 
Housing & Economic 

Development 
231 Union Street 

728-6014 
Fax 763-4016 

Coastal Commission Staff that a high school can be accommodated on the site and 
that such a development would be consistent with the California Coastal·Act. To a 
large extent, we are also in agreement with proposed revisions to the amendment as 
recommended by staff. On March 9, 2000, representatives from the City and PVUSD 

--------met with Coastal Commission Staff to review City recommended changes. While we 
310 t~~~~r~treet concurred on a number of revisions and clarifications, there remain areas in which we 

728-6040 . disagree with staff and their interpretation of th~ Coastal Act. 
Fax 763-4015 

• Parks & Recreation 
30 Maple Street 

728-6081 
Fax 763-4078 
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ATTACHMENT 1: 
PROPOSED MISCELLANEOUS LCP TEXT CHANGES 

SUGGESTED REVISIONS (3trikeout text and blue text) TO TEXT 
PROPOSED BY COASTAL COMMISSION STAFF (Italic Text) 

1 STANDARD FOR TRAFFIC CONGESTION 
Land Use Plan Section III.R.3(b)(I), Page 165; 
Implementation Plan Section 9-5.705(2)(a), Page 167 

2 

• 

A traffic study has been completed by a qualified transportation engineer 
demonstrating that there exists a severe congestion problem inland of 
Highway One (e:g:;- level of service D at 

UTILITY EXTENSIONS 
Land Use Plan Section Ill.B.4, Page 168 

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-:-(fj-the minimum size 
necessary to serve the permitted development; and (2) p1 o ~ided by only 
one City sewe1 and wate1 line mzde1 High,vay One ,,ot til ofBeach Road 
(i.e., this connection must be sha1 ed by any de velopme.nt on A1 ea C that 
atso is allo,vedpubl:c sewe1 and/01 wate.t se1 vice), and (b) the proposed 
facility could not be located in an existing developed area and continued 
or renewed agricultural use is not feasible. 

Land Use Plan II1.C.3.1.(5), Page 171 and 
Implementation Plan Section 9-5.705.(c)(4)(l)(6), Page 180. 

The wastewater connection shall emanate from only one g 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; 

City of Watsonville LCP 
March 8, 2000 

EXPLANATION 

Clarifies that level of serviceD shall be 
the standard for measuring "severe 
congestion" 

While the City is amenable to limiting 
utilities crossing Highway One to a 
single sewer and water line, serving 
bo~h Area Band C with one crossing is 
possible only if permitted by Caltrans 
or the County of Santa Cruz. Should 
neither agency permit such a line, then 
it is physically impossible to serve both 
areas with one utility crossing. 

Also, using one line will necessitate the 
construction of approximately 4,000 
linear feet of sewer and water lines in 
the Coastal Zone that is otherwise 
unnecessary and potentially growth 
inducing. Also, the size of a single line 
would have to be of greater size than 
that necessary to serve the individual 
uses. 

Deleting this language will provide 
flexibility to serve coastal areas with 
two utility lines should a single line be 
infeasible . 

Pagel 



6 SPECIFIC PLAN AND AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY 
EXEMPTIONS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOL 

• 

• 

Land Use Plan III.CJ.n, Page 172 and 
lmplementation'Plan Section 9-5.705(c)(4)(o), Page 181 

Area Cis 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, except that a specific plan shall 
not be required (or a public school. The Specific Plan shall: 

Land Use Plan 1II.C.4, Page 173 and 
Implementation Plan 9-5.705.(c)(4)(a), Page 177 

Habitat preservation and restoration uses that remove agricultural/and 
from production in or adjacent to habitat areas o'~ qn slopes is permitted, 
pursuant to a restoration plan prepared by a biologist. With the exception 
o(a public school (subject to LUP Policy lllC.2.c).· other non-agricultural 
use may be permitted only if continued or renewed agricultural use is 
demonstrated to be infeasible because it can not be accomplished in a .. 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
economic, environmental, social, and technological factors . ... --:A:n 

•' f L' 1 • .c_ r• '-b 1 'l b'' excepuoh "max:.;zg tnrspna:mg may omye maae to a1L'W ap.t l!C 
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within Area C, with the exception o(a public school (subject to LUP Policv 
IIIC.2.c). shall not be allowed unless a Specific Plan (see LUP Policy 
IILC3.n) is first adopted that: ... · 

City of Watsonville LCP 
March 8, 2000 

Per discussion with Coastal 
Commission staff on March 3, 2000, it 
was the intent of staff to exempt public 
schools from the specific plan and 
Agricultural Viability requirements. 

The PVUSD conducted an agricultural 
viability study as part of its Revised 
EIR, and this evaluation found thatthe 
agricultural land was not viable in the 
long term . 
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9 SCHOOL EVENTS 
Land Use Plan IILC.S.b.(IO), Page 175 and 
Implementation Plan Section 9-5.705(c)(S)(b)(10), Page 184. 

Any event at the school that is not expresslv exempted pursuant to Section 
9-5.304. (r) exceeds the maximttm pe1mitted student and employee Cdpacity 

{' t} t t " '7 
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require a coastal development permit and shall be subject to all Area C 
performance standards; 

Implementation Plan Section 9-5.304.(r), Page 209 

Special Events. Except where the event will be of a different use arn:lfor 
and greater intensity than the permitted development where it is to be held 
or where the City determines that the event has to: ... 

10 PARKING, AND HEIGHT STANDARDS 
Implementation Plan Section 9-5.705.(c)(3), Page 177. 

... Vehicular parking areas shall be minimized to be no greater than that:· 
required bv the City o [Watsonville lvfunicipal Code. 

Height: 30 feet as measured from finish grade, subject to Section 9-
5. 705(/)(3). However. up to two buildings may exceed the 30 fOot limit so 
long as each building has a maximum height o{37 feet. is a public school 
facility, and does not exceed 18. 000 square feet . ... 

11 UTILITY EXTENSIONS 

• 

Implementation Plan Section 9-5.705.(c)(4)(I)(9), Page 180. 

They must be placed within the City of Watsonville City Limits. unless all 
the following occur: (1) Cal trans will not allow such lines to be installed 
in the Caltrans right o(way within the Citv limits: (2) the City makes a 
finding that there is a one-fOot non-access strip surrounding the pipeline 
through County land which prohibits anv tie-ins to the line and which is 
dedicated to a non-profit agencv: (3) the line through the County is found 
to be consistent with the County local coastal program and have received 
an aopealable County coastal permit,· and (4) the connecting lines within 
the Citv limits complv with all other applicable provisions o(this 
ordinance. 

City of Watsonville LCP 
March 8, 2000 

Necessary for consistency with Section 
9-5.304.(r). 

It is important that any public school 
constructed in Area C be free to 
conduct basic functions that have no 
adyerse affect on adjacent habitat areas. 

Regarding parking, the suggested 
language is meant to provide a standard 
against which the minimization of 
parking can be measured. 

Regarding building height, this would 
allow a standard gymnasium and 
performing arts auditorium to be 
constructed. 

Necessary for consistency with staff 
recommended language in Land Use 
Plan Section III.C.3.1.8. (Page 171). 

See also discussion in Item 3 . 
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ATTACHMENT 2: 
PROPOSED ESHA DELINEATION FOR WESTElli"i PART OF AREA C 

SUMMARY 
The southwestern part of Area C contains a small, marginal wetland created and maintained by 
agricultural runoff. This is fully documented in PVUSD's certified Revised Environmental Impact 
Report, and the California Department ofFish and Game has concurred in this finding. 

Nonetheless, the City of Watsonville and PVUSD is willing to mitigate for loss of all wetland delineated 
by Coastal Commission staff for the western part of the site. 

DISCUSSION 
In order to comply with required CEQA evaluations, PVUSD contracted with Huffman and Associates, 
nationally recognized wetlands consultants, to con01J.ct a wetland and aquatic habitat evaluation of the proposed 
Millennium High School site. -~-

Huffman and Associates performed comprehensive wetland and aquatic habitat evaluations of the site in 
February, March and June of 1998. In addition to delineating the extent o~Struv.e Slough on the east side of the 
site, they also identified a tailwater ditch on the southwest corner of the High School site (identified as Transect 
E 1 in the Huffman Report) that had saturated soils and some facultative wetland plant species. 

Huffman and Associate's analysis found that the existence of saturated soils in the tail water ditch was caused 
by two factors: 

1. Agricultural nmofffrom adjacent strawberry crops was directed to the tailwater ditch by a 
shallow swale; and 

2. The raised edge of Harkins Slough Road acts as a barrier to this agricultural runoff and has, as 
a result, created a small area of saturated soils. 

Without the presence of agricultural runoff, and without the barrier created by Harkins Slough Road, it is 
highly probable that this area would revert to upland conditions. Aerial photographs of this area taken in 1963, 
clearly indicate that Hanson Slough proper is located well to the west of the school site (see Exhibit 2-A). 

Based on these factors, the tail water ditch does not meet the criteria of wetlands as defined by the EPA. This 
analysis was accepted by the California Department of Fish and Game and fully documented in the 
certified Revised EIR prepared for the high school. 

PROPOSED MITIGATION FOR DEv""ELOPMENT IN WESTERN PART OF SITE 
--

While the City of Watsonville and Coastal Commission staff differ on the extent and value of wetland on the 
southwestern part of Area C, they concur that a compromise is possible. 

Discussions with Mr. Peter Douglas, the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission, indicated that it would 
be possible for the Coastal Commission to allow for development in the southwestern part of Area C in 
accordance with the Coastal Act. He suggested that the Coastal Commission could view development in this 
area in the context of the benefits to other coastal act policies, including enhancement of important wetland 
areas adjacent to the east of the site. 

In response, the PVUSD and the City have identified a number of enhancement and restoration opportunities 
that the high school project could offer. The following is a list of four enhancement/restoration opportunities 
that the PVUSD and the City would be willing to undertake, in addition to those already called for in the 
Revised EIR (see Exhibit 2-B): -' 



• 

• 
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Land Use Plan V.B, Area C, Page 179 

The west branch of Struve Slough parallels the highway and traverses across the easterly section of the 
property. HarrsorrSlrmgh i;;; located al-cmg-th:e-westenrboundaty ojA:rea-e-m-twa-foca-tions:-aportion of the 
HarrsorrS!rmgh-her:rdwaters-can-be-found in the-riparian-area-aforrg-the-cen:terof*rea-e-Twestenrboum:lary; 
and-crseparatnrpstreamjinger-ofHarrson Slough-e:r:terrds-northwardfrarrrthe-berrd-irrtlrr:roml-at-Harki:n:s 
Slough-Road~ The Watsonville General Plan designates ... 

Land Use Plan Appendix B, Page 180 
-:- :--:-:4:-seasvrrcrl-wetlmrd-arer:ris-nrapp-erlhe-suuthwestportiurroj--Area:-e. Thts-wetlarrd-+s-an 
upstreamfmgeroj-Harrson-Sfor:rgh, e.xtendtng-rrorthwardfronrthe-berrrhrrfiarkins-Slvugh--Road at the 
southwesterrrcomeroj-ArerrC, that Jms--b-eerrgraded and utilized:-furagricultu?e at varior;cs-times 
histortcaliy:-Portivrrs-ofthts-w-ecrwereplantedin-fegr;mres--rv-fren-serrsitive-hubttatwenriderrtifier:f-at 
the-time-ofthe-origirral-I::-'f:fP-certificati~arrtwitlr-tlrese-were-duck;-aml-plrmta:irt-spectes; 

indicating-thepresence-oj-at-least seam! inundatirm:-Rerl:=wirrgb-lm:kbirds-were-commvrrirrthe 
arecr.-Based upon-theirpresem:e;-the pr e.sence Ofhydrophytic plants;-cmd-atleast seasonal inundation; 
the-l;UP-defrrres-thts-area as a seuml-wetlam:l-{wetlmrd:-uplrmd-trrterfrrce-H-perched--groundwater 
tabl-e-in-tarrcfem-with-the-surrormdtng;ste-ep-s-lvpes-errsures-thatthe-hydrology ofthis-rpperfingertsn 
constarrt-lrrfcrct;ifcrg1 icultw e-werno cease in this a1 ea oj-HmrsarrSlucrgli;-cm-d:-it-vvere-tube-fejt 
alo71e;-tt-wordd-&e-ex:pected-tlrat-!ryrlrophyttc-plants-worrld-reestcralish-i7rtlre-b-crse-oftlre-slvug{nvith 
mvisture=toleran:tgrasslmrd-spedes-exterrdingt;qrthe-siopes. Injrrct;-everrwitlrtlre-r:rrn-ent-cmmrtr:crcrl 
cultivatfon-oj-strcrwberri:es-,-hydrophytfc-weedyvegetatton-is-alrecrdy-comm:orrin-this-arer:r.-Iflift alone, 
otlrerwetlaml-species-wor:rld-be-exper:terl-to 1 ees tab-fish-themselves:-

Phin:rplarrcl-HansorrSlvuglrR-esuurce-o"J'l7'1-rra-C-z's-charcrr:terized-steeply-sloping-b-awl-exterrdingfrom 
the-upperplatemroreuof71:recrG-:-'Ffris-'-!-buwrtapographi:cferrture-corrtinn-es-urrto-thepropertytu1:1re 
west~--The-steep-slopesfwmel:-runvffirrto-tlre-slough-wlrere-tttherrflows-dowrrto-Harkins-8lutrg;h:-Rucrd; 

from-there-itflvws-a:djcrcerrttu-the-rucrdway-and-into-crcmvertsliglrtlp<!SHJfthe?frea-c-bmrrrda:ry 
where-ftrn:eets-the main l:mmdroflfcmsorrS-lor:cgh-:--Alt!rough-1J:re'crG-has-changed-significarrtlyfrom 
what-waspredomirrarrtly-riparian-larrdscape-{marshytowrm:ls-the-west-branr:h-oj-Struve-Slmrgh 
historicaily;-thls-HarrsorrSlotcglrsloprgevmorphologyremains-essentir:d-lyintrrct:-It-can-be-inferred 
that-thissloped-arecrhas-lvng-beerrpart-oftJre-hydrologic-regirne-oJ-Han:sarrSlouglr;--and-currtinues-to 
feed-this-system: 

Finally.-the-Watershed-Jnstittt:te-at-the-EaliforrrtcrState-fJniversity-Mvnterey-Bay(C-Sf:fMB-.Jhas begun 
restorati:orrof-tlreportiorrofHarrsorrSluu:gh-directlyadjcrcen:r-to-Area-c-(rlvwrrslope-oftheuplam:l 
finger-on--Area-G-)7---Through-Hmiterl-hydromudificattorraHhe-lmverend--vfthe-r:ulTJert-urrder-Harkins 
Slough-Road;-approximately-Z-mfles-ofwetlarrd-Jrabitat-are-intheprocess-ofb-eing-restored-:--'Fhts 
restored-wetlarrd-is-supportirrg-numeror;cs-native-wettandplants;i:SIIfsited-by·wetlarrd-birds;-anrl--Jrcrs 
been used-as-an-autdovr-lcrboratoryforwetlarrd-and:waterqucrlityscientists-frorrreSUMi3-and1:he 
United-states-Svil-eonservation-8ervice-:-The-drairragefronrthe-distrcrbedfirrger-ofHanson-Sfouglron 
:Area-Cflows-directlyinto-this-downstrearrrrestorativn-site: 

R- I J 



Hanson Slough in the Vicinity 



Limit 
Proposed Wetland Delineation 
9 Arce Biological Reserve 
Area 1 · 
Area 2 

~ ·;;; 
c 
0 
(/) 

1---------------------~ro s 

Prepared by the City of Watsonvi(le GIS 

c 

200 
[ 

\ \, 

0 

-~-

200 

Proposed Mitigation for Development 
In Southwest Part of Site 



• 

' ' 

EXHIBIT3-A •• 
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ATTACHMENT4: 
FARMLAI''I"D ANALYSIS FOR AREA C 

SUMMARY 
The project site does not contain any prime agricultural land. 

DISCUSSION 
The school site was found not to consitute "prime agricultural land" within the meal).ing of the Coastal Act 
by the PVUSD in its Revised Final Environmental Impact Report (RFEIR), in the Agricultural Viability 
Study prepared by Andy Mills, by the City of Watsonville, by the Santa Cruz County Agricultural 
Commissioner, by the Santa Cruz County Farm Bureau, and the existing LCP (which was certified by the 
California Coastal Commission in 1982). Tne.RfEIR's findings regarding non-prime status were upheld 
in 1999 by the Santa Cruz County Superior co·uTt: (Wetlands Watch v. PVUSD). 

Particularly regarding new language for LUP Section II.A.2, Coastal Commission staff has recommended 
deleting this language, but we maintain that the Coastal Commission 911n not hold a local jurisdiction to a 
higher agricultural conversion standard than that set forth in the California Coastal Act. 

PROPOSED TEXT CHANGES 
Land Use Plan Section II.A.2 [No suggested language by Coastal Commission staff] 

Land suitable for agricultural use shall not be converted to non-agricultural uses unless (1) continued or 
renewed agricultural use is not feasible, or such development would preserve prime agricultural land or 
concentrate development consistent with Policy II.A.I." 

Land Use Plan Section III.C.4, Page 173 

. .. Other non-agricultural use may be permitted only if such development would preserve prime 
agricultural/and, or if continued or renewed agricultural use ... 

Land Use Plan TI.A.2.(a): Page 193 

'Fhe max:mam amount ajp1 ime ag1 ictdttu al iand, :n ... lttd:ng but not limited to p1 :me ag1 icu{ttu al land on · 
At ea C, Jhall be maintcd1,ed ;~. ag1 icultw alp1 oduction 1'0 a:~sw e the p1 ote..tion ofdze mea;s agt icultw al 
economy, and cO?iflict;s :shall be m:n:midd between ag1 ictzltm al and a1 ~an land uses th1 ouglt a:! ufthe 
following. 

n"} B t b ,. 1 ' ' b 1 b d · '· b 1 l · 1 ,. t 

(2) By timiti1tg con ve1 Jions ofagJ icultm allands a1 otmd the pe1 iphe1y ofw ban at eas to the 

{3) 

/: • 1 t' • b ·t· r • • · · f:' r • 1 ry ry r· • 1 b ana;s wtzel ene ~ta zuty oyexrstmg ag1 1cu rm at u:se tJ a" eacr se ve1 e• umztect 7J 
cmiflktJ with ta ban uJes 01 whe1 e the con venhon oft!ze lands PPould compl~te a logical 
and viabl<! neighbm hood and com'! ibute to the e;st-abliJimzent ofa :stable limit to u1 ban 
de .elopment. 

By pe1mitting the con ve1 J ion ojag1 icultt1.1 allancl J u; 1 o wzded by a1 ban uJes >Phel e the 
conve1sion ofthe lwzd would be comi;steni >~ith Pol;cy ILA.J 


