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Coastal Development Permit Application File 99-1 09/98-152; Synopsis of 
Lighthouse Field Monarch Butterfly Study (as the data pertain to the Oblates 
property) 

Staff Recommendation .. Approval with Conditions 

Synopsis. of the staff recommendation: 

The proposed project would allow development of a new parking area and modification to the existing 
parking area at the Oblates of St. Joseph Church at 544 West Cliff Drive .. The project will result in a net 
increase of 17 parking spaces. The area proposed for development is located adjacent to Lighthouse 
Field, which is a sensitive habitat area as defined and delineated by LCP Map EQ-9. Map EQ-9 contains 
a notation that states, "Monarch habitat locations are depicted in very general areas; further study would 
be needed to determine more precise habitat areas." 

At the July 12, 2001 meeting in Santa Rosa, the Commission determined that a substantial issue exists 
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal was filed. During that hearing, City staff noted that the 
City had approved a Lighthouse Field monarch butterfly study to be done during the fall and winter of 
2001/2002. The de novo hearing was continued until the results of this study, as they pertain to use of 
the Oblates property by monarch butterflies, were available. Although the full Lighthouse Field report is 
not yet complete, the researcher has provided staff with the results of his observations that pertain to the 
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Oblates property. The results demonstrate that the vast majority of non-roosting butterflies restricted 
their activities to Lighthouse Field. Only five individual monarch butterflies were observed on the 
Oblates property during the study (out of an estimated maximum overwintering population of 6,000 
butterflies). Of these five, only an individual monarch butterfly was seen in the area proposed for 
development as a parking lot. Staffs conclusion, based on the study data, is that the project site is not 
environmentally sensitive habitat. Therefore, staff is recommending approval of the project as 
approved by the City, with incorporation of a number of the City's conditions of approval as they pertain 
to coastal issues. 
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Oblates' Representative's Letter 

1.0 PROJECT PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
The City Council of Santa Cruz approved the project on March 27, 2001. The Sierra Club and Robert 
Adelman, et al., appealed this approval to the Coastal Commission. The Applicant provided a 49-day 
waiver on May 14, 2001. On June 13, 2001, the Coastal Commission opened the substantial issue 
hearing and continued the hearing until such time as a full staff report analysis of the project would be 
possible. On July 12, 2001, the Commission resumed the substantial issue hearing on the project and 
found that the appeals raised a substantial issue in terms of the project's consistency with the City of 
Santa Cruz LCP. As a result, the Commission took jurisdiction over the coastal development permit 
(CDP) for the project. 

In finding substantial issue, the Commission directed that the results of a City-funded 2001/2002 
monarch butterfly overwintering study at Lighthouse Field (as these results pertain to the Oblates 
property) be obtained before the project was brought back for a de novo analysis and review. Although 
the complete report is not yet available, the researcher provided staff with monarch butterfly data that 
pertain to the Oblates site. This staff report incorporates the information and analysis up to and 
including the substantial issue hearing, as well as the additional de novo process since July 2001 in Santa 
Rosa. 

2.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 

PERMIT 
The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal development permit 
for the proposed development subject to the standard conditions below. 

MOTION: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit No. A-3-STC-01-045 
for the development as approved by the City of Santa Cruz. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION OF ADOPTION: 

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the coastal development 
permit and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by an affirmative 
vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT: 

The Commission hereby approves the coastal development permit on the ground that the 
development will be in conformity with the policies of the City of Santa Cruz Local Coastal 
Program, and is located between the sea and the first public road nearest the shoreline and is in 
conformance with the public access and recreation policies of the California Coastal Act of 1976 
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(Coastal Act). Approval of the coastal development permit 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 development on the 
environment; or (2) there are no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially 
lessen any significant adverse effects of the development on the environment. 

3.0 CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

A. Standard Conditions 
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not 

commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging 
receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission 
office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the date on 
which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner 
and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be made 
prior to the expiration date. 

3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by the 
Executive Director or the Commission. 

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files with the 
Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

5. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual, and it is 
the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the 
subject property to the terms and conditions. 

B. Special Conditions 
1. Conditions Imposed by Local Government. This action has no effect on conditions imposed by 

the City of Santa Cruz pursuant to an authority other than the Coastal Act. 

2. Water Quality. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit for the review and approval of the Executive Director, a 
construction plan that includes the following: a) a paving plan for the new parking area that includes 
materials that are semi-pervious; b) an engineered drainage plan that includes the installation of 
oil/grease traps; c) a maintenance plan for the drainage system. 

3. Landscaping Plan. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the Applicant shall submit a landscaping plan that includes a combination of monarch 
butterfly nectar plants and native plants. The landscape plan shall state that pesticides shall not be 
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used on the landscaping surrounding the parking lot. Landscaping shall provide a measure of 
screening from West Cliff Drive and Pelton Avenue, that takes into account the safety of pedestrians. 

4. Timing of Construction. Construction of the parking lot shall not take place during the months that 
monarch butterflies are overwintering at Lighthouse Field, i.e. from October through February. 

4.0 RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND D.:CLARATIONS 
The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

4.1 Project Location 
The project site is located adjacent to the Oblates of St. Joseph Church at 544 West Cliff Drive in the 
City of Santa Cruz (see Exhibit 1 for location map). The Oblates property is a seven-acre parcel that is 
currently improved with the existing Oblates of St. Joseph Church, Gateway School {a private school), a 
private church residence, and paved parking areas. Uses in the general vicinity of the project site consist 
of residential development and coastal recreation. The site of the City-approved parking lot expansion is 
bordered by West Cliff Drive on the east, Pelton Avenue and Lighthouse Field State Beach on the south, 
the church and low-density residential development on the north, and residential development on the 
west (see Exhibit 2). Gateway School, a private school with grades K-6, is located on the church 
property west of the City-approved parking lot. The area to be developed into additional parking is 
located adjacent to Pelton Avenue (see Exhibit 3). This area is flat and currently is covered by grass and 
ruderal plants. 

The project site is located within a general monarch butterfly habitat area designated in the City's 
General Plan/Local Coastal Plan (Map EQ-9 - see Exhibit 4). Map EQ-9 contains a notation that states: 
"Monarch habitat locations are depicted in very general areas; further study would be needed to 
determine more precise habitat areas." Areas contained within this circle include Lighthouse Field, West 
Cliff Drive, the Oblates church property, a number of side streets (including Pelton A venue), and many 
single-family residences. 

Lighthouse Field State Beach (Lighthouse Field) is located directly across Pelton Avenue, just south of 
the City-approved parking lot expansion site (see Exhibit 2). Lighthouse Field State Beach is comprised 
of a partially wooded 36-acre field and a coastal cliff zone, which includes a 0. 75-acre city park at 
Lighthouse Point. In addition to ocean vistas, Lighthouse Field offers a wide variety of natura1 features, 
including groves of Monterey cypress trees and eucalyptus trees. Monarch butterflies use a eucalyptus 
grove on Pelton A venue near the City-approved parking lot expansion as an overwintering site. 

4.2 Project Description 
The project consists of a new parking area with modification of the existing parking area (see Exhibit 5 
for site plan). The City-approved project will result in a net increase of 17 spaces, increasing from 100 
to 117 spaces (the City calculates that there are 92 to 94 standard spaces in the existing lot; however, the 
church allows some nonstandard parallel parking which increases the number of parking spaces to 100). 
The new parking area will be landscaped and provide walking areas to connect the parking area to the 
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existing church and adjacent Gateway school grounds. The parking expansion would accommodate an 
increase in church pews and seating within the existing building (from 34 to 68 pews), which will be 
achieved by removing an existing wall between the main church and an adjoining chapel. To comply 
with the current Santa Cruz Parking ordinance, a minimum of 11 7 spaces must be provided on the 
Oblates site for the approved church remodel. 

4.3 City Approval 
In 1999 the Applicant applied to expand the existing parking lot from 100 spaces to 147. (The originally 
proposed parking lot expansion would have occupied a larger amount of the grassy area adjacent to 
Pelton Avenue than what was ultimately approved by the City.) The City of Santa Cruz reviewed the 
proposed project and determined that the project, based on an Initial Study, would not have a significant 
effect on the environment. The City issued a Negative Declaration on 2114/00. The Zoning Board 
directed the Applicant to modify the project to 132 total spaces {a reduction of 15 spaces) and approved 
a parking lot for that number on 10/26/00. This proposal included a 20-foot landscape berm between the 
new parking spaces and Pelton Avenue, consisting of Monterey Cypress trees and butterfly nectar 
sources. This proposal called for the removal of one pine tree on the church property. Access/egress 
from Pelton A venue through an existing unused driveway was included in the design to create a drop
off/pickup area for the Gateway School students. 

• 

The above proposal generated intense community interest and comment, both in favor of and in 
opposition to the project. An appeal was filed of the Zoning Board's approval and the City Council held • 
a hearing on the appeal on December 12, 2000. Due to the amount of public testimony, the item was 
continued. On February 27, 2001, the City Council indicated support for the Oblates of St. Joseph to 
expand their seating capacity by removing a wall between the main church and an adjacent chapel and to 
arrange for their parking in a different manner suitable for their purposes. Council directed City 
planning staff to work with the Applicant to develop various parking expansion alternatives to the 
project approved by the Zoning Board. In response to Council direction, the Applicants submitted three 
alternative plans for consideration. A modification of alternative #3 was adopted by the City Council. 
This alternative includes a parking lot expansion to 117 spaces, an increase of 17 spaces above what 
currently exists, but a reduction of 15 spaces from the Zoning Board's approval. The modified 
alternative #3 was adopted by the City Council. This alternative includes no access/egress from Pelton 
Avenue (see Exhibit 6, Condition #41) and does not require the removal of any trees. 

4.4 Monarch Butterfly Background 
The City-approved additional 17 -space parking area is located adjacent to Pelton A venue and currently 
consists of a grassy area and ruderal plants (see Exhibit 3). The northeast portion of Lighthouse Field is 
located directly across Pelton Avenue from the City-approved parking area. A lone eucalyptus tree is 
located in Lighthouse Field, across Pelton Avenue, approximately 75 to 100 feet from the City-approved 
parking lot. A grove of eucalyptus trees is located in Lighthouse Field, further down Pelton A venue, 
approximately 300 feet from the City-approved parking lot (as measured by Commission staff- see 
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Exhibit 7). This grove of eucalyptus trees is used as an overwintering roosting site by monarch 
butterflies. 

A local biologist and monarch butterfly expert, Elizabeth Bell, Ph.D., has been systematically visiting 
the Lighthouse Field overwintering site for 15 years as part of an ongoing countywide monitoring effort. 
Dr. Bell reviewed the project site and site plans and prepared a letter of review dated November 30, 1999 
(see Exhibit 8). This review was based on the original project plans, which included an additional 47 
parking spaces, access/egress onto Pelton Avenue, and the removal of one pine tree on the Oblates 
property. Dr. Bell stated that the project had potential impacts on the adjacent monarch habitat due to 
the removal of one pine tree and loss of midwinter nectar resources (such as wild radish and mustard) 
due to paving of the grassy area. Dr. Bell stated that these impacts could be mitigated to less than 
significant levels with the planting of two cypress trees and by the provision of some "butterfly'' plants 
onto the landscape design for the parking lot. This information was included in the Initial Study. The 
City received a number of comments that questioned Dr. Bell's findings regarding impacts to the 
butterflies. Dr. Bell addressed the concerns in a follow-up letter dated January 17, 2001 (see Exhibit 9). 
The conclusion remained that the project would not significantly impact monarch butterfly habitat. 
Since Dr. Bell's initial review letter of November 30, 1999, the project has been reduced in size and 
scope to include a total of 17 additional parking spaces, with no access/egress onto Pelton A venue and 
no tree removal. In addition, the Applicant is required to submit a landscaping plan to the City for 
review and approval prior to issuance of the building permit. 

As stated above, at the July 2001 meeting the Commission found that a substantial issue existed 
regarding the project. At that meeting the Commissioners were informed that the City was hiring a 
consultant to perform a Lighthouse Field monarch butterfly study in the fall and winter of 2001/2002. 
The purpose was to study the Lighthouse Field monarch butterfly population and their activities. 
Consequently the study included a portion of the Oblates property. The Commission requested that the 
researcher provide data regarding the Oblates site based on his research for the City. The butterfly data 
from the Oblates site are presented in Section 5.13 below. 

5.0 COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION 

5.1 Environmentally Sensitive Habitat 
City of Santa Cruz LCP/General Plan Glossary definition of "Sensitive Species:" Those species that 
rely on specific habitat conditions that are limited in abundance, restricted in distribution, or are 
particularly sensitive to development. Sensitive species in the City include the Monarch Butterfly, Black 
Swift and Pigeon Guillemot. 

Applicable City of Santa Cruz LCP Environmental Quality Policies are as follows: 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5: Continue the protection of rare, endangered, sensitive and limited species 
and the habitats supporting them as shown in Map EQ-9 or as identified through the planning 
process or as designated as part of the environmental review process. (See Map EQ-9) 
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LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3: Protect Monarch butterfly over-wintering sites and ensure adequate 
buffering of these sites. 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.1: Maintain a list and map of Monarch sites showing the boundaries of all 
Monarch sites within the city. 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.2: Require development in the vicinity of designated Monarch sites to 
undergo environmental impact analysis and for development affecting sites prepare a 
management plan addressing preservation of the habitat that includes criteria such as: 

Prohibiting the cutting, thinning, pruning or removal of any tree or shrub (especially 
nectar plants used by Monarchs) except as necessary for safety of homes or persons and 
requiring replacement of comparable vegetation; prohibiting pesticide use and keeping 
all water sources clean; allowing construction only during the months when Monarchs 
are not present; and keeping smoke from infiltrating Monarch roosting sites. 

LCP EQ Policy 4.9: LUP resource maps shall be updated as new environmental information 
identifies additional natural resource areas and the updated maps submitted to the Coastal 
Commission for their files. 

• 

LCP EQ Policy 4.6: Encourage the planting and restoration of native rather than non-native 
vegetation throughout the City and also in areas where plants or habitats are diseased or • 
degraded. 

Applicable LCP Zoning Ordinances are as follows: 

24.14.080(2): Precise Boundaries of Designated Areas. The precise boundary of areas identified 
in subsection (1) above shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by a biologist with relevant 
academic training and experience in instances of uncertainty. 

24.14.080(4)(d): Wildlife Habitats and Plant Communities. Construction, grading or removal of 
vegetation shall be permitted within wildlife habitats and plant communities where: (1) Existing 
vegetation is preserved to the maximum extent possible; (2) The integrity of the area as a habitat 
is not compromised; (3) Landscaping is designed to provide a natural buffer and provide native 
food-bearing plant species to the greatest extent feasible. 

The Commission decided at its July 2001 meeting to accept appellate jurisdiction of the City of Santa 
Cruz decision to issue a coastal development permit for expansion of the parking lot on the Oblates of 
St. Joseph's property. At that time, Commission directed staff to obtain the results of the City's 
Lighthouse Field monarch butterfly study, as these results pertain to the Oblates property. The results of 
this study were needed to determine if the project site is an environmentally sensitive habitat area. The 
study would also address the notation on Map EQ-9 that states, "Monarch habitat locations are depicted 
in very general areas; further study would be needed to determine more precise habitat areas." (see 
Exhibit 4). 
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Lighthouse Field is located directly across Pelton Avenue from the City-approved project site (see 
Exhibit 2). A grove of eucalyptus trees used by monarch butterflies as an overwintering site is located in 
Lighthouse Field, approximately 300 feet from the project site, as measured by Commission staff (see 
Exhibit 7). Thus Lighthouse Field can be considered a sensitive habitat area because of the presence of 
overwintering monarch butterflies, which the City's LCP defines as a sensitive species. 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.2 requires that development in the vicinity of designated monarch butterfly sites 
undergo environmental impact analysis. In addition, this policy calls for preparation of a management 
plan for development affecting such sites. As stated above, local biologist and monarch butterfly expert, 
Elizabeth Bell, Ph.D., reviewed the project site and site plans and prepared a letter of review dated 
November 30, 1999 (see Exhibit 8). Dr. Bell stated that the project had potential impacts on the adjacent 
monarch habitat due to the removal of one pine tree and loss of midwinter nectar resources (such as wild 
radish and mustard) due to paving of the grassy area, but that these impacts could be mitigated to less 
than significant levels by incorporating some "butterfly" plants into the landscape design of the parking 
lot. This information was included in the Initial Study. Since Dr. Bell's initial review letter, the project 
has been reduced in size and scope to include a total of 17 additional parking spaces, with no 
access/egress onto Pelton A venue and no tree removal. Dr. Bell submitted a follow-up letter to the City 
dated January 17, 2001 that addressed public concerns regarding the proposed project in more detail (see 
Exhibit 9). The conclusion remained that the project would not significantly affect the monarch butterfly 
habitat. 

LCP EQ Policy 4.5 .3 calls for the adequate buffering of monarch butterfly overwintering sites. There 
are, however, no standard setbacks in the City's LCP for monarch butterfly habitat areas. In the mid 
1990s the Commission set a specific buffer zone regarding a large residential development adjacent to 
overwintering eucalyptus trees (the Ellwood Shores project in Santa Barbara). In that case the 
Commission required that a road proposed to go through the overwintering grove be removed and 
rerouted through an adjoining property. In addition, the Commission required an average 100-foot 
buffer between the proposed residential structures and the eucalyptus trees, with a lesser buffer in some 
areas. As stated above, an overwintering site is located on Pelton A venue approximately 300 feet from 
the project site, as measured by Commission staff. This buffer greatly exceeds that required in the 
Ellwood Shores case and is a substantially greater buffer than that which was determined to be adequate 
by Dr. Bell in the original proposal, which was approximately 150 feet from the overwintering grove. 
The Commission also notes that existing residential development lines Pelton A venue less than 50 feet 
from this overwintering grove (see Exhibit 2). Also as stated above, the City conditioned its approval so 
that there will be no access/egress to the parking lot from Pelton Avenue, which would have brought 
church traffic closer to the overwintering grove (see Exhibit 6, Condition #41). 

A single eucalyptus tree is located between 75 and 100 feet from the City-approved parking lot (see 
Exhibit 7). Dr. Bell, however, has only rarely seen monarch butterflies in this tree and has never seen 
clusters of monarch butterflies roosting in this tree. Dr. Bell believes this is because the tree is poorly 
protected from the wind and could not support monarch clusters except when the wind is calm (see 
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Exhibit 9, pg. 3). Even if this was an oveiWintering tree, the distance between it and the parking lot is 
consistent with the buffer required in the Ellwood Shores project. 

The City received comment letters from three other butterfly experts: Dr. Walter Sakai, Dr. Kingston 
Leong, and Dr. Travis Longcore (see Exhibits 10, 11, and 12). At the time these letters were received, 
none of these experts has recently visited Lighthouse Field or the Oblates property (Dr. Leong has since 
performed a Light House Field monarch butterfly study - see below for discussion). Also, their 
comments were based on the originally proposed larger parking lot project, which included the removal 
of one pine tree on the Oblates property and access/egress to the parking lot from Pelton Avenue. Since 
receipt of these letters the Pelton Avenue access/egress has been eliminated and the pine tree will not be 
removed. In addition, the parking lot has been reduced in size and now is located approximately 300 
feet from the project site (as measured by Commission staff). 

In his comment letter, Dr. S~lcai suggests that appropriate mitigation (based on the original larger 
parking lot project) would include no work being done while monarch butterflies are oveiWintering (see 
Exhibit 10, pg. 5). LCP policy 4.5.3.2 requires that a management plan be prepared for development 
affecting monarch sites and that this plan allow for "construction only during the months when monarchs 
are not present." As stated above, the City-approved project is 300 feet from the oveiWintering grove. 
Thus, the development will not directly affect the monarch butterfly habitat. Even so, the Applicant has 

• 

agreed to refrain from construction activities during the months when monarch butterflies are over
wintering at Lighthouse Field and to prohibit pesticide use on this landscaping (see Exhibit 20), • 
consistent wi~h LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.2. Conditions 3 & 4 incorporate these restrictions. 

Lighthouse Field State Beach is a State Park; however, it is maintained jointly by the City and County of 
Santa Cruz. At this time, the City of Santa Cruz bears most of the responsibility for maintenance of 
Lighthouse Field. Currently, the City is working on an update of the Lighthouse Field management plan. 
The results (when available) of the recently completed Lighthouse Field monarch butterfly study should 
be incorporated into best management practices of Lighthouse Field for the benefit of the monarch 
butterflies. Such best management practices might include the planting of nectar-providing trees and 
shrubs, informative signage on trails during the winter months regarding the sensitivity of monarch 
butterflies, and, if warranted, protective fencing around roosting sites. Again, the Commission strongly 
supports the development and implementation of such a management plan. Any updating of LUP 
resource maps as a result of this study should be submitted to the Coastal Commission, per LCP EQ 
Policy 4.9. 

5.13 Oblates Site/Butterfly Study 
The term "ESHA" has not been incorporated into the City's LCP. The City's LCP, however, includes 
policies that refer to habitat, sensitive species, etc., which could be construed as equivalent in meaning to 
"ESHA." The project site, however, is not "ESHA." As stated above, the City-approved parking lot 
would be located on a grassy area on the Oblates property (see Exhibit 3). This grassy area is composed 
of typical fescue-type blends found in landscaped areas. It also contains ruderal plants and non
endangered potential nectar species. The conversion of a portion of the grassy area to a parking area will 
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not result in direct or indirect removal of monarch butterfly habitat. In addition, the project site does not 
contain an overwintering monarch roosting area. The closest overwintering roosting area is a eucalyptus 
grove located approximately 300 feet from the project site, as measured by Commission staff (see 
Exhibit 7). In her letter of January 17,2001, Dr. Bell recognizes that monarch butterflies forage in the 
neighborhood north of Pelton A venue and on the Oblates property. Dr. Bell, however, also states that in 
comparison to the availability of on-site nectar sources at Lighthouse Field, the amount of nectar 
generally available in the City-approved parking area "is small and its loss can easily be compensated for 
by the approved landscape planting" (see Exhibit 9, pg. 2). Also, the City received a comment letter 
from David Suddjian, a local wildlife biologist who has worked on a number of projects involving 
monarch butterflies (see Exhibit 13). Dr. Suddjian has visited Lighthouse Field over many years and has 
also observed the Oblates property. He believes that Dr. Bell has "correctly characterized the use of the 
project site and vicinity by monarchs." Dr. Suddjian goes on to state that roosting butterflies do not use 
the trees at the Oblates' property because they do not provide the necessary shelter and required 
microclimate. He also feels that the proposed nectar-providing landscaping will be an improvement over 
the existing foraging resources found at the Oblates site. 

In addition, although the Oblates property falls within a circle on Map EQ-9 designated as sensitive 
monarch butterfly habitat, the map notation states. that, "Monarch habitat locations are depicted in very 
general areas ... " (see Exhibit 4). Areas within this circle include parking lots, paved streets, and 
residential development. These areas, including the project site, do not constitute "ESHA" just because 
they fall within the circle on Map EQ-9. 

As stated above, however, the Map EQ-9 notation also states regarding monarch butterflies, "Further 
study would be needed to determine more precise habitat areas." A Lighthouse Field monarch butterfly 
study was performed during the fall/winter of 200112002. Although the full report is not yet available, 
the researcher, Dr. Kingston Leong, provided staff with results as they pertain to the Oblates site (see 
Exhibit 14). Dr. Leong visited the Lighthouse Field area nine times (spaced at two-week intervals) 
during the butterfly overwintering season. Dr. Leong also observed the Oblates property on the lawn 
area bordering Pelton Avenue (a portion of which would be developed as the proposed parking lot) and 
from the comer of Pelton A venue and West Cliff Drive to 50 feet north of the statue that is situated in 
front of the church. During each visit he recorded their activities and numbers at 8 a.m., 10 a.m., noon, 
and 2 p.m. (except for 10/25/01, when observations were limited to noon and 2 p.m.). During these 
visits Dr. Leong observed a total of five monarch butterflies on the Oblates property on three of the visit 
dates; two butterflies in the Gateway school garden on 10/25/01; one butterfly in the Gateway garden on 
12/11102; and two butterflies on the church lawn on 2/21102 (see Exhibit 14, pp. I & 2). According to 
the composite map (Exhibit 14, pg. 3 ), only one butterfly was observed in the area of lawn proposed for 
development as a parking lot. The remaining four butterflies observed on the Oblates property were not 
located in the area proposed for parking lot development. The vast majority of non-roosting butterflies 
were observed in Lighthouse Field. Dr. Leong did not observe butterflies in the lone eucalyptus tree 
located approximately 75 to 100 feet from the edge of the proposed parking lot. Dr. Leong also states 
that the lawn area proposed for development as a parking lot is shaded during the morning hours in 
December and January by tall Cypress trees located on the northeastern portion of Lighthouse Field. In 

California Coastal Commission 



------------------------------------·--·····--

Appeal A-3-STC-01·045 Staff Report 
Oblates of St. Joseph - De Novo Hearing 

Page 12 

his opinion, monarch butterflies will seldom feed in shaded areas (see Exhibit 14, pg. 5). 

In summary, out of an estimated total of 6,000 overwintering butterflies at Lighthouse Field, five 
butterflies (less than 111 oth of 1% of the total) were observed on the Oblates property. Of these five 
butterflies, only one butterfly (1 out of 6000) was observed in the area of the proposed parking lot. 
Commission biologists reviewed Dr. Leong's data. Given that less than 1/10th of 1% of the total 
butterfly population at Lighthouse Field was observed within the proposed parking lot, it is their opinion 
that use of this site as a parking lot will not impose a significant impact on monarch butterflies. For all 
of the above-stated reasons, the proposed project site does not constitute an environmentally sensitive 
habitat area. 

In conclusion, the City-approved project has been reduced to 17 additional parking spaces with no 
access/egress from Pelton Avenue and no tree removal. A local butterfly expert reviewed the project and 
felt that the project would cause no significant impact to monarch butterflies. A Lighthouse Field 
monarch butterfly overwintering study found that less than 111 oth of 1% of the butterflies made use of 
the Oblates site. Also, the parking lot site is approximately 300 feet from the monarch ·butterfly 
overwintering eucalyptus grove, which is a substantial buffer. In addition, this approval is conditioned 
such that the Applicant will not construct the parking lot during the monarch butterfly overwintering 
season and will not use pesticides on any of the parking lot landscaping, consistent with LCP EQ Policy 
4.5.3.2. Although the project site is not ESHA, monarch butterflies are mobile and on occasion may be 

• 

found on the Oblates site, as well as in private residential yards in the area. As such, this approval is 
conditioned to require submission of a landscaping plan that includes native and nectar-providing plants, • 
consistent with LCP EQ Policy 4.6 and Zoning Ordinance 24.14.080( 4)( d). In light of all of the above, 
the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the Environmental Quality policies of the certified LCP 
regarding protection of monarch butterflies. 

5.2 Visual Impacts 
Applicable City of Santa Cruz LCP policies regarding public views are as follows: 

LCP Community Design Policy 2.1.3: Protect the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary 
and the shoreline and views to and along the ocean, recognizing their value as natural and 
recreational resources. 

LCP Community Design 2.2: Preserve important public views and viewsheds by ensuring that 
the scale, bulk and setback of new development does not impede or disrupt them. 

LCP Land Use Policy 1.6: Minimize, when practical, obstruction of important views and 
viewsheds by new development. In the Coastal Zone, development shall be sited and designed to 
and along the ocean and in scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of natura/landforms, 
to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and to restore visual quality 
in visually degraded areas. 
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LCP Community Design Map CD-3 designates West Cliff Drive as a scenic drive (Exhibit 15). The 
proposed parking lot is located on the landward side of West Cliff Drive, adjacent to Pelton Avenue (see 
Exhibit 2). The visual impacts of the project were reviewed in the Initial Study and were deemed less
than-significant. Exhibits 16 and 17 show the City-approved parking area as seen from West Cliff 
Drive. While there are public views from City streets throughout the vicinity, there are a number of 
other parking lots in the vicinity of West Cliff Drive and the addition of 17 spaces would not be visually 
significant in relation to these other lots. Also, the parking lot will not block any views and is located 
landward of West Cliff Drive. In general, tourists and residents walking or driving along West Cliff 
Drive direct their attention seaward. Furthermore, the City has conditioned its approval to require 
additional landscaping along the West Cliff Drive and Pelton Avenue frontages (Exhibit 6, Condition 
#10). This landscaping will provide screening of the lot as viewed from Pelton Avenue and West Cliff 
Drive. This condition has been incorporated into this CDP as Special Condition #3. With this 
condition, the project is consistent with the Environmental Quality policies of the certified LCP 
regarding protection of visual character and public views. 

5.3 Water Quality 
Applicable City of Santa Cruz LCP policies regarding water quality are as follows: 

LCP Environmental Quality Policy 4.1: Protect the natural ecosystem of the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary and the shoreline . 

LCP Environmental Quality Policy 4.1.5: Protect the quality of water discharged into the Bay and 
allow no dumping of materials into the Monterey Bay. 

LCP Environmental Quality Policy 2.3.1: Design and site development to minimize lot coverage 
and impervious surfaces, to limit post-development runoff to predevelopment volumes, and to 
incorporate storm drainage facilities that reduce urban runoff pollutants to the maximum extent 
possible. 

LCP Environmental Quality Policy 2.3.1.5: Ensure that all parking lots, roads, and other surface 
drainages that will flow directly to coastal waters have oil, grease and silt traps. 

LCP Environmental Quality Policy 2.3.1.6: Require a maintenance program and oil, grease and 
silt traps for all parking lots over 10 spaces ... 

Due to increased runoff, water quality can be adversely affected by an increase in paving surfaces. The 
proposed project is located within several hundred feet of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. 
As stated above, however, the project consists of 17 new paved parking spaces. This amount of new 
paving is insignificant in comparison to the amount of existing paved surfaces within the developed 
neighborhood and along West Cliff Drive, including other parking areas {see Exhibit 2). 

The project site currently consists of a grassy area with ruderal plants (Exhibit 3). This grassy area is 
occasionally used for overflow parking by the church and by Gateway SchooL The pervious nature of 
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the grassy area limits the amount of any polluted runoff currently. Consistent with the Environmental 
Quality policies listed above, the City conditioned its approval of the additional 17 parking spaces to 
require that the Applicant install and maintain oil/grease traps that will filter pollutants from stormwater 
(Exhibit 6, Condition #32). Furthermore, the City also conditioned its approval to require that the 
Applicant avoid paving materials that are impervious or smooth surface (Exhibit 6. Condition #15). 
Permeable pavements are a method of infiltrating stormwater while simultaneously providing a stable 
load-bearing surface. While forming a surface suitable for :walking and driving, permeable pavements 
also contain sufficient void space to infiltrate runoff into the underlying base course and soil. In this way 
they can dramatically reduce impervious surface coverage without sacrificing intensity of use. The three 
main categories of permeable pavements include poured-in-place pervious concrete and porous asphalt, 
unit pavers on sand, and granular materials. 

The City has required conditions on the approved project to both reduce runoff and filter storm water. 
These conditions are incorporated into this CDP (see Special Condition #2). With this condition, the 
project is consistent with the Environmental Quality policies of the certified LCP regarding protection of 
water quality. 

5.4 Community Character 
LCP Community Design Policy 3.5 states: New or renovated development shall add to, not detract 

• 

from City-identified landmarks, historic areas and buildings, and established architectural character • 
worthy of preservation. 

The Oblates property contains an historic building, as indicated on LCP Map CD-5 (see Exhibit 18). 
The Oblates property is shaded on this map, which signifies that an historic building is present. The 
historic building in question is a residence occupied by the parish's priest. This residence also houses 
the church's offices. The existing church building is not an historical building. A paved parking area 
exists directly adjacent to the historic residence (see Exhibit 2 for an aerial view of the Oblates property). 
The City-approved parking site is several hundred feet from the historical residence. As seen in Exhibit 
2, the historical residence is not visible from the City-approved parking site (the building in this 
photograph is the existing church). Given that the parking site is several hundred feet from the historic 
residence, that the historic residence currently has a large parking lot adjacent to it, and that the parking 
site is not visible from the historic residence, the City-approved project will not have an effect on the 
historic residence. Therefore the project is consistent with the Community Design Policies of the LCP 
regarding protection of historic structures and architectural character. 

5.5 Traffic 

LCP Land Use Policy 5.6 states: Require land use development to integrate into the larger circulation 
system by introducing its system of roads, pedestrians and bike paths with existing facilities and also 
design access to nearby areas in a manner that minimizes the necessity for automobile travel and 
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potential automobile and pedestrian/bike conflicts. 

LCP Circulation Policy 1.7 states: As a condition of development, expansion or change of land use, 
developers or employers shall mitigate their impacts on circulation ... , provide incentives to enhance the 
use of alternative transportation, and when necessary shall prepare transportation impact studies and 
phase improvements to reduce traffic impacts and ensure that circulation facilities are adequate to serve 
the development. 

A traffic and circulation study prepared by Higgins and Associates Traffic Engineers (see Exhibit 19) 
evaluated the potential traffic impacts due to the internal expansion of the Oblates of St. Joseph Church 
and its related parking expansion project. The level of service was analyzed at the West Cliff 
Drive/Pel ton A venue intersection on a Sunday, the time of greatest Church activity. Sunday traffic on 
West Cliff is also relatively higher than weekday traffic, especially during the summer, because of tourist 
and beach/surf activities along West Cliff Drive. The report states that with future added traffic from the 
church expansion and expanded parking lot, the intersection would operate at a satisfactory level of 
service (LOS) B on Sundays (LOS B = Stable Flow; Acceptable Delay). The traffic study further states 
that the LOS during weekday peak hours at the West Cliff Drive/Pelton A venue intersection currently 
operates at a LOS A, including Gateway School traffic volumes (LOS A = Stable Flow; Very Slight or 
No Delay). Both these levels of service are well above the City-required threshold of level of service D 
(LOS D =Approaching Unstable Flow; Tolerable Delay). Only a few Church activities during the year 
are expected to create vehicle demand overlaps with the Gateway School drop-off and pick-up times. 
Therefore, in light of the above, the project conforms to the above-mentioned circulation policies of the 
certified LCP. 

6.0 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT {CEQA) 
Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in 
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be consistent with 
any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA prohibits a proposed 
development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may have on 
the environment. 

The Coastal Commission's review and analysis ofland use proposals has been certified by the Secretary 
of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQ A. This staff report, 
which is incorporated into this finding in its entirety, has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues 
with the proposal, and has recommended appropriate mitigations to address adverse impacts to said 
resources. All public comments that staff has received have been responded to in the staff report. 
Accordingly, the project is being approved subject to conditions, which implement the mitigating actions 
required of the Applicant, by the Commission (see Special Conditions). As such, the Commission finds 
that only as modified and conditioned by this permit will the proposed project not have any significant 
adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of CEQ A. 
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MAP EQ-9: SENSITIVE SPECIES AND HABITATS 
The City of Santa Cruz, California 
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RESOLUTION NO. NS-25,300 

EXHIBIT "B" 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL FOR 1BE PROJECT ON PROPERTY AT 

544 West Cliff Drive/126 Eucalyptus Ave. - Application# 99-109 
Variance to Modify Parking Standards, Special Use, Design and Coastal Permits for the 

expansion of a parking lot to accommodate an increase in church seating/pews at an existing church 
and Modification to Permit #98-152 for a Private School to change parking and traffic monitoring 

program. 

1. If one or more of the following conditions is not met with respect to all its terms, then this 
approval may be revoked. 

2. All plans for future construction which are not covered by this review shall be submitted to 
the City Planning and Community Development Department for review and approval. 

3. This permit shall be exercised within three (3) years of the date of fmal approval or it shall 
be come null and void. 

4. If, upon exercise of this permit, this use is at any time determined by the Zoning Board to 
be incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood, revocation of, or amendment to, this 
permit by the Zoning Board could occur . 

5. The use shall meet the standards and shall be developed within limits established by 
Chapter 24.14 of the Santa Cruz Municipal Code as to the emission of noise, odor, smoke, 
dust, vibration, wastes, fumes or any public nuisance arising or occurring incidental to its 
establishment or operation. 

6. The applicant shall be responsible for the completeness and accuracy of all , forms and 
supporting material submitted in connection with any application. Any · errors or 
discrepancies found therein may result in the revocation of any approval or pernlits issued 
in connection therewith. 

7. All final working drawings (with required changes) shall be submitted to the Zoning 
Administrator for review and approval in conjunction with building permit application. 

8. The development of the site shall be in accordance with the conceptual plans prepared by 
IPD International Parking Design, Inc. as modified and approved by the City Council on 
March 27, 2001 on file in the Department of Planning and Community Development of the 
City of Santa Cruz. All aspects of construction must be completed prior to occupancy. 
Modifications to plans or exceptions to completion may be granted only by the City 
authority that approved the project. 

9. All requireme~ts of the Building, Fire, Public Works and Water Departments shall be 
completed prior to final clearance. 
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RESOLUTION NO:NS-25,300 
EXHIBIT "B" 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
For 544 West Cliff Drive/ 126 Eucalyptus Avenue- 99-109/98-152 

10. The development of the landscaping shall include additional landscaping along West Cliff 
Drive and Pelton Avenue frontages, and along the western boundary of the new parking 
areas, with plan submitted for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building 
permit. Subsequent to approvru of this project and prior to submittal of the required 
landscaping plan, no removal or pruning of trees, or any other change to existing vegetation 
on the site shall be made. The existing mature pine tree shall remain on the property and be 
incorporated in the landscaping plan. 

11. Drought-tolerant plants shall be included on approved landscape plan as approved by the 
Zoning Administrator. 

12. All landscaping shall be installed prior to final utility release or issuance of occupancy 
permits. 

13. Subsequent to occupancy of the premises, all landscaping shall be permanently maintained. 
Such maintenance shall be secured through an 18-month bond prior to occupancy. 

14. A fully automated irrigation system shall be installed in all planting areas. 

15. 

16. 

Wheel stops or similar structures shall be used to separate parking spaces from landscaped 
areas. New parking areas shall avoid materials that are impervious or smooth surface. Plans 
and details fqr the parking lot shall be submitted for the Planning Director's review and 
approval. 

All trees shall be a minimum 15-gallon size. 
' ' 

' 
17. Bike parking shall be provided in accordance with Section 24.32.060(b) of the City's 

Zoning Ordinance. 

18. All utilities and transformer boxes shall be placed undergroun~ unless otherwise specified. 

19. An engineered grading, drainage and site plan for parking lot expansion shall be submitted 
in conjunction with application for building permits for review by the Public Works 
Department. 

20. The plan for erosion control approved as part of this application shall be submitted and all 
work installed by November 1, unless a winter grading permit is issued. All work shall 
include measures to prevent blowing dust as deemed necessary by the <;ity. 

21. Any tree marked. for preservation which is subsequently removed shall be replaced by two 

' • 

• 

(2) specimen trees of a variety and at locations specified by the Zoning Administrator. All •. 
such trees shall be replaced prior to final clearance of the permit. "f. ~h 1' b 
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RESOLUTION NO. NS-25,300 
EXHIBIT "B" 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
For 544 West CliffDrive/126 Eucalyptus Avenue- 99-109/98-152 

22. Grading shall be done during periods of dry weather and protective measures shall be 
incorporated during grading to prevent siltation from any grading project halted due to rain. 
No earth-moving activities shall occur between December 1 and March 1. 

23. Prior to site grading the perimeter of the project area and all trees and/or tree stands 
indicated for preservation or approved plans shall be protected through fencing or other 
approved barricade. Such fencing shall protect vegetation during construction and shall be 
installed to the satisfaction of the Director of Planning and Community Development. 

24. Handicap access shall be provided in accordance with-UBC. 

25. All new mechanical equipment and appurtenances, including gas and water meters, 
electrical boxes, roof vents, air conditioners, antennas, etc. visible from the public way and 
from adjacent properties, shall be screened with material compatible with the materials of 
the building and shall be subject to the approval of the Zoning Administrator. 

27. Signage shall be approved by the Zoning Administrator prior to application for building 
permits . 

28. Plans shall include a minimum 28-foot inside turning radius. Details shall be submitted for 
review and approval by the Fire Department. 

29. A separate irrigation meter is required for parking lot expansion. Plans and details shall be 
submitted to the Water Department for review and approval. 

30. The permit allows church to increase number of pews/seating from 34 pews (204 seats) to 
68 pews (408 seats) with 117 total parking spaces provided to accommodate this church 
increase and the existing private school use. 

31. No parking lot lighting has been approved with this application. Any proposed future 
parking lot lighting shall be directed away from adjacent properties and shall be approved 
by the Zoning Administrator at a public hearing. 

32. Oil/grease traps shall be installed for the new parking lot in accordance with the Public 
Works Department requirements. The traps shall be maintained by the property owner as 
the need warrants. 

33. All plans for future construction, and any future modifications to the permit, including the 
future hall addition which is not covered by this review, shall require review and approval I 
of a new Master Plan which is subject to environmental review. :fS)(h c bi } (0-· 
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RESOLUTION NO. NS-25,300 
EXHIBIT "B" 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
For 544 West Cliff Drive/ 126 Eucalyptus Avenue- 99-109/98-152 

34. Church activities shall be in the general nature as shown in the document labeled "Oblates 
of St. Joseph Activity Chart" submitted on 3/6/2000. The applicant shall be encouraged to 
consolidate evening activities to minimize impacts to the neighborhood. 

3 5. The traffic circulation and school parking plan shall not be changed without a new 
modification permit being applied for and approved. Applicant shall submit for the Zoning 
Administrator's review and approval a copy of the lease agreement specifying the number, 
location and hours of use of parking spaces for the school within the Church parking lot. A 
minimum of 30 parking spaces shall be available for the private school. Parking for school 
employees shall be in the new parking area and in the parking spaces near the West Cliff 
Drive and Pelton Avenue comer of the subject property. 

36. At least one traffic monitor shall be provided by the school during the school peak h:9urs 
(8:00a.m.- 9:00a.m. and 2:15-3:20 p.m.). 

3 7. The traffic circulation and school parking plan shall be distributed to all school parents each 
year as part of the enrollment or back to school process. The plan shall include a 
requirement that no student drop ofii'loading occur along Pelton Avenue by the Life 
Lab/driveway. Compliance with the plan shall be mandatory. 

38. Best management practices during construction shall be used to control dust, including 
but not limited to: minimizing amount of exposed area, watering the active construction 
areas, and prohibiting grading during periods of high winds. 

39. A public hearing by the Zoning Board shall be scheduled after the parking lot ~xpansion 
has been in operation for one year to evaluate compliance with conditions for both church 
and school use. 

40. In accordance with the goals of the City of Santa Cruz General Plan, the Oblates shall 
encourage alternative transportation means, such as carpools and van shuttles from other 
parking areas, on those occasions when the parking lot reaches capacity level. 

41. There shall be no entrance or exit constructed onto Pelton A venue from the new 
expanded parking area proposed in this application. 

42. Parking lot shall have restricted access between the hours of 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. Limited 
church events may use this parking lot during these hours with approval of the Zoning 
Administrator. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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30 November 1999 

To: DiedraHamilton 
From: Elizabeth Bell 
Re: Oblates of Saint Joseph 

This letter evaluates the potential impacts of the proposed development at the Oblates of Saint 
Joseph on the nearby monarch butterfly overwintering habitat at Lighthouse Field. I visited the site 
on 23 November 1999 and evaluated the plans for a new parking lot. 

This pr~ject has nvo potential impacts on the adjacent monarch habitat due to: (1) removal of one 
pine tree and (2) loss of midwinter nectar resources. However, both of these impacts can be 
mitigated to less than significant levels. 

The large cypress trees on the St. Joseph·s property play an important role in the monarch habitat 
by· providing ,,,ind protection to the grove at Lighthouse Field. However, none of these trees will 
be removed in this prqject.design. Based on the enclosed landscape design map and my on-site 
conversation with Ms. Hamilton, it is my understanding that only one tree. will be removed from 
the project site. This pine tree is located along the edge of the existing parking lot and its removal 
is necessary to accommodate the entrance of the new parking lot. 

Gi\·en the location of the pine tree and its relatively small stature, the loss of wind protection due to 
its removal is unlikely to adversely affect the quality of the monarch habitat. However, removal of 
the tree does c.ontribute to long-term cumulative loss of wind protection for the habitat. Thus, 1 
recommend replanting 2 cypress trees (Cupressus nuzcrocarpa: 24 inch box) across the street in 
Lighthouse Field, as mitigation for loss of this tree. Location of the new trees is critical to habitat 
function and I can provide guidance on this once approval for the planting has been acquired. 

• 

Paving of the vacant lot \vill eliminate midwinter nectar resources, such as \vild radish and • 
mustard, for the butterflies on the project site. This impact may be rpitigated by incorporating 
some "butterfly"' plants into the landscape design for the parking lot; these plants will provide 
nectar resources for the overwintering monarchs. Planting 5-10 Escallonia spp. shrubs would 
greatly benefit the arriving monarchs in the fall, as these shrubs bloom during the fall. Access to 
fall nectar sources near the overwintering site may reduce the dependence of the butterflies on mid-
\Vinter nectar resources. Additional plantings of some species that flower mid-winter, such as: 
Limonium cal(fornicum, Tagetes lemonii and Echiumjaruosum., would migitate loss of \\'ild 
mustard and radish on-site. 
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. Elizabeth:' Bell, Ph.D. 
Biologist 

248A McGivern Way 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
(831) 426-1543 
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17 January 200~ 

To: The City of Santa Cruz 
From: Elizabeth Bell 
Re: Oblates of Saint Joseph Project 

This letter provides a summary/clarification of my testimony (given at the Santa Cruz City Council 
meeting on 12 December 2000) concerning potential impacts of a proposed parking lot addition (at 
the Oblates of Saint Joseph property on West Cliff Drive and Pelton A venue) on monarch butterl1y 
wintering habitat at Lighthouse field State Beach. Extensive public comments during this hearing 
revealed serious misconceptions regarding monarch buttert1y biology, and confusion regarding 
potential impacts of the proposed project on the monarchs. My purpose here is to clarify issues 
relating to monarch butterfly wintering biology and conservation of their habitats, and to address 
some of the issues that were raised during the public comment period. 

Background 

I have been systematically visiting the Lighthouse field monarch butterl1y wintering site for over 
15 years as part of an on-going county-wide monitoring effort that began in 1980. In most years, I 
visit each site at least three times during the wintering season. During these visits I visually 
estimate monarch population sizes, document roost locations, note mortality and estimate nectar 
(±1ower) availability. 

Monarch occupation at the Lighthouse Field site has increased over the years, both in terms of the 
length of the period that monarchs are present (duration of residence) and the number of monarchs 
that winter there (population size). During the period of these observations, the site at Lighthouse 
Field has transcended, from a temporary (autumnal) roost area, into a full-term overwintering site. 
Currently, the Lighthouse Field roost area supports the largest population of wintering monarchs in 
Santa Cruz County. 

General Features of Monarch Wintering Habitats 

Monarch roost trees are identified by the seasonal presence of clusters of gregariously roosting 
butterflies. Monarch butterfly roost areas are composed of trees that provide (1) a diversity of 
suitable roost limbs, with (2) seasonally appropriate sun/shade exposure, and (3) wind protection 
in most, if not all, directions. Although topographic (landform) features and buildings may also 
contribute to site suitability by contributing wind protection and/or shade, tree configuration 
ultimately determines site suitability. 

In the context of regional monarch wintering site assessments, population size (the number of 
monarchs roosting at the site), stability (the degree to which the population size changes over the 
course of the wintering season) and duration of residence (the length of time monarchs roost in 
clusters on the site) are the key parameters used in determining the relative importance of a 
particular habitat. Changes in the habitat that result in measurable change in any of these 
parameters constitute significant impacts. 

Population stability and duration of residence of wintering monarch populations are enhanced by: 
(a) freedom from disturbance (by wind, predators and people); (b) high habitat heterogeneity (the 
presence of a diversity of seasonally suitable roost locations in the habitat); and (c) the presence of 
on-site nectar and water sources. This is not to say that monarch wintering populations cannot 
persist in the absence of one or more of these features, but that their stability and persistence will 
be greater in accord with the degree to which these issues are resolved by the habitat. 



The Lighthouse Field Monarch Wintering Habitat 

The roost trees at Lighthouse Field are only moderately protected from strong winds by the close 
"circle" of trees that provide the site's primary wind protection and shade. Unlike the wintering 
site at Natural Bridges, which is nestled in a ravine, the wintering habitat at Lighthouse Field 
stands on a flat coastal terrace above the ocean. Much of the wind protection at this site is thus 
provided by secondary windbreak trees that surround the roost area at various distances across 
Lighthouse Field, and by neighborhood trees and buildings north of Pelton Avenue. 

The relative value of windbreak trees diminishes with both distance and redundancy. The trees 
closest to the roost trees (primary windbreak trees) provide the most critical wind protection, while 
trees at increasing distances (secondary windbreak trees) provide progressively less effective (i.e., 
less important) wind protection. The value of a particular tree is also reduced by the presence of 
other trees in the same area that serve the same function (functional redundancy). Thus, the loss of 
a single tree among many that provide secondary wind protection in a given direction (i.e., a case 
of high functional redundancy), is unlikely to create a significant (measurable) impact because its 
function will still be provided by the trees that remain. In contrast, where a single tree provides the 
only secondary wind protection in a particular direction, its loss could constitute a significant 
negative impact. 

Trees and buildings on the Oblates of Saint Joseph property contribute secondary wind protection 
for the Lighthouse Field roost area. However, under the present proposal to add additional 
parking on the Oblates' property, no trees will be altered or removed. Thus no impact on 
secondary wind protection for the Lighthouse Field monarch wintering site will result from this 
project as presently proposed. · 

. 
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The importance of nectar sources to the maintenance of population stability also diminishes with • 
increasing distance and redundancy. Wintering monarch population sizes tend to decrease over 
time when individuals are forced to forage more than a few hundred feet from the roost area. This 
is because the further away from the roost site that a monarch forages, the greater the likelihood 
that it will not return to the site. Thus, nectar sources close to the site stabilize the population to a 
greater degree than sources at greater distances. Moreover, only a relatively small proportion of 
the wintering monarch population is usually compelled, by hunger (low fat reserves), to seek 
nectar. Although this proportion increases over time, as more individuals run low on fat reserves, 
the availability (and thus redundancy) of nectar sources also typically increase$ during the later part 
of the wintering period. 

At the Lighthouse Field site, monarchs forage mainly on blue-gum eucalyptus blossoms among the 
primary and secondary windbreak trees, and on various forbs (mainly radish and Bermuda 
buttercup) in the open (moderately wind-protected) spaces between the primary and secondary 
windbreak trees. In most years, these sources provide ample on-site nectar. Monarchs, however, 
also forage in the neighborhood north of Pelton and on the Oblates of Saint Joseph property. In 
comparison to the availability of on-site nectar (i.e., the number of flowers) at Lighthouse Field, 
the amount of nectar typically available in the proposed parking area on the Oblates' property is 
small and its loss can easily be compensated for by the proposed landscape planting. 

Road-Kill Mortalitv 

Windy winter storms occasionally dislodge considerable numbers of roosting monarchs. If this 
occurs at night, or at temperatures below the monarch's flight threshold (55~F). dislodged 
butterflies glide, and are blown, throughout the roost area and onto the intersection of Pelton and 
J;ucalyptus A venues. Unusually strong south winds can occasionally blow monarchs to greater 
distances into the neighborhood north of Pelton and, in rare instances, onto the Oblates of Saint ~ 

Joseph property. ~h\b~ -~ 
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Butterflies that become trapped on the street by rain or low temperature are at risk of being crushed 
by the first vehicie that comes their way. It only takes one. The greatest road-kill mortaiity wili 
thus occur where the trapped butterr1ies are most concentrated, usually just north of the dusters at 
the intersection of Eucalyptus and Pelton. In most years, the number of monarchs killed on the 
street is relatively low (usuaily fewer than 100 in populations of tens of thousands). Although this 
may stiii seem like high mortality, "natural" mortality at many sites (e.g., predation by birds such 
as starlings, jays and chestnut-backed chickadees) often greatly exceeds this level. 

The likelihood of many monarchs becoming trapped on the ground 150-200 feet from the roost 
area in the proposed Oblates of St Joseph parking lot is very low. Moreover, episodic increases in 
traffic on Pelton associated with functions at the Oblates facility are unlikely to measurably increase 
road-kill mortality, since more than enough traffic is already present on Peiton and Eucalyptus 
A venues to kill all the monarchs that become trapped on the street. 

In any case, road-kill mortality close to the roost area will always be far more severe than at greater 
distances. Thus, public concern for the safety of monarchs at Lighthouse Field would be far more 
effective if directed toward reducing road-kill mortality at the intersection of Eucalyptus and Pelton 
during severe wind storms. than by denying the Oblates proposed parking lot. 

On warm sunny days, monarchs often bask and sip dew in the grassy open spaces between the 
roost area and the secondary windbreak trees at Lighthouse Field. During the later part of winter, 
individuals running low on winter fat reserves often seek nectar from flowers in these areas and in 
the surrounding neighborhood, including the Oblates of St Joseph property. As stated above, 
creating the proposed parking lot wiii slightly (though not significantly) reduce potential foraging 
area for wintering monarchs; ho~vever, the proposed landscape planting will more than compensate 
for this loss . 

Foraging monarchs are alert and able flyers and are usuaiiy able to avoid passing cars as they cross 
streets. Thus adding ''bunen1y'' nectar sources on the Oblate's property should not significantly 
increase road-kill mortality, even if it increases the number of monarchs that fly across Pelton to 
take advantage of it. 

Warm weather conditions from mid-January through February often stimulate substantial mating 
activity in male monarchs. During the mating period, monarch pairs often end up on the ground 
(and street) where they are at risk of being stepped on by park visitors andior run over by passing 
vehicles. As with wind disturbance, the greatest concentration of grounded monarchs wili occur 
near the roost area; thus, the likelihood of mating monarchs being crushed in the Oblates' proposed 
parking lot addition is much lower than the likelihood that they will be crushed by park visitors or 
by vehicles at the intersection of Pelton and Eucalyptus. 

Thus, although road-kiil mortality (resulting from both foot traffic and vehicular traffic) is a current 
problem in this wintering habitat, it is unlikely to increase measurably as a resuit of the creation of 
the proposed parking addition over 150 feet away from the roost area on the Oblates of Saint 
Joseph property. 

Other lssues 

Several members of the public expressed concern at the City Council meeting that the large 
eucalyptus tree just south of the proposed parking area (across Pelton) might act as a monarch 
roost (cluster) tree, and that additional pavement of the parking area might negatively affect 
butten1ies roosting in this tree. Although I have frequently evaluated the bloom status of this tree, 
I have only rarely seen monarchs in it, and I have never seen clusters (masses of gregariously 
roosting monarchs) in it. In any case, this tree is poorly protected from wind and couid not 
support monarch dusters except during periods of calm winds. l _ ~ 1 J .. 0 
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Monarchs often fly out from the roost area during calm sunny days in mid-winter to bask in the • 
sun and to seek nectar and dew. If they are shaded by a passing cloud, or if they become too hot, 
they often close their wings and appear to be roosting. However, they do not typically form 
clusters in such situations, and usually do not roost overnight at such distances from the main roost 
area, if they can avoid it. 

I suspect that the monarchs observed in this tree were basking/roosting butterflies that later 
returned to clusters in the main roost area, and that monarchs do not normally form clusters in this 
tree. This tree serves as a secondary windbreak tree for the main roost area adjacent to Pelton at 
Eucalyptus; however, without valid documentation of monarch clusters in this tree, it should not be 
considered as a roost tree. 

Conclusions 

The proposed parking addition at the Oblates of Saint Joseph does not require tree removal and 
thus does not alter wind protection or roost options for monarchs at Lighthouse Field. 

Although the proposed project slightly reduces current potential nectar availability in the area, it 
compensates for this reduction by providing other sources through appropriate landscape . 
plantings. Moreover, since foraging monarchs are alert and able flyers, it is unlikely that they will 
be killed while crossing Pelton Avenue to nectar at the Saint Josephs planting. 

The distance between the proposed parking area and the Lighthouse Field roost area makes it 
highly unlikely that monarchs will be blown and stranded on the ground in the proposed parking 
area. Thus, it is also unlikely that monarchs will die as a result of such stranding. 

The monarch wintering habitat at Lighthouse Field has evolved in the context of the present 
configuration of trees, roads and buildings that surround it. In spite of the occasional mortality that 
results from butterflies being killed by passing cars and pedestrians. Lighthouse Field continues to 
provide suitable habitat for the many thousands of monarchs that successfully overwinter there 
each year. The proposed creation of additional parking spaces on the Oblates of St Joseph 
property should have no significant impact on monarch butterflies wintering at Lighthouse Field 
State Beach. 

Elizabeth Bell, Ph.D. 
Biologist 

1165 Lisa Lane 
Santa Cruz. CA 95062 
(831) 464-0589 
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Attn: Juliana Rebagliati 
Planning and Community Development 
The City of Santa Barbara 
809 Center Street, Room l 06 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

To The City of Santa Cruz: 

(No letterhead. Emailed) 
20 February 2001 

My name is Walter H. Sakai. My CV is attached, but some highlights include the fact that I have been 
conducting research on monarch butterflies and monitoring monarch overwintering sites along the California coast 
since 1985. I have consulted on a number of projects associated with monarch overwintering sites most recently for 
Esalen Institute in Monterey County along the Big Sur coast. I was also Santa Barbara County's monarch biologist 
on the Ellwood project that has been mentioned a number of times in the materials sent to me by your staff. I also 
wrote the key letter to the California Coastal Commission regarding the Ellwood Shores development, in which the 
Coastal Commission decided to extend the monarch overwintering site buffer zone to 150 feet. I was also a member 
of the Significant Ecological Area Technical Advisory Committee for Los Angeles County for 10 years, and am 
presently a member of the Environmental Review Board for the City of Malibu. Thus, I have had extensive 
experience in both reviewing Environmental Impact Statements and Reports, as well as evaluating monarch 
overwintering sites . 

I have been asked to evaluate a. project near what has become a major monarch overwintering site in Santa 
Cruz County. The project is referred to as 544 West Cliff Drive 99-109/98-152 APN 004-571-02. Also called the 
Oblates of St. Joseph site, it is located 1-300 feet northeast of the Lighthouse Field State Beach monarch 
overwintering site (erroneously referred to as Lighthouse Field State Park), on the north side of Pelton Avenue, and 
west of West Cliff Drive. To summarize and to insure that I understand the scope of the project, the project entails 
the conversion of a weedy field into 48 new parking places. 

Personal History relative to the Lighthouse Field State Beach Site 
Prior to the late 1850's when eucalyptus was introduced, this marine terrace was apparently treeless or at 

best sparsely treed, and it is likely no monarchs roosted in this area. Numerous prior visits were made by the 
monarch biologist John Lane beginning in 1979 onward. John Lane's research on this site indicates that there are 
reports of monarchs overwintering here since the 1890's, although it is unclear if the article was talking about the 
huge monarch site at the west end of Lighthouse Field or the present location. The apparently large monarch 
overwintering site at the west end of Lighthouse Field was lost to development. 

My understanding (not being a long time resident of Santa Cruz) is that there was a monarch site at the 
present location, which was then lost in a series of severe storms which knocked down many of the trees that formed 
the monarch grove. In the intervening years, scattered trees have come up, either naturally or by planting. I do not 
have this date. I first visited the Lighthouse Field State Beach site in 1990. In 1990, I reported this overwintering 
site to the California Department ofFish and Game's Natural Diversity Database. Thus, this site is listed as 
Occurrence #105 on the database. 

My inventory protocol for California monarchs has been to visit sites in early January. Thus, since 1990, I 
have managed to visit this site seven January's in the last 11 seasons. In addition, I have reports from other monarch 
biologists over the years. My records indicate that in most years there were a few thousand monarchs at this site, but 
the site was abandoned by January in most years. Such sites have been referred to as "Autumnal sites." However, 
in the last five or so years this site has progressively become one of the larger sites in California with monarchs 
utilizing the site through the entire winter. Such sites are then referred to as "Permanent sites." In the last few 
years, it has become larger than its more famous sister site at Natural Bridges State Beach. 

One of the real puzzles to Monarch biologists is that this Lighthouse Field site is atypical of most monarch 
overwintering sites. Most monarch sites will large numbers of monarchs resemble Natural Bridges or Moran Lake. 
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This is a relatively small grove of trees. Lighthouse Field lacks any sort of geographic protection (hill, drainage, 
etc) being on a flat marine terrace. There is no understory protection from winds. Without this understory, there is 
no thermal protection inside the grove. Yet this now very overwintering colony is found at this site. John Lane 15 
years ago said this area would be a great monarch site if trees were ~ppropriately planted; it appears natural tree 
growth has proven him correct. 

Caveat 
As an important caveat of this report, I must emphasize that with an exception or two, I do not have any 

hard scientific data to support my findings, except to say that I have seen hundreds sites in California and have 
visited many of them numerous times over the last 15+ years. 

No site visit was made to this project. I am familiar with the Lighthouse Field State Beach Monarch 
overwintering site and am generally familiar with the surrounding area. I admittedly never gave the project site 
much more than a glance during visits to the monarchs. 

I am also not commenting on topics such as piecemeal development, storm water drainage, and other non
monarch related topics. Traffic is, however, pertinent and will be discussed as it relates to monarch butterflies. 

I also had an almost hour telephone conversation regarding this site and discussed points of agreement and 
disagreement about this site. 

Discussion 
In general, I believe that the fmdings of Dr. Elizabeth Bell, which were supported by John Dayton, are 

essentially correct. However, further analysis and rigor could have been incorporated into their report to support 
their fmdings. Thus, Dr. Longcore's and others have questioned of her fmdings 

One, the actual overwintering site was never determined. What is the extent of the grove of trees? This 
includes ·both roost trees for the monarchs as well as the surrounding buffer trees described by Bell. And which 
trees do the monarchs actually roost in? This is important, as there has been mention of the buffer zones determined 
by Santa Barbara County and the Coastal 

• 

Commission. In both instances, the buffer zone begins at the dripline of the grove of trees. Bell indicated that the 
project was more than 100 feet from the overwintering site, but from what point. If one does not know where the 
trees and the grove are located, how can one determine if a project is too close to the monarchs. Granted this buffer 
distance is a somewhat arbitrary number, it is a defensible point. The lack of this information is also contrary to the 
County LCP (4.5.3.1). Further, Strelow's letter say .. at least 100 feet," while Bell (17 January 2001) states "150-200 
feet from the roost area." The Metro Santa Cruz, January 17-24, 2001, p9 cites "clusters fewer than 100 feet away." 
Thus, either the monarch grove or the parking Jots seems to be floating and moving. As picky as this may seem, see 
point number twelve below. 

• 
In conversations with Dayton, Bell and Dayton seem very reticent to delineate this grove saying nearby 

buildings and trees separate and distant from the cluster of trees that the monarchs roost in serve as part of buffering 
to protect the monarch. Although this idea is for the most part true, most other monarch site analyses delineate the 
grove (i.e. an outline of the grove of trees on a map). Without this delineation, one can not make statements above 
of how far the site is from the project. If in fact, the nearby buildings and trees separate and distant from the cluster 
of trees that the monarchs roost in for the monarch overwintering site, one can argue that the project is directly 
adjacent to or even within the monarch overwintering site. This would require then a full Environmental Impact 
Report. 

Two, in Bell's letter date 30 November 1999 I agree with the analysis ofthe potential impacts on theloss 
of midwinter nectar resources. I can not comment on the loss of one pine tree, as I was not provided with an 
information on its location. My concern is that the location of this tree was never sited, ·and no explanation was ever 
given as to why this tree was unimportant while (presumably) nearby. Monterey cypresses were important. 

In a phone conversation with Juliana Rebagliati on 12 February 2001 and further reading, I learned that this 
tree would not be removed. 

Three, monarch butterflies do not use the surrounding fields only as a midwinter nectar source. They 
utilize the moisture (dew) on the plants in the fields as a source of moisture. This point was never addressed by 
Bell. Although this is probably an issue only in the drier months of October (and November), the issue was not 
addressed. 
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Four, the low profile (height) of the project is in its favor in terms of impacting the monarch site, and the 
fact that the project is on the lee side of the prevailing northwesterly winds is favorable to the project. Yet, on 
windy days when monarchs are blown from the grove, they will be pushed toward the furure parking lot. If the 
monarchs are blown out of the trees and into the street and parking to the northeast or leeward side of the grove, they 
could end up as roadkills. 

Five, it is stated that the increase in traffic due to doubling the number of seats in the church and increasing 
parking is insignificant compared to the existing traffic in this area. My gut instinct tell me that this is incorrect. I 
ask if this analysis included traffic above and beyond the traditional Sunday service? 1 do not claim to be a traffic 
engineer or an expert on the goings on at churches, but most churches have more than a Sunday service. Some have 
a children's service (where parents drop off their kids) early followed by one or more adult service (when parents 
return) and even an evening service. There are weekly Bible studies, youth group meetings, prayer groups, 
confessional, funerals, and such. Certainly, three of the days with the largest attendance to churches (Thanksgiving, 
Christmas, and New Years) occur when monarchs are present. I recently spoke at a Boy Scout group that met at a 
local church. Thus, the weekly church traffic will be may 1 0-20X that of Sunday service alone. Have these been 
taken into account? (This also refers to Item 17 on "Response to Comments, p2-l 01, p5). I suspect that the heavy 
traffic along West Cliff Drive swamps the Church traffic, but the key aspect is the traffic that turns into and out of 
the church area, and see below. 

Six, at present, traffic on Pelton is likely to be just residential traffic, but since there will now be an entry 
way into the parking lot from Pelton, how much increase in traffic will there be from the church on Pelton toward 
Pelton x Eucalyptus, where Bell notes where there wiil be a tendency of greater numbers of downed monarchs ? 
This may be especially important as the butterflies blown out of the grove will be greater on Pelton, which passes 
right next to the grove and within 10-20 feet(?) of the grove. Note: the absence of Point One prevents an accurate 
assessment of distance here. (This also refers to Item 17 on "Response to Comments, p23-1 01, p5) 

Cars going north on West Cliff Drive will have a harder time turning left into the Church parking lot 
Thus, many will turn left at Pelton, where there is a stop sign (?) and enter the parking lot from Pelton. This again 
will increase traffic close to the monarchs. The traffic engineer's opinion that the present entry configuration will 
ease traffic flow in the area is probably correct, but this configuration will put the butterflies at greater risk from car 
related mortality. (See Number Eight below) 

In the response to comments, page 23-101, p5, item #16, there is reference to "an one way in and out 
system," but this is not marked on any of the maps or photos I was provided, which may affect my interpretation 
above. 

The same Metro Santa Cruz paper cited above notes that the Gateway School parking and access will be 
moved to the Pelton parking lot. If true, this too will increase traffic along Pelton and impact the butterflies. 

In conversation with J. Rebagliati on 20 February 2001, it was suggested that the Pelton access to the 
parking lot be made an exit only and a left turn only. This would certain help monarchs. 

Seven, I am not familiar with the wind patterns in Santa Cruz. and specifically the area of Lighthouse Field, 
but I suspect that the prevailing Westerlies means northwesterly winds. Since the project is on the lee side, its 
impact is minimal. Its low profile means low impact. I am not sure exactly sure but normally pre-storm winds come 
from the east and storm winds come from the south. Yet Westerlies which are often quite strong after storms will 
blow monarchs out of the trees onto Pelton and toward the parking lot. 

Eight, road-kill mortality is another issue. I have some unpublished data on this subject, which indicates 
that mortality can be quite high. My findings indicate that fairly substantial number of monarchs are killed by 
vehicular traffic when flying across roads, although in my study sites, speeds were much higher. What should be of 
concern is that the distances from the colony to the road in my study sites ranged from 0 to 1500 feet. Even at this 
farther distance there was mortality from cars. And these were NOT mating monarchs that were on the ground. At 
another site where clusters often form directly over the road, most mortality occurred during mating. 

Anecdotal reports describe literally hundreds of monarchs were blown out of the trees during severe 
storms, of which several typically occur each year in the Santa Cruz region. In general, these butterflies survive if 
they are not stepped on, run over by cars, and do not fall in puddles of water. Apparently, people walk up and down 
Pelton during and after these storms rescuing downed and water logged monarchs. I suspect that if you would 
interview some of the docents at Natural Bridges State Beach, you might get a better picture of this, and maybe 
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some photo-documentation. 
Bell compares the degree of avian predation with roadkills, saying the latter" often greatly exceeds this 

level." The spin on this is that then the opposite is also true. 
Based on my experience, I feel that this is a significant concern especially since traffic should increase on 

Pelton with the added traffic .. 

Nine, in most analyses I have ever conducted or read, there is usually some assessment of the total resource 
regionally. Is this the only monarch overwintering site in the county or in the area? That "area" is determined under 
the guidance of County. Generally, I look at all sites within a five mile radius. How does this overwintering site fit 
in with the big picture for the area? Even if it is not the only site, is it the largest site? Or is it a small autumnal site? 

E.g. Ellwood Main in Santa Barbara is one of a dozen plus sites within five miles radius, but it is the largest 
site, the most important site, the best known site, and the most visited site. It is the "keystone" site in the area. 

Although a map of the area is presented showing the monarch overwintering sites, the map is over 10 years 
old, and the monarch biologist did not address the sorts of concerns I have mentioned above. 

In addition, by looking at historical sites (sites that no longer exist, such as the site that used to exist at the 
west end of Lighthouse Field), one can address incremental loss of monarch overwintering sites over the years. 

Dayton in our telephone conversation indicated that Moran Lake, Natural Bridges and Lighthouse Field are 
the only active sites left in Santa Cruz and so Lighthouse Field is now one of the major sites in the Central coast. If 
so, a more critical look at this site is warranted. 

Ten, there has been comment that monarchs may roost in other nearby trees. I agree with Bell that I have 
never seen and would not expect monarchs to roost in these other trees. But there is a (CA DFG NDDB occurrence 
#106) site reported at St. Joseph's Shrine. John Lane reported 20-30,000 monarchs there in 1983. It is unclear how 
long the butterflies stayed, yet no one has seen monarchs there since (except flyers). Monarchs have also roosted in 
other nearby locations (See CA DFG NDDB), but most have not been used in recent years. 

Eleven, in regards to Mr. Suddjian's letter, I agree that monarchs do not roost on the proponents property, 
but that is not the major concern. Rather it is the loss of butterflies by pedestrian and car traffic that is of concern . 

Twelve, in the "Response to Comments" p23-98 or p2, the statement that there is "no City or Coastal 
Commission standard regarding a specific setback distance between development and Monarch butterfly habitat 
areas" is correct, but there have been precedents set. Although there is no Santa Cruz City regulation, there has 
been a very recent high profile decision in Santa Barbara at the Ellwood Main site, where a specific setback was 
recommended by Coastal. There is also a Santa Barbara Count)' regulation regarding setback and the 1987 
recommendation by Nagano and Sakai 

Thirteen, I wonder if City has a copy of the Xerces Society/Monarch Projects two publications; The 
Monarch Habitat Handbook, A California Landowner's Guide to Managing Monarch Butterfly Overwintering 
Habitat, and Conservation and Management Guidelines. Elizabeth Bell and John Dayton are both co-authors of 
these publications and should have copies; otherwise, copies can be obtained from the Xerces Society. 

Fourteen, the concern about automobile emission is likely to be insignificant. The prevailing winds will 
blow exhaust away from the monarchs. 

Conclusions: 
I agree with Bell that the project will have little impact on the monarchs in terms wind, nectar, exhaust, and 

distance between the project and the monarchs. I think the basic problem was that there was not a thorough report 
done by both Bell and the City of Santa Cruz. The two page report requested by the project consultant on monarchs 
did a disservice to the proponent and the monarchs. 

I would disagree with Bell in regards to the impact of roadkills. During occasional severe winter storms 
and during mating season (which should be starting soon), there is defmitely a greater risk of butterfly mortality . 

. Further Study: 

• 

• 

About the only researcher that I am aware of that has the equipment to conduct a full monitoring p~ogram • 
collecting meteorological data to evaluate the site would be Dr. Kingston Leong at Cal Poly SLO. This effort would 
have to be done beginning before the monarchs arrive until after they leave. Normally researcher leave equipment 
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to collect continuous data, but there is no way to leave equipment at this site even overnight. Thus, regular trips 
must be made to the site in order to conduct monitoring. This would be an expensive and lengthy process. 

A more observational study conducted by local monarch experts like Bell and Dayton, where roost trees 
can be determined, regular surveys can be made to determine mortality especially during and after big storms, and 
such (basic environmental data). This would be less expensive but just as lengthy. 

Both of these options would take at least a year to complete. l would think a more reasonable solution 
could be found without a long term study, or while a long term study is ongoing. But I suspect the political climate 
may not allow for that. · 

Mitigation: 
No work will be done while monarchs are overwintering. 

The proponent will plant additional vegetation in and around the Lighthouse Field grove to provide 
additional buffer, in numbers determined by City staff and at locations determined by a monarch biologist. My logic 
for this is that this may begin to ameliorate the winds that blow the monarchs out of the trees during severe winter 
storms. Possibly the above roadkill problem can solve this problem by providing better wind protection. 

As mentioned above, the Pelton access to the parking lot will be an exit only, and left tum only. 

A statement incorporated, where the applicant will provide further mitigation of some dollar amount if the 
long-term study indicates significant impact to the monarchs. 

Also note that my experience is that the term "will" be used rather than "should." 

If there are further questions, you can contact me at Santa Monica College, 1900 Pi co Blvd, Santa Monica, 
CA 90405-1628. My phone is 310.434.4 702, and my email is sakai_ walter@smc.edu . 

Literature cited: 

Walter H. Sakai 
Professor of Biology 
Santa Monica College 

Bell, E., L.P.Brower, W.H. Calvert, J. Dayton, D. Frey, K. Leong, D. Murphy, R.M.Pyle, W. Sakai, K. Snow, and S. 
Weiss. 1993. The Monarch Project's Conservation and Management Guidelines. The Xerces Society. Portland, 
OR. 43pp. 

Brower, L.P., M. Monroe, & K. Snow. Undated. The Monarch Habitat Handbook. A California Landowner's 
Guide To Managing Monarch Butterfly Overwintering Habitat. The Xerces Society. Portland, OR. 16pp. 

Nagano, C.D. and W.H. Sakai. 1987. The Monarch butterfly [Danaus plexippus (L.)] wintering colonies 
in the Ellwood area of Santa Barbara County, California, U.S.A. A report and management recommendation to the 
California Coastal Conservancy and the Santa Barbara County Department of Resource Management, 17pp . 
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12 February 2001 

Ms. Juliana R~bagliati 
Cily of Santa Cruz 
809 Center Street 
Sauta Cruz, CA 95010 

Dear Juliana, 

CAL PoLY 
CAI.ll VKI'.:IA l'ot.V'I'Ll:'I1NI~ S nn >. l ll'IJVI:IU.ITT 

SI\J'II l.tll!o Om··'"'· C'A. 9i Jl1i 
!'.i!!LliC!Jt'/\1 &·r~~Tt.:; D~I'AI;TME!'.:T 

(IIO~l 7~o.:t'it>.'i F"':t {S<l:il ;•;c.I-!1 1J 

'l'hank you for sending me the City Council Report of the Project Description. Title 14 
Zoning Ordinance, and the correspondences of Beth Bell, Stephanie Strelow, David 
Suddjian, and Travis Longcore. The information contained in these documents has 
provided me with a bett;cr understanding of the controversies. I believe the controversjes 
cnn be resolved if valued jud getnents were based on scientific data~ rather than on 
oplnions or on personal experiences without the data to support one's observations. 1 

P. 01 

• 

believe Dr. Bell's testimonies, however, present a picture closer to my experiences and • 
field research findings on the biology and behavior of overwintering butterflies in 
Cnlifornia. Her rendition of the importance of windbreak trees in the creation and lbe 
maintenance of a wintering habitat was depicled retnarkahly well. She also presents n 
good nccount on the effects of winter storms to roosting b!llterflic::s of that habitat end on 
mort.atity caused by vehicular traffic on Pelton and Eucalyptus Avenues. Perhaps, Dr. 
Bell'~ arguments could be strengthen if she has actual data on the butterflies' "sphere of 
biologicnl activities'' i.e., areas used for roosting, sunning, feeding, and mating. If the 
~phere of biological activities is clearly defined for this wintering site, then impact of a 
proposed parkhlg lot to neighboring overwintering butterflies could be better evaluated. 

Dr. J..ongt.'.Or:e presents good arguments for the need to delineate habitat used by the 
overwintering butterf1ies such as feeding and mating and to better define the buffer zone 
for this overwintering habitat. A buffer zone, however, is often a nebulous value unless 
it i~ based ou data that define the monan~h's "sphere of biological activities'' and fhc 
forested areas that helpe-d create the microclimatic conditions conducive for winter 
aggregtltion. 

Since the proposed parking lot. oo Oblates' property will not inyolvc removal or alteration 
of lrces, tbe main conccms are focus on t.he mona.rch' s winter activities such as sunning, 
fe.eding, mating, and roosting. My field investigations have shown that overwintering 
butterflies occur in groves that offer specific n1icroclimatic conditions conductive for 
winter aggregations (Leong 1990, Leong et al. 1991). Within a winter grove, the roosting 
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bulterflies are not randomly dispersed throughout the winter grove, but arc found only on 
trcc:s that shelter them fl'om strong gusty winds and provide optimum exposures to 
filten·.d winter :-unlight (Leong 1990, Leong et al. 1991). Roosting butterflies wjll move 
to different trees within a defined area or "bubble of suitable conditions" depending on 
the tlire.ction and strength of the winds (Leong et al. 1991: Leong 1998). Winds greater 
than 2 m/scc are very disruptive to overwintering butterflies. At this velocity or gre.1tcr, 
butterflies are blown from Lheir roost or are dislodged from the foliage by vigorous . 
branch movement~. Tf ambient temperatures are 55° C (flight threshold) or greater, the 
expunged butterflies would 11y to other trees within the grove that offer better wind 
protection. lf ambient temperatures are below 55"C, the butterflies are dislodged from 
their roost due to high winds and arc blown to lhe ground. The butterflies will remain on 
!he ground until ambient temperatures reach flight threshold. If storm winds(~ 2 m/scc) 
enter the roosting nrea, the overwintering butterflies will temporarily or permanetJtly 
abandon n winter grove for the season (Leong 1998). 

During warm winter days, the burterllies would leave their roost to sun, to feed on nectar, 
morning dew or water from neighboring ponds or streams. My field investigations on 
winter foraging acrivities of monarch butterl1ies at Pismo North Beach wintering sit\), Snn 
Luis Obispo County, have shown that they actively feed between the hours of9 am to 1 
prn (information presented at ESA meeting in November 1997). After 1 pm. most 
butterflies stop foraging and return to their roosting trees to reform winter aggrcgt~tions. 
Tlw foraging butterflies, at least in San Luis Obispo County, did not venture far from the 
grove to seek nectar or water. They were seldom observed more than a kilometer from 
the grove, even if sources of winter flowing plants or water were abundantly available af 
this distance from the grove (Leong, 1997 unpublished data). Similarly. the butternics 
were obsc.rved sunning mainly on foliage of trees in sunlit southern areas of the grove .. 

Prior to their spring migration, the butterflies begin to mate in earnest by mid February 
(L~ong ct al 1995, Frey, et al. 1992). The male monarch butterflies would "capture'' 
females in night or while they-sun on foliage (Leong 1995). Of the two mating slrategi~s 
ohserved in the field, males capturing females on foliage were the most common method 
of se.curing n rnatc at Pi;;mo wintering site. Once coupled, the male would carry Lhe 
female to foliage located high on the tree. 

1'he arena of rnaring and sunning activities was centered mainly in the southc.rn regions of 
the winter grove proper. The numbers of mating pairs counted on the ground were more 
ntlmerous beneath grove trees in sunlit areas (Leong ct al. 1995 and Frey, ct al. 1998) 
than :1rca:; (100ft) further away from these trees. 

The "sphare of biological activities" just described was for overwintering buttuflies of 
San Luis Obispo County. I have observed similar activities for Natural Bridges (Leone 
nnd Frey 1991) and for Pacific Grove (Leong 1994) wintering sites. The bound~ries of 
the monnrch's winter 3.ctivity areas and the forested are~s comprising the habitat are 
cssl;ntial par<1rneters needed to; (J) effectively evaluate the impact of any habitat 
rMc.lifications (i.e., parking lot on Oblates' property); (2) determine the size of buffer 
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zones for the habitat; and (3) implement long term management polices of wintering 
sites. 

My proposed project will identify the boundaries of the sphere of biological nctivities for 
the overwjntering butler!lies at this wintering site for one complete season (November to 
March). The habitat and surrounding areas will be divided into 20 to 30, 30-meter grids 
to delem1ine the environmental conditions of the habitat and the aggregation areas within 
the grove. At each intersection of the grid, the ~emperatures (wet and dry bulb), solar 
radiant energy, light intensity, wind velocity (highest), and wind direction will be· 
recorded. The environmental c.ondit.ions will be monitored twice monthly along with 
thc.ir feeding. sunning and mating activities associated with the surrounding grove areas 
during the hours of 8 am to 2 pm. The data gathered would be used to define lhe sphere 
of biological activities for the overwintering butterflies at this site as well as the forested 
an~as that created the microclimatic conditions conducive for winter aggregations. 

Sincerely, 

Kin.g~ton L. H. Leong, Ph.D. 
Rntomotogist 
Biological Sciences Department 
California Polytechnic State University 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 
Tckphone: 805-756-2373 
F~~: 80~7~1419 
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Land Protection Partners 
P.O. !?.<•X :!•10~20. LN :\n~ck;, Ct\ ~li)()::!•!-00~0 

Tch·phunt·. (:11 Oj ~71i·~~Oii 

fkcembcr 10, 2000 

Mayor Tim Fitzmaurice and Ciry Counci! 
Cily of Santa Cntz 
809 Cenler Str~:~:t 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

He: 544 We~t Cliff Drive- 99-1n9/9~-l52- A PN 00d-:i71-ll2 

Di!ar Mayor Fitzmaurice and Councilmembers: 

r"' l I '"'An ~ _ = .; ' , r i 
- "" . :_l)·J·..; 

A proposal to consrrur;t a parking lot immedb.tcly adjacent to the Lighthouse Field Monarch butterfly 
overwintering site has been brought to my ancntion by local restdents, who have asked for an expert 
analysis oft.he project and its potential impacts to th<! butterfly. I hold a Ph.D. in biogl!ography from 
UCLA, where my research centert:d on the response of ar~hropod:; to ecologi<:<tl restoration projects. I 
have completed research on the assessment and management of several endangered butterfly species, 
and ser1e a.s a member of the Qu ino chcckerspot butterfly Rccovei.)' Team for the U.S. Fish unc! 
Wildlife Service. r also serve as an appointed member of the Environmental R.evk\V Board for the 
County of LO$ Angeles, which is composed of resourc~ experts who revi.ew dcvelopm!:!nt proposals for 
consistency with lhe local Land Use Phm and thi.! California Coa.sral Act. In addition .. l ha\e provided 
expert testimony to the California Coastal Commission on the impacts 1'>f proposed development on 
numerous occasiQns, including on issues Qf Monarch butterfly ov~::rwintt!ring habitat and its prot<.!Ction 
at the Ellwood site north of Santa Barbara. In that instance, the Commission incrr.::a.sc:d the bui1:Ct· area 
and eliminated a road to protect a \1omnch overwintering site. This ktter therefore serv~s to mtalyze 
the impacts of be proposed parking lot expansion on Monarch habitat at Lighthouse field and the 
consistency of the pt·oject with the Coastal Act and the Calitbrnia Environmental Quality Act. 

The first difficulty in analyzing the impacts of the proposed development is that the City has not 
provided a definitive account of the extent of the environmentally sensitive habitat a.rca (El·ISA) 
associated with the Monarch butterfly overwintering grove. The City indicates that tvlonarch 
butterflies are found in the Lighthouse Field area of the City (Map EQ-9) but indicates that "Monarch 
habitat locations are depicted in very ge11et-al \\reas; further study w<.,uld be needed ro dete11nine more 
precise habitat areas." This intention is echoed by the CitY.'s ESHA determination ibr Arana Gulch, 
whkh states that "ESHA boundaries within the City of Santa Cruz shall be based on surveys and 
an2lyses conducted by qualified biologists and botanists. This will include recent and historic survey 
data.'' This determination further indicates th11t the City's policy ill to "[c]ontinuc the pr-otection of 
rare, endangered, sensitive and limited species and th~ habitat-; suppolting th~::rn a:~ sho·wn in Map EQ·9 
or as identified through the planning process or as designated as part of the environmental review 
process.,' However, nothing in the documentation for· the proposed parki.r.g, lot expansion indicales Lhat 
the Cit).' has delimited the ESHA a:::~ociated with ~he Monarch bunerfl,:.'. Thil' is curicms. hec:ms~ the 
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City t:'i rcspon.sibk under the Coastal Act to protect such are-as from si:...,rnificant disruption of habitat 
values (Section 30240(a)) and from degradation by development in adjacent areas (Section 30240tbn. 
Without a dt:lineation and description ofthc habitat values thar. constimte the 1'-·lt..march ovt:rwintering. 
site, it ili impossible for the City to evaluate the impacts on that ESHA, either lrorr. direct disruptiot~ l)r 
lndirect degradation, and mak~ a dl!tcrmination thut the proposed project is consistent with the City's 
own policies or Section 30240 of the Coastal Act. 

. Absent an adequate description of th~ ES HA. the material in the environmental documentation for the 
project offers sufficient infonnation to draw some _I.m::liminary conclusio~bout its ext<.:nt. As 
ir.dh.:at::d in the City'~ respoose to comments 0:1 the Negative De:.:larotion~ tne eu.;:alypcus gn:-ve 
approximately 100 feet from the propo:.ed parking lor supports overwintering Monarch butterflie~. In 
additior., local residents indicate the single eucalyptus directly at.Toss the street (approximately 25 fb.:t) 
from the project supports monarchs during ~t'mc years. This is consistent with the year~to~yeo.r 
variation in Monarch hnbitut use in other areas, and the full extent of Monarch usoge should be 
rccognizc=d as ESHA, especially in light of the Cit:>~ s own policy to consider historic surveys in the 
de.'iignath1n ofF.SI-!As. However the overwintering habitat of the butterfly extends beyond the trees 
themselves and includes adjacent open areas t.,.1at are used for nectaring and basking.1 

Drinking water is also essential for successful winter survival and is provided by dew .... 
Flowering plants growing in and near the colonies supply nectar to supplement internal t::u 
reserves. At the CaHfomi.a site nectar is supplied by gum trees, mule fat (Bacc:hari.f), wild 
mustard (Brassica), and numerous other native and cultivated species? 

• 

Monarch expet1 and biolog)· pron~s.sor Walter Sakai elaboroted on this habitat function in a letter to the • 
California Coastal Commission, stating that "Monarchs abo need to drink water every few days to 
once a week depending upon the humidity" and also noting that open ~aces are m:cc::;sary for the 
butterflit:s lo sun themselves in the morning wher. they become active. 

· Based on these facts of Monarch biology, the description of the project site, and photographs oft.1e 
area, it is clear that the proposed project site is .Part of the Monarch overNintering habitat at Lighthouse 
Field. It is for this reason that Monarch overwintering habitat in the coa:;tal zom: i~ typically identified 
as a grove of trees with a butler surrounding it to protect the sunning and nectaring arc;-as. Sakai and 
Nagano argue that this buffer should be 300 feet in their 1987 report. At the Ellwood grovt: no11h of 
Santa Barbara, the California Coastal Commission required a 150 foot buf1er from the outermost 
~ucalyptus tree in a Monarch grove. Construction of a project with no buffer around ovetwlntering 
trees would almo:rt certainly ''iola.te s~ction 30240 of the Coastnl Act. 

t. Nagar.o, C. D., and W.H. Sakai. 1987. The Mcmm::h butterfly [Danaus pb:1:ippus (L.)J winterinl$ eokmies in the 
Ellwoo-j uea of Santa Barbara County, California, U.S.A. A repor\ and mana.gttnent recommendation to the 
California Coastal Conservancy and the Santa l:3arbara Coumy Department of Re~ource Management. : 7 pp. Naganl\, 
C.D .• a.nd W.H. Sakal. l989. The Mooareh Rutt<:rfly. Al•duholt Wi!dlifo. Repurt 19R9i90: :!67-J85. Sakai, W.H., and 
W.H. Calvert. I 991. Statewide Mona:ch Butterfly Manage-:nent ?!an for the S~ ofCa!ifor:~ia De;:rartmcnt of Parks 
and Recreation. Report to California Department of Parks and Recreation. Interagency Agreement No. 88-11-050. 209 
pp. Wells, H. and P. H. We.lls. 1991. The Monarch Buuerfly: A Rli!view. 8ulfvtin ofthrJ Suuthozrn California At:ad«lr('o' 
r)fScirmcr:s 91{ I}: 1-25. 

2. Nagano and Sakal 19g9 at 3 7!. 
•3. Sakai, W.H. 1998. Letter to Calif~rnia Coastal Commission. April 3. 
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l11c fact that mucturcs arc preexisting next to several Monarch sites in California, and indeed adjac~nt 
to the! Lighthouse Field site. docs not minimize the City's obligation to evaluate the increment:.;! 
impacts of tht= project itself. The pro)cct ·wotl!d mnove rough 1;• a hllr acre of grassy habitat, 
characierize::d by pla:~t species that are known to b~ nectar sources tar Monarchs. The S!le i::, mace 
more valuable because of past residential dcvc:lopmem ncar the grov..:: that h.:ls rcs\.lltcd in reluth·cly 
little open space on th:! north side of•.h~ grove. In addition, the project ~ice constituks a significant 
portion of the open space in the lee of the grove. The prevailing winds at this parti...:t:lar locality arc 
fi:om the southwest, as is common along the California coast and evident from the \l;indropped form of 
the trees in the area. 

\Vhiic the loss of habitat is the primary direct impact of the proposed project, a second anc equally 
important impact is rhe increased mortality that will result from cars. This is a twofold impact. First, 
the project turns a current burtertly habitat into a parking lot where butterflies will be crushed to death, 
changing the arci:! fi·om a habicar resource to a site of rncrtality. Second, the projecc will increase trafti;; 
on Pelton Avenue, increasing mortality on this street. Roadkill is an important source of mortality f'Jr 
ovefi.Vinrering monarchs. Sakai found bel:VI·cen l and 4 percent roadkill at three ovenvintering sites 
near roads in California. 4 This percentage is equivalent to the rate of death from predation by birds. 
Other studies ofroadkiU of butterflies report 7% mortality per season in specks with behavioral 
characteristics similar to Monarchs.' 

Two aspects of Monarch biology result in roadkill deaths. As discussed above;, Monarchs leave the 
overwintering groves periodically to oblain water, crossing roads \vhen they are present. Second, 
Sakai notes that "beginning in late January, mono.rchs in the colonies begin to mate preceding spring 
remigration ~citations omitted] (when] literally hundreds of coupled monarchs fall out of the sky onto 
the ground." During mating, the males must carry the females, and often the result is a pair of mated 
monarchs on the ground. As the percentage of paved surface and traffic increases surround in~.; tht: 
Lighthouse Field. more individuals will be killed by cars. Similarly, as the amount oftraffic ;lose to 
the over;:vintering monarchs is increased, the likelihood increases that more butterflies wil! be killed. 

·The Negative Declaration does not sufficiently consider the increas~d risk for death of overwintering 
Monarchs from increased paved surfaces and increased vehicular traffic near the grove. There is no 
evidence theit a thorough consideration of this iinpact was made by the City. While to the non-scientist 
an annual loss of between one and seven percent of a population may not seem important, it can have 
significant long-term t!ffects. A population that decreases seven percent each year will be halved in 
eleven years. · 

The Lighthouse Field overwintering site seems to be increasing in importance in rec-ent years. with 
35,000 butterflies estimated in 2000, mare than .the 20,000 estimated for Natural Bridges State Beach.7 

Historically. Natural Bridges was e. more imponam site; in 1990, Sakai and Calvert reported 5,000 
buitert1ies at Lighthouse Field and 70,000 al'l'arural Bridg~:s. 1 The reason for this increase seems to 

4. Sakai, W .H. 1998. Monarch Butterflies. A New Item at lh.: RoadkiH Cafe. Unpublished ma.'lu.scdpt. 
5. !\htnguim, MJ .. , 11nd J.).. Thoma.<:. 1992. Use of ro:u! verges b)' butterfly and burnet populations. and the effect of 

macs on adult dis::r.sai and mortaHry. Jau.rnai of Applied Ec(tlogy 29:316-:>29. ' . 
6. Sakai 1998 at4. 
7. Muslte!li, Robin. 20UO. Zen and the :trt of ccurninu Mo:lll!Chs. Sanra Cruz ,)cndr.e!, Dcccmb::r 3 . 
11. Sakai tu~d Ca!Yert 199! at 62-QJ. · ~ 
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be decreased habitat values at Natural Bridges, which make:~ the Lighth0use Field rr.ore i.mportam to 
the: sped~ in a regional perspective. 

In short, the City has erred i.l1 preparing a Negative Declaration for the proposed project, bt:~.:ause the 
project may indeed result in a significant adverse impact on the: environment. Evell tl1c: City's ovm 

Monarch e;.:pert indicates that the loss ofnectaring habitat must be mitigated to a level ofll!S!i than 
significant through specialland.scaping.9 This cancedt!s that a significant imp~ct would occur absent 
mitigation, in which case the City must prepare at a minimum a Mitigated Negative Declarat!on. 10 

However, other asp-ects of the project would require fuJiht!r rev.iew. likely an Environmental impacr 
Report. For example, considerable discussion is evident in the Ne~ative Declaration and the letters 
from the public regarding the meeting hall planned for tht;: site by the project pruponents. This 
discussion is predominantly considered in terms of"cumttlative impacts" and •'piecemt:aling." My 
consideration of the project plans indicate that the proposed project may indeed have significant 
env ironmcntal impacts, triggering the need lor more than a Negative Declaration, wherein a di>)cussion 
of the incremental impact of other "reasonably anticipated future projcct<;'producing related or 
cumulative impacts" is rnerited.11 The future meeting hall is reasonably foreseeable inasmuch as its 
footprinl is provided on project diagrams. A lack of detail in the proposal is no excuse for failure to 
consider its cumulative impacts. 12 Furthermore, because the proposed parking lot woulu also provide 
parking to the future hall, the project proponents cannot avoid studying the cumulative imp:;~ctS simply 
by deferring initiation of envirorunental rtvie'i't· far the hall. ln review o.f cases on the issue of 
improper division of projects, courts have ordered that lead agencies include impacts of related 
projects, even those tbaL could be "anticipated beyond the near future." 13 

Alternatively, if the City accepts the applicant's argument that the future hall is not yet a project 
deserving of cumulative impact analysis, the parking lot itself should be analyzed for its gro-wth
inducing impacts. In this respect, lead agencies must "discuss the characteristic of some proje~ts 
which may encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the envinmment, 
either individually or cumulath·ely." 14 Clearly, construction ofthe parking lot would ••encourage and 
facilitate" the construction of a meeting hall on the site. Indeed, the lot is immediately adjacent to the 
futu.re building site, and the Preliminary Landscape Design supplied in the Negative Declaration shows 
a walkway connecting the parking lol to the proposed structure. Because the new lot would provide 
parking.. at least in .substantic.l part, for the new structure, it must be interpreted to enc:out'age or 
facilitate its ultimate construction.15 1be City should therefore recognize this grow"th-inducing impact 
of the park.L1g lot itself and incorporate an analysis of the loss of this additional open space and 
potential additional traffic in the evaluation of the parking lot at this time. 

9. Bell. F.li:r.oheth. ::ZOOO. Memo to Dterdra (~'ic:J Hamilton. 
l 0. lro.oic~lly, the Preliminary Landscape Plac for the project includes nQtur cf the nect!r sources rec<Jmmendad by Dr. 

Bell as miu!:!ation for the project In fact, !.he pr-.JPQ•t:d landswpins contain~ only a negligible native clc:rnent, 1100 
largely contains plan~s with d:Jbious '>'&lucas nectar sources. 

I I. CEQA Guideline:!, § 1 S 130, subd. {b). 
12. Terminal Plaza Corp. v. City ancl County oJSan Franci3eo (I st Dist. 1986) 177 Cal.App.~d 892 at 904-905. 
l,j. Citizen:.· As:wciariunjbr Sen.siblC! Development ufBi~·hup Arrta v. County of!nyo (4th Di:lt. 1985) 172 Ca.I.App.3d at 

168-]69. 
J 4. CEQA Guidelines, § I.S 126, subd. (g). 
1.5. Evt:r: if the meeting hall is never constructed. the C:iry is still obligated to asJCss its irnp-.acts. All that matters is that the 

project i.s retiSona.bly foreseeable a1 the time ofEiR preparation. Ct;y of Amluch 1•. Clr;v Cuwu.:!l (I s1 Dlst. 191!6) 287 
Cai.App.3d at 1337 
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J n the comext of environmc:ntal review of this project, it is evident that the project proponenL has no 
vested right to intensified use for the property in question. Development has already occurred and no 
taking would occur were thr: parking tor to be denied by the City. Such denial would b.; consistent 
with a reasonable interpretation of the resource pmtection pmvisiollS ofth:!' Coastal Act as app!kd to 
the Monarch butterfly overwintering habicar at and adj~<.:~:nt to Liglnhou:;c f.idd. 

Sincerely, 

--<~~ 
Travis Longcore, Pn.D 

EXHIBIT NO. I J_ 
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David L. Suddjian 
Biological Consulting Services 

801 Monterey A venue, Capitola. C A 950 l 0 
~ , .... ~- , n..,. '1 .. -r 96r\..., n..., 1 .t~f"\ t"\f:t\...., 

USUClUJ tal1(C_?;<.LOI.Clll11, O.H -'+I O- VL., O.J l -'+ 17-7UV.J 

December 26. 2000 

City of Santa Cmz 
Planning Department 
Attn: Juliana Rebagliati 
809 Center Street 
Santa Cruz, CA 95010 

RE: Proposed parking lot at the Shrine of St. Joseph Guardian of the Redeemer, 
544 \Vest CliffDrive, Santa Cruz, CA. 

Dear Ms. Rebagliati, 

• 

·I am writing to provide input on two biological issues that have been raised with regard to • 
the proposed parking lot expansion at the Shine of St. Joseph at 544 West Cliff Drive in 
Santa Cruz. Please forward these comments to the attention of the City Council. I have 
been tracking the project through the local newspapers and in conversations with 
interested parties. I did not attend the December 12 City Council meeting which 
entertained comments on the project, but I have since read an article in the Santa Cruz 
Sentinel about the meeting and spoken with several people who were present. 

I am a wildlife biologist, with special expertise in the birds of Santa Cruz County. I 
maintain the bird records for the cotmty for the Santa Cruz Bird Club and have been 
intensively involved with bird studies throughout the cotmty for over 15 years. I have 
worked as an independent consultant in the county for over 12 years. During that period I 
have worked on a number of projects involving the monarch butterfly. I have observed 
birds and butter±1ies at the Oblates' property and surrounding area many times since 
1986. 

I believe the status of the peregrine falcon and monarch butterfly at the project site have 
been misrepresented by some persons who have spoken in opposition to the proposed 
project. I offer the following comments neither in opposition or support of the project, but 
simply to provide correct information which may be used to help the City of Santa Cruz 
make a responsible decision. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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Peregrine Falcon 

The peregrine falcon does not and is not k."lov.;n to have ever nested at the project site or 
any\vhere in the near vicinity. The site and vicinity do not provide suitable nesting 
habitat. which is normally high cliffs away from disturbance. Individuals might 
occasionallv use trees near the shrine as a tenworarv oerch. but they have never been 

"' ... ., .I. ' .. 

recorded to roost there (i.e., spend extended periods perching, especially overnight. over 
multiple dates). A photo or report of a bird perched in the trees there does not mean the 
spot is important for peregrine falcons. The species also probably only rarely if ever 
actually forages on the shrine property. 

The peregrine falcon occurs at the City of Santa Cruz primarily during the non-breeding 
season from September to March, but occasionally also in the spring and summer 
months. The population of nesting pairs in the Santa Cruz Mountains region is growing, 
but at present none of these pairs nests close to Santa Cruz and peregrines rarely visit 
there in the breeding season. Other individuals pass through the Santa Cruz area during 
migration, while others remain locally for part or all of the winter season. These migrant 
and wintering individuals are very wide ranging, covering large areas and visiting many 
spots vvhile foraging on any given day. They are not closely linked to any small parcel, 
such as the Oblates' property. Jhe only regular roost site that is knovvn in the nearby area 
is in a eucalyptus tree near the RR trestle atthe mouthothe_San.Lorenzo River.~ 
tvvo falcons have roosted there dailv dming the non~breeding season for severa years.-· 

~-... ,-.........._ ___ ... _'·-··-·-~~-·-··<0· 

Wl1ile a peregrine might occasionally perch in the trees at or near the Oblates' property. 
or a foraging bird might occasionally be active in the area, the project site is clearly not 
important or significant for the welfare of the local peregrines. It is not good foraging 
habitat, and is in no way noteworthy as a regularly-used perching site. Indeed. I suspect 
falcons only very occasionally perch there, and I have personally never seen one there. 
There is, however, no shortage of suitable perch sites nearby. especially at the uplands of 
Lighthouse Field State Beach. 

Thus, if the project were to occur as proposed, there would be no impact to any roost or 
nest site, and really no impact on foraging area. Most local peregrines cover several 
square miles or more daily in their foraging rounds, visiting many types of habitats 
including downtown Santa Cruz. Most foraging activity in the West CliffDrive area 
involves peregrines hunting for birds along the shoreline, the San Lorenzo River and over 
the near shore ocean waters. As it stands. peregrines regularly forage along West Cliff 
Drive and coexist just fine with the already high level of human use and numerous 
parking areas. Indeed. use of the coastline along West Cliff Drive by falcons has even 
increased 

Monarch Butterflv 

I believe that Elizabeth Bell has conectly characterized the use of the project site and 
vicinity by monarchs. In my experience as a biological consultant in the Santa Cruz area . 



Ms. Bell is generaily recognized as an expert on the species' local stCLlus and habitat 
needs. 

It has been my observation that, having visited the site off and on for some 14 years. the 
trees at the Oblates' property are 1')-0t regularly used by roosting butterflies. Tney do not 
provide the shelter and micro-climatic features that are found at sites used by roosting 
butterflies. It is not at all surprising that butterflies would be seen on the site during the 
day, as they occur throughout the area, especially given the increased utilization of trees 
at Lighthouse Field. However, it is wrong to characterize the Oblate's property as an 
important or significant roost for monarchs. Additionally, I think the proposed 
landscaping would be an improvement over the impoverished foraging resources that the 
site CUlTently offers this butterfly. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments, and your consideration of 
· them. Please feel free to contact me directly on this matter. 

David L. Suddjian 
Wildlife Biologist 

• 

• 
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June4, 2002 

Ms. Susan Craig 
Coastal Planner 

0\LPOLY 
Ca!i((,mia Polytechnic State University 

San Lui' Ohispo, CA 9H07 

Biological Sciences Department 
(1-105) 756-27:~."1 • fax (H05) 756-141') 

California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Ste. 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Dear Susan, 

JUN 1 0 2002 

Pursuant to our telephone conversation and your request, I am sending a synopsis of the 
study as it relates to the Oblates property (Gateway school and Church property). The 
sphere of biological activity of the monarch butterflies at Lighthouse Field during this 
past winter season is based on 9 visitations, spaced at two-week intervals. During each 
visitation, I recorded their activities during 4 time periods (8 am, 10 am, 12 pm and 2 pm) 
and at 30 m and 60 m radii distances from their aggregation area. At 90m distance, 
observations of the butterflies' activities were confined to Lighthouse field. For the first 
4 visitations, I collected data on the number of butterfly's imbibing on nectar or morning 
dew, sunning and mating. The remaining 5 visitations, I included the number of 
butterflies flying or soaring . 

I have observed butterflies on Oblates property 3 of the 9 visitations and field notes on 
these visitations are presented below. 

October 25, 2001. This visitation involved the establishment of the 33 sample sites 
within Lighthouse field and therefore, the 8 am and 10 pm observations were not taken. 
On this day, observations on the monarch's activities were limited to the 12 pm and 2 pm. 
At the 12 pm period, I observed 2 butterflies in Gateway school garden; one ovipositing 
and another feeding on the flower of the golden rod milkweed. Twenty-five butterflies 
were observed sunning on eucalyptus trees of residential yards bordering Pelton A venue 
(northwest of aggregation area). Three butterflies were observed in a residential yard 
feeding on flowers at the junction of Pelton and Phelan. The majority of the butterfly 
(211 individuals) were within Lighthouse field where I observed them sunning on foliage 
and feeding on flowers of Blue gum eucalyptus. At the 2 p.m. period, conditions 
changed due to an incoming storm. Temperatures drop to 54°C, winds began to increase 
in their intensities, some winds (Northwest) were >2m/sec. During this period, all 
butterflies had returned to their clusters. 

December 11, 2001. Only one butterfly was observed in Gateway garden feeding on a 
daisy flower during the 12 pm observational period . 

February 21,2001. At 12 pm, two butterflies were observed on the Church lawn 11 1 

imbibing on morning dew. ~ 'l(h. ;-b r 1 1 "t 
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CAL POLY R D . 
California Polytechnic State University 

JUN 1 0 2002 • 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 CAUC:Cm.llA 
Number Of Butt&1<1"fltA~ Pe"'cent GOA('-' I cr,·,~· ,., .. ,..lQfJ -nt6Mgft:al Sciences Department ~· ...; !:~\!.. ·•,,;!,;;VIIv·:l! ' 

<sos) 7.5o-z7ss ·Fax csos) 756-1419 CENTRAL CGA8T AREA 
Oblates resident Uihthouse _ ....... l.e:2-.t:p~mJ..-__ ..l:to~talW:L~ob!:!ls~e:Lrv~eQ:ld~ 

October25 2 
December 11 1 
February 21 2 

28 
0 
0 

211 
147 
116 

0.8% (2 of 238) 
0.7% (1 of 147) 
1.7% (2 of 116) 

. 
0.8% (2 of 238) 
0.2% (1 of 463) 
0.2% (2 of871) 

In summary, majority of the non-roosting butterflies restricted their activities to 
Lighthouse field wintering site and less than 2% were found on Oblates property. To 
present a more visual picture of their winter activities, I have constructed a composite 
map of their biological activities at Lighthouse field (Figure 1). 

I hope the information contained in this letter gives you a better understanding of the 
butterflies overwintering at Lighthouse field and has answered some of your concerns of 
Oblates property that borders the wintering site. 

Sincerely, 

Kingston L. H. Leong, Ph.D. 
Entomologist 
Biological Sciences 
California Polytechnic State University 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 

• 



• 

• 

• 

JUN J. 0 2002 

Figure 1. A composite map showing Lighthouse field wintering site and areas north of 
Pelton A venue which were utilized by the monarch butterflies for sunning, feeding, 
mating and soaring during the wintering season (October 2001 to February 2002). The 
circles represent butterflies observed in a given area, the shaded areas on the trees 
represent butterflies either sunning or imbibing on nectar while red represent areas where 
mating activity or mated pairs were observed. 
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Susan Craig 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dr. Leong, 

Susan Craig 
Monday, June 10,2002 10:06 AM 
Leong (E-mail) 
Oblates 

Thank you so much for sending me the report pertaining to the Oblates property. I do have a question, however. Given 
that you recorded the butterflies activities at 30 m and 60 m radii distances from their aggregation area (with all 90 m radii 
distance observations confined to Lighthouse Field), did you make observations in the area of the proposed parking lot? 
My measurements showed the closest edge of the proposed parking lot to be approximately 300 feet (approximately 92 
meters) from the cluster of eucalyptus trees. 

Thanks so much for your assistance. I look forward to your response. 

Susan Craig 
Coastal Planner 
California Coastal Commission 
(831) 427-4891 

1 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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• 12 June 2002 
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Susan, 

The data concerning the Oblates property included butterflies feeding on morning dew or 
sunning on the lawn area bordering Pelton A venue and on the lawn areas, from the comer 
ofPelton and West CliffDrive to 50ft north of the statue. Although it was not one of the 
primary objectives of my study, data on the presence of monarch butterflies in these areas 
were recorded because of the past controversy. The results should be taken in context 
that they represent just one season, s data and with a maximum overwintering population 
of 6,000 butterflies at Lighthouse field. 

It should also be noted that the tall Cypress trees located on the northeastern section of 
Lighthouse field shade the Church's lawn area along Pelton Avenue during two morning 
observational periods (8 am and 10 am) for the months of December and January. 
Monarch butterflies will seldom feed on flowers or morning dew on grasses that were 
situated in shade areas (unpublished data). 

I hope the above statements help clarify my letter concerning monarch butterflies on 
Obletes property. 

Kingston 

EXHIBIT NO. ) 
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Susan Craig . 
From: 
Sent: 

Susan Craig 
Friday, June 14, 2002 2:07 PM 
Leong (E-mail) • To: 

Subject: Oblates 

Dr. Leong, 

Another quick question regarding the Oblates data (I also left you a phone message about this question). Butterflies were 
seen on the Oblates property on October 25, December 11, and February 21. My understanding is that there were six 
other visitations during which no butterflies were observed on the Oblates property (i.e., you observed the Oblates property 
during each of your nine visits but butterflies were only observed on the Oblates property during three of those visits). 
Thus out of a total of an estimated total of 6,000 butterflies overwintering site, only 5 butterflies were actually seen on the 
Oblates property. Would it then be accurate to say that the percentage of butterflies seen on the Oblates property during 
the course of the entire study equaled 5/6000 or .08%? 

Please let me know if this analysis is correct. Thanks so much. 

EXHIBIT NO. 
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.usan Craig 

From: Kingston L. Leong [kleong@calpoly.edu] 
Friday, June 14, 2002 2:16PM 
scraig@coastal.ca.gov 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Re: Oblates 

Importance: High 

Susan, 

Yes, your analyses of the data are correct. Based on the nine 
visitations and butterflies observed within and outside of Lighthouse 
field, the total number of butterflies observed on just Oblates property 
is less than 1%. 

Kingston. 

scraig®coastal.ca.gov wrote: 
> 
> Name: Oblates 
> Oblates Type: Plain Text (text/plain) 
> Encoding: quoted-printable 

Kingston L. H, Leong 

•

iological Sciences 
alifornia Polytechnic State 

San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 
e-mail kleong®calpoly.edu 

University 

• 

telephone (805)-756-2373 
fax (805)-756-1419 

1 
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MAP CD-3: SCENIC VIEWS 

The Cily of Sanla Cruz, California 
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MAP CD-5: COMMUNITY LANDMARKS AND HISTORIC BUILDINGS 
The Cily of Santa Cruz. California 
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~HISTORIC BU!LDINGS 

l CROSS ROADS 
2 ESTATE 
3 LAKE 
4 PARK 
5 UGIIT HOUSE FIELD 
6 LIGHTHOUSE POINT 
7 NEARY LAGOON 
8 TOWN CLOCK 
D GOVERNMENT CENTER 

tO DREAM INN 
II WJIARF 
12 BOARDWALK 
13 ROLLER COASTER 
14 SUNSHINE VILLA 
15 WIDE STREET 
16 CANNERY 
17 FREDRICK ST. PARK 
18 BEACII ACCESS 
19 HARBOR 
20 JOHN FRANKS PARK 
21 HEALTH FACILITY 
22 CIVIC CENTER 
23 CITY HALL 
24 lfRIGGLYS 
25 CANYON 
26 ADOBE 
27 u.c.s.c. 
28 OCTAGON MUSEUM 
29 BRANCIFORTE ADOBE 
30 HOLLY CROSS CfiURCH 
31 TilE CIRCLES 

Source: Cily Sanla Cruz 
PlaJ1ning Department, 1992 



HIOCINS ASSOCIATES 
C8V~ll.. ~ T~iFfFaC fElNlGa!NrEIE~$ 

1335 First Street, Suite A, Gilroy, CA 95020 • 408 848-3122 • fax 408 848·2202 • e-mail info@kbhiggins.com 

June 21, 2000 

Father Philip Massetti 
Oblates of St. Joseph 
544 West Cliff Drive 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

Re: Oblates of St. Joseph Parking Lot Expansion Cumulative Analysis, Santa Cruz, California 

Dear Father Massetti, 

This letter documents an analysis of the potential traffic and parking related impacts due to the 
internal expansion of the Oblates of St. Joseph Church and its related parking expansion project with 
regards to the Gateway School activities. The project is located at 544 West Cliff Drive, north of 
Pelton Avenue in Santa Cruz, California. The project involves the expansion of the parking lot to 
accommodate future extra demand as documented in our July 29, 1999 report, included as 
Appendix A. The number of parking stalls on the site would increase from 93 existing spaces to 14 7 
total spaces. The project site is shown in relation to the local road network on Exhibit 1. Exhibit 2 
presents the proposed parking lot expansion and configuration. 

Exi,stine Traffic Level of Service 

In the July 29, 1999 report, level of service was analyzed at the West Clift7Pelton intersection for a 
Sunday, the time of greatest Church activity. Sunday traffic on West Cliff Drive is also relatively 
higher compared to weekday traffic, as the tourist and sur.ti'beach activities are major regional 
attractions. With future added traffic, the intersection would operate at a very satisfactory level of 
service (LOS) B on Sundays. 

The LOS during weekday peak hours are not significantly different on West Cliff Drive. During the 
AM peak hour, the only vehicle activity on site is the drop-off of Gateway School students, which 
generates approximately 132 trips during the peak hour between 8 and 9 AM (see attached 
February 10, 2000 letter to Gateway School documenting existing traffic conditions, included as 
Appendix B). Afternoon school activities generate approximately 100 trips at the church parking lot. 
An additional count of morning traffic at the West Clifi7Pelton Eucalyptus!Pelton and 
Lighthouse/Pelton intersections was performed on Tuesday, April25, 2000. The level of service at 
these two intersections is presently LOS A, as summarized on Exhibit 3. City of Santa Cruz counts 
on Pelton dating back to 1991 show hourly volumes in the order of 120 vehicles an hour during the 
9 AM to 10 AM peak hour between West Cliff and Eucalyptus. These volumes did not include 
Gateway School traffic and are comparable to the 8:00 to 9:00 volumes collected on April25, 2000 
(151 vehicles an hour) which do include the school traffic. 

. F:\2000\Jobs\A00.058\A00-058Rpt5.wpd 
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• Father Massetti 
June 21, 2000 
Page 2 

• 

• 

Parking Demand 

Exhibit 4 presents a count of the number of parked vehicles on site during various hours of a 
weekday. Exhibit 5 presents the various on-site activities held at the church. The only regular 
weekday activity would be the Holy Mass, which is celebrated from 11:00 AM to 12:00 PM. All 
other weekday activities occur on a punctual basis, either weekly, monthly or even less often. On a 
typical day, with only Holy Mass service, the number of vehicles parked on site peaks at 
approximately 57 cars. Of these, approximat •., half are parked cars from the Gateway School staff. 
The vehicle demand for the Holy Mass may tL.l be estimated to be approximately 30 vehicles. When 
correlated to an average number of 45 attendees ( 40 to 50 attendees according to the Church), the 
parking generation rate may be estimated to 0.67 cars per attendee. A count of parking attendance 
on March 8, 2000, Ash Wednesday, showed that the parking lot was fulL Accounts of attendees 
parking off-site reflects the limit in present supply of parking spaces. Ash Wednesday would qualify 
as a Religious Feast Day, with an average attendance of75 persons. The 60 vehicles generated on 
Ash Wednesday would yield a parking rate of0.8 vehicles per attendee. Given that regular Mass 
attendees would also be present, and that an unknown amount of vehicles were parked off-site, the 
rate of0.67 cars per attendee seeins to also be valid for special occasions . 

Th enclosed July 29, 1999letter discusses the week-end parking demand situation. In summary, the 
extra pews would create an extra demand for parking, which would worsen the existing parking 
deficiency for Sunday service. Th extra parking spaces will have two added advantages to non
Church related activities: 

1 Relief of on street parking along Pelton, Eucalyptus and Lighthouse. Given that churchgoers 
will not have to park along Pelton A venue or even as far as Eucalyptus when the existing 
parking lot is full, these on-street spaces will be used by the Sunday surf or tourist crowd, and 
therefore will not intrude as far into the neighborhood from West Cliff Drive as ifthere were 
no extra Church parking spaces. 

2 Gateway School drop-offl'pickup ofkindergarten to grade 3, which occurs along Eucalyptus, 
could also occur at the parking lot extension, as the distance to the schoo 1 will be reduced and 
this drop-off7pickup :z;one might become more attractive to some parents. This would also 
reduce the traffic intrusion into the neighborhood from West Cliff Drive. 

Only a few Church activities create vehicle demand overlaps with the school drop-off and pick-up. 
The rare AM conflict would result from Pilgrimage or Days ofRetreat activities and occasional PM 
overlap would occur for Art Museum/Bookstore and/or Processions which would last into the middle 
afternoon. Ash Wednesday celebrations did not start until after 10:00 AM and were over by 
1:00PM, thus did not interfere with the school's traffic, which clearly defines the peak hours of traffic 
off of Pelton A venue. 

fthftl+ /~ 
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Father. Massetti 
June 21, 2000 
Page3 

Future Traffic Level of Service 

The street PM peak hour would not be more congested than the AM peak hour, or even the 
afternoon peak school hour. This is because of the two major traffic generators, local residents 
commuting to work and the Gateway school traffic, the AM peak hour is the only time the two are 
on the road at the same time. 

Church activities consist of two different uses, masses and celebrations in the main sanctuary, and 
other special or scheduled used in the multi-purpose hall. Sanctuary uses are non existent before 
9:00 AM, while multi-purpose hall uses are very infrequent. During the mid-afternoon and PM peak 
hour, sanctuary uses are minimal (funerals, baptisms, weddings, etc.), whereas multi-purpose hall uses 
are occasional. The increase in pews for sanctuary purposes will not preclude the use of the multi
purpose hall as the new seating will be removable and temporary, until another multi-purpose ball is 
built, which could then allow permanent new seating in the sanctuary. 

When the Church activities are super-imposed on the peak hours, the sanctuary does not usually 
coincide with either of the three peak hours (AM, mid-afternoon or PM), see Exhibit 7, whereas the 

• 

multi-purpose hall activities could have some overlap with afternoon traffic. Furthermore, most of • 
the Church traffic is oriented to and from West Cliff Drive, especially during special events when 
patrons who do not know the area very well will tend to stay on the main streets. As a worst case 
scenario, activities "conflicting" with the AM peak hour, which would use the multi-purpose hall, 
were analyzed and would generate approximately 50 trips. This use would consist of special retreat 
or conference events and the mostly out-oftown patrons would be arriving in the area from West 
CliffDrive, and would not even reach the West Cliff7Pelton intersection. As a worst case scenario, 
it was assumed 10 of these vehicles could get lost and drive through the residential area to arrive via 
Lighthouse and Pehon. Exlubit 3 presents the existing plus School traffic ~xiting on Pelton, with the 
extra Church traffic at the Lighthouse and Eucalyptus intersections. 

Intersection levels of service will not change with the Church activities in the morning, as all 
intersections in the vicinity of the Church have ample capacity, as illustrated on Exhibit 3. 

ParkinK Lot Options 

Future demand for parking will be increased as the number of pews will be doubled (as documented 
in the July 29 letter, and repeated in the next paragraph) while other occasional activities will also 
increase. As much as 200 cars would necessitate parking for extraordinary events such as barbecues/ 
mass/processions. 

The extra spaces will also allow the Gateway School vehicles that are parking and/or dropping 
offlpicking up students in the church lot to be closer to the school, consequently further from the • 
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CAUFORi'li\ • OISTRICT OF COLUMU:A 

June 18,2001 

BY FACSIMILE TRANSJV11SSION 
Ms. Susan Craig 
Coastal Planner 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COl\tiMISSION 
725 Front Street Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

'vi/eLLS t1\R.l;(') CfiNTER 

400 CAP!'!Ol MALL. SUilT: 900 
SAC~-'.ME:'-ITO, CAr rr-cR.NIA 955!4 

(915) 341-032! 
F.•.GSIM!Lf (916) 44·4-1933 
www.sweeney·gr.mt.c_om 

Re: Coastal Commission Appeal regarding Oblates of St.. JrJseph Property 
Appeal No. A-3-STC·Ol-045 

Dear Ms. Craig: 

This letter follows up your telephone call of earlier today. 

You requested a clarification fi.·om the Oblates of St. Joseph regarding their plan 
to move forward with the construction of the parking lot expansion at the Shrine of St. 
Joseph on West Cliff Drive in Santa Cruz should the inst..'Ult appeal be denied. In this 
regard, you indicated that LCP EQ Policy 4.5.3.2, included in the local coastal program. 
for the City of Santa CntZ, allo\VS construction only during mon1hs when monarch 
butterflies are not present and prohibits pesticide us;e ir1 developments in the vicinity of 
designated monarch butterfly sites. You noted that these conditions appear to have been 
inadvertently omitted from the permit approved by the Santa Cruz City Council on March 
27,2001 authorizing the parking lot expansion. 

By way of clarification, the Oblates of St. Joseph would certainly agree, as part of 
their management plan, to undertake construction of the Shrine parking lot expansion 
only during months when monal.'ch butterflies are not present and to refrain from the use 
of pesticides in the parking lot area to be constructed. If necessary. my clients would 
stipulate to amending the permit granted onMarch 27, 2001to includ;;:: these additional 
conditions. 

Of course, the Oblates' willingness to voluntarily agree to such conditions, and to 
so stipulate, is offered to the Co:rnmission wholly without prejudice to any matter at issue 
in the instant appeal and should not be construed, either -eKplicitly or implicitly. as a 
concession or waiver as to any issue pertaining the Oblates• application for a permit to 
expand the Shrine parking lot on the ·west Cliff Drive pro_perty. As I have noted 
previously, we believe the "issues" raised by the appellants are purely pretextual, wholly . 
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unsupported by the record, and intentionally calculated to dt~lay the project and 
deliberately obstruct the religious mission and ministzy of the Oblate community. We 
sincerely believe, as our filing before the Commission will indicate, that this matter does 
not present a "substantial issue." 

Moreover, the Oblates• willingness to vohuitarily COlll:ply with LCP EQ Policy 
4.5.3.2 of the local coastal program is not intended to be, nor should it be construed as, an 
admission 1hat the West Cliff property lies within an environmentally sensitive habitat 
area ("'ESHA.,). Indeed, the Oblates contend that the West Cliff pro~rty does not lie 
within an ESHA. However, in order to comply with the provisions of the local coastal 
program and in the interests of civic responsibility. tl~e Oblates v.-ill voluntarily agree to 
be bound by the aforementioned conditions without prcjud)ce t\l litig2:ting such issues in 
any future proceedings concerning this project. 

Please feel free to call me if yon have any qtvestions. I appreciate your courtesy in 
contacting us and look forward to being of further assistance to you if you have a need. 

Very truly yours, 

Cc: Very Rev. Philip Massetti, O.S.J. 
Provincial, Oblates of St. Joseph 
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RECEIVED 
California Coastal Commission 
725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Re: Appeal No. A~J~ST<>O 1-045 
Oblates of St. Joseph Patking Lot 

Dear Ms. Craig: 

JUN 1 8 2002 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

This fitm represents the Cal.ifbmia Province (•fthe Ol:ht,~c; of St. Jost.:ph, ., ; , .. 
the above-captioned proceeding. We submit the following corn;n,~nt~ for inclusii>n in th: 
port being prepru-ed with re,spect to this proceeding. 

In preparation t<>r the Commission's meeting t•Oul.r 12, 2001 (ne;~dy a 
pte pared a r~port recommending th"t .. the Commillsion ~!.::tt:rrni11e ~hm 1\pp;:.'id J-J,) . ..:\ 
raise~ NO substantial issue with respect to the groufl<l$. em \vh k h the appeal ~las :1 . , ! 
that the action of the City of Santa Cruz granting lh~: Ohlates n r.:o•tsi&! dcvclop:w.::;: .. ,_ ·• · ' 
17·space parking Jot expam!ion would '1become tina! and etkctive." Appeal Swli' .~, .• 
In pertinent part, the !ltaffreport conclud-td that the pru,iect ''r.1is·:~:; uo _;.IJh'llantial i;•,•, ; ·, 

confom1ity of the approved development with the En".'!ronm~ntui Q<~:ll:ty pok·i:;::; t;., .. · ': . , 
City ofSnnta Cruz LCP regarding protection ofMonnrc.h butte:dlie~." !d. at i2. ln a!;:, 
the Oblates concurred with the staff: "[T]he City correctly condudcd :hat the projtc(:t 

th~ provisions of the City's certified LCP that govem 1\l{~ rnon:1rch btu.tert1y. 'The 
fully urge that this Commission do the ~ll:mc.~~ Submi:,sion of A ::pli,:~mt M 1 t• ; k: ;; \ · ~' · 

Nc\>ertheless, at its meeting of July 12,2001, the Cornmisdon i"t.:t\l!>;td lo fh:i nn 
issue. According to the comments of certain C{,Dlmis~ioners, th::; rcthsal was lm~~'.d ('1 ili 

"uncertainty" as to whetherthe project site constitutt.:~ ''habit.::~" for nl('HIHd> but<;;dT·.: <, d·: 
tainty that might. be resolved by a lengthy .:;tudy ofbutkrt1y '\Yvenvintming" patlc·r.:·. ,,, f i· 
Field State Beach adjacent to the project sitf.:, Suh!;efJI!t~ntly, rhc (~ity ofS;mta Cnv to;;;n::.~ ,; 
Dr. Kingston L.H. Leong, one ofthe very individuals \vho11e co1nnc.ms conhii:mn~,l ,,, 1'!.' .;! 

uncertainty, to conduct such a study. 
£ 'th r &\+ 2 o 
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Dr. Leong's study is now complete. Not SUI.TII'i:;ingly, it -~ .mllnns the ~;;ondushn;· r ( ' ; 

other biologist (including the Commis11ion'g own hio~-:._gist) '1jho hwJ ~J!ev1ously v1•.ikd ;I. • , ~ 

site, namely, that the site does not constitute or contain habitut for the monarch bl1nL': l'ly. ; ;,. !:: . , 

that a mere 5 out of6,000 butterflies observed in the study---lt:s!i than one+:nth of (lilt rcr :,.:, . : ..•. 
point--.. were observed on the Oblates' property in generul, and the fa:t th:lt no mo:c· !h:!ll :; h< , r 
flies were observed on the project site .in purticublr sr.~111ld d!sp;::! any,un.ccr1ainty ~~w~ rni~:u. ''Y 

conceivably have existed. 

In these circumstance~. we again urge the Commi.%ioJJ tr Uf'·~old the City\.,,~.;,,-:,,,_;, ... 
supported by ('ll] the biological data-that tht~ Oblates, rrnj;:.:r (:Ot~lpl't:- '~ hh lh>: (.'; i.:: . l i '!i.' 

respect to the monarch buttt..~fly. The appeal should be rcje~;tcd, il1d 1.:•c Obhtc:: ~ 1;,,,,:~:- .·.,!.'.i •.• ' ,; 

coastal development permit to which they are ju~tly entitled. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Erk: Cirant 
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