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Cliff Warren, 911 Third Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
‘.'Au'gusts,zon o | RECE@VED

. » AUG 073 2011
Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners, ' CALIFORNIA -
‘ COMMISSI
California Coastal Commission, %%ﬁ%;ﬂ; QUA& AREA

c/o Central Coast District Office,
725 Front Street, Suite 300,

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Ms Shallenberger
[ am an enthusiastic supporter of the La Bahia project as currently proposed.

Asa27 year resident of the Beach Hill community (911 Third St), | have for a long time hoped
for a better use of what must be one of the most visible and valuable properties in Santa Cruz.
We walk our dogs past the old and decaying La Bahiz and hope that no one knows we live only
two blocks away. Definitely not helping to attract tourism to our city, it is clearly a blight on the
beach front area—our most valuable asset. '

Some of my neighbors feel that the size and scope of the proposed structure is too bigand not’
consistent with the neighborhoad. But, I do not agree. Everyone who lives on Beach Hill knows
that we live in a mixed use area that has historically attracted tourists to Santa Cruz. Tourists
help pay for many of our civic social programs, employ large numbers of people and add to our
cultural life. 1 think the developers have dane a reasonable job of scaling the project to
compromise the resident’s interest with the realities of businass.

‘We have waited a long time for this project to move forward. Please do you best to bringit to
fruition. Thanks for considering our community and supporting this project,

By

Cliff Warren
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August 9, 2011 RECEEVE

Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners | g

California Coastal Commission AUG 0.9 2011

c/o Central Coast District Office CALIFORNIA

725 Front Street, Suite 300 AL COMMISSION

Santa Cruz, CA 25060 %%m‘ﬁ%%% A%EA.

RE: CITY OF SANTA CRUZ LCP AMENDMENT NUMBER 1-11
(LA BAHIA HOTEL)

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Commissioners:

| am writing in support of the proposed La Bahia Hotel, which will provide visitor serving
uses and will be a model of environmental and community sustainability on the Central
Coast. ‘

Our community has needed a quality beach front location hotel for many years. The
proposed La Bahia will provide economic and social benefits for the community, while
promoting environmental principles of green building. The design is pedestrian friendly
and will enhance the visitor experiences. The emphasis on alternative transportation,
reduced car dependency, and underground on-site parking also add to the
environmental benefits. The proposed Spanish Revival style will preserve the historic
features of the La Bahia, such as the bell tower and courtyards.

| believe that a high quality hotel at this key location will be a cornerstone to encourage
ather visitor serving uses and reinvestment in the beach area, consistent with Santa
Cruz City's goals and Local Coastal Plan.

This hotel is important to the community and to coastal visitors. Thank you for your

consideration. :
Ve%uly yours, 2 -
ELLEN PIRIE, Supervisor
Second District

EP:pmp
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1 - AUG 08 2011
Edward J. Davidson i

e-davidson@sbeglobal.net Caliornia Coastal Commissiore00 Button Street #15
Central Coast Area ~ Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Tel/Fax 831 423-9294
Th&8d

Aug. 8, 2011
Subject: La Bahia Condo-Motel

Dear Commissioner Stone
And Coastal Commissioners,

This letter will act as a supplement to my previously submitted material, which explained my"
opposition to the La Bahia Condo-Hotel. (See Exhibit J, pp.1-16). I believe the policy analysis to
“protect special communities and neighborhoods” required by Sec. 30253 (5) is incomplete.
When fully analyzed it will reveal a conflict with the Chapter 3 policy thus the LCP Amendment
cannot be approved.

The Staff Report goes into considerable analysis of the demolition of the historic landmark but
fails to note the demolition of 44 low- and moderate-income rental units. The identification of
“Special Communities and Neighborhoods” recognizes “(5) areas that provide a diversity of
coastal housing opportunities, particularly for low- and moderate-income persons and the
elderly.” The Coastal Plan policies to protect Equality of Access include #125 regarding lower-
cost visitor accommodations, whose Sec. 30213 requirements are fully discussed in the Staff
Report, and policy #126 to increase coastal access for low- and moderate-income persons. It
specifies, do not decrease low- and moderate-income housing opportunities.”

The demolition of the La Bahia apartments removes not only a historic landmark, but 44-units of
low- and moderate-cost rentals. The Coastal act required 100% replacement of demolished units
that are now enforced under the Mello Act of 1982. For Santa Cruz, which has the nation’s
second least affordable rental housing market, the mandated replacement is particularly
important. The off-campus demand from UCSC students is a major contributor to renter
affordability and the loss of student rentals, if not replaced, will be significant. The Staff, in
consultation with the Attorney General, should include as a condition of approval, the assured

- compliance with the Mello Act.

The design guidelines for special communities and neighborhoods specify that development
shall, “enhance and restore visual gualities by being of a bulk, height, and color that is
compatible with the existing character,” While the Staff may find compatibility with the Scenic
and Visual Qualities policy of Sec.30251, that is not the standard of review for design in special
neighborhoods. It doesn’t matter if the structure is comparable to the Casino/Coconut Grove or
the Dream Inn or that the view from a third of a mile away doesn’t block the ridgeline fifteen
miles distant. The design issues of height, bulk and character must relate to its Beach Hill setting.
The height and bulk of the added two stories overwhelm the flanking 2-story motels and small-
scale residences on First Street and beyond. The existing La Bahia is the only building in the area
that has a “Spanish colonial revival” style and it is to be demolished. With the Casino and Dream
Inn on the beach side of the first public road, the proposed project must be considered from the




perspective of the Beach Street Promenade or the beach itself near the volleyball courts. The
view of the six and seven story structure would block Mt. Everest if it were fifteen miles away.

A project so incompatible with the character of its setting and one which fails to replace the
affordable rental housing should not be found conforming to the protection of special
communities and neighborhood of Chapter 3. For that reason alone, the LCP Amendment for the
two additional stories should be denied. ‘

1 have not discussed the inadequacy of the parking arrangements for the project since that is a
CDP not LCP issue. However, I note a significant deficiency in public parking spaces in the
Beach Area, possibly as much as 2000-spaces. This has an inhibiting effect on public access to
the coast. On summer weekends as arriving cars encounter filled parking lots and metered spaces
and exit the Beach Area to search for parking in adjacent neighborhoods. These coastal
neighborhoods, including West Cliff, Lower Ocean, and Seabright Beach, are already impacted
by parking and traffic congestion problems of their own and should not endure the results of
parking deficiencies in the Beach Area.

1 am attaching a copy of the north and east elevations which give the most accurate relationship
between the scale of the structure and its neighbors. In the absence of height poles the applicant’s
renderings and photo angles do not reflect the true size and scale of the project.

Respectfully submjtted,

% /Zﬁh
Edward J. Dav1dson ‘
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AUG 082011

- California Coastal Commission, |
Central Coast Area
Mary K:-Shallenberger & Commissioners o
Central Coast District Office
Front Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 refer: City of Santa Cruz, LCP
Amendement #1-11 La Bahia

Dear Chair Woman & Commissioners;

We urge you to approve the coastal commission permit for a new La Bahia
Hotel on Beach Street in Santa Cruz. This area has been a slum for over two
decades and is ill suited for continued rental. A new La Bahia Hotel would
encourage beach tourism, provide greater public access and complement the
new Monterey Bay Visitors Center.

Y -sThe‘.f'neW"hbté’l:'plé’jné-ér"é EOﬁ\patibIe with the Spanish Revival style in the
area. '
. e The design is environmentally sustainable and L.E.E.D. certified.
e Alternate forms of transportation has been incorporated.
. e Improved pedestrian right of ways have been included.

~ And last, many. new jobs will be created, both in the short term three year

construction and long term employment.

7 !
,, /i | REPRESENTATIVE FORM
Very trul fyoqrs; ' LETTER RECEIVED FROM

. SEPARATE INDIVIDUALS

Chip/gee

200 West Cliff Drive#7

- Santa Cruz, CA 95060

7



RECEIVED |
~ aug 08201

California Coastal Comrnission,
Central Coast Area

August 8, 2011

City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (L.a Bahia Hotel)

Chair Mary Shallenberger and Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

c/o Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street Suite 300

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Dear Ms. Shallenberger,

I am writing on behalf of Friends of Parks and Recreation (FOPAR) to express our support for the
replacement of the La Bahia Apartments with a much-needed quality beach area hotel. As the
non-profit support organization to the City of Santa Cruz Parks and Recreation Department, FOPAR
recognizes the benefits this project will contribute to the City and the community. We encourage the
Coastal Commission to approve this project when they meet in Watsonville on Thursday.

The proposed La Bahia Hotel project will create jobs-during construction and after; increase the City's
tax base; add to the number of hotel rooms for visitors; and improve the aesthetics 6f Beach Street
and the surrounding area.

The City is committed to increasing revenues to help sustain essential, valuable programs and ser-
vices including Parks and Recreation, Police and Fire. It is estimated that the La Bahia project will

generate $700,000 in tax revenue for the City of Santa Cruz. The City and the community need this
project and FOPAR supports it!

.
The La Bahia project deserves the full support of the Commission. 1t is'a well-thought out project that
will benefit the community as well as visitors to our beach area.

Charles Verutti, President
Friends of Parks and Recreation
Santa Cruz, CA

3723 Church Street . Santa Cruz, California 95060 . (831) 420-352177
CHARLES VERUTTY, President Carol KreppeL, JiM Lang, Teritl Tomexins, Members Lisa McGinnts, DANNETTEE SHOEMAKER, Staff Licisons
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August 7, 2011 - RECENED

Mary K. Shaller{berger, Chair, and Commissionerst AUG 08 ‘:.20“ '
California Coastal Commission . .
Central Coast District Office ' California Coastal Commission,
725 Front Sreet Central Coast Area

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Commissioners and Staff,

My partner and I have lived in downtown Santa Cruz near Beach Hill for 34 years. Several times
a week, we walk to the main beach. Over the years, we have felt that the property at 215 Beach
Street should be a beautiful hotel that would provide coastal accommodations to visitors and
public spaces for locals, as well as benefit the City financially. We have long supported the
community’s efforts to construct the La Bahia Hotel as currently proposed.

I have read the Staff Report and agree 100 percent with your conclusions regarding visitor
accommodations, coastal access, public views, replacement of the current under-utilized
apartment building, and appropriateness of the new building’s design and scale.

Given that the new Monterey Bay Marine Sanctuary Visitor Center is going up two blocks from
the La Bahia site, this is a perfect time to complete the process and bring the new hotel to
fruition. This L.E.E.D—certified building is a natural fit with the new ECO-TOURIST orientation
of Beach Street.

This high-quality hotel is needed and is appropriate given that 80 percent of our existing hotels
are low to moderate in price. As a middle-income person myself, I know that many people of
moderate means will be attracted to this upscale hotel for their special events and occasions.
With all due respect to Motel Six, 215 Beach Street cries out for a quality, locally owned hotel.

My grandfather was a union carpenter who taught me about the hard-won contributions of
organized labor. During La Bahia’s construction, both union and non-union laborers will be
hired. A 100-percent union mandate would mean the hiring of fewer LOCAL workers and the
importation of workers from outside Santa Cruz County. The hiring plan constitutes a good
compromise. Future hotel workers will be able to organize. And, most significantly, the City’s
heavily unionized work force will benefit from the hotel-generated revenues for DECADES to
come.

My partner and I strongly urge the Coastal Commission to approve the City’s application with

b (13

the Commission’s “minor changes” (see page 2 of your summary). Out-of-town visitors and our
community will truly benefit in many ways from this beautiful new hotel.

Sincerely,
‘ !“'&.6’*’(1&&%7;&?@0{"#@

Robert deFreitas, 320 Elm Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95060

86



CROWLEY & BRERETON M Xd

Attorneys At Law
JOHN KEVIN CROWLEY The Neary Building A
Jkclaw@pacbell.net 1362 Pacific Avenue, Suite 220 PROFESSIONAL
BRAD C. BRERETON iforni
bebreretonOpma oo , Santa Cruz, California 95060 ASSOCIATION
PAUL PETERSON
pdpeterson11@gmail.com Tel: (831) 429-6391 ?:38{2?63?0(:5
Fax: (831) 459-8298
August 8, 2011 AUG 08 2011
Chair Mary K. Shallenberger California Coastal Commisston,
and Commissioners, Central Coast Area

California Coastal Commission
C/O Central Coast District Office
725 Front ‘Street, Suite 300

~ Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: Proposed La Bahia Hotel
| am writing in support of the proposed La Bahia Hotel.

The proposed La Bahia Hotel would be a great improvement over the status quo: It
would provide a place for visitors to stay and enjoy the seaside, it would replace an
existing wreck of a building that provides no public benefit whatsoever, it would vastly
improve the beach front neighborhood, and it would bring tax revenues to the City and
jobs to the community.

The long delay in rebuilding this hotel has been contrary to the public interest and
contrary to the purpose of the Coastal Act in making this part of the a commercial
beach front accessible and useful to the public. The old hotel has been nothing but
private residential housing for years, and the building is dilapidated and not worth
saving. -

I generally oppose the proposed conditions that this hotel has to subsidize cheaper
rooms. That makes on sense. It will not result in any benefit to low income tourists,
and in fact, low income tourist are already well served by the area. The majority of
persons using the beach boardwalk are clearly working class, there are lots of older
hotels around, and lots of campgrounds. There is no good reason for the conditions
regarding low income vacation housing.

| am a thirty year resident of Santa Cruz County and | have lived and worked within
one-half mile of the La Bahia for well over twenty years.

57
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Susan Craig : :
California Coastal Commission RE CEIVED

Central Coast District

425 Eront St Ste 300 | | : : AVG 06 2011
Santa Cruz CA 95060-4508 BECR:« - 5 California Coastal Commission,
e Central Coast Area
AUG o 8 g
August 5, 2011 c

ALIFOR),
QUASTAL GG,

Dear Coastal Commissloners:

I have heard that you will consider thanging the plans for the Beach area in Santa Cruz and
allow for a glant hotel to replace La Bahia.

Please do not do this.

[ have béen working at a hotel nearby La Bahia for many years, and have enjoyed the view
along Beach Street. | would be very disappointed to lose La Bahia~it looks and FEELS like Santa

Cruz. If they put a big new hotal there, I'm afrald it won’t look and feel like 'Senta Cruz
anymaore,

I think they could make a nice hotel out of La Bahia. They don’t need to destroy it. Please don't
let them da that. - :

Sincerely,
Javior MocalQs B

Javier Morales
3715 Garden 5t #1

Santa Cruz, CA 85062

%
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798 McKenzie Ave |
‘Watsonville, CA 95076 AUG 08 2011
California Coastal Commis
August §, 2011 Central Coast Area sl R ¥ 24 Cp
| I
o 2017
C%YI‘QL(,',{BQHNM
Ss,oN

California Coasfal Commission
Central Coast District

726 Front St Ste 300

Santa Cruz CA $5060-4508

Dear Commissioners:

| have lived in the Santa Cruz-Watsonville area and worked in the hospitality industry for
many years, | think a new hotel would be a good idea at La Bahia Apartments, but not
the huge one thatis planned right now.

La Bahia is 2 good size already, and i's a building that everybody thinks of when they
think of the beach area. | don't think the developer should tear it down and build a glant
structure In its place. The rules say the developer can't do that now, so please don't
change the rules on us.

If the Coastal Commission allows La Behemoth, it would ruin the beach area for me.

Thank you,

s ol

Luis Calderon
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rlifo@alifornda-Goastal {388¥ssion,
Gefitrat Coadt Area

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont St, Ste 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105 -

. Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-1--La Bahia Hotel

Dear Coastal'Commission: .

I object to the proposed amendments of Santa Cruz s LocaI Coastal
Plan. :

The size and scale of La Bahla HoteI prOJect is so big that it blocks -
views along the ocean and scenic coast, and |t disrupts the character
of the surroundlng neighborhood.

La Bahla 5|te in |ts current form 'has given the beach area a unique .
presence and character for 85 years. I believe that consistency with
the Coastal-Act reglires protectlon of La Bahia’s unique characteristics,
- as they are an essent|a| and central part of this speC|aI community.

No to the LCP amendments Yes to preservation of our views, our
neighborhoods, our historic buildings, and our special Santa Cruz
character. '

Thank you,

///77 WW é}
949 Cassevly M
LJanm/&/é’ le %D?é
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~ California Coastal Commission o AUG 0 8 20”
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 - .
San Francisco, CA 94105 ~ California Coastal Commission,

o Central Coast Area
August 3, 2011 '

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Cormnissionersi

-~ As.along-time Santa Cruz r631dent it is my hope that you will protect our beach area from the
 destruction of its historic coastal centerplece La Bahia Apartments and from putting in its place
a monstr051ty .

Sarta Cruz is not Miami Beach—not even Pismo Beach—and I certalnly don’t want it to become
just another beach commumty dwarfed by giant buildings. The 1989 Earthquake: took away
~many of Santa Cruz’s historic structures, making the current La Babhia site all the more precious.
While we have some large buildings on the Boardwalk and at the Dream Inn, those are the kind
~ of structures the Coastal Commission was designed to keep from domiriating our coast.
I remember the long hours of public deliberations that went into our Local Coastal Plan (LCP).
The citizens of Santa Cruz took pains to control the size and scope of future developments so as
" not to spoil the character and feel of the beach area. »

I urge you not to toss a51de our democratlc planmng—our sincere attempts to keep Santa Cruz a

special place—by amending our LCP.

A hotel may very well be the best thing for La Bahia site. -Our LCP even calls for that. But it
does not call for a hotel that rises far above the height limit, overwhelms the surrounding
neighborhood, and demolishes one of our last historic landmarks. :

Sincerely,

/o

Te :j Guadborm

\MowwiArV
gcwﬁ CWZ CA Q062
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AUG 08 2011

. California Coastal Commission,

~ California Coastal Commission = ) . Central Coast Area
45 Fremont Street, Ste 2000
. San Francisco, CA 94105

~ August 3, 2011

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

RECEIVED
AUG 05 2011

~-Dear Coasta) Comrnissio"n.ers' . - ms?ﬁt'égm{gs.o,q ‘

- | object to the proposed amendments of the Local Coastal Plan, pavmg the way
.for the enormous La Bahia Hotel pro;ect

The only reason | have ever heard for exceeding the current LCP with this project
is that the developer says it can’t make enough money without an amendment. |
" think that's ridiculous, but more importantly, it's irrelevant to coastal planning.
The Coastal Act asks: Does the project protect views? No, it doesn’t. The
terraced effect on the hills behind La Bahia would be eliminated from the
landscape. The Act asks: Is it visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas? No, it isn’t. The surrounding area is composed of three-
story residences, which the proposed hotel would absolutely dwarf. -

Thus far, our City’ s,experts on hlstorlc preservation, the Historic Preservation
Commissioners, appear to have been ignored in this whole process. They called
for a denial of the demolition permit. They refused to delist La Bahia Apartments -
as an historic landmark. | hope you Wl|| I|sten to them, because this city is losing
its hlstory :

Changing our LCP for La Bahia Hotel would not be progress It would not be
right. It would knock down a graceful connection to our past, erecting in its place
a giant monument to greed ... and then the dominoes. Good-bye, Santa Cruz.

| urge you to leave Santa Cruz's LCP alone.

Sincerely, -

/hg;\HH@W_‘ WeoFhanson
g8 hestern Drive
Sonter Crve CHAH OISUGO
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RECEIVED

Cahfornla Coastal Commission R AUG 08 2011
45 Fremont Street Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105 . . - California Coastal Commission, -

Central Coast Area

“Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

Dear California Coastal Commissioners:..

The proposed La Bahia Hotel is just way too big. Itis La Behemoth. |

Please do not allow such a thing on our coast by'amendving.the,cha»I -
Coastal Plan. We made our-LCP to prevent massive projects like this, and, | -

believe, the Coastal Commlsswn itself was made to preévent massive
prOJects Ilke thls ' '

You may have heard the slogan, ”Keep Santa Cruz Weird”? While 1 like that

- one, in this case I'm w1|||ng to settle for “Keep Santa Cruz ... Santa Cruz,”.
- because | just won’t recognize it as- Santa Cruz anymore without that old La

Bahia.

Very sincerely,

St GO AA NS
A0 e RX XK.

S USNR N M NN qu\
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August 5, 2011

AUG

California Coastal Commission O S "20 L '

45 Fremont St, Ste. 2000 California Coasta] Commission
San Francisco, CA 94105 Central Coast Area ’

RE: Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to you because I am very concerned at the potential ramifications of
the precedence that could be established by the matter before you on August 11™. There
are many interests whose duty it is to ensure the profitability of a development. The
California Coastal Commission was not conceived to be, nor should they ever be one of
them. Preservation of natural and historical resources and local character is almost never
a profitable venture. It is instead the duty of public servants charged with their
stewardship.

I agree with the concept of a revitalized La Bahia, but not if it involves
disregarding the Local Coastal Program’s Community Design and Land Use Policies for
purely economic considerations, ignoring potential violations of the Coastal Act itself and
in doing so compromising the integrity of the entire process.

La Bahia has stood in it’s current state for many years. A proposal that included
preservation of the original La Bahia was “economically viable” just a few short years
ago. In another few, such a project will most likely be so again. To sacrifice the long term
health of our coastline and the character of the communities in which our coastal
residents live and work because a developer “needs” to do so in order to turn enough
profit due to a short term economic downturn is precisely the type of situation that the
Coastal Act was enacted to prevent.

The exceptions being considered for this project, including the egregious waivers
of height limits, would be tough to get through a local planning commission for an empty
lot on the edge of town. I urge you not to let it happen at the expense of a piece of our
local history in the heart of our central coast . The precedence that this action could set
would be devastating not only to our community, but to coastal communities throughout
our state, not to mention our dwindling sections of undeveloped coastline.

Sean Hebard
Aptos, CA

46~
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August 8, 2011

Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners
Califarnia Coastal Commission

~ clo Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (
Dear Ms. Shallenberger:

| would like to take this opportunity to state my supportf
on Beach Street in Santa Cruz. | am a home owner and
and have listened with great interest for the past five-ply
“negative comments that have been made about the proj
the hotel will be good for the year-round Santa Cruz tou
econorry, good for both immediate and long-term jobs,
to the Main Beach area.

Those who object to the proposed hotel brojecthbvious:
are well documented. None of them, in my opinion outw

'hecea

AUG 0 & 7011
CALIFORNIA

AT RN NN

La Bahia Hotel) .

or the proposed I a Bahia
full-time residen{ on Beac

pbosed structure. | believe
rist industry, goaod for the
and a major aesthetic upg

y have their reaspns, and

eighs the positive

‘the new La Bahia will bring. When | hear from my part-ti
proposed construction will block their expansive ccean
sympathstic. Losing all or part of an existing ocean vie
the numerous benefits that the proposed new hotel wou
Beach neighborhood and our community in general?

| would hope, by now, that the seemingly endless appes
appears that all the necessary concessions have been 1
required approvals have been granted. Santa Cruz has:
_for an upscale destination hotel in the Main Beach area
Commussmn to approve this prolect

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

ey W et
‘Peter Webber

265 Main Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

yiew, | can be only partiall

e resident neighbors tha

is unfortunate. But what
d bring to Santa [Cruz, the

Is process has ruyn its coy
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| respectfully ask the Coe
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"Aug 13 11 09:34a Emergent Systems .(831)429-11289 Mid

.~ BUSINESS COUNC

Addressing Stravegic issugs | hrough Private / Pubiic Partrniership

BUS ’E\ESSEQ&NLH QFFICERS

Ca-Chairs

Tod s

Shativelracdraw s Hest Resisatsants )

£hiis Wann ’ R E C E

Geaniiero August §, 2011 ! v E D

EKEC}!!TWIE DIRECTER:

Leary Memni Chair Mary K. Shaltenberger . AUG 08
 TREASUAZR Caiifornia Coustal Commission 20 1 1
. Mfimﬁl W S b, CPA oio Ceniral Coast Tristrict OFce

Hurginsor & iioedgood (49 725 Front Street, Snite 300 CAUFORNIA

‘ " =

BUSHHESS COUNGIL DIRECTORS Santa Cruz, CA 93060 %@ B%L %W%%ﬂ%

SANTA{RUEL. . - RE: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-1 1 {La Bahia Hotel) '

omies '

Bursy ) Dear Ms Shailenberper und Commissioners

B‘, thiz fetter the Saniz Cruz (,Gumv Business Council wishes to express its support for the

Da"e Bt proposed La Bahia Fotel project a4 245 Beach Street, Santz Cruz, Cahforma.
Intarssest e, Servives

ol The Senta Cruz County Business Coeuncil is'a group of upproximate!y 60 businesses that employ
Plgntronics m,a:iv 20,600 tocal residenis. Hs gosi is to assemble, ocganize, and coordinate the talents and
ibm Hart resourcey of the business and professional leadership for the purposes of creating a2 prlvau,f

Fedo Ato Medical Fandstion
Ham Healid
{ounty Bk

pumi.s cotaboration in order to assist the public sector in the identification, examination, and
suceasstul resojution of countywide issues. We consider thix project to be one that not only
sweety the secial and economic needs of our community but is absolutely consistent with the

- Marvia Labrie mission of thy Coustal Commission, namefy: to protect, conserve, restore, and enhance

Fhrvsicians iedical awg eavironmental and human-based resources of the California coast and acean for cnvnmnmunta!ly

Ur. Brran Rueght, 000G ' sustainable and prudent use by current and future generations.

. “Jﬁm‘-'h(\"f’ Hozpia!

The Coustal Corneission is being asked to approve a variance to the Local Coastal Plan of Santa
Cruz, which wiil allow the demolishing of an existing structure on the site and increasing the

- tiang Yaelie permitted height of the now building to 5.5 stories. If approved, the La Battia project will provide
(hiasp Investmetic Servies Lo, more hotel accommodations and services to people visiting our coastal area, a priority of the
SCOTTSVALLEY Coustal Act and a goul of the Local Coastal Plan. Given that the City of Santa Cruz has

iob Maplny ’ considered the environmental, social and economic impacts of this project and has approved this
W‘/" Fog f.' alithmi variance, we strongly urge you to support our community by approving the praject and that any
Irsuroiue Series, . contlingencies or conditions attached be reasonable and consistent with the Santa Cruz LCP.
SOOHE: :
Kathy Hatiman La Bahia will turn a dilapidated structure of 43 rental units into a high quality hotel of 125 rooms
Sepzs [na Lounty Assaciation of feattors and suites serving an estimated 100,000 visitors each year for hote] accommodations,

confercnces and meetings. This project wilf atteact individuals, families and groups to a year-

WATSONVILLE: . - - e .
oo (it round quality visitors and meeting destination. A hotel of this quality will additionally stimulate
Qsz;Tr;M i ’ reinvestment and improvement in the beach area. This will facrease coastal use by increasing the
el rleach : safety and attractiveness of the area to a hroad range of visitors. :
Mickey Holznsan i
Pajarn funas Gamspan : o . . .

v e ARy We urge you 1o support the approval of the La Batia Project at the upcoming Coastal
E:’GE" Raswen Commission meeting. ’ .
FaxRathuy Show, . =4 .
frerr Mevess " .
Ameri-ere Sincerely.
Fathteen Eiver Seintz -
Citiver Property Marugeryers pra— } S I'e
Bruce Woulpeey i —t
Grzate fock Campaan
> I’ctrir" l"»‘:\nn Yy Gary W. Mcr’hll
St Patg 1 Geniee Executive Director on behalf of tb{:: Sama Cruz County qumess Council
EX-OHU0 .
Harvey ickelson PO Bax 21, Somia Cruz, Californis 95063 Teiephone: §33-429-1129 Cell Telephnne: 821-B18-8266
Dave Regan Mail: gary@sechusinesscoundil.cem
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Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners AUG O 8.2011
California Coastal Commission C
- c/o Central District Office ' California Coastal Commission.
BAN K 725 Front Street, Suite 300 ' Central Coast Area ’

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

" SENT VIA MAIL AND EMAIL to [friendsoflabahia@gmail. com
To Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and the California Coastal Commissioners,

As Chairman of the Board of Santa Cruz County Bank, I am writing to voice my utmost
support of the La Bahia Hotel Project and to encourage the Commission to approve this
project and act in such a manner that would remove any barriers that might inhibit the swift
and successful completion of this valuable and much needed improvement to the Beach Flats
area.

As a local bank that serves the financial needs of our area’s visitor serving businesses, we see
the La Bahia as a critical cornerstone to the economic future of our community. These visitor
serving businesses have struggled to survive in the weakened economy along with rising
costs of doing business. The proposed La Bahia Hotel would provide a quality hotel that
would serve to draw overnight guests and provide well paying jobs and an increased tax base.

There has never seen such an opportune time as right now for us to unite behind this project
in order to build a stronger future and create much needed jobs, tax revenues, and a
welcoming destination hotel that would serve to contribute to repeat travel business to the
area and the enhancement of beach area improvements. We must support such projects which
sustain long term economic vitality and continue to build a positive image of Santa Cruz as a
desirable tourist destination. ‘ ‘

We simply cannot again delay this much needed project that is filled with enormous positive
value at a time when we most need positive economic change. I strongly urge your approval
of the proposed La Bahia Hotel and support the plan to preserve of the historic aspects of La
Bahia while showing environmental stewardsh1p in renovating it to meet the stringent
environmental standards set forth by ttie U.S. Green Biiding Council for Lm:u bel'tlf catio.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to the community’s input on this importan
Again, I strongly and emphatically support the La Bahia Project and look forward
positive impacts it will have on our community for many years to come.

' Smcerely, Ve

Director
George Gallucci Santa Cruz Countv Bank ..
Chairman of the Board of Directors of Santa Cruz County Bank

Put y_ou}‘ ™Mo re your life is.

MEMBER

. WWW.sccountybank.corh . t: 831.457.5000 FDIC
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La Bahia, city plan deserve Coastal Commission approval

MATT WATSON operation — and it will fulfill the historic bell tower will be restored,
* Coastal Act’s mandate to promote M The La Bahia design and scale
his Thursday — after years coastal access for a wide range of are consistent with city land-use
.§ ofstudy, planning, public visitors, requirements protecting views and
' hearings, and revisions - The specific issue facing community character, The new
—theproposaltobulldanewla - the Coastal Commission isan La Bahia will be seen against the

Bahia Hotel in Santa Cruz's main amendment to the city's existing ‘backdrop of existing development
beach area will face a critical step: Laocal Coastal Plan (LCP), allowing on and near Beach Street; it will not
Teview and action by membersof - additional height for part of this interfere with the mountain ridgeline
the California Coastal Commission,  project. This height (reduced from view, it is appropriate for the beach
including local Santa Cruz County - earlier versions) is necessary tomeet  area, and incorporates the Spanish

Supervisor Mark Stone, contemporary standards for quality  Colonial Revival style of the existing
Friends of La Rahia, an " meeting space, hotel operations, buildings.

all-volunteer cormmunity coalition rooms, and architectural distinetion. W The developer will pay

‘that supports the hotel, believes that On July 28, the Coastal $200,000 for major public benefit -

. now is the time for this longawaited Commission staff released its report  improverments to low-cost visitor-
-project to move forward. We urgethe on the upcoming LCP/La Bahia item, serving facilities within the county,

commission’s approval. and recommended approval. Among  targeting highly impacted and under-
_ The proposal has already received  key points in their analysis: " funded state parks. ‘
enthusiastic endorsement by the 8 The new La Bahia Hotel will - Overthe years, the city has

Santa Cruz City Council. In 2009, increass the number of visitor demonstrated an impressive
after-lengthy public process, the serving rooms in the beach area—a  commitment to make Santa Cruz

- council approved plans to replacethe  Coastal Act priority. Notahly, the an appealing visitor destination, in
deteriorating apartment buildingat * new hotel will add higher quality parmership with private and non-

|| 215Beach St withanew 125-room rooms In an area historically profit investments, Just a sampling:

| hotel including high-quality rooms,  dominated by budget and moderate  West Cliff Drive path, Municipal

meeting facilities, amenities and quality rooms. It will fill 2 major gap ~ Wharf, Depot Park, National Marine

! public spaces. . in local visitor accommodations. Sanctuary Visitor Center, Surfing -
I The new La Bahia Hotel will W The existing La Bahia buildings ~ Museum, Youth Hostel, Beach
. bring impressive, much-needed are not realistic candidates for Boardwalk, Seymour Center, special

] benefits to our community — major  renovation and redevelopment events, and many more.
! improvement of the entire beach as a hotel; difficulty in obtaining The new La Bahia will support

area, now and higher-quality visitor  financing for this purposa makes'this  this vision of Sants Cruz, welcoming

accommodations, greater opportunity  optiop unressonable, a wide variety of visitors to our

H for off-season tourism through - W The new hotel will include beautiful coast. It deserves the full

meeting and conference facilities, many design features suggested support of the Coastal Commission.

gaod year-round jobs, an estimated by the city’s Histaric Preservation

$700,000 anmually i new tax revenue Commission, incorporating

to the city, advanced environmental  architectural elements af theexisting  Mazx Watsen is a Besch Hill resident and

stendards for construction and La Bahia buildings. The iconic, member of Friends of La Bshia,
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Commissioners,

t and paste copy that someone asked me to send. Thisis a

nt of Santa Cruz County to please approve, accept and applaud

: we need additional beautification to the Beach Flats to

and we need 1o restore a crumbling hotel and the tourism

I's Beach this summer, and it is with sorraw that | look over at
as La Bahia. What an embarrassment! Also, | have a group of
‘coming to town for an event in September, and as this is their

:d me they’Il have nothing to do with the Beach Flats, their first

/ to the dirtiness, open drug abuse and feeling of not belng safe

byl They have their share of issues, but they say nothing
.. La Bahia does nothing to alleviate their concerns, whereas a

air, would do a lot to make them feel more secure.

ta Cruz. We have our own issues. However, when the Holiday inn
@ of years ago, and remarkable thing happened ~ buildings near

to match the hotel’s nice lock. Old vending machines

%re added to dilapidated landscapes. Today, the area Is much

ind | feel safer in my own neighborhood. Sometimes it takes one
will be the case for La Bahia, as well.

bxceedad many requirements, Hiring local workers along with

1 afar seems to be a good attempt to get jobs into the hands of locals. | like the

ch Flats to visitors, and will finally feel as a local citizen that the

;Se. The blight Is frustrating. Santa Cruz is giving me fewer and
ect is something | have been watching closely.

nsider that the majority of thifiking, concerned Santa Cruz residents who don’t happen to own

brove this project.
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Aug 06 11 12:41p -Nels “Pete" Pearson : 831 -457-9948 '

Mfa/

August 6, 2011

Mary K. Shallenberger & Commissioners

Central Coast District Office |

Front Street, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 refer: City of Santa Cruz, LCP .
Amendement #1-11 La Bahia

Dear Chair Woman & Commissioners;

We urge you to approve the coastal commission permit for a new La Bahia
Hotel on Beach Street in Santa Cruz. This area has been a slum for over two
decades and is ill suited for continued rental. A new La Bahia Hotel would
encourage beach tourism, provide greater public access and complement the
new Mont'erey Bay Visitors Center.

The new hotel plans are compatible with the Spanish Revival style in the area.
The design is environmentally sustainable and L.E.E.D. certified.

Alternate forms of transportation has been incorporated.

iImproved pedestrian right of ways have been included.

"And last, many new jobs will be created both in the short term three year
construction and long term employment

- Very truly yoi}%)«/\

Nels & Donna Pearson | | R E C E g VE D

200 West Cliff Drive#9 AUG 08 2011

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 CALIFOR
. COASTAL C A

BENTHAL UMM %{gy
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California Coastal Commission,
Central Coast Area

City of Santa Cruz LCP .Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

Chair Mary Shallenberger and Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

C/o Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street Suite 300

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Dear Ms Shallenberger,

We are writing to express our support for the replacement of the La Bahia Apartments
with a much needed quality beach area hotel. We encourage the Coastal Commission to
approve the amendment to the City of Santa Cruz’s Local Coastal Plan to allow for the
additional height this proposed hotel requires.

The proposed La Bahia Hotel will provide economic benefits to the City and community;
creating jobs, increasing the City’s tax base and provide a GREEN example for other
beach area properties. It will provide much needed quality hotel rooms for visitors and
improve the aesthetics of Beach Street. '

Santa Cruz does not need residential apartments on Beach Street. We need a quality
visitor serving hotel. We feel the proposed hotel reflects the Spanish style character of
the existing property and incorporates some of the historic features that long time Santa
Cruzan’s like us appreciate. We love our beach area and support all efforts to improve
accommodations and increase visitor serving amenities. The City and the Community
need this project.

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration and review of this project.
Sincerely

Bob and Dannettee Shoemaker
Santa Cruz City residents

Thd



RECEIVED ' | 7hE

AUG 0 5 2011 August 4, 2011

California Coastal Comumission,
Central Coast Area

Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners
California coastal Commission

Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Coastal Commissioners,

Please approve the above plan. The city council and residents have worked hard on this
project for years. Ibelieve that we have created a terrific plan. Ithink it meets
environmental concerns; it rehabilitates and preserves this historic building; it allows
more tourists to stay in the beach area; it will greatly help our tourist industry and the
economy of Santa Cruz.

I attended a Costal Commission meeting in Santa Barbara about 10 years ago. I sat at the
meetmg for 8 hours while waiting for my agenda item to come up. I think I got a good
understandlng about the dual purpose of the Commission-- to protect the environment
and to create access to the coast. Ibelieve that this plan does both beautifully.

I am writing this letter because I am disabled and cannot attend the meeting in
Watsonville on August 11. I won’t be there in person but I will be there in spirit.

Thanks for your time,

Rachel Kliger

546, Arroyo Seco o ' : T

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 ST T e D S
831:426:7050 B L ST SR ,
rkliger@eruzio.com "+ T e dte T 7

RIS SR
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o E 901 John C. Aird
AUB 05120 304 High Street
Oalifornia Coastal Commission, Santa Cruz, Ca 95060

Central Coast Area ‘
Re. City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (L.a Bahia Hotel)

Dear Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners:

I am a long time resident of Santa Cruz and an active and involved member

of this community. I am writing to you concerning your August 11, 2011

Hearing on the above cited matter and the compelling case for its approval.

Last year, after almost a decade in developmént with multiple design
modifications in response to height concerns and historical sensitivities

among others, the Santa Cruz Council after a series of well-attended public
meetings approved the proposed La Bahia project. Since then, there have
"been additional enhancements to the project furthering its value to the Santa
- Cruz visiting public and this community. You represent the final step in the
required approval process and it now deserves your full approval as well.
Consider how it meets these key criteria:
- Hotel use consistent with the General Plan and Local Coastal Plan? Yes

- A needed visitor-serving “magnet destination” for tourists and locals alike? Yes

- Greater beach access and use? Yes

- A “landmark historically-sensitive design” for a “landmark setting”? Yes
- An economic “multiplier” benefiting the entire Beach Area? Yes

- An environmental project? Yes (LEEDS certified facility)

Our coastal community needs a first-class beach-fronting hotel to better serve the
visiting public; our local tourist industry needs a real boost; and Santa Cruz’s

Beach Area desperately needs a long-overdue upgrade.

This project is a 6-star “winner”! I strongly urge your approval of this Amendment.

Sincerely, , ’
7
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la Bahla plan
| ';badly needed ?*5'

R Please Coastal Comm.tssmn

- .’pass thela Bahia‘plan. We .

own a historic Victorian home’

up the street from the La Bahia.

and have-anxiously watched;

- this plan for years. It has been

excruciatingly political and

- 50 far removed from focusing:,
on how positive thisisfor
‘our street, neighborhood, the:

" . waterfront and everyone in . °

Santa Cruz. Simply look at .

Beach Hill and it’s.obvious - -

. thatit had a grand past, Wthh

" isfadingaway. Thisfinal : -

. decision is the 14foot helght

" variance. Please notethe plan

' takes into account aesthetics
from all sides of the bulldmg
and incorporates Spanish ..
Revival elements, mtemtmg ;
-angles, depths, balconies,

- varied heights, etc. I'snota =

" box slammed into the current
restrictions that mightbe
what we end up with if this is
reJected _ ’

STEVEN SANCHEZ, Santa Cruz

- RECEIVED

AUG 052011

Santa Cruz Sentingl

‘SM Crat, OA ﬁg‘D(oo

State staﬁ co rect:

onla Bahla plan

of the La Bahia hotel prOJect I
am’ very hopeful that on Aug

and coastline. Asa hotel _,
- owner.in the coastal zone,

* ona dally basis I turn away.
families who:would like to.
stay sunply because wedo.

" ot have & room Adding -

' moré hotel rooms will
“do two things; allow the

: opporttmlty formore people ,‘____l

- to ‘ws1t ovemlght and place’

B prlce of our be 0
“motel rooms, as’
: ~ will better equal e-demand.

" CHRIS FERRANTE-PINHEIRO, |
’ Santa Cruz :

&=-3-

Qalifornia Coastal Commission,

Central Coast Area

. Cruz; 15 of those yearsas a res1den

‘source of income: tourist dollars,

Approve La Bahia . g5

I’m wr1t1ng to ask that you support
and approve the La Bahia Hotel prOJect«
Asa 30—year res1dent of' Santa - s

PaY e o
Irent: out my home asavacation
rental in the summer months. I have
rece1ved more.and nmore comments
from out-of-town guests sayingthat.

" there is a distasteful element to our c1'ty'

.. some saying they won’t be back.
Losmg these tourists won’t help:our:
local economy and our most precmus N

Approving this project will: help to .
improve the entire area ... and prov1de :
a more solid base on which to build

* upon. Developing the beach area with

green-certified bu]ld.mgs reflective of

.the Spanish-style’ that will preserve our

history, can only’ be a positive change -

. for our city’

Why go backward or stay stuck with-
no 1mprovement for yearsonend? -
There is no good solid reason to deny
this project. It can only improve, and
possibly save, a rapidly deteriorating
situation. We’re losing our c1ty to. cr1me

- and budget woes.

Let’s attract and cultivate a pos1t1ve
element for our city.
JOAN COLONNA Santa CruiG,

=
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Re: Th8d-8-2011 City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
August 5, 2001

From: Bill Malone

To: Coastal Commissioners

The requested LCP amendments are tailored for a specific project. The proposed La Bahia
Hotel is a perfect example of the type of project the Coastal Act was meant to prevent.

| urge the Commission to deny these LCP amendments and tell the developer to
redesign his project within the existing LCP and Coastal Act standards.

The proposed hotel is too tall, too massive, blocks views, overwhelms the neighborhood, is
spot-zoning, doesn’t help lower-cost visitor serving facilities, doesn’t preserve but actually
demolishes a historical structure, sets bad height and mass precedent, changes the
character of the area, grossly alters natural land forms, is un-fair to neighbors that built to
existing LCP zoning and in-lieu fees instead of on-site changes is a bad idea.

But on the positive side, it would remove what everyone agrees is the main deteriorated,
run-down, poorly maintained eyesore that is dragging down the area.

Here are some very relevant comments the Coastal Commission Staff made on the
La Bahia EIR in May 2008:

Coastal Act Section 30251 requires protection of the scenic and visual qualities of coastal
areas. This Section also requires that development be sited and designed to protect views
lo and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas and that development be visually
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. In addition, Coastal Act Section
30253 protects popular visitor destinations, such as the Beach Area, against inappropnate
development. Coastal Act Section 30240(b) similarly protects adjacent recreational areas
(such as Beach Street and the Main Beach).

In order for the LU, ndments n for the ject to roved
ommission woul 4 that the e P amendments are istent with
these al A licies. It is not clear that this would b ible, and we strongl

encourage the City to limit the allowable development height on the La Bahia parcels to
that which will not create a significant impact to the aesthetics of the surrounding Beach
area. In particular, aiternatives that limit development height to no more than that that

allowed by the currently certified LCP should be pursued, as should design articulation that
serves to limit perceived scale, e.g., stepping the design of the building up the hill, varied

projections and offsets, efc.
emative iﬁe Alternative wh ch woul ne st fmm th
" d evel 2g45 e starti

nd Aftern tlve ew Design in the Height Limit th of which would i
reduce impacts to the visual character of the surrounding area relative o the proposed

project.
RECEIVED

AUG 05 2011

California Coastal Commission, / / %
Central Coast Area



in May 2008 the Staff made this objective, unbiased analysis of the La Bahia project using
the Coastal Act Standards. This was done before any lobbying effort to change their
opinions. Their concerns were valid then and they are still valid today.

Interesting: Coastal Act Section 30251 (regarding scenic and visual qualities) was never
referenced in the current Staff report!

RECOMENDATIONS

1) SIZE AND SCALE.

The height of the project should be iimited to that allowed by the currently certified
LCP. The adjacent Casablanca should be the neighborhood standard for height and
scale. Certainly not the pre-Coastal Act Coconut Grove building and the Dream Inn.
They are examples of what the Coastal was meant to prevent, not emulate.
Alternative 4 from the project EIR is appropriate for the area.

On page 35 (in current Staff report):. The main impact of the proposed IP amendment
would be on the allowable mass and scale on the site. ... the replacement development
would yield a significantly la structure than the existing La Bahia.

On page 36 (in current Staff report).. The Casablanca in many ways provides an i ant
scale parameter inasmuch as it too is sited in largely the same kind of location as La
Bahia, it is prominent in all the same views, it is the largest structure immediately adjacent

to La Bahia, and any development at La Bahia needs to also protect the character and
integrity of this site too, including in terms of its own historic status.

Page 36: Both the Boardwalk Casino/Coconut Grove building and the Dream Inn also help
to provide a relative scale, although slightly less directly relevant compared to the
Casablanca due to distance from the site and intervening development.

Page 36: As indicated above, the proposed scale is quite a bit larger than the existing
scale, and has raised significant concemns for many years. As a result, the City considered
a number of alternatives to the version now proposed (and conceptually approved by the

City). These included a less large version premised on some renovation and some
redevelopment (Alternative 4 from the project EIR) that would explicitly be scaled similarly
fo the Casablanca. Even if re-conceptualized as new construction, this version scale-wise

most fits with the character established by the Casablanca, and would likely best blend in
with this historic structure; the City dismissed this alternative because it would not meet

other objectives for providing a large conference hotel at the site.

Page 37: Yes, there are lesser scale alternatives that also appear feasible, including
perhaps most compelling a less large version scaled similarly to the adjacent historic
Casablanca Inn and Restaurant, but at the end of a long public process the City identified
the scale proposed as appropriate for the beach area.

2) SPOT ZONING

Spot Zoning sets an adverse precedent and should be denied. These LCP
amendments “only applies to the La Bahia site” That's spot-zoning. We all know the
ngxt developers will want the same (or more). No spot-zoning! Stay with the current
LCP.

2/

28
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Page 39 An additional challenge presented by the proposed amendment is that it only
applies to the La Bahia site. Concern has been raised, therefore, that the amendment
constitutes spot-zoning that sets an adverse precedent for future potential changes in the
Beach area. Although the Commission is supportive of LCP changes to facilitate
redevelopment of the La Bahia site as currently envisioned, and believes that the
amendment is not inconsistent with the LUP with respect to scale and size, the question of
whether such a scale and intensily of development is appropriate elsewhere along Beach
Street and in the beach area is an open one.

Apparently, the Staff thinks spot-zoning is OK this time, but no more. Right! We've heard
that before.

3) COMMUNITY CHARACTER

The proposed too-large project will change the community character. But maybe
not for the better. The beach area is the “most popular visitor destination point,
drawing millions of visitors each year.” Seems like a lot of folks like it the way it is!
The only deteriorated site is the run-down La Bahia. Building a nice hotel built to
existing LCP standards will be a great improvement to the area.

Page 20: Protection of community character, including historic resources, is an important
part of the certified LCP. This is clear from the LCP’s list of key visions for the coastal zone
of “preserving the integrily of historic areas”, and its definition of the community’s form as
due to many factors, including explicitly in terms of history, and is perhaps most aptly

summed up by the LUP's cultural resources chapter, where it states:

Much of Santa Cruz’ character and appeal stems from its cultural milieu. This milieu
is extremely varied, reflecting the variety of people and cultural resources that are a
part of Santa Cruz life. Archaeologic and historic resources provide a cultural link to
the past. They exist as reminders of the City’s past and to educate the community
about its history and, in the case of historic buildings and landmarks, are a major
influence in how the Cily looks.

Page 20: Coastal Act Section 30253(5) requires that new development protect special
communities that are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses and states:

30253: New development shall: (5) Where appropriate, protect special communities and
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor
destination points for recreational uses.

As discussed below, the proposed amendment of Policy 2.16 raises the question of
whether demolition of the La Bahia apartments, as opposed to renovation, is inconsistent
with Section 30253

Page 21: With respect to existing beach area community character, the La Babhia is located
in the City’s central beach area just inland of Santa Cruz Main Beach and adjacent to
Cowell Beach, the Santa Cruz Municipal Wharf, and the Boardwalk. This area is the City’s

primary tourist draw and its most popular visitor destination point, drawing millions of

visitors each year.

A



Page 38: Finally, it is important to observe that the proposed amendment will facilitate
redevelopment of a rather deteriorated site located in the heart of the City’s visitor-serving
area.

4) PRESERVATION OF HISTORICAL LANDMARK

The Staffs facilitating the demolition of a historical landmark is an alarming
precedent. An effort could and should be made to save a significant portion of the
structure. | hope this is NOT setting a new Coastal Commission policy.

Making a replica is not the same as restoring the original. Some Taco Bells may be built to
look like California Missions — but we still want to visit the originals.

FYI: The City's Historical Preservation Committee unanimously rejected this project.

Page 20: Protection of community character, including historic resources, is an important
part of the certified LCP.

Page 21: While the La Bahia is an important part of the City’s community character,
including its historic resource value. ...

Also, see item 3) above for more on the importance of historical preservation.

5) IN-LIEU FEES INSTEAD OF LOWER-COST VISITOR SERVING
Bad idea. Don't accept in-lieu fees. Especially only $200,000. That's chump
change. Require the developer to make appropriate changes on-site.

6) HOTEL FEASIBILITY
The developer has stated that a smaller hotel is not feasible, but...

Plans for a new Marriott Hotel nearby in the beach area were recently approved- it is
bigger yet meets existing LCP zoning and requirements. The new Marriott Hotel:

(1) has more units (150) than La Bahia (125)

(2) has as many parking spaces

(3) is_on a smaller parcel

(4) is designed without using the entire 43-foot height allowance
(5) will have more generous setbacks.

All of which demonstrate what can be done within the currently approved LCP.
Designed to existing BSOL and LCP standards
Sailed through Planning Approval
Did NOT request any special exceptions
Did NOT request LCP changes.

| urge the Commission to deny these LCP amendments and tell the developer to
redesign his project within the existing LCP and Coastal Act standards.

| urge the Coastal Commission to deny the LCP amendments for the La Bahia Hotel or
approve it with the conditions that it is built within existing zoning limits and that it retains
more of the existing historical landmark structure.

The developer has publically stated that if the Coastal Commission denies his proposed
project, he will “probably redesign it". Encourage him to do that.

£
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ALDO GIACCHINO-

AJG 05 20“ 1005 Pelton Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Commission, August 4, 2011
California Coastal gust 4,
Central Coast Area

Re: IN OPPOSITION TO: Th 8-d
City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel).

Dear Commissioners:

| urge you to deny the proposed LCP amendments and encourage the developer to redesign the project
to conform to the standards and regulations of the current LCP.

Section 30253(5) of the Coastal Act requires that new development protect special communities and
neighborhoods which, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for
recreation.

When the residents of Santa Cruz adopted the LCP for this part of town, they did not use the
Coconut Grove and Dream Inn as the standards for the area. They voted to impose regulations
based on the prevailing three-story character of the surrounding residences and hotels, including
the Casablanca Inn which is adjacent to La Bahia. The Commission should keep this in mind and
reject the proposed amendment (for a single block) because it is in sharp contrast with the current
neighborhood plan that was developed with extensive community involvement and support.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act provides that any coastal development be sited and designed:
to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize alteration of natural land
forms, and to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas.

The height of the project should be limited to that allowed by the currently certified LCP. The
adjacent Casablanca Inn should be the neighborhood standard for height and scale; certainly not
the pre-Coastal Act Coconut Grove and the Dream Inn. They are examples of what the Coastal Act
was meant to prevent, not emulate. The smaller scale Alternative 4 from the project EIR is the
environmental alternative that is least damaging to this community and to project site.

If Commissioners accept the rationale that allows a spot zoning of the La Bahia parcel, there will
be no obstacle to anyone in the coastal zone getting the next spot zone to mimic the scale of the
new La Bahia. A “domino effect” will set in and it will effectively dismantle our local coastal
program one parcel at a time, each pointing to the previous one as the definition of “surrounding
area.” That can't be the meaning of Coastal Act Section 20351.

The staff’s suggested findings repeat the developers’ claim that the costs of rehabilitation are
prohibitive, roughly an additional $17 per sq.ft. compared to demolition. This is just a ruse.

If rehabilitation costs had been the real driving factor for the developers in deciding not to
rehabilitate, they could and should have sought financial assistance from the City’s Redevelopment
Agency to make the rehab project financially feasible. This project is in a designated
redevelopment area. Public funding assistance could have been made available, but the
developers shunned it because they are hell bent on demolition. They have opted for the crass
exploitation of a prominent site instead of sensible restoration of a historic icon.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

Aldo Giacchino
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Re: Th8d-8-2011 City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
August 4, 2001

From: Santa Cruzans for Responsible Planning.

To: Coastal Commissioners

Santa Cruzans for Responsible Planning requests that you deny the proposed La Bahia Local
Coastal Plan amendments and encourage the developer to redesign his project to conform to
the current Local Coastal Plan.

SCRP is a local group (including City Councilmembers and former Mayors) who are concerned
with local planning and resulting development in Santa Cruz. As our name implies, we strive for
Responsible Planning, which we hope will result in development that is appropriately scaled for
Santa Cruz and that will enhance our City while retaining its character and desirability.

SCRP had several meetings with the developer, Barry Swenson Builders, a few years ago when
they were still designing their project. We were encouraged by their wanting to work with us
because we agree that a nice hotel on that site would be good for Santa Cruz. Unfortunately,
the meetings were broken off when it became apparent that their plans were exploitive and
much more grandiose than what SCRP felt was appropriate for the area.

The current LCP better conforms to the Coastal Act Standards and to the Beach Area South of
Laurel plan created by a large Citizen committee. The BSOL laid out the size and scale the
Citizen committee determined is appropnate for Santa Cruz— for now and future development.

As the Coastal Act states, the hotel on that site should blend into not dominate the surrounding
neighborhood. The Casablanca Inn, across the street from the La Babhia, is a good example of
appropriate size and scale for the area. FYI, even though the Casablanca is older than the La

Bahia apartments, it is obviously well maintained and has not been neglected like the La Bahia.

The height and scale of the proposed La Bahia hotel have been compared to the nearby too-tall
Dream Inn. The Dream Inn is a pre-Coastal Act building and is a classic example of what the
Coastal Act was meant to prevent. Santa Cruz does not deserve another too-tall building.

An example of what SCRP believes is appropriate scaled development is the recently approved
new Marriott Hotel nearby in the beach area. It has more units (150) than proposed La Bahia
(125), yet mests existing LCP zoning and requirements. Also, it is on a smaller parcel, will have
more generous setbacks, has as many parking spaces and is designed without using the entire
43-foot height allowance. Obviously, a new hotel built to existing LCP standards is feasible.

It is important to not demolish the existing iconic, historic La Bahia structure but to rehabilitate
the historic buildings as much as is possible. Ironically, in their early presentations to the
community, the developer bragged about how good they are at restoration of old buildings and
showed many examples of their work in Santa Cruz and San Jose. Apparently, they can do it.

The La Bahia Beach area is a very popular visitor destination. The existing LCP is better for
protecting views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas and it allows development
that is more visually compatible with the character of the surrounding area.

We ask the Commissioners to deny the proposed LCP amendments. They will result in
inappropriate development in Santa Cruz that is contrary to the Citizens desires as outlined in
the BSOL and is contrary to the Coastal Act Standards.

Bill Malone,
for Santa Cruzans for Responsible Planning

RECEIVED

AUG 04 2011

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Areq , 50
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Dear Coastal Commissioners,

As the current manager of the Beach Street Inn and Suites and the formeFfront Office Manager of the
Dream (nn {when It was still the Coast Santa Cruz Hotel) | have been working in the hotel industry In
Santa Cruz for the majority of the last decade. My positions have put me directly in contact with
hundreds of visitars to Santa Cruz on a daily basls and have given me first-hand knowledge of what
visitors 1o this area expect and need. There has been a lack of quality hotel establishments in Santa Cruz
for years. Visitors to the area expect to find comfortable and quality establishments where they can stay
near the beach, but are often frustrated to find a lack of rooms during peak season, especially quality
rooms.

Since undergoing the first stage of a major remodel at the Beach Street Inn this past winter, | can tell
you that the demand over this peak season has been far greater for our remodeled and higher quality
rooms than for our older, non-renovated rooms even though the price difference often exceeds $100
per night for the higher quality rooms. Our non-remadeled rooms are still clean and comfortable, but it
has been my experience that there is a demand for high quality fixtures and amenities and there isa
severe lack of hotels In Santa Cruz offering these. Flat screen TVs, Ipod docking stations, in room’
refrigerators and microwaves are just a few examples of the types of amenitles thét guests have come
to expect to find in hotel rooms.

As a supply and demand issue, it makes sense to charge more for more quality rooms and as a business
it is Important to recognize that there is a significant cost associated with creating quality
accommodation and therefore necessary to charge more.

| understand the Commission’s desire to create affordable accommodations in areas near the beach, but
Santa Cruz has an abundance of lower cost hotels. Adding more low cost rocms is not going to heip
draw in conference guests and other off season visitors that Santa Cruz needs to help prolong the visitor

125 Beach Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
831.423.3031

fax: 831.423.2607
www.BeachScreetinn.com
infc@BeachStreetinn.com 3/
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season. As a community, we don’t need more cheap rooms for people who just want a place to party
and crash.

Adding more quality rooms will help drive down the cast of the other lower quality hotels in the area to
a more reasonable price. One of the major reasons that it Is difficult to find affordable accommodations
In Santa Cruz during the summer months Is that there is simply a lack of hotel rooms in Santa Cruz.
Adding more quality rooms would help drive down the cost of lower guality accommodations.

My recommendation is simple: allow the La Bahia project to be completed as designed, without
restrictions on the types of rates that the property could charge. An Increase in the total number of
rooms available in Santa Cruz will naturally drive down the rates of lower quality establishments in the
city, thus creating an increase in affordable raoms without punishing establishments that are actually
making an effort to create quality hotel rooms and bring in new business to Santa Cruz.

Sincerely,

Laurs Waltz

Manager

Beach Street Inn and Suites

125 Beach Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

831.423,3031

fox: 831.423.2607
www.BeachStreetinn.com

Info@BeachStreetinn.com 8%
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Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

c/o Central Coast District Office

725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Commissioners:

The Santa Cruz Area Chamber of Commerce enthusiastically supports the La Bahia Hotel project
and encourages you to approve the changes necessary to the Santa Cruz LCP to permit the
hotel’s development.

The Chamber has been involved in the evolution of this project from its conceptual
development as part of the Beach Area/South of Laurel Plan (BSOL) in the mid-1990s to today’s
final entitlement stages. This project is the keystone of our community’s efforts to revitalize the
beach area.

We believe the Commission’s local staff has accurately analyzed the changes in the LCP related
to project height and demolition of the existing structure that are required for this project to
proceed. This is the project that was contemplated when the local coastal plan was adopted by
the City and approved by the Coastal Commission. That the height constraints and costs of
rehabilitation of the existing structure proved uneconomic does not significantly affect either
the opportunities or the positive impacts of the project. Nor do they significantly change the
aesthetics of the project.

When the Hotel Casa Del Rey’s several hundred rooms had to be demolished following the
1989 earthquake, the La Bahia Hotel became the last iconic hotel property in the Beach Area.
This is an opportunity to reconstruct this treasured piece of Santa Cruz history, preserving its
historic ambiance, in a way that is economically feasible.

The BSOL plan was predicated on reinvestment in this property. Defining a new aesthetic for
the Beach Area, removing an economically unproductive eyesore from the heart of the beach-
commercial zone, generating new traffic with its conference and meeting rooms and its full-
service restaurant, and demonstrating confidence in the viability of new investment in the
beach area are expected to be the catalysts that encourage the rehabilitation of many other
out-of-date lodging properties and the construction of new accommodations in and around the
beach area.



The Chamber is concerned about the proposal contained in the staff report to require either an
assessment against new and rehabilitating properties or dedication of a percentage of rooms
within each such project to “low-cost.” We are not confident of the accuracy of the staff’s
analysis comparing average actual summer room revenues to the rates at individual Santa Cruz
properties.

More importantly, the remedy proposed risks doing the exact opposite of its goal. Rather than
increasing the number of AAA-approved-quality rooms, it seems more like to constrain the
improvement of substandard properties and discourage property owners from developing
properties as new lodging.

As is apparent from the City’s Ocean Street planning effort there are significant market
opportunities for expansion of the stock of lodging in Santa Cruz. In addition, the City’s

- Redevelopment Agency is embarking on a project to encourage selected lodging property
owners to rehabilitate their properties in the beach area — reducing the number of substandard
rooms. Financing these projects is especially challenging — but not impossible — in the current
financial environment and these financial conditions seem unlikely to significantly improve in
the foreseeable future. Adding what appears to effectively be a 25% surcharge to each room
makes development of these properties as other commercial or residential uses... or not
developing them at all... a much better investment by their owners.

The staff proposal also suggests what appears to be a very expensive monitoring system
without any meaningful enforcement mechanism.

The City of Santa Cruz does not have resort properties or elegant accommodations. Nor is the
city striving to become a high-end destination. We recognize the importance of having a range
of properties. We are confident that the best way to sustain and expand our supply of
affordable rooms is through growth in the number of rooms. It is quite apparent from recent
experience that consumer demand and room supply control the price of rooms. We encourage
the Commission not to impose these changes on this long-delayed project and to direct staff to
work with the city to develop meaningful strategies to accomplish these objectives.

Coupled with the new Monterey Bay Marine Sanctuary Exploration Center a few hundred yards
away and public improvements in the city’s visitor serving access and infrastructure the
Chamber is confident that the La Bahia Hotel will very significant enhance the value Santa Cruz
and its coastal resources offers to visitors and the State of California.

Respectfully Submitted

William R. Tysseling

Executive Director

Santa Cruz Area Chamber of Commerce
611 Ocean St., Suitel

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
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112-Ocean View Way -  Santa Cruz, CA 95062 - 831/426-8041
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July 31, 2011

AUG 04 2011
California Coastal Commission _
Mary K. Shallenberger, Chair California Coastal Commission,
c/o Central Coast District office Central Coast Area
725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060
.Re: Support of the Proposed Local Coastal Plan Amendment for the City of Santa Cruz
Dear Chair Shallenberger and Coastal Commissioners,

I am an 18-year resident of Santa Cruz, a homeowner, and an active member of the community.
I have long felt there is a need for a high quality hotel in the Santa Cruz City beach area. 1
_strongly support the La Bahia Hotel project, and encourage you to enable it to move forward by
approving the City of Santa Cruz Local Coastal Plan Amendment.

The City has long needed such a facility. In 2003-04, when a new hotel and conference center
was proposed for the Coast Santa Cruz Hotel site (currently the Dream Inn), many of the
opponents of that project argued that the Coast Hotel site was not suitable for such a facility.
They suggested that the City instead work with a developer to put such a project at the La Bahia
location, which they felt was more appropriate.

The projéct under consideration has been in the planning stages for several years, and the
developers have modified their plans repeatedly in response to requests from the City of Santa
- Cruz, and as a result of community input. The benefits of the project are numerous: it is a
visitor-serving facility providing public access to privately owned amenities; the design is
aesthetically pleasing and in keeping with the character of the area; the building will be LE.E.D
certified; much needed jobs will be created, both during the construction, and more importantly,
..~ on a long term basis; and the City will receive revenue from the taxes generated by the project
and from additional visitor spending.

I believe this project will significantly benefit the area, and I urge you to approve the proposed
amendment. Thank you for your consideration.

Marty Ackerman
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THE BASKINS
633 HIGHLAND AVE.

SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA 95060-2035 RECEIVED
August 3, 2011 AUG 04 2011
California Coastal Commissi
Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners rg:m’al Ctal (éo! on,
California Coastal Commission
c/o Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Re: ity of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 Bahia Hotel,

Dear Commissioners:

I have resided in Santa Cruz since 1974. My wife and I have raised two children here. I
have owned and operated a local business since 1979. I write this letter in support of the La
Bahia Hotel project as proposed and the related LCP Amendment.

The benefits of La Bahia Hotel to our community are numerous. While Santa Cruz has
many motels, it lacks a nice beachfront hotel. The Dream Inn, while beachfront, is an
architectural obscenity. The Spanish Revival style of the La Bahia will provide a much needed
face lift to our central beach area. Swenson Builders has a great track record in the City of Santa
Cruz and in the San Jose area. The project will bring much needed jobs to our local construction -
industry at a time when new construction is in a slump. Once built, the hotel will be an ongoing
employer and will generate tax revenue for our city.

I am a long time Sierra Club member. I also recognize that not all development is bad;
we must distinguish between development that will be an environmental blight and projects like
this one, which will incorporate environmentally sustainable design and be L.E.E.D. (green
building) certified. Once operating, the hotel will promote alternate transportation_through bike
facilities, beach shuttle support, employee bus passes, and electric care docking area.

I cannot emphasize strongly enough the importance of approving this project.

S (P

DAVID GREEN BASKIN
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Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners
California Coastal Commission California Coas ‘ommis
C/O Central Coast District Office 0 Central tal Co slon,
725 Front St. Suite 300 Coast Area

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners,

As you know, the La Bahia project is coming up for discussion and an eventual vote by the
California Coastal Commission In August. | am writing this letter-to inform you of the support that
the Santa Cruz City Firefighters, L1716 has for this particular project. Aside from the obvious
financial benefit for the city and the services we provide our citizens, our local is interested in the
various other benefits that this project possesses.

As you know this particular building is quite dated and in need of numerous improvements to
ensure safety for the public. Most importantly, a fully operational and updated fire protection
system is necessary-for the residents/ftenants and the neighbors living In the immediate vicinlty.

A seismic upgrade is also necessary to prevent the catastrophic failure of such a large building in
a densely populated area. In addition to these fire safety issues, we firmly believe that this
project has the potential to improve the look and feel of the beach area in such a dramatic
fashion, that the crime and other unsavory activities that are currently an issue will be significantly
reduced if not eliminated. With the inclusion of underground parking and alternative
transportation added to this project as well as the additional funds slated for traffic improvements,
this project will-undoubtedly improve and enhance the beach environment while fuffilling the
vision of the Coastal Act.

The lack of a suitable replacement for the current structure could very well contribute to further
deterioration and stagnation of an area which we as city workers and city residents rely on for
financial strength and a uniquely sirong sense of pride. The mere fact that this project itself can
generate nearly $600,000 in hotel taxes and an additional $135,000 in sales tax will help Santa
Cruz flourish as it maintains its identity and unique coastal community character. As a labor
group, we also value the employment benefits that this project offers our local community. The
presence of year round employment (72 full ime/30 part time) along with competitive wages,
benefits and continuing career training/education is what sets this project apart from others.

The Santa Cruz City Firefighters hope that you will seriously consider supporting and voting for
this project. We feel that is the right time and the right project for the City of Santa Cruz to ensure
that the citizens are provided with the utmost in both public safety and future financial security.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this issue or our reasons for endorsing the
project, please feel free to contact me at any time. - Thank you very much for your time,
consideration, and service to our community.

Rob Oatey, President
Santa Cruz City Firefighters, Local 1716
roatey@comcast.net

Affiliated with International Association of Fire Fighters - California Professional Firefighters - AFL-CIO
California Labor Federation - Santa Cruz Central Labor Council » California Labor Cope
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California Coastal Cormission,
Central Coast Arca

August 4, 2011

Chair Mary K. Shallenberger
And Commissioners

California Coastal Commission
C/O Central Coast District Office
725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11
(1.a Bahia Hotel) '

Honorable Chair and Commissioners:

Our firm has been a fixture in Santa Cruz and the Monterey Bay Area for over 90 years, respecting
history and the environment that we live in. The coastal region is a key part of what makes the entire area
so desirable to live, work and visit.

For a number of years, La Bahia Hotel has been discussed, plans refined and approvals sought. We have
consistently supported the proposed improvements and applaud the Santa Cruz City Council for
thoroughly reviewing the plans and ultimately approving the project on the basis of substantial economic
and social benefits.

We now sense that it is critical that your commission approve this project.

The current residential use is significantly past its useful life. Converting those residential apartments
into a high priority, visitor serving, and quality hotel is an excellent choice for redeveloping the main
beach area. For years Santa Cruz has needed to upgrade its stock of quality hotel rooms to match its
potential as a visitor destination.

A key part of the proposed development would convert the current private use to public access to hotel
amenities. In addition, the current design reflects a design compatible with the community character and
recreates key historic features such as the Bell Tower and Courtyards. The developer, Barry Swenson
Builder, has a successful tract record of converting historic buildings while maintaining historic motifs.
The St. George Hotel and former County Bank Buildings in downtown Santa Cruz are great examples of
their vision and execution.

Their commitment to green building is well documented. Our firm worked with their team to construct a
local low income, 100% accessible project, Redwood Commons, that earned Green Building Award #13
issued by the City of Santa Cruz to improve, conserve and sustain resources within the city limits. It is
our understanding that Barry Swenson Builder is committed to building L.a Bahia Hotel in an
environmentally sustainable manner along LEED guidelines.



Chair Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners
California Coastal Commission

(City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11
August 4, 2011

Page 2

Such examples as alternate transportation through bike facilities, shuttle busses, electric car recharging
and employee passes are consistent with United States Green Building Council. The design will also
integrate a pedestrian friendly street frontage to further enhance the main beach neighborhood.

The City of Santa Cruz and overall community will benefit with construction jobs, well paying hotel jobs,
increased tax base and the catalyst for future beach area improvements that would have far reaching
positive impact.

We encourage the Commission to review the current presentation, reflect on the overall community
support and impact and approve this project in its present form. We believe that the Design Team has
created a concept that has evolved with community input that successfully meets goals and objectives of
your Commission, the City of Santa Cruz, the residents and visitors alike.

We look forward to learning of your approval of the project and near term implementation of the plan
with the start of construction activities.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely

Thomas E. Wilson

Vice President

Geo. H. Wilson, Inc.

Enclosure: Good Times — Santa Cruz Article 03/03/11

TEW/bss
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Plans for a four-star, 125-room hotel have
been in the works for more than a decade.
Why the La Bahia Hotel is a good idea and
how Santa Cruz could greatly benefit from it.




There will be six docking sta'lions for electric

cars, making it an appeallng deslmallon for .
green travelers.

“Asa cerlmed LEED Green Building pmjecl

i everything, from conlrollmg soit érosion during
construction to water and energy efficiency -
measures once it's up and running is eco-forward.

e
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e “ECONOMICS

The La Bahta Hotet would generate an estimated

$725,000 in Transient Occupancy Taxes for the

city and $10 million in spending in the community
. eachyear.

Dlans for a four-star, 125-room hotel have
- peen in the works for more than a decade.

Bhu

CWiniews o

YLa Bahia

Hotel is a good idea
and how Santa Cruz
could greatly beneflt
from it.

Editor’s Note: tets face it: sometimes change
can be uncomfortable. {Although, it doesn’t really have to
be.} That said, the matters surrounding the proposed La
Bahia Hotel in Santa Cruz’s Beach Flats have become a3
unique opportunity for the entire community. The idea: to
replace the La Bahia apartments, which have been
somewhat the face of the iconic Santa Cruz beachfront
for 85 years, with a four-star, 125-room La Bahia Hotet.
Why? A number of reasons, but a few that certainly stand
out revolve around boosting the local economy and
brightening up the face of the neighborhood, which has
been showing severe signs of aging for far too long. Take
a look: in its current state, La Bahia is in serious need of
existential CPR. Its broad, white stucco walls and red-
tiled roof are severely worn down. The neighborhood sur-
_rounding it, once thriving, appears to have slipped into an
abyss of disrepair.

Enter Barry Swenson Builder. More than a decade
ago, the locat contractor—the entity behind refurbishing
the historic Del Mar Theatre, among others—unraveled
La Bahia Hotel plans-in an effort to breathe new life into
215 Beach Street. During that time, the project had been
the subject of hearings, votes, even lawsuits, and the
Santa Cruz City Council and Planning Commission
approved the ptans. Now the project’s fate rests in the
hands of the Coastal Commission, which must vate on
whether to approve of the hotet's 14-foot surpassing of
coastal height regulations. That vote was initially slated
for the Coastal Commission’s March 9-11 meeting,
which will be held in Santa Cruz, but two weeks before
the meeting, Gov. Jerry Brown dismissed two commis-
sioners, bringing the number of commissioners from 12
to 10—making La Bahia Hotel's seven necessary votes
more risky to obtain. The matter is now slated to come
before the commission sometime this spring er sum-
mer, ance the forces behind the proposal have had more
time to talk the project over with Coastal Commission
staff, Should the Coastal Commission shoot down the La
Bahia Hotel proposal, it is likely that Barry Swenson
Builder will pult out of the project.

Which is where GT comes in. There are rare
moments in time when one’s presence in a community
could affect a positive change just by merely speaking
up. We'd like to speak up. We believe in the La Bahia
Hotel project and we want it to go through—for a num-
ber of reasons, which we outline on the following
pages. But in studying the evoltution of this curious
endeavor over the last decade, GT, overall, views the
praject as a "plus.” _

1 recall something Jesse Nickell, vice president of
Barry Swenson Builder, recently said: "All neighbor-
heods go through life cycles, usually of about 75 years,
like a human life cycle. The beach area has run
through its cycle. It's on its downward turn, It needs to
go back through its next cycle. and this is a key piece
to doing that:”

16>
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20 to 750/ ' OFF

Entire Store

40% OFF
ooy

_All Calendars

75% OFF 4

ALL coffee
table books

12 OFF

Return This Coupon Fot A Specml Bonus Of 575 000 Prize Dollaxs
Name.
Address
City/State

Lnle«MpqumPaD:; Exphes Feb 23ed, 201)
Mum\u w000 ..

'AWnale World of Insp.(alvcn

(GATEWAYS &
/—\/

Sale Hours:
Sunday-Saturday
11:00-8:00pm

nta Cruz
r the Crepe Place & Rio Theater)
w.gatewaysbookscom .

"Jsslsiiﬂ»-

=
=3
-

goodtimessantacruz.com

f“;Callforma Grey Bcars

THRIFT S‘I'ORE

Now Open Every Saturday
' startmg March:5! -

Hours~ Mon - Sat, oam 3pm

Huge selection of Clothing,' Housewares,
Fumlture, Fine Art, Books and more '

)’our donations and purchases support our
Brown Bag Program, serving
Santa Cruz County senfors In need for 38 years.

2710 Chanticleer-Ave = .
(pas( Sutter Matemlty, off Soquel Dr):_

831-462-1665 . www.greybears. org

LA BAHEA

“All neighborhoods go through life cycles, usual-
ly of about 75 years, like a human life cycle. The
beach area has run through its cycle. It’s on its
downward turn, it needs to go back through its
next cycle, and this is a key piece to doing that.”

—Jesse Nickell, Barry Swenson Builder

m W
\ 6

" 3 ' » i .‘m

1 ﬁ'? E£1 §

‘_... _,’?‘ ] ..,‘ Il !%.
8

beach improvements. Unparalleled views and location
suit the site well for development of lhe premier con-
!erence hotel iacruty in the beach area.”

of which were on Pacific Avenue. Wherever possible,
it saved original parts of the buildings or repticated
the original design: It rebuilt the St. George [where
Bookshop Santa Cruz currently resides) from the - .
ground up, incorporated the two remaining \ walls of

the Old County Bank into the current bailding {which © - . :
~ houses Pacific Wave and NextSpace), and refurhished ) TH l N KI NG v
the former Bank of America building that is now New : LOCAL Fl RST' :
Leaf Communily Market. The company’s headquar- There will be 3 first-hiré
ters are in San Jose, but Nickell runs his operation policy for the Beach Flats, :
out of Santa Cruz. We believe its history of the devel- . meaning that neighbarhood
opment of local projects shows-a good understandmg residents will have first dibson
of what Santa Cruz is all about. : the construction and hote! jobs.
. This hyper-local employment

effort will be a huge econorriic
‘opportunity for Beach Flats. The neighborhood will

\ BEAUTY NOT

also benefit from the project’s one-time $505,000
B L|GHT traffic improvernent to the area around the hotel. The
Beach Street is locat art community will also get a boost, as the
a
develo {an to use local art to decorate hotel -
defining Santa Cruz loca- eve opers p Y

. hallways and rooms.

What Do
You Think? -

Share your thoughts with the Coastal
Commission as it prepares to vote on this project
later this year. Contact Santa Cruz County Supervisor
Mark Stone, the Central Coast Representative, at
mark.stonef@co.santa-cruz.ca.us or 454-2200. View
the complete list of contact information for the com-

missioners at coastal.ca.gov/rosterhtml.

tion; dubbed a “signature -
. street” in the city’s plans.
It's directly linked to the
Boardwalk, Wharf, and
only minutes from
Downtown; and behmd it rests one of Santa Cruz's
most characteristic neighborhoods, the Beach Flats.
Why let it wither away? Where a rundown eyesore now
sits, a beautiful hotel could be erected, helping the
whole area to be more vibrant and attractive. Once the
hotel settles in, other much-needed improvement
plans could start trickling in; this hope is spelled out
in the city’s Beach and South of Laurel Area Plan from
1998, which identifies La Bahia as having the best
potential to “serve as the main catalyst for future

77
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To: California Coastal Commission

Théd

Please APPROVE the La Bahia Hotel in Santa Cruz

REPRESENTATIVE FORM
RECEIVED CONTAINGING
36§ NAMES & ADDRESSES

The new La Bahia Hotel will embody the Coastal Commission’s objectives of public
access and resource protection. It will improve coastal access by providing new visitor
facilities while also incorporating high environmental standards, historic features, and
support for low-cost accommodations. It will improve the entire beach area for all
visitors. It’s good for our community and good for California. Please SUPPORT the
City’s Local Coastal Plan amendment so this project can move forward.

nave_ Pene sy AN

appress M Coyshon Lace

CITY/ZIP

Ceon, A SSO2

CITY/ZIP

Agizs CA 9Gzg03

NAME
ADDRESS
CITY/ZIP
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ADDRESS
CITY/ZIP
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CITY/ZIP
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CITY/ZIP
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CITY/ZIP
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NAME |

ADDRESS AUG 03 2071

CITY/ZIP
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CITY/ZIP
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ADDRESS
CITY/ZIP
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ADDRESS
CITY/ZIP

NAME _
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CITY/ZIP

NAME
ADDRESS
CITY/ZIP
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Bubject:Yes - S8upport for La Bahia Hotel
From: Mark Musselman (markoceancalii@yahoo.com)
Tos friendsoflabahia@gmail com; rcoonerty@cityofsantacruz.com;
' markoceancalif@yahoo,com;
submitletters@santacruzsentinel.com; letters@gtweekly.com;
Cc: pbeditor@pressbanner.com; opinion@tpgonlinedaily.com;
contact@metroactive.com; fulkins@cruzio.com;

Date: Tue, 02 Aug 2011 20:36:37 | R E C E'VED

| _ A AUG 0 3 2011
To: The Chairperson: Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners, .
California Coastal Commission CALIFORNIA

Coples by email: all local newspapers, friends of La Bahia, Carol Fulkins, Ryan Cogggfty&i %%%g%! SA%’E%

From: Mark Musselman, ‘
Business manager, Westside homeowner and resident — for over 30 years.
828 Pelton Ave., Santa Cruz, CA

:S’ubject.- City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Mmiber 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

I am delighted to have this opportunity to write to you and particularly, to share my views on the La
Bahiz Hotel development. In the past, I have written to encourage the project developer, the city council
members about my favorable view for this worthwhile business development and venture.

I have witched closely for years the dialogue and the specifics regarding the La Bahia Hotel, 1 definitely
see this Hotel as has having many advantages for the Santa Cruz community, The current architectural
conditions of the existing histarical building, in my view are very well represent in the developer’s
Spanish revival design criteria and go well beyond simply enhancing the commercial site in its Main
Beach location (I have personally, gone to developer’s website to s¢¢ architectural renderings), The bell
tower, underground parking, business services and community access facilities, court yards, .., - all
seem to tastefully surpass what exits today,

I am a coastal residential and as such can understand neighborhood attitudes on height, soenic views and
or compatible characteristics. 1 strongly feel this protectionism (not in my backyard) is not warranted.
The exdisting structure is dilapidated, unsafe and has often been written up in the local press as marginal
and unsuitable for tenants, First hand I have seen that though histotical in nature — remodeling vs.
providing from the ground up a first rate Hotel minimizes what the community deserves. In a city that is
known for its beachs and amusement park the right approach is a new quality Hotel with a structure that
brings safety and integral features to the site.

" La Bahia will bring valuable, meaningful and long term employment to many residents. It provides

private amenities to the public (in a community with few conference centers and many needs); focuses
tourism at a prime tourist location, aids in reducing transportation congestion and adds additional small
business services and opportunities.

Santa Cruz is a progressive town and the City Council over the years has finessed this agreement to
satisfy in my view all previous objectionable concerns. I drive the area as apart of my regular traffic
patterns and belisve providing ¢lectric docks, employee bus passes, shuttle services, bieycles, and on
foot accessible businesses with across the street entertainment — recreation; enhances not detracts from

B/2/2011 8:35 P}
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city street safety and flow.

Some issues in Santa Cruz just never seem to get resolved. I have been in support of this from the
beginning and I can hear the Wharf seals bark and roller coaster tourist screams; I am a neighbor,

Holding back the community on this opportunity, for any historical congerns or rational just does seem
correct. I can’t attend — but wish I could share my support in person.

Yaaavig_____

Gt ] 5/

tof 2 8/2/2011 B:38 F
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UNITE HERE Local 483 L

702 Forest Avenue, Suite C | - (831) 375-2246

Fax: (831) 375-0459
Pacific Grove, CA 93950 EMall: Heredg3@aol.com

RECEIVED

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel) CALIFORNIA

Dear Coasl Commislonce: BonTHAL BB

On behalf of the 1,300 Montsrey Bay members of UNITE HERE Local 483, the hospitality workers
union of Santa Cruz and Monterey counties, I write to object to the proposed amendments to the Santa
Cruz Local Coastal Program (LCF). We are also members of the Build a Better La Bahia Coalition.

Local 483 members are concerned about sustainable land use and development throughout Monterey Bay.
Like the public at large, Local 483 members and their families have a direct interest in assuring that new
coastal development is designed, constructed and operated in a manner that will not result in adverse
environmental and community impacts.

As a union of hotel and restaurant workers, we certainly want a strong tourist economy in Santa Cruz, and
we do indeed want a hotel project at La Bahia site. We do not however believe that the short-term
economic gain of the developer is enough to justify tearing down an historic landmark and destroying the
comrmmity character of the beach area. That would not be in the interests of Santa Cruz, tourists, or
workers.

The amendments to the LCP would allow for a hote] that is simply far too big in size and scale. Our
members refer to the proposed hotel as “La Behemoth™! The massive structures would dominate, rather
than blend with, the surrounding area. They would disrupt the public views to and along the ocean for
residents and visitors alike. They would block out the beautiful tapered or tiered effect of the area behind
the cutrent La Bahia. The giant new buildings would transform the scale and the character of the beach
area into 2 more generic any-beach-town-USA.

And with La Behemoth, we would lose entirely an historic structure, La Bahia (Apartments now, a former
hotel), that has defined the beach area—the centerpiece of it—-for 85 years. Destroying La Bahia structure
would certainly destroy the community character that the LCP and Coastal Act seek to protect.

We believe there are many possibilities for a hotel at La Bahia site that do not demolish it nor dwarf the
sutrounding area beyond rccognition. We urge you to keep the current LCP in place and give Santa Cruz
a chance to preserve its coast, its history, and its character.

123
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Susan Craig RECEIVED rh :d

From: Drew Meyer [andrew_c_meyer@yahoo.com] ] .

Sent:  Saturday, July 30, 2011 11:46 PM AUG 02 20"

To: Susan Craig California Coastal Commission,
Subject: La Bahia Central Coast Area

Dear Ms. Susan Craig-

I'm the current Chairman of the Santa Cruz Historic Preservation
Commission, writing to you about the La Bahia project on the next Coastal
Commission agenda. This is a quick note to express my opinions.

Please reject the city application to amend the local coastal program.

The HPC did not (and does not) recommend approval of demolition of
the La Bahia Apartments. This locally listed structure could qualify has a
National Historic Landmark and could be rehabilitated in significant part.

The city analysis of rehabilitation alternatives has been found inadequate,
and the City's decision remains the subject of a lawsuit. Before the city
council granted special zoning, for the Beach South of Laurel (BSOL) area,
the essential elements of the La Bahia Apartments were to be retained.

The city's land use policies are designed to protect historic and cultural
assets like the La Bahia.

The La Bahia is unique nationally, as the last remaining example of a "hilltop
village” in the country. It was designed by William C Hays, a contemporary of
Frank Lloyd Wright and a founder of the Berkeley School of Architecture. It is
certainly qualified as a unique characteristic of the Santa Cruz beach area,
and therefore is protected under Coastal Act Section 30253 Subsection
(5), which reads:

Section 30253 Minimization of adverse
impacts

New development shall:

(5) Where appropriate, protect special
communities and neighborhoods which,
because of their unique characteristics,
are popular visitor destination points for
recreational uses.

The Historic Preservation Commission has repeatedly recommended against
demolishing this building. Demolition by neglect is shortsighted public policy, especially
in a town with nothing to offer but cultural assets as an economic base. My company, a
$1B public tech firm, just held our annual 3-day Exec Retreat for 50 people at Seascape
because of Santa Cruz's poor reputation. Destroying elegant and unique coastal
resources chasing speculative tourism revenue without addressing the root causes of
our town's reputation is shameful.

Drw Meyer, HPC
Drew Meyer

124
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MONTEREY BAYC

931E. Market Street o Salinas,

L

-1626 « Fax:(8311222-3210

T,
OUNCIL AFL-CI0

RUG U3 201 ! -
California Coastal Commission California Coastal Commission, 8/3/ 2011
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 Central Coast Area

San Francisco, CA 94105
Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Commissioners,

| urge you to reject the proposed amendment to the City of Santa Cruz Local Coastal
Program.

The Monterey Bay Central Labor Council is the “Union on Unions” for Santa Cruz and
Monterey Counties. Our labor council has 65 affiliated locals and represents over 35,000
working families.

The MBCLC has worked in coalition with concerned community members to advocate for
a more appropriate-sized La Bahia Hotel that honors the historic importance of the
existing structure and for a City of Santa Cruz planning process that respects our local
LCP.

During the public process that lead to the adoption of the City of Santa Cruz Local
Coastal Program, local union members spoke up for development in the Beach Area that
would bring much-needed jobs in construction and hospitality. This proposal, though, is
so large that it is out of character for the neighborhood, and fails to preserve historic
features of the existing L.a Bahia.

The City of Santa Cruz Local Coastal Program was developed through a long public
process that carefully weighed the impacts of new development versus the need for
additional visitor-serving businesses and jobs. The MBCLC welcomed the balanced
approach adopted by the City of Santa Cruz, and was glad when the Coastal
Commission approved the LCP. With the current La Bahia project, however, we are
concerned that the City of Santa is “spot zoning” in violation of the LCP, and that the
Commission is being asked to approve this abrogation of the Coastal Act.

The MBCLC believes that demolition of the existing La Bahia is not required and that
rehabilitation combined with new construction would result in a new hotel that would fit in
with the existing visitor-serving business on Beach Street and the residential area of
Beach Hill.

The Coastal Commission Staff Report compares the proposed La Bahia Hotel to the
existing Dream Inn and Coconut Grove. Both of these structures were built pre-
California Coastal Act, and should not been portrayed as setting a precedent for
additional structures as tall as they are. If that was done, Beach Street could eventually
be covered by massive structures all the way from the Dream Inn to the Coconut Grove.

The MBCLC stands ready to support and advocate for a La Bahia Hotel project that
better fits the coastal visitor-serving area and the neighboring residential area.
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Responsible develbpment that honors our historic structures, does not overwhelm
neighboring businesses and homes, and complies with the current LCP would be
embraced by our labor council and the wider community.

New construction and the creation of new hospitality jobs is welcomed by the MBCLC
and the union locals affiliated with our labor council. Nonetheless, we urge Coastal
Commissioners to reject the City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment as being inconsistent
with the California Coastal Act.

Monterey Bay Central Labor Council

Cesar Lara
Executive Director

® Page 2
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Thiel
RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission August 2, 2011 _

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 AUG 02 2011

San Francisco, CA 94105 ,
California Coastal Commission,

Re: Staff Report for Th8d: Central Coast Area

City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Commissioners;

Recently I wrote to the Commission regarding the proposed amendment to the City of Santa Cruz
LCP. At that time the Coastal Commission Staff Report had not yet been issued. Now that the
Report has been issued, reading the Report provides an opportunity for a more focused response to
the issues the staff felt should be primary in the Commission’s consideration.

According to the staff, “the crux of the primary issue ...is really two-fold: is demolition of the La
Bahia appropriate and, if so, what would be the appropriate standards for redevelopment following
such demolition.” This contention is baffling. Granting that the proposed amendment is a project
driven amendment, I assert that the issue properly before the Commission is not the proposed
project, itself, but rather the proposed amendments and their relation to the Coastal Act and the
certified LCP LUP’s. It appears that the staff would like to blend that consideration with, and
include prejudging, issues that would be appropriate on appeal of a Coastal Development
Permit for the actual project, a CDP that has not yet been issued.

There is nothing in the proposed/modified LUP’s that refers to demolition of the La Bahia nor does
the modified IP require demolition as a part of the proposed new zoning. Both portions of the LCP
could be amended, as modified, and result in a LCP-consistent project that does not include
demolition. Therefore the Commission should consider the amendment without presuming
demolition. Further the Commission should delete all portions of the findings that address the
consistency of the demolition of the La Bahia; since failure to do so would result in prejudging
issues not properly before the Commission at this time.

The critical issue in the IP consistency analysis is the evaluation of what properly constitutes
the “character of the area” or “detracting from historic buildings”, particularly as to the mass
and heights of buildings. In this matter, the staff notes that the Dream Inn and the Cocoanut
Grove/Casino/ Boardwalk provide “bookends” in the Beach Commercial area. The Report
acknowledging that both of these “bookends” are pre-Coastal Act buildings. Yet, in the end, the
report largely disregards the character of the majority of the built environment; the impact on the
historic Casablanca, and relies on the pre-Coastal Act “bookends” to establish the heights.

Do not allow a new “Bookend” in the middle of the beach area.

Using this logic, if the modified IP amendment were approved, a next proposal could rezone all of
the remaining beach commercial area to similar heights. That proposal would be able to rely not
only on the over-size, pre-Coastal-Act “bookends”, but also on the “new” La Bahia as more clearly
establishing the “height” element of the area. This potential most alarmingly reveals the
inconsistency with the LUP’s and adverse precedent to Coastal Planning of the proposed
amendment. Thus the Commission should not accept over-size, pre-Coastal-Act buildings as
establishing the character of the area as to height. Instead it should make its own independent
decision relying upon the vast majority of the built environment including the Casablanca and the
intervening development: the other visitor-serving, commercial, and residential developments.
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The modified LUP amendment

The Staff Report recommends deleting the entire second sentence in the current LUP Land Use
Policy 2.16 and adding four new LUP Economic Development Policies. I prefer retaining the
language of the Land Use Policy 2.16 as it exists; believe that it is currently consistent with the
Coastal Act; and support the extent that it encourages, but does not require, renovation of the La
Bahia. However, I accept the inclination of the staff to find some aspect of the proposed amendment
to support in part. As to the balance of the proposed modifications, I recognize and support
updating the current LCP to be consistent with current Commission positions regarding the
provision/protection of low-cost visitor serving facilities and conditioning “visiter-serving/
residential overnight accommodations™.

As to the LUP Amendment Consistency Analysis: Community Character and Historic Resources
(II1.B.2.A.; Report at p. 20-22), much of this section seems more appropriately included in the
analysis of the I[P amendment and I urge that it be considered in that section. As to the LUP
Consistency Analysis: Visitor Serving Uses (II1.B.2.B.; Report at p. 22-31), recognizing that most
of the recommended LUP amendments would be contained in the general portions of the LCP and
not specifically in the BSOL element, [ have no issue with that analysis except to note that the La
Babhia site is virtually unmentioned in 9 pages of comment.

The modified IP Amendment

I believe that the Commission should have no difficulty in adopting the recommended IP
modification #8 (Report at p. 9-14) in its entirety; given that this IP addition provides for the
implementation of the policies of the Visitor Serving Uses LUP amendments mentioned above.
Although I am confused as to the numbering of the Section, it appears to be referred to as both
Section 24.10.195 and as Section 24.10.190.

It is in the IP Amendment Consistency Analysis: Community Character, Historic, and Visual
Resources section (II1.B.3.A.; Report at p. 31-39), that the staff report appears to wonder into deep
weeds: first, implying that IP amendment necessitates the existing La Bahia apartments be
demolished and, second, concluding that the new heights are compatible with the character of the
area. Based upon the first contention, the report is then justified in analyzing whether demolition is
appropriate. However if demolition is not inherent in the IP amendment, then any analysis of
the demolition is unwarranted and premature at this point. '

Demolition is not mandated

There are several reasons to contest the first contention. First, the language describing the intent
of the zone, as clarified in the recommended modification, specifically provides for the
possible incorporation of the existing historical buildings:

Modificaton 7.a. to 24.10.625.81(e):

“to ensure development of a quality, full-service hotel with conference facilities in a building
facility which incorporates the existing historical landmark La Bahia buildings or which creates a
new architectural landmark in the Spanish Colonial Revival style to replace the historical La Bahia
Apartrents buildings whieh-will-be if they are demolished consistent with all historic resource

protection standards and requirements of the LCP.”  (Il.7.a.; Report at p. 7-8)
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Further that section contains the only occurrence of the word “demolished” or any variant of
it in the proposed or modified IP amendment.

Additionally, modification 7.d., to 24.10.625.85.1, provides in part, “...Building heights and
numbers of stories at the Beach Street frontage shall be limited to no more than 36 feet (other than a
primary focal architectural element, such as the historic bell tower, which may extend as high as an
additional 15 feet) and shall range up to a maximum of two to three stories varied along the
frontage...” (I1.7.d.; Report at p. 8)

The existing La Bahia buildings match this description as confirmed by the report in the
Findings and Declarations, (III.A.2.Report at p.16): “...The La Bahia has a rectangular plan that
consists of six structures that are interconnected in places and create an L-shaped complex. The
buildings are primarily two stories with the exception of the bell tower wing near Beach Street,
which is three stories high...” Thus historic preservation would be consistent with the height limits
along Beach Street as required by the modified IP amendment.

Finally, although not currently the subject of review, if the proposed project can be considered as
an example of a project in compliance with the proposed IP amendment, then consider the
extent of “historic preservation” already required by the language of the development
agreement: »
“...» The Project will save, reconstruct and reuse the existing bell tower and incorporate a
courtyard similar to the former Court of the Laurels; -
» The project will produce and replicate, the southeast corner of the existing building for
historical preservation efforts...” ’
(Revised Development Agreement, Santa Cruz City Council, 14 Apr. 2009);
and contained in the conditions of approval adopted by the City Council in April 2009. The
Conditions of Approval included a review of the final design, prior to issuance of a building permit,
with special attention to the extent the design was able to comply with the following
recommendations of the Historic Preservation Commission:
“ 1. Reconstruction in-kind of the tower wing on Beach Street;
2. Reconstruction in-kind of the Court of the Troubadours from Westbrook
Avenue into the Court of the Laurels;
3. Reconstruction in-kind of the first floor of the Westbrook wing allowing for a two-
story addition above; '
4. Reconstruction of the character-defining features of the Court of the
Laurels to include octagonal stairs, maintaining the immediate line of parapets, walls,
and a significant portion of the natural daylighting;
5. Faithful reconstruction of as many components of the existing buildings as possible.
6. Preservation or reconstruction in-kind of the majority of the Beach Street
Fagade, excluding the flat roof section...”
(Conditions of Approval, Santa Cruz City Council, 14 Apr. 2009)
Further, the Secretary of the Interior’s standards for Historic Preservation are quite lenient
and the final proposed project is not yet before the Commission. Since changes to the
proposed project are still possible at this point it is speculation that the proposed project
ultimately shall be considered a “demolition” and not a “preservation”.
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If demolition is not a necessary element of a project under either the modified LUP or IP
amendments, then demolition is only a possible element of a specific project not currently under
review by the Commission. As such, the language, in the Findings and Declarations, regarding the
Applicable Policies for weighing IP amendment consistency referencing the various IP Sections
addressing historic demolition, seems inappropriate. (II1.B.3.A.1. Report at p. 31 to 32) Focusing
the IP analysis on the consistency of potential demolition carries the Commission too deeply
into the specific project, the details of which are speculative and subject to change.
Consequently, I urge that the Commission delete the entire section that appears under the
subtitle: “Is Demolition of the L.a Bahia Appropriate”. Whether or not the demolition of the La
Bahia is consistent with the LCP, the Commission must evaluate whether the proposed
redevelopment standards are consistent with and adequate to carry out the LUP.

If the Commission needs to consider “Is Demolition of the L.a Bahia Appropriate”
In spite of our belief that this consideration is not appropriate, it seems likely that the staff feels that
the Commission should consider this in order to provide guidance for the City.

At the outset of this consideration, after citing the IP elements related to demolition of historic
buildings that require certain findings by the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”)
(Report at p. 31-32), the staff fails to provide any evidence of such findings. (Attached is a copy
of the draft Minutes of the March 4, 2009 Meeting of the HPC that indicates various actions
including recommending against approval of the Historic Demolition Permit). Having disregarded
this fundamental issue, the report goes on to consider whether any reasonable alternatives to
demolition exist and relies upon the Developer’s rational for demolition.

It is instructive to examine the bases of Developer’s conclusion about financial viability which is
provided in its “demolition rational”. Over time the Developer has presented three versions of the
“demolition rational” and these have been supported by reports from their structural engineer. The
basic rational is that restoration is too expensive and that complete demolition and new
construction would be less expensive; would create a product that was easier to sell as a
condominium and to operate as a hotel; and would kind of look like the old structure with
larger rooms and better ocean views. While this rational appears fairly straight forward and easy
to accept, there are some subtle elements that should be considered.

One major element is the extent that creating a condominium hotel dictates and drives the -
“demolition rational”. A careful reading of these rationales provides the following key points.
First, condominiums are subject to major lawsuits for construction defects. Restoration using
historic building codes increases that liability thus making insurance protection against construction
defect liability extremely expensive or unobtainable. Second, condominiums hotels need units to
be similar sizes and provide similar features in order to be able to successfully sell the units and
in order to be able to provide returns to the owners in an equitable manner. Third, condominium
hotel units need to be larger than regular hotel units in order to appeal to buyers who must
envision themselves as owners of these units.

Another major element in the demolition rational is only mentioned briefly in the seventh of eight
points in the conclusion of the Briggs Cardosa Associates, Inc (structural engineers) report, from
November 2007, in support of the demolition rational. Here the report notes that, due to the high
costs of historic retrofit construction projects, “...many of the historic projects we have been
involved with were subsidized by government agencies.” Why is there nothing in the record of
any offer of subsidy from the City that so wanted to preserve the historic building? There is no
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record because, in spite of informal offers from three mayors over the history of the Developer’s
proposals, the Developer has consistently refused millions of dollars in public assistance for their
project.

Regardless of the reason public assistance was declined; the conclusion that there is no reasonable
alternative to demolition rests largely on the cost difference between new construction and
renovation. It seems appropriate to consider what the total cost difference is and how much public
assistance might have been available. With the cost difference represented as slightly less than $17
per square foot and the total size of the proposed project at about 191,000 square feet, the total
difference is about $3.25 million dollars. In January 2005, the City of Santa Cruz had approved
investing $30 million dollars in the Coast Hotel Project before it was withdrawn including an
initial investment of $1.5 million for design drawings and to assist with bidding the project. Given
the willingness to invest this much in a potential conference hotel in 2005, it is difficult to believe
that the City would not have been willing to invest far more than the $3.25 million needed in
the proposed project.

In considering the IP consistency of the potential demolition, a distinction should be considered
between “infeasible” and “unreasonable”. The Developer’s determination that preservation is
financially infeasible is based in large part on the parameters asserted by the Developer as the goals
of the project in the EIR evaluation. The evaluation of whether preservation is “reasonable” focuses
on alternatives to demolition and should be evaluated independent of the Developer’s “EIR project
goals” or any other Developer’s bias. That preservation would be expensive is undeniable, but
there should be serious doubt that the difference of cost could not have been met by public
assistance or participation.

As to the other major elements in the “demolition rational”, the issues attendant to the condominium
ownership, were there truly no reasonable alternatives? What about preservation of the
historic portions of the buildings and any guest rooms in those areas remaining in the
ownership of the Facility Owner? In any case, as to the consistency with the IP requirement for
the demolition of a building listed in the Historic Building Survey, according to the last record at
hand, the required findings were not made and the HPC refused to recommend a demolition permit
or the delisting of the buildings. I urge the Commission to find the demolition of the existing
buildings is not appropriate and is not consistent with the required LUP and IP sections.

Are the new heights compatible with the Character of the Area & appropriate adjacent to a
listed historic building?

The Staff Report recognizes that the main impact of the IP amendment is to allow much greater
development on the site particularly in allowing the maximum height going from 53’ to 71°, when
architectural adornments are included. The analysis over-emphasizes the visual impacts, which
the staff finds acceptable; fails to adequately consider the other elements of “character of the
area” and largely ignores the impact of the adjacent historic building, the Casablanca. The
primary Land Use Policies that bear most directly on compatibility with the character of the area
and impacts on existing historic buildings are Community Design Element Policies 2.2.1; 3.5;
Cultural Resources Element Policy 2.1; and Land Use Element Policy 1.6:

2.2.1 (in relevant part); “Develop siting, scale, landscaping and other design guidelines to protect
visually sensitive areas and ensure that development is compatible with the character of the area.
Areas to be protected include...scenic coastal areas, Beach Hill...”
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3.5 “New or renovated development shall add to, not detract from City-identified landmarks,
historic areas and buildings, and established architectural character worthy of preservation.”

2.1 “Protect and encourage restoration and rehabilitation of historic and architecturally-significant
buildings and landmarks.”

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 natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the
character of surrounding areas, and to restore visual quality in visually degraded areas.”

Taken together the Community Design and Land Use Policies require more than just visual
compatibility, they require compatibility with the character of the area, including compatibility as to
height, scale, mass, architectural style and more. The Cultural Resource Policy adds the
requirement to consider compatibility and effect on adjacent historic buildings.

There are several excellent descriptions of the character of the area contained in the staff report.
The entire section: Analysis of Proposed LUP Changes (I11.B.2.A.2.) (Report at p. 20-22); as well
as the first complete paragraph on page 36 (II1.B.3.A.2.); provide an excellent description of the
character of the area and make note of the adjacent historic buildings.

“With respect to existing beach area community character, the La Bahia is located in the
City’s central beach area just inland of Santa Cruz Main Beach and adjacent to Cowell Beach,
the Santa Cruz Municipal Wharf, and the Boardwalk. .... This area is characterized by visitor
serving commercial uses lining Beach Street and extending inland from it, including a number
of hotels, inns, and motels, as well as restaurants and shops. It is also connected to Beach Hill
with its historic Victorian mansions and. its mixed-use and residential neighborhoods. The City has
designated the La Bahia as an historical landmark, the highest designation awarded by the City for
historic structures... and the Beach Hill historic district (and its many designated sites) is just
inland. Altogether, the character of this area is eclectic, dominated and anchored on each side by
large shoreline-hugging structures (the downcoast Boardwalk and the upcoast Dream Inn),
framed inland by the topography of Beach Hill rising up from the shoreline, and defined in large
measure by the scale, type, and historic pedigree of the range of structures coexisting here. The
area has an established beach town atmosphere and character that takes its cues from the
differences as much as the similarities in the built environment, with the La Bahia a well-
established element midpoint along the immediate shoreline.”

(II1.B.2.A.2: Report at p. 21)

“The majority of the buildings in this area reflect the architectural character of the 1940’s
and 1950°s (e.g., they have a low profile, are relatively small in scale, and tend to have long,
flat roofs). Buildings that step up Beach Hill tend to have a cascading character with multi-
level roofs...” (111.B.3.A.2.: Report at p. 35) (emphasis added)

“Judging the appropriate scale for a replacement structure in any given community can be
challenging and it is often a function of multiple and cross-cutting factors and judgments. In this
case numerous factors are relevant for consideration. First, the La Bahia site fronts Beach Street and
the beach, and this frontage is the most prominent in the public viewshed. Second, the site slopes up
Beach Hill way from the beach, and elements further inland will appear larger, including in the
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prominent ocean fronting viewshed. Third, the site is located adjacent to the Casablanca Inn
and Restaurant just across the street on the upcoast side, which is also a City-designated
historic resource. The La Bahia steps up the hillside, but the tallest portion of the site is the bell
tower wing along Beach Street, which is three stories, with the bell tower extending about 14 feet
above the third story (see Exhibit B). The Casablanca in many ways provides an important scale
parameter inasmuch as it too is sited in largely the same kind of location as La Bahia, it is
prominent in all the same views, it is the largest structure immediately adjacent to La Babhia,
and any development at La Bahia needs to also protect the character and integrity of this site
too, including in terms of its own historic status. Fourth, it should be recognized that the pre-
Coastal Act and historic Boardwalk Casino/Cocoanut Grove building comprise a “bookend” on this
section of Beach Street and constitute a fairly large and tall structure right on the edge of the beach.
Likewise, the pre-Coastal Act Dream Inn, which is located about 0.2 miles from the La Bahia on the
downcoast side of the wharf, is 10 stories tall as seen from the beach. Both the Boardwalk
Casino/Coconut Grove building and the Dream Inn also help to provide a relative scale,
although slightly less directly relevant compared to the Casablanca due to distance from the
site and intervening development. Fifth, the La Bahia is prominent in wharf views, and the wharf
is also a primary public attraction. Six, views from inland of the site toward the ocean, albeit lesser
public views due to relatively lesser public use on these more inland roads, will be blocked by
almost any redevelopment of the site beyond a re-creation (i.e., currently ground level parking is in
the rear of La Bahia, and view blockage is minimal, but additional structures further up the hill will
quickly block views). Seven, Beach Street and the La Bahia figure prominently in the view from
West Cliff Drive, another primary visitor destination, as one moves toward the site. And finally,
eight, development along Beach Hill and at La Bahia are framed in many of the seaward and West
CIiff views against the backdrop of the Santa Cruz Mountains, which though distant are also an
important component of these views.”

(II1.B.3.A.2.: Report at p. 36) (emphasis added)

In this paragraph, the main analysis of the impact on community character and historic buildings,
the staff report devotes only one (arguably two) of the eight points to the character of the area, other
than view impacts. Whether or not the conclusions as to views for designated view points are
correct, the consideration and weight given to other factors included in the character of the area are
inadequate. The Report only mentions, without any elaboration, the need to consider the character
and integrity of the Casablanca complex. It refers to the Casablanca as the tallest structure adjacent
to the La Bahia. That height is only 40°, well below the current maximum for both sites, and it only
reaches that height in the interior after stepping up from a streetside height of 20°. Like many of the
surrounding buildings, the Casablanca steps up Beach Hill gradually. The area has an established
beach town atmosphere, the majority of the surrounding buildings a low-profile and relatively small
in scale. A 60-70’ tall La Bahia will dominate and diminish the adjacent Casablanca complex,
the surrounding neighborhood, and the majority of the built environment of the area. When
viewed from the Main Beach and other vantages closer than a half mile away from the end of the
Wharf or West CIiff, the “new” La Bahia will be a new “bookend” in the middle of the book.

Conclusion 4

“Ultimately the City found the proposed standards (including as expressed in the conceptually
approved CDP) consistent in terms of scale with the LUP requirements protecting views and
community character at this location...Yes, there are lesser scale alternatives that also appear
feasible, including perhaps most compelling a less large version scaled similarly to the adjacent
historic Casablanca Inn and Restaurant, but at the end of a long public process the City identified
the scale proposed as appropriate for the beach area...” (II1.B.3.A.2.: Report at page 37)
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Here and elsewhere, the Report frequently mentions the conclusions of the developer and/or the
City as to the reasonableness of renovation, whether a particular alternative meets the project goals
or objectives; whether an alternative was dismissed for economic reasons; and whether the proposed
development is consistent with the LUP requirement of protecting views and community character.
The findings frequently urge the Commission to concur with these conclusions. I urge the
Commission to weigh carefully how the influence of financial and economic demands, both on the
City in the form of budget deficits and the Developer in the form of profit appetite, may color their
determinations. I urge the Commission to continue to honor its responsibilities to independently
analyze the impacts and factors appropriate to the Coastal Act in making its determinations.

The critical issue in the IP consistency analysis is the evaluation of what properly constitutes
the “character of the area” or “detracting from historic buildings”, particularly as to the mass
and heights of buildings. In this matter, the Commission should reject the staff recommendation to
rely on the pre-Coastal Act “bookends” to establish the height. Instead it should make its own
independent decision relying upon the character of the vast majority of the built environment
including the Casablanca and the intervening development: the other visitor-serving, commercial,
and residential developments.

If the modified IP amendment were approved, a next proposal could rezone all of the remaining
beach commercial area to similar heights. That proposal would be able to rely not only on the.over-
size, pre-Coastal-Act “bookends”, but also on the “new” La Bahia as more clearly establishing the
“height” element of the area. This potential most alarmingly reveals the inconsistency with the
LUP’s and adverse precedent to Coastal Planning of the proposed amendment. To
recommend accepting the current amendment and postponing consideration of its wider impact is to
sanction and encourage incremental dilution of LCP and Coastal Act goals. The Commission
should reject the modified IP or reduce the maximum height to the match the existing zoning.

Do not allow a new “Bookend” in the middle of the beach area.

Sincerely yours,

Edward Van Valkenburgh
217 Marnell Ave,
Santa Cruz, CA

Attachments:
- Outline of Critical Issues
- Draft Minutes: Historic Preservation Commission
- Cover page and page 5 of Revised Development Agreement
- “S8.C. Council votes 4-3 to Approve Coast Hotel Project”: Santa Cruz Sentinel: 27 Jan
2005
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Th8d: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)

Outline of Critical Issues Re: Findings & Declarations
Consistency Issues w/ IP: Mod. #7

I. Demolition is not mandated
modified IP clearly does not require demolition
the issue before the CC is not the proposed project
prejudges issues more appropriate on appeal of a CDP, but no CDP yet issued
proposed project could be built using renovation w/o violating modified IP
proposed project might end up judged a preservation project per Sec’y of Interior standards
i) requirements in development agreement include some reconstruction and replication
ii) adopted conditions of approval; review final plan for consistency w/
(1) numerous recommendations from HPC., reconstruct in-kind

(a) Court of the Troubadours; Westbrook wing; elements in Court of Laurels

F. Commission should delete all findings on consistency of demolition of La Bahia

HEOR»

I, If the Commission needs to consider “Is Demolition of the La Bahia Appropriate”
A. IP 24.08.1014 requires certain findings by the Historic Preservation Commission (“HPC”)
B. HPC never made the required findings
i). Refused to delist property
ii) Recommended against demolition permit
C. Developer “demolition rational”; no reasonable alternatives
i) Preservation too expensive; rooms won’t work for condos; lack of public assistance $
ii) Much more Public assistance $ offered to abandoned hotel project
iif) Developer turned down public assistance $: “unreasonable” by choice
iv) Option of hist. portion remaining as owned by facility owner not considered
D. Commission should delete all findings on consistency of demolition of La Bahia

II1. What constitutes the “character of the area” or “detracting from historic buildings”?
A. Critical issue: the mass and heights of buildings
B. Report over emphasizes views, under considers other factors & impact on historic
Casablanca
i) Pre-Coastal Act: Dream Inn and the Coconut Grove/Casino/ Boardwalk provide
“bookends™
i) uses pre-Coastal Act “bookends” to establish the heights
iii) disregards character of the majority of the built environment
iv) disregards.impact on the historic Casablanca,
(1) dominate and diminish historic building
CC should use character of the majority of built environment & impact on historic
Casablanca in establishing appropriate heights; maintain beach town atmosphere
Reject or amend IP to limit heights to same as current zoning
Do not allow a new “Bookend” in the middle of the beach area.
IV. Adverse Precedent
If IP approved, next proposal: rezone rest of commercial to new height
Could Use Cocoanut Grove/Casino; Dream Inn and “new” La Bahia to establish heights
NO Spot Zone now, No incremental dilution of LCP & Coastal Act goals
CC needs to make independent decision on appropriate heights and impacts
i) Consider vast majority of the built environment including the Casablanca

SORP> HEY O
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= - MINUTES

A\ Historic Preservation Commission
(ev ot Special Meeting
» 7:30 p.m., Wednesday, March 4, 2009
e City Council Chambers
809 Center Street

The following is an unofficial representation of the Historic

Preservation Commission Actions. Minutes are official upon approval

Call to Order 7:40 P.M.

Roll Call - D. Subocz, Chair; K. Eriksen; H. Carter; R. Gibson; A. Meyer;

C. Shultes; J. Steen

Present — D. Subocz, Chair; K. Eriksen; H. Carter; R. Gibson; A. Meyer; C.

Shultes; J. Steen

Staff — J. Rebagliati, Planning Director; E. Marlatt, Principal Planner; D.

Lauritson, Senior Planner; M. Schwarb & S. Randolph, Recorders

Audience — Approximately 16

Statements of Disqualification — None

Oral Communications — No action shall be taken
Ed Silveira spoke regarding Villa Branciforte.

Announcements — No action shall be taken — None

The Chair may announce and set time limits at the beginning of each agenda item.

Public Hearing

1.

215 Beach St. 06-004 APN 005-213-02, 03
Environmental Impact Report, Historic Demolition Permit, Historic Building
Survey Deletion, for “La Bahia” Hotel Project — Demolition of an existing 44-unit
apartment complex building listed on the City Historic Building Survey and
construction of a 125-room hotel with a restaurant, meeting space, and a partially
underground garage in the RTC/HO/CZ/SPO zoning district. (Environmental

Determination: EIR) (Barry Swenson Builders, owner/filed: 1/6/06) DL
This project requires a Local Coastal Plan/Program Amendment and Coastal Permit which is must be approved by the California
Coastal Commission after all possible appeals are exhausted through the City.
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Historic Preservation Commission Special Meeting of March 4, 2009, 7:30 p.m. Page 2

Recommendation: That the Historic Preservation Commission make
recommendations to the City Council regarding:

. Certification of the project EIR;

. Approval of an Historic Demolition Permit;

o Approval of an Historic Survey Deletion.

Senior Planner Don Lauritson presented the staff report.

Jessie Nickell and Jeff Current of Barry Swenson Builders presented the project.

The Public Hearing was opened.

SPEAKING FROM THE FLOOR:

Chris Fitz

Ed Silveira

Ned Van Valkenburgh
Mark Jaffee

Will Roblin

Mike Brazil

Michael Bethke

. The Public Hearing was closed.

Commissioners voiced the following:

>

vV V VV V¥V VYV VVYVY

Demolition permits are typically keyed to an approved replacement project and
there is no detailed final design.

Too much mass and too many flaws in the project design.

Lack of legitimate historic preservation components.

Auto court entry is contrary to the B/SOL Plan and will create traffic congestion on
Beach St.

Hill Village architectural approach is not followed.

Demolition of the building should be last résort and reconstruction in kind should
be considered.

Current condition of the building has been neglected by the owners and continued
to decline.

Project needs to be cleaned up and simplified to be more pleasing.

How could the Commission be assured that supporting the project would give them

.an opportunity for input?

Lack of trust that the project’s developer will listen to and respect the opinions of
the HPC design sub-committee.

The applicant has listened to the subcommittee and has responded in a positive
manner.

Some of the Commissioners expressed interest in seeing the project move forward with
more input from the HPC regarding the design.
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For the record, Commissioner Shultes noted that if the project were being rebuilt in-kind
he felt the voting would be different.

ACTION:

ACTION:

ACTION:

Commissioner Carter moved and Commissioner Gibson seconded that the
Historic Preservation Commission recommend that the City Council certify
the project EIR with prejudice. The motion passed unanimously; Chair
Subocz and Commissioners Eriksen, Carter, Gibson, Meyer, Shultes and
Steen in favor.

Commissioner Gibson moved and Commissioner Carter seconded that the
Historic Preservation Commission recommend that the City Council deny
the Historic Demolition Permit which is only issued when an appropriate
replacement project is approved. The motion passed on a vote of 5/2 with
Commissioners Carter, Eriksen, Gibson, Meyer and Steen in favor, Chair
Subocz and Commissioner Shultes opposed.

Commissioner Shultes moved and Commissioner Carter seconded that the

Historic Preservation Commission APPROVE forwarding Historic
Preservation Commission recommendations on the replacement project.
The motion passed unanimously. Chair Subocz and Commissioners
Eriksen, Carter, Gibson, Meyer, Shultes and Steen in favor.

Specific recommendations from the HPC to be included in the replacement
project include:

1. RECONSTRUCTION IN-KIND OF THE BELL TOWER WING
"ON BEACH STREET;

2. RECONSTRUCTION IN-KIND OF THE COURT OF THE
TROUBADOURS FROM WESTBROOK AVENUE INTO THE
COURT OF THE LAURELS;

3. RECONSTRUCTION IN-KIND OF THE FIRST FLOOR OF THE
WESTBROOK WING ALLOWING FOR A TWO-STORY
ADDITION ABOVE;

4. RECONSTRUCTION OF THE CHARACTER-DEFINING
FEATURES OF THE COURT OF THE LAURELS TO INCLUDE
OCTAGONAL STAIRS, MAINTAINING THE IMMEDIATE
LINE OF PARAPETS, WALLS, AND A SIGNIFICIANT
PORTION OF THE'NATURAL DAYLIGHTING;

5. FAITHFUL RECONSTRUCTION OF AS MANY COMPONENTS
OF THE EXISTING BUILDINGS AS POSSIBLE;
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Historic Preservation Commission Special Meeting of March 4, 2009, 7:30 p.m. Page 4

6. PRESERVATION OR RECONSTRUCTION-IN KIND OF THE
MAJORITY OF THE BEACH STREET FACADE EXCLUDING
THE FLAT ROOF SECTION;

7. SUGGEST THAT THE HPC LA BAHIA SUBCOMMITTEE AND
MEMBERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION AND CITY
COUNCIL WORK WITH THE DEVELOPERS THROUGH
DESIGN DEVELOPMENT;

8. IF DELISTING IS TO OCCUR, IT SHOULD ONLY OCCUR
AFTER A CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANCY IS OBTAINED FOR
THE REPLACEMENT STRUCTURE AFTER IT IS FINALED.

ACTION: Commissioner Gibson moved and Commissioner Carter seconded that the
Historic Preservation Commission recommend that the City Council deny
approval of the Historic Survey Deletion of this NR2 eligible landmark.
The motion passed unanimously with Chair Subocz and Commissioners
Eriksen, Carter, Gibson, Meyer, Shultes and Steen in favor.

ACTION: Commiissioner Carter moved and Commissioner Gibson seconded that the
La Bahia Subcommittee prepare a letter to the City Council expanding and
clarifying the evening’s deliberations. The motion passed unanimously with
Chair Subocz and Commissioners Eriksen, Carter, Gibson, Meyer, Shultes
and Steen in favor.

Adjournment —

At 11:40 p.m. The Historic Preservation Commission adjourned to the next regular
meeting of March 18, 2009 in the Council Chambers.

APPROVED:

Dated David Subocz, Chair
ATTEST:

Dated - Don Lauritson, Secretary
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Development Agreement
By and between La Bahia LL.C
(Green Valley Corporation, a California Corporation, dba Barry Swenson
Builder, Santa Cruz Seaside Company),
(“Developer”)
and
City of Santa Cruz, California, a municipal corporation (“City’’),
for the Resort - Hotel Development known as
La Bahia

C:\Program Files\Neevia.Com\Document Converter\temp\2132371.doc
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ORDINANCE NO. 2009-
EXHIBIT

e Attraction of additional quality investment to the area in both the commercial and
residential;

e The project will act as a major catalyst for future beach improvements;
e Expand the operational season of the Beach;

¢ The Project will purchase local Art for both the guestrooms and the public areas of the
hotel from local artists in cooperation with thretagh-the Cultural Council;

e The Project will save, reconstruct and reuse the existing bell tower and incorporate a
courtyard similar to the former Court of the Laurels;

e The project will produce and replicate, the southeast corner of the existing building for
historical preservation efforts;

e Year-round support for existing businesses along Beach Street and the Wharf;

e The provision of major quasi-public space inside the facility and public use of a currently
private resource;

e ;The project will provide, in conjunction with, the Coconut Grove a conference facility in
the beach area as recommended in the B/SOL plan;

e The project will result in the creation of significant Redevelopment Area Tax Increment;

e The project will make available up to 50 bicycles, three e-bikes and several electric car
docking stations; therefore reducing guest traffic;

e The hotel operator will provide free bus passes to emplovees in order to reduce auto-
oriented traffic to the hotel;

e The project will contribute its fair share of funds for the operation of a Beach Shuttle;

e The project will contribute approximately $505,000 towards traffic improvements on a
one time basis

o The project will agree to participate, on a fair share basis, in a Beach Area Business
Improvement District, once implemented;

e Replacement housing for low-moderate income residents currently living at 215 Beach
Street will be provided at 401 Pacific Ave.;

¢ The developer will provide a historic display (old photographs, historic background
information) of the La Bahia/Casa Del Rey Apartment building in the lobby or other
publicly accessible common area location;

e The provision of $200,000 worth of construction labor and materials for a low-cost visitor
accommodations project in the County;

C:\Program Files\Neevia.Com\Document Convertertemp\2132371.doc
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S.C. Council votes 4-3 to approve Coast Hotel project
SHANNA McCORD - Sentinel staff writer
Article Launched: 01/27/2005 3:00:00 AM PST

SANTA CRUZ — After five hours of deliberation and a host of conditions, City Council
in the wee hours Wednesday narrowly approved the $100 million Coast Santa Cruz
Hotel project.

Plans for the oceanfront hotel and conference center, approved 4-3, now must be
reviewed and submitted to the state Coastal Commission for its approval.

Voting against the project were Emily Rellly, Ed Porter and Tim Fitzmaurice.

The drawn-out deliberations began Tuesday night and ended with the vote about
1:15 a.m. Wednesday.

"This Is only the first step in a lot of steps that need to be taken to bring the project
to realization," City Manager Dick Wilson said Wednesday. "The vote was to continue
on with the next set of steps."

The City Councll approved a joint effort by the city Redevelopment Agency and hotel
owner Northwest Hospitality Group to demoiish the existing hotel on West CIliff Drive
and build a 270-room hotel, conference center for 1,200 people and a six-story
parking garage.

The approval allows the agency to spend $1.5 million immediately for
desigh drawings and bids from contractors.

Conditions imposed on the project suggested by various council members include:
Reducing the overall mass of the hotel by 7.5 percent, or 20 rooms

Art displayed in the lobby and public spaces must be bought from local artists or
relate to Santa Cruz memorabilia.

Hotel garbage would be picked up after 8 a.m.

Minimal street closures during hotel construction.

Water conservation methods that exceed standard requirements, and consider
using waterless urinals.

Hotel brochures, marketing material and Internet map sites that direct traffic
down Ocean Street and downtown, not Bay Street.

An employee assistance program for hotel employees left out of work during
construction.

Affordable housing tax increment money from the project would go to "improving
the quality of life" for nearby Clear View Court mobile-home park residents.

Supporters of the project, including Mayor Mike Rotkin, say it stands to generate
millions in new tax revenue for the city and serve as a magnet for year-round
tourism.

Opponents fear the size of the facilities would diminish the character of the prized beach
area, and the city’s financial investment of $30 million isn’t worth the risk.
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Rellly, Porter and Fitzmaurice were united In opinion that not enough attention and
time had been given to public comment and concerns.

A councll majority shot down a proposal by Rellly to extend the council’s decision by
an additional six weeks to "have an open-ended discussion with the community.”

"We're not done reaching out to people,” Fitzmaurice sald. "The project never
gathered force with the public until the last month or so."

Fitzmaurice sald his vote reflects his thoughts that the "site is already over-utlilized,"
the financial risk to the city is too great and the impact on Westside neighbors would
be a hassle.

"I'm going to continue to work aggressively to make this a better project. We have
to — it's a really sensitive proposal for our area,” he said.

Among Porter’s concerns were the project’s impact on the 150 residents of Clear
View Court and traffic on Bay Street.

He said he also takes issue with "philosophical” changes to the city’s general plan
and the Beach South of Laurel plan.

"It was a no vote to the missing pieces of the process and the lack of process,"
Porter sald. "If we're going to make changes to our general plan and zoning, we
need to talk about them in advance.

"So far, It's not ready, and it wasn't ready for us last night.”

Santa Cruz County Supervisor Mardi Wormhoudt, whose district includes the
Westside, has publicly opposed the project and said city officlals and the hotel owner
are trying to "shoehorn it onto a given site."

"My own sense is that it's more than this site can handle," she said.

After Wednesday’s decision, Wormhoudt said the narrow vote ilfustrates deep
divisions and concerns by councii members and local residents.

"There may be a real economic need, I don’t debate that," she said. "But I don't
think you can make decisions about land-use Issues on the basis of needs for
money."

Former Mayor Scott Kennedy, a strong advocate of the hotel and conference center
redevelopment during his tenure, said the opposing council members had no excuse
for not engaging the public more throughout the process.

"What have these counclli members been doing for the last year and a half, have
they been asleep at the wheel?" Kennedy said. "Why didn‘’t they work with people
and why didn‘t they reach out?

"To wait until the 11th hour Is outrageous."
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Hotel owner Bob Suits, who sald he was pleased with the council’s approval, said the
opposing council members sent a strong message that the community needs to be
included in the process.

"I didn’t hear anybody say it was a horrible project,” Suits said. "What I heard last
night is that there Is a definite desire to do something that’s good for this community
and that’s the mission we’ll deliver.”

The councll Is scheduled to take a second vote on the project at its next meeting
Feb. 8.

It could be several months before the proposal is presented to the Coastal
Commission, which has final say on all coastal developments statewide.

Contact-Shanna McCord at smccord@santacruzsentinel.com.
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RECEIVED

AUG 02 2011

Qalifornia Coastal Coinmlssion,
Central Coast Area

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

Dear Commissioners;

Thid

La Bahia Redevelopment
LCP Amendment No STC-1-11
Item No Th8d

Tara and George Leonard

YES

August 2, 2011

We strongly urge you to pass this amendment, allowing the La Bahia redevelopment to
proceed. This project will spur a much-needed economic boost to the Santa Cruz beach
boardwalk area, providing both jobs and an influx of tourist dollars. It will also go a long
way to improving the appearance of this embarrassingly decrepit neighborhood.

[ VLt

Tara and George Leonard
Santa Cruz , TS69

Q4T - 52728
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Thdd

July 29, 2011

Andy Hartmann
508 Emeline Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

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

RE: City of Santa Cruz Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Amendment STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Coastal Commissioners,

| urge the Commission to reject the proposed amendment to the City of Santa Cruz Local
Coastal Program for the proposed La Bahia Hotel project.

This LCP amendment should not be approved because the size, density, and height of this
project will significantly impact coastal views. The developer already has an approved project
of reasonable scale for this location. If approved this project would be “spot zoning” which will
dramatically alter the characteristic of the neighborhood and allow nearby parcels to then
reference this project as a new normal. What is the point of a certified LCP if you allow for spot
zoning? This project would substangally alter the neighborhood characteristics of Beach Hill. In
addition, the alteration of a coastal bluff is also of concern for this project, as a proposed 8,000
cubic feet of hillside will be removed to accommodate underground parking.

Please uphold the Coastal Act and reject the proposed amendment to the City of Santa Cruz
Local Coastal Program for the proposed La Bahia Hotel project.

Sincerely,

Andy Hartmann

RECEIVED

AUG 0 3 2011
CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMI
CENTRAL COA&TSA%QA\'
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California Coastal Commission July 29, 2‘011
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
. San Francisco, CA 94105

Re:'ACity of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Commissioners,

I am writing to urge you to reject the city of Santa Cruz's requested Zoning Amendment
regarding La Bahia.

Some important considerations:

The coastal beauty of this area is a direct result of the "terraced" style development that
presently characterizes Beach Hill and its immediate surrounds. By configuring past
development to conform to the contours of theé hills, Santa Cruz has achieved a beautiful
view corridor for all to enjoy, from the mumcnpal wharf, from the bay and from the land.

By law, the city's General Plan mandates that development in this area be "stepped back"
or "terraced" to conform to the contours of the land. The proposed La Bahia development
is in direct contradiction to this section of the General Plan. The proposed development at
its lowest grade is on average, three (3) times higher than surrounding hotels. The
"terraced" style will be lost and overwhelmed.

I attended the early public meetings with the builder's representatives. Despite my (and
others) drawing attention to this requlrement of the General Plan for a "terraced” style
that was so important to this coastal zone, they didn't seem to understand the concept.
They talked "terraces" as in "lanais" for the high priced units.

Like all communities, Santa Cruz has zoning laws regarding height limitations. If a
proposed development cannot be scaled to fit within these legal requirements, then
perhaps the developer should be sent back to the drawing board rather than wasting our
time with controversial variances and amendments.

The condominium aspect is truly troubling. Even with the 45- day requirement for
owners, that still allows for student housing for most of the year. In Santa Cruz, we have
seen a number of developments which were initially described as being for working
families (police; firefighters: teachers) become, after approval, predominantly student
housing. (1010 Pacific Ave and Shaffer Rd. Apts. are two examples.) ‘

Thank you for considering my comments.

RECEIVED

Sincerely,_
o AUG 03 2011
Gillian Greensite
130 Liberty St. Santa Cruz. CA. 95060 COASTAL COMMISsIoN
CEN %FI AL UOAST AREA
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Comments to the California Coastal Commission on the Proposed Amendment to the
Santa Cruz Local Coastal Plan: August 2011

La Bahia Designated a Significant Cultural Resource by the City of Santa Cruz

La Bahia was identified as cultural resource and an asset to our community when the City of
Santa Cruz designated it an historic landmark. As one of only twenty-six sites in the city with
historic landmark status, La Bahia joins a distinguished list of special sites, singled-out for
their contribution to our community heritage. In recognition of its unique status, the Santa
Cruz Local Coastal Program (LCP) specifically identified La Bahia as an architectural and
cultural resource worthy of protection and retention.

Proven Economically Feasible Alternatives to Demolition Ignored

Now, with the proposed LCP amendments, the Coastal Commission is being asked to
approve a spot zoning ordinance that would irrevocably alter the La Bahia site by allowing
the demolition of a significant cultural resource and its replacement with a new structure
without consideration of feasible restoration alternatives.

Economically feasible alternatives have not been explored that could preserve La Bahia and
enhance its contributions to the community. Losing La Bahia would be a loss not only for
the community, but a missed opportunity to develop a restored and expanded La Bahia as a
centerpiece for a comprehensive program of “heritage tourism.” Several California coastal
cities actively promote historic hotel properties that have become destinations in an of
themselves and contribute to the historic character of their communities.

The Upham Hotel in Santa Barbara, La Valencia Hotel and the Grand Colonial Hotel in La
Jolla, and the Georgian Hotel in Santa Monica are a few examples of mid-nineteenth
century and early twentieth century historic properties that have been successfully restored,
continue to attract tourists, and are part of a broader cultural heritage tourism initiative.!

Beach Hill, the adjacent West Cliff Drive neighborhood, and nearby downtown Santa Cruz,
could become part of a major revitalization effort designed to attract a new tourist clientele.
This area has a rich cultural and architectural history going back into the middle of the
nineteenth century, and when combined with Santa Cruz’s expansive artistic community,
would be a stellar tourist destination, attracting the kind of historic/cultural traveler who, on
average, spends 38% more per trip, than other travelers.?

Adaptive Reuse is Smarter Growth
Aside from the issues of protecting a significant cultural resource and permanently removing

the south rise of Beach Hill, there are other important land-use planning considerations.
Historic preservation is an important tool for smart growth initiatives—how can we continue

RE &\ﬁ%ﬁy demolishing existing structures which represent our historic fabric and

JUL 28 2011

California Coastal Commission,
Central Coast Area 148



community character. Historic buildings represent an important investment in materials and
labor and to remove them to a landfill is a betrayal of “green” principles. It is estimated that
approximately 25% of landfill materials consist of construction debris—this is a real
but often unseen adverse impact.?

Adaptively reusing and restoring structures is the ultimate in smart growth principles and
creates multiple economic and social benefits for local workers and businesses.

Conclusion: Request that the Coastal Commission Reject the Application to Amend the
Santa Cruz LCP

Amending the certified LCP as proposed would irrevocably and unnecessarily destroy an
important architectural landmark and replace it with a out-of-scale behemoth incompatible
with the neighborhood character, significantly diminish the public viewshed, and set a poor
precedent by encouraging spot zoning in defiance of the existing comprehensive coastal plan.
In general, this amendment is bad planning policy for the City of Santa Cruz and the coast.
It should be rejected.

Consulted sources:

1. Historic Hotels of America is a program of the National Trust for Historic Preservation
and has identified more than 234 hotels that have faithfully maintained their historic
architecture and ambience. To be selected for this program, a hotel must be at least 50 years
old, listed in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or recognized locally as
having historic significance.

http://www.historichotels.org/

2. State of Californja. Office of Historic Preservation. California State Parks. California
Statewide Historic Preservation Plan, 2006-2010. Sacramento. pp. 33-36.

http://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1069/files/state%20plan-fd.pdf

3. State of California. Office of Historic Preservation. California State Parks. California
Statewide Historic Preservation Plan, 2006-2010. Sacramento. pp. 47-52.

hetp://www.ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1069/files/state%20plan-fd. pdf
Respectfully,

Joe Michalak

114 Escalona Dr.
Santa Cruz, Ca 95060
jmich43@pacbell.net
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CYNTHIA MATHEWS L’ZT’ g7 7j/d

316 Walnut Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
mathews@cruzio.com

Chair Mary Shallenberger and Commissioners RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission

¢/o Central Coast District Office AUG 012011

725 Front St., Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 California Coastal Commission,
Central Coast Area

July 28, 2011
Re: SUPPORT City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Chair Shallenberger and Commissioners,

I am writing to urge in the strongest possible terms that you approve the LCP amendment referenced
above in order to enable the long-awaited La Bahia project to move forward. This project, refined through
a long process of community review, is entirely consistent with the Coastal Act’s focus on public access
and protection of coastal resources. It will:

* Allow the addition of new, much-needed quality accommodations in the Santa Cruz beach area
— a coastal act priority — where none currently exist

* Extend the beach visitor season year-round by the inclusion of quality meeting and event space

* Support low-cost visitor accommodations nearby

» Preserve historic features of the current structure and reflect traditional beach area architecture

» Make a dramatic improvement in the visitor experience for millions of beach visitors annually

* Contribute to the long term, year-round vitality of the greater beach area

* Incorporate high level environmental features in both construction and operation

* Build on and complement the long list of past public and private investments in our beach area

The proposed LCP affects an already-developed site at the very heart of Santa Cruz’s main beach area.
The site is currently occupied by a decaying apartment building — far, far beyond feasible renovation for

. any economically viable use — that is at present a detriment and community embarrassment at our most
visible beachfront location.

I would like to stress the long list of recent and past beach area investments that represent a partnership —
a unity of vision — among public, non-profit and private entities in our community. We have worked for
decades to upgrade obsolete or outdated sites and maintain historic features to make our beach area a safe,
appealing, varied destination that responds to contemporary visitor interests and sensibilities. Specifically,
some of these major investments include:

* Ongoing maintenance and improvements of the historic Santa Cruz Municipal Wharf (City)

* Creation of the multi-use Depot Park at the former train depot site (City)

* Restoration of historic Howe Truss bridge (City)

» Major renovation/upgrades of beachfront Dream Inn Hotel and Beach Street Inn and Suites (private)

* Creation of Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary Exploration Center (City, non-profit, and federal
government/NOAA)

* Beach Street improvements: pedestrian, streetscape and bike lanes (City)

* Ongoing maintenance and improvements at award-winning, historic Beach Boardwalk (private)

* Creation of coastal bike/pedestrian trail along the entire coastal frontage within City limits (City)

* Creation of youth hostel at historic beach cottages (City and non-profit)
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* Major investment in quality affordable housing, neighborhood services in nearby Beach
Flats area (City, non-profits and private)
* Priority collaboration for public safety (City, private, non-profit and community)

The Santa Cruz beach area attracts visitors primarily from the greater northern California area including
- Silicon Valley, San Francisco Bay Area and Central Valley, but it also attracts significant international
visitation as well. The unique combination of beautiful, accessible coastline, beach boardwalk, surfing
and watersports culture, lively downtown and University, broad variety of nearby natural attractions and
environmental awareness have given it a well-earned reputation as a desirable coastal destination.

The La Bahia site — a deteriorated structure occupying a full block right in the heart of the beach area —
constitutes the missing link in long term improvement of this area.

Finally, I would like to reference elements of my own experience that lead me to support this project so
passionately:

- Public Policy: As a former Santa Cruz City council member for 16 years and three-fime mayor, I am
fully aware of the City’s long commitment to investing in the beach area as a visitor destination and
protecting the natural environment through countless policies and programs. Amending the City’s LCP
for the proposed La Bahia Hotel supports this commitment.

Visitor Services: As board member of the Santa Cruz County Conference and Visitors Council for 15

- years, I understand that tourism is one of our top economic sectors, but it is also vulnerable to fluctuation,
and competitive. Currently, Santa Cruz tourism is concentrated in the summer season, and is dominated
by lower-to-moderate accommodations. Higher quality visitor facilities, and those that could
accommodate modest-size meetings, would vastly improve our ability to serve visitors on a year round
basis. The LCP amendment would allow us to fill a critical gap in visitor facilities.

Coastal and Marine protection: As an appointed member of the Monterey Bay National Marine
Sanctuary Advisory Committee and member of MBNMS Exploration Center Leadership Committee, as
well as contributing member of numerous environmental organizations, I work actively to protect our
fragile natural resources and promote educatlon/stewardshlp activities. The proposed La Bahia hotel
would support coastal protection and awareness.

Historic Resources: As past board member and president of Santa Cruz County Historical Trust; past
member of Santa Cruz County Historic Resources Commission; board member of the Museum of Art and
History and member of its landmarks committee, I have worked for decades to protect and promote our
local historic resources. I also understand real life constraints on historic preservation, the many forms
that historic protection can take, the need to find economically feasible solutions, and the reality that
historic preservation occurs in a larger community context. The new La Bahia Hotel would strengthen the
greater historic beach area as an attractive, vital visitor destination.

For all these reasons, I urge you to approve the City’s LCP amendment for La Bahia.
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RECEIVED

JL 29 701
California Coastal Commission %}%%&N S‘m.\]‘nly 29,2011
45F t Street, Suite 2000 JA2 8 ABIUN
San ;e:::isco, :JeA 9:105 %%&%%AA .GOA AREA

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment No. STC-1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Commissioners;

I am writing to urge the Commission to reject the proposed amendment to the City of
Santa Cruz LCP. The Commission is often faced with a project that started as a proposal
from a developer that overreaches what is appropriate under the Coastal Act, that was
then amended with a reduction in height or mass or some other modification, and which
is finally presented to the Commission as containing a significant concession and
therefore now the project surely should be acceptable. But the story of the la Bahia
proposal and these LCP amendments didn’t start that way and is more subtle and,
perhaps, more cunning,.

It is vital to consider the history of this site to understand the motives and pressures that
caused the City to agree to demolish an acknowledged cultural and architectural treasure
and offer the proposed amendment. But it is also necessary to consider the Coastal Act
and LCP consequences of this proposed amendment. The LUP portion of the amendment
violates the Coastal Act Section 30251 and 30253, among others. It is offered to take a
“condominium option” provided to assist with the financing of renovation of an

architectural structure, use it to justify demolition of the structure, and then attempt to
usurp the “condominium option” to help finance a new-construction, huge hotel. The IP

. portion of the amendment violates numerous policies of the certified LUP including the
Community Design Policy 2.2.1 and Policy 3.5.4, as well as Land Use Policy 1.6 and
Policy 2.6.5, and the Community Design Policy 1.1 of the BSOL Plan portion of the
LUP. It would provide for a project with excessive height and mass, at times nearly three
times as tall as commercial buildings directly across the street. A project completely out

- of character with the surrounding area, dominating the neighborhood and the adjacent

public beach; and providing the first domino in a succession that will transform an
historic and iconic beach front.

I. Motives:

It seems simple enough that the developer’s motive is to make lots of money, as quickly
as possible. This is not only trite and obvious, but it is, in a sense, the “job” of the
developer; it’s what the Commission sees all too often; but it is not a goal of the Coastal
Act. Still to help accomplishing this Motive the developer enlists the City with the
inducement of financial benefits to address the City’s financial distress. Both the
developer and the City each have their own motives that evolved over time and events.
In the end, together they offer amendments to the LCP that seek to allow an excessively
tall and massive hotel, driven by the profit demanded by the developer in order to.build
the project and financial benefits desired by the City. Along the path to this end there is
damage and wreckage to both physical objects and LCP goals.
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It is impossible to understand the evolution of the development proposals without
understanding more about the City’s motives. The dominant feature of the commercial
area in the City’s coastal zone is the Boardwalk amusement park. This is true in both a
physical sense and also in a financial sense. But this major. feature also has major
drawbacks. The park operates for, at best, about half the year and amusement parks tend
to draw day visitors and, as moderate priced entertainment, don’t draw big spenders. For
decades the City has longed to create a financial counterbalance. It has dreamed of a
conference center that would draw wealthier visitors and function as an economic engine
during the “off season”. It has looked with envy at the hotel development in Monterey
and elsewhere within Santa Cruz County. But, it has also struggled with the constraints
of the beach area: the need to preserve existing neighborhoods both historic and low cost;
the need to preserve the amusement park and allow for its needs for massive parking; and -
the fact that the largest remaining underdeveloped parcel also includes a major historic,
architectural structure.

I1. History: how timing and events provide Opportunity:
~ Delay, Compromise, and Desperation

Background: , A

The history of development proposals for the Beach Area and the effects of the Local
Coastal Program on those proposals chart an evolution of opportunity. What was once
proposed as a historic renovation and reuse project has metastasized into the possible.
demolition of a historic asset and construction of an oversize, out-of-place La Behemoth.
This was made possible due in no small part to the length of the process (contributed to
by both other stakeholders’ concerns and, possibly, by the developer’s shrewd
postponements), assisted by the compromises made for and the ultimate demise of the
Coast Hotel project, and fueled by the ever growing desperation of the City faced with
financial deficits. ,

The Beach and South of Laurel Comprehensive Area Plan (BSOL) was approved by the
City in October 1998. Later, in 2002, portions of the plan and the accompanying Design
‘Guidelines were approved by the Coastal Commission as part of the City’s LCP.

In developing the BSOL plan the City identified the La Bahia site as the preferred site for
a conference hotel but also recognized the existing building as an important architectural
and cultural asset. The City hired Architectural Resource Group to identify La Bahia’s
important features to be preserved under the policies and design guidelines of the BSOL
Plan,

In 1999, a San Luis Obispo firm proposed a high-density low-rise facility. Contrary to
the BSOL design guidelines, it used Spanish modern design, with unattractive rows of

- identical repeated features and long flat horizon lines. It was not pursued and the City’s
appetite grew for the potential revenue and economic engine it expected from a large
hotel.
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The First “Swenson” Proposal:

Subsequent to the recommendations of the BSOL Area Plan, Barry Swenson Builder
(“Swenson”) submitted a plan to the City to redevelop the La Bahia site into a 118-room
hotel with day spa, but without a conference facility. This project would have resulted in
renovation of most of the existing historic bulldmgs Since the proposed project was in
conformance with the existing BSOL plan, zoning ordinances and LCP, the Initial Study
was tiered to the BSOL Area Plan EIR and concluded that an EIR would not be required.
A Mltlgated Negative Declaration was adopted and the prOJect was approved by the City
Council in 2003.

But the approved 2003 La Bahia project was not a “conference hotel” and, while that
project sat apparently dormant, the City grew anxious and a new conference hotel project
‘was presented to the City. In 2004, a project was proposed for the Coast Hotel site,
located west of the Municipal Wharf on Beach Street. The project consisted of the
demolition of the existing Coast Hotel and surface parking lots. In its place, a2 new 270-
room hotel and restaurant with a new multi-story 650-space parkmg structure and
conference facility was proposed. The project required a new zoning designation
allowing for more height, amendments to the L.CP, changes to the BSOL plan, and the
completion of an EIR. After all of these and the project were approved by the City
Council, enough signatures were gathered to qualify a citizen-led ballot initiative to stop
the project. Faced with a citizen’s referendum, the Coast Hotel developer withdrew its

proposal.

The City’s hunger and disappointment were insatiable and its budget shortfalls were
reaching a crisis. The City had shown a willingness to make major changes: abandon
height limits, amend the BSOL, amend the LCP... who knew the limits of what the City
might be willing to compromise.

Subsequent to withdraw of the Coast Hotel project, in November 2005, Swenson
informed the City Council that it had determined that the 2003 approved project at the La
Bahia site was not financially viable; and that the applicant had decided not to pursue this
permitted project and would allow the permit to expire.

The “demolition rational”:

It is instructive to examine the basis of developer’s conclusion about financial viability
which is provided in its “demolition rational”. Over time the developer has presented
three versions of the “demolition rational” and these have been supported by reports from
their structural engineer. The basic rational is that restoration is foo expensive and that
complete demolition and new construction would be less expensive; would create a
product that was easier to sell as a condominium and to operate as a hotel; and would
kind of look like the old structure with larger rooms and better ocean views. While this
rational appears fairly straight forward and easy to accept, there are some subtle elements
that should be considered.

One major element is the extent that creating a condominium hotel dictates and drives the
“demolition rational”. A careful reading of these rationales provides the following key
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points. First, condominiums are subject to major lawsuits for construction defects.
Restoration using historic building codes increases that liability thus making insurance
protection against construction defect liability extremely expensive or unobtainable.
Second, condominiums hotels need units to be similar sizes and provide similar features
in order to be able to successfully sell the units and in order to be able to provide returns
to the owners in an equitable manner. Third, condominium hotel units need to be larger
than regular hotel units in order to appeal to buyers who must envision themselves as
owners of these units.

Another major element in the demolition rational is only mentioned briefly in the seventh
of eight points in the conclusion of the Briggs Cardosa Associates, Inc (structural
engineers) report, from November 2007, in support of the demolition rational. Here the
report notes that, due to the high costs of historic retrofit construction projects, “...many
of the historic projects we have been involved with were subsidized by government
agencies.” Why is there nothing in the record of any offer of subsidy from the City that
so wanted to preserve the historic building? There is no record because, in spite of
informal offers from three mayors over the history of the Swenson proposals, Swenson
has consistently refused millions of dollars in public assistance for their project likely, in
part, in order to minimize public conditions seen as supportive of the unionization of
hotel workers and to avoid the payment of prevailing wages to construction workers.

The “New” Swenson Proposal:

The current project application was submitted to the City by Swenson in March 2006.
This new La Bahia Hotel Project proposed new construction of a 68 to 70-foot tall, 125-
room full-service condominium hotel with a restaurant and meeting facilities in an area
where zoning provided for a maximum of 43 feet building heights. The proposed project
consisted of demolition of the existing 44-unit La Bahia apartments and virtually all of
the existing structures as well as the existing courtyards. As a result of the public process
including responses to a draft EIR and a Recirculated draft EIR (REIR); and subsequent
to the hearings before the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning
Commission and to the publication of the Final EIR (FEIR), the developer proposed its
final changes to the project reducing the maximum height to 60 feet.

With the availability of hotel financing receding into the future due to the continuing
financial meltdown, the prize for the developer has become gaining the entitlements. The
City’s continuing and growing financial crisis plus delays caused by citizen opposition
and shrewd postponements by the developer (gambling on newly elected politicians or
newly appointed commissioners, both local and state) have provided the developer with
increasing leverage in extracting concessions from deliberative bodies.
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III.Provide the Condominium Option to finance a Historic Renovation, declare
Historic Renovations with condominiums not “financial viable”, demolish the
Historic Building but keep Condominium option to finance the New
Construction.

It is a cruel and inapprapriate outcome that a tool, the “condominium option”, offered to
help make historic restoration of the La Bahia financially viable, should be first used in
an attempt to prove such restoration financially infeasible; then used to justify and

ce the historic building’s demolition; and, finally, to be usurped to help finance a
huge, new hotel. Such would be the result if the current LUP is amended as the
developer and City propose.

The current LUP section 2.16 of the BSOL provides:
“The La Bahia shall be redeveloped as a visitor accommodation use available to
the general public. If the La Bahia is converted to visitor-serving condominiums
in order to fund the renovation project, restrict use of the condominiums by
individual owners to no more than 45 days per year.” (emphasis added)

If amended the proposed LUP section would provide:
“The La Bahia shall be redeveloped as a visitor accommodation use available to
the general public. If the La Bahia site is converted redeveloped to visitor-
serving condominiums in order to fund the reaevatien project, restrict use of the
condominiums by individual owners to no more than 45 days per year.”
(strikethrough print represents language deleted, bold print represents language
added) ‘ .

This amendment should be rejected by the Commission for several important reasons.

Firstly, this Commission created the current approved language in June of 2002 when the
Commission was considering the STC-MAJ-1-01 amendment to the City of Santa Cruz
LCP. This was new language recommended by the Commission as an addition to the
Land Use section of the BSOL Plan and as necessary in order to make the requisite
findings for certification of the amended LCP. We believe the Commission correctly
found this language to be necessary based upon various sections of the California Coastal
Act including Section 30251, which provides:

“The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, ..., to be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas...”

and Section 30253, which provides:

“New development shall do all of the following: ...
(e) Where appropriate, protect special communities and neighborhoods that, because of
their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points for recreational uses.”
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Secondly, this amendment is primarily offered based upon the claim that a historic
renovation project is not financial feasible, but financial feasibility is an inherently
subjective judgment. It is based on many factors that may vary from developer to
developer and, over time, in the view of the same developer. Swenson’s history at this
site demonstrates this subjectivity. Certainly when the developer proposed the 2003
project, it was deemed financially feasible; yet a few years later it was deemed infeasible
(perhaps only because Swenson thought it now had the option of a full demolition and a
new building). One developer’s judgment of feasibility turns on one rate of return on
investment; another developer might find that rate of return unacceptable and thus a
project financially infeasible.

Fortunately Commission action based upon financial viability or feasibility is neither
supported by any Coastal Act Section nor should the Commission make decisions based
upon either financial viability or how great an economic benefit might be provided by
compromising Coastal Act goals. Further accepting this amendment comes close to
en?ouraging or rewarding what could be seen as “demolition by neglect”. An ownerofa
valuable cultural and architectural coastal resource could allow the resource to deteriorate
to the point they deem it “infeasible” to repair and then seek permission to amend a
policy requiring or encouraging renovation. Such poor stewardshlp should not be
encouraged or allowed.

Thirdly, the Commission must take the long view and consider the consequence if this
amendment is approved and this developer walks away from this project. The
Commission should protect and retain the incentive for another developer to complete a
renovation of the La Bahia, should it find the condominium option aided in financing a
renovation project. This amendment would have the adverse consequence of not only
removing an incentive to do a renovation project, but of creating an incentive for a new-
construction, condominium project. This is a move two steps away from the current
policy: from supporting restoration using condominiums, to a neutral position, to
supporting new-construction condominiums.

Finally, this amendment is not needed to build the proposed project, if the zoning
amendment is accepted. A project could be built, at the heights provided by the proposed
zoning, without this amendment. In would seem that this amendment can only be
justified by a claim that a large, new, expensive visitor-serving hotel is not financial
feasible on this site without the aid of condominium ownership to assist with the
financing. As dubious as this claim appears, there is also nothing in the record to support
such a claim. There seems no reason to provxde enhanced, high cost, exclusive .
enjoyment of the public resources (coastal views, etc) that condominium ownership
would provide the owners even for as short a time period as suggested. Furthermore,
before the Commission should consider approving this amendment it should consider
whether a large, new, expensive visitor-serving hotel should be allowed to be created as a
condominium. What Coastal Act mandate is being met by allowing this as a
condominium hotel as opposed to simply as a hotel, in this instance?
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IV. What of the IP amendment, the new zoning ordinance

. Incompatible with the Neighborhood and Character of the Area:
We believe that the Commission must reject the zoning portion of this proposed
amendment because it violates numerous policies of the certified LUP including the
Community Design Policy 2.2.1, which requires new development to compatible with the
character of the area; and Policy 3.5.4, which requires that new development recognize

" and maintain the prominence of Beach Hill; Land Use Palicy 1.6, which requires that
new development to be sited and designed to be visually compatible with the character of
surrounding areas; and Policy 2.6.5, which requires the protection of neighborhood
quality through design guidelines, adequate buffers and other development techniques.
The proposed IP amendment also violates the Community Design Policy 1.1 of the BSOL
Plan portion of the LCP, which requires that development respect the physical and

: envuonmental characteristics of the community and the site.

' 'I'he proposed amendment- would create a new zone for this parcel alone. It would allow
a maximum building height of 61’ over as much as 60% of the site plus an additional 10°
for uninhabitable mechanical pénthouses and architectural elements covering a potential
'25% of the roof area. It would require as little as no sétback from the property line along
each of the ad]acent streets. Current zoning on this site-and the adjacent neighborhood
allows for a maximum building height of 43’ using the Planned Development Permit.
The proposed zoning amendment would allow an excessively tall development that
would overpower and overwhelm the character of the area.

The pareel is bounded on the east side by Westbrook Street. Across Westbrook is the
Coastview Inn which stretches. for the entire block from Beach Street to 1¥ Street. This is -
a two story building with a flat roof (about 20 tall at Beach Street) on a lot that is level
back from Beach Street and is cut into the gent}e slope of the natural grade of Westbrook
Street. Midway up Westbrook Street, across from the Coastview Inn (with a roof top at
that point about 12’ above the street grade), the new development could be 68’ tall above
existing grade. The elevation of the top of the roof of the Coastview Inn at 1% Street is
about 9 feet above the elevation of the corner of 1% Street and Westbrook. Across the
street, the new development could stand 62’ above grade.

The parcel is bounded on the west side by Main Street. Across Main Street is the Casa
Blanca Restaurant and Motel which are a series of two story buildings with flat roofs that
step up Main Street from Beach Street nearly to 1% Street.” According to the proposed
new zoning, midway up Main Streét, across from the 20’ tall Casa Blanca motel unit, the
new development could be 65°tall above existing grade, not counting any axchltectural
elemeats.

Across 1% Street on the north side of the parcel are several residences, a bed and
breakfast, and several small apartment complexes which step up the hill along 1% Street..
The tallest roof peak among these is about 37’ above grade. At the east end of 1% Street,
across from the Nestle Inn Apartments (206 1¥ Street, roof top less than 25’ above

- grade), the new development could stand 62’ above existing grade. Half way up 1%
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Street, across from the Robert’s Home (214 1™ Street, roof top about 30’ above grade),
the new development could be 60’ above grade. At the corner of Main and First, the high
point on the parcel, the new development would only be about 50° above grade, not

“ counting any architectural elements, and would be only a little more twice as tall as the
nearest Casa Blanca Motel unit and about 20’ taller than the nearest apartment across 1%
Street.

Viewed from the public beach across the street, the potential structure, allowed by the
proposed zoning amendment, would appear to be an 82’ tall building from the entrance
on Beach to the tallest portion of the structure. Where the existing developments on all
three sides of this site are of modest heights and step up the various slopes, this potential
structure would dominate the skyline. The Santa Cruz commercial coastal area is already
dominated visually by two pre-Coastal Act structures: the Beach Boardwalk and the
Dream Inn (formerly the Coast Hotel). Each of these presents an edifice that appears to
project ownership of a major portion of the local beach. This potential new project,
located directly across the street from this portion of public beach, would add a new
dominating presence and project its sense of ownership on this last remaining portion of
public beach. '

Adverse Precedent and the Impacts of Spot Zoning:

Creating and applying a new zone to a single site would seem to contradict the concept of
a zone as a guide for land use over an area of multiple parcels. Spot zoning as provided
by this proposed amendment violates several policies of the certified LCP including the
Land Use Policy 1.6, which requires that new development minimizing obstruction of
important viewsheds and be visually compatible with the character of the surrounding
area; Policy 2.6.5, which requires protection of neighborhood quality by the use of design
guidelines, adequate buffers and other development techniques.

Providing these increased height allowances and consequent increase in property value
for a single property owner would seem to be problematic for a public decision making
body. Additionally, providing this new zoning for this single site would create pressure
to apply similar zoning to other sites throughout the beach area based upon a number of
factors. Providing this new zoning to this single site would increase the value of this
property and other property owners might desire a similar benefit for their property
values. The impact on adjacent commercial properties might not only be in the increased
value of this parcel, but might also diminish the value of their parcels due to
comparatively lesser development potential and due to the impact of their diminished
views. This could in turn increase pressure from adjacent hotel properties to seek similar
rezoning and increased heights in order to recover their views and create a competitive
product. Overall, allowing this amendment to the IP portion of the Santa Cruz LCP would
provide an adverse precedent not only for the Santa Cruz LCP but for future decisions
throughout the entire California Coastal Zone.
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V. Conclusion

I agree that the La Bahia site is a good site for a hotel project. I agree with the current
LCP that recognizes and seeks to provide for that hotel while renovating and restoring the
valuable cultural and architectural treasure of the existing structures. I understand and
regret how and why the City has proposed these amendments. The City’s proposals are
driven primarily by the desire for financial contributions to aid in meeting its budget
crises. The Coastal Commission should not sacrifice long term Coastal Act goals to
satisfy the City’s financial appetites.

The LUP portion of the amendment violates the Coastal Act Section 30251 and 30253,
among others. The Commission should not allow a “condominium aption” provided to
assist with the financing of renovation of an architectural structure, to be used to justify
demolition of the structure, and then usurped to help finance a new-construction, huge
hotel. The IP portion of the amendment violates numerous policies of the certified LUP
including the Community Design Policy 2.2.1and Policy 3:5.4, as well as Land Use
Policy 1.6 and Policy 2.6.5 and the Community Design Policy 1.1 of the BSOL Plan
portion of the LUP. The Commission should not approve an amendment that allows for a
project with such excessive height and mass. The Commission should not sacrifice the
public coastal views from the beach or from the public streets above the site. It should
not approve an amendment that allows a project so completely out of character with the
“ surrounding area, dominating the neighborhood and the adjacent public beach.

The Commission should not allow the first domino that begins the obliteration of the
terrace and skyline as well as the visual and aesthetic character of this historic, iconic
beach front area. Finally, the Commission should not allow the adverse precedent these
proposed amendments would provide not only relative to the City of Santa Cruz LCP but
also to the entire California Coastal Zone and LCP amendment process. 1 urge the
Commission to reject all of the elements of this proposed amendment to the City of Santa
Cruz Local Coastal Program.

Sincerely yours,

Edward Van Valkenburgh
217 Marnell Ave.
Santa Cruz, CA
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RECEIVED

July 25, 2011 JuL 29 2011

California Coastal Commission,

Mary K. Shallenberger and Commissioners Central Coast Area

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

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Mary and Commissioners:

This letter is to urge your approval of the amendment to the city's Local Coastal Plan
(LCP) to allow additional height for a quality hotel and quality rooms.

Providing Visitor Serving uses is a priority of the Coastal and a goal of the City's Local
Coastal Plan. The proposed facilities are consistent with both current and proposed
land use designation and zoning with a hotel, restaurant and conference meeting space.
The proposed project enhances the connection to Beach Street with pedestrian friendly
street frontage as well as an economic benefit to the City in the form of well-paying
jobs, increased tax base and a catalyst for beach area improvements. In addition,
construction would meet current ADA standards increasing handicapped access severely
lacking in the current structure.

The beach area needs this project and so does the community of Santa Cruz County.
Sincerely,

Cassidy Turley / BT Commercial

A A

Carol Canaris
Managing Broker - Santa Cruz
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When touring the La Bahia, consider some of the following points.

LANDMARK: The City-hired expert Ward Hill determined La Bahia is an NR-2
National Register-Eligible landmark in 1996; and in 1997, Washington DC's Phipp's
Group determined it was the third most important waterfront Signature Landmark after
the wharf and boardwalk. La Bahia is a rare example of Mediterranean Hill Village
architecture in America, designed by noted architect Wm. C. Hays, who founded the
Berkeley School of Architecture. With craftsman simplicity and a build-with-nature
ethos, it expresses the topography of the hillside. The casual layout was deliberately
designed to create stage-set vistas from it various vantage points.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES: The landmark was designed in 1926 to
be seen from all four sides, to reflect the Casa Blanca's hillside massing, and nestle
into the (until recently) forested hillside. It was a pedestrian-only luxury complex,
featuring courtyards, flights of stairs and ramps, and covered breezeways. It provides
a calm oasis in the midst of a busy tourist waterfront. The City's hired experts
"Architectural Resources Group” of San Francisco, required any La Bahia project to
preserve the chief street facades, courtyards & court facades, stairs and breezeways,
as character-defining features.

RESTORATION POSSIBLE: This landmark is in better condition than was the
Lynch House (now the West Cliff Inn near Dream Inn), which Barry Swenson Builder
restored into what they called a popular inn with the "highest average daily rate and
highest occupancy rate than any hotel in Santa Cruz County” from the moment it
opened. {City Council Hearing 3/31/09, La Bahia Report p.Vil-123). The West CIiff Inn is successful
with preservation, without a highrise addition, and with most rooms /acking ocean-
views. It is proof of their ability to restore a landmark, and make a success out of
preservation.

VIEWING
STREET & BEACH: Compare the La Bahia's compatibility with the scale and
massing of neighboring landmarks, chiefly the Casa Blanca to the west, and from the
Main Beach and tidal zone. The proposed highrise is 7-stories from base to top, and
higher than the Boardwalk Casino roof.

COURTYARDS: The natural lighting effects of the courtyards would be lost with
the proposed 30-foot walls enclosing them, creating deep, dark pits, making the courts
seem narrower. The Court of the Mariners is proposed to be turned into a driveway.

ROOFTOP VIEWS: The La Bahia enhances the view from all angled, with its

articulated rooftop vistas. Note views from the street, especially from the First and
Main street bluff, and view from the top of the Casa Blanca steps west of Main Street.
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July 22, 2011

JUL 252011
Chair Mary K. Shallenberger & Commissioners California Coastal Commission,
California Coastal Commission, Central Coast Area
¢/o Central Coast District Office '
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re: City of Santa Cruz LCP Amendment Number 1-11 (La Bahia Hotel)
Dear Ms. Shallenberger & Commissioners,

- As a Beach Hill neighbor and owner of 3 buildings on Main Street - the same street-that the La
Bahia is on, I'd like to express my support for the La Bahia project.

I feel that this project is the catalyst to revitalizing Beach Hill and the Beach front district —and
it is not a generic solution! It is a monumental tribute to the original architecture and has taken
into account countless feedback from countless groups and people. its Spanish revival
architecture has been developed to the point that will make it a landmark of its own, that we all
can be proud of.

The way | see it, here is what we stand to gain:

1) Continuing the vision of the Beach Hill neighborhood .

2) Improving the face of the city to the Monterey Bay and the rest of the world.

3) Providing a tangible and financial reward for the city that is desperately needed.

4) Employment from a long and short term perspective

5) Drawing a respectable clientele to an area that is teetering on dangerous and
undesirable.

6) More hotel rooms & meeting space= more supply = more options and competitive

pricing for tourists and more draw for year round visitors.

Our community really needs this project. Please vote YES for La Bahia.

Respectfully,

Nlcole Sanchez
1005 Third Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
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RECEIVED

AUG 08 2011

(California Coastal Commission,
Central Coast Area

09 August 2011

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District Offlce

726 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, California 95060-4508
faxed to (831) 427-4877

Peter J. Kennedy
223 Miramar Drive
Santa Cruz, CA 95080-5229

Dear Commissioners:
| am writing this letter to express my support for the La Bahia project.

| suppart this project because our City Is In desperats need of a higher end hotel and conferance center.
Through the years, many projects have come and gone, some better than this one, some worse. The one
thing they share In common is that none of them have ever been bulit. While { do have reservations about
the La Bahla project, our town needs jobs and our Clty needs income.

Architecturally, the project does not appeal to me. It is a pily that the existing historic building will be
demolished, but | see this as a necessary evil. In my opinlon, & hotel like this is @ medemn building type,
and should be bullt in 2 modem style. The current design, trying fo reconoile the historic building and the
new use Is compromised, without clarity of Intent, and does not appeal to me.

One strong pasitive of the projeot is Its commitment to Green Building. Hotels use tons of energy, and as
our City begins to think about Carbon goals, bullding to meet the LEED standard (in addition to CalGreen)
Is one step In the right direction. This far exceeds what e required by the City of Santa Cruz’s Green
Building Program. | see your Commission offars discounted permits for ashieving LEED Gold, and In an
Ideal world, | fes] this project should meet that (higher) standard. Committing to LEED Certified is great,
and mesting LEED Gold would be better (though It may be cost prohibitive to the developer).

Please note that | am currently serving on the City of Sante Cruz Planhing Commission, This project was
approved by our commissioh befors | was a member. | write this Ietter of support solely as a Cltizen, not
as Commigsioner.

| ask that you agpprove this project, with a minimum of conditions, as Santa Cruz needs It.
Thanks you for your conglderation.

Best regards;

Peter J. Kennedy, (831) 419-4868
pjkkennedy@gmail.com
223 Miramar Drive, Santa Cruz, Callfomia 95060-5220
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RECEIVED

AUG 09 2011
AGENDA Item: Th8D
California Coastal Commission, LCP AMENDMENT NO. STC-1-11
Central Coast Area CHRIS FERRANTE-HOTEL OWNER

IN FAVOR OF PROJECT

July 31, 2011

Coastal Commissioners, California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street

Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Commissioners:

My husband and | are citizens of Santa Cruz and we own two businesses in the city; a 40 room hotel
(Beach Street Inn and Suites) and a 47 year old Travel Agency (Santa Cruz Travel).

| just finished reading the staff report and | would be remised if | did not write a letter in favor of the
project, but OPPOSED to the Staff’s Modification Recommendation, particular item number 2;
addressing the low- cost visitor serving accommodations.

As a community and industry we are currently addressing the sub-standard hotel stock in the City and
Beach Area by financially incentivizing property awners to upgrade their properties. It is a real need. By
adding language to the LCP that further handcuffs our ability to build or remodel inventory is contrary to
the current LCP as well as the City’s overall goals. Furthermore, it is detrimental to our community, our
industry and to all visitors that enjoy our coastline.

On page 270of the report it speaks to the state of our local motel market: “As more recycling occurs
(which is taking place in the City of Santa Cruz), the stock of low-cost overnight accommodations tends
to be reduced, since it is generally not economically feasible to replace these structures with
accommodations that will maintain the same lower rates.”

Staff admits it is not economically feasible to replace these structures with accommodations
that will maintain the same lawer rates. Remember these “lower rates” that the staff Identified

are still higher than the State average, except for the identified 122 rooms. If it is not feasible to
offer lower rates, then why would Staff recommend to change the LCP across the board and
require any development to provide either low-cost accommodations or in lieu fees? it is NOT
FEASIBLE AND THIS WILL PREVENT the much needed future renovations/developments in Santa
Cruz.

Formula?

Although | do not agree with the fees, | understand Staff needs a formula and a standard to determine
the fee structure. However, comparing a small beach town with just one market segment {tourist} in its
Peak and ONLY real season, to hotels in all market segments across the State is unfairly justified. The
comparison should be based on coastal “tourist” hotels in California, not al! hotels across the state.
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I would like to reiterate my support for the La Bahia Hotel in Santa
Cruz which the California Coastal Commission is scheduled to consider
on Aug. 11 at its meeting in Watsonville.

Dear Ms. Craig - for California Coastal Commission,

In March, I expressed my support for the Hotel when the Commission was
meeting in Santa Cruz. I will be out of Santa Cruz County this week
and therefore would like to briefly repeat my reasons for support of
the proposal.

The La Bahia is consistent with land use and zoning designations for a
hotel and will provide visitor-serving services which is listed as a
priority in the Coastal Act. It would provide public access of a
beachfront facility to the coastline which isn't available now. This
is of special interest to me because, as a member of the California
State Senate, I worked with the Coastal Commission in 1997 to have my
Senate Bill 72 passed that directed funds from the Coastal Commission's
permit fees to public access uses.

The applicants have incorporated an environmentally sensitive design
that will be "green building" certified, and they support altermate
transportation opportunities such as a beach shuttle and employee bus
passes.

As a fourth generation Santa Cruz native who spearheaded building of
the McPherson Center for Art and History in downtown Santa Cruz, I am
very pleased that the supporters of La Bahia will preserve some of the
historic features of the Hotel. It has received strong community
support, with only one "no" vote on the seven-member City Council
because it meets the city of Santa Cruz' Local Coastal Plan.

As former editor of the Santa Cruz Sentinel and having served two terms
in the both the California Senate and Assembly, as well as two years as
California Secretary of State, for the reasons listed above I believe
the La Bahia Hotel provides visitor-serving services recognized in the
Coastal Act It will be a tremendous beach area improvement to the
community. I encourage the California Coastal Commission to pass the
La Bahia Hotel proposal on Aug. 11.

Sincerely,

N RECEIVED

14 Kite Hill Road AUG 09 2011

Santa Cruz CA 95060

Californig
Phone: (H) 831-427-0977 0 Coaswcommlssion,
(cell) 916-204-8383 Cenﬁ?ﬂCoastArea



796 McKenzie Ave

Watsonville, CA 95076 RECEIVED

August 5, 2011 AUG 10201

California Coastal Commission,
Central Coast Area

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast District

725 Front St Ste 300

Santa Cruz CA 95060-4508

Dear Commissioners:

T4 84

| have lived in the Santa Cruz-Watsonville area and worked in the hospitality industry for
many years. | think a new hotel would be a good idea at La Bahia Apartments, but not

the huge one that is planned right now.

La Bahia is a good size already, and it's a building that everybody thinks of when they
think of the beach area. | don't think the developer should tear it down and build a giant
structure in its place. The rules say the developer can’'t do that now, so please don't

change the rules on us.

If the Coastal Commission allows La Behemoth, it would ruin the beach area for me.

Thank you,

s Collon

Luis Calderon
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Susan Craig RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission

Central Coast District AUG 102011
725 Front St Ste 300

ron e California Coastal Commission,
Santa Cruz CA 95060-4508 Central Coast Area

August 5, 2011

Dear Coastal Commissioners:

I have heard that you will consider changing the plans for the Beach area in Santa Cruz and
allow for a giant hotel to replace La Bahia.

Please do not do this.

I have been working at a hotel nearby La Bahia for many years, and have enjoyed the view
along Beach Street. | would be very disappointed to lose La Bahia—it looks and FEELS like Santa
CI‘:UZ. If they put a big new hotel there, I'm afraid it won’t look and feel like Santa Cruz
anymore.

I think they could make a nice hotel out of La Bahia. They don’t need to destroy it. Please don’t
let them do that.

Sincerely,
Javior Mora\Qs

Javier Morales
3715 Garden St #1

Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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RECEIVED s17201:

AU 15201

California Coastal Commissiotjlary Bridges

Central Coast Area 75 Vine Hill Road
Santa Cruz, CA 95065

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

Dear Chair Shallenberger and Commissioners,

| am writing as a Santa Cruz county resident who would like to see approval for the La Bahia Hotel
project. | urge you to support this project for the benefits it will bring to the Santa Cruz coastal area, as
| feel it will benefit both the community and visitors who come to enjoy the coast.

This property is in need of a change, and this change has been well planned. it is consistent with
current and proposed land use designation. It will provide a useful destination, where there is none
currently. it will improve the area, and will thereby draw other improvements to this treasured part of
our city.

Thank you,

Hilary Bridges





