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INITIAL STUDY

PROJECT TITLE

Monarch Cove Hotel

LEAD AGENCY AND CONTACT PERSON

City of Capitola
420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

Contact Person:

Richard Grunow, Community Development Director
(831) 475-7300 ext. 216

rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us

PROJECT REPRESENTATIVE

Charles Eadie, Principal Associate
Hamilton Swift & Associates, Inc.
(831) 459-9992
charlie@hamiltonswift.com

PROJECT SITE CHARACTERISTICS
Project Location:

The project site is an irregularly-shaped, 1.4-acre property at 620 El Salto Drive on Depot Hill in
the City of Capitola. The property encompasses four assessor’s parcels: APNs 036-142-27, 036-
142-28(partial), 036-143-31, and 036-143-36. Site access is currently taken from the eastern
terminus of El Salto Drive, just east of its intersection with Livermore Avenue. Figure 1
illustrates the project site’s location.

General Plan Designation:

Visitor Serving

Zoning;:

Visitor Serving

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project is a proposed 41-room hotel located at the Monarch Cove Inn site. The project site is
currently developed with the Monarch Cove Inn, which is partially housed in an historic

Victorian structure. The existing facility accommodates 11 guest rooms and features an outdoor
event deck, which is used to host special events.

r City of Capitola
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The proposed project would involve demolition of two existing small cottages, the existing L-
shaped building, and the outdoor deck. These structures would be replaced by a proposed new
hotel that would include three buildings: two new buildings, and an existing building to
remain, as described further below and shown in Figure 2, Proposed Site Plan. A two-level,
below grade parking garage (8,322 square feet on each level) with 56 parking stalls and 27
bicycle parking spaces is also proposed. A separate bicycle entrance would be included to the
below grade parking garage. Four additional surface parking spaces would be included near
the entrance to the main building.

The proposed main building would be a 16,729 square foot, two-story building containing 22
guest rooms, two meeting rooms, kitchen facilities for catering and internal use, and a
courtyard. The second building would be a two-story, 5,894 square foot building with 10 guest
rooms, located along the western property line. The heights of the proposed new buildings
would be a maximum of approximately 30 feet above average grade. The proposed project also
includes renovation of an existing Victorian building on the site, including seismic
improvements, construction of a new foundation and a slight reorientation of the structure. The
existing nine rooms in the Victorian house would be retained as guest rooms. In total, the
proposed hotel would include 41 guest rooms (nine existing guest rooms and 32 new guest
rooms), an increase of 30 rooms.

Access to the proposed project would be taken from both El Salto Drive and Escalona Drive,
with the primary entrance from El Salto Drive, which opens into the proposed entry and
reception area. The upper level of the parking structure would be accessed from the west side of
the proposed main building, while the lower level would be accessed from the north side along
Escalona Drive. Neighborhood access would be incorporated to and through the site via ADA
accessible pathways and benches for scenic overlooks.

The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic yards, which would
all be exported from the site. The project also includes drainage improvements, including water
quality and stormwater management systems. Stormwater control methods would consist of
the use of porous paving with perforated sub-drain pipes on the paved entry drive and a 450
square foot water detention “rain garden.” New landscaping would include new gardens, ADA
accessible pathways and overlook seating areas, and landscape screening of adjacent properties.
In order to enhance Monarch butterfly habitat, proposed landscaping would be Monarch-
supportive and include improvements to the woodland edge.

Approximately 14 trees and large shrubs would be removed from the property. Most tree
removal would occur near the southwest project boundary, south of El Salto Drive.

The proposed project intends to continue many of the conditions as required by the current
Conditional Use Permit (CUP). These conditions include, but are not limited to: limiting events
to a maximum of 40 guests Monday through Thursday and 75 guests Friday through Sunday;
using shuttles from an off-site parking area for larger events; limiting weddings or events to no
more than one per day, two per week, and six per month; adhering to the City Municipal Code
standards for noise limits and use of amplified sound; and requiring a security guard to be
present on-site during all events to control traffic, parking, and guests.

r City of Capitola
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SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING

The project site is surrounded by single-family residences to the north and west, and the Pacific
Ocean (Soquel Cove) to the south. Directly to the east is the Escalona Gulch Monarch Butterfly
Grove Habitat Reserve, and multi-family residential buildings beyond at the terminus of Grove
Lane. Escalona Gulch is a steep sided, deeply incised ravine with a small intermittent stream. A
dense stand of eucalyptus trees with some Monterey pines and Monterey cypress fills the gulch.

The site is partially paved, partially landscaped, and developed with the existing structures of
the Monarch Cove Inn, including an historic Victorian structure. The existing hotel facility
accommodates 11 guest rooms (nine in the Victorian and one in each cottage) and features an
outdoor event deck, which is used to host special events. A number of native and non-native
trees are located on the project site. The trees are dispersed across the site and along the
periphery.

OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED

The following discretionary approvals by the City of Capitola Architectural and Site Committee
and the City of Capitola Planning Commission would be required:

o Conditional Use Permit

o Coastal Development Permit
o Tree Removal Permit

e Design Permit

e Excavation Permit

In addition, approval from these other agencies may be required prior to project construction:

* California Regional Water Quality Control Board: Review Notice of Intent and Storm Water
Pollution Prevent Plan.

o California Coastal Commission: Coastal Development Permit

o Santa Cruz County Sanitation District: Review Sewer Connection Plans

e Santa Cruz County Flood Control and Water Conservation District Zone 5: Approval of
Drainage Plan.

In addition, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
and/or the Regional Water Quality Control Board may require consultation and approval,
depending on the resources impacted.

r City of Capitola
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is “Potentially Significant Impact” “unless mitigated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Xl Aesthetics [] Agriculture Resources Air Quality
X] Biological Resources X] Cultural Resources X] Geology/Soils
Greenhouse Gas Hazards and Hydrology/Water

X] Emissions X| Hazardous Materials Quality

Land Use and Planning [ ] Mineral Resources Noise

[ ] Population/Housing X| Public Services [] Recreation

Mandatory

Utilities /Service Findings of

Transportation/Traffic X Systems X  Significance

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

L]

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that a previous EIR or negative Declaration may be utilized for this project -
refer to Section E.

m F23-13

Signature

Date

ZWL‘“‘J ép unow Commm XY DevetotnenT Director

Printed Name - Title

r
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

I. AESTHETICS

Less than
Potentially Significant

L ] Less than No
S'f:::'a?tnt Imﬁ?;etltic;;h Significant Impact
Incorporated
Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a = ] ] ]
scenic vista?
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, ] ] ] X
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a state scenic highway?
X [] [ [
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light = ] ] ]

or glare which would adversely affect
day or nighttime views in the area?

a) The proposed project is a 41 room hotel located on a coastal bluff in the City of Capitola,
surrounded by a developed residential area. The closest established “vista point,” as designated
by the City’s General Plan, is located 0.25 miles west of the site at the south end of Oakland
Avenue where it meets Grand Avenue. The project site is not visible from this vista point, nor is
it located within a City-designated scenic vista. However, the project site may be visible from
New Brighton State Beach, located approximately 0.25 miles northeast of the site. The increase
in building size from the existing Monarch Inn to the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel may have
an adverse effect on scenic views from this public viewing location. Impacts are potentially
significant, and the EIR will further consider potential impacts to scenic vistas in the project site
area.

b) There are no officially designated state scenic highways in Santa Cruz County. However,
Highway 1, which is located approximately 0.55 miles north of the project site, is listed as an
eligible state scenic highway by the California Department of Transportation. The project site is
not visible from the highway because of intervening vegetation and structures. Therefore, there
would be no impact on scenic resources within a state scenic highway.

¢) The proposed project would increase the intensity of development on the project site and
would include tree removal as well as grading. These changes have the potential to degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site. Therefore, visual character impacts would be
potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.
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d) The project would include lighting fixtures in certain locations, would generate additional
traffic, and increase the number of guest rooms, which include indoor light fixtures. Fixtures are
expected to be directed downward without releasing light upwards into the atmosphere or
outward past the intended projected path. However, the additional lights may be visible to
nearby residents and may alter existing dark sky conditions. Additionally, the increase in
windows and cars could increase glare from the proposed project site. Impacts regarding new
sources of light and glare would be potentially significant and will be discussed further in the
EIR.

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant  Impact ith Less than No

Significant Impact

Would the project: Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique ] ] ] X

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland), as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources
Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for L] L] L] R
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or ] ] ] D

cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 12220(g), timberland (as defined
by Public Resources Code section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government
Code section 51104(g))?

d)  Resultin the loss of forest land or ] ] ] X
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

e) Involve other changes in the existing L] L] L] X

environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest
use?

a-e) The project site is located in a developed residential area. The project site is not in
agricultural production or located adjacent to or near agricultural uses. The project site, as all of
the City of Capitola, is designated “urban and built-up” by the California Department of
Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (2010). Similarly, the project site is
not designated for timber resource production (City of Capitola, 2008) and does not support
viable commercial timber. Although 14 trees would be removed as part of the project, the
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project site is not located in a forested area. As such, no land designated as prime agricultural,
farmland, timber resources, or under Williamson Act contract would be directly or indirectly
converted to non-agricultural use. The proposed project would have no impact on agricultural
or forest resources.

III. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution
Control District may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Less than

Potentially Significant

] Significant  Impact ith s&_ess_f?ham

Would the project: Impact Mitigation ignifican

Incorporated
a) Conflict with or obstruct ] ] X L]
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?

No Impact

b) Violate any air quality standard or X ] ] ]
contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality
violation?

c) Result in a cumulatively X ] ] ]
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions
which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to ] ] X ]
substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors ] ] X ]
affecting a substantial number of
people?

a) According to the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) CEQA
Air Quality Guidelines (MBUAPCD, February 2008), projects that are consistent with the Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (MBPUACD, August 2008) would not result in cumulative
impacts as regional emissions have been factored into the Plan. The MBUAPCD prepares air
quality plans, which address attainment of the state and federal emission standards. These
plans accommodate growth by projecting growth in emissions based on different indicators. For
example, population forecasts adopted by AMBAG are used to forecast population-related
emissions. These forecasts are then accommodated within the AQMP. The project is a proposed
41 room hotel that would not result in new population growth (refer to Section XIII, Population
and Housing). Therefore, the project would not conflict with the adopted AQMP for the region.
Impacts would be less than significant and will not require further analysis in an EIR.
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b, c) The proposed project would be located within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB)
and falls under the jurisdiction of the MBUAPCD. As of January 2013, the NCCAB is in
attainment or unclassifiable of all federal ambient air quality standards (AAQS), it is designated
as non-attainment with respect to the more stringent state PMjo standard and the state’s eight-
hour ozone standard.

During construction, grading would occur on the project site. Grading and excavation activities
could result in generation of dust and PM;o emissions as well as VOCs and ozone from
construction equipment. According to the MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, up to 2.2
acres could be graded and excavated without exceeding the MBUAPCD's direct emissions
threshold of 82 1bs/day of PMio, VOCs, or ozone (MBUAPCD, February 2008). The project site is
1.4 acres. Therefore, the proposed grading activities would be less than the MBUAPCD
threshold of significance direct emissions threshold of 82 lbs/day of PMio, VOCs, or ozone.

According to the MBUAPCD'’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, the proposed number of hotel
rooms (41 rooms) is below the District’s screening level of 880 rooms for potential significant
ozone impacts for hotels, which includes increases in vehicular trips and daily operational
activities. The project would not violate current air quality standards related to ozone.
However, air quality modeling would be required to determine whether construction or
operation of the proposed project may violate other air quality standards. Therefore, impacts
would be potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

d) MBUAPCD generally defines a sensitive receptor as any residence including private homes,
condominiums, apartments, and living quarters; education resources such as preschools and
kindergarten through grade twelve (k-12) schools; daycare centers; and health care facilities
such as hospitals or retirement and nursing homes. The project site is located within a
developed area of the City of Capitola and is surrounded primarily by residential development.

Project grading and construction would involve the use of diesel trucks and equipment that
emit diesel exhaust, including diesel particulate matter, which is classified as a toxic air
contaminant. Adjacent residents would be exposed to construction-related diesel emissions, but
activities that would use diesel equipment would be of limited extent, temporary and of short-
term duration. The California Air Resource Board (CARB) has identified diesel exhaust
particulate matter as a toxic air contaminant, and assessment of toxic air contaminant cancer
risks is typically based upon a 70-year exposure period. Project excavation and construction
activities that would utilize diesel-powered equipment would expose receptors to possible
diesel exhaust temporarily. Because exposure to diesel exhaust would be well below the 70-year
exposure period, and given the limited and short-term duration of activities that would use
diesel equipment, construction related diesel emissions are not expected to be significant.
Furthermore, the State is implementing emission standards for different classes of on- and off-
road diesel vehicles and equipment that applies to off-road diesel fleets and includes measures
such as retrofits. Additionally, Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations (section 2485(c)(1))
prohibits idling of a diesel engine for more than five minutes in any location. With compliance
with these requirements, the project would further reduce the potential of exposure to
substantial pollutant concentrations and diesel emissions.
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CARSB, in the Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (June 2005),
recommends avoiding siting new sensitive land uses, such as residences, schools, daycare
centers, playgrounds, or medical facilities, within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with
100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day. Additional non-cancer health
risk attributable to proximity to freeways was seen within 1,000 feet and was strongest within
300 feet. California freeway studies show about a 70% drop-off in particulate pollution levels at
500 feet (CARB, 2005). The project site is approximately 0.65 miles (3,500 feet) south of Highway
1. Therefore, the proposed residences closest to the highway would not be significantly
impacted by particulate pollution levels. No other local roadways carry traffic in excess of
50,000 vehicles/day; therefore, proposed residences would not be significantly impacted by
diesel particulate pollution from any local or area roadways or highways. This impact would be
less than significant and will not require further analysis in an EIR.

e) Construction activities may generate some odors associated with paving or painting
activities. However, these activities would be temporary and would not affect a substantial
number of people. The operation of the proposed project would not produce any foul odors.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less than
Potentially Significant
Significant Impact ith
Would the project: Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, X ] ] ]
either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

Less than

Significant No Impact

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on X ] ] ]
any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or
regional plans, policies, regulations or
by the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on X ] ] ]
federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other
means?
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Less than
Potentially Significant
) Significant Impact ith é._ess_f?hant No Impact
Would the project: Impact Mitigation ignitican
Incorporated
d) Interfere substantially with the X ] ] ]
movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or
with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?
e)  Conflict with any local policies or X ] ] ]
ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation
policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an X ] ] ]

adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation
Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

a) The project site is currently developed with an 11-room hotel, and is primarily comprised of
landscaped ornamental habitat. However, the eastern and northern portion of the property is
near Escalona Gulch, which contains Monarch butterfly habitat, and is designated as
environmentally sensitive habitat by the City of Capitola (Capitola Municipal Code Section
19.95.061, Escalona Gulch Monarch Butterfly Habitat). In addition, the project site is adjacent to
riparian and coastal habitats. A biological site reconnaissance would be required to more
specifically identify and characterize on-site habitats. Such a reconnaissance will be completed
as part of the EIR process.

Hotel construction activities, such as grading and paving, could result in habitat disturbances or
direct loss of habitat. Additionally, 14 on-site trees and large shrubs would be removed due to
construction and development activities. Based on the habitat types presumed to occur on or
near the subject property, sensitive plant and animal species may also occur on-site. Based on a
search of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the following sensitive animal
species have potential to be present on the property: pallid bat, great blue heron, Santa Cruz
long-toed salamander, monarch butterfly, white-tailed kite, hoary bat, California red-legged
frog, and/or foothill yellow-legged frog. The following special status plants may also be
present: robust spineflower, Santa Cruz tarplant, and/or Monterey pine. A biological site
reconnaissance and a complete biological resources impact analysis would be required to
determine the potential for these species occur on and adjacent to the project site, and to
characterize potential impacts from project development. Therefore, impacts to sensitive
biological resources would be potentially significant and will be analyzed further in the EIR.
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b) The project site is adjacent to riparian and coastal habitats, as well as the Escalona Gulch
Monarch Butterfly Habitat. The Monarch butterfly is not a State or Federally listed endangered
or threatened species. However, under the City of Capitola’s Local Coastal Program (LCP), the
Monarch butterfly is treated as a sensitive species due to the restricted geographic range of its
wintering habitat and its status as a California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)
“species of special concern.” Currently occupied and formerly occupied Monarch butterfly
overwintering sites are also identified in the City’s LCP as potential sensitive habitat.

Although the project would be required to comply with the applicable requirements of the
Capitola Municipal Code, and would also include woodland improvements to the butterfly
habitat, construction activities and operation could nevertheless have a potentially significant
impact to the Monarch butterfly and the associated sensitive habitat. Impacts to this and other
sensitive habitats on and near the subject property will be analyzed further in the EIR.

¢) According to the City’s General Plan and the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) (USFWS,
2013), the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel is not located in an area with designated riparian
corridors, creeks, or wetlands. However, the project site is on a bluff top directly adjacent to the
Pacific Ocean, and riparian habitat may be located adjacent to the property. A biological site
reconnaissance would be required to more specifically identify and characterize on-site and
adjacent habitats. Such a reconnaissance will be completed as part of the EIR process. Impacts
are therefore considered potentially significant and will be analyzed further in the EIR.

d) As discussed above, the project site contains Monarch butterfly habitat. Monarch butterflies
use trees located on and adjacent to the project site as overwintering habitat following the
annual migration of up to and over 1,000 miles from throughout the Rocky Mountains, western
United States, and southern Canada. The butterflies arrive in Santa Cruz County around mid-
October and stay through mid-February. Small and isolated groves of pine and eucalyptus trees
in Santa Cruz, Monterey and San Luis Obispo counties provide limited and therefore important
winter hibernation habitat for this species. Monarchs return to the same overwintering groves
and to the same specific trees each year. The project could impact those trees used by Monarch
butterflies on and adjacent to the project site and therefore disrupt hibernation, and potentially
impact migration patterns. Other species that use the site for dispersal could be impacted due to
the increased infrastructure, construction, operations, and new landscaping. Impacts related to
wildlife movement are potentially significant and will be analyzed further in the EIR.

e, f) Impacts regarding consistency with habitat and natural community policies would be
potentially significant. Although no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural
Community Conservation Plan is applicable for the project site, the City of Capitola General
Plan and Local Coastal Plan contain biological resources policies for resources within and
adjacent to the project site. The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel’s consistency with local policies
regarding sensitive species, habitats, and tree removal will be analyzed in the EIR.
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Less than
PPte_n_tlaIIy Slgnlflca_nt Less than No
. Significant Impact ith Sianificant | t
Would the project: Impact Mitigation 'gnitican mpac
Incorporated
a) Cause a substantial adverse = ] ] ]

change in the significance of an
historical resource as defined in
Section 15064.5?

b) Cause a substantial adverse X ] ] ]
change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant
to Section 15064.5?

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a = ] ] ]
unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?

d)  Disturb any human remains, X ] ] ]
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

a-d) The proposed project would be located in the City of Capitola, which is a region rich in
historical, cultural, and archaeological resources related to California’s history and prehistory.
The proposed project would include demolition of three existing on-site structures and
renovation and reorientation of an existing Victorian structure in order to construct a new 41
room hotel. The project site is located in the City’s first residential subdivision , which occurred
in 1888 (City of Capitola, 2004). Demolition and renovation activities may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of an historical resource. In addition, there is a potential that
existing cultural, archaeological, and paleontological resources are present in undisturbed areas
of the project site, and that grading and construction activities could have adverse impacts on
existing identified and previously unidentified historical, archaeological or paleontological
resources, or other archaeological features. Impacts to cultural resources would be potentially
significant, and will be further discussed in the EIR.
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VI. GEOLOGY/SOILS
Less than
P_otep_tlally Slgnlflca_nt Less than No
) Significant Impact ith Sianificant | t
Would the project: Impact Mitigation igniticant  Impac
Incorporated
a) Expose people or structures to
potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake ] ] ] X
fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Map issued by the
State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42.
i)  Strong seismic ground shaking? X ] ] ]
i)  Seismic-related ground failure, ] ] X ]
including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? X ] ] ]
b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the X ] ] ]
loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil X ] ] ]
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as ] ] X ]
defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately ] ] ] X

supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste
water?

a.i) There are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault zones in the City of Capitola. There is no
potential risk for surface rupture on the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel project site, and there
would be no impact.

City of Capitola
15




Monarch Cove Hotel
Initial Study

a.ii) The project site is located in a seismically active region of California. There are no active
faults which underlie the City of Capitola, but active faults are located nearby in the Santa Cruz
Mountains and offshore in Monterey Bay (City of Capitola, 2013). The regional faults of
significance potentially affecting Capitola include the San Andreas Fault (nine miles northeast
of Capitola), the Zayante Fault (five miles northeast of Capitola), and the Palo Colorado-San
Gregorio Fault (14 miles southwest of Capitola). An earthquake along any of these faults could
induce seismic ground shaking at the proposed project site. The impacts related to seismic
ground shaking would be potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

a.iii) Liquefaction is a temporary, but substantial, loss of shear strength in water-saturated
sediment (such as granular solids, including sand, silt, or gravel), usually occurring during or
after a major earthquake. Liquefaction is most likely to occur in unconsolidated, sandy
sediments which are water-saturated within less than 30 feet of the ground surface. As
indicated in the City’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan (2013), soils in the vicinity of the project
site have a low potential for liquefaction. Additionally, the geotechnical report completed by
Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, Inc. (2013) identified the site as low potential for liquefaction
due to the dense to very dense bedrock located beneath the site. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

a.iv) Landslides typically occur in areas where steep slopes exist, such as hillsides or mountain
regions. The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would be located on a site with gently sloping
topography that is currently developed. However, the site is situated at the top of a 95-foot high
coastal bluff subject to wave action at the toe (Haro, Kasunich and Associates, Inc., August
2013). The blufftoe and bluff face will continue to recede landward until a seawall and bluff
stabilization system are permitted and installed (ibid). Therefore, impacts related to landslides
would be potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

b, c) The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel is located in an area of high bluff erosion, as indicated
by the City’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan (2013). The proposed project is located in the Depot
Hill Neighborhood on top of cliffs characterized by gently dipping, late Tertiary sedimentary
rocks that are generally overlain by nearly horizontal, quaternary terrace deposits. The local
shoreline is nearly parallel to the dominant direction of approach for refracted waves. As a
result, littoral drift is rapid, inhibiting formation of a continuous protective beach. Instead, a
series of pocket beaches, which are sensitive to seasonal changes and human intervention, have
formed. The Depot Hill neighborhood portion is unprotected.

The bluff recession rate between 1928 and 1990 was estimated to be 1.1 feet per year (Haro,
Kasunich, and Associates, Inc., 2013). Assuming this constant rate of retreat, the first houses in
the Depot Hill Neighborhood would be threatened or damaged in approximately 50 years, and
most would be damaged or destroyed within approximately 75 years and after 100 years. (Local
Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2013). The Bayview building and Victorian structure would be located
approximately 90 feet from the blufftop and would be considered first-line houses (Haro,
Kasunich, and Associates, Inc., 2013). Some of the second-line houses could be threatened,
which could include the main building (Local Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2013). Additionally, the
project would involve grading activity that would increase the loss of topsoil and therefore
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increase the potential for erosion. Impacts related to loss of topsoil and erosion would be
potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

d) Expansive soils are those possessing clay particles that react to moisture changes by
shrinking (when they dry) or swelling (when they become wet). In general, the project site is
underlain by sandy loam soils, which are not classified as expansive soils (Natural Resource
Conservation Service [NRCS], 2013). The Local Hazards Mitigation Plan (2013) identifies low
potential for impacts from expansive soils throughout the City of Capitola. Based on a review of
soils present at the site, the City’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan, and the lack of past
occurrences of expansive soil related impacts, the potential impacts related to expansive soils at
the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would low. In addition, the project would be required to
comply with standard engineering practices in the California Building Code (CBC), which
would help ensure that impacts related to expansive soils remain less than significant.

e) The proposed project would connect to the City of Capitola Sanitary Sewer system, operated
by the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District. The use or construction of a septic system is not
proposed. Therefore, there would be no impact associated septic disposal.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant Impact ith ~tessthan - No

Would the project: Impact Mitigation Significant  Impact
Incorporated
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, X L] L] L]

either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment?

b)  Conflict with any applicable plan, X ] ] O
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

a) Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary emissions, primarily from
construction equipment emissions and paving, but also through the use of motorized
transportation to deliver materials and laborers to the construction site. The project would also
produce operational GHG emissions from an increase in energy demand and vehicular trips to
and from the hotel. As these impacts would be potentially significant, they will be discussed
further in the EIR.

b) The State of California Assembly Bill (AB) 32 and California’s Executive Order S-3-05 require
a reduction in per capita greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Executive order S-3-
05 further requires an 80% reduction below 1990 levels by 2050. The project generating
emissions, including vehicular trips, could potentially hinder meeting these targets.

The City of Capitola is in the process of updating its General Plan, which will include
preparation of a Climate Action Plan. In addition, the Association of Monterey Bay Area
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Governments (AMBAG,) is currently preparing a regional Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS). Although these documents may not be complete prior to completion of the EIR, the
proposed project’s consistency with these ongoing climate planning efforts will be discussed
further in the EIR.

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant  Impact ith Less than No

Would the project: Impact Mitigation Significant Impact
Incorporated
a) Create a significant hazard to the L] L] 4 ]

public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the ] ] X ]
public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into
the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle ] ] X ]
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government
Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport ] ] ] X
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a ] ] ] X
private airstrip, would the project
result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the project
area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically X ] ] ]
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Less than

gf)te_n_tially Significa_nt Less than No
. ignificant  Impact ith Sianificant | t
Would the project: Impact Mitigation ighifican mpac

Incorporated
h) Expose people or structures to a ] ] 2 ]

significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to
urbanized areas or where residences
are intermixed with wildlands?

a) Hazardous materials include solids, liquids, or gaseous materials which, because of their
quantity, concentration or physical, chemical or infectious characteristics may: (1) cause or
contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness; or (2) pose a substantial present or
potential harm to human health or the environment when improperly handled, used,
transported, stored or disposed. The construction and operation of the proposed hotel would
not involve the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials except for relatively
small amounts related to construction machinery, cleaning and landscape maintenance. Existing
regulations including U.S. Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) guidelines for such materials and Fire Department oversight of
materials storage and use would ensure that such materials are transported, handled and stored
properly. Impacts would be potentially less than significant and will not require further
discussion in the EIR.

b) Daily operation of the hotel would not be expected to involve transportation hazardous
materials outside of small quantities used for routine cleaning operations and landscape
maintenance. As such, daily operation would not result in the release of hazardous materials
into the environment. Based on the primarily residential and visitor-serving historical on-site
and surrounding land uses, soil or groundwater contamination is not expected to be present
and grading activities would therefore not be expected to result in the release of or exposure to
toxic materials. Impacts would be less than significant and will not require further analysis in
the EIR.

¢) Two schools are located within 0.25 of the project site: New Brighton Middle School and
Capitola Elementary School, both located 0.17 miles northwest of the project site. However, as
discussed above in Section VIIL.b, the project would not be expected to generate or store any
hazardous materials that would result in the release of hazardous material into the
environment. The only use of hazardous materials would include construction and landscaping
maintenance. These materials would be limited in quantity and the impacts on surrounding
schools would be less than significant and will not require further analysis in the EIR.

d) The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel is not located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Department
of Toxic Substance Control 2013). Based on historical operations on the project site and
surrounding historical residential properties, no hazardous materials would be expected to be
in the soil on site. As such, grading and other ground disturbance activity associated with
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construction would not expose the public or environment to hazardous materials and no
impact would occur.

e, f) The closest public airport to the proposed hotel is the Watsonville Municipal Airport, which
is located approximately 10 miles southeast of the project. No portion of the project site is
located within the airport safety zone. A private air strip, Monterey Bay Academy, is also
located approximately six miles southeast of the proposed project. The project would not
expose guests to airport-related hazards or facilitate activities that could pose a safety hazard
related to nearby airports. There would be no impact related to airport hazards.

g) The project includes two proposed access points to the site, one from El Salto Drive and one
from Escalona Drive, both located on residential roads. The new access configuration’s impacts
related to emergency access for the site and surrounding land uses are potentially significant
and will be discussed further in the EIR.

h) The proposed project is located in an “Unzoned Fire Hazard Severity Zone” according to the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) Fires Hazard Severity Zone map
for Santa Cruz County (CalFire 2007). This designation equates to a less than moderate risk of
wildland fire. The project is located in a developed area, and would not be exposed to wildland
fires. As such, impacts related to risk of loss, injury, or death related to wildland fire would be
less than significant.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less than
Potentially Significant
Would the project: Silgnificant Impact ith é_i:;sif:::aa:t Im":)gct
mpact Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Violate any water quality standards X ] ] ]
or waste discharge requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater X ] ] ]
supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such
that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing
nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing X ] ] ]

drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less than
Potentially Significant
Would the project: Significant  Impact ith
Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
d) Substantially alter the existing = ] ] ]
drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site?

Less than No
Significant Impact

e) Create or contribute runoff water X ] ] ]
which would exceed the capacity of
existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade X ] ] ]
surface or groundwater quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year ] ] ] X
flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?

h)  Place within a 100-year flood ] ] ] X
hazard area structures which
would impede or redirect flood
flows?

i)  Expose people or structures to a ] ] ] X
significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of
a levee or dam?

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or ] ] ] X
mudflow?

a, f) The proposed project is located in the Aptos-Soquel Watershed, within the jurisdiction of
the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The RWQCB establishes
requirements prescribing the quality of point and nonpoint sources of discharge and establishes
water quality objectives through the Water Quality Control Plan for the local basin. A point
source is defined as waste emanating from a single, identifiable point such as a wastewater
treatment plant. A nonpoint source of discharge results from drainage and percolation of
activities such as agriculture and stormwater runoff.
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Construction activities associated with the proposed project could result in temporary water
quality impacts due to ground disturbing activities during construction. Water quality could be
impacted if runoff leaves the site. Therefore, water quality impacts would be potentially
significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

b) The proposed project would include impervious surfaces including buildings, walkways,
parking spaces and driveways. The project would also include pervious pavement and rain
harvest gardens to reduce runoff and increase infiltration rates. However, as the construction of
the hotel would introduce new impervious surfaces, there would be a potential reduction of
groundwater recharge in the project area. Additionally, an increase in guest rooms and hotel
capabilities would increase water demand. The project site is serviced by the Soquel Creek
Water District, which relies entirely on groundwater from the Purisima Formation and the
Aromas Red Sands aquifers. The Aromas Red Sands aquifer underlies the southern third of the
Soquel Creek Water District’s service area and does not serve the City of Capitola. The Purisima
Formation underlies the City of Capitola and is in overdraft conditions and is impacted by
saltwater intrusion (City of Capitola, 2011). As such, impacts to groundwater supplies would be
potentially significant and will be further discussed in the EIR.

c-e) The proposed project would involve the introduction of new impervious surfaces and
would also include modifications to the subject property that would affect drainage patterns.
Proposed development may increase the rate or amount of surface runoff to planned or existing
drainage facilities and could degrade the quality of surface runoff from the site. Impacts are
potentially significant and will be studied further in the EIR.

g-j) According to the City’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan (2013) and Flood Insurance Rate
Maps for the area (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2013), the project site is not located
in a 100-year flood zone, special hazard flood zone, or an area at risk from tsunami (due to its
location on a blufftop) or seiche, mudflow, or dam/levee failure. The Newwell Dam is the
closest dam, located 11 miles northeast of the project site. Given this distance, the dam would
not have the potential to result in loss, injury or death involving flooding as a result of dam
failure. There would be no impact in these issue areas.

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant  Impact ith Less than No

Significant  Impact

Would the project: Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Physically divide an established L] ] L] X
community?
b) Conflict with any applicable land use X L] L] L]

plan, policy, or regulation of an
agency with jurisdiction over the
project (including, but not limited to
the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance)
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?
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c) Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?

a) The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would not physically divide an established community,
as the proposed project would be located on a previously developed site with a hotel use. The
proposed project would maintain public access on and through the site via ADA accessible
walkways. Therefore, no impacts relating to the physical division of communities would occur.

b) The project site is designated for visitor serving uses and is located in the coastal zone. The
project’s consistency with the City of Capitola General Plan, Capitola Municipal Code, Local
Coastal Plan, and other applicable plans will be discussed in the EIR. In addition, compatibility
of the proposed project with adjacent residential land uses would be potentially significant and
will be discussed in the EIR.

) There are no adopted habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
applicable to the project site. There would be no impact in this regard. Please see Section IV,
Biological Resources, above for a discussion of potential impacts to biological resources including
sensitive habitat.

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less than
P!:)te_n_tlally Slgnlflca_nt Less than No
Significant Impact ith L
Would the project: Impact Mitigation ~ Significant  Impact
Incorporated
a) Resultin a loss of availability of a ] ] ] X
known mineral resource that would be
of value to the region and the
residents of the state?
b) Resultin the loss of availability of a ] ] ] =

locally-important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other
land use plan?

a-b) The proposed project involves construction of a new hotel at the site of an existing hotel.
There are no mining operations on the project site or in the project vicinity, and no known
mineral resources are on or under the project site. The construction or operation of the hotel
would not interfere with existing mining operations or result in the loss of any mineral
resources. There would be no impact to mineral resources.

City of Capitola
23



Monarch Cove Hotel
Initial Study

XII. NOISE

Less than

P_ote_n_tlally Slgnlflca_nt Less than No

) ) Significant Impact ith Sianificant I t

Would the project result in: Impact Mitigation ignitican mpac

Incorporated
a) Exposure of persons to or generation = ] ] ]
of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other
agencies?

b) Exposure of persons to or generation X ] ] ]
of excessive groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels?

c) A substantial permanent increase in X L] L] L]
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without
the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic X ] ] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport ] ] ] X
land use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use
airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise
levels?

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a ] ] ] X
private airstrip, would the project
expose people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

a-d) Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise levels than others, due to the
amount of noise exposure (in terms of both exposure time and insulation from noise) and the
types of activities typically involved. Residences, lodging facilities, schools, libraries, churches,
hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, parks, and outdoor recreation areas are generally
considered more sensitive to the noise than are commercial and industrial land uses. Sensitive
receptors in the project area include single family and multi-family residences located directly
north, east, and west of the site. Because of the proximity of the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel
to sensitive uses, construction activities would be expected to cause temporary noise impacts to
sensitive receptors. Operation of the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would be similar to existing
conditions on the proposed project site, but an increase in guests and visitors would be
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expected to increase traffic in the neighborhood (refer also to Item XVI, Transportation/Traffic).
Noise impacts would be potentially significant and will be analyzed in the EIR.

e) The proposed hotel would be located approximately 10 miles from the Watsonville Municipal
Airport and is located outside of the airport noise impact contours (City of Watsonville, General
Plan, 2012). The project would not place structures within an area exposed to airport noise, and
would therefore not expose residents or workers to excessive noise levels. There would be no
impact.

f) The project site is located approximately six miles northwest of the Monterey Bay Academy
Airport, which is a private airstrip located south of Manresa State Beach. The project site is not
located near enough to the airstrip to expose workers or guests to excessive noise levels. There
would be no impact.

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less than
Potentially Significant

L ] Less than No
Significant Impact ith L e
Would the project: Impact Mitigation Significant  Impact
Incorporated
a) Induce substantial population growth ] ] X ]
in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes
and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads
or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of ] ] ] X
existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of ] ] ] X

people, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

a) The proposed project would result in an addition of 30 hotel rooms to the site, which would
increase the number of visitors to the hotel and the City of Capitola. However, occupants of the
hotel would be temporary and the proposed project does not include any new housing, roads,
or other growth infrastructure. The proposed hotel would generate short-term employment
opportunities during construction and long-term employment opportunities associated with the
operation and maintenance of the hotel. However, both temporary and long-term employment
opportunities would be expected to be filled from within the existing community and long-term
employment would be nominal (approximately five to eight additional full time employees).
Therefore, impacts related to direct or indirect population growth would be less than
significant.

b, c) The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would not include the demolition of existing housing,

construction of new housing, or displacement of people. As a result, no impacts related to
population and housing would be anticipated.
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Less than
P_ote_n_tlally Slgnlflca_nt Less than No
. Significant  Impact ith Sianificant | t
Would the project: Impact Mitigation lghificant — Impac
Incorporated
a) Resultin substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered
government and public services
facilities, need for new or physically
altered government facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in
order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other
performance objectives for any of the
public services:
Fire protection? X ] ] ]
Police protection? X [ [ [
Schools? [ [ [ X
Parks? [ [ X [
Ll [] X Ll

Other public facilities?

a) Fire Protection. The City of Capitola is served by the Central Fire Protection District of Santa
Cruz County (CFPD), which was formed in 1987 as a result of the consolidation of the Capitola,
Soquel, and Live Oak Fire Districts. CFPD has four fire stations, one of which (Fire Station #4)
is located in the City of Capitola at 405 Capitola Avenue, across from City Hall. The other
stations are located in Soquel (one station) and Live Oak (two stations). The project site is
located within a two-minute emergency response time from the Central Fire District Station #4
(City of Capitola General Plan Update, White Paper #5 Public Services, Utilities, and Infrastructure,
March 2011). The proposed hotel could result in the construction of buildings that could present
unique or special challenges for fire protection services on-site or result in an increase in
population that would warrant the construction of new facilities to provide adequate fire
protection services. Increased activity and guests at the project site could increase demand for
fire protection services. Impacts would be potentially significant, and further analysis in the
EIR is necessary.

Police Protection. The Capitola Police Department, headquartered at 420 Capitola Avenue,
adjacent to City Hall, would provide police services for the proposed hotel. The proposed hotel
is located within a developed area of the City already serviced by the police department.
However, an increase in activity and number of guests at the project site could increase demand
for police protection services. Impacts would be potentially significant, and further analysis in
the EIR is necessary.
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Schools. The proposed hotel would not generate an increase in population that would warrant
the construction of new school facilities. Therefore, no impacts related to schools are
anticipated.

Parks. The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would improve access to and through the site,
including an ADA accessible pathway and overlook seating areas. These pathways would be
open to the public and would provide passive recreation for the surrounding community. The
proposed hotel would not generate an increase in population that would generate demand for
recreational facilities, but would result in a net increase of 30 hotel rooms on the project site, and
the additional guests and visitors would be expected to use existing parks within the City of
Capitola. However, this demand is anticipated to be relatively minor, and would not be
expected to necessitate the construction of new park facilities or expansion of existing park
facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Other Public Facilities. The proposed addition of 30 hotel rooms to an existing hotel site would
not substantially increase use or access to other public facilities, such as downtown centers,
vista points, or historic landmarks. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with other public facilities, and impacts would be less than
significant.

XV.RECREATION

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant  Impact ith LcSsthan - No

Would the project: Impact Mitigation Significant  Impact
Incorporated
a)  Would the project increase the use of ] L] X L]

existing neighborhood and regional
parks or other recreational facilities
such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would
occur or be accelerated?

b)  Does the project include recreational ] ] ] X
facilities or require the construction
or expansion of recreational facilities
which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

a) The proposed project would not generate an increase in population that would increase the
use of existing neighborhood or regional parks. However, the project would result in a net
increase of 30 hotel rooms on the project site, and the additional guests and visitors may use
existing parks within the City of Capitola. This demand is anticipated to be relatively minor,
and would not be expected to result in a substantial physical deterioration of existing park
facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b) The proposed hotel would include ADA accessible pathways and benches for scenic
overlooks, which would be open to the public. The impacts of these facilities are analyzed
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within this Initial Study, and will be further analyzed in the EIR where impacts are potentially
significant as indicated throughout this document.

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant  Impact ith  L°SS than No

Would the project: Impact Mitigation ~ S'gnificant  Impact
Incorporated
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, X L] L] L]

ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system,
taking into account all modes of
transportation including mass transit
and non-motorized travel and relevant
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to
intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle
paths, and mass transit?

b)  Conflict with an applicable congestion X ] ] ]
management program, including, but
not limited to level of service
standards and travel demand
measures, or other standards
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated
roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic ] ] ] X
patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location
that results in substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to X ] L] ]
a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or
incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e) Resultininadequate emergency X ] L] ]
access?
f)  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, = ] L] L]

or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance
or safety of such facilities?

a, b) The proposed project would result in a net increase of 30 hotel rooms on the project site,
thereby generating additional vehicle trips to and from the site. The addition of project-
generated traffic to the neighborhood may be substantial. In addition, project trips would be
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added to intersections and roadways elsewhere that may or currently do operate below City of
Capitola Standards. Impacts would be potentially significant and further analysis in the EIR is
required.

¢) The closest public airport is the Watsonville Municipal Airport, which is located
approximately 10 miles southeast of the project site. A private air strip is also located
approximately six miles southeast from the project site. The proposed project would not affect
public or private airport facilities or cause a change in the directional patterns of aircraft. The
proposed project would not include the construction of any buildings that would interfere with
flight patterns. Therefore, there would be no impact to air traffic patterns.

d) The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would be accessed from both El Salto Drive and Escalona
Drive, with primary entrance from El Salto Drive. The proposed below grade parking garage
and other on site improvements would introduce new infrastructure and design features and
may increase hazards. Impacts related to hazards from design features could be potentially
significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

e) Existing site access is provided by El Salto drive. Proposed site access would be provided by
El Salto Drive and Escalona Drive. The project would include construction of a new driveway
from Escalona Drive that would need to be evaluated to determine impacts on emergency
access to the site. Impacts related to emergency access are potentially significant and will be
discussed further in the EIR.

f) The proposed project would generate additional bus, pedestrian and bicycle travel. Impacts
related to consistency with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities will be analyzed in the EIR.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant Impact ith ~Lessthan - No

Significant Impact

Would the project: Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Exceed wastewater treatment L] L] X ]

requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of = ] ] ]
new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental
effects?

c) Require or result in the construction of X ] ] ]
new storm water drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?
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d) Have sufficient water supplies available = ] ] ]
to serve the project from existing
entitlements and resources, or are new
or expanded entitlements needed?

e) Resultin a determination by the ] ] X ]
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing
commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient ] L] X L]
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with federal, state, and local ] ] X ]
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

a, ) The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel would include additional restroom facilities in each
new guest room, new kitchen facilities for catering and internal use, and restroom facilities in
the hotel common areas. Sanitary sewer service for the City of Capitola is provided under
contract through the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District. The hotel’s wastewater would
connect to existing wastewater service lines and be transported to the City of Santa Cruz
wastewater treatment facility at Neary lagoon. The treatment plant has a permitted capacity of
17 million gallons per day (MGD), and approximately 10 MGD is currently being used (City of
Santa Cruz, 2009). The Santa Cruz County Sanitation District generates approximately 5 to 6
MGD of the total average flow to the Santa Cruz wastewater treatment facility, and has rights of
up to 8 MGD. Table 1 shows the capacity and flow projections for the City of Santa Cruz
Wastewater Treatment Facility. Based on the figures presented therein, the City of Santa Cruz
Wastewater Treatment Facility would have a remaining capacity of 6.22 million gallons per day
in 2020.

Table 1
Treatment Capacity and Flo Pro ections for Waste ater Treatment Facilities
in Santa Cru County (million gallons per day)

Permitted Flo Pro ections Average

: Annual
Capacity 2010 2015 2020 |ncrel;se

Treatment Facility Areas Served

City of Santa Cruz Wastewater
Treatment Facility
City of Santa Cruz
City of Capitola
Live Oak 17.00 10.25 10.50 10.78 0.5%
Soquel
Aptos
CSA 57 — Graham Hill
UC Santa Cruz
Source: City of Santa Cruz, 2009.
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Estimates consulted for this Initial Study for daily wastewater generation from hotels range
from 110 gallons per day per room (gpd/room) to 130 gpd/room (PBS&], 2012; Town of
Mammoth Lakes, 2006; Camp Dresser & McKee Inc., 2001). Using the most conservative
number of these, 130 gpd/room, the proposed 41-room hotel would generate approximately
5,330 gallons per day (gpd). This represents approximately 0.09% of the estimated 2020
remaining capacity for the Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Facility (6.22 million gallons per
day). The Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Facility has sufficient capacity to serve the
proposed project. Impacts resulting from an increased demand for wastewater services would
be less than significant.

b, d) Water required for operation of the proposed project would include water for landscaping
maintenance and water for bathrooms, housekeeping, kitchens and laundry service. The project
site is serviced by the Soquel Creek Water District (SqCWD), which relies entirely on
groundwater from the Purisima Formation and the Aromas Red Sands aquifers (SqCWD, Urban
Water Management Plan 2010, September 2011). The Aromas Red Sands aquifer underlies the
southern third of the SQCWD’s service area and does not serve the City of Capitola. The
Purisima Formation underlies the City of Capitola and is in overdraft conditions and is
impacted by saltwater intrusion (City of Capitola, 2011). According to the SqCWD's Urban
Water Management Plan (September 2011), the SQCWD does not have a surplus of water with
which to serve the project. Any increase in water demand may therefore be considered to have a
potentially significant impact on water supply . Impacts related to water supply would be
potentially significant and will be discussed in the EIR.

¢) The proposed hotel would introduce new impervious surfaces to the project area, which
could result in an increase in stormwater runoff flows and the need for new stormwater
drainage systems. The project includes upgrades to drainage, water quality and stormwater
management systems including the use of porous paving with perforated sub-drains on the
paved entry drive and a 450 square foot water detention “rain garden.” Drainage improvements
would be designed to ensure that runoff flows would not exceed historic flows. However,
further analysis will consider proposed drainage improvements, stormwater management, and
water quality improvements. Impacts would be potentially significant and will be discussed
further in the EIR.

f, g) The proposed project would increase solid waste generation compared to existing
conditions. The City of Capitola has a franchise agreement with Green Waste Recovery for the
collection of refuse, recycling, and yard waste. Solid waste collected in the City of Capitola is
transferred to the Monterey Peninsula Class III Landfill located in the City of Marina and
operated by the Monterey Regional Waste Management District (City of Capitola, 2011). Other
nearby landfills include the City of Santa Cruz Sanitary Landfill, the City of Watsonville
Landfill, and Buena Vista Drive Sanitary Landfill. Table 2 shows the remaining capacity and
closure date for the nearby landfills.

City of Capitola
31



Monarch Cove Hotel

Initial Study
Table 2
Remaining Capacity of Landfills in the Pro ect Vicinity
Remaining Capacity Estimated Closure
(cubic yards) Date
Landfill Serving the Pro ect
Monterey Peninsula Class Il Landfill 48,560,000 February 28, 2107
Other Nearby Landfills
City of Santa Cruz Sanitary Landfill 6,150,000 January 1, 2052
City of Watsonville Landfill 2,009,550 December 31, 2029
Buena Vista Drive Sanitary Landfill 3,303,649 July 1, 2031
Source: CalRecycle Solid Waste Information System Database, Facility Site Listings. Accessed July
23, 2013.

CalRecycle estimates that the daily per room solid waste disposal rate from hotels is
approximately two to four pounds (CalRecycle, January 2013). Assuming four pounds per
room, the daily solid waste generation from the proposed project would be 164 pounds per day,
or approximately 0.08 tons per day. As shown in Table 3, the Monterey Peninsula Class II
Landfill is a permitted solid waste facility and currently has the capacity to continue solid waste
disposal services for approximately 93 more years (CalRecycle, July 2013). The landfill is
permitted to accept up to 3,500 tons per day. Therefore, the landfill would have sufficient
capacity to serve the additional 0.08 tons per day generated by the proposed project. Impacts
resulting from increased demand for solid waste disposal would be less than significant.

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less than
Potentially Significant

Significant Impact ith ~Lessthan - No

Significant Impact

Impact Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Does the project have the potential to X ] ] ]

degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant or animal community, reduce
the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal or
eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or
prehistory?
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b) Does the project have impacts that are = ] ] ]
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively
considerable” means that the
incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

c) Does the project have environmental = ] ] ]
effects which will cause substantial
adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly?

a-c) As described in the sections above, the proposed project may generate potentially
significant impacts in the following areas: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural
resources, geology/soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials,
hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, noise, public services,

transportation/ traffic, and utilities and service systems. These issue areas, as well as potential
cumulative impacts, will be evaluated in the EIR, and feasible mitigation measures will be
identified to avoid and/or reduce significant impacts as warranted.
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August 27, 2013

NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND SCOPING MEETING

SUBJECT: Notice of preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Monarch Cove
Hotel Project. Pursuant to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the
City of Capitola (City) will be the Lead Agency and will prepare an EIR for the project. The City would
like input from interested agencies and the general public on the scope and content of the
environmental analysis.

PROJECT NAME: Monarch Cove Hotel Pro ect

PROJECT REPRESENTATIVE: Charles Eadie, Principal Associate, Hamilton Swift & Associates, Inc.

PROJECT LOCATION ADDRESS: The proposed Monarch Cove Hotel is located at the Monarch Cove
Inn site (620 EIl Salto Drive), at the terminus of El Salto Drive east of its intersection with Livermore
Avenue, on Depot Hill in the City of Capitola (Assessor Parcel Numbers 036-142-27, 036-142-28
(partial), 036-143-31, and 036-143-36). The project site is a 1.4 acre property which is designated as
Visitor Serving by both the City's General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The property is currently
occupied by the Monarch Cove Inn, which is partially housed in an historic Victorian structure.
Attached Figure 1 illustrates the regional location of the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel. Figure 2
illustrates the proposed site plan.

DUE DATE FOR COMMENTS: Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be
sent at the earliest possible date but not later than September 26, 2013 at 5:00 PM.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The site is partially paved and landscaped with four existing structures (a
Victorian house, two cottages and a garage/office building). The existing facility accommodates 11
guest rooms (9 rooms in the Victorian house and one room in each of the two cottages) and includes
an outdoor event deck. The proposed project would involve demolition of the two cottages , the
garage/office L-shaped building, and the outdoor deck. These structures would be replaced by a
proposed new hotel that would include two buildings. The proposed main building would be a 16,729
square foot, two-story building containing 22 guest rooms, two meeting rooms, kitchen facilities for
catering and internal use, and a courtyard. The second building would be a two-story, 5,894 square foot
building with 10 guest rooms. The main building would also include a two-level, below grade parking
garage (8,322 square feet on each level) with 56 parking stalls and 27 bicycle parking spaces (refer to
Figure 2). A separate bicycle entrance would be included to the below grade parking garage. Four
additional surface parking spaces would be included near the entrance to the main building.




The proposed project also includes renovation of the existing Victorian structure, including seismic
improvements, construction of a new foundation and a slight reorientation of the structure. The existing
nine rooms in the Victorian house would be retained as guest rooms. In total, the proposed hotel would
include 41 guest rooms (9 existing guest rooms and 32 new guest rooms).

The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic yards net export from the
site. The proposed project includes drainage improvements, including water quality and stormwater
management systems. Improvements would include using porous paving with perforated sub-drain
pipes on the paved entry drive and a 450 square foot water detention “rain garden.” New landscaping
would include new gardens, ADA accessible pathways and overlook seating areas,and landscape
screening of adjacent properties. In order to enhance Monarch butterfly habitat, proposed
landscaping would be Monarch-supportive and include improvements to the woodland edge.

Access to the proposed project would be from both El Salto Drive and Escalona Drive, with the primary
entrance from El Salto Drive, which would open into the entry and reception area. The upper level of
the parking structure would be accessed from the west side of the proposed main building, while the
lower level would be accessed from the north side along Escalona Drive. Neighborhood access would
be incorporated to and through the site via ADA accessible pathways and benches for scenic
overlooks.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALL AFFECTED: The City’s preliminary project review, as
documented in the draft Initial Study for the project, indicates that potentially significant impacts may
occur in the following issue areas: aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources,
geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water
quality, land use and planning, noise, public services, transportation/traffic, and utilities and service
systems. The Monarch Cove Initial Study discusses these issues in further detail. If a copy of the Initial
Study is not attached to this notice, you may request or review a copy at Community Development
Department offices at Capitola City Hall, located at 420 Capitola Avenue in Capitola.

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING: Pursuant to the public participation goals of the City and of CEQA, the
City of Capitola will host an EIR Scoping Meeting to gather additional input on the content and focus of
the environmental analysis to be conducted and presented in the Initial Study and EIR. The scoping
meeting will be held at the Capitola City Council Chambers, 420 Capitola Ave., Capitola, CA , on
September 16, 2013 at 7:00 PM.

COMMENTING ON THE SCOPE OF THE EIR: The City of Capitola welcomes all comments regarding
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. All comments will be considered in the
preparation of the EIR. Written comments must be submitted by September 26, 2013.

Please direct your comments to:

Richard Gruno , Community Development Director
City of Capitola

420 Capitola Avenue

Capitola, California 95010

Fa : 831-479-8879

rgruno __ ci.capitola.ca.us




Monarch Cove Hotel
Notice of Preparation
= 0 1
Slder B i @ &
or | © e 43
s 436 == = _._,:‘.—C.ﬂbnnac‘me
—’-""'——4?::"’ | N =" a Mcgregor £he ]
- 2
Qs L
e
Pin
i . <(\ 1] EfreeL
8 Hill s¢ e 45 .;-'
\ 3 %% g New Bright
; o N e 3 New Brignton
& 4
& Pine s 2 aRs 5 % & © State Beach
% > o o ol M
v - \wenue EAE & &F
“ o 4\"4 Park Q N
§4a ] & %% i
84 S § % ©
0w = g [ & <
E=x w
30 fe] ™
2"
~ % patk P
< o\ &
= 20\ % D *
&g 3 g ?"f O» ,.C;\\O'na
a < 4 £s ot
E 5 2 o % A
g 2 :?p Capitola %, 1‘% 2]
O N L
Crystaist 2 Lé-m-- % 7 e
rys ; < Dr.Park o;aAve @
Emerald St 2
=
gl Capitola
Jewel St State Beach
Opal St 9
S
Topaz St o
e
ark
Q\
>
,\‘& 0 800 1,600
| [ [
o) Feet
Imagery provided by ESRI and its licensors © 2013. ~
e P Venmore - | =
Su{ j?m ‘-—6 l
‘IP\ 50, |
San M%\ F emont N\
1% "“x\\\ : \ N
e el "\ 3
_ _ ROOW iy ~'San Jose A
* Project Location Ny A \
)
’ b
N nta Cruz \\\‘G Los
3 i
R
||}“
gaimas
0 20 40 Miles <" "4 \
L 1 1 1 ]
”\\
Regional Location Map Figure 1
City of Capitola




Monarch Cove Hotel
Notice of Preparation

~.
BIKE %
ENTRANCE

N,

QA
SN
%

S
S
9%
XX
oS
X
S

S

S
5%
55
55

95
S

S
S5

XX
S

“

N

“:‘
<
o8
4

'

~at
5
&5

o
S

o
S

X
=%
%S
esses
o5

<
X

o\

5
o

S
o5
5
BEKS
S
S
S

SRS
RS
Seeeteslss

SR

9! .
et
S

S = \
et =

3 BEDROOM

COTTAGE

NEW

[ OVERLOOK
BAYVIEW

BUILDING

/7
/ PROPERTY
CAR PORT ! LINE
N SOFT.BLUFF %
“ \» O\ & SETBACK 1
PROPERTY ‘ 1
LINE / )
/e ’, H
REMOVE / / H
E) DECK .
(E) o / J
U
/

N
0 25 50
Scale in Feet

Legend
——- Property Line
Xt —x Existing Fence

Areas to be Moved/Removed

Patios, Courtyards, Terraces

Driveway/Walkway

Proposed Site Plan -
Base drawing source: Thacher & Thompson Architects, 2011. p Flgure 2
City of Capitola




September 16, 2013

Forty Five years ago my wife and | moved to Depot Hill. At that time our property and just about all
the property’s in the neighborhood were zoned RM1000. Realistically we could have built 7 units on our
lot. Many of the homes on the hill were single family residences with families. The “Hill” organized an
association and were able to have the lots rezoned R1. They reduced the worth of many of their lots to
preserve the neighborhood. | point this out to give you a feel for how the residents of Depot Hill care
about their neighborhood more than the resale or development opportunities that their property’s
command. Over the years the El Salto Resort property has had its share of problems with the City and
the neighborhood. We are now asked to trust that they are building this project to enhance the area.
The property owner has never, let me repeat, NEVER done anything that took into consideration the
neighborhood. It has always been about profit. Now | realize we live in a free enterprise society which
encourages profit, and | worked my whole life respecting and living that concept. | also believe you
shouldn’t sacrifice the good of a society or a neighborhood for profit. The El Salto Resort has coexisted
for almost a century in this neighborhood at a size that at times might seem overwhelming to the direct
neighbor’s, but only occasionally causes a major disturbance. To many one disturbance is one too many,
and | agree. To think that increasing the number of units almost four fold will help the neighborhood, is
a fools dream.

Now you shouldn’t blame the property owner for trying to increase the number of rooms and
amenities of his property, after all it is zoned correctly for this use. Unfortunately the property is only
accessed by one entrance and exit to Depot Hill. You also have to drive the whole length of Depot Hill
through residential neighborhoods to get to the property. Those neighborhood streets are now
experiencing a new wave of families with children and grandchildren. The children who have been
raised, and are being raised, on Depot Hill have historically enjoyed a neighborhood where you could
walk and at times play in the streets. Depot Hill has had a block party during 4™ of July for many years
which closes El Salto Dr. Depot Hill because of its unique one access and exit intersection has been one
of the easiest neighborhoods to walk and enjoy the tranquil atmosphere. We are now being asked to
trust that 41 units will not adversely upset this dynamic. | don’t think anyone with any sense at all
would go along with that assumption.

The property owner will argue that he has a right to develop this property to its fullest extent because
it is zoned for this use. | will agree it is zoned visitor serving, but the City has the ability to regulate the
size of that service. | would suggest that the number of units already existing is about the maximum
that should be considered. If the property owner and his development team want to generate more
income, they might try upgrading the existing rooms and amenities to attract a much more affluent
clientele.

104 CIiff Avenue, Capitola, CA 95010



This property, in some respects, has out lived its original use and should have been rezoned to a
lesser developmental footprint years ago. It isn’t the neighborhoods fault the resort is located in an
area that has historically been a family friendly area. Now we are being asked to trust a developer, a
property owner, and possibly a City, that the impacts of this project can be mitigated, and they shouldn’t
anticipate much of an impact to their way of life. Any increase in use will have a major effect on Depot
Hill, whether it be traffic, noise or just the disruption of our daily routines.

Capitola is slowly but surely becoming a vacation or second home town. Our neighborhoods are
losing their heart and soul to wealth and extravagance. Please think long and hard about what we are
doing here. Do you want to live in neighborhoods without families, vacant houses for many days and
weeks a year? Or do we want to protect our neighborhoods and encourage families to locate here and
contribute to the fabric of the community.

Bruce Arthur

Depot Hill

104 CIiff Avenue, Capitola, CA 95010



OPPOSITION TO THE EXPANSION OF MONARCH COVE INN

Depot Hill is, and has always been zoned as a residential neighborhood:

The El Salto Resort designated Visitor Serving due to the historical existence as a small resort (according to
City records, the zoning was ‘grandfathered’ into an otherwise residential neighborhood.) The density is
currently greater than it was in the past because the owners have sold off many surrounding parcels. The
resorts history has been troubled and created years of conflict not only because of the incompatible use but
because of the owner’s total disregard for neighbors, community or City rules and regulations. *

*http: / /www.metroactive.com/papers/cruz/05.21.98/elsalto-9820.html *full text following

comments

The resort owners have profited from selling parcels to be used as single family homes over the years. As a
purchaser of one of those parcels | was advised by the City staff to not plan on using the visitor serving overlay
designation as it was only because the resort was grandfathered. | was told that the resort would not be
expanded but would either remain as is or eventually be converted to single family residential to fit in with
the existing neighborhood, (based on the premise that the El Salto property was Visitor Serving only because
of historical usage — and no increased Visitor Serving usage would be allowed) — confirming that the essential
character of the neighborhood was and is residential. Several other of these former El Salto properties were
purchased with clear confirmation from the City that the Visitor Serving Designation was not to be expanded,
only allowed to continue in historical form without expansion.

The Council has been exemplary in protecting the neighborhood from the frequently intrusive behaviors of the
resort’s operators:

The City has a clear history of documented problems that have occurred in the past at this location because of
the conflict between permitted uses. (see Capitola City Council Findings, Neighborhood Petition with 61
signatures from meeting of June 24, 1999 and associated letters from 1998 through 2001) addressing
multiple problems from the incompatible usage due to traffic, unacceptable noise levels and environmental
impacts.

In reviewing City Council minutes, it is evident that the Council’s intent over the years was to protect the
residential character of the neighborhood. Council minutes recognize the significant neighborhood impacts
of this incompatible use and implemented a number of conditions if any events were to continue at the
resort.

The Council has taken action over the years to limit traffic impacts, (particularly speeding and drunk drivers —
a frequent problem in the past) noise, and waste management. As an example, the property owner went an
entire summer without regular garbage pickup, choosing instead to dump all resort and wedding waste
including rotting food from the weddings on the lot next to me. | could not open my windows due to the
smell, the only reason the rat population was kept down was the number of semi wild cats still in the area
from Mrs. Blodgett’s 300 cats and their offspring. | reported the garbage issues to the Health Department and
Capitola Police. Eventually, 22 truckloads of garbage were removed. This is an owner and developer that has
treated the neighborhood with total disregard.




Claims made by the developer should be taken with a grain of salt:

e There are numerous instances of attempted expansion at this location by the owner, which were denied
because of neighborhood and environmental impacts.

e The owner of El Salto has made promises that have not been kept; proceeded with actions after being denied
permits to implement such actions; neglected to pay taxes and use fees on many occasions until applying for
the same permit the following year — when he was required to pay delinquencies in order to continue.

e Again, as an example, the owner was denied numerous applications to expand parking within the resort and
on Escalona. The Council has continuously denied these requests to prevent added traffic on narrow streets
as well as impacts to Monarch Butterfly habitat and the neighbors. This summer, while legally cutting and
trimming trees on the property, the owner also illegally cleared critical butterfly supporting undergrowth and
placed wood chips from the tree cutting over a large area striping the area as a parking lot. | believe he was
cited for this but he has made no effort to remove the chips or restore the habitat that he destroyed. | am
unclear what resulting fines and penalties might have been levied for the outrageous disregard for the City
requirements and the environment.

EXPANSION OF MONARCH COVE INN CONFLICTS WITH GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

The proposed development is in direct opposition to the General Plan Update Goals, Policies and Actions
GOAL LU-1 Maintain and Enhance Capitola’s Distinctive Identity and Unique Sense of Place

Policy LU-1.3 Compatible Development to ensure that all new development is compatible with neighboring land
uses and development

Depot Hill is a very special part of Capitola’s unique sense of place. Both community members and visitors enjoy
walking this quaint and quiet neighborhood. This project would not be compatible.

GOAL LU-4 Protect and Enhance the Special Character of Residential Neighborhoods

Policy LU-4.2 Quality of Life Ensure residential neighborhoods are walkable, safe, friendly, and provide a high
quality of life for residents of all ages.

Depot Hill is a walkable, safe (except for wedding and resort guests unfamiliar with the lack of sidewalks and
pedestrian focus of the area), and friendly neighborhood. It provides a park like setting for pedestrians, cyclists,
children and families from all parts of the community as well as visitor’s that enjoy strolling up from the village.

GOAL LU-5 Ensure that new residential development respects the existing scale, density and
character of neighborhoods

Policy LU 5.3 Mass and Scale Ensure that the mass, scale and height of new development is compatible with
existing homes within residential neighborhoods

This proposal has been deeply disturbing for community members, in part, because of the proposal’s outrageous
lack of respect for scale, density and character of the neighborhood. The resort’s long history of conflict due to
the incompatibility of uses should limit any expansion.




GOAL OSC-6 Protect natural habitat and other biological resources

Policy OSC-6.2 Environmentally Sensitive Areas Protect and enhance environmentally sensitive areas in Capitola
including.... Escalona Gulch monarch butterfly habitat

A project of this size would destroy one of the few remaining Monarch Butterfly habitats. This area has already
been compromised over the years by the owner’s actions. The City has required significant remediation from the
owner (much of it never implemented) and from the subsequent owner of a home constructed below the resort.
The City has protected this area to the extent that the owner of the home at the end of Escalona was denied an
application to construct an individual garage for his classic car. As a result he sold his home and moved out of
Capitola. How much more impact would a 56 car (as opposed to a one or two car) garage have on this fragile
environment?

It should be noted that any construction near the Monarch Butterfly area could potentially harm the butterflies.
A construction project the size of the one proposed would most certainly irreparably damage this habitat. The
owner has destroyed habitat in the past and was ordered by the City to take measures to restore what he
damaged. He did not complete requirements in the past and has gone on to heedlessly destroy other supporting
habitat without permits or supervision. The owner has a history of destroying or disregarding habitat. There is
nothing in the current proposal to indicate that he would adhere to requirements, policies, regulations now when
he has not in the past.

Street at end of Escalona

The street and right of way which is proposed as a prospective entrance or exit does not belong to Mr. Blodgett.

It has not been established that this is a City street and City staff in the past has said they do not maintain it as it is
not a City street. Several of the neighbors and some former neighbors still hold recorded easements and perhaps
some underlying property rights to this access way. Property rights to this roadway would need to be established
before any plans incorporating this access can move forward. | was offered $7,500 approximately 14 years ago
for my rights to this roadway (conditionally based on his successful acquisition from others). Mr. Blodgett was
unsuccessful in acquiring roadway rights released my rights back to me and withdrew his offer. Charlene Atack
was the attorney for Mr. Blodgett at the time and may have more information clarifying the final outcomes.

General Plan Advisory Committee is still addressing the issue of Noise and Land Use Compatibility Guidelines.
Land Use Compatibility

The Incompatibility of these land uses is evident from over 20 years of past experience. 11 rooms and summer
weddings (with required shuttle service) have been the source of frequent conflict. The incompatibility of an
additional 30 rooms plus a conference center and 56 space garage is obvious.

Discussion of Noise has been primarily limited to traffic. In this area the noise issues are more than just the added
cars driving too fast.

Outdoor bands and PA system usage have frequently been above the allowable decibel levels for noise, which
impact neighbors frequently throughout the summer months. Moving activities indoors would not alleviate the
problems of parties with loud (and inebriated) guests that frequently disturb the neighborhood. Neighbors have
tolerated but have been continually disturbed by this use because of noise, traffic and inebriated guests




wandering in cars and on foot after functions are over.

The proposed 400% expansion is in direct opposition to goals stated in the General Plan that have been developed
for the specific purpose of preserving and protecting our community and our neighborhoods. Council Minutes
have shown that the Community and the City Council have been vigilant in attempting to protect the unique
character of the neighborhood from ongoing problems, which have resulted from the grandfathered but
incompatible use as a seasonal wedding venue.

The Depot Hill neighborhood is, beautiful, eclectic, environmentally sensitive, and wonderful for walking and most
of all, quiet. The history and issues make it clear that this is not an appropriate location for this type of project.
Please consider rejecting this proposal to continue to protect our community’s unique character and integrity.
Depot Hill is a part of what makes Capitola a very special place.




Comments on Initial Study of Proposed Monarch Expansion

| have included a link and text of 1998 Metro Article on El Salto showing long term history of problems at El Salto
http:/ /www.metroactive.com/papers/cruz/05.21.98/elsalto-9820.html

American Gothic by Kelly Luker Metro May 21, 1998

Life on Hold: Former El Salto Resort owner Elizabeth Blodgett answers the phone at her son's bed & breakfast, Monarch Cove
Inn.

How mismanagement and family feuds reduced a once-famous vacation playland to scattered shards of real estate

CAT URINE. The scent lingers everywhere throughout the acres of trails and cottages on this prime oceanfront property
perched on the bluffs overlooking Capitola. The sharp ammoniac odor is inescapable, the legacy of hundreds of feral and
domestic cats that have called the El Salto Resort home since Elizabeth Blodgett took ownership decades ago.

Once a favored getaway for Santa Cruz's well-heeled and genteel crowd back in the Roaring '20s, it is somehow fitting that
the El Salto resort creep into old age like its owner--with cats as its constant companion.

The stories of Elizabeth Blodgett, her son Robert and the resort on Depot Hill are inseparable, their paths charting a rocky and
interlocking history of eccentricity, family feuds, lawsuits, animal abuse and financial missteps. It is also a story that--like most
well-crafted tragedies--leaves a few questions in its wake.

But one question constantly emerges louder than the rest--who was watching out for Lizzie Blodgett?

Like the Brookdale Lodge or Capitola's other fallen beauty, the Rispin Mansion, the El Salto Resort is the kind of real estate
that keeps local historians happily digging away at its early secrets. Originally built in the 1890s as a summer retreat for two
well-to-do British families, the Robertsons and the Rawlins, the property didn't hit its stride until the 1920s under the
ownership of the oil-rich Hanchetts.

Known as "the English Cottages" until it was christened El Salto ("The Sea Breeze"), the property already had hit its first round
of fading glory when the Hanchetts purchased it and poured petro-dollars into sprucing it up and adding some much-needed
amenities. English flora was imported for the extensive gardens, and the Hanchetts added a fruit orchard, tennis court,
livestock and barns to their expanding acreage.

Socialites and the well-to-do and even silent film star Mary Pickford found their way to the little cottages on fog-shrouded
bluffs that some said resembled the white cliffs of Dover.

About seven acres were sold in the mid-'40s to the Tabacchini family, whose members vowed to mold El Salto into the latest
architectural craze--an auto court. It is this little collection of cottages under the towering trees that Elizabeth Blodgett says
she visited on a summer afternoon in 1960, and made an offer to purchase the very next day.

Edge of a Cliff

JUST ONE of THE real estate developers showing an interest in the resort, Ron Beardslee says, "If you wanted to do a case
study for Harvard on how to screw up a piece of real estate, this would be it." Although he is putting most of his energy into
rescuing the Rispin mansion, Beardslee has followed El Salto's stumbling progress and has offered to manage one of the
pieces that is now under new ownership.

To understand what Beardslee is talking about, one need only compare an assessor's map of the area from circa 1959, and
another map of the same acreage almost 40 years later. The outlay of the original dozen or so lots that define El Salto--known
as Camp Capitola on the survey maps--looks like a shattered plate only a few decades later. What was once El Salto has been
divvied up into dozens more parcels, with the logic behind those survey markers known only to Elizabeth Blodgett. There
appear to be parcels within parcels, and one parcel that has been offered as collateral on a loan seems to be hovering over

Comments from cathiin Atchison - EIR Inital §tudy Monarch Cove Inn |5roposal 5



Comments on Initial Study of Proposed Monarch Expansion
the edge of those famous cliffs that are disappearing from erosion at about a foot or so a year.

These broken shards of prime real estate testify to Elizabeth Blodgett's perspective on business decisions made over the
years. Loans made to Blodgett could not be repaid. Each time, another piece of El Salto--offered as collateral-- would
disappear. In 1989, Elizabeth lost nearly half the remaining resort to her son when she could not repay the nearly $800,000 in
loans he had made to her. Robert Blodgett renamed his piece--with eight rental units on it--Monarch Cove Inn.

Elizabeth Blodgett is legendary among local title companies, the folks that shepherd through the paperwork and funding for
real estate title transfers. She was known to arrive at Penniman Title before the offices opened and remain there all day,
working her way through land deals, loan ideas or parcel-splitting. Insiders who spoke on condition of anonymity say that
Mrs. Blodgett evokes both frustration and sympathy. At wit's end, one title company actually 86'd Blodgett from its offices.
Yet the company also watched helplessly as the Darwinian ecology of finance played out around the woman.

"Every bloodsucker on the planet has sought her out ready to offer insane loan deals," says one title company representative.
Blodgett's spotty track record of paying back loans made the woman with the million-dollar real estate look mighty attractive.

Shelter from the Storm: New El Salto Resort owner Stan Shore plans to invest at least $200,000 to upgrade his piece of the
pie.

A BIG CHUNK of El Salto broke off just a few months ago and landed in a new owner's lap. Stan Shore happily shows me
around his recently purchased section of the historic resort. Although Elizabeth Blodgett is still listed as owner down at the
assessor's office, that is in name only. Shore tells me that he and Paul Greenfield foreclosed on Elizabeth for non-payment of
loans in February, right before Mrs. Blodgett filed for bankruptcy again.

On this particular day, Shore's slice of El Salto is bustling with activity. About a dozen busy workers are removing trees,

installing irrigation and landscape, gutting and rewiring the different cottages. "There was a lot of 'deferred maintenance,
says Shore delicately.

As El Salto deteriorated over the years under Blodgett's ownership, most of the cottages were turned into long-term rentals.
Overnight guests were a rarity. Finally, the resort was condemned by the City of Capitola in 1989 for "serious life safety
hazards." A major renovation followed and El Salto was re-opened as a bed and breakfast in 1991, and continued to be a
popular site for weddings.

However, there is much more to do. Shore and partner Greenfield estimate that they will be pouring in close to $200,000 in
renovations before their portion of El Salto re-reopens by Memorial Day as a bed & breakfast inn. "I'm a B&B lover," says
Shore.

Hospitality is not his background, but Shore emphasizes that customer service is. Shore made his money with a chain of auto
tune-up shops, Acc-u-Tune & Brake. He sold that business in 1996 and is now a "small-business consultant." Shore says he has
an agreement with Robert Blodgett's Monarch Cove Inn to share the two properties--and fees-- when weddings are hosted.
Robert Blodgett says that Monarch Cove Inn charges about $2,400 for renting the grounds and an overnight honeymoon
suite.

"It will look seamless between the two resorts," figures Shore. Asked what he will do about the dozens of feral cats that still
roam the property, the developer says that he will catch them and take them to the SPCA.

It is these feral cats that first brought me to Elizabeth Blodgett almost two years ago. | was working on a story about
obsessive animal collectors, a subculture of folks who literally love their pets to death. If Blodgett was developing one
reputation among title companies, she also had become infamous among pet protection agencies for another. She had been
repeatedly charged with animal cruelty in three separate counties--San Benito, Santa Cruz and Santa Clara--for being unable
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Comments on Initial Study of Proposed Monarch Expansion
to care for the hundreds of dogs and cats she amassed at her different properties.

About 200 sick and diseased dogs were rescued from Blodgett's Mountain View home in 1981. Another 50 starving cats and
dogs were taken from the El Salto Resort the next year. Yet another 200 dogs were rescued from filthy and overcrowded
kennels in her ranch at San Juan Bautista in 1986. Complaints continued to filter in to local authorities by the time | met with
Elizabeth Blodgett in 1996.

Pet Peeves

WHEN | ARRIVED early that morning, Mrs. Blodgett graciously offered me pastries from Kelly's and a demitasse of coffee
while we settled in to talk about her life and her problems with pets. The acrid tinge of cat urine permeated her office,
camouflaging the coffee aroma and dampening any appetite for Danish.

But, Blodgett was anxious to talk about her life, about her accomplishments before the El Salto Resort. Thumbing through
scrapbooks, she showed me pictures of nurseries and schools she owned and ran in Los Altos and Palo Alto. She could have
been anyone's favorite teacher, standing there in faded photos with youngsters on ponies or with her students gathered
together for graduation day. Mrs. Blodgett thumbed through letters from those students who have kept in touch over the
decades.

But, Elizabeth Blodgett was less enthused to discuss her difficulties with pets. As far as she was concerned, it was an
employee problem--"you can't find good help," she said at the time.

In March of this year, the animal--or employee-- problem resurfaced. Authorities were called again to her 85-acre ranch on

Rocks Road outside of San Juan Bautista. They found 70 dogs and about 30 cats kenneled throughout the house. Three dogs
had already starved to death. Dozens more were euthanized by Elizabeth's veterinary at her request. Authorities then went
to the El Salto Resort that same week and rescued another eight dogs and 11 cats. Three cats needed veterinary care.

We meet again. Mrs. Blodgett looks more feeble than she did two years ago, but she is still gracious and willing to alk. Again
she points the finger of blame to her employee, ranch caretaker Paul Coates.

"He said he wouldn't let me in because | owed him money," says Mrs. Blodgett. "I called the sheriff and reported he
threatened my life." It's only then, she says, she entered the San Benito County ranch and discovered animals were being
neglected.

Yet Coates has a slightly different version. He is waiting to walk me through the San Juan Bautista house, a once-magnificent
home that has fallen into serious neglect. Junked cars are parked in front, the house's windows cracked and carelessly
covered with old sheets.

"What took you so long?" Coates asks accusingly. He is not talking about my commute--he wants to know why he called every
agency in San Benito County for the past five months but no one would come out to investigate. He says he even went so far
as to call the FBI, but each agency gave him the run-around.

Coates says when he was hired five months ago, Blodgett promised to pay him $400 a week. He has yet to see any of that
money, he says. Asked why he didn't just leave, Coates says he was "trapped." His brother Larry Coates, who works at El
Salto, got him this job and he needed to get out of Los Angeles to escape "some problems." He also says that he was
admitted to County Mental Health after authorities arrived to confiscate the animals. He won't be specific, but says, "the
barking all day, all night, 24 hours--I hardly ever slept."

As Coates walks me from wing to wing of the large house, surreal images of a doggie Dachau come to mind. Long rows of
rusted and fenced-in kennels--now empty-- are housed down the halls and in various rooms. Dozens more fill in the backyard.
Coates cautions me not to go into another upstairs room that was used to house dozens of cats. He is worried about fleas--
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even though it's been more than a month since the animals were removed by authorities. | ignore him and in a matter of
seconds my legs are black with the ravenous insects.

PAUL COATES WASN'T the only one suffering from mental problems. The dogs were what's known in pet protection parlance
as "kennel crazy" or "cage-shy," the result of what Coates says are Mrs. Blodgett's strict orders that they were not to be taken
out for exercise or for play. The animals spent their lives penned up.

It is not as if Elizabeth Blodgett's animals suffered under the cloak of secrecy. Two years ago, San Benito County animal
control officer Rich Brown insisted that Blodgett's ranch was inspected on a regular basis. Brown was recently transferred to
the San Benito County Sheriff's Department and did not return repeated phone calls.

Then there's Blodgett's veterinary, Dave Carroll, DVM. Carroll has worked with Blodgett's animals for 20 years and says the
deterioration of pet care began not long after he started working with her. "When [Elizabeth] was healthy, she took great
care of these animals," says Carroll. "People don't understand that she built that facility [in San Juan Bautista] just to house
her dogs."

The vet says that this last time he was called, he euthanized about 50 "young, healthy animals" at Blodgett's request. Did he
have any ethical concerns about that?"The SPCA was going to impound them and was probably going to do it anyway," he
replies.Did he have any ethical concerns about continuing to work with Blodgett all those years, knowing that she was
endangering animals?At time s, | did," Carroll admits. "But | never thought there was anything wrong with trying to improve
the quality of life."

Paul Coates wonders why no one was keeping an eye on Mrs. Blodgett, who had amassed a lengthy history of non-
compliance. The two obvious choices for that role would have been those who knew her best--public officials and her son
Robert Blodgett.

Rising Son: Robert Blodgett (foreground) and partner Doug Dodds hope to purchase back part of the El Salto Resort that has
been sold to other investors.

Courting Disaster

THE MONARCH COVE INN takeover was not a pretty experience, it appears. Mother and son sued and counter-sued each
other over the affair. Besides taking each other to court, the Blodgetts have kept a fair share of attorneys busy over the years
as both defendants and plaintiffs. There are 14 court cases involving Robert, and more than 50 involving his mother that have
been filed in the last 10 years in Santa Cruz County.

There are small claims cases about unpaid wages. There are disputes over wedding and rental deposits. There is the flurry of
lawsuits that followed the accidental drowning of a guest who slipped off the cliff into the surf below in 1995. There are the
defaulted loans and the two bankruptcies filed by Elizabeth Blodgett. There was a bitterly contested conservatorship for
Elizabeth Blodgett's longtime companion, Richard Tarmey, that pitted Elizabeth against Tarmey's relatives.

The court records paint a picture of an older woman that, at best, made questionable business decisions with valuable
property, leaving her prey for financial speculators. Her personal proclivities towards pets--what some would label a disorder-
-caused the suffering of hundreds of animals over the years. During the course of several interviews for this story, one phrase
surfaces time and again when the subject of responsibility for Mrs. Blodgett arises--"If it was my mother ... ."

Robert Blodgett is difficult to pin down for an interview. He breaks two appointments, then arrives a half-hour late for the
third. A good-looking guy in this fifties who stays physically fit from daily work-outs, Robert is also a bundle of restless energy.
He often runs his hands through his graying hair, and a foot taps impatiently as | ask questions.

He wants to talk about his impending plans to buy the El Salto Resort back from Stan Shore and Paul Greenfield. Along with

Comments from cathiin Atchison - EIR Inital §tudy Monarch Cove Inn |5roposal 8



Comments on Initial Study of Proposed Monarch Expansion

partner Doug Dodds--who already owns several parcels of the former El Salto-- Robert Blodgett says that he expects to be
able to consolidate the properties in the next week or so.(When contacted, Shore tersely replies, "His offer made its way
rapidly into my wastepaper basket. At this point, there's nothing on the table.")

Robert also owns property adjacent to Monarch Cove Inn, in an area known as Escalona Gulch. Asked what he does for a
living, Robert becomes vague, mentioning stints as movie producer, a rock concert promoter and an importer--"emeralds,
furs"--and says he's invested well in Santa Cruz real estate.

It is even more difficult to get Robert to talk about his mother. Each time we get close to the subject of Elizabeth Blodgett,
Robert answers abruptly, "l don't want to talk about it."

But, eventually, he does. He admits that the property kept shrinking because of Elizabeth's poor business decisions. He says
that even he has called the animal control people to visit his mother. "But, she's her own person," Robert asserts over and
over.

But maybe, Elizabeth Blodgett wasn't her own person. It is one of the most difficult decisions an adult child must make,
determining that an older parent may no longer be capable. | tell him, by example, of how difficult it was to take away my
aging father's car keys. His eyes cloud with pain for just a moment.

"How can you step in when you're being sued all the time?" Robert asks. He explains that attorneys advised him he would not
be permitted conservatorship, since he has liens against his mother.

IT'S BEEN A DIFFICULT relationship. But, after years of not speaking to each other, of suing each other, the final burden of
caring for his aging mother is on Robert Blodgett. It is he who checks on her every day, and who, on one of my visits, was
headed out the door to bring his mother home from the hospital.

At 76, Elizabeth Blodgett's body is failing. There is the heart trouble that landed her in the hospital for a week recently, but
today she is answering the phones for the Monarch Cove Inn office. A late spring rain is falling outdoors as we sit and chat
while | wait for her son to show for his interview. She is gracious as ever, offering up memories of the early days of El Salto.
The ever-present smell of cats is with us, of course, but | realize that after a few visits, I'm getting inured to it. It is part of the
landscape, like the eucalyptus trees and the faded wooden sign that advertises her beloved resort.

Asked how she likes the changes brewing up here, Mrs. Blodgett is blunt: She doesn't. They've cut down her favorite trees,
some that are 60 years old. She doesn't trust what they're doing to the inside of the cottages. And, most importantly,
Elizabeth doesn't think these new owners understand the nature of a bed & breakfast inn. She loves the hospitality business.
The phone rings constantly as we talk, and it's true--Elizabeth makes a personal connection with each person that calls.

"We'll so look forward to having you!" she tells one prospective guest. With another, she rhapsodizes about the ocean view.
A young couple come in to drop off the keys to their cottage, telling Elizabeth how much they enjoyed their stay.

Elizabeth Blodgett is in her element here. But it must be difficult as she looks out the open office door on the construction
crews workers scurrying about her former playground, changing and rearranging her indelible stamp. But, she's says, she's
not that worried. "Robbie's going to buy it back," she says confidently.

As | glance out the door, another feral cat slinks through the rain into the bushes.

[ Santa Cruz | MetroActive Central | Archives ]
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Sept. 26, 2013

To the City of Capitola,

Though | am a resident of Scotts Valley, | am very concerned about the proposed development at
Monarch Cove. Specifically, | am concerned about the possible damage to the adjacent Monarch
Butterfly Preserves, which if harmed, could harm a fragile ecosystem. This should not be allowed to
happen. No amount of tax dollars can justify ruining a precious resource and endangering the health of
the Monarch Butterfly. If there is even a small chance that the Monarchs will be harmed, the project
should be denied. It is my belief that the profit motive of one or two parties should not trump the life of
a single creature. Our fragile ecosystem must be protected against the cavalier efforts of the
opportunistic few.

| also understand that the applicant destroyed a crucial Monarch food source earlier this year in order to
build a parking lot. They did so without permits or regard to city laws. For this reason alone the permit
should be denied. The applicant’s disregard for local regulations proves they cannot be trusted to
protect the species. And in this society, we do not reward lawbreakers for wrong doing. Felons are not
permitted to carry or purchase guns and child molesters are not allowed near schools. Please do not
reward the applicant for their illicit behavior.

Regards,

Mark Blumberg

1275 Whispering Pines Drive
Scotts Valley, Calif. 95066
461-1681



Hotels in Capitola
size, zoning and location

Name address & phone Number of rooms / Zoning
Monarch Cove Inn.- 620 El Salto Dr. 11/VS

Capitola Hotel - 210 Esplanade 476-1278 10/ CV-

Inn at Depot Hill - 250 Monterey Ave. 462-3376 12 / AR-VS

Harbor Lights Motel - 5000 Cliff DR. 476 0505 10/c¢cv

Capitola Venetian Hotel - 1500 Wharf Rd. 476-6471 19/¢Cv

Quality Inn & Suites - 822 Bay Ave. 462-3004 54/ CC

Best Western Capitola - 1436 41st Ave. 58 / CC

Fairfield Inn and Suites - 1255 41st Ave. 84/ CC

zZoning:

VS - Visitor Serving

CV - Central Village

AR-VS - Automatic Review - Visitor Serving
CC - Community Commercial

Notes:

None of the other hotels in Capitola, of any size, are accessed through an R-1 (Single family Residence)
neighborhood. The Depot Hill neighborhood is notable for having no sidewalks as well as constant
pedestrian traffic made up of both residents and visitors. The streets are not broad. When cars are
parked on both sides of a street, this often allows for only a single car to pass. Care and a slow speed is
needed to avoid children playing, bicyclists, animals, as well as the pedestrians. At night, the
neighborhood is dim, lit by street lamps at the intersections only. Residents of this neighborhood, along
with frequent visitors, are aware of these conditions and drive appropritely. To reach the Monarch Cove
Inn’s entrance entails driving six plus blocks of this neighborhood. These streets can neither support nor
tolerate the increased vehicular traffic produced by a 41 room hotel. This poses a potentially dangerous
situation.

The larger hotels in Capitola, 54 - 84 rooms, are all in areas zoned CC where the surrounding
infrastructure appropriately supports the amount and type of traffic they produce.



Monarch Habitat at Escalona Gulch, Capitola, CA

One of the important questions regarding the expansion of the Monarch Cove Inn is what impact that
would have on the adjoining fragile monarch habitat at Escalona Gulch. The City of Capitola has
historically been supportive in its desire to protect monarch butterfly habitat.

General Questions:

1) Is there a site map for the habitat? This should include not only the actual trees used by the butterflies
for roosting but also the necessary surrounding conditions. These surrounding conditions include food
sources, water, tree canopy for rain protection as well as concentric circles of trees for wind protection.
Such a site map should only be produced by a monarch specializing biologist. The vantage point of an
arborist may be vastly different.

A note on the importance of surrounding area: A friend built a house on a side street adjoining
Lighthouse Field. Although his house is a full block from the monarch habitat there, he could not get the
final approval on the house until it had been determined that he had put in the required plants needed
to support the habitat.

2) Once the habitat area has been established, who has ownership of the indicated area?

3) Who is responsible for the maintenance and supervision of the habitat?

4) If habitat is harmed, who is responsible for the repair?

5) Does the City of Capitola consider monarch habitat valuable and if so to what lengths will it go to
protect it?

Although | believe several studies have been conducted on Escalona Gulch, | have only been able to
locate one. (please see attached pdf) It is a study by Elizabeth Bell documented by a final report
prepared for Mr. Robert Blodget dated 2 July 1997. The copy that | have was obtained through city
records. In it Ms. Bell states that “Prior to development the Escalona Guilch site was habitat to the third
largest overwintering monarch colony in the county, with numbers averaging approximately 30,000
butterflies annually.” The development she refers to she specifies as being on the property owned by
Mr. Robert Blodget. She describes extensive tree removal (18 trees) associated with development on the
property leading to severe habitat degradation. Ms. Bell then goes on to lay out a detailed tree
revegetation plan. It is to be noted that planting new trees to replace mature trees that have been
removed is less than a perfect solution. It takes at least 20 years for most trees to come to the mature
level needed.

Questions regarding Bell's report:

1) Was the plan for tree revegetation outlined in the report followed?

2) Ms. Bell refers to a revegetation map. | have not been able to locate this but it may also be in city
records. The importance of this is that it specifies where each new tree was to be planted.

3) If the revegetation plan was followed either completely or partially, what type of mitigation
monitoring has been done since 1997? Are the trees still alive?

It would seem advisable to have a full winter study (October through February) conducted on the
Escalona Gulch habitat by a monarch specializing biologist. This would entail both an original assessment
followed by weekly or biweekly checks on the status of the monarchs.

Questions for a current report:

1) What is the current assessment of the habitat?



2) How is the habitat being utilized?
3) What improvements need to be made to the site?
4) What effects would the proposed plan have on the habitat?

In conclusion:

There is a lengthy and thorough report entitled “The Legal Status of Monarch Butterflies in California” by
The International Environmental Law Project, 2012. It details the current status of these wonderful
creatures. In the Executive Summary, page v, this is written: “Alarmingly, observations from annual
counts of overwintering butterflies in California reveal monarch population declines of approximately 90
percent across most sites with some sites faring significantly worse.” The report also recommends
amending the California Endangered Species Act to allow listing of insects.

Given Capitola’s respect for history and natural resources it would seem that the city would take very
seriously its guardianship of this rare and precious butterfly species. The city codes 17.95.060 Soquel
Creek-Escalona Gulch Monarch butterfly habitat regulations and 17.95.061 Escalona gulch Monarch
Butterfly Habitat-Additional regulations set forth many helpful guidelines as well as a few which may
need to be revisited. The difficulty with such regulations is often in consistent implementation. As Ms. Bell
states, this was once the third largest thriving monarch habitat in the county. Their presence is truly a
gift for the residents of Depot Hill, the residents of Capitola, and the residents of Santa Cruz county.

Thank you for taking the time to review these comments.

Sincerely,
Claire Burnham
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September 26, 2013

PM: 1-12.09
SCH#: 2013082080

Mr. Richard Grunow
City of Capitola

420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

Dear Mr. Grunow:

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) NOTICE OF
PREPARATION (NOP) FOR THE MONARCH COVE HOTEL PROJECT

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), District 5, Development Review, has
reviewed the above referenced project and offers the following comments.

1.

Caltrans supports local development that is consistent with State planning priorities intended
to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and promote public
health and safety. We accomplish this by working with local jurisdictions to achieve a
shared vision of how the transportation system should and can accommodate mtenreglonal
and local travel and development.

Given that this project will generate additional traffic and has the potential to impact

State Route (SR) 1, we request that a traffic impact study (TIS) be prepared by a licensed
traffic engineer to study the project’s impacts on the State highway system (SHS). The TIS
should include information on existing traffic volumes within the study area, including the
SHS and all associated adjacent intersections. The TIS should also be based on recent traffic
volumes less than two years old. Counts older than two years cannot be used.

In addition, the TIS should include the following traffic analysis scenarios: project only
traffic conditions, existing plus project traffic conditions, cumulative traffic conditions,
and cumulative plus project conditions, including project-phasing. To ensure that the
traffic impacts of the project are properly evaluated, it is recommended that the TIS be
prepared in accordance with Caltrans’s “Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact
Studies.” Please visit our Internet site for a copy of these guidelines at:
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_cega_files/tisguide.pdf. An alternative
methodology that produces technically comparable results can also be used.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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4. Because Caltrans is responsible for the safety, operations, and maintenance of the SHS, our Level
of Service (LOS) standards should be used to determine the significance of the project’s impact.
We endeavor to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on all State
transportation facilities. In cases where an SHS is already operating at an unacceptable LOS, any
additional trips added should be considered a significant cumulative traffic impact, and should be
mitigated accordingly.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on Monarch Cove Hotel Project. If you
have any questions or need further clarification on any of the items discussed above, please
contact me at (805) 549-3099 or by email at: jennifer.calate@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
JENNIFER CALATE

Associate Transportation Planner
District 5 Development Review Coordinator

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”
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Richard Grunow

Community Development Director
City of Capitola

420 Capitola Avenue

Capitola CA 95010

RE: Notice of Preparation for the Monarch Cove Hotel Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Grunow:

Thank you for your recent submittal regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Monarch Cove Hotel Project. The proposed project
is located at the Monarch Cove Inn site at 620 El Salto Drive, at the terminus of El Salto Drive
and east of its intersection with Livermore Avenue, on Depot Hill in the City of Capitola. The
project site is adjacent to the Escalona Gulch Monarch Butterfly Grove Habitat Reserve which is
a steep-sided, deeply incised ravine with a small intermittent stream. Currently, the project site is
partially landscaped with four existing structures (a Victorian house, two cottages and a
garage/office building). The existing facility accommodates 11 guest rooms (9 rooms in the
Victorian house and one room in each of the two cottages) and includes an outdoor event deck.

The proposed project is comprised of the demolition of the two cottages, the garage/office
shaped building, and the outdoor deck. These structures would be replaced by a proposed new
hotel that includes the construction of two buildings. The proposed main building would be a
16,729 square foot (sf) two-story building containing 22 guest rooms, two meeting rooms,
kitchen facilities for catering and internal use, and a courtyard. The second building would be a
two-story, 5,894 sf building with 10 guest rooms. The main building would also include a two-
level, below grade parking garage (8,322 sf on each level) with 56 parking stalls and 27 bicycle
parking spaces with a separate bicycle entrance to the garage. Four additional surface parking
spaces would be included near the entrance to the main building. The proposed project also
includes renovation of the existing Victorian house, including seismic improvements,
construction of a new foundation and a slight reorientation of the structure. The existing nine
rooms in the Victorian house would be retained as guest rooms. In total, the proposed hotel
would ipclude 41 guest rooms (9 existing rooms and 32 new guest rooms).

In addition, the proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic yards net
export from the site. The proposed project includes drainage improvements, including water
quality and stormwater management systems. Improvements would include using porous paving
with perforated sub-drain pipes on the paved entry drive and a 450 sf water detention “rain
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garden.” New landscaping would include new gardens, ADA accessible pathways and overlook
seating areas, and landscape screening of adjacent properties. In order to enhance Monarch
Butterfly habitat, proposed landscaping would be Monarch-supportive and include improvements
to the woodland edge.

Finally, access to the project site would be from both El Salto Drive and Escalona Drive, with
the primary entrance from El Salto Drive which would open into the entry and reception area.
The upper level of the parking structure would be accessed from the north side along Escalona
Drive. Neighborhood access would be incorporated to and through the site via ADA accessible
pathways and benches for scenic overlooks.

While the Commission is supportive of visitor-serving commercial development and public
access improvements, and certain components of the proposed project meet these criteria, after
our initial review of this proposal we are providing the following comments regarding issues
raised by this proposed development that need to be addressed in the EIR.

Hazards

The proposed project site is located adjacent to a ravine and just inland of a 95-foot high coastal
bluff top, which is subject to wave action. Thus, the bluff toe and bluff face are subject to
erosion. According to section 17.48.100 of the City’s Implementation Plan (IP), bluff and cliff
top development must include setbacks designed to assure stability and structural integrity for
the expected life of the development (at least 50 years). This section also requires a geotechnical
report for proposed blufftop or cliff development within 200 feet of the cliff edge. Such a report
should evaluate the bluff erosion rate at the site, taking into account the most recent data on sea
level rise. This information is necessary to determine the appropriate bluff setback for the
proposed project and ensure the development will be safe over the lifetime of the structures,
without the need for shoreline armoring either now or in the future. Therefore, proposed
development setbacks need to take into account the impacts of sea level rise and winter storm
events, as well as erosion rates and site stability.

In order to address potential hazards and geologic risks at the project site, the EIR should include
a thorough geotechnical analysis conducted for the project site to include an assessment of the
potential risk of landslides and shoreline erosion. The EIR should evaluate the project using the
most current data related to sea level rise to ensure all development is setback adequately for the
life of the structures without the requirement for a seawall. Please contact the Coastal
Commission’s Senior Engineer, Lesley Ewing at (415) 904-5260 or
Lesley.Ewing@coastal.ca.gov for the most current information regarding projected sea level rise.

Water Quality

In addition, the proposed project would result in an increase of impervious surfaces including
buildings, walkways, parking spaces and driveways, and includes modifications to the property
that would affect drainage patterns. The proposed development may increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff to planned or existing drainage facilities and could degrade the quality of
surface runoff from the site. Therefore, the EIR should demonstrate how the project will protect
the quality of coastal waters by:
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. Emphasizing runoff management in the site’s design by integrating existing site
characteristics that affect runoff (such as topography, drainage, vegetation, soil conditions, and
infiltration properties) with strategies that minimize post-development changes in runoff,
controlling pollutant sources, and where necessary removing pollutants.

. Minimizing the extent of new impervious surface area, especially directly-connected
impervious surfaces, and where feasible increasing the area of pervious surfaces to reduce
runoff.

. Preferentially using Low Impact Development (LID) strategies, which emphasize an
integrated system of decentralized, small-scale control measures to minimize alteration of the
site’s natural hydrologic conditions through infiltration, evapotranspiration, filtration, detention,
and retention of runoff close to its source.

. Using Source Control Best Management Practices (BMPs), which can be structural
features or operational actions, to control pollutant sources, minimize changes in runoff, and
keep pollutants segregated from stormwater.

. Using Treatment Control BMPs, sized for the appropriate design storm, to remove
pollutants from runoff when Site Design, LID, and Source Control strategies are not sufficient to
minimize pollutants in runoff and in turn protect coastal waters.

. Minimizing water quality impacts from construction by limiting the project footprint,
phasing grading activities, implementing soil stabilization and pollution prevention measures,
and avoiding unnecessary soil compaction.

Biological Resources

The eastern and northern portion of the project site is located near Escalona Gulch which
contains Monarch butterfly habitat. The City’s L.CP identifies the Monarch butterfly as a
sensitive species and designates Escalona Gulch as‘environmentally sensitive habitat. The
project description states that 14 trees being proposed for removal. The EIR should assess the
potential impacts to the Monarch butterfly due to the proposed project. Also, we understand that
surveys we will be conducted for sensitive species and habitats in and around the project site. If a
wetland delineation is performed, it should be done using the Commission’s criteria (i.c. only
one factor needs to be present to define a wetland).

Landscaping

With regards to landscaping, the proposed project plans indicate that the total landscape area is
46.6%. According to IP section 17.30.140, for the visitor-serving El Salto parcels, 50% of the
parcels shall consist of landscaped or open space areas. Please clarify the total amount of
landscaped or open space areas in each of the proposed project parcels in the EIR.

More specifically, the planting of invasive plant species is prohibited in the City’s LCP. We
understand that the project site currently has English ivy (Hedera helix) and further planting of
this species is being proposed as part of the landscape plan for the cottage garden, woodland
edge and screen garden. However, even though it is attractive to the Monarch butterfly, English
ivy is considered to be an invasive species. Please include a phased plan that proposes the
removal of the ivy over time and replacement with native species that support the monarch
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butterfly. In addition, please propose to remove the invasive species, Echium candicans (Pride of
Madeira), from the project site and proposed landscaping plan.

Public Access

Coastal Act Section 30212 requires that new development between the first public road and the
sea provide a public access component. The LCP states that a footpath runs from Escalona Drive
down through Escalona Gulch and up to Grove Lane. The LCP also notes that a five-foot-wide
pedestrian easement is recorded on the east bank of the gulch, but that it does not run as far as
the railroad. We understand that neighborhood access would be incorporated to and through the
site via ADA pathways and benches provided for scenic overlooks and that these will be
available and open to the public. The EIR should evaluate providing public access improvements
that would allow access from the neighborhood and across the project site, through Escalona
Gulch to Grove Lane, and ultimately to Park Avenue.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. Please feel free to contact me at (831)
427-4863 or by email at karen.geisler@coastal.ca.gov if you wish to discuss these matters
further. With the clarifications described herein, we expect that the EIR document will provide a
sufficient level of detail to allow for a careful analysis of the project for LCP and Coastal Act
policy conformance issues. We look forward to reviewing the EIR and will provide additional
comments at that time.

Sincerely,

Karen J. Geisler
Coastal Planner
Central Coast District Office

CC: State Clearinghouse



From: Dunn [mailto:bjdunn2@pacbell.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 4:04 PM

To: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; rgrunow@ci.capitola.us; Goldstein, Jamie
Subject:

On 9/12/2013 12:25 PM, "Dunn" <bjdunn2@pacbell.net> wrote:

A letter regarding the proposed Monarch Cove Development

We shall be out of town for the meeting on September 16th regarding Monarch Cove Expansion. This
letter is to express our concerns and our absolute dismay that such a development is even
being considered.

We live at 700 El Salto ( one home away from the "monthly rentals" next to Monarch Cove)

All the things you address in your e-mail are spot on !

Plus, We are packed with "over flow " cars from the Monarch guesrs AND lots of workers , set up people,
wedding guests and visitors. They have always underestimated their need for more parking.

Plus, the "guests” walking at all hours and talking loudly on cell phones.

Plus, the "drunks" walking back in the late night hours from down town--very noisy, tossed bottles,
cigarettes, pizza cartons etc.

Plus, " " speeding to and from the resort and delivery trucks, garbage trucks, employee families droping
off and picking up

We gave up calling to complain since we rarely got any response (although Launa the "inn keeper" tried
her best)--and now "they" want a 400 % increase--that is just terrible.--and for only a few $ in taxes--what
are they thinking to go against all the neighbors ? This has historically always been a special
neighborhood--it won't be now if these plans go through !

We say OK only if they can get a straight in and out to Park Ave. We would have to live with the noise
and commercial

use of Depot Hill, but not with the traffic.

Just say NO.

Thank you,

Bruce & Jean Dunn

Bruce and Jean Dunn----475-51231 PS--Feel free to pass this on.



September 27, 2013

To: Monarch Cove Comments File

From: Melanie Freitas

Today | received a phone call from Evelyn Meyer of 604 Escalona Avenue. She is 97 years old and could
not write a letter on her computer so called instead. She is concerned about the Monarch Cove project
for 3 reasons:

1. Traffic
2. Parking
3. Water

She also thinks the project is too large and that the Blodgetts have not been responsible property
owners.



RECEIvep
SEP 0 9 2013

September 6, 2013

Rich Grunow

City of Capitola

420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

Re: Monarch Cove Hotel Project
620 El Salto Drive

Mz. Grunow:

['write to inform you that the road located at my property at 714 Escolana Road is a private road
which I have maintained for the past 30 years because the City informed me it was my
responsibility to maintain the road since it is my private road . Further, I do not give the Hotel
Project any vehicle access to my road.

Thomas Jones, Owner
714 Escolana Road
Capitola, CA

cc: Dennis Norton
Brad Jones



FW: Depot Hill 9/22/13 4:36 PM

From: Grunow, Rich <rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us>
To: Freitas, Melanie <Melaniefl@aol.com>; Megan Jones <mjones@rinconconsultants.com>
Sub ect: FW: Depot Hill
Date: Tue, Sep 17, 2013 8:57 am

From: Sue Kaufmann [mailto:suzyloans@hotmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2013 9:37 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Sub ect: Depot Hill

Hello Richard, | was just at the meeting tonight regarding the Monarch Cove Hotel project.

My husband, Michael Kaufmann purchased 404 EIl Salto Dr. 25 years ago. He used it as a rental

knowing one day he would retire to it. So 2 years ago we remodeled and moved into the property.
We are very happy living in the environment of this pleasant, quint neighborhood and feel so very

fortunate to be a part of this community.

Our property is small so our home sits very close to the street. Our master bedroom which is on

the second floor hears the sounds from the street. Itis very common that on the weekends, late at night

there is loud conversations, laughter and even arguments coming from the street, which wakes us up. We do not
bother to say anything, even tho | think it is very rude and little to no respect for the neighbors. This

also includes traffic at night.

There is so much of this project which upsets us, but the traffic is my main complaint. With 41 new units,
that means something like 100 more autos and trucks on these narrow streets. Depot Hill hasn't any sidewalks

so we the walkers and the kids and the animals will be competing for room on our streets with vehicles . Our
grandchildren play on these streets.

| am a Realtor from Bailey Properties, and | can truthfully say this will greatly impact our property values.

This expansion of the Hotel is for profit, but he gives nothing back to us. In fact it gives nothing but heart

ache to we the neighbors.

http://mail.aol.com/38065-111/aol-6/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx Page 1 of 2



FW: Depot Hill 9/22/13 4:36 PM

Please do not allow this hotel to be built it has nothing but a negative impact on our lovely quiet neighborhood.

Sincerely,

Mike and Sue Kaufmann

http://mail.aol.com/38065-111/aol-6/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx Page 2 of 2



Monarch Cove 9/22/13 4:38 PM

From: Ic <ocnvuhomes@aol.com>
To: melaniefl <melaniefl@aol.com>
Sub ect: Monarch Cove
Date: Thu, Sep 12, 2013 10:13 pm

Hi Melanie,

| live on the corner of El Salto and Saxon. | am extremely concerned about the impact this development will have on the
traffic up here and our quality of life. | am aware of a traffic study which is being conducted for the benefit of the
developers.

There was ,for about a week only ,a counter strip on El Salto in front of my house. | notice the same on Central and one on
Escalona are still there. | am curious as to why they removed the one on El Salto so quickly. It doesn't seem an accurate
study not including the main street to the resort.

Thank you,

Vicki Malandra

Broker Associate

David Lyng Real Estate
DRE# 00548915

Cell # 831-818-2337

http://mail.aol.com/38065-111/aol-6/en-us/mail/PrintMessage.aspx Page 1 of 1



September 25, 2013
Hello,

Most of the Depot Hill residents have only recently become aware of the proposed
development of the Monarch Cove Inn. Many of the absentee owners are likely still
unaware of the scope and impact of this project. There has been minimal public
notification of the project. What are you going to do to involve and notify all of the
Capitola residents as a project of this size will have a rippling effect on more than just
Depot Hill.

I live on the corner of Saxon Ave. and El Salto Drive and currently experience a lot of
traffic on El Salto Drive. | feel the traffic study was inadequate as it was not monitered
during our busiest summer months and was placed on El Salto Drive for only a short
period of time. The report states that El Salto Dr. will be the main entrance to the resort.
This proposed hotel/ event center is not compatible with the character and historical
qualities that the Council and Planning Dept. have worked so diligently to maintain in all
the years that | have lived here-35 years.

In terms of the traffic, I am concerned with safety, speed and number of cars in a
pedestrian neighborhood, noise and pollution. A 56 car parking garage plus additional
parking sounds like a lot of vehicles

. How do you plan to control the flow of traffic? | am concerned not only about visitors
in and out of the resort, but also with all the service vehicles and buses that come along
with this package. How will you address concerns about emergency vehicles getting in
and out of this area?

The intersection at Escalona and Monterey is dangerous and challenging even in the off
season at commute times and before and after school. How is that going to work into the
plan?

The proposed excavation of nearly 7000 cubic feet of material and the long process of
moving structures and contructing new buildings would involve significant numbers of
trips by service vehicles. How many trips would be involved and for how long? What
noise level and pollution levels would be generated? What about damage to existing
streets. How will these issues be mitigated?

| am especially concerned with the plight of the Monarch butterflies which seem to be
much less prevalent as the years go by . | used to see them in my yard this time of year,
but it is now a rare sight. | hope you do more extensive studies on preservation of their
sensitive habitat. | know there is a tree ordinance that governs all our properties and
people are saying trees have already been removed on that parcel illegally. The proposed
tree removal is very upsetting considering this is a sensitive area. Again, a 56 car
underground parking area is a huge impact on this environment.

In the 35 years | have lived here on Depot Hill | have experienced loss of the fragile
cliffs, heard the earth collapse into the ocean and seen large trees fall off the cliff. Houses
have been relocated for safety reasons. They say it erodes a foot a year, but it is hardly
that predictable. It seems insane to think about excavation in this fragile environment.



As they do more landscaping and building won’t there be a huge increase in the
impervious area and therefore cause more ground and storm water to make it’s way to
the cliffs?

Everyone is concerned about water consumption and | am aware of the off sets the City
has access to, but what about giving someone building a new home or someone in the
middle of a remodeling project a priority? Do these offsets really mitigate the water
shortage problem? It is inevitable that the size of this project will increase water usage
significantly. How will that be controlled?

What do they mean by the statement that the proposed project intends to continue many
of the conditions required by the conditional use permit? It sounds a bit vague.

| hope we as a City can continue to be committed to preserving the historical presence
that Capitola is famous for . We have one Capitola. Let’s preserve what we have and be
mindful in our decisions for the future: The integrity of the Depot Hill neighborhood, its
resources, many species, air quality,vulnerable cliffs and most of all quality of life, the
quiet sanctuary that we all enjoy everyday.

Council and Planning members, please put yourselves in our place when making your
irreparable decisions.

Thanks for your consideration.
Vicki Malandra

118 Saxon Ave.
Capitola, Ca. 95010



9/25/13
RE: Monarch Cove Proposal
To whom It may concern.

My wife Heather and | have lived at 108 Hollister Ave. on Depot Hill, for eighteen
years. | am writing because both Heather and | have serious concerns in regard to
the Monarch Cove expansion. The areas that we would like the EIR to address are:

Traffic. The streets on Depot Hill are not designed for a high traffic flow volume. In
addition to guest trips/day, there would also be impacts from employees and service
vehicles. Construction would require heavy truck traffic, particularly the removal of
soil and rock for the underground parking structure. Due to the lack of sidewalks,
Depot Hill residents and many others, currently enjoy the ability to walk through the
neighborhood on the streets. What impact would the expansion have on the safety
of pedestrians and pets due to the increased traffic on the narrow streets? What
would be the impact on the pavement itself from the additional traffic?

Access. Can another entrance to the project be developed that would not utilize
neighborhood streets and disrupt the tranquility that residents of Depot Hill cherish?

Water. Soquel Creek Water District is considering severe cutbacks to current
customers water usage due to a groundwater overdraft. Where will the additional
water necessary for the expansion come from?

Monarch Habitat. The area that is proposed for expansion is a butterfly habitat.
What impacts will the expansion create for the Monarch butterflies that are facing
serious challenges due to loss of habitat across the Monterey Bay area?

We look forward to the EIR report and we hope that it addresses our concerns.

Thank you

Tim and Heather Matthews
108 Hollister Ave



No

City of Capitola September 26, 2013
420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

RE: Scoping Input for Monarch Cove Hotel EIR

Dear Mr. Grunow,

We are writing in reference to the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel project. I understand
that the City must balance the property owner’s right to develop his property, with the
impact this proposed development would have on the neighboring properties (in this
case all of Depot Hill and Monterey Ave/Fanmar intersections). We understand that the
planning process in Capitola “helps to ensure the aesthetic enhancement of the character
of Capitola” (City website). This must be difficult, especially when the particular
attributes of a neighborhood such as Depot Hill - diversity, beauty, quiet, friendliness,
that quality of “neighborhood” where friends and newcomers meet and talk on the street
- are difficult to quantify. Many people from all over Capitola (Santa Cruz, and beyond)
walk here on a regular basis, some daily; and when I ask them why, they say “It’s so close
but feels so far away; it's so quiet; [ can walk here”. How does the planning process take
these aspects into consideration?

Two quantifiable items that will impact the neighborhood are increased traffic and
noise. Because of the limited ingress/egress and Monarch Cove’s location these items
will impact the entire neighborhood. First, any traffic study must address the following:

Driving Behavior: Do they stop at stop signs (don’t laugh...they seem to think the stop sign at
Oakland & El Salto is optional), do they watch for pedestrian traffic on the road (I just now spoke to
a woman walking up from Terrace Way who said she almost was flattened by a car coming in and
turning right onto Central);

Safety of ingress/egress for the entire continuum of traffic (including holidays).

. Traffic over time, including sunny versus cloudy days and absolutely studying the entire month of
July (I remember you said you weren’t interested in specific days) now that July, NOT August, is
consistently considered the busiest month of summer (I asked the SC Visitors & Convention Bureau
and several resort managers in SC). In fact, the time that the traffic study was begun in August is
very slow now because it’s “back to school” time.

Parking, particularly event parking (an ongoing problem in the past, even with courier vans)
Construction Traffic: Impact on school traffic & children walking/from school (also prime
construction times); impact on roads themselves and who is responsible for repair after
construction?

Number of Vehicle Trips

Average Speed



Second, any noise study must somehow include the following:

1 Impact on immediate environment

2. Secondary impact of noise coming from Inn visitors as they wander throughout the
neighborhood, often into the late evening and early morning hours, weeknights and weekends
(Unfortunately I have no record because I've learned that a polite visit in my bathrobe usually sends
them on their way and it usually doesn’t seem to warrant a trip by the police; but I have plenty of
personal testimony from houseguests and neighbors if that’d be of any interest).

Other potential impacts that must be considered include:

1. Drainage/Cliff Erosion: Excavation and its’ impact on the cliff; drainage, (even with holding
ponds, etc., increased runoff may drain more slowly but it still means more water making it's way
over and through the cliff and migrating downhill through the cliff area under the neighborhood);
an increase in impermeable surfaces; increased water usage (once again water credits still mean
more water will be used in this neighborhood) and is the City of Capitola considering offering it’s
water credits to a private developer and if so, why?

2. Construction Itself: Impact on Butterfly habitat, especially during the Monarch migration.

Thank you for your consideration. We sincerely hope that the developers, encouraged by the
City, will consider a project appropriate in size, design, and usage considering the
neighborhood...a project that will add to the charm that is Capitola.

Tom & Katharine Parker
306 Grand Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010



Dear Rich Grunow,

Greedy people filling up the town. It is already overcrowded. | do not recommend building this
hotel.

Best Regards,
Buryl Payne, Ph.D.

600 park Ave., Apt. 4D
Capitola, CA, 95010



September 26, 2013
To Whom It May Concern
Concern: pollution and garbage with the added foot traffic in the neighborhood

Hello, my name is Frank Reyes and | have been a resident on Depot Hill for over 13 years. | have great
pride in the neighborhood. One way that | show my pride is that | pick up garbage on my walks around
the neighborhood. On some days, | will pick up as many as a hundred cigarette butts and random pieces
of garbage and bottles. How much more garbage will be added with the added foot traffic? If the
amount is significant, will the city hire more city workers to clean up the area of garbage and pollution. |
often am horrified when | often see smokers fling their butts over the cliff and into the ocean. How will
this added pollution effect the wild life and the cleanliness of our neighborhood with the added foot
traffic.

Sincerely,
Frank Reyes

504 El Salto Dr.
Capitola



From: Adam Samuels <ahsamuels@sbcglobal.net>

To: Grunow, Rich <rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us>

Cc: Freitas, Melanie <Melaniefl@aol.com>

Sent: Fri, Sep 13, 2013 12:13 pm

Subject: Re: Monarch Cove Development - Haro, Kusinich and Associates report? TOT estimate?

Rich,
Thanks for your message, and for acknowledging the confusion.

e The initial study cites the Haro report’s identification of the site as having low
potential for liquefaction as a support for rating Item VI. a) iii) as less than
significant.’

« If a geotech report, not an independent one, is used to justify this rating without
being available for public review on a timely basis before the comment period
ends, how can citizens be expected to respond to this section of the initial study?

o If the report isn’t final and available for public review in the next couple of days, |
suggest that all references to it be deleted from the initial study. Otherwise,
changing the assessment to “potentially significant impact” would allow for a
deeper investigation of the matter during the formal EIR, based on the final report
as well as an independent review.

o Alternatively, the review period could be extended to allow reasonable
time for citizen review of the final Haro report.

Thanks,
Adam

On 9/13/2013 9:15 AM, "Grunow, Rich" <rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us> wrote:

Adam,
| will be attending Monday’s meeting on behalf of the City.

You are correct, the draft geotech study is referenced in the Initial Study. The Initial Study is prepared at
the onset of the CEQA process and represents the first step in determining the level of CEQA analysis
necessary for a proposed project. When preparing an Initial Study, all available information is reviewed
to help determine if a project may result in a significant environmental impact. In this case, we
determined that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required, which is the most intense level of
environmental analysis contemplated by CEQA.

As the CEQA process proceeds, several technical studies will be prepared (traffic, biology, etc) to
determine specific environmental impacts resulting from the project. All technical studies prepared in
conjunction with the EIR remain in draft form until accepted by the Lead Agency (the City) and released
for public review and comment.



The Initial Study should have noted that the geotech study was a draft document. | apologize for any
confusion that caused.

Please call me if you would like to discuss in more detail.

Thanks, Rich

Richard Grunow

Community Development Director
City of Capitola

831-475-7300 x216

rgrunow @ci.capitola.ca.us

From: Adam Samuels [mailto:ahsamuels@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 9:01 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Cc: Freitas, Melanie

Subject: Re: Monarch Cove Development - Haro, Kusinich and Associates report? TOT estimate?

Rich,

Thanks for your message.

Who from the city will be in attendance at Monday’ meeting?

Also, thanks for your remark on the draft form of the geotech study. It is still referenced
in the initial study, is it not - on pages 16 and 357 It appears that the draft form is not
noted in the document in either the citation or the reference listing.

Best,

Adam

On 9/12/2013 1:47 PM, "Grunow, Rich" <rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us> wrote:

Adam,

I have not referenced any TOT projections nor do | have any data to offer about potential TOT
revenue. | believe Mr. Eadie has provided some estimates, but as Melanie points out, we have not seen
his assumptions and therefore cannot speak to its accuracy.

Also, just to clarity, the meeting on Monday is not a City Council meeting, but a public scoping meeting
for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The purpose of the meeting is solely for members of the
public to offer comments and recommendations for the scope of analysis contained in the EIR.



Finally, as it relates to the geotech study, the study is in draft form and has not been accepted by the
City. We will release it for public review once the EIR and all associated technical studies have been
completed.

Hope that helps....

Rich

Richard Grunow

Community Development Director
City of Capitola

831-475-7300 x216
rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us

From: Adam Samuels [mailto:ahsamuels@sbcglobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2013 12:14 PM

To: Freitas, Melanie; Grunow, Rich

Cc: katharinep3@gmail.com

Subject: Re: Monarch Cove Development - Haro, Kusinich and Associates report? TOT estimate?

Hi Melanie,
Thanks for your prompt response.
o If I understand you, the geotechnical report is undergoing some revisions.
e And, it's being referenced in the initial study document.
e Isthat accurate?
e If so, shouldn’t the document indicate the preliminary nature of the report when is
referenced?
Hello Rich,

Do | recall correctly that you've referenced the $2.25 million in projected TOT in
discussions?

Best regards,
Adam

On 9/12/2013 11:05 AM, "Melanie Freitas" <melaniefl@aol.com> wrote:

Hi Adam and Katharine:



The geotechnical report was initiated by the applicant (Mr. Blodgett) and his
representative, Charlie Eadie. The report has not been finalized yet. A draft copy
was submitted by the applicant but the City requested several clarifications where
information was missing or vague. So, there is not a final copy yet.

In regard to the TOT, that is not an environmental or land use issue so I have no
information regarding it. Charlie would be the best person to contact.

Looking forward to seeing you on Monday night.

Melanie

Melanie Shaffer Freitas

Freitas + Freitas Engineering and Planning Consultants

3233 Valencia Ave, Suite Al, Aptos, CA. 95003

(831) 251-3550

From: Adam Samuels <ahsamuels@sbcaglobal.net>

To: melaniefl <melaniefl@aol.com>

Cc: katharine parker <katharinep3@gmail.com>

Sent: Wed, Sep 11, 2013 9:54 pm

Subject: Monarch Cove Development - Haro, Kusinich and Associates report? TOT estimate?
Hello Melanie,

| hope that all is well with you. | look forward to seeing you Monday at the city council
meeting.

In preparing for that session, | want to ask you about the “Geotechnical Investigation for
the Proposed Hotel Structures and Underground Parking Garage at the Monarch Cove
Inn” which is referenced in the Initial Study document:

e Who commissioned this study?
e |sthere away | can review its contents?
e Should this be a part of the materials being disclosed?

Also, you may recall that at the meeting at Butch and Jessie Mudgett's home, there were some questions
about the assumptions that Charlie Eadie used to come up with the $2.25 million in potential TOT
revenue - which | have heard being used by city council members and staff. We had asked Mr. Eadie to
provide the calculations used to generate that figure:

e Have you received that detail?
e Has city staff prepared an independent assessment for potential income?

It would be really helpful to receive a response before the meeting on Monday.
Thanks very much for your attention.
Best regards,

Adam Samuels
831.465.1511



Monarch Cove Hotel — Initial Study Comments

GENERAL COMMENTS WITH REGARDS TO THE INITIAL STUDY

SCALE OF PROJECT SIZE

The applicant proposes to nearly quadruple, the number of existing rooms on site — a site that is only 1.4
acres —from 11 to 41.

e The proposed increase in size and density is inconsistent with the City’s history of limiting expansion
of this property and adjacent parcels.

e The proposal makes no effort to mitigate any of the additional impacts to the adjoining community
— virtually all must be borne by the residents and visitors of the city.

e The EIR can consider more than one alternative to the proposed project - what if a 15-unit, or 20-
unit hotel were also considered, in addition to the applicant’s 41-unit proposal and the required “no
project” assessment?

e The proposed excavation and transport of 6950 cubic feet of material would involve significant
numbers of trips by service vehicles through residential streets. How many trips would be involved?
What noise levels would be generated? What damage would be sustained to the existing roads?
How would any damage be mitigated?

TRAFFIC AND SAFETY IMPACTS

e Traffic getting on and off Depot Hill is already difficult, even on weekdays, in summer.

e Adding to existing traffic would be a nightmare on weekends — leading to gridlock — not just coming
on and off the hill, but also affecting traffic into the village and across Monterey onto Fanmar.

e |t would exacerbate a safety as well as a traffic problem, as emergency vehicles currently cannot get
onto and off of the hill during high usage times.

e Asignificant increase in vehicle trips would destroy the essential character of the neighborhood.

e The traffic study that was begun in late July of this year will not contain critical data from the peak
period between Memorial Day through the Wharf to Wharf and first cycle of Junior Guards.

PROTECTION OF FRAGILE CLIFF AREA

e Fragile cliffs fronting the resort and the properties nearby are all subject to cliff erosion.

e “Greater wave heights combined with higher sea levels will mean greater erosion at the shoreline.”
(Gary Griggs, Vulnerability Study, City of Santa Cruz Climate Adaptation Plan 2012)

e This project would threaten our fragile coast and our wildlife, impacting not just this property but
also the surrounding properties, cliffs, beaches and economic wellbeing of our city.

e |t would significantly increase the amount of impervious surface area over the current Monarch
Cove property, and affect the amount of ground and storm water released over the bluff.

MONARCH BUTTERFLY PRESERVE

e The end of Escalona Drive is in the middle of one of the few remaining Monarch Butterfly Preserves.

e The applicant destroyed critical Monarch food source earlier this year, and created a parking lot
without permits and with total disregard for City requirements.

e How much more impact would a significant increase in vehicle trips per day, not to mention the
impact of building a 56 car garage on site, have on these threatened creatures?

Prepared by Adam Samuels, 504 El Salto Drive, Capitola, CA 95010 1



Monarch Cove Hotel — Initial Study Comments

e Will an experienced entomologist/lepidopterist with expertise in Monarch habitat be consulted?

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Groundwater as the primary water resource in Santa Cruz county is under severe constraints, due to
increasing demand and a steadily decreasing aquifer.

e What assurances are there that a sufficient supply of water will be available?
e What measures will be taken to ensure that the property will maintain its consumption of water at
current levels, given the significant proposed expansion?

SPECIFIC COMMENTS WITH REGARDS TO THE INITIAL STUDY

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Page 3: “The project site is an irregularly-shaped, 1.4-acre property at 620 El Salto Drive
on Depot Hill in the City of Capitola”

And Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan

Several residents who attended the public presentations made by Mr. Eadie this past summer, viewed
the proposed site plan and are familiar with the property, were unclear as to how the project site’s size
is being measured:

e The drawings indicate that the developed area would extend outside the property line. Why is that?
e What s the delineated area described as the “1.4 acre property”?
o Does the 1.4 acre claim include any portion that should not be included in that calculation —
for example, roadways or other encumbered areas?

Page 3: “The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic
yards, which would all be exported from the site.”

* Where will the material be staged during its excavation and preparation for removal?

e How many vehicles will be required to remove this amount of material? What is the expected
amount of increased exhaust emissions, noise and traffic impact?

e How would sensitive areas of the project site be protected?

Let it be noted that the applicant has ignored the permit process in the past:

e The owner has applied for and been denied expansion of parking for 12- 15 years as a protection for
the neighborhood and the environmentally sensitive habitat.

e Just six weeks ago, the applicant, with full knowledge of (and complete disregard for) the regulatory
process and without permits, clear cut Monarch supporting groundcover and installed a 16 car
parking lot even though his application for this parking lot had been repeatedly denied.

Page 3: "The project also includes drainage improvements, including water quality and
stormwater management systems. Stormwater control methods would consist of the
use of porous paving with perforated sub-drain pipes on the paved entry drive and a
450 square foot water detention “rain garden.”
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e This project would significantly increase the amount of impervious surface area over the current
Monarch Cove property:
o What percentage of the existing property surface is impervious?
o What percentage of the proposed property would consist of impervious surface?
o How would the changes to the project impact the amount of stormwater over the bluff?

Page 3: “In order to enhance Monarch butterfly habitat, proposed landscaping would be
Monarch-supportive and include improvements to the woodland edge.”

e Unauthorized destruction of Monarch butterfly habitat took place earlier this summer — what was
the extent of property damaged by this action? What remediation is proposed?
e What specific changes to habitat are proposed to be made?

Page 3: “The proposed project intends to continue many of the conditions as required by
the current Conditional Use Permit (CUP).”

e What, exactly, is meant by “many”? What specific changes to the CUP are being proposed?
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

I. AESTHETICS

STREET LIGHTING IN NEIGHBORHOOD

e Depot Hill streets have minimal night lighting, suitable for a neighborhood but unsuitable for roads
servicing a hotel.

e \Visitors, both individual and commercial, unfamiliar with these conditions, tend to drive faster in the
neighborhood than is safe.

[I. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES
No comments.

[l. AIR QUALITY

b, c) From Page 3, Project Description:

Page 3: “The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic
yards, which would all be exported from the site.”

¢ How many vehicles will be required to remove this amount of material? A back-of-envelope
estimate of 20 cubic yards per truck suggests nearly 900 round trips.

e What is the expected amount of increased exhaust emissions?

e How would sensitive areas of the project site be protected?

e How would the to-be-expected damage to residential streets be mitigated?

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
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MONARCH BUTTERFLY PRESERVE

The end of Escalona Drive is in the middle of one of the few remaining Monarch Butterfly Preserves.
With increased traffic, the remaining butterfly habitat would certainly be affected, if not destroyed.
A neighbor applying for a single car garage in this area was denied a permit — why would this much
larger project be allowed?

The applicant destroyed critical Monarch food source earlier this year, and created a parking lot
without permits and with total disregard for City requirements.

How much more impact would a significant increase in vehicle trips per day, not to mention the
impact of building a 56 car garage on site, have on these threatened creatures?

Will an experienced entomologist/lepidopterist with expertise in Monarch habitat be consulted?

CORMORANT NESTING AREA

The Community and the Council has demonstrated a commitment to protect our unique built and
natural environment. These cliffs are cormorant nesting areas that would be threatened or
destroyed by this scale of construction.

This project, and particularly the proposed underground garage, would threaten our fragile coast
and our wildlife, impacting not just this property but also the surrounding properties, cliffs, beaches
and economic wellbeing of our city.

CHILDREN

VI.

The Depot Hill neighborhood includes multiple generations — one resident tells of being born in the
house her great-grandmother built, and now has her own children living here.

Are not the children of this neighborhood a biological resource to be preserved?

In a rural, protected, curb- and gutter- and sidewalk-free neighborhood, is this development
appropriate in size, scale or usage?

CULTURAL RESOURCES
No comments.

GEOLOGY/SOILS

a.iii) ” Additionally, the geotechnical report completed by Haro, Kasunich, and
Associates, Inc. (2013) identified the site as low potential for liquefaction due to the
dense to very dense bedrock located beneath the site. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.

The Haro, Kasunich, and Associates study referenced above was not available for review during the
open comment period for this initial study. Citizens were advised that it was a draft report,
commissioned by the applicant, which contained information that required clarification. It seems
inappropriate to have used any material within this study, either because it is still in draft form, or
because it is not available for review by the public.

b, ¢) “The bluff recession rate between 1928 and 1990 was estimated to be 1.1 feet per
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year (Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, Inc., 2013). Assuming this constant rate of retreat,
the first houses in the Depot Hill Neighborhood would be threatened or damaged in
approximately 50 years, and most would be damaged or destroyed within
approximately 75 years and after 100 years. (Local Hazards Mitigation Plan, 2013). The
Bayview building and Victorian structure would be located approximately 90 feet from
the blufftop and would be considered first-line houses (Haro, Kasunich, and Associates,
Inc., 2013).”

e The Haro, Kasunich, and Associates study referenced above was not available for review during the
open comment period for this initial study. Citizens were advised that it was a draft report,
commissioned by the applicant, which contained information that required clarification. It seems
inappropriate to have used any material within this study, either because it is still in draft form, or
because it is not available for review by the public.

PROTECTION OF FRAGILE CLIFF AREA

e Fragile cliffs fronting the resort and the properties nearby are all subject to cliff erosion.

e Roadways and infrastructure have already been lost.

e QOver the years the community and the region have attempted to implement rules and regulations to
protect our cliffs, beaches and natural resources.

e In addition to historical knowledge of cliff erosion in this area, there is a growing awareness of
climate change impacts on our fragile coastline. “The Coastline of northern California, Oregon and
Washington have experienced increasingly intense winter storms and greater wave heights over the
last 25 years, both of which may be leading to more severe winter erosion (Allan and Komar, 2000)

e “Greater wave heights combined with higher sea levels will mean greater erosion at the shoreline.”
(Gary Griggs, Vulnerability Study, City of Santa Cruz Climate Adaptation Plan 2012)

* The Council has historically recognized and attempted to protect our unique coastal environmental
resources. The Santa Cruz area’s vulnerability to impacts of climate change is evident — look at the
recent tsunami’s effects on our area.

e This project, and particularly the proposed underground garage, would threaten our fragile coast
and our wildlife, impacting not just this property but also the surrounding properties, cliffs, beaches
and economic wellbeing of our city.

e Trading our long-term natural resources for purported short term increases in revenue would be
short-sighted.

VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
b, ¢) From Page 3, Project Description:

Page 3: “The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic
yards, which would all be exported from the site.”

¢ How many vehicles will be required to remove this amount of material? A back-of-envelope
estimate of 20 cubic yards per truck suggests nearly 900 round trips.
e What is the expected amount of exhaust emissions?
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e How would sensitive areas of the project site be protected?

VIII.HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
e No comments.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
b)

Groundwater as the primary water resource in Santa Cruz county is under severe constraints, due to
increasing demand and a steadily decreasing aquifer.

e What assurances are there that a sufficient supply of water will be available?

e |f Capitola were to consider offering some of its water credits to a development project, what are
the policies that would be used to ensure a fair assessment of which of many projects should receive
these credits — one that represented the long-term interests of the city and community?

c,d, e)

This project would significantly increase the amount of impervious surface area over the current
Monarch Cove property:

e What percentage of the existing property surface is impervious?
e What percentage of the proposed property would consist of impervious surface?
e How would the proposed changes affect the amount of stormwater released over the bluff? What
kind of impact would that have on the cliff, nesting birds and neighboring properties?
e How would proposed mitigation methods affect drainage towards other site boundaries?
e All proposals made by the developer should be reviewed by an independent expert.
e Additionally, the introduction of underground parking to the site will require the use of some type of
pumping system to manage any water intrusion into the lower garage levels.
o Will those pumps increase the amount of water captured from an impervious surface [the
garage floors]?
o How will this captured water be handled? Will there be a further increase in runoff?

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Depot Hill is, and has always been zoned as a residential neighborhood:

e The El Salto Resort was allowed its Visitor Serving designation because of its historical existence
(according to City records, the zoning was ‘grandfathered’ into an otherwise residential
neighborhood.)

e As parcels that were part of the original El Salto Resort were sold off, purchasers were required to
sign away rights to the Visitor Serving designation, based on the premise that the El Salto property
was Visitor Serving only because of historical usage —and no increased Visitor Serving permits would
be allowed — confirming that the essential character of the neighborhood was and is residential.
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e Several of these former El Salto properties were purchased with clear confirmation from the City
that the Visitor Serving Designation was not to be expanded, only allowed to continue in historical
form without expansion.

e Throughout the past 20 years, as issues resulting from incompatible zoning have arisen, the Council
has continually cited compatible neighborhood usage.

The Capitola City Council has been exemplary in protecting the neighborhood from the frequently
intrusive behaviors of the resort’s operators:

e The City has a clear history of documented problems that have occurred in the past at this location
because of the conflict between permitted uses.

¢ Inreviewing City Council minutes, it is evident that the Council’s intent over the years was to protect
the residential character of the neighborhood.

e They have taken action over the years to limit traffic impacts, (particularly drunk drivers — a frequent
problem in the past) noise, garbage, and other issues that impaired the quiet enjoyment of the
neighborhood.

Increasing the number of vehicles traveling through a residential neighborhood to reach a small visitor-
serving property is not consistent with the General Plan documents, and severely impacts the quality of
life enjoyed by increasing the levels of traffic, noise, risk of accident, and more.

Xl. MINERAL RESOURCES
e No comments.

XIl. NOISE

The Community and the City Council has been vigilant in protecting the unique character of the
neighborhood from ongoing problems, which result from the grandfathered but incompatible use as a
seasonal wedding venue.

e Qutdoor bands and PA system usage have frequently been above the allowable decibel levels for
noise, which impact neighbors. Moving activities indoors would not alleviate the problems of parties
with loud (and inebriated) guests that frequently disturb the neighborhood.

e Neighbors have tolerated but have been continually disturbed by this use because of noise, traffic
and inebriated guests wandering in cars and on foot after functions are over.

e Page 3 of this document makes the following statement: “The proposed project intends to
continue many of the conditions as required by the current Conditional Use Permit
(cuap).”

o What, exactly, is meant by “many”? What specific changes to the CUP are being proposed?
o This can’t be left out of the EIR. If a change in the CUP impacts noise, it’s material.

b, c) From Page 3, Project Description:
Page 3: “The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic

yards, which would all be exported from the site.”
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e How many vehicles will be required to remove this amount of material? A back-of-envelope
estimate of 20 cubic yards per truck suggests nearly 900 round trips.

e What is the expected amount of increased noise from these trips, as well as from other construction
vehicles working on site?

e How would sensitive areas of the project site be protected?

e How would the to-be-expected damage to neighbors be mitigated?

XIIl.POPULATION AND HOUSING
e No comments.

XIV.PUBLIC SERVICES

XV. RECREATION

e The proposal frames access to the coast as a benefit of this development. The community’s access is
already guaranteed through the municipal code.

XVI.TRANSPORTION/TRAFFIC
b, ¢) From Page 3, Project Description:

Page 3: “The proposed project would require grading of approximately 6,950 cubic
yards, which would all be exported from the site.”

¢ How many vehicles will be required to remove this amount of material? A back-of-envelope
estimate of 20 cubic yards per truck suggests nearly 900 round trips.

e What is the expected amount of increased exhaust emissions?

e How would this traffic impact existing traffic patterns?

e How would the to-be-expected damage to residential streets be mitigated?

a, b) The proposed project would result in a net increase of 30 hotel rooms on the project
site, thereby generating additional vehicle trips to and from the site. The addition of
project- generated traffic to the neighborhood may be substantial. In addition, project
trips would be added to intersections and roadways elsewhere that may or currently do
operate below City of Capitola Standards. Impacts would be potentially significant
and further analysis in the EIR is required.

e Traffic getting on and off Depot Hill is difficult even on weekdays in summer.

e Asthere are no sidewalks in the neighborhood, streets are shared by pedestrians, pets, bicyclists
and motor vehicles. Under these conditions, traffic congestion as well as traffic speed are
particularly dangerous.

e \Visitors, both individual and commercial, unfamiliar with these conditions, tend to drive faster in the
neighborhood than is safe.

e Adding this much traffic would be a nightmare on weekends — leading to gridlock — not just coming

on and off the hill, but also affecting traffic into the village and across Monterey onto Fanmar.
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e What is the projected number of trips — for guests, employees, visitors, service vehicles? How does
that compare with the current level from the property?

e [t appears that no measurement of the current resort is being made, just an aggregate for the
neighborhood as a whole.

e Asignificant increase in vehicle trips per day would destroy the essential character of the
neighborhood.

e |t would exacerbate a safety as well as a traffic problem, as emergency vehicles cannot get onto and
off of the hill during high usage times now.

¢ Inthe past, Council has wisely required weekend weddings held at this site to bus in guests because
traffic impacts were so devastating to the neighborhood.

e When an employee parking lot was proposed on Escalona it was denied because of the significant
negative impacts on the neighborhood and change of use. This proposal would have impacts far
beyond the scope of a surface employee parking lot. The Council recognized the threat to the
unique character of the neighborhood and denied the change in traffic and expanded parking. 12 to
15 years ago.

e This proposal would have significantly greater impacts; there are no mitigating actions that could
address impacts of this magnitude.

e While we applaud the City’s recent action to begin surveying Depot Hill traffic activity, the fact that
the study began after the highest period of traffic — July 4™ Junior Guards, Wharf to Wharf — means
that it fails to capture critical data for fairly assessing the current situation.

Where are the details of this traffic study — they are not currently available to the public?

o What is being measured, exactly?
o Was the study reviewed by the Traffic and Parking Commission prior to its implementation?
o Will the traffic study be continued, so data from between Memorial Day through Wharf to

Wharf and the first cycle of Junior Guards be included? If not, why not?
e What are the specific measures being used to assess the impact of this issue?
e What are the roadways and intersections that will be considered to be affected by this project?
e What are the current operating ratings of these intersections and roadways?
e Are any already at risk of failure? Will this project make any fail?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

* |t's unclear that the applicant has a right-of-way to the section of road near the proposed Escalona
Drive exit. Residents have claimed that this is a private road. Not having access to this roadway may
require an unusual access route.

e The design of this entire project could be seen as an incompatible use. Expecting a visitor-serving
property to have its access through a residential neighborhood is incompatible with the General
Plan. No other hotel in Capitola requires access to its property through residential roadways.

o Aninvestigation of the other hotels in Capitola, or other comparably sized properties and
hotels could provide valuable information.

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
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e Currently, emergency access to the neighborhood is constrained by the single entrance on Escalona,
the narrow [and protected] nature of the roads, and the presence of pedestrians and cyclists.

e TheJuly 4™ event this year at the Monarch Cove Inn clearly depicted that there is potentially
dangerous access limitations when emergency vehicles are needed. Photographs are attached.

e Inthe event of an emergency that would require evacuation, there is already some question as to
how that could be safely accomplished.

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

¢) The proposed hotel would introduce new impervious surfaces to the project area,
which could result in an increase in stormwater runoff flows and the need for new
stormwater drainage systems. The project includes upgrades to drainage, water quality
and stormwater management systems including the use of porous paving with
perforated sub-drains on the paved entry drive and a 450 square foot water detention
“rain garden.” Drainage improvements would be designed to ensure that runoff flows
would not exceed historic flows. However, further analysis will consider proposed
drainage improvements, stormwater management, and water quality improvements.
Impacts would be potentially significant and will be discussed further in the EIR.

This project would significantly increase the amount of impervious surface area over the current
Monarch Cove property:

e What percentage of the existing property surface is impervious?

e What percentage of the proposed property would consist of impervious surface?

e How would the proposed changes affect the amount of stormwater released over the bluff? What
kind of impact would that have on the cliff, nesting birds and neighboring properties?

e How would proposed mitigation methods affect drainage towards other site boundaries?

e All proposals made by the developer should be reviewed by an independent expert.

XVIIl.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
e No comments

REFERENCES

Page 35: Haro, Kasunich, and Associates, Inc., Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed
Hotel Structures with Underground Parking Garage at the Monarch Cove Inn, August 5, 2013.

e The document listed above was not available for review during the open comment period for this
initial study. Citizens were advised that it was a draft report, commissioned by the applicant, which
contained information that required clarification. It seems inappropriate to have used any material
within the scope of this study, either because it is still in draft form, or because it is not available for
review by the public.
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Santa Cruz County Sanitation District

701 OCEAN STREET, SUITE 410, SANTA CRUZ, CA 950604073
(831) 454-2160 FAX (831) 454-2089 TDD: (831) 454-2123

JOHN J. PRESLEIGH, DISTRICT ENGINEER

SEPTEMBER 27, 2013

RICHARD GRUNOW
CITY OF CAPITOLA

420 CAPITOLA AVENUE
CAPITOLA, CA 95010

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE MONARCH COVE INN
ADDRESS: 620 EL SALTO DRIVE
APN: 036-142-21, -28, -31 AND 036-143-36

Dear Mr. Grunow,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the notice of the preparation of a draft
environmental impact report for the proposed expansion of the Monarch Cove Inn. A review of our
records indicates that APN: 036-142-27 is currently connected to the sewer system and is being charged
for two single family dwellings.

Sewer service is conditionally available for the proposed expansion of use. The proposed
expansion of the Inn shall include improvement plans to connect all structures with plumbing to the
public sewer and abandoning or removing any septic systems that may remain on the properties,
satisfying all sections of the County’s Design Criteria Sanitary Sewer Design including the installation of
a grease interceptor/trap if required and the payment of all connection fees based on the District’s current
fees at the time of sewer connection permit issuance. There are no known capacity problems at this time
that would affect the proposed project. This evaluation is in effect for one year to allow the applicant to
receive development or other discretionary permit approval. If after this time frame of this project has
not received approval from the Planning Department, it will be reevaluated for adequate downstream
capacity.

Because of the extensive landscaping on the property, the proposed project is further
required to meter the domestic use of water entering into the sewer system by installing a Soquel Creek
Water District water meter dedicated specifically to indoor/domestic uses that flow into the sewer as
wastewater. No cross connection of water piping (exterior and interior/domestic) shall be allowed and
the District’s sewer service charges for the Inn will be based upon these meter teadings once the Inn has
been determined to be connected to the sewer. All existing onsite sewer/septic piping that will be used
shall be televised and a completed District report form (available from the District) and DVD shall be
submitted to the District for review per District Code. All problems with the sewer lateral, whether
onsite or offsite, shall be repaired prior to the issuance of a sewer connection permit.



RICHARD GRUNOW
CITY OF CAPITOLA
PAGE 2

At this time all structures on the properties should be dye tested by District staff to verify
the existence of a connection to the sewer or septic system. The applicant may call Calvin Smith, District
Inspector, at (831) 454-2893 to schedule the required dye test.

Yours truly,

JOHN J. PRESLEIGH
District Engineer

By 2R U i)

Rachél Lather
Sanitation Engineer

DR:tlp/431

& Calvin Smith



STATE OF CALIFORNIA — THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
1725 23" Street, Suite 100

SACRAMENTO, CA 95816-7100

(916) 445-7000  Fax: (916) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

www.ohp.parks.ca.gov

September 4, 2013

Sent via email

Richard Grunow

Community Development Director
City of Capitola

420 Capitola Avenue

Capitola, CA 95010
Rarunow@ci.capitola.ca.us

Dear Mr. Grunow:
RE: NOTICE OF PREPARATION, MONARCH COVE HOTEL PROJECT

Thank you for including the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) in the
environmental review process for the Monarch Cove Hotel Project. The State Historic
Preservation Officer and the OHP have broad responsibility for the implementation of
federal and state historic preservation programs in California. The following comments
are based on the information included in the Initial Study and are intended to ensure
that historical resources are adequately identified and evaluated, and considered in
project planning.

Identification of Historical Resources

As the lead agency, the City of Capitola is responsible for identifying historical
resources and assessing impacts on those resources. The California Environmental
Quiality Act (CEQA) provides a very broad definition of a historical resource. The law
casts a broad net and is intended to be inclusive rather than exclusive. Historical
resources include those that are mandatory, those that are presumptive and those that
are discretionary (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5). Please ensure that the Draft
Environmental Import Report (DEIR) includes an analysis of the impacts of the
proposed project on all historical resources at the project site and in the vicinity of the
project site. We recommend that the analysis include the following:

1. Since the extant Monarch Cove Inn is a collection of functionally related
buildings, it should be approached holistically, as a grouping, rather than a series
of unrelated individual buildings. Also, neither the California Register of
Historical Resources nor the other definitions of a historical resource found in
CEQA, reference any age limitations. Additions to older buildings and buildings
of the more recent past should not automatically be determined not to be
historical resources because of age. Landscape design and landscape features
should also be included in the identification and evaluation efforts at the site.



2. We recommend that the City follow the Secretary of the Interior's Standards and
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation, particularly those standards
for Preservation Planning, Identification and Evaluation. Standard | for
Preservation Planning states: “Decisions about the identification, evaluation,
registration and treatment of historic properties are most reliably made when the
relationship of individual properties to other similar properties is understood....
The historic context organizes information based on a cultural theme and its
geographical and chronological limits. Contexts describe the significant broad
patterns of development in an area that may be represented by historic
properties.” A context-based identification and evaluation effort more adequately
captures the significance of properties than does a quantitative approach. We
recommend that the city refer to the Historic Context Statement for the City of
Capitola prepared for the city’s Community Development Department by Carolyn
Swift in 2004.

3. Due to the proximity of the project site to the coastline, it is in an area generally
considered to be sensitive regarding the potential for prehistoric archeological
properties. A research design and study, which may include some testing,
should be prepared as part of the DEIR so that if potential sites are identified
they can be addressed early on, before construction occurs. Simply stating, as a
mitigation measure, that the project will be monitored during construction is not
adequate because that approach occurs too late to avoid historical resources or
change project plans. .

Impacts to Historical Resources

1. The DEIR should consider an alternative that would provide a project design that
would avoid significant adverse impacts to historical resources, both at the
project site and in the immediate vicinity. Rather than demolition of the two
cottages, could they be rehabilitated and become part of the design for the new
hotel?

2. The Initial Study states, “The project would include. . . renovation and
reorientation of an existing Victorian structure in order to construct a new 41
room hotel.” We strongly recommend that this work be carried out in
conformance with The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties

Thank you for considering our comments. If you have questions, please contact me at
(916) 456-4611 or at Lucinda.Woodward@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Lucinda Woodward
State Historian Il
Supervisor, Local Government Unit
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September 24, 2013

Mr. Richard Grunow

Community Development Director
City of Capitola

420 Capitola Ave.

Capitola, CA 95010
rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us

SUBJECT: Comments on Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Proposed Monarch Cove Hotel Project at 620 El Salto Drive,
Capitola

Dear Mr. Grunow:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel Project at the
Monarch Cove Inn site at 620 El Salto Drive in Capitola.

As described in the NOP, the proposed project would involve the renovation of the existing
Monarch Cove Inn Victorian house (with nine guest rooms) and the demolition of two existing
cottages, an office/garage building, and an outdoor deck. The demolished structures would be
replaced with a new hotel consisting of two buildings: (1) A 16,729 square foot, two-story building
containing 22 guest rooms, two meeting rooms, kitchen facilities, a courtyard; and (2) A two-story
5,984 square foot building with 10 guest rooms. In total, the proposed project would include 41
guest rooms.

Soquel Creek Water District (District) agrees with City of Capitola’s Initial Study (IS) that the
project poses a potentially significant environmental impact to the groundwater basin in regards to
an increase in water demand and that this impact must be fully evaluated in the DEIR.
Additionally, the proposed project would introduce new impervious areas thereby potentially
reducing groundwater recharge in the project area. However, the District would like to take this
opportunity to inform the DEIR regarding the current status of the groundwater supply.

As mentioned in the IS, the District relies solely on groundwater from the Purisima Formation and
the Aromas Red Sands aquifers. Groundwater levels in both aquifers are below elevations that
protect the basin from seawater intrusion. The most recent hydrogeologic studies conducted in
2011 by the District’s consultant indicate that the sustainable yield of the groundwater basin is
lower than previously projected and that District must reduce pumping to levels below the
sustainable yield for a period of at least 20 years to recover groundwater levels to protective
elevations and eliminate overdraft. The District’s Board of Directors (Board) established a target
pumping goal of 2,900 acre-feet per year (afy) which represents a 35% pumping reduction to be
achieved within 6 years and maintained for at least 20 years.

To achieve this pumping reduction yet still meet projected water demand, SQqCWD has been
actively pursuing a supplemental supply of water. In, 2006, a joint desalination project with the
City of Santa Cruz, along with continued conservation, was identified as the preferred
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supplemental supply alternative in the District’s Integrated Resources Plan. However, the future
of the desalination project has recently become uncertain and the District is re-evaluating other
alternatives, most notably the Mandatory Water Rationing Scenario (MWRS) that was recently
adopted by the Board as our back-up plan. The MWRS is a conceptual plan that would allow the
District to reduce pumping to 2,900 afy through a series of components including water budgets,
monthly billing, penalty pricing, conservation, a high-efficiency fixture/appliance direct install
program, behavior modifications, and a building moratorium.

Based on the information presented above, it is highly possible that SqCWD may not have
adequate water to supply the increase in demand that would result from a project of this scale. If
the project progresses and the District is able to provide water to meet the resulting increase in
demand, the development would, at a minimum, be required to offset the projected increase in
water demand in accordance with the District’s Water Demand Offset (WDO) Policy. The current
WDO Policy requires new development to offset projected water use by 160 percent.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the NOP. If you have any questions or need
additional information, please contact me at (831) 475-8501 x156.

Sincerely,

SOQUEL CREEK WATER DISTRICT

%f

Shelley Flock
Staff Analyst

cc: Engineering Department, SqCWD
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Initial Public Review — Monday, September 16

| have been a resident of Capitola for 20 years and chose to live on Depot Hill at that time
because it was a quiet residential, noncommercial neighborhood.

Whenever | mention that I live on Depot Hill, the response is always: “How lovely”; “I love
Depot Hill”; “It is so beautiful up there.” One of the many, charming features of Depot Hill is the
absence of sidewalks that provides a unique rural feeling. As I walk around the neighborhood admiring
the flowers and foliage in the front yards | am greeted by neighbors and visitors who are also out for a
stroll, some with small children, and some with their dogs. Runners, and children on their bikes enjoy
the lack of traffic, and cats come running out of their yards to be stroked.

The proposed hotel and conference pavilion will result in a significant increase in car and large
delivery truck traffic in a primarily pedestrian neighborhood. Not only with this be noisy, but also
dangerous.

Our house is towards the bottom of Escalona Drive and we already encounter problems reversing
out of our driveway, especially at weekends. Our vision is frequently obstructed by parked vehicles
with the result that we are unaware, until it is almost too late, of the cars that turn off Monterey Avenue
and accelerate up the hill. We have had some near misses!

Traffic getting on and off Depot Hill is a big problem at weekends and in the summer, and any
additional traffic would make things worse and present an even more serious problem for the access of
emergency vehicles.

We notice that automobile flow is currently being monitored at the entrance to Depot Hill. What
are the plans for monitoring pedestrian usage?

| believe all of us on Depot Hill want to keep our neighborhood just the way it is—Pedestrian
Friendly.

Diana Sworakowski

sworakowsk@aol.com
(831) 462-5665




September 9, 2013

Stephanie Harlan, Mayor
Sam Storey, Vice Mayor
Ed Bottorff

Dennis Norton

Michael Termini

Dear Capitola City Council Members:

We are writing to express our concern about the proposed construction of a new 41-room hotel
on Depot Hill.

Background

We have been residents of Capitola since 1985 and we love living on Depot Hill. Over the years
we have witnessed changes to Depot Hill and we believe that the proposed construction of a
new hotel is very significant and warrants some comment.

We have two major concerns about the proposed hotel on Depot Hill.
e VVehicular Traffic, Congestion, and Safety on the Hill

Over the years the traffic and parking situation on Depot Hill has increasingly become an
issue. The streets on the Hill are narrow and there are no sidewalks. It is a place where
individuals and families with children walk and enjoy the beautiful view and ambience of
Capitola. During the tourist season, summer, and special events parking and traffic on the Hill
can be a real challenge. We have observed many times vehicles going way too fast in the
neighborhood. During morning and evening rush hour, weekends, and special events it can be
a real challenge to leave the Hill via Escalona Drive (the only street to egress Depot Hill). With
the influx of even more vehicles on Depot Hill the safety of our neighborhood streets is a real
issue and concern.

e The Soil and Ground

Our understanding is that underground parking (on two levels) is part of the proposal for the
new 41-room hotel. We are very concerned that excavating to provide for underground
parking will impact the stability of the ground and surrounding area and create a potentially
hazardous situation. Has an independent geotechnical study and soils analysis been conducted
to determine the safety and potential impact on the stability of the ground and any potential
danger to the surrounding area?

e Concluding Remarks



For the above stated reasons we are strongly opposed to the construction of the proposed
hotel on Depot Hill. Depot Hill is a wonderful residential neighborhood. We think it is vital to
keep it that way. Hotels of the size and scope being proposed belong elsewhere in Capitola
where traffic and safety concerns can be mitigated more appropriately.

We hope that you will take our concerns seriously as you weigh the pros and cons of approving
the building of a new hotel.

Respectively,

Bob and Bonda White
108 Saxon Avenue
Capitola, CA

Phone: (831) 476-0986



Monarch Cove Hotel EIR Scoping Mtg comments-questions 9/22/13 4:25 PM

From: Craig Wilson <craig@crwilson.net>
To: rgrunow <rgrunow@ci.capitola.ca.us>

Cc: citycouncil <citycouncil@ci.capitola.ca.us>; planningcommission <planningcommission@ci.capitola.ca.us>; jgoldstein
<jgoldstein@ci.capitola.ca.us>; melaniefl <melaniefl@aol.com>

Sub ect: Monarch Cove Hotel EIR Scoping Mtg comments-questions
Date: Thu, Sep 19, 2013 6:49 pm

September 19, 2013

Dear Mr. Grunow,

My wife and | attended the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Scoping Meeting Monday (9/16/2013) for the Monarch
Cove Hotel project.

Thank you for hosting the meeting and providing the venue for public comment. We noted that the comments were
entirely directed at opposing the project as presented and that there was not a single favorable comment.

We want to begin by reminding you and other City of Capitola officials and staff of the draft Capitola General Plan Guiding
Principles, published just two weeks ago. A part of which reads:

“Neighborhoods and Housing: Protect and enhance the quality of life within residential neighborhoods. Strive
for neighborhoods that are stable, inclusive, and friendly. Minimize impacts to neighborhoods - such as noise, cut-
through traffic, and overflow parking caused by new development.”

Considering the paragraph above, the scope of the project in the context of the Depot Hill neighborhood, the numerous
potential environmental factors noted by Rincon Associates in the Initial Study (which must have been anticipated by your
Office), the reputation of the Applicant and the neighborhood’s ongoing problems with his existing development (Monarch
Cove Inn), we are astonished that your Office did not prepare a draft Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative
Declaration, but instead, accepted the Application “as is”, hired a Project Manager, Melanie Freitas, and moved
immediately to the draft EIR process.

It appears to us that the City of Capitola (City) is not an objective facilitator of the development process in this case, but is
instead is a proponent of the project. Can you explain the positives you see for the City and the Depot Hill Neighborhood
resulting from this project?

Please comment on the process that led to acceptance of the Application as described in the Initial Study so we may
understand the City’s position with regard to this (and other similar) project(s).

How much of the treasury of the City will be spent in processing this Application through the draft EIR? How much has
been spent to date?
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Monarch Cove Hotel EIR Scoping Mtg comments-questions 9/22/13 4:25 PM

Considering the long history of problems the City and neighborhood has had with the Applicant (and especially his willful
and illegal destruction of the Monarch Butterfly Habitat over the years and continuing to this summer) we would like that
history to be made a part of the documentation of the Application process. Will you do this?

What was the date the Application was received by the City?
What was the date Rincon Consultants, Inc. was tasked by your Office to consult on the Initial Study?
What was the date Ms. Freitas was hired by your Office to be Project Manager?

Can you make available the report cited in the Initial Study titled, Geotechnical Investigation for the Proposed Hotel
Structures with Underground Parking Garage at the Monarch Cove Inn, August 5, 2013, by Haro, Kasunich, and
Associates, Inc.?

We are interested in knowing what contact City Staff, Planning Commissioners, and City Council members have had with
the Application, Initial Study and your Office with regard to the Application.

Have any of these persons met with the Applicant? (If so, the specifics of these meeting(s) must be made public.)

Have elected or appointed City officials received any type of report and/or assessment, aside from the Initial Study, from
City Staff with regard to the Application? (If so, will you provide the specifics of such reports and/or assessments?)

Have elected or appointed City officials had any formal or informal discussions to date regarding the Application? (If so,
will you provide the specifics of such discussions?)

On its face, the Monarch Cove Hotel project doesn’t make sense in any respect, as far as the Depot Hill neighborhood is
concerned. There is only downside for the neighborhood. This was eloquently pointed out by the many speakers at the
EIR Scoping Meeting and this project flies in the face of one of the Guiding Principles of the City’s draft General Plan.

In a presentation made to a group of neighbors on Depot Hill in early August, Mr. Charles Eadie of Hamilton, Swift and
Associates, did not mention any benefits this project would bring to the Depot Hill neighborhood but did mention two
benefits the City would realize from this project:

The City will gain a substantial amount of Transient Occupancy Tax and other visitor revenues. Can you advise us of the
estimated City revenues from this project and the specifics of the calculations used to determine such revenue estimates?

The City will have a place to have meetings/retreats/get-togethers for City Staff and officials, away from City Hall, and yet
still convenient.

Our perspective is that City officials and Staff should do their business like the rest of us — at their place of work;
in this case, City Hall. The very idea that the family and pedestrian friendly character of the Depot Hill
neighborhood would be compromised for the benefit of our elected and appointed official’'s comfort is outrageous.

If this project was accessible from a major city street and not through a neighborhood already traffic impacted (especially
during the summer visitor period), with narrow streets, no sidewalks, plenty of pedestrians, children and grandchildren, it
would make much more sense. Considering this, a scaled back proposal, operated by hospitality professionals with
respect and concern for their neighbors will be much more likely to gain neighborhood acceptance.

Depot Hill is a treasure of Capitola. It is one of the reasons we have so many visitors throughout the year. As one of the
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Monarch Cove Hotel EIR Scoping Mtg comments-questions 9/22/13 4:25 PM

speakers at Monday’s meeting said; in a city of virtually no parks or open space, the Depot Hill neighborhood is a city park
— providing a place for citizens and visitors to meet, walk, walk their dogs and contemplate our wonderful environment in
place that is safe and friendly. We want to keep it that way. We think that as our Community Development Director you
should too.

We look forward to hearing from you about the issues and questions raised here.
Thank you,

Craig Wilson
craig@crwilson.net
411 El Salto Drive

Capitola, CA 95010

This email message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution
is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the
original message. If you are the intended recipient, please be advised that the content of this message is subject to
access, review and disclosure by the sender's Email System Administrator.
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Drs. Alexandra Z. Worden and Rudolf Gausling
609 El Salto Drive
Capitola, CA 95010
786-201-5275 (AZW), 786-554-7105 (RG)

Dear Commissioners and City Planner,

We am writing to raise concerns regarding the proposed development at Monarch Cove Inn. The
Monarch Cove Inn already has a detrimental effect on the neighborhood. While we were aware of its
presence prior to moving to Depot Hill in 2010, we were not aware of the number of parties/weddings,
amount of traffic and extensive use of alcohol that impacts our neighborhood. It is clear that most hotel
guests forget that they are in a neighborhood as they drive to the hotel, many break the speed limit, and
ignore stop signs. These are normal human behaviors, but their impact here is dire because Depot Hill is
a neighborhood where people frequently walk and feel secure, as opposed to being in a business sector
of town like several other Capitola establishments.

We have two three year old toddlers and unfortunately it is unsafe for them to play even in our drive
way at times of the week given the number of wedding attendees who park quickly or turn around
without paying attention to whether there might be children in the area. We have also witnessed
visitors to Inn events drinking in their vehicles.

Over the last years we have treated the Inn as a neighbor — calling them directly when there are issues,
rather than calling the police. While they have become more responsive since the development was
proposed, they still are not able to control their guests. For example, recently after my call they were
able to get the shuttle driver to slow down, but were not able to get their departing guests to obey the
speed limit. Still it isn’t possible for us to call repeatedly regarding their different shuttle
drivers/companies (which we have done over the last years).

All of these problems will be greatly exasperated by a larger facility. The idea of a conference center is
even more concerning since it implies some level of additional day use (and support staff, such as
catering trucks etc., possible on street parking etc.).

Noise is another major issue derived both from traffic and guests that stay at the hotel — walking
through the neighborhood late at night with no concept of sleeping adults (much less children/babies).
Sometimes drunken, their behaviors are disruptive in a neighborhood context.

Please assure that assessment will be made of drunk driving (coming from the premise or from cars
parked outside of the premises for attendance at an Inn event), amount and speed of traffic, and other
aspects of traffic law compliance (stop signs), noise of cars, shuttles and guests at evening and night
time hours, impact on wildlife including birds of prey and butterflies, impact of construction (vehicles,
noise etc.) on the neighborhood.

| also have to say | was shocked at the lack of professionalism at the Environmental Assessment input
meeting — it was neither recorded, nor was there a professional scribe. Perhaps this is standard for
Capitola, my feeling is that when a large number of professional and other citizens come to be heard it
would be appropriate to record their input directly. Furthermore | was disappointed at the complete
lack of representation from elected officials. While | am sure there are draws on your time, it would



seem listening to your constituency should be a priority and that meeting was a great opportunity to do
just that.

| appreciate your time and attention in assuring a fair and accurate impact study is performed, and to
taking citizen/resident opposition into account in determining this matter.



From: armanino6@aol.com [mailto:armanino6@aol.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2013 7:19 PM

To: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Grunow, Rich; Goldstein, Jamie
Subject: Proposed expansion of the Monarch Cove Inn

My name is Andrew J. Armanino Jr. My wife Tracy and | live at 706 Escalona Dr, Capitola. | write this to
express our deep concerns and strong opposition the the above name expansion.

My family has owned 706 Escalona since 1969. We built our new home in 1999 after demolishing the
original home that year. We built a single story 2,222 square foot home on and 8,000 sq. ft. lot. Our concern
is for our neighborhood.

There are many reasons for our opposition, but let me mention just one here. Water. We all know the near
critical problems facing all of us with our aquifers. Soquel Creek Water District is sending fairly serious
messages. | recognize the City has some water credit from the recent closing of the lower mobile park. |
would like to know how many credits are available. How they can be used? The priorities that will be
consider in their use.

We do not need an expansion of close to 400% at Monarch Cove. This expansion will ruin one if Capitola's
beautiful valued neighborhoods.

Again, with deep concern,

Andy and Tracy Armanino



From: tracyarm6@aol.com [mailto:tracyarm6@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 4:45 PM

To: Grunow, Rich; Goldstein, Jamie; City Council; planningcommission@ci.cap.ca.us
Subject: Monarch Inn remodeling

Dear all,

My husband, Andy, and | moved to Capitola in 1999 from the Bay Area. It has
always been our plan to retire here. We spent all of our lives in the San
Francisco Bay Area, working and raising our family.

When all of our children graduated from college (all 6 of them), we found
ourselves looking forward to moving to the peaceful and special place called
Depot Hill.

We are very happy with our lives here, and plan to spend the rest of our earthly
days in our home on Escalona Drive.

We certainly did NOT anticipate living a stone's throw away from the very
ambitious project that is looming over our tranquility here.

Please spare us this intrusion.
Sincerely,
Tracy Armanino

706 Escalona Drive...a stone's throw away
Capitola, Ca.



From: Ascher, Brian D. [mailto:bda@venrock.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2013 9:50 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Cc: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie; Adam Samuels
Subject: Depot Hill citizen concern regarding proposed Monarch Inn expansion

Dear Mr. Grunow and Capitola City Council,

My family and | have been residents of Depot Hill in Capitola since 2008. We chose this area for
it’s quiet charm, architectural heritage, community feel, and the trees and butterflies. Walking the
quiet streets is one of the greatest joys of living in our quaint neighborhood. We are strongly
against the proposed expansion of the Monarch Inn as we believe it will severely and negatively
impact this historic neighborhood and degrade both the quality of life and natural resources. We
are concerned about the impact on traffic, pedestrian safety, and the potential for erosion, damage
to aquifers, and loss of trees and Monarch butterfly nesting habitat. We have two young children
and Escalona Drive already has its fair share of cars and visitors speeding through the
neighborhood and we fear the automobile danger to children in the neighborhood would increase
exponentially if this project goes through.

We urge you to reject or downscale the proposed Monarch Inn project to preserve this 139 year old
California coastal community.

Sincerely,
The Ascher Family

Brian Ascher

307 Escalona Drive
Capitola, CA 95010
C 650 245-2997

T 831 464-6992

F 650 249 0333

E bda@venrock.com




From: cat atchison [mailto:beach.cat@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 12:53 PM

To: Grunow, Rich; Goldstein, Jamie; City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION
Subject: Comments to EIR Initial STudy Proposed 400% Expansion at Monarch Inn

To: Capitola City Council, Plan Commission and City Staff:

The first few pages of the attached comments relate directly to those issues presented
in the EIR Initial Study. | have also noted that the roadway at the end of Escalona does
not belong to Mr. Blodgett and unless there has been a change in the past 14 years, it
does not clearly belong to the City. Several of the neighbors and former neighbors have
established property rights of varying degrees on this roadway. | have some

recorded rights to this roadway. These property rights must be clarified before any
discussion of change or expansion of use is discussed.

The last four or five pages of my comments are text from a Metro article written in

1998. This is just one article. There are many other recorded incidents, including our
own City Council minutes through the years documenting the ongoing problems
encountered due to incompatible use and Mr. Blodgett's indifference to the impacts of his
actions on others or the environment. After reading this article it may help clarify why
the neighborhood reacted so strongly to anything proposed at this location or by Mr.
Blodgett. Not only the neighborhood but the City, the County and beyond have

all experienced a long history of problems with Mr. Blodgett and his ongoing disregard
for others in the community.

If this project were to go forward it would drive a number of long standing residents out
of the community including me.

I love Depot Hill and Capitola, but living next to this poorly managed property has been a
trial. An expansion of any significant magnitude would be intolerable. Please do not
drive the residents or the Monarchs out of Capitola.

Sincerely,
Cathlin Atchison

703 Escalona
beach.cat@hotmail.com




From: Kathy [mailto:mk.barnes@yahoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 8:49 AM

To: Grunow, Rich

Subject: Monarch Cove Inn (E1 Salto Resort) expansion

Richard Grunow

Community Service Director
420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 93526

Dear Mr. Grunow,

I am writing to express my concerns regarding the plans for an expansion of the El
Salto Resort (Monarch Cove Inn) on Depot Hill. When I initially became aware of
this project in July, I wrote an email to the City Council expressing my concerns.
I continue to be concerned. Following is what I wrote to them.

>

> " Having grown up on Depot Hill in the 1950s and 60s, I have seen many changes

in Capitola...some good....some not so good. I believe the expansion from 11
transient cottages to a 41 unit hotel/ resort would be one of the not so good
changes.

>

> As you know, Depot Hill has always been a unique and special neighborhood. It
has retained it's character over the years with a mix of summer houses and
permanent residences. Some homes have remained in families for many years to be
enjoyed by multiple generations. Depot Hill is a residential community. If this
expansion is allowed, I fear that the essential character will change.

>

> Since all traffic on Depot Hill must enter by either Central or Escalona
Avenues, I fear a significant increase in traffic will occur with the expansion of
El Salto. On many days, cars are parked on both sides of Central Avenue which
significantly restricts traffic flow. Since there are no sidewalks on Depot
Hill, families, couples and kids walk, stroll, ride bikes and play on all the
streets.

>

> In sum, Depot Hill is a residential neighborhood with lots of pedestrians, no
sidewalks, no parking and lots of vehicular traffic already. I think the addition
of a 41 unit resort is a very bad idea that will change this special neighborhood
forever. I strongly urge you to oppose this project."

I would appreciate if you would consider my concerns as you examine the suitablity
of what I believe is an inappropriate project on Depot Hill. Additionally, please
include me on your mailing list for further information on this proposal.

Sincerely,

Kathy Barnes

208 Central Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

mk.barnes@yahoo.com

vV V V V V V V V Vv Vv

Sent from my iPad



From: Thomas Bonura [mailto:bonura@mac.com]

Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 11:40 AM

To: Grunow, Rich

Cc: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; igoldstein@ci.capitola.ca.us
Subject: Comment on proposed expansion of Monarch Cove Inn

I have been a resident of Capitola since 1982. In 1983 we purchased our current
home at 606 E1 Salto Drive. During that time the owners of the E1 Salto resort and
the current Monarch Cove resort have been a continuing source of countless
irritations, this proposal being the most recent.

My concerns about this project are numerous.

First -scale: the scale of the project is totally untenable for this neighborhood.
Moving from the current 11 units to more than 40 is absurd, especially when one
considers the nuisance imposed by the more modest 11 unit facility. If Monarch
Cove can't control such a small venue without troubling the neighbors, how can we
expect a facility 4 times larger to be better?

Second - the parking project: the construction of the parking structure would be a
nightmare. The thought of huge trucks hauling nearly 7000 cubic yards of excavated
earth through the neighborhood is beyond comprehension. These trucks are going to
destroy the quiet and safety of this neighborhood and it is unconscionable that
anyone would consider imposing this level of inconvenience on Depot Hill.

Third - traffic: this is a walking neighborhood and has been for decades. We have
no sidewalks and people love this neighborhood in part because of that. When the
current Monarch Cove has no activities scheduled, traffic is light and strolling
the streets is safe. When there are activities at the Monarch this is not so.
Drivers speed down E1 Salto, neglect to stop at signs and generally make walking,
to say nothing of children playing in the streets dangerous. The proposed
expansion can only increase this problem many fold.

In order to enter or exit the resort traffic has to traverse the entire
neighborhood. A neighborhood whose streets were not designed for this purpose. I
can think of no other hotel in the area whose access requires cars moving only
through an entire residential area where children play in the streets and people
commonly walk. Is the city prepared to handle the inevitable - a child or
pedestrian struck by a guest of the resort going too fast in this neighborhood?

Fourth, the natural habitat of the riparian corridor in the Monarch area. There is
a reason the owners named the area "Monarch Cove" as it was the natural habitat of
large numbers of migrating butterflies. The current owner of the property, Mr.
Blodgett, has nearly destroyed this habitat already through his past development
in this area. This expansion will most probably finish what he has started,
eliminating one of the final migratory resting places for the butterflies. We've
seen a lot of the natural fauna here disappear over the years; the butterflies,
once so thick on the eucalyptus are virtually gone, families of quail were wiped
out my Mrs. Blodgett's (E1l Salto Inn) feral cats.

Finally - water: Water consumption and quality is an increasingly sensitive topic
for us. All the residents of Capitola have been asked to scale back on water
consumption and we incur significant penalties if we exceed our tier 1 allotment.
A hotel of this size, regardless of their conservation measures cannot but
contribute to the dwindling of this resource. As we use the aquifer salt water
intrusion is inevitable and that degrades the quality of our drinking water. If
the city has "extra water credits" as I understood happened because of the



surrender of the mobile home park, why is it that we feel we must actually use
those credits? Can't we simply just elect to conserve water instead?

No one in the neighborhood is saying that all visitor serving activity should
cease (though all of us wish the proprietors of the current Monarch cove would be
more responsive to the concerns of the neighbors).

We know this has been visitor serving for years but the current scale is about all
this area can tolerate. Let me also point out that the Blodgetts, while having at
one time held much of the property at the

600/700 block of E1l Salto, profited by selling most of that land piecemeal over
the years to private home developers. In doing so Blodgett has changed the
physical structure and ambience of this neighborhood and now has to live with that
change - it is not "visitor serving" in the same way that the old El1 Salto was 890
or 90 years ago.

This is a project that will clearly profit Blodgett. Guaranteed revenue to the
city is less quantifiable. Yes, there would be revenue from room taxes but
anything else is pure speculation. But where is the up-side for the residents of
Depot Hill who will have to put up with both the construction of the facility and
the increased noise, traffic and general degradation of our environment? Is a
proposed "park" area sufficient? I think not! This area is already park-like and a
short walk through the Monarch Cove riparian area leads to trails to New Brighton
Beach. We don't need a small green area as some kind of carrot for this level of
inconvenience.

I would be willing to consider a proposal for an expansion to 20 units (thereby
doubling the current size!® without the construction of a large parking facility
but even that only if the developer offered something significant to the
improvement of Depot Hill - for example moving all the utility lines underground.
I hardly think that will happen.

In summary, I think this is a terrible proposal and should be denied quickly
without wasting a lot of the City's time and money. I am sure the City is looking
for sources of revenue. That's fine and exactly what it should be doing. But
everything has a cost and as far as I am concerned, the cost of this revenue
increase to the residents of this community is far too high.

Thomas Bonura
606 E1 Salto Drive
Capitola, CA



From: kevin bransfield [mailto:chevino@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2013 10:53 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Cc: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie
Subject: Depot Hill and Monarch Cove

Dear fellow Capitola residents,

| am writing to register my displeasure with the Monarch Cove plan. Our neighborhood is
not made for the increase in traffic that a larger hotel will bring in. As you know, people
walk down the streets here and there are no sidewalks. The traffic that comes down from
the Monarch Cove now will many times ignore the speed limit and run the stop sign on
our corner. Increasing the amount of traffic seems like a very dangerous situation for the
people walking through our streets. The Monarch Cove is already a very noisy place and |
can only believe it would become worse if it grew in size. Please keep the growth at
Monarch Cove to a sane level.

Thank you,
Kevin Bransfield

111 Sacramento Ave
Capitola, CA 95010



From: Z. C. Burnham [mailto:zeinobl@aol.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 4:17 PM

To: Grunow, Rich; Freitas, Melanie

Cc: Goldstein, Jamie; City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION
Subject: Response to Initial Study for Monarch Cove Hotel

Dear Rich and Melanie,

Attached are two documents in pdf which explain some of my concerns regarding the proposed expansion
of Monarch Cove Inn. The first, entitled Hotels in Capitola, compares this project to our existing hotels and
expresses concern over the location. The second document is entitled Monarch Habitat.

Thank you for all your work on this project and for your impatrtial stance.
Claire Burnham

122 Central Ave.
831.462.1512



Hotels in Capitola
size, zoning and location

Name address & phone Number of rooms / Zoning
Monarch Cove Inn.- 620 El Salto Dr. 11/VSs

Capitola Hotel - 210 Esplanade 476-1278 10 / CV-

Inn at Depot Hill - 250 Monterey Ave. 462-3376 12 / AR-VS

Harbor Lights Motel - 5000 Cliff DR. 476 0505 10/c¢cv

Capitola Venetian Hotel - 1500 Wharf Rd. 476-6471 19/CvVv

Quiality Inn & Suites - 822 Bay Ave. 462-3004 54/ CC

Best Western Capitola - 1436 41st Ave. 58/ CC

Fairfield Inn and Suites - 1255 41st Ave. 84/ CC

Zoning:

VS - Visitor Serving

CV - Central Village

AR-VS - Automatic Review - Visitor Serving
CC - Community Commercial

Notes:

None of the other hotels in Capitola, of any size, are accessed through an R-1 (Single family Residence)
neighborhood. The Depot Hill neighborhood is notable for having no sidewalks as well as constant
pedestrian traffic made up of both residents and visitors. The streets are not broad. When cars are
parked on both sides of a street, this often allows for only a single car to pass. Care and a slow speed is
needed to avoid children playing, bicyclists, animals, as well as the pedestrians. At night, the
neighborhood is dim, lit by street lamps at the intersections only. Residents of this neighborhood, along
with frequent visitors, are aware of these conditions and drive appropritely. To reach the Monarch Cove
Inn’s entrance entails driving six plus blocks of this neighborhood. These streets can neither support nor
tolerate the increased vehicular traffic produced by a 41 room hotel. This poses a potentially dangerous
situation.

The larger hotels in Capitola, 54 - 84 rooms, are all in areas zoned CC where the surrounding
infrastructure appropriately supports the amount and type of traffic they produce.



Monarch Habitat at Escalona Gulch, Capitola, CA

One of the important questions regarding the expansion of the Monarch Cove Inn is what impact that
would have on the adjoining fragile monarch habitat at Escalona Gulch. The City of Capitola has
historically been supportive in its desire to protect monarch butterfly habitat.

General Questions:

1) Is there a site map for the habitat? This should include not only the actual trees used by the butterflies
for roosting but also the necessary surrounding conditions. These surrounding conditions include food
sources, water, tree canopy for rain protection as well as concentric circles of trees for wind protection.
Such a site map should only be produced by a monarch specializing biologist. The vantage point of an
arborist may be vastly different.

A note on the importance of surrounding area: A friend built a house on a side street adjoining
Lighthouse Field. Although his house is a full block from the monarch habitat there, he could not get the
final approval on the house until it had been determined that he had put in the required plants needed
to support the habitat.

2) Once the habitat area has been established, who has ownership of the indicated area?

3) Who is responsible for the maintenance and supervision of the habitat?

4) If habitat is harmed, who is responsible for the repair?

5) Does the City of Capitola consider monarch habitat valuable and if so to what lengths will it go to
protect it?

Although | believe several studies have been conducted on Escalona Guich, I have only been able to
locate one. (please see attached pdf) It is a study by Elizabeth Bell documented by a final report
prepared for Mr. Robert Blodget dated 2 July 1997. The copy that | have was obtained through city
records. In it Ms. Bell states that “Prior to development the Escalona Gulch site was habitat to the third
largest overwintering monarch colony in the county, with numbers averaging approximately 30,000
butterflies annually.” The development she refers to she specifies as being on the property owned by Mr.
Robert Blodget. She describes extensive tree removal (18 trees) associated with development on the
property leading to severe habitat degradation. Ms. Bell then goes on to lay out a detailed tree
revegetation plan. It is to be noted that planting new trees to replace mature trees that have been
removed is less than a perfect solution. It takes at least 20 years for most trees to come to the mature
level needed.

Questions regarding Bell's report:

1) Was the plan for tree revegetation outlined in the report followed?

2) Ms. Bell refers to a revegetation map. | have not been able to locate this but it may also be in city
records. The importance of this is that it specifies where each new tree was to be planted.

3) If the revegetation plan was followed either completely or partially, what type of mitigation
monitoring has been done since 19977 Are the trees still alive?

It would seem advisable to have a full winter study (October through February) conducted on the
Escalona Gulch habitat by a monarch specializing biologist. This would entail both an original assessment
followed by weekly or biweekly checks on the status of the monarchs.

Questions for a current report:

1) What is the current assessment of the habitat?



2) How is the habitat being utilized?
3) What improvements need to be made to the site?
4) What effects would the proposed plan have on the habitat?

In conclusion:

There is a lengthy and thorough report entitled “The Legal Status of Monarch Butterflies in California”
by The International Environmental Law Project, 2012. It details the current status of these wonderful
creatures. In the Executive Summary, page v, this is written: “Alarmingly, observations from annual
counts of overwintering butterflies in California reveal monarch population declines of approximately
90 percent across most sites with some sites faring significantly worse.” The report also recommends
amending the California Endangered Species Act to allow listing of insects.

Given Capitola’s respect for history and natural resources it would seem that the city would take
very seriously its guardianship of this rare and precious butterfly species. The city codes 17.95.060
Soquel Creek-Escalona Gulch Monarch butterfly habitat regulations and 17.95.061 Escalona gulch
Monarch Butterfly Habitat-Additional reqgulations set forth many helpful guidelines as well as a few
which may

need to be revisited. The difficulty with such regulations is often in consistent implementation. As Ms.
Bell states, this was once the third largest thriving monarch habitat in the county. Their presence is
truly a

gift for the residents of Depot Hill, the residents of Capitola, and the residents of Santa Cruz county.

Thank you for taking the time to review these

comments. Sincerely,
Claire Burnham



From: Robert Dodds [mailto:robertdodds@verizon.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 8:30 AM

To: Grunow, Rich

Cc: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie; ahsumuels@sbcglobal.net
Subject: Monarch Cove Hotel -- Inital Study

September 25, 2013

Richard Grunow
Capitola Community Development Director
rerunow@ci.capitola.ca.us

RE: Monarch Cove Hotel Development Proposal
EIR Presentation/meeting, Sept. 16, 2013

It seemed from the discussion that the City’s intention is to conduct the evaluation of the
project’s environmental impact in a manner that presupposes that the present operation at the
property is a single enterprise. Having observed this operation for several years, | would argue
that the business has two distinct parts — an eleven room Bed-and-Breakfast and a special-event
venue — which appear to have very different issues with respect to their environmental impact. If
this is the case, then shouldn’t the EIR factor this into its study?

Several years back, | noticed that the weekend weddings seemed to interfere with the guests
staying at the Inn. The two groups just didn’t seem compatible on such a small property. Like
everybody else knows that lives at that end of Depot Hill, you cannot ignore the fact that a large
party — a wedding — is taking place.

Over the last few years the Monarch Cove appears to be operated primarily as a special events
venue, i.e. wedding mill, and not really as an Inn. It seems that most often the rooms at the Inn
are occupied by the wedding party with the entire resort being reserved for the private event.
During these events, traffic that would normally flow into the resort is prevented from doing so
and ends up turning around outside of the resort, usually in one of the neighbor’s

driveways. Then during the week, when weddings are not scheduled, the resort is mostly
vacant.

Isn’t it important to know what type of business is really there right now? Otherwise, things like
current traffic patterns, noise disturbance, water consumption, etc. may not be properly
accounted for in the current study; and therefore projections of future impact based on the
present operation may not be valid. There may be a simple way to figure out what’s going on.

| suggest that the Monarch Cove Inn be compared with The Inn at Depot Hill. Both are up-scale
Bed & Breakfast type operations with the same number of rooms (eleven) in the same general
neighborhood. With its superior setting, there is no reason why the Monarch Cove shouldn’t be
generating as much revenue from its B&B business as the Depot Inn, unless of course its other
business — the wedding mill — is interfering. This may be easy to determine, because if the two
B&B’s are doing the same business, they should both be collecting the same Transient
Occupancy Tax (TOT). This of course the City can easily check. If the two Inns are not paying
the same TOT, then unless the applicant cares to explain otherwise, maybe it should be
concluded that the Monarch Cove’s true business is actually a special-event venue, since that



type of business does not necessarily pay TOT. If this turns out to be the case, then the EIR
finding may need to be interpreted accordingly.

On another point, I would like to know if the subterranean area of the parking structure, the 8000
sg. ft. or so, is included in the lot coverage allotment of the proposed Monarch Cove Hotel. As
you know all development on Depot Hill is subject to this requirement, presumably to mitigate
environmental impact, and therefore one would assume it would be good for all. Shouldn’t this
issue be addressed prior to the EIR?

And now some final thoughts: The Monarch Cove Inn has an existing “Entertainment Permit”
(separate from their B&B use permit) which permit weddings that are restricted by 15
conditions. This permit was negotiated by the City (as a result of the numerous complaints from
close by residents) in order to limit the intensity and impact that the Monarch Cove operation
was having on the neighborhood. If anything pertaining to the “permitted operation” is changed,
such as the proposal in question for instance, then the entertainment permit would be
invalidated. The terms of the permit are not transferable. And why should they be? Is running
a combined special event venue and a new hotel with a conference center a given? Are we
deciding at this time that if we have one, we must have the other? Maybe the entitlement
process, i.e. renewal of the Entertainment Permit, should not be merged with the development
approval process, as the Monarch Cove Hotel Proposal appears to be attempting.

| hope these comments can be of help to those that must decide what | feel is the central issue:
What is an appropriate level of intensity of a commercial operation within our neighborhood?
Robert Dodds

105 Livermore Ave.

720 El Salto Dr. (rental adjacent to resort)



From: Masako Gordon [mailto:masakog@comcast.net]

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 8:49 PM

To: Grunow, Rich; City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie
Cc: masakog@comcast.net

Subject: Monarch Cove Inn Concerns

Dear City of Capitola staff (and elected and appointed officials),

My name is Masako Gordon. I live at 1275 Whispering Pines Road in Scotts Valley. I'm
writing to express my concern around the proposed expansion of the Monarch Cove
Inn. I am a regular visitor to Capitola, and enjoy shopping in town and taking walks on
Depot Hill.

| frequently see children playing in the neighborhood, and people walking their dogs. It
concerns me that an increase in the amount of traffic would crowd already busy streets.
| also am thrilled by the birds and butterflies that enjoy the area, and am concerned that
the construction and enlarged size of the property will endanger the nesting areas for
both. | also find the concept of building a large underground parking garage on the site
to be a strange way to add parking - won't it endanger the cliff? And what will be done
with all of the earth that would need to be removed?

| hope that you'll emphasize maintaining the special qualities of Depot Hill and its one-
of-a-kind character against any possible short-term gains in revenue.

Thank you for your attention,
Masako Gordon



From: Anne Greeninger [mailto:ohjoycat@aol.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2013 6:31 PM

To: rgrnow@ci.capitola.ca.us; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie; City Council
Subject: Monarch Cove Inn Expansion

I want to express my concern regarding this project as a home owner and resident
on Depot Hill.

I'm am concerned with regard to the increase water consumption. I don't want the
extra water credits the city gained to be used for this project.

I am extremely concerned that there be a year long study of the increase of
traffic to our small area. Egress and ingress onto the hill will be greatly
impacted with congestion onto and from Monterey Ave. and adjacent streets.
Residence are are already impacted by noise and excessive traffic with weddings
but year round use will affect residence walking and children playing safely. I
don't want to see the future owners of this project to ever be able to have a bar
or restaurant added.

I want a thorough study for cliff erosion if indeed the house being moved will be
closer to the cliff. Also I understand that Mr Blodgett removed trees and made
changes to his property that have already impacted the butterfly habitat.

Thank you and I do want this to be part of the record regarding my issues with
this project.

Anne and Marshall Greeninger

212 Oakland Ave AND 217 Hollister Ave., Capitola

831-332-8978 cell

831-464-3364

Email: ohjoycat@aol.com

Sent from my iPhone



From: Anne Greeninger [mailto:ohjoycat@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2013 11:18 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Subject: Road Maintenance on Depot Hill

Please let me know who will be responsible for maintaining our streets during and
after this Monarch Cove project is built. The city doesn't have money now to even
finish Park Ave. let alone more than a slurry coating here and there within
Capitola.

Thank you,

Anne Greeninger
212 Oakland Ave.
Capitola

Sent from my iPhone



From: pamgreeninger <pamgreeninger @ gmail.com>
To: rgrunow <rgrunow @ci.capitola.ca.us>

Cc: melanief1 <melanief1 @aol.com>

Sent: Tue, Sep 24, 2013 5:56 pm

Subject: Monarch Cove environmental concerns

Dear Rich,

We would like to thank you, Melanie, and the EIR consultants for the
Scoping meeting held last week for the proposed Monarch Cove development.

My husband and I are particularly concerned about the impacts of the proposed
project as it relates to increased traffic on our street (Escalona Drive) not
only from potential guests, but from people using the conference center. We
feel

an additional 30 rooms will significantly increase the traffic in our
residential neighborhood.

The proposal to excavate the bluff for an underground parking garage really

concerns us. Since we moved to Capitola over 35 years ago, we have lost most
of

Grand Avenue and much of the bluff that was part of the original E1 Salto
Resort. We feel it would detrimentally impact the properties, such as ours,

located near the excavation site. The proposed tandem parking is for guests
only

and will not accommodate people attending weddings and conferences. This is
also a concern.

We agree with the people who spoke at the meeting that the EIR needs to
address

the concerns mentioned above, as well as the scale of the project in a
residential neighborhood, safety (only one way in and out), emergency access,
increased water usage, sanitation infrastructure, and negative impacts to the
Monarch butterfly habitat.

We have lived on Depot Hill since 1979, and built our home on Escalona Drive
in

1982. Our children grew up being able to ride their bikes and skateboards to
school. They all participated in Junior Lifeguards and were able to walk
down

to the beach in a safe environment. We have always felt our neighborhood was
safe for children; however, with more traffic from people who don't live
here,

we feel it will not be the same.

We urge you to consider all the issues raised by the neighbors when preparing
the draft EIR.

Thank you so much for considering our concerns.

Pam and Stewart Greeninger



From: Anne Greeninger [mailto:ohjoycat@aol.com]

Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2013 6:31 PM

To: rgrnow@ci.capitola.ca.us; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie; City Council
Subject: Monarch Cove Inn Expansion

I want to express my concern regarding this project as a home owner and resident
on Depot Hill.

I'm am concerned with regard to the increase water consumption. I don't want the
extra water credits the city gained to be used for this project.

I am extremely concerned that there be a year long study of the increase of
traffic to our small area. Egress and ingress onto the hill will be greatly
impacted with congestion onto and from Monterey Ave. and adjacent streets.
Residence are are already impacted by noise and excessive traffic with weddings
but year round use will affect residence walking and children playing safely. I
don't want to see the future owners of this project to ever be able to have a bar
or restaurant added.

I want a thorough study for cliff erosion if indeed the house being moved will be
closer to the cliff. Also I understand that Mr Blodgett removed trees and made
changes to his property that have already impacted the butterfly habitat.

Thank you and I do want this to be part of the record regarding my issues with
this project.

Anne and Marshall Greeninger

212 Oakland Ave AND 217 Hollister Ave., Capitola

831-332-8978 cell

831-464-3364

Email: ohjoycat@aol.com

Sent from my iPhone



From: Anne Greeninger [mailto:ohjoycat@aol.com]
Sent: Saturday, September 21, 2013 11:18 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Subject: Road Maintenance on Depot Hill

Please let me know who will be responsible for maintaining our streets during and
after this Monarch Cove project is built. The city doesn't have money now to even
finish Park Ave. let alone more than a slurry coating here and there within
Capitola.

Thank you,

Anne Greeninger
212 Oakland Ave.
Capitola

Sent from my iPhone



From: Jarvis Family [mailto:snosrfn@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 10:02 AM

To: Grunow, Rich

Subject: | absolutely do not support any add'l growth at Monarch cove. The current level of tourism is
out of control for such a small village.




From: astrosj@pacbell.net [mailto:astrosj@pacbell.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 1:43 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Subject: Monarch cove development

Dear Mr. Grunow,

I would like to give further input into the EIR plans for the proposed Monarch
Cove Hotel Project. As a neighbor I am concerned about the following potential
impacts:

Traffic, including the following: amount of traffic, speed, knowledge of the
pedestrian nature of our neighborhood, safety of single ingress/egress into and
out of the neighborhood, construction traffic and in addition its' impact on the
roads themselves

Parking: a traditional problem with Monarch Cove, even with off-site parking
availability (people want to park closeby)

Noise: Immediate noise emanating from the Hotel, and secondary noise from hotel
guests who like to walk through the neighborhood late at night (after all,
THEY'RE on vacation)

Drainage: Implements to slow down the flow don't keep it from running through or
over the cliff eventually; more impermeable surfaces increase runoff

Cliff Erosion: from increase water usage and construction

Habitat Devastation: especially during construction.

Please remember that when we neighbors see all these plans for habitat
construction and sensitivity to the environment and the neighborhood, we can only
identify with the habitat destruction, insensitivity to the environment and the
neighborhood that we have experienced from this property owner for many years.
Respectfully,

Stan Ketner

603 Escalona ave
408-497-0548



From: Linda Laursen [mailto:linda_ll@pacbell.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 26, 2013 2:54 PM

To: Grunow, Rich; City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie
Subject: My comments for the proposed Monarch Cove Inn

September 26, 2013.

| fill that the proposed Monarch Inn, will be a huge impact on our neighborhood,

Depot Hill. And not a positive impact at all. If project is passed it will completely change
our whole neighborhood and our lives in a very negative way. | have lived on

Depot Hill for 18 years and plan on retiring and having many relaxing days in the future.
Please do not wreck my life with this proposed Monarch Inn.

SCALE OF PROJECT SI E

To go from 11 to 41 units is quadrupling the existing rooms. This too much!

We are a small community, and do not need this type of project. The traffic would be
horrible, during building & removal of all the ground dirt. And of major issue after it was
built.

TRAFFIC AND SAFET IMPACTS

Our traffic issues on Depot Hill are unreal already. Why do people drive to the end of
Escalona Dr. when two signs that are posted say DEAD END and NO BEACH
ACCESS. | have the largest driveway there and the count of cars turning in my driveway
are 30-50 each weekend. Besides during the week, 30 daily turn a rounds, with
contractors and UPS, FED EX, water trucks, garbage trucks, lost visitors, just cars and
etc.

It is already too much!

Why should my en oyment of peace be reduce to stressful hatred. Having to put up
a sign NO TURN AROUND and orange cones that the cars just drive over and continue
driving on. They have no care in the world of any bodies property. My tenants can not
have their kids play and ride tricycles on driveway safely. | was talking with a neighbor
in driveway and one person came and made a complete U turn in driveway, and we had
to move out of their way. That is not right.

What kind of issues will happen with more cars, parking for their visiting friends,
WHERE?

Most of the time everyone wants to park on Depot Hill. You come home and cannot
park

in front of your own home. Caring groceries many doors away is hard for allot of the
elderly citizens on Depot Hill. We have a large amount of owners over 60 years old in
the neighborhood. | would guess over 65%.

| feel all the streets on Depot Hill will need to be Permit parking Only.

The Safety issues are alarming to me. If on a busy day/time we are waiting to get off
Escalona Dr. to Monterey Ave. for quite a long period of time. Do not try to get off hill
between 4:00 and 6:00 PM daily, all the commuters cut through the village to go to Park
Ave.



What would happen if the project passes and we have an additional 60 cars and work
trucks, a day, usually speeders, trying to get on and off the hill? The traffic would be
backed up on every street on the Depot Hill. That is ridiculous to even imagine.
Monterey Ave. and Depot Hill streets are not large enough to take on this huge
traffic impact. How are you going to handle the village backup problem?

Our children would not be able to ride their bikes or skateboards in front of their own
home. And our animals would all be in danger of being ran over. Mainly our cats that
roam freely around. We have a large amount of home owners, renters, and visitors that
love to walk their dogs around Depot Hill.

Monterey Ave. is not large enough street to handle this pro ect or Depot Hill
streets.

Another e it on and off Depot Hill ould have to be constructed.

Just for safety reasons. Say if a fire breaks out and hits the eucalipus trees and
develops into a street full of homes on fire on Escalona Dr. or a major earthquake
happens, how would emergency trucks be able to get on Depot Hill if traffic was
completely congested. The hole pro ect is a bad ideal for Capitola and their

citi ens.

On Fourth of July there was an emergency, and a fire truck was unable to reach
Monarch Inn. Because the streets were congested with vehicles and people. The fire
works are a real issue being next to the trees, fire safety. People seem to have no
respect to our area.

Fire cracker bombs at 11:00pm and later are real hard on our animals. | know allot of
neighbors that have lost their loved one because they freak out and get ran over.

PROTECTION OF OUR FRAGILE CLIFF AREA

Under ground parking seems uite dangerous of losing our cliff edges even
faster than natures ay. This is in a butterfly preserve area. The lost of more trees
is really pitiful. The O ner Blodgett has never even got permits to cut do n trees.
I think he has had 15 or more trees removed along cliff areas and for a parking
lot. That no had a very bright light that stays on all night long. Another

en oyment e as neighbors have to put up ith. Did he have a permit

MONARCH BUTTERFL PRESERVE
The end of Escalona Dr. has one of the few remaining Monarch Butterfly Preserves.
Do you not think that is important?? It is just as important as your Capitola tax revenue.

The whole project is a terrible project. Do not put your citizens in Capitola in the middle
of this building. We do not want it. Where do you find a Inn of this size at the end of a
neighborhood that everyone must travel through the complete neighborhood to get to?

Capitola Council members you even rejected In & Out restaurant to be built here it was
at Bay Ave at the freeway. How could you possibly think this Inn is a wise proposal.
Please deny this proposed Monarch Inn.

Sincerely,
Linda Laursen 702 Escalona Dr #1 Capitola, Ca.



From: Louis Long [mailto:louislong29@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2013 7:30 PM

To: Grunow, Rich; City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie
Subject: Monarch Cove Inn

Dear City Council Members,

| am writing to you to tell you I am very unhappy with what I've heard of the plan to expand the
Monarch Cove Inn. The neighborhood is already impacted by the weddings and rooms that they
rent. | live on the corner of Sacramento Avenue and El Salto Drive. | moved here because this is
a quiet and peaceful place to live. | will be very upset if you vote to expand the Monarch Cove
Inn and I will remember how you voted come election day.

Louis Long
509 El Salto Drive



From: bryan4re@gmail.com [mailto:bryan4re@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Bryan MacKenzie
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2013 10:43 AM

To: Grunow, Rich

Subject: Monarch Cove development

Hello,
My name is Bryan MacKenzie. | live at 508 Escalona Dr.

| have serious concerns about the scale of this project and how it will be accessed. My concerns
lie with traffic. We have such small streets, they are already taxed with the current amount of
cars up here. We also have so many additional trips because of the resort as it is. With the
proposed 400% expansion, the resulting traffic will be unacceptable. Also, we have

small children. We moved to the end of Escalona as its a cul de sac and a safer place for my kids
to be than other areas of Capitola. Now it is being proposed to have an entrance to the resort at
the end of my street. This will greatly affect the safety quotient of the street in front of my house.
What am | supposed to do ? Move? That seems an unreasonable solution to this proposal.
Current residents shouldn't be asked to move because a developer wants to expand their property
beyond the scale of the neighborhood. Not to mention property values! Who is going to
reimburse me when this additional traffic damages the resale value of my home?

Respectfully,

Bryan Mackenzie

Bryan MacKenzie
"When you're passionate about where you live... it shows!"

Coldwell Banker

2140 41st Avenue Suite 100
Capitola CA 95010

831 535 8101 cell

831 462 1746 Fax
bryan@capitolahomesonline.com
CapitolaHomesOnline.com

DRE# 01176088




From: MICHAEL MARIANI [mailto:mdmariani@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2013 7:55 PM

To: Grunow, Rich

Cc: City Council; PLANNING COMMISSION; Goldstein, Jamie
Subject: comment on monarch cove project

Having attended the initial public comment meeting concerning the Monarch Cove Project, |
wish to add my

own concerns about the impact to the surrounding neighborhood. I don't reside on Depot Hill
myself, however |

walk up there often and I'm always encountering others that enjoy walking their dogs, the
checking out the gardens, the view etc..

| also see groups of families staying at the current inn walking to and from the beach without
having to negotiate busy

intersections with small children & gear. The residents & their children can socialize, play, bike,
skate all on the street

because of the lack of sidewalks and constant through traffic. However some streets, especially
Central Ave and

sometimes Saxon Ave, have become impacted with junior guards, speeding surf checkers and
other visitors during the summer months.

Getting on and off th