


















































































































































































































































































































































4.4 Biologlcal Resources

'1999-2000 Overwintering season. During the 1999-2000 overwintering season,
monarch butterflies occupied the grove at Rispin Mansion in the fall months, mainly
during October and into early November (Table 5). There were relatively few butterflies
at Rispin in the 1989-2000 season compared 1o past years; however, as indicated by
colony sizes at Natural Bridges and other coastal habitats, this was an extremely low
population vear overall for monarchs in Califomia. That monarchs used the Rispin
habitat at all during that winter is significant, since some overwintering habitats are not
utilized during winters with small population sizes. Thus, the habitat at Rispin remains
viable for monarch overwintering use.

Numbers of Monarch Butterfly OveTre.rl}mesring in Capitola 1999 - 2000 Winter
Number of Butterflies Observed
Visit | Date Rispin Mansion “Natural Bridges ™ |

1 October 08, 1999 5 1,000

2 October 14, 1998 13 4500

3 October 21, 1999 120 6,500

4 October 28, 1999 0 8,000

5 November 05, 1999 11 10,000

8 Novemnber 13, 1989 5 10,000

7 November 21, 1999 0 13,000

8 November 27, 1999 0 13,500

9 December 05, 1299 6 14,500

10 December 11, 1699 1 14,000

11 December 21, 1999 0 9,000

12 December 27,7999 0 14,000

13 January 03, 2000 0 9,000

14 January 16, 2000 0 8,000

15 January 29, 2000 [ 4,000

16 February 19, 2000 0 500

Roost locations within the monarch overwintering habitat were documented and are
collectively shown in the Butterfly Habitat Preservation Study. Butterflies mainly
roosted in trees located within the same general region-in which they have roosted
during past years (Area A on the Butterfly Habitat Preservation Study). However,
roost locations were restricted to the esastern side of the roadway that winter, in the
mature blue gum trees with large horizontal branches hanging over the paved access
road and on a few smaller saplings adjacent to these larger trees. The butterflies did not
utilize the roost area in the center of the grove in 1999-2000.

In addition to use of the fraditional roosting “Area A", monarchs also roosted in the
mature blue gums located immediately adjacent to the Mansion driveway/garage area.
Although no monarchs were observed in this roost location during the surveys
conducted in the winters of 1996-97 and 1997-98, this area was documented by Mr.
John Lane as one of the traditional roost areas at the Rispin Mansion site during the
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1970s and possibly during the eary 1980s (CA Fish & Game Natural Heritage
Database).

Discussion of surveys. Based on population size estimates at the Natural Bridges site,
1996-97 was a relatively good year for the monarchs. Furthermore, in the fall of 1997,
substantial populations were observed at several of the local autumnal roost sites that
were not utilized in 1996 when the population at Natural Bridges was relatively small.
Thus the presence of monarchs at the, Rispin Mansion site during the 1997-98
overwintering season, and their absence in November and December of the previous
winter, appears to be due to a normmal fluctuation in population, in addition to an
abundance of on-site nectar in 1997-98. During the 1999-2000 season, the Rispin site
was used as an autumnal roost site, and there were relatively few butterflies because
this year was an extremely low population year overall for monarchs in California.

The Rispin habitat functions as an autumnal roost site in most years {such as in 1999—
2000), but it may also serve as an cverwintering site in other years {1997-98); and in
other years the monarchs may not cluster on the site at all {1996-97). These differences
often reflect physical changes in the site that alter its suitability, differences in the
reproductive success of the maonarchs during the summer, and/or changes in the biotic
components of the habitat (such as increased nectar availability or disturbance from
increased predator activity). When the regional metapopulation is small, transient roost
sites and autumnal reost habitats are often not utilized and clusters subjected to frequent
disturbance typically do not persist for long. Thus, the relative biclogical impertance of a
monarch winter habitat may appear to change from one year fo the next. Therefore, all
types of winter habitats warrant the same level of conservation efforts. According to
Elizabeth Beli, removal of mature trees and other alterations associated with
development at Escalona Gulch have resulted in a reduction in colony size, as well as in
the duration of occupancy, making the Rispin site a more suitable overwintering habitat
during the 1997-98 season. The sensitivity of overwintering monarchs to changes in
their roosting habitats underscores the necessity of mature tree preservation within
these habitats. See Appendix C for more information regarding this issue (Elizabeth
Bell 1998).

Overwintering Habitat at the Rispin Mansion

The following is based on the Dick Arnold (Ph.D.) report in Appendix C. As previously
discussed, at any particular overwintering habitat site, the Monarch’s overwintering
habitat consists of one or more roost areas, plus sources of nectar and water. Every
roost area includes not only the roost trees, but all surrounding windbreak frees,
protective topography and even buildings that afford wind protection.

At the Rispin Mansion site, two “roost areas” for the Monarch, A and B, were previously
identified by other biologists. Dr. Arnold concludes that these “roost areas” primarily
represent the roost trees, because they do not include all of the surrounding windbreak
trees that would comptrise the entire roost area. In addition, they do not include all of the
nectar and water sources available at the site, which constitute overwintering habitat for
the Monarch at the Rispin Mansion site. As previously stated, the recent loss of several
acacia trees due to winter storms has altered the wind protection since these original
“roost areas” were identified. As noted by The Monarch Project (1993) in its description
of Monarch overwintering habitats in California, "it is a common mistake, and one that
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has led to the destruction of many Monarch habitats, to assume that Monarch
overwintering habitat includes only the trees on which the butterflies aggregate”.

For these reasons, Dr. Arnold concludes that the entire Rispin Mansion property
provides overwintering habitat for the Monarch butterfly. The portion of the site that lies
within the coastal zone (i.e., the southern approximate one-half of the site) supports the
roost trees, the primary windbreak trees, some of the secondary windbreak trees, as well
as some sources of nectar and water. The portion of the site that lies outside of the
coastal zone (i.e., the northern approximate one-half of the site) supports primarily
additional sources of nectar and water. It should be noted that this area is not part of the
roast area

It should be neted that in Dr. Arnold’s opinion the overwintering habitat probably extends
beyond the southern and western boundaries of the site. For example, the off-site
residential building immediately south of the southern property boundary probhably
provides some wind protection for the nearby, on-site roost areas. Similarly, the recent
loss of several acacia trees close to Wharf Road during the winter storms of 2002-2003
has decreased the wind protection along the western border of the site. Also, Monarch
butterflies probably cbtain some nectar from fall and winter blooming plants growing on
other properties in the surrounding neighborhood, as well as water. As noted by The
Monarch Project (1993), “the total Monarch habitat at any one site thus may not
correspond to the land ownership or palitical boundaries, and protection of any one site
may require the cooperation of several property owners”. The Interim Management Plan
(Lewis Tree Service 2003) addresses the recent loss of acacia trees that provided wind
protection and dappled light. However, Dr. Amold recommends delaying any tree
removal and pruning of the remaining acacias, as detailed in the Interim Management
Plan (Appendix C), until replacement wind protection trees are of a suitable size to
provide substitute wind protection.

Based on the definition{s) of ESHA provided by the Coastal Act, Dr. Arnold’s assertion
that all components of overwintering habitat are essential to monarch survival and/or
utilization of a site, and that the proposed project represents a potential impact to this
overwintering habitat, it is apparent that all portions of the Rispin site within the coastal
zone constitute ESHA. [Note that the California Coastal Commission is responsible for
making the final determination of ESHA at the Rispin Mansion site.] All portions of the
Rispin site outside of the coastal zone are non-ESHA but are included on the City’s
Envircnmentally Sensitive Habitat District map. However, this area does not support any
identified or mapped monarch reosting areas, and development as proposed in this area
would not adversely impact the monarch roosting habitat.

Steelhead

Steelhead, the anadromous form of rainbow trout, are a federally Threatened species
(August 18, 1997). In North America, steelhead are found in Pacific Ocean drainages
from southern California to Alaska. In California, known spawning populations are found
in coastal streams from Malibu Creek in Los Angeles County to the Smith River near the
Oregon border, and also in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River systems. The
present distribution and abundance of steelhead in California has been greatly reduced.
During the last century, over 23 indigenous, naturally reproducing stocks of steelhead
are believed to have been extirpated and many more are in decline (Federal Register,
June 2000).
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Steelhead are born in freshwater, migrate to the ocean where most growth occurs, and
- return to freshwater to spawn. Unlike Pacific salmon, steelhead do not necessarily die
after spawning. However, repeat spawning rates are generally low, and vary
considerably among populations. Peak spawning occurs from December through April
in small streams and tributaries. Steelhead migrate as juveniles from fresh water to the
ocean and then return to spawn in fresh water. They typically migrate to marine waters
after two years, where they reside for another two or three years prior to returning to
their natal stream to breed as four- or five-year olds. Steelhead have traditionally been
grouped into seasonal runs according to their peak migration period; in California there
are well-defined winter, spring, and fall runs.

Because of their complex life-cycle and its multiple stages, steelhead can be found in a
variety of habitats and in different life stages throughout the entire year. Steelhead in
Soquel Creek and Soquel Lagoon fall within the Central California Coast Evolutionary
Significant Unit (ESU); an "ESU" is a distinctive group of Pacific salmon, steelhead, or
sea-run cutthroat trout. This ESU includes all naturally spawned populations of
steelhead (and their progeny) in California streams from the Russian River to Aptos
Creek, and the drainages of San Francisco and San Pable Bays eastward to the Napa
_River (inclusive), excluding the Sacramento-San Jeaquin River Basin. Critical habitat is
designated to include all river reaches and estuarine areas accessible to listed steelhead
in coastal river basins. Negative factors affecting the Central California Coast ESU
include, but are not limited to: water diversion/extraction; habitat blockages; agriculture;
logging; historic flooding; hatchery introgression; poaching; mining; urban development;
and harvest.

Streams and stream functioning are inextricably linked to adjacent riparian and upland
{or upslope) areas. Streams regularly submerge portions of the riparian zcne via floods
and channel migration, and portions of the riparian zone may contain off-channel rearing
habitats used by juvenile steelhead, especially during periods of high flow. The riparian
zone also provides an array of important watershed functions that directly benefit
steelhead and other fish. Vegetation within the riparian zone shades the stream,
stabilizes banks, and provides organic litter and large woody debris. The riparian zone
stores sediment, recycles nutrients and chemicals, mediates stream hydraulics, and
controls microclimate. Healthy riparian zones help ensure water quality essential to
steelhead as well as the forage species they depend on (Federal Register, February
2000).

Those portions of the Soquel Creek associated with the Rispin Mansion property are
focated in close proximity to the Soquel Lagoon (<}4 mile). The lagoon is known to
provide nursery habitat for juvenile steelhead, which are spawned in the lower pertions
of Soquel Creek. Management of the lagoon and of any activities that may potentially
effect the lagoon are important considerations for the health of the steelhead population
in Soquel Creek. The stream channel adjacent to the Rispin property likely functions as
an important passageway for steelhead during their spawning migration.

The exact boundary of riparian vegetation associated with Soquel Creek on the Rispin
property has been delineated by biologists with Ecosystems West, In addition to the
mitigation measures identified below, concurrent mitigation within the Geology and
Soils and Hydrology and Water Quality sections will also be applicable.
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

[n accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, and agency and professional standards,
a project impact may be considered significant if the project would:

s substantially affect a rare or endangered plant or animal species, cor the habitat of
the species;

¢ substantially interfere with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species,

» substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants;
» adversely affect significant riparian, wetland, or other sensitive habitat; or

» result in substantial disturbance to wildlife resulting from construction or human
aclivities.

Impacts on Riparian Habitat

As designated, development in the riparian habitat on the portion of Soquel Creek
between Highway 1 and the lagoon in Capitola Village must adhere to the City of
Capitola's Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Crdinance (No. 677), Section 17.85.030,
Subsection B., C., and G. In particular, project development must allow for a minimum
35-foot setback from the outer edge of riparian vegetation. Based on the Ecosystems
Wesl site assessment, the outer edge of the riparian vegetation along Soquel Creek on
the project site is approximately demarcated by the flood plain and flood way boundary
as shown on the project site plans included in the envelope at the end of this document.
The slopes above this line are steep and hardened with little or no seasonal fiood plain
present along the Mansion parcel portion of Soquel Creek. The habitats above the flood
plain boundary support species and structure typical of canyon slopes above large
stream courses. In this area, the habitats transition from a narrow riparian dependent
plant community to a mixed canycn woodland community of bay, buckeye, and coast
redwoods; into a coast live cak woodland; and ultimately a coast live oak savanna
habitat remnant of the old coastal marine terraces typical of the Live Oak area.

Coast live oak ripatian habitat is typically a narrowly, homogenous structured community
comprised of a dense band of coast live oak along intermittent stream caorridors. Tree
density and the narrow corridor is a reflection of stream ground water availability and a
shallow slope and banks. The coast live cak on the portion of the site proposed for
development is not directly supported by stream flow cr stream ground water assaociated
with Soquel Creek; therefore it is considered to be coast live oak woodland and coast
live ocak savanna habitat, not coast live oak riparian habitat.

As presently proposed, new structures and grading would all occur outside the 35-foot
riparian vegetation setback area. The plans dc not include the previously proposed
“North End Units” that were located within 35 feet of the cuter edge of riparian vegetation
as identified in the Ecosystems West site evaluation. However, there exists the potential
for direct and indirect impacts to the riparian habitat, vegetation, and the creek (and
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wildlife within the creek) due to erosion or slope slippage from development on steep
slopes above the creek.

o When raindrops strike bare soil, the soil is broken down, inhibiting water
infiltration and plant establishment, thereby increasing runoff volume and future
erosion potential.

» - Eroded soil contains nitrogen, phosphorous and other nutrients. When carried
into water bodies in storm water runoff, these nutrients trigger algae growth with
the effect of reducing water clarity, creating odors, depleting oxygen and leading
to fish kills.

» Excessive deposition of sediments in streams “paves” stream bottoms, blankets
the bottom fauna, and destroys fish habitat and spawning areas.

o Turbidity (cloudiness) from sediment reduces in-stream photosynthesis, leading
to reduced food supply and habitat, and upsetting the food chain.

Impact: Erosion or slope slippage from development on the steep slopes above Soquel
Creek could harm the riparian vegetation and decrease the habitat values of the riparian
habitat or the creek itself.

This is a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with implementation of mitigation measures R-1 and R-2 (Geology and Soils) and R-4
and R-5 (Hydrology and Wailer Quality). In addition, sfeelhead mitigation measures R-
27 through R-42 within this section are also applicable.

Impacts on Nesting Raptors

Nesting raptors are adversely impacted if any action has the potential to increase
physiological stress, increase brood mortality, and/or cause nest abandonment. This
can occur due to reduced habitat suitability or quality (physical or biological changes in
the area), increased frequency of disturbance (i.e., noise, dust, vibration, et¢.), and
increased accidental death (direct mortality). In the broadest sense, the available nesting
raptor habitat at Rispin includes all trees in the southern region of the project site, as well
as the adjacent areas surrounding the eucalypius grove and acacia trees, and the
eastern side of Soquel Creek.

Impact: Potential nesting trees occur within the study area. While no nesting raptors
were observed during the site assessment, species-specific surveys (including the 300-
foot coifset from project boundaries) were not conducted. Pre-construction nesting
surveys are required to eliminate the potential presence of nesting raptors within, or
within 300 feet of, project boundaries. This is a potentially significant impact that can be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-10 Pre-construction surveys for nesting raptors shall be performed by a qualified
biologist to be retained by the applicant. If raptor nests are located during pre-
construction surveys, a 300-foot buffer shall be established around each nest for
the duration of the breeding season (August 1%, or until such time as the young
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are fully fiedged as determined by a qualified biologist in coordination with the
California Department of Fish and Game) to prevent nest harassment and brood
mortality. Every effort shall be made to avoid removal of, or impact to, known
raptor nests within project boundaries. [f trees known to support raptor nests
cannot be avoided, limbing or removal of these trees may only occur during the
non-breeding season.

Impacts on Roosting Bats

Roosting bats are adversely impacted if any action has the potential to increase
physiological stress, increase brood mortality, and/or cause maternity roost
abandonment. This can cccur due to reduced habitat suitability or quality (physical or
biological changes in the area), increased frequency of disturbance (i.e., noise, dust,
vibration, etc.), increased accidental death (direct mortality), or a shift in microclimate. In
the broadest sense, the available roosting habitat at Rispin includes all suitable trees in
the southern region of the project site, the adjacent areas surrounding the eucalyptus
grove and acacia trees, the eastern side of Scquel Creek, and the abandoned Rispin
Mansion itseif.

Impact: Suitable habitat for pallid bats, Townsend's big-eared bats, and small-footed
myotis occurs within the project area, especially within the abandoned Rispin Mansion
itself. Pre-construction surveys for these species are required. This is a potentially
significant impact that can be reduced fo a Jess-than-significant level with
implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-11 Pre-construction surveys for roosting bats must be performed 30 days ptior to
construction by a qualified biologist to be retained by the applicant. If roosts are
found, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the CDFG shall be obtained
by the contractor in order to remove bat species, or the construction schedule
shalt be modified to initiate construction after August 1, when young are assumed
to have fledged. Alternative habitat will need to be provided if bats are to be
excluded from maternity roosts. If this is the case, a species-specific roost with
comparable spatial and thermal characteristics shall be constructed and
provided. CDFG and species-gpecific bat experts shall be consulted regarding
specific designs if roost removal becomes necessary.

Impacts on Monarch Butterfly Habitat

This impact assessment is based on the 1998 DEIR, the revised monarch butierfly
evaluation in the 2000 RDEIR {(wherein the April 1999 plans were evaluated for their
impacts [Elizabeth Bell, Ph.D., April 17, 2000]), and a third party review and
supplemental report prepared by Dick Amold, Ph.D. (April 17, 2003). This evaluation is
included in Appendix C (bufterfly reporis). In addition, this evaluation includes a
general delineation of the hutterfly habitat boundaries to determine the projects’
consistency with the Califomia Coastal Act and the City of Capitola Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Ordinance by Elizabeth Bell (2000) and by Dick Arnold (2003).

The City of Capitola has established an “Envircnmentally Sensitive Habitat Disfrict,”
which includes all of the Rispin property. It was the City's intent when it established the
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district to further define habitat areas within the district that needed tc be protected from
future development at the time there is a development application. In the coastal zone,
these subsequent delineations would constitute Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas
“ESHA's” as that term is defined at Section 30107.5 of the Coastal Act. The City of
Capitola memorialized the process for achieving this goal when the City adopied Section
17.95 Environmentally Sensitive Habitats of the Zoning Ordinance, which is included in
the City’s Local Coastal Plan. Chapter 17.95.010 describes the process for approving
projects within the City's Environmentally Sensitive Habitat District. More specifically,
Chapter 17.95.010[E] states, “In order to provide technical expertise concerning specific
habitat protection issues, the city shall require the services of a biologist, botanist,
forester, or other qualified professicnal to assist in determining such questions as the
precise location or boundary of a designated natural area, or the effect of the proposed
development project on the immediate and long-term health and viability of the natural
area.”

Overwintering habitat for the monarch butterily, located on the southern portion of the
property, within the Coastal Zone boundary, likely will be interprefed as an
environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA) by the Coastal Commission based on
ESHA definitions provided within the California Coastal Act and the expert opinion of Dr.
Arncld. At any particular overwintering site, the rcost area includes the roost trees,
surrounding windbreak trees, protective topography and even buildings. At the Mansion
site, this includes the roost trees, surrounding windbreak trees, the Mansion itself, and
the off-site, residential building immediately south of the southern property boundary.
Thus, proposed new development of the South End Building and other elements of the
project plans within the coastal zone would occur within the ESHA of overwintering
monarch habitat, constifuting a significant and unavoidable impact (assuming that the
Coastal Commission concurs with the ESHA interpretation presented within this EIR).
Section 30240 of the Coastal Act always prohibits development within an ESHA, except
when the use is dependent on the resource. While portions of the project may not be
considered a resource-dependent use (i.e. educational facility), it will result in various
protective measures and improvements in site conditions to permanently benefit the
monarch and its overwintering habitat at the Mansion property (Dick Arnold, Ph.D.). As
a result of project review by Dick Arnold (Ph.D.), several aspects of the originally
proposed project have been revised.

Dr. Arnold characterized all of the Rispin site as monarch butterfly overwintering habitat.
As stated above, it is apparent that all portions of the Rispin site within the coastal zone
may represent ESHA. However, prior to Dr. Arnold’s analysis, all of the site had been
included within the City's Environmentally Sensitive Habitat District, and Chapter 17.95
requires the service of a professional to assist the City in defining the precise location or
boundary of a designated natural area, and the effect of the proposed development
project on the immediate and long-term health and viability of the natural area. Dr.
Arnold verified that the overwintering habitat for the monarch butterfly extends across
the entire project site, but he concurs that the roosting area is located only on that
portion of the site within the Coastal Zone. Based on his interpretation of overwintering
habitat and our review of the ESHA statute and case law, it is apparent that the
proposed South End Building would be located within the ESHA delineation {ultimately
to be defined by the Coastal Commission). However, and more importantly, Dr. Amold
conclusively states, “The proposed renovation of the Rispin Mansion and development
for the South End Units provides a mechanism to not only protect the maonarch’s
overwintering habitat, but to also continuously monitor it and manage it in 2 manner to
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benefit the redevelopment project through numerous revisions to the original site plan.
The mitigations identified in this report should minimize anticipated impacts of the project
on the monarch and improve the guality of overwintering habitat for the monarch at the
Rispin Mansion site.”

The Coastal Commissions interpretation of the Coastal Act does not sanction non-
resource dependent development within ESHA in exchange for mitigation. Therefare, all
subsequent mitigation contained within this document may not mitigate impacts toc ESHA
to a less-than-significant level. However, in as much as the project has been
substantially revised to include habitat restoration and improvement, and adaptive
management sirategies for aquatic resources, riparian habitat, and special-status wildlife
species, all subsequent mitigation measures shall be implemented to avoid significant
ESHA degradation and allow development in a fashion that is compatible with ESHA.
The proposad project may represent the best opportunity to privately finance adaptive
management for the continued utilization of on-site resources by monarchs (Dick Arnold,
Ph.D.), as opposed to “No Project’, and improvements to on-site riparian and adjacent
steelhead habitat.

Monarch butterfly overwintering habitats are adversely impacted if an action has the
potential to substantially reduce the number of butterflies using the habitat (colony size)
and/or the length of time that a colony persists in the habitat (duration of occupancy).
This can occur due to reduced habitat suitability or quality (physical or biological
changes in the area), increased frequency of disturbance (i.e., reducing wind protection,
increased interactions with peoplefvehicles), and increased accidental death (direct
mortality). [In addition, other forms of disturbance during the roosting season can be
considered detrimental to the viability of the habitat (such as use of pesticides, smoke
from chimneys, use of leaf blowers, and excess vibration).

Because viable monarch habitat requires trees for roosting and wind protection, tree
locations (and the ground areas within the dripline of the canopy) are generally used to
delineate the extent of monarch habitat boundaries. Therefore, for the purposes of this
analysis, the core monarch overwintering habitat includes all mature trees to the south of
the Mansion, as well as the grassy open space area Iccated between the acacia along
Wharf Road and the eucalyptus grove that is bisected by the access road (as identified
in the Elizabeth Bell report). The results of the 1999 - 2000 survey confirmed the
determination in the 1998 DEIR that the monarch overwintering habitat on the project
site includes all mature trees (eucalyptus and acacia) to the south of the Mansion and
the ground area within the dripline. It should be reiterated, however, that all porticns of
the project site that may provide for continued utilization of the site by monarchs are
within the southern portion of the property that is located within the Coastal zone
boundary, and in all likelihood will be considered ESHA by the Coastal Commission.

The Butterfly Habitat Preservation Study shows the locations of the manarch roosting
areas in the southern portion of the project site. The following discussion outlines how
the current Rispin Mansion plans could impact mature trees within the habitat and,
therefore, the viability of the monarch butterfly overwintering habitat.

Rispin Conservatory. This area contains 11 coast live oak trees, which may function as
peripheral wind screens for monarch roost trees (Dick Arnold, Ph.D.). These trees run in
a north/south direction between the proposed conservatory and the masonry wall. Three
of these oak trees will be removed for construction of the conservatory. Due to the close
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proximity of building construction to critical root zones, indirect impacts to other trees
may also occur.

South End Building. Based on an on-site survey and staking that delineated acceptable
building envelopes for the southwestem corner of the project site, the South End
Building shown in the current plans has been sited to be outside of the monarch butterfly
roosting areas and associated root zones. The original site plan illustrated two,
detached buildings situated at the south end of the site between Wharf Road and
monarch roost Area A (see Butterfly Habitat Preservation Study). These buildings
were originally proposed to be tall enough that they would have shaded some of the
roost limbs used by the monarch in Area A or resulted in the need to prune overhanging
limbhs that are used by roosting monarchs. As originally designed, several acacias,
providing windbreak protection and dappled lighting for the monarch roost Area A, would
also have been removed to accommodate the new units.

The revised site plan illustrates a single, smaller new building. The project’s architect,
Mr. Paul Davis, completed a shadow study fo insure that the new building would not
shade the monarch's rogst (shown on the Butterfly Habitat Preservation Study). As a
result, several changes to the South End Building have been incorporated in the revised
site plan, as elucidated by Dick Arnold, including:

¢ only a single building is now proposed, which has been set back farther from the
roost trees and with a reduced footprint {30 x 61 feet) that should minimize the need
for safety limb pruning and avoid disturbance to roots of the nearby roost trees;

« the maximum building height will be no more than 17 feet above the existing grade,
and slants to only 11 feet above existing grade at its eastern edge to avoid any
shadows being cast onto roost Area A;

» the building's roof has been redesigned to accommodate plantings to provide
additional windscreen protection, dappled lighting, and nectar for the monarchs, and
the height of these plantings will be monitored by the monarch biologist in future
years to insure that they do not become tall enough to shade the ground beneath the
roost trees in Area A;

« the building has been redesigned tc have a glass enclosed patio or deck on its east
side, which can be sealed off, including the roof, during the monarch’s overwintering
period without blocking the sunlight that would transmit through the glass enclosure;

» windows that face the roost trees may require special tinting, curtains, or blinds to
limit the spread of interior lighting to these trees during the overwintering period of
the monarch when butterflies are present;

» exterior lighting for the South End Unit will utilize low wattage bulbs designed to not
aftract insects; :

« |attice will be part of the exterior walls of the building to support ivy or other nectar
sources that will be planted;

= the originally proposed walil along the south end of Wharf Street will be replaced by
plantings for windscreening and an open style of fencing to allow dappled light to
reach the ground near the roost trees;

» post and rail fencing {or a similar open style fence) may be used along walkways at
the site to protect roost trees; and

+ only a few existing acacia frees, which cumently provide both windscreening and
dappled light, will need fo be removed, but they will be replaced by the new building
and new plantings.
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Rapid regrowth of acacia saplings in the southwest corner of the project site during the
past few years has resulted in canopy development in this formery bare area (i.e.,
grassy open space). Some of these young trees have reached heights of nearly 20 feet
now, and they have begun to function as a wind barrier in the habitat. While the loss of
these small acacia trees to accommedate a new building may represent a significant and
unavoidable impact to the monarch habitat (ESHA), this impact would be reduced by the
presence of the bhuilding itself in conjunction with the planting of appropriate trees as
required in the mitigation measures in this EIR. Please refer to the Interim Management
Plan for Preservation of Rispin Mansion Butterfly Habitat and Screening of Rispin-Peery
Bridge Connection (April 2003, Lewis Tree Service [Appendix C]).

Rispin Driveway/Parking/Well-House Area. The frees in this area are critical to the
protection of the monarch butterfly overwintering habitat and therefore any damage to
these trees is considered significant. Changes in grade in the critical root zenes of these
trees are detrimental. Lowering the grade (through “cut”) around trees has immediate
and long-term effects including damage to roots and reduced soil moisture resulting in
lack of sufficient water uptake. In addition, altered drainage patterns due to site grading
and construction may cause root rot and/or uplift leading to potential tree loss.

Other [mprovements. The applicant proposes to have a pathway, which would be
comprised of brick with a permeable substrate, meandering between the existing road
into the Mansion and the South End Building. This pathway will meander in order to
avoid having to trim too drastically the existing acacia trees, and will have a small fence
along its sides to prevent walking into the butterfly areas. Signage will also encourage
people to stay out of these sensitive areas.

The applicant proposes a six-foot high wall along the entire south end of the Rispin site
from the well-house to the south end property line. This wall, which will be constructed
using cantilevered supports, will provide a windblock and prevent people from coming
into the butterfly areas.

Mode A/B Site Operation Program. The applicant proposes to operate the Rispin
Mansion in two modes to protect the monarch overwintering habitat at the site. The
Mansion would operate in Mode A during the spring and summer, which is when the
monarchs are not present and do not have the potential for coming fo the site. Mode A
would allow for:

vehicles to travel on the driveway at the site;

removal of the slanted windows from the South End Building;

the patios and decks on the South End Building to be open; and

use of the two woed-burning fireplaces (one in the living room of the Mansion, one in
the Rispin Consetvatory) and the gas burning fireplaces in the South End Building
and Rispin Pavilion.

The applicant proposes to operate the Mansion in Mode B during the fall and winter
when the monarch expert determines that the butterflies could be present. Under Mode
B the iollowing shall be required:
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+ all cars and ftrucks, with the exception of zeroc emission vehicles (ZEVs) and the
small fire engine required as a mitigation in the Public Services section, wouid be
prevented from accessing the site. Disabled visitors would gain access to the
Mansicn by utilizing the ZEVs (vehicles without emissions that are virtually noiseless
and engine-vibraticn free), which will pick up visitors and suppiies in the parking lot
across the street and transport them to the Rispin Mansion. These ZEVs will be
properly licensed so that they can drive on the road to the Mansion from the parking
lot;

« the slanted windows cn the east side of the South End Building will be closed, thus
closing off all human activity from the side of the building adjacent to the monarch
habitat;

» there will be no wood burning fireplaces used; gas fireplaces will only be used if the
ambient air temperature does not disturb the butterfly population, at the discretion of
the contracted monarch expert;
vents for heating systems will be directed away from the roost areas; and
guests and visitors will be restricted to well-marked paths to avoid disturbances to
any roosting monarchs.

Impact: South of the Rispin Mansion, construction of the South End Building, parking
spaces, pathway, cantilevered wall, and security guard quarters/ZEV garage in and
below the weli-house would constitute non-resource dependent uses within monarch
overwintering habitat and may result in loss of and damage to mature trees in the
monarch overwintering habitat and one cypress and cne redwood tree just south of the
site. This is in violation of the Coastal Act (Section 30240) and therefore consfitutes a
significant and unavoidable impact. implementation of the following mitigation, in
addition to the Mode A/B Site Operation Program requirements, will not reduce this
impact fo a less-than-significant fevel, but will avoid significant ESHA degradation and
will allow devefopment in a fashion that is compatible with ESHA.

Mitigation

R-12 The monarch’s overwintering habitat at the Rispin Mansion site shall be
permanently managed by an independent monarch biolegist, who is hired by the
owners/operators of the Rispin Mansion and who will periodically report to the
City Council. Please note that the judgment of the monarch specialist overrides
the opinions of the applicant, landscape architect, arborist, and work crews that
may be involved in the decision making process. At a minimum, the monarch
biologist will have the following duties:

a} advise the ownersfoperators of the Rispin Mansion when monarch butterflies
begin to use the overwintering habitat in the fall so the Mansion can shift to
fall’winter operational mode, and similarly, advise the owners/operators when
the monarchs have left the Rispin Mansion site in the spring so the Mansion
can shift to spring/summer operational mode;

b) work with the arborist to determine how to best prune the trees at the Rispin
Mansion to enhance overwintering habitat values for achieving wind
protection, dappled light, roost [imbs, etc.;

c} work with the [andscape architect to insure that appropriate plant taxa are
used to enhance overwintering habitat values for the monarch, and that the
selected plant materials are placed at the most appropriate locations on the
site;
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monitor and manage the gradual removal of invasive/non-native ivy from the
site as it is replaced by alternative, more desirable (native) nectaring sources;
routinely work with the landscaping crew to insure that maintenance practices
are compatble with protection and enhancement of the monarch’s
overwintering habitat;

periodically re-evaluate overwintering habitat conditions for the monarch and
provide recommendations for corrective actions and improvements;

prepare a monarch overwintering habitat monitoring and management plan
for the Rispin Mansion site, which will identify methods for annual monitoring
of the butterfly and its habitat, plus identify specific management practices for
all parts of the roost areas; and

advise the owners/operators about methods for raising butterflies in the
restored Rispin aviary and propagating the milkweed food plant of monarch
larvae in non-roosting portions of the site,

ensure that tree pruning and removal is done in accordance with the Interim
Management Plan for Preservation of Rispin Mansion Butterfly Habitat and
Screening of Rispin-Peery Bridge Connection (April 2003, Lewis Tree
Service).

R-13 The applicant shall take proper measures to avoid damage to the remaining
oaks, cypress and redwood in these areas. Specifically, grading or construction
shall not occur within 15 feet of the base of all oak, cypress and redwood trees
unless performed under the supervision of a qualified on-site arborist.

R-14 A final landscaping and tree mitigation plan shall be implemented that contains
the following measures for tree preservation during construction. This pian shall
be reviewed and approved by the City of Capitola prior to construction.

Provide for an on-site consulting arborist during preliminary grading.

Establishment of a tree preservation zone (TPZ) by installing fencing, with
stakes embedded in the ground, no less than 48 inches in height, at the
dripline (the perimeter of the foliar canopy) of the tree, or at the critical root
radius, as defined by the consuiting arborist. This installation will be done
prior to any construction activities.

Within the dripline of existing trees (the TPZ), no storage of construction
materials, debris, or excess soil will be allowed. Parking of vehicles or
construction equipment in this area is prohibited. Any solvents or liquids shall
be properly disposed or recycled.

Minimize soil compaction on the construction site. Protect the soil surface
with a deep layer of mulch (tree chips). The addition of mulch will reduce
compaction, retain moisture, and stabilize soil temperature.

Maintain the natural grade around trees that are not remcved. No additional
fill or excavation will be permitted within areas of tree root develcpment. If
tree roots are unearthed during the construction process, the consulting
arborist will be noftified immediately. Exposed roots will be covered with
moistened burap until a determination is made by the on site arborist.

Any areas of proposed trenching will be evaluated with the consulting arborist
and the contracter prior to construction. All trenching on this site will be
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approved by the on-site arborist. Trenching within a tree dripline will be
performed by hand. Tree roots encountered will be avoided or properly
pruned under the guidance of the consulting arborist.

Unauthorized pruning or canopy alterations of any tree on this site will not be
aliowed. If any tree canopy encroaches on the building site the required
pruning will be done on the authority of the consulting arborist and monarch
expert and to [SA pruning guidelines and ANSI] A300 pruning standards.
Education of landscaping and maintenance personnel shall be required prior
to commencement of construction.

R-15 The final landscaping and free replacement/mitigation plan shall include the
following components:

For every mature tree (of any species) that is removed, four (4) 24-inch box
trees or twelve (12} 15-gallon trees shall be planted. For every sapling tree
that is removed, one (1) 24-inch box tree or three (3) 15-gallon trees shall be
planted. Loss of acacia clumps must be replaced at a 1-to-1 ratio (i.e., one
24-inch box or three 15-inch box)} based on the number of trunks in the
group. The on-site arborist shall determine the type of tree (i.e., mature,
sapling, clump) that is being removed or permanently damaged prior to its
removal. The following species may be used for replacing the acacia that are
removed, based on their size and foliage, as recommended by the butterfly
expert (Dick Arncld, Ph.D.):

* Red ronbark (Eucalyptus sideroxylon), recommended by both Elizabeth
Bell and Dick Arnold as a roosting tree

» Holly-leaf cherry (Prunus ilicifolia), recommended by Dick Arnold as a
windscreen

« Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa), windscreen

¢ Sydney blue-gum (Eucalyplus saligna), windscreen

o Swamp mahogany (Eucalyptus robusta), windscreen

¢ Coast redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), windscreen

o California bay (Umbeliufaria californica), windscreen

o Red alder (Alnus rubra), windscreen

o Cooibah {(Fucalyptus microtheca), roost tree

+ Hinds willow {Salix hindsiana), winter nectar source

« Western black willow {Salix Jucida), windscreen/nectar source
e Arroyo willow (Salix fasiolepis), windscreen/nectar source

The locations on the project site for replacement trees shall be in
conformance with guidance from the qualified monarch expert to eventually
compensate for limbs and trees lost due to project construction. As part of
the landscaping and free replacement/mitigation plan, implement the
following:
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» Acacia limbing or removal will be confirmed by consultation with the
monarch biologist to be retained by the applicant and shall be done in
accordance with the Interim Management Plan for Preservation of Rispin
Mansion Butterily Habitat and Screening of Rispin-Peery Bridge
Connection (April 3, 2003, Lewis Tree Service).

» Replacement planting shall be done in consultation with the retained
monarch biclogist.

* As replacement plantings reach a sufficient size and stature to replace
the remaining existing acacias (as determined by the consulting monarch
biologist), these acacias will be permanently removed.

s Replacement plant taxa to be used for windscreening, dappled light, and
nectar shali be the same as those listed above in the approved planting
list, and those recommended in the landscape plans by Dick Arnold (also
those recommended by The Monarch Project 1293),

« Trees must be planted between any parking or unloading/loading spaces
near the Mansion and Area A to buffer the direct impacts to butterflies
(see approved planting list above).

» Adequate setbacks to building walls shall be provided from tree trunks
(15-foot minimum) to create “tree protection zones”. Trees shail be
protected with fencing during construction.

+ A temporary fence, as approved by the on-site arborist, shall be placed
around the entire roosting area bounded by Wharf Road, the south-gate
access road and the Mansion fence that extends from the well-house to
the south gate. This area shalt not be used for parking or equipment and
materials storage during the construction phase.

R-16 Widening of the existing driveway on the south side of the site shall not be
allowed.

R-17 During reconstruction/resurfacing of the driveway, the applicant shall adhere to
specific guidelines for roadbed design, construction materials and procedures
provided by the consulting arbaorist in order to avoid above and below ground
damage to the trees near the driveway. These construction guidelines shall
include the following:

hand grading or use of mini-excavator;
road bed fill not to exceed four inches in the acacia area;

use of light-colored, water permeable substrate for the road and parking lot
surface;

establishment of tree protection zones;

timit use of driveway during construction to vehicles that clear the tree
cancpy; and

prohibit use of this driveway for construction vehicles and equipment between
October 1 and February 28.

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.4-38 Denise Duffy & Assaciates, Inc.



4.4 Biologfcal Resources

R-18 The final placement of the cantilevered wall along the Wharf Road site boundary
shall be determined through on-site consultation with the monarch butterfly
specialist or arborist to minimize damage to acacias that are important to the
monarch habitat. The final design of the cantilevered wall shall provide for proper
drainage and avcidance of root damage to preserve the trees in the habitat. The
design specifications of the wall shall be reviewed and approved by the arborist.

R-19 Avoid removal of lower eucalyptus or acacia limbs for creation of the pathway,
unless recommended by the arborist to address safety concerns, to minimize
potential canopy loss within the monarch habitat. Vegetation pruning and
clearing shall be minimized and barriers shall be installed along the pathway to
keep visitors off of undisturbed areas. The final design of the pathway shall be
completed in coordination with the monarch butterfly expert. All acacia pruning .
and/or removal shall be done in accordance with the Interim Management Plan
for Preservation of Rispin Mansion Butterfly Habitat and Screening of Rispin-
Peery Bridge Connection {April 3, 2003, Lewis Tree Service).

R-20 Buildings shall not be placed beneath canopy driplines except as authorized by
the monarch butterfly experi. Boardwalks and viewing platforms or patios may
be placed beneath driplines if the existing eucalyptus canopy is maintained. Only
limited limb removal for view enhancement and safety concerns may occur, but it
must be consistent with health of trees and performed under the guidance of the
consulting arborist and monarch butterfly speciaiist.

Impact: The existing driveway is located within the main roosting area of the butterfly
habitat. When butterflies are roosting at the site, vehicle and pedestrian use of the
driveway has the potential to disturb the monarch butterfly habitat due to vibration,
changes in air temperature, and air pollutants in engine exhaust. This is a poteniially
significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-21 During facility operation between October 1 and February 28 (or as determined
by the monarch biologist) of each year, the driveway shall only be accessed by
zero emission vehicles for guest drop-off and deliveries, as outlined in the Mode
A/B Site Operation Program discussed above. Between March 1 and September
30, use of the site for guest drop-off and valet service in standard vehicles, in
addition to the above, will be acceptable. Vehicles taller than the lowest tree
canopies shall be restricted from entering the site.

Impact: Use of blowers may be incompatible with the use of the habitat by butterflies.
This is a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with implementation of the folfowing mitigation.

Mitigation

R-22 Landscape and ground maintenance workers must be informed of conservation
issues regarding overwintering monarch habitat through a training seminar
conducted by the monarch expert. Use of blowers shall be prohibited between
October 1 and February 28.
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Impact: Emissions from fireplace chimneys (smoke, heat and carbon dioxide) in the
vicinity of roost areas can cause disturbance of roosting monarchs; this may lead to
increased flight activity, emigration, mortality and reduced ceolony stability. This is in
violation of the Coastal Act (Section 30240) and therefore constitutes a significant and
unavoidable impact. Implementation of the following mitigation, in addition to the Mode
A/B Site Operation Program requirements, will not reduce this impact to a less-than-
significant level, but will avoid significant ESHA degradation and will allow development
in a fashion that is compatible with ESHA.

Mitigation

R-23 Any new buildings south of the Mansion on the project site must be designed and
built without wood-burning fireplaces or stoves {(gas-burning fireplaces are
acceptable). Operation of wood-buming fireplaces in the Mansion and the Rispin
Conservatory shall be prohibited it it has the potential to create adverse
conditions during the time when monarchs are potentially present in the habitat
{October 1 through February 28, or as determined by the monarch biologist). A
fireplace plan shall be developed, subject to review by the butterfly expert and
approval by the City of Capitola. The fireplace plan shall include at a minimum:

» adescription of the locations and design of exhaust system featuras, and

« an operational program that specifies the methods (such as warning signs
and lockable ignitfion switches or gas valves) proposed to ensure that
fireplaces do not creale adverse conditions, including restrictions on
operations proposed in the Mode A/B Site Operation Program detailed above,
for times when butterflies are potentially present in the Rispin habitat.

Impact: Exhaust and low frequency vibrations, inherent to the operation of heavy
equipment, as well as activities involved with the trimming/removal of trees on the
project site, may disturh and/or dislodge roosting monarchs during the overwintering
season. This will increase colony disturbance and butterfly mortality. The severity of
this impact will depend on the distance of reosting butterflies from the area where the
equipment is being operated. This is a potentially significant impact that can be reduced
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-24 Site preparation (e.g., tree trimming, tree removal, grading, excavation, and
roadbed construction) on the project site shall net occur when monarchs are
potentially present (October 1 through February 28).

Impact: If insecticides are used on the Rispin Mansion site, butterflies ingesting nectar
or dew may ingest toxic residues in the process of feeding. The use of biclogical
insecticides (including bacteria, viruses, protozoans and nematodes used in the control
of undesirable insects) can result in long-term contamination of the habitat. This is a
pofentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the following mitigation.

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.4-40 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.



4.4 Biological Resources

Mitigation

R-25 Use of biological insecticides (including bacteria, viruses, protozoans and
nematcdes) that are effective in the control of all lepidoptera shall be prohibited
throughout the habitat. Chemical insecticides shall not be applied during the
overwintering season (October 1 through February 28). Use of chemical
insecticide agents during the non-roosting season may be done only if approved
by the consulting butterfly expert. Grounds maintenance workers shall be made
aware of monarch habitat conservation requirements as they pertain to grounds
management (see mitigation R-22 above).

Impact: Outdoor guest/visitor activities during the roosting season may disturb the roost
area (e.qg., dust, vibration, and night-lighting}. [Noise from operation of the Rispin
Mansion and associated visitor serving uses is not expected to adversely affect the
monarch. Qverwintering habitat for this butterfly is often tocated in noisy locations. The
vast majority of butterflies that have been studied to date have been found to be deaf, so
noisy locations do not bother them. Indeed, uses similar to those proposed at the Rispin
Mansion now occur at motels in Pacific Grove (Butterfly Town, USA) where Monarch
overwintering habitat is located among and adjacent to motels that exercise fewer
restrictions in their guest and visitor-serving activities than are proposed for the Rispin
Mansion (Dick Arnold, Ph.D.).] This is a potentially significant impact that can be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Witigation

R-26 The following measures, at a minimum, shall be implemented during the time
when monarchs are potentially present in the habitat (October 1 through
February 28, or as determined by the monarch biclogist):

« All pedestrians/visitors/guests shall be kept outside of the monarch rogsting
area by monarch biologist approved fencing.

» Qutdoor activities, such as weddings, will be limited to designated portions of
the Mansion property to avoid roosting area disruption.

» Qutside night-lighting along the paths, and at the Mansion and South End
Building shall utilize low wattage bulbs and fixtures that are mounted close to
ground [evel and directed away from the roosts. [n addition, lighting shall not
be directed toward Soquel Creek or on-site riparian vegetation.,

Additional Monarch Discussion and Recommendations from Dr. Arnold’s Report

Conservation Easement. Dick Amold recommends that a conservation easement be
placed on at least that portion of the Rispin Mansion site that supports the primary
overwintering habitat for the monarch butterfly (see attached site plan showing monarch
butterfly and historical conservation easements). The purpose of the conservation
easement would be to provide permanent protection of the monarch’'s overwintering
habitat at the Rispin Mansion. The Land Trust of Santa Cruz County, or a similar entity,
may be willing to serve as the easement holder. The specific easement area and
responsibilities of the operator, City, and easement holder will need to be described in
the easement document.
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Habitat Protection and Enhancement. At many sites in California, overwintering habitats
have been protected, but in time they decline or even fail to support overwintering
monarchs due to lack of monitoring and habitat management. Local and state agencies
do not have the funds or expertise t¢ manage overwintering sites of the monarch in
perpetuity. The proposed renovation of the Rispin Mansion and development of the
South End Building provide a mechanism to ngt only protect the monarch's
overwintering habitat, buf fo also continuously monitor it and manage it in a manner to
benefit the monarch butterfly in perpetuity. The applicant has addressed anticipated
impacts of the proposed redevelopment project through numerous revisions fo the
original site plan. The avocidance and minimization measures identified In this EIR
should minimize anticipated impacts of the project on the monarch and improve the
quality of overwintering habitat for the monarch at the Rispin Mansion site.

Public Education.

With all of the efforts that are directed at maintaining and enhancing the Monarch’s
overwintering habitat at the Rispin Mansion site, opportunities for public education are
plentiful. This may be as simple as providing a few information signs and a viewing area
for observing the roosting Monarchs. Since the applicant is considering raising
butterflies in the reconstructed Rispin aviary and plans to restore the well house to
include an interpretive center, the educational program could be expanded to include
tours (i.e., small groups of people supervised by an interpretive tour guide) of the aviary
and overwintering habitat, as well as programs about the Monarch butterfly and its
annual migration, butterfiy gardening, and selection of landscaping plants to benefit the
Monarch and other butterflies. These activities and programs should be offered net only
to guests at the Rispin Mansion, but also to the general public. Since the public will
enter the site through the restored well house/interpretive center, controlled access of
the general public will provide additional protection for the Monarch’s primary
overwintering area (i.e., from fire, vandalism, etc.) and avoid disruption of any roosting
butterflies. The applicant should check with appropriate local, statle, and federal
authorities about permits required for raising butierflies.

Results of November 2002 Storm. A few of the acacia trees which grow along Wharf
Road at the Rispin Mansion site were recently trimmed, perhaps as a result of damage
incurred by a November 2002 winter storm. Dr. Arnold presumes that work crews from
the City of Capitola performed the trimming of these trees for safety reasons. Although
he has only seen photographs of the situation, he suspects it has created a gap in the
windscreen that these mature acacia frees had previously afforded Roost Areas A and
B. It will be interesting to see if the overwintering monarchs leave the Rispin Mansion
site earlier than nomal this year. While this incident may have a detrimental effect on
the overwintering monarchs, it underscores the need for a long-term monitoring and
maintenance plan at the Rispin Mansion to properly protect and enhance the butterfly’s
overwintering habitat there.

Impacts on Steelhead Habitat (and Other Riparian and/or Aquatic Species}

Streams and stream functioning are inextricably linked to adjacent riparian and upland
{or upslope)} areas. The riparian habitat provides an array of important watershed
functions that directly benefit steelhead and aquatic species. Vegetation within the
riparian habitat shades the siream, stabilizes the banks, and provides organic litter and
large woody debris that are components of quality steelhead habitat. On-site trees at
the Rispin Mansion site provide important shading to the Soquel Creek {(which aid in

Rispin Mansion Project :
Revised Draft EiR 4.4-42 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.



4.4 Biological Resources

maintaining a tolerable water temperature for steelhead). Accordingly, the tallest trees
on-site (blue-gum eucalyptus, including those that support monarch hutterfly
overwintering habitat) provide the greatest amount of shade. Riparian habitat also
stores sediment, recycle nutrients and chemicals, mediate stream hydraulics, and
control microclimate. Healthy riparian zones help ensure water quality essential to
steelhead as well as the forage species they depend on.

Impact: The proposed redevelopment of the Rispin Mansion property may impact the
Soquel Creek and associated riparian vegetation through erosion, vegetation removal,
and increased stormwater runoff, which in turn could adversely impact steelhead. This is
a potentially significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-significari level with
- implementation of the following mitigafion (also see riparian mitigation above).

Mitigation

R-27 The removal of any riparian or upland trees on the Rispin site that provide shade
to the Soquel Creek shall not be allowed unless immediately replaced. The
amount of shading within the creek currently supplied by Rispin properly trees
shall be established as a base-line, and any actions reducing this percentage
shall require management fo improve stream shading by a City approved
forester/botanist. Such management shall include planting of native riparian tree
species along the creek (i.e. big-leaf maple, sycamore, alder, cottonwood, box-
elder, willow), to provide shade and aid in cooling of the creek, and to enhance
habitat.

R-28 Protect the eucatyptus grove and patches of redwood trees as valuable sources
of shade to the stream, erosion prevention on the steep slope, and as monarch
butterfly habitat.

R-29 Consult with a qualified engineer (as determined by the City) to see if runoff from
the library parking iot could be detained to reduce the peak discharge level to the -
pre-development rate. [f feasible (to be decided with contracted engineer), install
a buried stormwater detention facility near the driveway that would feed into the
existing drainage system.

R-30 Retrofit the storm drain pipe buried across the Rispin bench with a detention tank
that can meter out water at a slower rate, with an overflow in the event that the
tank becomes overwhelmed. This shall be done in consultation with a qualified
engineer.

R-31 Stabilize the drainage channel leading from the energy dissipater to the creek
{located in the south-central portion of the site). This shall be done in
coordination with a qualified engineer.

R-32 The addition of impermeable surfaces at the Rispin Mansion site shall be
accompanied with an effective drainage plan. This drainage plan shall ensure
the capture of any increase in runoff on the bench (as much as is feasible),
without additional overland movement of water down the steep slope toward the
creek (o minimize erosion and sedimentation, and the introduction of pollutants).
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Improve the existing driveway on the south end of the site to facilitate rain
percolation. Re-surface the driveway with porous pavement blocks or
comparable material.

Extend the drainpipe from the walkway grate leading to the Rispin-Peery Bridge
to Soquel Creek.

Investigate the hydrologic source of water flowing under the west footing of the
Peery Park walk/bicycle bridge and re-route it away from the footing to a stable
release point. This shall be done in coordination with a qualified engineer.

Remove non-native/invasive species in work areas within the riparian habitat (i.e.
drainage improvements) as much as is feasible, and re-plant with appropriate
native riparian species. A qualified botanist shall determine an appropriate native
species palette in coordination with the monarch biclogist.

As much as is feasible, and in coordination with the monarch specialist, remove
non-native/invasive species {especially pampas grass) in the vicinity of the Peery
Park walk/bicycle bridge.

Repair or replace the retaining wall along the eastern edge of the Rispin
Mansion. The replacement of this wall will require erosion/sedimentation control
techniques recommended by a qualified engineer.

Replace the fence above the retaining wall of the Rispin Mansion to exclude
people from accessing the creek through created footpaths.

Construct a meandering footpath from the Rispin site o Soquel Creek that is less
erosive than the existing trail paralieling the sterm drain down to the energy
dissipater. No frees shall be removed or substantially limbed during construction
of this trail. The trail shall be covered with base rock and designed to avoid the
concentration of storm runoff. Although this trail will be preferable to the existing
one, do not clearly mark the trail or encourage ils utilization.

Revegetate the existing shortcut path on the west side of the Rispin property
(adjacent to the walkway} with native vegetation. Plant native thorny shrubs or
undesirable species, such as blackberry or poison oak, adjacent to the walkway
o discourage further use of the existing path.

To avoid disturbance to steelhead (and other aguatic or semi-aquatic wildlife),
nighttime lighting of the riparian habitat and/or Soquel Creek shall not be allowed.
On-site lighting required for Mansion grounds shall not be oriented towards the
creek.

CUMULATIVE RIPARIAN HABITAT IMPACTS

This project has been determined to be outside of the required setback from this habitat
area and, therefore, will not directly impact riparian habitat. Cumulative indirect impacts
such as erosion or slope slippage (due to development on steep slopes above the creek)
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may occur due to this project and other cumulative projects. With the implementation of
relevant mitigation measures in this EIR that aim to prevent erosion and slope slippage,
the project's contribution to this cumulative impact wouid be less-than-cumulatively
considerable and, therefore, less-than-significant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section
15130 (a)(3).

CUMULATIVE MONARCH BUTTERFLY IMPACTS

Long-term impacts on monarch butterfly habitat were identified above due to
construction and general use of areas under and near the roost locations. In addition,
the monarch butterfly survey in Appendix C (Elizabeth Bell report) identifies the fact that
the Escalona Gulch has been adversely impacted. The following cumulative impacts
may result with implementation of cumulative projects:

e Post-construction habitat modifications including limb and/or tree removal for
safety purposes (perceived hazard reduction). Adequate building setbacks from
the canopies can prevent or limit the pressure for this type of activity. The
amount of post-construction tree and limb removal at Escalona Gulch (and other
locations in Santa Cruz & Monterey Counties) has continued to degrade monarch
habitats in areas where development has occurred.

s Habitat degradation has occurred in most monarch overwintering habitats
countywide (and statewide) over the past 15 years and this appears to be a
continuing frend. Degradation of habitat at Natural Bridges State Park has been
caused by the death of Monterey Pines that provide wind protection on the east
and west sides of the overwintering grove. Habitat quality on other sites has
been caused by tree loss during development or tree removal and canopy
reductions for safety purposes after development has occurred (Escalona Gulch
site, Moran Lake site, Meder Street Site, Oxford & Almar site, Highlands Avenue
site).

Based on the above, cumulative development in and near areas used as overwintering
habitat for monarch butierflies can significantly impact availability and suitability of
habitat areas. This would represent a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.
However, implementation of relevant mitigation measures in this EIR identified for
project-specific impacts on monarch butterfly habitat will avoid significant ESHA
degradation and will allow development in a fashion that is compatible with ESHA. In
addition, long-term avoidance of physical changes to monarch habitats (including tree
removal, damage, or substantial limbing), adaptive management for continued habitat
suitability, and implementation of similar mitigation measures for cumulative projects
near all monarch butterfly habitats could effectively avoid or reduce impacts on these
sensitive habitats.

Cumulative Impact: Cumulative development has the potential to significantly impact
the availability and suitability of monarch hutterfly overwintering habitats in the region
due to general degradation of and disturbance fo those habitats. /mplementation of the
following mitigation will avoid significant ESHA degradation.
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Cumulative Mitigation

C-2 Cumulative projects shall be properly sited with adequate buffers from monarch
butterfly habitats to avoid physical degradation to the habitat. Removal or
substanttal limbing of significant trees or other permanent changes to monarch
butterfly habitats {including changes to the wind protection, shading, amount or
accessibility of roost sites and nectar sources) shall be prohibited, except as
approved by a qualified butterfly expert.

CUMULATIVE STEELHEAD IMPACTS

Long-term impacts on steelhead habitat were identified above due to the potential
reduction of shade trees and the potential for on-site erosion and sedimentation (leading
to a reduction of habitat quality and/or availability within Soquel Creek and the Soquel
Lagoon). The following cumulative impacts may result with implementation of
cumulative projects:

= Post-construction habitat modifications including the loss of shade trees, and a
reduction in habitat quality due to erosion and sedimentation resulting from
development along watercourses in the region.

» |mpacts due to dams, reduction in stream flow, etc., in the region.

Based on the above, cumulative development in and near areas used by steelhead can
significantly impact availability and suitahility of habitat areas. This is a potentially
significant cumulative impact. The Rispin project’s contribution to this cumulative impact
may be considered to be less-than-cumulatively considerable and, therefore, less-than-
significant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (a)(3), if relevant mitigation
measures in this EIR identified for project-specific impacts on steelhead habitat are
implemented. In addition, long-term avoidance of physical changes to steelhead
habitats and implementation of similar mitigation measures for cumulative projects near
all watercourses utilized by steelhead could effectively avoid or reduce impacts on these
habitats.
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INTRODUCTION

This section addresses cultural resources based upon previous site studies. In addition, a
project-specific historical study was completed by Historic Preservation Associates, Enid T.
Sales, principal, in conjunction with Glory Anne Laffey, principal. The report is hereby
incorporated by reference and is available for review at the City of Capitola City Hall. Bruce
Judd of Architectural Resources Group performed a preliminary review of the April 1999 site
plans for historical impacts. A letter documenting his comments, which are still somewhat
relevant to the currently proposed project, is included in Appendix D.

SETTING

Ethnographic Background

The Capitola area was occupied during precontact times by Native Americans called the
Costanoan. Their name is derived from a Spanish term meaning “pecple of the coast.” This
term is used to describe a number of linguistically close Indian groups who lived in the area
between San Francisce Bay and Monterey Bay {Levy, 1978).

Like many native Californian groups, the Costanoan sociopolitical organization was based on
the tribelet: a small, loose-knit group of individuals who held specific lands and spoke a related,
but distinct, language. Tribelets usually had one or more permanent villages and a number of
temporary camps located near seasonally available resources (Levy, 1978). A large village
known as Sokel is plotted in the general vicinity of the project area (Krocker, 1976).

The Costanoan diet derived from the collection and processing of acorns. This staple was
supplemented by hunting, fishing, and the procurement of inland and shereling food resources.

The Spanish entered Costanocan territory in the late 1700s, which had a profoundly negative
effect on the native population. The use of the Indians as laborers for the missions, the
introduction of disease, and the intentional eradication of the native Californian way of life
resulted in the near destruction of the Costancan people. By 1935, no speakers of the
language could be located, and only a few hundred descendants of the group resided in their
former territory.

Previous Archaeological Surveys

Archaeological svaluations, surveys or investigations have been prepared for projects in the
vicinity as part of the following reports:

e« Draft EIR for a 14-Residential Lot Subdivision at Rispin Mansion (Integrated Land
Services, November 1984);
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« Draft and Final EIR for the restoration of the Mansion for community use and preserving
the environmentally sensitive property as natural open space (City of Capitola, 1991);

¢ EIR Addendum prepared in November 1995 for the Rispin-Peery Pedestrian and Bicycle
Bridge and Pathway, which was subsequently constructed (City of Capitola, 1995); and

+ Supplemental Archaeclogical Investigation that addressed housing on the Clares/Wharf
site (Pacific Legacy, letter to Augie Dent, May 23, 1995). Housing was subsequently
constructed over four of the five acres. The remaining city-owned acre is the site of the
parking lot and existing modular library.

In addition, an archaeological reconnaissance was performed at the 15.5 acres of land on the
west side of Bay Avenue, south of and adjacent to Highway 1, bounded on the west by Soquel
Creek, and bordered on the south by Center Street. This site is northeast of the Rispin
Mansion project site. This reconnaissance found that based on their investigations, no
potentially significant cultural resources were known to exist (Pacific Legacy, letter to Ms.
Stephanie Strelow, March 8, 1996).

Based on the results of these surveys, there is no record or evidence of significant or unique
cultural resources (per CEQA Guidelines or Public Resources Code Section 21083.2(g}))
present on the proposed project site. Thus, no further archaeclogical surveys were conducted
as part of this Revised Draft EIR.

The History of Capitola, California

The following information was provided by the City of Capitola Architectural Survey (Rowe &
Associates, 1986) and supplemented by information from Carolyn Swift of the Capitola
Museum, unless otherwise indicated.

in 1769, the Spanish explorer Gaspar de Portola headed an expedition that took him to the
Santa Cruz area in search of a suitable site for a mission, and in 1791 the Santa Cruz Missicon
was established. In 1833, secularization freed the Mission's former landholdings, and several
large tracts of land were granted to private persons. These large “ranchos" were used primarily
to raise cattle. After 1848, when California became part of the United States, these large tracts
of land were divided into smaller parcels that eventually provided land for of newcomers
entering the state.

During Mexican tenure, the Capitola beach area was called la Playa de Soquel. It was a small
part of the Rancho Soquel land grant which had been given to Martina Castro in 1834. For the
following 30 years la Playa de Soquel, or Soquel Landing, remained virtually undeveloped. The
exception was the wharf, which provided the nearby and newly established village of Soquel
with a vital link to coastal shipping and San Francisco markets. This link sustained the
community during its early years.

Capitola's development is directly associated with Frederick A. Hihn, an energetic entrepreneur
born in Germany who owned la Playa de Soquel property on which the Capitola area is located.
The new name meant capifol in Spanish because Hihn was suggesting Camp Capitola as the
state capitol. Hihn contracted with Sedgwick Lynch to build the first Capitola wharf in October
1857 and the wharf is thought to have been completed in 1858. Hihn owned the land, but
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leased it in 1869 to S.A. Hall of Soquel. Hall used the land for agriculture until his daughter, Lulu
Hall Green {(Wolbach) suggested to her father that he set up a tent campground in 1874 that
was subsequently referred to as “Camp Capitola”. Hall continued to farm the land except for
the weeks that “Camp Capitola” returned in the following summers. In 1876, Hihn funded
passenger narrow gauge railroad service, the 3anta Cruz-Watsonville Railroad to Camp
Capitola, and the resort grew and became a leading summer vacation spot for central
California. In 1877, there was a drought and Hall could not obtain enough feed to sustain his
livery stable and at the campground. Hihn, seeing the potential of Capitola, then raised the rent
so high that Hall was forced out in 1879. He then founded Camp Alhambra near Seabright in
Santa Cruz. Hihn leased Scquel Landing to R.D. Berry; who was similarly forced to give up the
campground after Hihn increased the rent again in 1882. It was not until 1882 that Hihn would
take an active role in the development of Capitola. That year, he -created the first subdivision
map and authorized construction of a hotel and other permanent buildings.

In 1883, Hihn built Hotel Capitola (a 160-room, two-story hotel on the beach), a skating rink,
and other tourist amenities and including subdividing and selling lots for summer cottages. Hihn
continued to acquire holdings and guide the development of Capitola until his death in 1913. His
holdings were eventually sold in 1919 through his daughter, Katherine Cope Henderson, to
Henry Allen Rispin, a Canadian oil millionaire residing in San Francisco.

Rispin dreamed of transforming Capitola into the "Riviera of the New World" and promptly
renamed the town "Capitola-by-the-Sea". By 1920, he was the owner of the entire waterfront;
Hotel Capitola; coltage and bathhouse buildings; resort concessions; and 30 acres along
Soquel Creek, where he built an 8-acre estate that included Rispin Mansion.

Rispin made many public improvements and began to subdivide and sell residential lots, which
fed to the development of many new cottages, a deeper community interest, and the foundation
for an eventual city. Capitola-by-the-Sea became a thriving resort community, attracting
thousands of summer visitors. However, because of the seasonal nature of the tourist trade,
Capitola developed its physical character and popular image before it became a setiled
community. In 1927, the year-round population was reported at only 500.

In December 1929, Hotel Capitola burned to the ground, symbolically ending the success of the
1920s and introducing the depression of the 1930s. Rispin went bankrupt in the stock market
crash, and hig holdings were auctioned. i is reporied that he died penniless in a county
hospital. Capitola, as did much of the nation, languished through the Great Depression and the
war years.

In 1949, the residents of Capitola were successful in their campaign to incorperate, with a
population of less than 2,000. During the foliowing two decades, Capitola’s growth and
development remained slow despite rapid change elsewhere in the county and state.

In the 1970s, Capitola began to urbanize by accelerating residential growth and annexing the
41st Avenue area, which was to become the county's regional shopping center. Despite
development beyond the original Camp Capitola area, the village area and beach continue to
thrive and attract tourists as they did when Hihn and Rispin controlled the beachfront land and
recreational activities.
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Historical Resources of the Rispin Mansion Project Site

Previous historical evaluations of the subject area include the National Register Nomination
(Rivers, 1991) and Rispin Project EIR (City of Capitola, 1991). The Rispin Mansion was listed
on the National Register on March 14, 1991, as a historic district. The listing was based upon
the Mansion's association with Henry Allen Rispin.

Historic Background

The property was originally developed by wealthy San Franciscan Henry Allen Rispin in 1922.
He had purchased much of Capitcia with the intent of creating a year-round resort town. The
Mansion and its grounds were a dominant part of this plan. The Mansion was not only to be the
residence for Rispin and his family, but also a showplace to entertain his friends and celebrities
in the tradition of the times, as evidenced by Hearst Castle in San Simeon, Gecrge Gordon
Moore's Rancho San Carlos in Carme! Valley, Senator James Phelan's Montalve in Saratoga
and Rivercastle in Ben Lomond.

After his purchase of Capitola, Rispin began to plan the construction of his new home on the
site where the Ocean Shore Railroad planned to locate the station. Plans that began as a
modest $20,000 home evolved into a home costing $250,000, surrounded by 50 acres of
beautiful gardens. Based on information provided by Carolyn Swift, a Capitola historian, a
poster produced by Rispin in 1926 also states that the Mansion cost $250,000. Rispin hired
San Francisco architect George E. McCrae to design the Mediterranean-style house. George
McCrae was a noted San Francisco architect who specialized in designing churches. Most of
his buildings were constructed of reinforced concrete, probably as a result of the devastation
caused by the San Francisco earthquake in 1906. In 1819, he was designing Rispin's home in
Capitola.

Rispin's success in promcting Capitola peaked about 1926 and then began a downward spiral.
High tides in February 1926 destroyed newly built concessions on the Esplanade, causing great
financial loss to Rispin and other property owners. To finance property development activities,
Rispin borrowed heavily against his Capitola properties. in 1930, the Blanchard Company, the
mortgage holders, foreclosed on Rispin's Mansion, other Capitola property, and a golf course.
There followed several years of foreclosure sales, law suits, and counter suits as all parties
tried to untangle the situation. Rispin dropped out of sight in the following years and little is
known of his later iife. Rispin died a destitute and broken man in San Francisco in 1947 (Swift,
1994). '

In Octeber 1931, the newspapers announced that Mr. and Mrs, E. E. Nicol of San Francisco
and their four children had moved into the former Rispin Mansion. [n 1932, Nicol Smith took
out a mortgage for $12,800 on the Mansion property. By 1936, a notice of default on the
mortgage was filed and in 1940, the Rispin Mansion and nine acres of grounds were purchased
by the Order of Poor Clares for $90,000. The contemplative and cloistered order consisted of
about 30 sisters who had taken vows of poverty. The bedrooms of the Mansion were divided
into small cubicles and the wine cellars were converted into storage rooms for fruits, vegetables
and fools. A chapel and novitiate were added to the north end of the Mansion.

Vacaied by the Poor Clares in 1957, the Mansion has since remained unoccupied except by
transients. By the mid-1970s, the Mansion had fallen into a state of extreme disrepair. The
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additions added by the Poor Clares had burned, leaving only the concrete foundations. In the
1970’s local law enforcement officers used the deteriorated Mansion as a site for training. In
the ensuing vears, numerous plans have been put forth for the property's reuse, but none have
been carried out. [n 1986, the City of Capitola purchased the property for $1.35 million after
turning down owner Howard Dysle's requests to pursue a 15-unit subdivision or a retirement
center on the property (Bryant, 1991). '

Description of District

The Rispin Mansion is a 22-room, 10,000 square-foot house, located on 6.5 acres on the west
bank of Soquel Creek in the City of Capitola. The property is bounded on the west by Wharf
Road. A high concrete wall screens the house from the road. At the southern end of the wall is
a wood-frame tank house fronting Wharf Road, near the southwest corner of the property.
Remnants of the original landscaping features include a large round concrete reflecting pond,
the pedestal of a sundial, and a level lawn area with remnants of a fountain and concrete
balustrades. Stairs from the garden area descend to the house and the main portico, or porch
entrance. At the northern end of the lawn are the remnants of a colonnaded rose arbor. Near
the arbar are concrete foundations of buildings constructed by the Order of Poor Clares in the
1940s. Site plans attached to this document show the locations of these site features. Figure
3-2 of 3.0 Project Description shows the existing floor plans of each level of the Mansion.

The house was constructed in about 1921 for Henry Allen Rispin. The house was designed by
San Francisco architect George E. McCrae, whaose career spanned from 1901 to his death in
1943. The house's simple Italian Renaissance style features a red tile hipped roof, an arched
portico, and balustraded balconies and terraces. Clinging to the riverbank, the four-level house
is an unusually asymmetrical example of the ltalian Renaissance style. Constructed of
reinforced concrete, it has two wings and a large seven-sided bay that extends from basement
to the fourth floor, overlooking the creek.

The entry portico is surmounted by a balustiraded balcony located on the third, or main, level of
the house. Near the main entrance is a patio that wraps around the library and joins the living
room. Stairs from the portico descend to the garage on the lower, or second, level.
Fenestration consisted of simple double-hung sashes without sills or casings. Most of the
windows are now missing or covered with boards. There is a mixture of window shapes:
rectangular, arched, and round. One window near the entrance was designed with an
elaborate terra cotta border.

A driveway passes adjacent to the house on the west. Opening onto the driveway is a door to a
small balcony. The balcony is now missing; however, scars on the wall indicate it had similar
balusters as those on the other balconies and terraces. North of the house are the ruins of the
detached laundry room, which is now missing its roof. It has arched window openings.

The main entrance from the arcaded portico leads to an entry hall. From the entry hall there is
a door fo the library and to an interior balcony from which there are stairs down into the living
room. The living room features a large fireplace, exposed beam ceiling, and a view of the creek
from the large bay window. The fioor of the room consists of oak planks laid in a herringbone
pattern which has suffered considerable water and fire damage. The fireplace has a five-foot
high opening, which is decorated with a cast plaster coat of arms. On the north wall, double
French doors open onto a sheltered terrace.
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The hallway from the entry hall leads past the living room to the dining room. Off this hallway,
there are stairs down to the wine cellar and a secret room behind a hinged wall. According to
local folklore, the secret room, which has plumbing and an opening into the garage, is evidence
that Rispin may have had a still and been involved in bootlegging activities.

The dining room had a paneled wainscot, now almost totally destroyed. There is a fireplace on
the north wall that was designed with blue glazed ceramic tile. This room also has double
French doors on the south wall that open onto the shellered outdoor terrace. This terrace has
an arched fountain alcove against the central wall which is flanked by small windows that give
light to the hallway between the living and dining rooms. A large round planter is located in the
center of the terrace. The balustrade has concrete balusters similar to those seen on other
terraces and balconies. Stairs from the terrace descend to a narrow walkway around the lower
perimeter of the house providing access to the servants’ quarters on the second, or lower, level.

A kitchen is located adjacent to the dining room. Stairs also lead from this room to the lower
level servants’ quarters. Two small bedrooms, a bathroom and various small storage rooms
are located on the second level. A long hallway accesses the game room or billiard room,
which has a large bay window and a fireplace. From the game room, there is a short flight of
stairs that leads to the garage also on this level. The garage had a large turntable that was
used for turning the automobile so that it could drive forward out of the narrow garage door.
There are also several storerooms in the garage.

The lowest, or first, level consists of a basement in the seven-sided bay section and a small
room that houses mechanical equipment. The upper level, or fourth floor, consists of two
wings. The main section consists of three bedrooms. The master bedroom has a large bay
window and a fireplace. A bathroom is located off this room. One of the two smaller bedrooms
also has its own bathroom. The third bedroom opens onto the balcony over the portico. There
is a third bathroom off the upper haliway. A short flight of stairs leads to a lower hallway that
accesses the smaller wing on the north end of the house. This wing has two bedrooms, a
bathroom, and a screened porch with iron balustrades. Each of the wings has a stairway down
to the third level.

As previously described, the Rispin Mansion and its grounds, comprising 8.5 acres of terraced
land down to Soquel Creek, were conceived by Henry Allen Rispin as a showplace, home for
his family, and the signature property for his planned upscale development of Capitola. The
Mansion designed by George McCrae, a San Francisco Bay Area architect, was intended to
represent the grand style being established by men of wealth throughout California in the
1920's. Its size and scale were monumental and its setting was designed to reflect a
combination of elegant formality on the top terraces and preservation of native trees and plants
on the lower and creekside levels.

Its present condition reflects over 40 years of neglect and vandalism. The rose arbor is
destroyed, the formal balustrades and fountain are damaged and displaced, the landscaping
and ground cover are overgrown and their original intention lost. The large grassy area fronting
the Mansion in historic photos has died leaving only ruderal grasses and exposed soil.

The Mansion itself has been reduced to a shell. Although its basic structural elements remain
sound and intact, all interior wall cladding, floors, hardware, windows, and doors are missing or
in need of extensive repair. The roof cladding is also severely damaged and must be replaced.
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All of the other functions and services, i.e., plumbing and fixtures, wiring and light fixtures, and
the heating plant are inoperable and must be replaced.

Regulatory Guidelines

The Rispin property area was evaluated according to the standards for the National Register of
Historic Places and the California Register of Historical Resources. National Register
standards include buildings af least 50 years of age, that maintain architectural and historical
integrity, and meet at least one of the following criteria:

A

B.

D.

are associated with events that have made a significant coniribution {o the broad
patterns of our history; or

are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that
represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction; or

have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The definition of a historic resource for CEQA compliance includes the following:

1.

3.

A resource listed in, or determined to be eligble by the State Historical Resources
Commission, for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources.

A resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Sectiori” ™
5020.1 (k) of the Public Resources Code or identified as significant in a historical
resource survey mesting the requirements of Seclion 5024.1 {g) of the Public
Resources Code. '

Any resource which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant
in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social,
political, military, or cultural annals of California if supported by substantial evidence in
light of the whole record. Generally, a resource shall be considered by the lead agency
to be “historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California
Register of Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code S85024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section
4852} including the following:

(a) Is associated with evenis that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
(b} Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past;

(c) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or
possesses high artistic values; or

{d) Has yieided, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in the
California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a local register of historical
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resources, or identified in an historical resources survey does not preclude a lead
agency from determining the resource may be an historical resource.

The Rispin Mansion was listed as a district on the National Register of Historic Places in 1931
according to Criterion B, based upon its association with Henry Allen Rispin, the promoter and
developer of Capitola-by-the-Sea from 1919 through 1929. The Rispins occupied the house
between 1921 and 1928. Aithough many of the intericr features such as the wood wall panels,
chandeiiers, and carved banisters are missing, and floors, walis, and fireplaces have been
damaged through the years, the house retains its architectural integrity and is structurally
sound. It is possible that the property could alsc have been eligible for the Naticnal Register
under Criterion C, as an example of architect George E. McCrae's work, but the identity of the
Mansion architect was only recently determined.

Because the properly is listed on the Naticna! Register, it automatically qualifies for listing on
the California Register of Historical Resources. Within the context of Capitola development, the
Rispin Mansion represenis an important phase of Capitola's development during the 1920s.
This property is the only resource in Capitola that is associated with Henry Allen Rispin.

Federal Policies and Regulations Governing Afferations and Additions lo Historic Siies

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties (hereafter referred to
as “Standards"} and Guidelines for Treatment (hereafter referred fo as “"Guidelines™) have heen
developed to guide work undertaken on historic buildings, either listed on or eligible for listing
on, the National Register of Historic Piaces {U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park
Service, 1990). The Standards are the overall preservation standards that address the
recommended treatment for projects. Rehabilitation is defined by the Standards as "the
process of returning a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which makes
possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of the
property which are significant to its historic, architectural, and cultural values."

The intent of the Standards is to assist the long-term preservation of a property's significance
through the preservation of historic materials and features. The Slandards address historic
buildings of all types and occupancies, and encompass the exterior and interior as well as
landscape features, the building's site and environment and, where applicable, the district in
which it is located.

Under the Criteria of Effect {Federal Register IV, Vol. 44, No. 21, p. 6074), any undertaking
shall be considered to have an effect whenever any condition of the undertaking causes any
change, beneficial or adverse, in the guality of the historical, architectural, or cultural
characteristics that qualify the property to meet the criteria of the National Registier. An effect
cccurs when an undertaking changes the integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling or association of the property and its significance.

The primary assumption in assessing the project's effects on cultural resources is that,
whenever possible, impacts on cultural resources and their sites will be avoided, particularly, as
in the case of the Rispin District, because it has already been listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. It is necessary, then, to consider the site and buildings as being impacted by
any part of a project that will significantly alter or have an adverse effect on any resocurce within
the district or on the site itself.
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In considering this project the levels of importance are: 1) the appropriate rehabilitation of the
Mansion, 2) the relationship of the new construction to the Mansion, and 3) the effects these
activities have on the District as a whole. [f the project would substantially alter the historic
characteristics or values of the District, the impact is considered significant.

Relevant Project Characteristics

The proposed project site is the Mansion site, located ‘along the eastern side of Wharf Road.
The Mansion site is bounded on the east by Soquel Creek, on the north by open iand, and on
the south by multiple and single-family residences.

The Rispin Mansion project proposes visitor-serving accommodations and a
wedding/conference facility at the site including restoration of the Mansion itself and the formal
gardens, the fountain, the balustraded walkway, the belvedere {or overlook), the rose garden,
and the well house at Wharf Road. Pathways and buildings will be added to the site to
accommodate additional uses as described in 3.0 Project Description.

The Mansion will contain 13 guest rooms on three levels and the basement, a living room, a
dining room, a concierge area, a small service kitchen, a storage room, balconies on the west
side, and a handicapped entrance on the west side. In addition, historic and educational
displays are proposed in the hallways, and two existing open terraces will be improved. The
building is to be completely rehabilitated and distinctive elements of the building are to be
restored.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

In accordance with the Sfate CEQA Guidelines, and agency and professional standards, a
project impact would normally be considered significant if development would result in
disruption of, or a substantial adverse effect to, the following: .

» a prehistoric or historic archaeglogical resource or burial ground;
s a property of historic or cultural significance to a community, ethnic or soclal group;

e a local landmark of cultural importance; or

» 3 significant paleontological resource.

Section 15064.5 (c through f} of the CEQA Guidelines provides additional guidance with respect
to determining the significance of archaeological resources, limitations on mitigation, and
actions to be taken in the event that human remains are discovered.

A project with an effect that may cause substantial adverse change in the significance of an
historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. A
"substantial adverse change in the significance of a historica! resource” includes the following:

Rispin Mansion Project
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“Physical demolition, deconstruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its
immediate surroundings such that the significance of a historical resource would be
materially impaired, including if the project would demolish or materially alter in an adverse
manner those physical characteristics that convey its historical significance and that justify
its inclusion in, or eligibility for, inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or
in a local register of historical resources or historical resources survey.”

Generally, a project that follows the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historical Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
Reconstructing Historical Buildings and the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitation of Historical Buildings (Weeks and Grimmer,
1995) shall be considered as mitigated to a level of less-than-significant {CEQA, 15064.5

(bX3).
Archaeological and Paleontological Resources

Althcugh prior research and field investigation of the Rispin and Peery Park project sites did not
reveal archaeological or paleontological resources, there may still be significant archaeclogical
and paleontological resources present. These resources may be uncovered during grading or
construction. Mitigation is provided below to assure that in the event that any archaeological or
paleontological resources are discovered on the site, they are appropriately documented prior
to disturbance, in accordance with CEQA requirements.

- Impact: Project development may result in disturbance of unknown archaeological resources.
This is a potentially significant impact that can be reduced fo a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the following mitigation. '

Mitigation

R-43 In the event that any archaeological or paleontological resources or human remains are
discovered during grading or construction anywhere on the site, work shall be ceased
within 150 feet of the find until it can be evaluated by a qualified professional
archaeologist. [f the find is determined to be significant, appropriate mitigation
measures shall be formulated and implemented in accordance with CEQA Section
15064.5. All identified archaeological sites should he evaluated using the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, established by the State Office of Historic
Preservation. Any discoveries shall be reported to the City Planning Director.

R-44 In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any
location other than a dedicated cemetery, the following steps shall be taken:

1) There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby
area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until:

A. The coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered must be
confacted to determine that no investigation of the cause of death is
required, and

B. If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American:

Rispin Mansion Profect .
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1. The coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage
Commission within 24 hours.
2, The Native American Heritage Commission shall identify the

person or persons it believes to be the most likely descendent
from the deceased Native American.

3. The most likely descendent may make recommendations to the
landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for
means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the
human remains and any associated grave goods as provided in
Public Resources Code Section 5057.98, or

2) Where the following conditions occur, the landowner cor his authorized
representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated
grave goods with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to
further subsurface disturbance.

A.

Historic Resources

The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to identify a most
likely descendent or the most likely descendent failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the Commission.
The descendent identified fails to make a recommendation; or

The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the
recommendation of the descendent, and the mediation by the Native
American Heritage Commission fails to provide measures acceptable to
the landowner.

if an historic resource (either a district or a structure) is known to be located on a project site,
any project proposed on that site should, whenever possible, avoid impacting that resource.
This is particularly true when the resource has been placed on the National Register of Historic
Places and thus qualifies for the California State Register and for protection under CEQA
and/or NEPA (State of California Office of Planning and Research, April 1994).

The Federal Register #V "Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties” under the Criteria of
Adverse Effect states that adverse effects on National Register or eligible properties may occeur
under conditions which include, but are not Iimited to:

a) Destruction or alteration of all or part of a property;

b) lIsolation from or alteration of the property's surrounding environment;

c) Introducticn of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the
property or alter its setting;

d) Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; or

e) Transfer, or sale, of a property without adequate conditions or restrictions regarding
preservation, maintenance, or use.

Rispin Mansion Project
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The entire Rispin Mansion site is listed on the National Register of Historic Places as a Historic
District. It is necessary, then, to evaluate the entire site {(or District) under the Criteria of Effect
of the Federal Register as they apply to a site which is a National Register resource.

In considering the historical impacts of this project, this EIR considers two issues: 1)
rehabilitation of and changes fo the Mansion, and 2) the relationship of the proposad
construction to the Mansion and the District. The Secretary of Interior's Standards for
Treatment of Historical Properties will apply to both the methods and the materials employed for
each of these issues as follows:

1) The property shall be used for its historic uses or be put into a new use that requires
minimal change to its original characterisfics.

2) The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved.

3) Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time and place. Changes
that create a false sense of historical development shall not be undertaken.

4) Historic changes, over time, that in themselves have gained significance shall be
retained.

5) Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques shall be preserved.

6) Where the severity of detericration requires replacement of distinctive features, the new
feature shall match the old in design, texture, and other visual qualities and where
feasible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by
documentary or pictorial evidence.

7) Chemical or physical treatments that may cause damage tc surfaces shall not be used.
8) Preserve archaeological resources if discovered during construction.

9) New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic
materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the
old but be compatible with the massing, scale, and architectural features to protect
historic integrity.

10) New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be visually compatible and
not destroy historic relationships within the district.

This section evaluates the impacts on the Rispin Mansion District due to the Rispin Mansion
project as currently proposed, in comparison with the April 1999 project evaluated in the 2000
Recirculated Draft EIR, based on the prescriptive guidelines of the Federal Register, the
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Preservation Projects and for Rehabilitation (Standards).
Historic Preservation Associates (Enid Sales) based the 1998 DEIR evaluation on plans
prepared by The Paul Davis Partnership, dated 3/18/98, and review of these plans.

The Rispin Mansion was listed on the National Register on March 14, 1891, as a Historic
District. The listing was based upon the Mansion's association with Henry Allen Rispin who was
responsible for transforming Capitola from a summer campground to a year-round seaside
tourist attraction. The Rispin Mansion District has many features and characteristics which
make it unigue and valuable as a histeric resource. Desighing a project which accomplishes

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.5-12 Denise Duffy & Assoclates, Inc.



4.5 Cultural Resources

the desired objectives of the Rispin Mansion project without adversely impacting the historic
values of the site is admittedly a difficult and sensitive effort.?

The state of disrepair of the Rispin Mansion building and gardens, and the extensive
requirements of creating a usable site, also combine to complicate the rehabilitation of the
Mansion for re-use as a public serving facility. Historically, the Mansion confained five (5)
bedrooms, two {2} servanis quarters, a library, a dining room, a living room, a game room, a
garage, a secret store room, and a kitchen. The proposed project would use the structure for 13
guest rooms, a living room, a dining room, a concierge area, a small service kifchen, and a
siorage room.

Historic Impacts Due to New Construction

The 1998 DEIR evaluated a project that include six new buildings, and 0.3 acres of hardscape
(i.e., pavementi, brick or furf-block) added fo the site for parking and driveways. The 1998 DEIR
found that the project proposed had the following impact:

“The amouni, scale, massing and architectural features of new construction
including buildings, garden features and hardscape: 1} would not be visually
compatible with the Mansion and would potentially harm the historic relationships
within the District (Standard #8, 10); 2) would potentially create a faise sense of
historical development {Standard #3); and 3) would change the historic character
of the property (Standards #1, 2).”

Specifically, the following issues were identified:

o Scale and massing: The new buildings and hardscape proposed in the 1998 plans
would have caused significant change to the characteristics of the District (Standard #1,
2, 9, and 10). The new buildings would potentially “create a false sense of historical
development” (Standard #3) and would not be compatible with the massing and scale to
protect hisforic relationships (Standard #10).

» Architectural design of the new buildings: The new buildings, as shown in the site plans
in the 1998 DEIR, were not considered to be visually compatible with or complement the
architectural design of the Mansion by George McCrae and the intent of Rispin
(Standards for Rehabilitation Hems #2, 3, 9, and 10). Specifically, the roof pitch,
fenestration (window treatment} and wall cladding {or cover) of the new buildings were
found to not be appropriate in a Historic District characterized by the stylefappearance
of the Mansion. The proposed designs for meeting rooms 1, 2 and 3 (that were
eliminated in the Aprit 18999 plans) and the Garden/Wedding Pavilion would have an
inappropriate design. For example, the use of clear material for entire walls wouid not
visually complement the solid-wall style of the Mansion.

e Building layout, connectivily, garden feafures and landscaping. A potential impact would
have existed due to the building locationflayout and walkway design that was considered
a potentially adverse impact on the historic relationships on the site {based on Standard
#10). In addition, the materials of construction used for walkways, stairs, garden

! At least one commentor has requested that the Rispin Mansion site be left untouched as a “venerated ruin.”
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features, and types of plants couid be incompatible with the historic character of the
Mansion and District.

The project in the 1998 Draft EIR differed significantly from the projects evaluated in the 2000
Recirculated Draft EIR and in this Revised Draft EIR. With the April 1999 plans and the current
refinements/revisions to those plans, the applicants for the Rispin Mansion project have
attempted, and in most cases, succeeded in implementing mitigation measures recommended
in the 19098 DEIR for the historic impacis described above. Specifically, the following measures
from the 1998 DEIR were implemented in developing the April 1999 site plans, which carry over
to the current site plans with minor refinements and revisions.

Former mitigation measure R-25 in the 1998 DEIR. The amount, scale and massing of new
construction, including new buildings and hardscape, on the site was reduced in the April 1999
and current plans, compared with the plans evaluated in the 1998 DEIR, as follows:

« Only five parking spaces are propesed adjacent to the well house and north of the
proposed South End Building. In addition, the grading proposed in the parking/driveway
area adjacent to the well house {approximately 640 cubic yards) has been designed to
minimize disturbance to the historic landscape features; most of this is for the small
subterranean garage to be constructed below the well-house for trash collection, bike
parking, and ZEV parking/charging/maintenance. On-site access is proposed only for
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance, emergency vehicles, deliveries, and
short-term guest check-in and drop-off, which will minimize accidental and indirect
impacts 1o the historic features.

= The total amouri ol new construction has been reduced. The smaller, single South End
Building is a better complement and is subordinate to the Mansion building. The large
bullding called the “North End Building” in the 1998 DEIR at the far north end of the site,
as well as the Garage Units, have been eliminatad from the plans.

Former R-27. The plans for the small, single South End Building show lower roof pitches,
elimination of the massive bay windows, and simpiification of the fenestration {or window
features/ireatment). The current plans include lattice for growth of ivy or similar plant on three
of the elevations, and seem to include more appropriate exterior finishes and materials for
walls, windows and doors to better complement the design of the Mansion. The proposed paint
color (light tan or cff-white} will serve to distinguish the building from the Mansion, which is
proposed {o be white as it has been historically.

Former R-28. The Garage Units have been eliminated from the current plans.

Former R-29. The Rispin Conservatory is now centered axially along the grass/lawn area of
the garden, providing for improved visual consistency with the garden, and improved access to
other existing site walkways. The proposed architectural design of the pavilion and its
walkways appear to be consistent with other buildings and walkways in the use of materials and
design in the April 1999 and current plans.

Former R-30. The applicant has provided detailed plans for landscaping and site design (see
the plans attached to this document), which graphically depict the proposed restoration of the
Rispin Gardens and grounds based on photo-documentation and other historic information.

Rispin Mansion Project
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The landscaping plan is consistent with the requirements set in former mitigation measure R-
30.

The April 1999 plans (the subject of the 2000 Recirculated DEIR) were preliminarily reviewed by
Bruce Judd, AlA, of Architectural Resources Group; a letter documenting his review is included
in Appendix D. Mr. Judd’s letier states that the architectural modifications shown in the April
1999 plans were an improvement in terms of sensitivity to the historic characteristics of the
Rispin site compared to the previous plans. Mr. Judd stated that the plans were difficult to read
and he expressed concern regarding the appropriateness of the glass entry facitity near Wharf
Road. The glass entry facility of concern was a guest registration buiiding at the Wharf Road
valet/drop-off pullout, which has been eliminated from the current plans.

Comments received on the April 1899 plans from Enid Sales, historical consultant, Steade
Craigo, State ‘Office of Historic Preservation, and members of the Planning Commission during
public hearings indicated that sod or planted roofs may not be appropriate or compatible with
the historical context of the Rispin Mansion site. As outlined in 3.0 Project Description, some
new construction is stilt proposed to have sod or planted roofs, thcugh the reasoning behind
this is substantial® [n addition, the project currently proposes a small glass-enclosed pavilion
on the roof of three of the North End Guest Rooms and placement of a tent structure adjacent
to the North End Guest Roams, which may not be appropriate or compatible with the historical
context of the Rispin Mansion site.

Impact: Some archifectural features of new construction including roof coverings, paint colors,
the glass-enclosed Rispin Pavilion and the adjacent tent structure: 1) may not be visually
compatible with the Mansion and would petentially harm the histeric relationships within the
District (Standard #9, 10); 2) may potentially create a false sense of historical development
(Standard #3); and 3} may change the historic character of the property (Standards #1, 2). This
is a pofentially significant impact that can be reduced fo a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the folfowing mitigation.

Mitigation

R-45 The design of all new structures and materials of construction shall be compatible with
and complement the Rispin Mansion’s style as designed by George McCrae for Henry
Allen Rispin. This design concept should be reviewed and approved by the City of
Capitola prior to beginning final design or construction to ensure that the project meets
the Secretary of interior's Standards for Treatment of Historical Properties. [n particular,
State and local decision-makers shall consider the following recommendations:

» The final design of the Rispin Pavilion shall be based on review and approval by the
State Historic Preservation Officer such that material of construction, colors, and
architectural style are appropriately compatible with and complement the historic
features of the site. The use of walls and roofs of glass is discouraged.

2 The applicant has proposed planting the fiat roofs of the Poor Clares units {three of the North End Guest Rooms)
with sod or use of other natural material to keep them out of view from the historic lawn area, especially the overlook
balustrade. The roof of the South End Buliding has been redesigned {o accommoedate plantings to provide
additional windscreen protection, dappled lighting, and nectar for the monarchs,
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» The final design of building roof covering shall be based on review and appraval by
the State Historic Preservation Officer such that the covering and other changes
near the Mansion are in compliance with the Secrefary of the Interior's Standards
and Guidelines. Consideration should be given to using terraces with planting in
containers, as an alternative to sod roofs over new structures.

o The color scheme of new buildings shall be based on review and approval by the
State Historic Preservation Officer such that the colors contrast with the Mansion's
white paint to differentiate the old buildings from the new, and are compatible with
and compliment the Mansion (i.e., light tan or off-white).

Impacts Due to Rehabilitation of the Rispin Mansion and Well-house

The Secretary of Interior's Guidelines for Historic Properties provide detailed examples of
recommended and not recommended actions for rehabilitation of historic structures. Based on
the description of actions described -in the Part I Historic Application and the significantly
deteriorated condition of the Mansion and weli-house, extensive improvements, alterations and
remodeling is necessary to bring these buildings up to applicable codes (i.e., the Siate
Historical Codes) and create a usable structure. The California Historical Building Code is the
applicable, prevailing code for this historic building and property in conjunction with the
Secretary of Interior's Rehabilitation Standards and Guidelines. The Standards of
Rehabilitation state:

“As stated in the definition, the freatment or rehabilitation assumes that af least
some repair or alteration of the historic building wilt be needed in order to provide
for an efficient confemporary use; however, these repairs and afterations must
not damage of destroy materials, features, or finishes that are important in
defining the building’s historic character. For example, cerfain freaiments--if
improperly applied--may cause or accelerate physical deterioration of a historic
building.  This can include using improper repainting or exterior masonry
cleaning techniques, or introducing insulation that damages historic fabric. In
almaost all of these situations, use of these materials and treatments will result in
a project that does not meef the Standards. Similarly, exterior additions that
duplicate the form, material, and detailing of the structure to the extent that they
compromise the historic character of the sfructure will fail fo meef the
Standards.”

It should be noted that the existing deteriorated condition of the Mansion (and well-house)
demonstrates a pre-existing adverse impact on the structure and its historic value, and that, in
many ways, rehabilitation of the Mansion for efficient, coniemporary use is a positive impact.®
Potential non-project related impacis on the Historic District also exist due to additions near the
northern portion of the Mansion. These additions include the Rispin-Peery Trail and the
structures and alterations performed during the Poor Clares’ residence, which altered the
historic characteristics of the property.

? Steade Craigo, the State Architect with the State Office of Historic Preservation, has indicated to City staff that he
believes this type of project offers the bast opportunity for getting the Mansion restored, which he would like to sce
happen. He also supported the [ocation ef the new lodging unils on the south end {the cumrent South End Building)
as the best location for these units.
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Based on Historic Application materials, site plans, visual inspection of the Mansion and other
buildings, and current and historic photographs, the Mansion (and well-house) requires
extensive work in order to be in compliance with applicable Building and Health and Safety
Codes (the State Historical Building Cede), and to be made inte a facility for efficient,
contemporary use. Also, the proposed project includes addition of balconies, stairs, ADA lifts,
and perforating the east wall for windows and doors to provide usable spaces in the Mansion
for proposed guestrooms. These improvements to the existing structure have the potential to
adversely impact the historic value of the structure in the following ways:

» These aiterations may substantially “change ... its original characteristics” or "= historic
character” (Standards #1, 2) or “create a false sense of historical development”
(Standard #3).

o This extensive work may adversely impact the distinctive features, finishes and
construction techniques of the Mansion (Standard #5).

« Due to the severity of deterioration of the Mansion, some distinctive features will have to
be replaced. An impact would result if the new, “replaced” feature does not adequately
match the old in design, texture and other visual qualities and, where feasible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary or pictorial
evidence (Standard #8).

» Chemical or physical treatments may cause damage to surfaces (Standard #7).

s An impact would result if new additions, exterior alterations or related new constructions
destroy historic materials that characterize the property (Standard #9).

Impact: Despite the improvements that restoration will promote, the extensive work to be
undertaken on the Mansion (and well-house) has the potential to violate the Standards for
Rehabilitation #1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 9, as described above. This is a potentially significant impact
that can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following
mitigation.

Mitigation

R-46 The design and rehabilitation of the Rispin Mansion (and well-house) must comply with
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Historic
Buildings, and the California State Historical Building Code. These documents shall be
used as guidance documents for all agencies granting approval for the Rispin Mansion
project.

R-47 Before construction begins, a Level 2 Historic American Building Survey/Historic
American Engineering Record report on the Mansion and the entire District must be
prepared in order to preserve a record of the Mansion.

R-48 Maintain an exhibit documenting and interpreting the history of the Rispin Mansion and
its place in the community within the lobby, hallway, or other suitable location within the
Mansion.
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CUMULATIVE CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACTS

Sea 5.0 CEQA Considerations.
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Geology and Soils

Cumulative development projects would result in exposure of greater numbers of people and
structures to seismic hazards associated with groundshaking and/or sail failure. Preparation of
geotechnical reports in sensitive areas will be required, and design of buildings will be required
to withstand identified hazards based on the site-specific engineering recommendations. In
addition, damage to buildings will be minimized by conformance with existing building codes.
The hazards would be site-specific and, therefore, would not be common to (or shared with, in
an additive sense) the impacts on the other sites. Therefore, the geotechnical impacts would
not be considered cumulative in nature.

Cumulative grading and removal or vegetation could lead to incremental increases in erosion,
leading to sedimentation in Soquel Creek and localized fugitive dust. Implementation of
appropriate erosion control measures in this EIR and as required by the City for each project,
will reduce significant cumutative erosion and sedimentation impacts to a less-than-significant
level (see 4.2 Geology and Soils).

Hydrology and Water Quality

Data from the City of Capitola Flood Insurance Study indicates that even if the floodplain were
developed 1o the floodway boundaries, there would be essentially no rise in the 100-year flood
elevations on Soquel Creek. The proposed project does not encroach on the FEMA floodway,
and according to the methods and assumptions in the FEMA study, as long as other
developments along the creek were constructed outside the floodway as required by local
ordinances, no significant cumulative impacts to downstream 100-year flood elevations would
result.

Erosion from development in the upper and lower portions of the Soquel Creek watershed has
contributed to increased sediment franspert and deposition in Soquel Creek. Cumulative
development in the watershed would increase the rates, the inlensity of runoff, the erosicnal
processes, and the amount of sediment loading in Soquel Creek. This significant cumulative
impact would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by improvements proposed for storm
drainage systems feeding to Soquel Creek, as provided for in the City's Soquel Creek Lagoon
Enhancement project, including four storm drain intercepfors. See 4.3 Hydrology and Water
Quality for additional discussion and mitigation measure language.

Biolegical Resources

Because of limited development opportunities in areas with biological resources, along Soquel
Creek and in other areas of the City of Capitola, and because of City and County ordinances
protecting environmentally sensitive habitats such as that along Soquel Creek, significant
cumulative biological impacts are not expected.

This project has been determined to be outside of the required setback from the riparian
vegetation area and, therefore, will not directly impact this habitat. Cumulative indirect impacts
such as erosion or slope slippage {(due to development on steep slopes above the creek) may
occur due to this project and other cumulative projects. With the implementation of relevant
mitigation measures in this EIR that aim to prevent erosion and slope slippage, the project's
contribution to this cumulative impact would be less-than-cumulatively considerable and,
therefore, less-than-significant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (a)}(3).
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Cumulative development in and near areas used by steelhead can significantly impact
availability and suitability of habitat areas. The Rispin project’s contribution to this cumulative
impact may be considered to be less-than-cumulatively considerable and, therefore, less-than-
significant, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15130 (2)(3), if relevant mitigation measures
in this EIR identified for project-specific impacts on steelhead habitat are implemented. In
addition, long-term avoidance of physical changes to steelhead habitats and implementation of
similar mitigation measures for cumulative projects near all watercourses utilized by steelhead
could effectively avoid or reduce impacts on these habitats.

Based on the cumulative development expected in the Santa Cruz County area and human use
of areas near monarch butterfly habitat areas such as Escalona Guich and Natural Bridges, the
cumutative impact on monarch butterfly habitat would be considered significant and
unavoidable. The Rispin Mansion, as proposed and with proper implementation of mitigation
measures in this EIR, would largely avoid impacts on monarch butterflies and their habitat.
However, the project proposes development within and areund monarch overwintering habitat
ESHA, which is a significant and unavoidable impact. The project would therefore contribute
significantly to the cumulative impact of develcpment and human activity on monarch habitat
areas in the Santa Cruz County area. However, implementation of relevant mitigation
measures in this EIR identified for project-specific impacts on monarch butterfly habitat wili
avoid significant ESHA degradation and will alow development in a fashion that is compatible
with ESHA. In addition, long-term avoidance of physical changes 1o monarch habitats
(including tree removal, damage, or substantial limbing)}, adaptive management for continued
habitat suitability, and implementation of similar mitigation measures for cumulative projects
near all monarch butterfly habitats could effectively avoid or reduce impacts on these sensitive
habitats. See 4.4 Biological Resources for additional discussion.

Cultural Resources

Cumulative impacts on cultural resources would likely be minimal due to the limited amount of
identified cultural resources in the project vicinity. The significant historical impacts of
development on the Rispin Mansion site are discussed in detail in this EIR and are purely a
site-specific concern. I cultural resources are discovered during cumulative project
construction {in the future), mitigation measures as described in 4.5 Cultural Resources would
need fo be implemented fo reduce the impact {o a less-than-significant level.

Aesthetics

Sensitive viewsheds occur in the City of Capitola near the ocean, near Escalona Gulch, and
along Soquel Creek. These viewsheds are valuable for their aesthetic qualities that add to the
small-fown, visitor-serving appeal of the City of Capitola. The significant viewshed impacts of
development on the Rispin Mansion site are discussed in detail in this EIR and are purely a
site-specific concern. The City has adopted visual requirements to ensure that significant
impacts to sensitive viewsheds do not occur. In addition, the proposed project improvements at
the Rispin Mansion sife are considered to be aesthetically beneficial because the site is
currently blighted due fo vandalism and neglect.

Traffic and Circulation

Cumulative traffic impacts for General Plan Buildout conditions are analyzed in detail in 4.7
Traffic and Circulation.
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Nolse

Cumulative projects, if sited and designed properly, would not be expected to result in
significant noise impacts to nearby residents. Cumulative traffic increases under General Plan
Buildout in terms of average daily traffic are not expected to exceed 20% along Wharf Road in
the project vicinity (see Table 6 in 4.7 Traffic and Circulation). If traffic volumes double, noise
levels at any given location exposed to that source will increase by approximately 3 dBA.
Traffic increases of 20% or less would result in small increases in decibel levels (less than 1
dBA increase). This increase in noise level is not discernible to the human ear. The resulting
noise levels are expected to be below the significance criteria identified in 4.8 Noise.

Air Quality

A contribution to cumulative air guality degradation in the North Central Coast Air Basin is
expected due to cumulative development in the area. The cumulative effect of additional traffic
movements in the area will Jead to an increase in emissions. As discussed in 4.9 Air Quality, a
proposed project that is consistent with the most recent AQMP would not have significant
adverse cumulative impacts upon regional air quality.

Project consistency with the AQMP for the Monterey Bay Region is used by the Disfrict to
determine a project’'s cumulative impact on regional air quality {i.e., ozone levels}. Consistency
of institutional projects is determined by comparing the estimated current population of the
jurisdiction in which the project is to be located with the applicable population forecast in the
AMBAG 1987 Regional Population and Employment Forecast. If the estimated current
population does not exceed the forecasts, indirect emissions associated with the project are
deemed to be consistent with the AQMP. Consistency of non-population related activities {i.e.,
hotels} is evaluated on a case-by-case basis by MBUAPCD. The project is consistent with the
most recent AQMP (MBUAPCD, 2000) and would not exceed or approach emissions
thresholds contained in the Plan. This is described in an AMBAG letter dated April 8, 1998 and
included in Appendix F of this EIR. Based on discussion with Janet Brennan (MBUAPCD) in
August of 2000, this letler is adequate to document that the project is consistent with the
existing AQMP, which would not change for this Revised Draft EIR. Based on
AMBAG/MBUAPCD analysis, the project will have a less-than-significant cumulative impact on
air quality. To ensure cumulative impacis are adequately mitigated {o a less-than-significant
tevel, responsible City and County agencies should comply with portions of the AQMP that
require ozone precursor and PM,; controls.

Because local ventilation is good and traffic modest, carbon monoxide {CQO} is not monitored in
the area, except in Salinas. CO emissions have been reduced dramatically by improved
emission controls on new automobiles in recent years. CO concentrations will increase slightly
as a result of the proposed project and cumulative projects, but based on modeling results in
Appendix F, are projected to be well below both California Ambient Air Quality Standards and
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Pubtic Services

Cumulative development would result in an incremental increase in demand for public services,
including water, wastewater treatment, police and fire protection, schools and solid waste.
Long-term water supply within the area served by the Soquel Creek Water Disirict is under
review by the District because they anticipate the need for a supplemental water supply and for
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improved conjunctive management of existing production facilities. The District is currently
studying options for augmenting the District's existing water supply and other measures to
provide services to cumulative development within its service area (SCWD, June 6, 2000).

Given that the District is planning for water supply improvements but has not developed specific
funded programs, cumulative impacis on water supply are considered significant. Until such
programs are defined, the District will continue to require new development to provide low-flow
fixtures and water-conserving landscaping to reduce water cohsumption levels of urban
development and minimize the impacts of new cumulative growth. The District would impose
these requirements directly on properties within its jurisdiction; the City of Capitola would not
need to adopt mitigation/improvement measures since water supply is managed and
administered by the District. Nevertheless, the City supports the District’s efforts to develop a
regional plan and to require low-flow fixtures and water-conserving landscaping of new
development. To help mitigate potentially significant cumulative water supply impacts, the City
will participate in the integrated plan as requested and assist with implementation of
recommendations and funding mechanisms, such as fees on new development. See 4.10
Public Services for mitigation measure language.

Project and cumulative development would result in an incremental increase in the demand for
fire protection services, provided by the Central Fire Protection District, and City police
protection services. According {o the AMBAG forecast, approximately 578 additional persons
will reside in the City of Capitola by the year 2020. The District anticipates the need 1o improve
existing facilities, increase personnel levels, and obtain new equipment to serve this increased
poputation. Future development would be required to provide adequate site access and design
and to use fire sprinkler systems to help minimize fulure demands. Property tax and sales tax
revenues from new development would help defray the costs of these improvements. Given
these actions and requirements, a significant cumulative impact on fire services is not expected.
If, however, the District determines additional funding is necessary, increased fees, benefit
assessments, or bonds could be considered. In this case, the Central Fire Protection District
would implement the program and require participation by properties within its service area; the
City of Capitola would not have any jurisdiction over these measures and improvements.

Rispin Mansion Profect
Revised Draft EIR 5-8 Denise Duffy & Assoclates, Inc.



6.0 ALTERNATIVES
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INTRODUCTION

This section evaluates alternatives to the proposed Rispin Mansion project as required by
CEQA. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires the consideration of a range of reasonable
alternatives to the proposed plan that could feasibly obtain mast of the basic objectives of the
proposed project. Thus, it is not required that an EIR study a completely different type of land
use on the proposed project site. The Guidelines further require that the discussion focus on
alternatives capable of eliminating significant adverse impacts of the project, or reducing them
to a level of insignificance, even if those alternatives would not fully attain the project objectives
or would be more costly. The discussion should also identify any significant effects that may
result from a given alternative.

In compliance with CEQA, this section discusses the "No Project Alternative” as well as other
alternatives and compares them to the proposed project. According to the CEQA Guidelines,
the range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires an
EIR to set forth only those allernatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. An EIR need
not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably asceriained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative.

Summary of ldentified Significant Project Impacts

As indicated above, the alternatives analysis is intended o focus on eliminating, or reducing in
significance, those project impacts identified in the EIR as significant or significant and
unavoidable. Significant and unavoidable impacts are those effects of the project that would
affect either natural systems or other community resources, and cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. The following significant and unavoidable impacts were identified:

project and cumulative impacts to monarch butterfly overwintering habitat (ESHA);
project and cumulative impacts on existing deficiencies at the 41% Avenue/Clares Street
intersection;

* cumulative impacts on 41% Avenue north of Clares Street and 41 Avenue north of Highway
1

» cumulative impacts on Capitola Road segments east and west of 46" Avenue; and

* cumulative impacts on Wharf Road north of Clares Street.

in addition to the aforementioned significant and unavoidable impacts, the project would resuit
in potentially significant or significant impacts in the following areas: geology and sails,
hydrology and water quality, biclogical resources, culiural resources, aesthetics, traffic and
circulation, noise, air quality, and public services. All of these impacts can be reduced to a less-
than-significant level with implementation of mitigation measures identified throughout the EIR.

Summary of Project Objectives
The following project objectives for the Rispin Mansion project were identified by the applicant

and reviewed by the City of Capitola, which is seeking to balance the economic, historical,
environmental, and community objectives in ifs review of this project:
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» 1o provide public access to the restored historical Rispin Mansion, gardens, and grounds,
guaranteed by appropriate legal instrument;

e To protect and enhance the ecasystem of the Rispin Mansion site, especially the riparian
vegetation and the monarch butterfly habitat, guaranteed by appropriate legal instrument;

» To achieve historical certification of the project (as a rehabilitation/development project of a
property on the National Register of Historic Places) from the State Historic Preservation
Office/National Park Service, and obtain Historic Investment Tax Credits;

» To retain as much undeveloped open space on the Rispin Mansion site as possible,
guaranteed by appropriate legal instrument;

» To provide a special event facility for public use in the gardens;
* To provide a meeting/wedding/multi-use facility for the public;

+ To create a stable/profitable economic investment;

+ To provide employment opportunities;

» To provide the City of Capitola with the best economic return while eliminating a current
revenue drain; and

¢ Toincrease high-level visitor-serving days for the City and the Capitola Village.

Project objectives include rehabilitating the Rispin Mansion and providing public access to open
space, a historically accurate garden, visitor-serving hotel, meeting and wedding facilities in
accardance with City of Capitola land use policies and requlations. This restoration will create
educational opportunities and public access to a historical area and natural open space,
preserve local history, and provide a mechanism for habitat protection and enhancement.
Finally, this project will provide employment opportunities and additional tax revenue for the City
of Capitola, and will eliminate the current revenue drain associated with maintenance,
insurance, and public safety calls {o the site.

Summary of Planning Efforts to Derive Alternatives

The City purchased the Rispin property in December 1985, with the intention of using it for a
library or other public use. In 1987, the Rispin Advisory Commiitee completed “The Rispin
Report,” which recommended a combination of seven public/quasi-public functions to be
accommodated at the Mansion, including museum-type space, theater/presentation space,
rentai space, gift shop, artists-in-residence program, meeting space, smali-scale food service.
The City itself first proposed rehabilitation of the Rispin Mansion and construction of a regional
library in 1991. In October of 1991, the City certified an EIR on uses considered for the
combined Rispin/Clares site, including the following potential uses: regicnal library, childcare
facility, 17 units of affordable housing, neighborhood park, footbridge over Soquel Creek, and
joint-use parking area. However, implementation was put an hold due to a lack of Gity funding
capacity. In 1893, a citizens' Rispin Advisory Committee was formed, which was formalized by
the City Council in July 1994. Also in July 1994, consultants were hired to assist with the Rispin
Mansion Use and Renovation Feasibility Study. Based on the results of this study, as well as
discussion and public input at several Rispin Commitiee meetings and two community forums
(in September and November 1994), in March 1995, the Rispin Steering Committee forwarded
two recommendations to the City Council: use as a public facility (Capitola Library) or a private
use {a bed and breakfast inn}. In March/April 1995, a community survey was conducted, and in
May 1995, the Rispin Steering Committee revised their recommendation to the City Council in
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support of the bed and breakfast aiternative. In June 1995, the City Council considered the
results of the community survey and the revised Rispin Steering Committee recommendation,
and directed the release of a Request for Proposals for a bed and breakfast inn development.

From the above chronology, it can be ascertained that the Rispin property was purchased with
the intent of public use, but that preferences shifted over time based on public input and
technical feasibility analyses. Despite the final recommendation by the Rispin Steering
Committee in favor of the private use alternative, their recommendation for this type of use was
contingent upon inclusion of public ancillary uses and public access in the Request for
FProposals (see discussion on page 4.1-4 in 4,1 Land Use and Planning). Further, the
Committee had the following stipulations:

If the Mansion is leased under a public/private partnership to a private developerioperator,

the City should negotiate to have the developer/operator pay for as much of the costs of

renovation of the Mansion as possible, and should negotiate to receive a return on the City

investment in the site, to the exient feasible.

« A condition of any use must be provision for significant public access to the Mansion,
gardens and grounds.

» The historic integrity of the Mansion must be maintained.

¢« Any new development on the property must be limited in scope and compatible with the

Mansion, so that the Mansion remains the focal point.

The Rispin Mansion project, as currently proposed, meets all of these stipulations and nearly all
of the public uses outlined in “The Rispin Report” and by the Rispin Steering Committee (see
discussion on page 4.1-4 in 4.1 Land Use and Planning}. Further, in 1868-1899, the City
developed a 4,200 square-foot modular library on the Clares/Whart site across from the Rispin
property, so this EIR need not look at a library use on the Rispin Mansion site.

Selected Ailternatives

The following alternatives are described and analyzed, then compared to the proposed project.
Also, the ability of each alternative to reduce the identified impacts is discussed. Other than the
No Project Alternative, which is required by CEQA, the selected alternatives could feasibly
obtain some, most, or all of the basic objectives of the proposed project, though perhaps o a
lesser exient than the proposed project, and are capable of eliminating significant adverse
impacts of the project, or reducing them to a level of insignificance.

Alternative 1 — No Project Alternative

Alternative 2 — Alternative Site Configuration (25-Unit Rispin Redevelopment Plan)
Alternative 3 — Rispin Mansion Bed and Breakfast

Alternative 4 — Reduced Scale Alternative
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4.6 AESTHETICS
XX

INTRODUCTION

This section describes the existing visual setting of the project area in terms of physical
attributes and aesthetics. The potential visual effect of the project is evaluated within the
context of the existing urban character of the area, and is based on field observation, General
Plan and California Coastal Act policies, and community guidelines.

SETTING

The proposed Rispin Mansion site consists of 6.5 acres of land located east of Wharf Road and
west of Soquel Creek. The site begins approximately 100 yards south of the intersection of
Clares Street and Wharf Road and extends about a quarter mile along Wharf Road. The visual
setting at the sile is an important consideration because Wharf Road is a roadway used
extensively by visitors and residents. The site is heavily vegetated and primarily open space.
in addition the site contains the Rispin Mansion, a wooden well house, remains of various
landscaping and infrastructure improvements, and the Rispin-Peery Pedestrian and Bicycle
Trail (Rispin-Peery Trail).

Figure 4-6 shows some key public viewpoints of the project site. Photos 1 through 6 show
photographs of the Rispin site from these viewpoints.

The Rispin-Peery Trait cuts through the properiy as a ten-foot wide concrete and asphali trail.
Looking north from this trail, the area formerly proposed for the north end building can be seen.
It is heavily vegetated with cak trees and low-growing vegetation on a steep slope, as shown in
Photo 1. Pedestrians and cycdlists are able fo see much of the north side of the Mansion
grounds from the southernmost point on this trail (see Photo 2). The Mansion, walkways and
other landscape features from Rispin’s time, and the foundations and structures north of the
Mansion built during Poor Clares residency, are clearly visible. This view reveals the
deteriorated condition of the Mansion and its surroundings due to vandalism, fire damage, and
neglect. The proposed area for the Rispin Conservatory is a sparsely-vegetaied slope leading
from the trail up 1o the historic garden that is immediately adjacent to the pedestrian trail.

The northern portion of the site along Wharf Road is mostly hidden by the historic eight-foot
concrete wall that borders the site and by heavy vegetation near the northern boundary of the
site, where the Rispin driveway connects with Wharf Road (see Photo 3). The roof of the
Rispin Mansicn is only somewhat visible from the neighbors to the west because it is at a lower
elevation than the wall (see Photo 4). The south end of the site is visible from Wharf Road and
is essentially open for access from Wharf Road (see Photo 5). This southern area is primarily
wooded with eucalyptus and acacia {rees and does not contain siructural improvemsenis except
for a small retaining wall and portions of the old driveway. Near the infersection of Clares
Street and Wharf Road, the deteriorated well house is clearly visibie through the vegetation,
eucalyptus and acacia frees {see Photo 6).
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View of Rispin Mansion site fruom soulhbound Wharl Road.
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Photo 5 View of southern part of Rispin Mansicn site from across Wharf Road.
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4.6 Aesthelics

There are no public viewpoints from the east side of the Mansion across Soque!l Creek. This
side of the Creek is lined with private residences. It is assumed that these residences have
very clear views of the Mansion itself and the heavy vegetation of the grounds. From these
homes, the Mansion most likely appears deferiorated. From Peery Park, north of these
residences, the Rispin-Peery Trail is visible, but the Mansion is almost entirely blocked from
view by the trees and heavy foliage surrounding it.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, and agency and professional standards, a
project impact may be considered significant if the project would:
s have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;

» substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited {o, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway;

» substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or

e create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area.

Alteration of Site Visual Character

Based on the current site plans, the site wil be developed with the following
features/improvements:

¢ Restoration of the Mansion building with 13 guest rooms, living room, dining room,
concierge area, siall service kitchen, exercise room, and storage room;

s Construction of one new building with eight guest units on the south end of the site for
visitor-serving accommodations (“South End Building™);

« Construction of seven guest units north of and adjacent to the Mansion ("North End Guest
Rooms”}, including:

» three units just north of and adjacent fo the Mansion entirely below the level of the entrance
to the Mansion and immediately beneath the laundry room/terrace,

» one unit at the location of the laundry roonmvierrace,

+ three units northwest of the Mansion separated from the laundry room/terrace by a brick
pathway where there is currently an existing foundation ("Poor Clares Rooms™),

» Construction of the “Rispin Pavilion,” a glass-enclosed structure, above three of the North
End Guest Rooms, and placement of a tent structure adjacent to the North End Guest
Rooms to provide a weather-proof setting on the north terrace and outdoor seating for the
Rispin Pavilion;

Rispin Mansion Project
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s Consfruction of an office within the restored well-house, and small expansions below the
existing well-house for security guard quarters and trash collection/ZEV parking;

« Construction of a new garden conservatory for weddings (“Rispin Conservatory™);

+ Restoration and addition of terraces (including the glass-covered Rispin terrace between the
dining and living rooms), ADA pathways and handicap lifts, and stairways in and around the
Rispin gardens and fountain area;'

¢ Improvements within the prism of the existing Rispin driveway and construction of five
interim valet parking spaces south and west of the Mansion {(near the well-house); and

e Use of the parking lot at the Clares/Wharf site to accommodate 60 spaces for the Rispin
Mansion project and the existing library (expandable to 85 spaces for "event parking”
through the use of a valet parking system).

The plans attached to this document show the proposed locations and elevations of the new
buildings. The South End Building will be a stepped building with a two-story configuration and
a maximum building height of no more than 17 feet above the existing grade, slanting to only 11
feet above existing grade at its eastern edge. The height of the building is approximately 15
feet above the grade of Wharf Road. The plan for this area of the site includes a six-foot high
cantilevered wall separating the development from Wharf Road. According to the plans, the
proposed South End Building will be approximately nine feet higher than the wall and would be
visible from vehicles traveling both directions on Wharf Road and potentially from vehicles on
Clares Street as it meets Wharf Road. Landscaping is proposed by the applicant to filter views
of this building. This includes attached lattice with ivy or similar vegetation, and trees along the
border between the South End Building and Wharf Road.

The restored rose arbor and the new North End Guest Rooms, Rispin Pavilion and tent
structure adjacent to the Mansion will be at a lower elevation, so that the top of these structures
will be at or below the top of the existing concrete wall and therefore not visible from Wharf
Road. According to the plans, the proposed Rispin Conservatory will be approximately nine
feet higher than the existing concrete wall and will thus be visible from Wharf Road. These
buildings will also be visible from the Rispin-Peery Trail. Specifically, the following will be
visible:

» The south and east elevations of the Rispin Conservatory; and

¢« The norih elevation of the North End Guest Rooms, and the Mansion in its restored
condition.

Heights of these buildings and architectural features are shown graphically on the site plans
and elevations attached to this document. In addition, the restored gardens, driveways and
other landscaping features will be visible and accessible from the Rispin-Peery Trail, as
proposed. These features will be improved under the proposed project creating a more
maintained, landscaped, and less overgrown appearance.

No public views of the site exist from the east side (across Soquel Creek). From Peery Park,
the Rispin-Peery Trail is visible; however, heavy vegetation blocks views of the Mansion and

' This includes minor changes to the Rispin-Peery bicyclefpedestrian trail to accommodate site improvements.
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the grounds. Other views from the east are available from residences along Riverview Drive.
Views from these residences will be changed, as it is probable that some new structures and
improvements to Rispin Mansion will be visible from these residences. Some improvements will
be positive, including cleaning the exterior walls and improving the quality of the Rispin Mansion
structure. The new buildings may adversely impact the viewshed depending on the quality of
design, construction, and long-term maintenance. The plans attached to this document show
details of the east elevations of the new units to the north of the Mansion and the Mansion
itself, including the new windows, doors, railings, and stairs.

Impact: The visual character of the site would be substantially altered as a result of
construction, buildout, and occupancy of the project. This is a potentially significant impact that
can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.
[Note: aesthetic mitigation (and related design elements) must not conflict with, and should be
done in coordination with, mitigation presented in 4.5 Cultural Resources.j

Mitigation

R-49 Obtain Architectural and Site Review approval from the City.

R-50 On-site utilities, including heating and coaling systems located on building roofs, must
be located in inconspicucus areas ar screened.

R-51 Building materials must be of a material or color that minimizes visual disruption and
glare.

R-52 Any on-site buildings, signs, fences, walls, and entry gates must be consistent with the
character of the Mansion and adjacent land uses.

Increased Light and Glare

The site will require security lighting and lighting for any cutdaor evening events. In addition,
tighting would be necessary for the crosswalk between the site and the parking lot.

Impact: Development of the Rispin Mansion project would introduce increased glare and night
fighting to the project site and surrounding area compared with existing conditions, which could
adversely affect nighttime views in the project area. This is a potentially significant impact that
can be reduced 1o a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation (in
addition to mitigation measures R-26 and R-42 in 4.4 Biological Resources}.

Mitigation
R-53 Lighting must be designed to minimize off-site glare. The type, height, and spacing of
lighting shall be approved by the City. Lighting must be directed downward and away

from Soguel Creek and residences to the east. Lights must be of minimum intensity
necessary for safety lighting. Light standards shall be a maximum of 15 feet high.

CUMULATIVE AESTHETIC IMPACTS

See 5.0 CEQA Considerations.
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Revised Draft EIR 4.6-8 Denise Duffy & Associates, Ine.



4.7 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION
L A X 4

INTRODUCTION

This sectlion describes the traffic and circulation issues of the proposed project based on the
traffic analysis by Higgins Associates (September 18, 2002). The 2002 report is an update of
traffic analyses prepared by Higgins Associales for the previous project proposals that were
evaluated in the 1998 Draft EIR {34 visitor-serving units) and 2000 Recirculated Draft EIR (26
visitor-serving units). The 1998 traffic analysis also evaluated a proposed 7,000 sguare-foot
library that is not now a component of the project. The traffic analysis is included in this EIR as
Appendix E.

The traffic analysis describes existing conditions, evaluates potential impacis due to the
proposed project, and recommends mitigation to reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant
level, if possible. Issues addressed include intersection and roadway levels of service analysis,
project access, internal circulation, parking and traffic safety. In addition, a cumulative analysis
under General Plan buildout conditions is included in this section.

SETTING

The Rispin Mansion project site is located just east of the Clares Street/Wharf Road intersection
in the City of Capitola, California. The joint-use parking lot is located on the northwest corner of
the Clares Street/Wharf Road intersection. The Rispin Mansion project will be accessed via the
southern driveway on Wharf Road.

Street Network

Roadways serving the study area include Highway 1, Wharf Road, Robertson Street, Clares
Street, Capitola Road, 41% Avenue, 46™ Avenue, 49" Avenue and Grace Street.

Highway 1 is a four-lane freeway with a grade-separated interchange at 41 Avenue. In the
vicinity of the project, Highway 1 is oriented in an east-west alignment, while the interregional
alignment of Highway 1 is designated as north-south. To the west {or Highway 1 north), it
provides access to the City of Santa Cruz and Santa Clara County via Highway 17. To the east
(or Highway 1 south), it provides access {o south Santa Cruz County, Monterey County, and
Watsonville.

Wharf Road is a two-lane north-south minor arterial and is approximately 33 feet wide along the
project frontage. The posted speed limit on Wharf Road is 25 miles per hour (mph}. North of
Clares Sireet, bike lanes are provided on Wharf Road. AH movements at the Wharf
Road/Clares Street intersection, a T-intersection, are protected by a stop sign. Near the project
vicinity, parking is prohibited on Wharf Road. North of the Highway 1 underpass, Wharf Road
changes to Robertson Street.
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Robertson Street is a two-lane north-south minor arterial that connects Wharf Road to Soquel
Drive. Robertson Street is appraoximately 40 feet wide at its approach to Soquel Wharf Road.
The posted speed limit on Robertson Street is 25 mph. Robertson Street forms a T-intersection
with Soquel Wharf Road that is unconirolled since Soquel Wharf Road is @ one-way street
{eastbound only).

Clares Street is a two-lane east-west minor arterial that connecis the northerly boundary of the
Capitola Mall complex to Wharf Road. Bike lanes are currently provided on the north side of
Clares Street. Near the project vicinity, parking is only allowed on the south side of Clares
Street.

Capiiola Road is a four-lane east-west arterial with a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Bike lanes
are currently provided on both sides of Capitola Road. Parking is prohibited on both sides of
Capitola Road.

41% Avenue is a six-lane north-south divided arterial that provides access to the Capitola Mall
complex and State Highway 1. Bike lanes are currently provided on both sides of 41% Avenue.
Traffic movements at the 41% Avenue/Clares Street intersection are controlled by a fully
actuated traffic signal. North of Highway 1, 41% Avenue is four lanes wide.

46" Avenue is a two-lane local street that serves local residences. The 46" Avenue northbound
approach at Clares Street and southbound approach at Capitola Road is controlled by a stop
sign.

49" Avenue is a twa-lane callector street with a posted speed limit of 25 mph. Parking is
aliowed on both sides of 49™ Avenue. All movements at the 49" Avenue/Capitola Road
intersection are controlled by stop signs.

Grace Street is a two-lane collector street and is approximately 45 feet wide at its approach to
Wharf Road. Parking is allowed on both sides of Grace Sireet. At Wharf Road, the Grace
Street approach is protected by a stop sign.

A total of 8 intersections are included in the analysis for weekday PM (4:00 fo 5:00 p.m.) and
Saturday mid-day (MD) peak hours {11:45 a.m. to 12:45 p.m.}. The nine study intersections
are listed as follows:

Roberison Street/Soquel Wharf Road
Wharf Road/Clares Street

46" Avenue/Clares Street

41 Avenue/Clares Street

Wharf Road/Grace Strest

49™ Avenue/Capitola Road

46™ Avenue/Capitola Road

41* Avenue/Highway 1 - South Ramps

L oN e o kWD

41* Avenue/Highway 1 - North Ramps

Based on discussion with Calirans, the Highway 1/Bay Avenue interchange does not require
analysis in this EIR (Charles Larwood, Caltrans, personal communication, March 22, 1899).
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Existing Roadway Segment Volumes and Operating Conditions

Traffic volumes documented in the previous traffic studies prepared for this project were
collected in December 1997 and January/February 1998. New weekday PM peak pericd and
Saturday MD peak period traffic counts were conducted at the Wharf Road/Clares Street
intersection on Thursday May 9, 2002 and Saturday May 11, 2002 to determine the extent to
which traffic volumes have changed between 1998 and 2002. On the basis of the percentage
change between the 1887/1998 counts and the 2002 counts collected at the Wharf Road/Clares
Sireet intersection, intersection volumes at the Clares Strest/46™ Avenue, Capitola Road/46"
Avenue, Capitola Roadf4g" Avenue, Wharf Road/Grace Street and Robertson Street/Soquel
Wharf Road were adjusted to reflect existing conditions. Existing weekday PM and Saturday
MD peak hour volumes documented in the traffic study prepared for the proposed 41% Avenue
Safeway Shopping Center expansion project located on 41% Avenue, north of Highway 1, were
utilized in this study to represent existing volumes at the 41% Avenue intersection with the
northbound Highway 1 ramps, southbound Highway 1 ramps and Clares Street.! The existing
weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour volumes are shown on Figure 4-7. The volumes
reflect peak season conditions, which occur during the summer.,

Intersection and roadway segment traffic flow operations are evaluated using a level of service
(LOS) concept. Intersection and road segments are rated based on a grading scale of “LOS A”
through “LOS F,” with “LOS A” representing free flowing conditions and “LOS F" representing
forced flow conditions. As per City of Capitola General Plan, LOS C would be considered the
maximum allowable LOS for roadway segments and intersections.

The LOS ratlings for roadway segments are based on the peak hour threshold volumes
provided in Appendix E. Other factors that may affect traffic flow conditions include
intersection channelization design, type of traffic control devices, pedestrian volume and on-
street parking activities. Therefore, the road segment fevel of service ratings should not be
relied solely upon to describe traffic operations along a street corridor. Intersection operating
conditions are discussed in the next section.

The weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour roadway segment volumes shown on Table 6
indicate that all study roadway segments currently operate within acceplable levels of service
{LOS C or better). No improvements are currently required for the study street segments.

The project proposes to place a new use along a roadway that is considered to be dangerous
by some members of the Capitola community, as evidenced by the public comments received
during the first public review period and at subsequent public hearings. Members of the public
have cited concerns for the existing conditions in the vicinity of the project, including high
speed, blind curves, and lack of adequate parking. The public has also expressed concern
about the existing truck traffic on Wharf Road and Clares Street, and has requested that the
City consider restricting truck traffic on these roadways. The California Vehicle Code sections
35701 through 35712 describe regulations affecting local agencies such as Capitola in their
ability to impose truck traffic restrictions on local roadways. Caltrans requires that they be
contacted prior to imposing any truck limitations.

! 41+ Avenue Safeway Shopping Center Expansion Tralfic impact Analysis, Fehr & Peers Associates, January 2001,

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.7-3 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
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TABLE 6
ROAD SEGMENT LEVEL OF SERVICE SUMMARY

No, of Existing Existing Plus Project General Plan Buildout
Travel PM Pk Sat MD Pk PM Pk . SatMD Pk PM Pk Sat MD Pk
Facility  Location Class Lanes Vol LOS Vol LOS Vol LOS Vol LOS Vol LOS Vol LOS
41st nfo Clares  Adderial 5 B B 4, 643 D 5,733 F

Aye St
nfo Hwy1  Anenal
NE Off
Ramp
Clares  w/fo 46th Callscter
&t Aye.

efg 46th Collectar
Ave

46th sio Clares Collector
Ave St

n/o Capitcla Collector
Rd

Capitola wia 4611 Anterial
Rd Ave

e/p 46th Arterial
Ave

Whad nio Clares  Minor-
Rd St Arterial

sfo Clares Minor-
St Arterial
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4.7 Traffic and Circufation

Existing Intersection Operating Conditions

In a manner similar to that conducted for the study road segments, an analysis of the study
intersections was conducied using the LOS concept. For signalized intersections, average
vehicle control delay (seconds) is used to estimate intersection LOS values. Delay is
dependent on many factors including the signal cycle length, the roadway capacity {(number of
travel lanes provided on each intersection approach) and the traffic demand and arrival pattern.
Appendix E provides a level of service description for signalized intersections. The TRAFFIX
7.5 software was utilized to calculate the level of service for the signalized study intersections.
The levels of service calculations determined by this software are based on technical
procedures documented in the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual. At siop sign controlled
intersections (unsignalized), vehicle delays for the side street {minor street approach) and
mainiine left-turn traffic are analyzed. The level of service values for vehicle movements on the
controlled approaches (minor street) are based on the peak hour approach volumes and the
avaitability of sufficient gaps in the major street traffic stream. The relationship between vehicle
delays and level of service values for stop sign controlled intersections is shown in Appendix E.
Per City standards, LOS C is established as the threshold for acceptable levels of service.
Existing intersection lane configurations are shown in Figure 4-8.

Table 7 provides the results of the existing weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour
intersection operating conditions. The resuits indicate that all the study intersections currently
operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS C or better) with the exception of the 41%
Avenue/Clares Street intersection and the Wharf Road/Clares Street intersection.

At the Wharf Road and Clares Street intersection the following improvement will improve the
existing LOS to an acceptable C:

« An exclusive right {urn only lane on the southbound Wharf Road approach to the
intersection with Clares Street shall be installed. After the exclusive right-turn lane is
installed, the City shall monitor this intersection in the future and if the intersection LOS
degrades to D, signalization shall be installed or other improvements implemented to
ensure that the LOS remains at C.

Al the 41 Avenue / Clares Street intersection, it may not he feasible to provide capacity related
improvements that would improve intersection operations to LOS C or better due to the
proximity of existing development. An exclusive right turn lane can be added on the
southbound 41% Avenue approach to Clares Street. This Improvement would reduce the
average vehicle delay experienced at the intersection, but the intersection would continue to
operate at LOS D during the weekday PM and Saturday peak hours.

Intersection levels of service worksheets are included in the traffic analysis in Appendix E.
Transit Service
The Santa Cruz County Transit District provides regular fransit service to and from the site.

The nearest bus stops to the project site are located at the corner of Wharf Road/Clares Street
and at the corner of 46" Avenue/Clares Street.

Rispin Mansion Profect
Revisad Draft EIR 4.7-6 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation

LOS - Level of service,

N3, SB, EB, WB - Northbound, Southbound, Eastbound, Westbound.

1.
2.
3. L, T, R~ Left tumn lane, Through fane, Right furn fane,
4.
5.

Leved of service hightighted represents operating conditions with mitigation.

Table 7
__ Peak Hour Intarssction Levels of Sarvice (LO8)
........................... JEXISTING ¢ EXISTING + PROJECT GENERAL PLAN
EXISTING WEEKDAY | SATURDAY ! WEEKDAY : SATURDAY : WEEKDAY | SATURDAY
TRAFFIC PM PEAK MD PEAK i PMPEAK | MDPEAK | PMPEAK ! MDPEAK
INTERSEGTION CONTROL DEL ! LOS { DEL 1 LOS | DEL |LOS: DEL | LOS | DEL ]LOS | DEL | LOS
Robertsons 8t (N-3)  [NO 8.7 A 8.9 A 8.7 A 8.9 A 89 A 9.4 A
Soquel Whart Rd CONTROL TSN I S U A B sootl SO I R
(WB)
dist Ave (N-5) SIGNAL 413 D 14457 D 14171 D 6531 D (720f E [1391] F
Clares St (E-W) ' W/SB RT 40.1 0 {428] D 1403 D ! 495 D is15| E [1048] F
46t Ave (NB) 2-WAY NBApproach} 126 | B 1457 | € {127 B 1163 | ¢ {135 B [172] ¢
Clares St (E-W) STOP
Wharf Rd (N-S) 3WAY 198 Cia4n | F 12127 C771 ETE3YTD 12030 F
Clares St (EB) sTOP WISB RT 148 B {44917 B 71487 B | 1641 ¢ '1586: € | 66| C
Wharf Rd (N-S) SINAY EB Approach | 135 B 14871 B | 12ETB ] 148 § 1451 B {161 C
Grace SE{EB} STOF
A0th Ave (N-S) ALLSWAY T T 14.5 B 34t € |45 B | 212 C T i7i: € 12061 D
Capitola Rd {E-W) STOP WiSignal 211 C | 234 C
46th Ave {SB) 2WAY SB Approach] 138 B 1561 B {1381 B [ 156 ;| B {149} B {172 C
Capitola Rd (E-W)  |STOP T
115t Ave (N-S) SIGNAL 106 B 2637 C 106 B | 287 ¢ 19621 B f8e2| E
vy 1 B Rarmps W NE &g | IR TS A S At aee
Lonos & 2% NB I Sodbtat S
RTtoramp. | 1
{1st Ave (N-5} SIGNAL 158 B 1937 8 i858 B | 193 B {190 B i401; D
ey 4 NB OFf- W/3d NB & 5B 175 B {2471 €
Ramp Lanes
Notcs: 1. DEL - Delay (seconds per vehicley e o
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation

Route 52 serves the project site. Route 52 provides hourly weekday service connecting the
project site to the Capitola Mall, Portola Drive, Capitola Avenue and Soguel Drive. The route
provides access to the Capitola Mall, which is a major transfer site, where transfers can be
made {o other routes on the system.

Bikeways

The bikeways near the project vicinity include striped on-street bike lanes along Wharf Road,
from Clares Street north to the Capitola city limit, along the north side of Clares Street west to
41% Avenue, and along Capitola Road from Wharf Road west beyond Capitola Mall. Bike lanes
are alsc provided along both sides of 41% Avenue on the study rcad segment.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines and agency and professional standards, a
project impact may be considered significant if:

« it would resdlt in a traffic increase that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system;

» |t would cause existing intersection or highway roadway levels of service to degrade
below LOS "C" or substantially contribute to significant cumulative impact;

« the project design does not have adequate parking or internal circulation capacity or
parking to accommodate increased traffic; or

» the project does not include adequate provision for bicycle, pedestrian, or transit access.

This section describes project trip generation, project trip distribution and assignment, operating
conditions, project access and potential project impacts.

The 1998 Draft EIR evaluated the Rispin project as proposed in March 1988 by the developer
that included a 34-unit “Inn at Rispin Mansion,” meeting and wedding factHities for 50 or less
people, and restoration of the Mansion and grounds. In addition, the 1998 Draft EIR evaluated
a proposed 7,000 square foot library, and joint use parking iot as a separate project, and in
combination with the proposed Rispin Mansion project. The 2000 Recirculated Draft EIR
evaluated the impacts of the project associated with development of 26 units (29 rooms) for
visitor serving accommodations, a Rispin Conservalory for meetings and/or weddings,
restoration of the Mansion and grounds, and improvemenis to the joint use parking lot. This
Revised Draft EIR evaluates the currently proposed Rispin project, which includes 28 guest
rooms, as well as a Rispin Conservatory, restoration of the Mansion and grounds, and joint use
parking lot.

The following alternative development scenarios were evaluated:

1. Development of ihe Rispin Mansion project only
2. Cumulative Traffic Analysis - General Plan Buildout Conditions

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.7-9 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.



4.7 Traffic and Circuiation

The proposed project considered in this EIR would generate less vehicle and truck trips, and
tess parking demand than the project proposed in 1998 and evaluated in the 1998 Draft EIR, as
well as the April 1999 project evaluated in the 2000 Recirculated Draft EIR. The previously
prepared traffic analysis has been updated to account for changes to traffic volumes that have
occurred since the original traffic counts for the project were collected.

Intersection and Roadway LOS Impacts

A maximum of fwo weddings would generally occur on a Saturday. The first wedding is
scheduled to begin around 11:00 a.m. During this time, it is estimated that minimal outbound
trips will occur because people will be arriving at, rather than departing from, the wedding. The
Saturday MD street peak hour occurs between 11:45 a.m. and 12:45 p.m. near the project
vicinity. During this peak hour, minimal project trips would occur. However, for a worst-case
analysis, it is assumed that the wedding inbound peak occurs during the street peak hour. The
second wedding will occur on Saturday evenings {around 5:00 p.m.), well after street peak hour
traffic conditions. The second wedding will therefore have a lesser impact than the first
wedding, and no analysis of the traffic impacts associated with the second wedding is
necessary.

To provide a worst-case analysis of project impacts, the project trip generation was based upan
a 27-room project. Based on ITE trip generation rates for motels (see Table 8) and assuming
an average aufo occupancy of two persons/vehicle for the wedding component, the project
developed with 24 rental units (27 rooms) will generate approximately 245 daily (weekday) trips
and 389 daily {Saturday) trips. The project will generate 16 vehicle trips (9 inbound and 7
“outbound) during the weekday PM peak hour, and 51 vehicle trips (34 inbound and 17
outbound) during the Saturday MD peak hour. The project traffic generation is summarized in
Table 9.2

Trip distribution defines the origins and destinations of all trips to and from a project site. Trip
assignment defines the actual travel paths that motorists would choose between the project
site, and their origins or destinations. The project traffic was distributed to the study sireet
network based upon a review of existing traffic counts and travel patterns. The distribution of
peak hour trips generaled by the Rispin Mansion project and irip assignment is presented in
Figure 4-8. The project trip assignments were added to existing weekday PM peak hour and
Saturday MD peak hour volumes to derive the existing plus project peak hour volumes. These
volumes are illustrated in Figure 4-10.

2 with one additional room, the 28-ropm project would gensrate nine {8) mare trips on a weskday and nine (9) more
rips on a weckend day, This is not a significant volume of trips and these adgitional trips would not change the
results/conclusions of the traffic analysis. During the peak hour analysis periods (weekday PM and Saturday ME),
the additional rcom would nol increase the irip generation that was analyzed in the traffic study. The peak hour trip
generation for the visitor-serving component of the project is summarized below:

Weekday PM peak hour - 27 rooms=15.7 trips; 28 rooms=18.2 trips

Saturday MD peak hour — 27 reoms=20.5 trips; 28 rooms=21.3 frips

When rounded, either size project (27 rooms or 28 rooms) generates 16 trips during the weekday PM peak hour ang
21 trips during the Saturday MD peak hour. Therefore, one additienal room can be added to the project without
requiring any changes to the peak hour traffic analyses previously completed for the project {meme from Dan
Takacs, Higgins Associates, November 2002; see Appandix E).

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.7-10 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.



4.7 Traffic and Circulation

TABLE 8
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION R_A_TES
WEEKDAY SATURDAY
FM PEAK HOUR MD PEAK HOUR
FEAK % OF PEAK % OF
LAND USE UNIT DAILY HOUR _ ADT IN OUT DALY HOUR  ADT IN QUT
INN AT RISPIN MANSION
1. Bed and Breakfast per rooim A% BB4 078 9%  45%  55%
2. hMieeting/VWedding Facilities per person SeanhE a0 080 0%  100% 0%
TABLE §
PROJECT TRIP GEMERATION SUMMARY
WEEKDAY SATURDAY
PM PEAK HOUR MD PEAK HOUR
PEAK % PEAK %
DALY HOUR  OF DAILY HOUR  OF
LAND USE SIZE VOL. _ VOL __ ADT IN ouT VOL VoL _ ADT IN ouT
INN AT RISPIN MANSION
1. Bed and Breakfast 27 rooms 246 239 21 9% g 12
2. Meeling/Wedding Facilities 50 peopie 0 150 20 20% 25 5
TOTAL PROJECT TRIPS 246 16 6% 9 7 189 51 13% 34 17

Note; 1. Bed and Breakfast trip generation rates based o Metel (| TE Lard Use Code 320) trip
’ generaticn rates published by ITE; Trip Generation Manual, 6th Editicn,
Z. Wedding fagility tip generation rafe based on auto occupanty of 2 personshvehicle with
madmum of 2 weddings per Saturday.
3. 1 kst = 1,000 sgquare feet.

Rispin Mansion Project
Revised Draft EIR 4.7-11 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.
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4.7 Traffic and Circufation

The existing plus project weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour intersection levels of service
are summarized in Table 7. The results indicate that all the study intersections will continue to
operate at acceptable levels of service (LOS C or better), except the two intersections that
currently have deficient operations — 41% Avenue/Clares Sireet (weekday PM peak hour and
Saturday MD peak hour) and Wharf Road/Clares Street {(Saturday MD peak hour). Intersection
impraovements will be warranted for existing plus Rispin Mansion project conditions.

Impact: The project will contribute tc existing deficiencies at the Clares Sireet and Wharf Road
intersection during the Saturday MD peak hour conditions. The existing plus Rispin Mansion
project candition at this intersection during the Saturday MD peak hour would be a vehicle delay
of 77.1 seconds (LOS F). This is a significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with impilemenlation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-54 The Rispin Mansion project shali contribute its fair share of construction costs for the
installation of an exclusive right turn lane on the southbound Wharf Road approach to
the intersection with Clares Street; the improvement shall be implemented prior to
project occupancy. This improvement would change the Saturday midday LOS at
Clares Street and Wharf Road from LOS F to LOS C under existing plus project
conditions during the Saturday MD peak hour. After the exclusive right-turn lane is
installed, the City shall monitor this intersection in the future and if the intersection LOS
degrades to D, signalization shall be installed or other improvemenis implemented to
ensure that the LOS remains at C.

Note: If an exclusive right turn lane on the southbound Wharf Road approach to the
intersection is not consiructed prior to project occupancy, this impact would be a
significant and unavoidable shori-term impact,

Impact: The Rispin Mansion praject will contribute io existing deficiencies at the 41% Avenue/
Clares Street intersection during the weekday PM peak hour and Saturday MD peak hour. The
existing plus Rispin Mansion project weekday PM peak hour condition at this intersection is a
vehicle delay of 41.7 seconds {(LOS D) and the Saturday MD peak hour condition is a vehicle
delay of 55.3 seconds {LOS D).  This is a significant and unavoidable impact. The following
mitigation measure can reduce the impact, but not lo a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation

R-55 The Rispin Mansion project shall contribute ifs fair share of construction costs for the
installation of an exclusive right turn lane on the southbound 41% Avenue approach to
Clares Street; the improvement shali be implemented prior to project occupancy. With
construction of this improvement, the LOS would remain at LOS D during the weekday
PM and Saturday MD peak hours with 40.3 seconds of delay and 49.5 seconds of delay,
respectively.

Short-term Constructicn Traffic

Short-term construction traffic (including truck traffic for exporting fill} will occur on the roadways
surrounding the project site during the period of construction. Development of the Rispin
Mansion project will require export of approximately 1,013 cubic yards of scil. This amount of
soil export requires 51 trucklocads based on 20 cubic yards of soil per load. Each fruckload

Rispin Mansion Profect
Revised Draft EIR 4.7-14 Denise Duffy & Associates, Inc.



4.7 Traffic and Circulation

creates one inbound and one outbound truck trip (for a total of 102 truck trips, in this case). A
truck trip is equivalent, in terms of impacts, to three passenger car trips and, therefore, it can be
assumed that 306 passenger car trips have equivalent impacts.

in the worst-case scenario, all soil export will occur within one workweek, resulting in 61
equivalent passenger car trips everyday. This (s equivalent to the impacts for one week of a
seven-lot subdivision. If the soil export is spread out over more than five days, the truck trips
will be less per day. Based on this discussion, the amount of new traffic will be short-term and
will not significantly impact the {evels of service on roadways or at intersections (Keith Higgins,
personal communication, November 4, 1998).

Parking

The Rispin project proposes improvements to the joint-use parking at the corner of Clares
Street and Wharf Road to provide 80 spaces for the Rispin project and the existing lbrary. For
special events, a valet parking system will be used that will allow for up to 85 parking spaces at
the joint-use site.

Based on the data contained in Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Parking Generation
Manual, 2nd Edition, peak parking demand rates for a non-conventional hotel {such as the
Rispin Mansion project) range from 0.20 tc 0.68 parking spaces per occupied room. These
rates include small meetings and employees. For a worsi-case weekday scenario, the highest
rate that is suggested by ITE is 0.68 parking spaces per occupied room. Therefore, the peak
demand for parking on weekdays would be 18 spaces. This demand analysis counts the three
"suite” units (with two bedrooms and two bathrooms each} as two units each.

During the Saturday MD peak hour, the wedding component of the project will require additional
parking. Assuming maximum capacity (49 persons}, an auto occupancy of two persons/vehicle,
and two employees/caterers’ vehicles at the wedding, a maximum of 27 parking spaces will be
required by the wedding component of the project.

Section 17.51.200 of the City zoning code prohibits sharing of off-street parking areas unless
the type of structure indicates, in the opinion of the Planning Commission, that the periods of
usage of such structures will not be simultaneous with each other. To permit discussion about
the use of shared parking, an evaluation of hour-by-hour parking requirements is provided in
Table 1¢. Table 10 assumes a worst-case parking demand scenario (between the hours of
10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.) of one space per occupied room (based on 28 rooms) plus one
additional space for employees. The demand reduces gradually to 30% of peak demand®
between the hours of noon and 2:00 p.m. and then increases back to 100%. Table 10 also
uses an assumption of 25 spaces for the wedding component and 2 addifional spaces for
caterers/employees that peaks during the wedding with a portion of these demands required for
the hours before and after the wedding. The library parking demand rate is one space per 600
square feet plus three spaces for employees (10 spaces tofal), and the library’s Saturday hours
are 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

2 Based on the data contained in the Urban Land Inslitute’s, Shared Parking (1983), the parking demand rate for a
hotel between 12:00 to 1:00 PM on a Saturday is 0.30 parking spaces per occupied room,

Rispin Mansion Project
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation

Tabie 10
Worst-Case Hourly Parking Analysis — Saturday
RISPIN MANSION LIBRARY | TOTAL
HOTEL
HOUR OF WEDDING | TOTAL SPACES | SPACES
DAY % OF PEAK | SPACES | SPACES | SPACES REQUIRED | REQUIRED
0:00f 100% - 29 0 29 0 29
1:00 100% .29 0 29 0 29
2:00] 100% 29 . ] 29 0 29
300 100% 29 0 29 0 29
4:00  100% 29 0 29 0 29
500 100% 29 0 29 0 29
6:00 0% 26 1] 26 0 26
7:00 70% 20 0] 20 0 20
8:00 80% 17 0 17 0 17
9:00 50% 15 ] 15 3 18
10:00 40% 12 20 32 10 - 42
11:00 35% 10 27 37 10 47
12:00 30% 9 27 36 10 - 46
13:00 30% ) 27 36 .10 46
14:00 35% 10 5 15 10 25
15:00 40% 12 5 17 - 10 27
16:00 50% 15 35 TS 45
17:00 60% 17 44 c 44
18:00 70% 20 47 0 47
19:00 80% 23 50 0 50
20:00 20% 26 53 ' 0 53
21:00 95% 28 33 0 33
22:00] 100% 29 - 29 0 29
23.00] 100% | 29 29 0 29
MAXIMUM HCURLY PARKING DEMAND 53
PROPOSED SPECIAL-EVENT PARKING SUPPLY 85
PARKING SURPLUS AT WORST-CASE PARKING DEMAND 32

Table 10 demonstrates that the proposed joint use parking lot would provide adequate parking
for the Rispin Mansion project and the existing library at the Clares/\Wharf site during a special
event (i.e., wedding). Table 10 shows that the peak parking demand would occur on Saturdays
between 8:00 p.m. and 9:00 p.m. when there is expected fo be a minimum parking surplus of
32 spaces. The actual conditions are expected to require less parking for the following
reasons:

+ The Rispin Conservatory cannot accammodate more than 49 people and every event will
not be at maximum capacity.

» Some wedding or meeting guests will stay at Rispin as hotel guests; therefore, they could
be included twice in Table 10.

In addition to parking for the uses detailed above during the Saturday worst-case scenario,
there may be additional demand for parking by the general public coming to visit the open
space. However, this type of use would typically occur during daytime hours when parking

Rispin Maasion Project
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4.7 Trafflc and Clreulation

demands from the other uses in Table 10 would be below the peak parking demand, and would
thus be accommodated within the proposed parking supply. Based on this analysis, the Rispin
Mansion project would have a less-than-significant impact on parking in the focal area.

Internal Project Circulation, Access and Safety

The 1998 Draft EIR found that the internal circulation on the Rispin Mansion site did not appear
to have adequate capacity for the volume of cars that would have used the site. The project
evaluated in the 1998 Draft EIR proposed 20 parking spaces on the steeply sloped site that is
accessed from a single driveway. This impact has been reduced to less-than significant due to
the redesign of the site and proposed access needs. In the current plans evaluated in this EIR,
the proposed project includes only five parking spaces, and limits on-site access and parking to
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements, emergency vehicles, deliveries, and short-
term guest check-in and drop-off (i.e., valet service).

increased vehicle (including trucks), bicycle and pedestrian use of the area has the potential to
cause safety conflicts, due primarily to the use of the Clares/Wharf site for parking, additional
delivery vehicle use of the road, and the proposed valet parking system. During the public
review and hearings on the 1998 DEIR for the Rispin Mansion project, members of the public
commented that the existing condition of Wharf Road and Clares Street in the project vicinity is
dangerous due to vehicular speeds and a blind curve just north of the site. There will be an
increased number of vehicles turing left (across through ftraffic) into and out of the
Clares/Wharf parking lot, and there will be some vehicles turning left onto the Rispin site.
These turning movements, in combination with increased pedestrian activity, present a
significant safety impact.

The project proposes to provide a valet/bellman service at the Clares/Wharf parking lot. Guests
approaching the site from the north on Wharf Road or from the west on Clares Street would
turn into the Clares/Wharf parking lot and would have the ability to be transported from the
parking lot to the Rispin site in street-legal zero-emission vehicles (ZEVs).

Impact: The proposed Rispin Mansion project would: 1) increase vehicle (including truck),
bicycle and pedestrian use of the area, and 2) increase left turn movements on Wharf Road.
These project features present potentially significant safety impacts. This is a significant impact
that can be reduced fo a less-than-significant level with implementation of the foliowing
mifigation.

Mitigation

R-56 Install signs to encourage pedestrians o use the crosswalk at the intersection of Clares
Street and Wharf Road.

R-57 Install a stop sign at the project driveway approach out onto Wharf Road.

R-58 Because vehicular access to the site will be restricted, and because the project parking
area is located north of the Wharf Road/Clares Street intersection, appropriate guide
signing shall be provided on Wharf Road and Clares Street to direct Rispin Mansion
patrons 1o the parking area.

To address public concern regarding speeds and safety on Wharf Road, the City should explore
the following recommended condition of approval.

Rispin Mansion Project _
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Recommended Condition of Approval

» As part of the Rispin Mansion project, the applicant shall implement traffic calming
measures on Wharf Road, such as sidewalk bulbs or other roadway improvements that
have been demonstrated to reduce traffic speeds, subject to review and approval by the

City.

CUMULATIVE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS - GENERAL PLAN BUILDOUT CONDITIONS

This scenario presents the analysis of cumulative buildout traffic conditions, including an
evaluation of future roadway and intersection operaticns. Development of the Rispin Mansicn
project under General Plan Buildout was analyzed. Impacts related to this development
scenario on study road segments and intersections are described below.

General Plan Buildout Read Segment Volumes and Operating Conditions

Traffic volumes onh the study road network are expected 10 increase over time, as new projects
are developed within the Capitola area. Future traffic in Capitola will primarily increase as a
result of growth in the County, particularly the area immediately adjacent to Capitola. To
account for the additionatl traffic that will be added to the road network from cumulative projects,
existing peak hour volumes were increased using growth rates established by AMBAG forecast
volumes developed for recent projects in the immediate vicinity (including Capitola Crossing
EIR, February, 1898, with changes in May 1998} and County of Santa Cruz forecasts
documented in the traffic study prepared for the Soquel Drive/41%" Avenue Shopping Center
Expansion project. The cumulative analysis documented in the Soquel Drive/d41% Avenue
Shopping Center study derived annual growth factors of 0.7 percent to 2.0 percent for 41%
Avenue and Soquel Drive based on traffic volume forecasts from the County of Santa Cruz
General Plan Circulation Element. To provide a conservative analysis, a growth factor of 2.0
percent per year was applied to existing peak hour volumes for a 15-year period at the 41*
Avenue intersections with the Highway 1 northbound ramps, Highway 1 southbound ramps and
Clares Street. To establish General Plan buildout volumes at the other study intersections, a
growth factor of 1.11 was applied to the existing weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour
volumes. The 1.11 factor was obtained from the AMBAG forecast volumes developed for the
Capitola Crossing EiIR. The project trips were added to the buildout base volumes to achieve
total General Plan Buildout volumes.  The roadway segment peak hour volumes for General
Plan Buildout conditions are Hiustrated in Table 6.

Traftic growth is expected to result in unacceptable conditions on the following links under
General Plan Buildout conditions:

1. 41% Avenue north of Clares Street;

2. 41% Avenue north of Highway 1;

3. Capitola Road east and west of 46" Avenue; and
4, Wharf Road north of Clares Sireet.

Widening 41* Avenue between Clares Street and Highway 1 to an 8-lane facility would be
required to achieve LOS D operations on this facility based on the planning level threshold
volumes shown in Appendix E. North of Highway 1, widening 41% Avenue to a 6-lane facility

Rispin Mansion Project
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would also achieve LOS D operations based on the planning level threshold volumes.
However, widening 41* Avenue is not considered feasible given the proximity of existing
development. Simitarly, widening the two-lane sections of Capitola Road east and west of 46"
Avenue and Wharf Road north of Clares Sireet is not considered feasible given the proximity of
existing development and/or topographic constraints. A well-coordinated system of signals
along the 41* Avenue corridor could improve corridor operations. However, a detailed corridor
study that would identify feasible improvements on 41* Avenue has not been performed. Under
these conditions, cumulative impacis to the road segments listed above are considered
significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative impact: The following road segments will operate at unsatisfactory levels of
service under General Plan Buildout conditions:

1. 41 Avenue north of Clares Street; and
2. 41 Avenue north of Highway 1.

implementation of the mitigation measure listed below will reduce cumulative impacts, but it is
not certain that impacts will be fully mitigated. This is a significant and unavoidable cumulative
impact.

Cumuliative Mitigatiaon

C-3 A study of the 41% Avenue corridor between Capitola Road and Highway 1 will be
conducted to identify feasible improvements, including traffic signal coordination, that
would improve corridor traffic operations. The proposed project shall provide a fair
share contribution towards the cost for this study.

Cumulative Impact: The Capitola Road segments east and west of 46" Avenue will operate at
unsatisfactory levels of service under General Plan Buildout conditions. This is a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact.

Cumulative Mitigation

No known mitigation currently available.

Cumuiative Impact: Wharf Road north of Clares Street will operate at unsatisfactory levels of
service under General Plan Buildout conditions. This is a significant and unavoidable
cumulative impact.

Cumuiative Mitigation

No known mitigation currently avaiable.
Highway 1

In addition, the project will contribute to an existing level of service deficiency on Highway 1 in
the vicinity of the City of Capitola (LOS F during weekday AM and PM peak hours). Until
improvements to Highway 1 that would increase the capacity of the facilily are constructed,
LOS F operating conditions will continue.

Rispin Maunsion Project
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Caltrans has established a level of service policy that applies statewide. Caltrans seeks fo
maintain a target level of service at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on State highway
facilities. Caltrans acknowledges that this may not always be feasible. If an existing State
highway facility is operating at less than the appropriate target LOS, the existing measure of
effectiveness (MOE) should be maintained. This policy is documented in "Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies," a Caltrans document that was first published in 2000.
While it is not feasible for the Rispin project to implement mitigation that would maintain the
existing MOE, Caltrans recognizes a contribution towards a future improvement to the facility as
mitigation. In this case, a contribution towards Highway 1 improvements that are currently
under planning and design studies could be considered as mitigation for impacts to Highway 1.*

In May 2003, Dan Takacs from Higgins Associates spoke with Mike Galizio, the Caltrans staff
person in charge of intergovernmental relations for Santa Cruz County, to clarify this issue.
Caltrans had written a comment letter on a project in Monterey Caunty that contained the
following sentence: "In cases where a state highway facility is already operating at an
unacceptable LOS, it is our position that any project traffic {rips added to this facHity should be
considered a significant cumulative traffic impact and should be mitigated accordingly." Where
there is a significant cumulative impact as described in this situation, Caltrans looks for a pro-
rata contribution towards an improvement that mitigates the cumulative impact. Mr. Galizio
indicated that when a Project Study Report has been completed for an improvement project that
would mitigate a project's cumulative impact, the findings of the PSR should be used to
determine the pro-rata contribution.

Cumulative Impact: The project will contribute to an existing level of service deficiency on
Highway 1 in the vicinity of the project. This is a significant cumulative impact that can be
reduced to a fess-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Cumulative Mitigation

C-4 The Rispin project shall contribute its fair share of construction costs (pro-rata
contribution} for the widening of Highway 1 fo six lanes between Morrissey Boulevard
and Larkin Valley Road, using the findings of the PSR completed in 2002.

General Plan Buildout Intersection Operating Conditions

Traffic growth associated with General Pian buildout and traffic generated by the Rispin
Mansion project were added to existing volumes to establish General Plan peak hour volumes.
General Plan weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour volumes for the Rispin Mansion project
are presented in Figure 4-11.

The resuits displayed in Table 7 indicate that General Plan conditions with development of the
Rispin Mansion project will result in unacceptable levels of service (LOS C or better) at five of
the nine study intersections.

* A Project Study Report (PSR) was completed last year for widening Highway 1 fo six lanes betwaen State Park
Brive and Morrissey Boulevard, Eight alternatives were cvaluated in the PSR with year 2002 construction costs
ranging from $161 million to $194 million and year 2002 right-of-way costs of up to $25 miillien. The sclected
alternative will add 2 lane in each direction for High Cecupancy Vehictes (HOVs) wilh the project limits extended to
Larkin Valley Read/San Andreas Road. The next phase of the project is the environmental review; the Regional
Transportation Commission has approved $8 million for preparation of an EIR. A local transportation sales tax ballot
measure proposed for the November 2004 baliat would fund the project. A Joint Powers Authotity is being
eslablished to oversee and manage the projcct.

Rispinn Mansion Project
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4.7 Traffic and Circulation

Cumulative Impact: Under General Plan conditions, the Wharf Road/Clares Street intersection
will operate at an overall LOS D {33.1 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the weekday PM
and LOS F (120.3 seconds of delay per vehicle} during the Saturday MD peak hours.
Cumulative condition weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour volumes at this intersection
satisfy Caitrans peak hour signal warrants. This is a significant cumulative impact thal can be
reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Cumulative Mitioation

C-5 The Rispin project shall contribute its fair share of construction costs (pro-rata
contribution) for the installation of an exclusive right turn lane on the southbound Wharf
Road approach to the intersection with Clares Street; the improvement shall be
implemented prior o General Plan buildout. This improvement would change the LOS
at Clares Street and Wharf Road to LOS C under General Plan buildout conditions
during Saturday MD and weekday PM peak hours. After the exclusive right-turn lane is
installed, the City shall monitor this intersection in the future and if the intersection LOS
degrades to D, signalization shall be installed or other improvements implemented to
ensure that the LOS remains at C.

Note: If an exclusive right turn lane on the southbound Wharf Road approach to the
intersection is not constructed prior to General Plan buildout, this impact would
be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

Cumulative Impact: Under General Plan Buildout conditions, the 41% Avenue/Highway 1
southbound off-ramp intersection will operate at an overall LOS E {(858.2 seconds of delay per
vehicle) during the Saturday MD peak hour and 41* Avenue/Highway 1 northbound off-ramp
intersection will operate at an overall LOS D (40.1 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the
Saturday MD peak hour. This is a significant cumulative impact that can be reduced fo a less-
than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Cumulative Mitigation

C-6 The Rispin project shall contribute its fair share of construction costs (pro-rata
contribution) for the reconstruction of the Highway 1/41% Avenue interchange to include
three through lanes on 41 Avenue and an additional exclusive right turn lane on the
northbound 41% Avenue approach to the southbound Highway 1 on-ramp; the
improvement shall be implemented prior to General Plan buildout. With construction of
this improvement, the LOS at the Highway 1 southbound ramp intersection and the
Highway 1 northbound ramp intersection would be improved to LOS C under General
Plan buildout conditions during the Saturday MD peak hour.

Note: If the interchange is not reconstructed to provide three through lanes on 41¢
Avenue over Highway 1 and an exclusive right turn lane on the northbound 41%
Avenue approach to the southbound Highway 1 ramp prior to General Plan
buitdout, this impact would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

Cumulative Impact: The 41" Avenue and Clares Street intersection under General Plan
Buildout conditions will aperate at an overall LOS E (72.0 seconds of delay per vehicle) during
the weekday PM peak hour and LOS F (139.1 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the
Saturday MD peak hour. The mitigation measures provided below can partially mitigate this

Rispin Mansion Project
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impact. Until a detailed corridor study is performed to identify capacity related improvements
that can be implemented, and evaluate alternative signal timing coordination plans, it is not
certain whether this cumulative impact can be fully mitigated. This is a significant and
unavoidable cumulative impact.

Cumuiative Mitigation

C-7 The Rispin project shall contribute its fair share of construction costs (pro-rata
contribution) for the addition of an exclusive right-turn only lane on the 41% Avenue
southhound approach to Clares Street; the improvement shall be implemented prior to
General Plan buildout. With construction of this improvement, the LOS would remain at
LOS E (61.5 seconds of delay per vehicle) under General Plan buildout conditions
during weekday PM peak hcurs and LOS F (104.9 seconds of delay per vehicle) during
the Saturday MD peak hour.

C-8 The Rispin project shall contribute its fair share of costs for a detailed study of the 41
Avenue corridar that evaluates the feasibility of alternative roadway improvements and
alternative traffic signal coordination plans that would improve corridor traffic operations.
{Nole: this is the same as cumulative mitigation C-3.]

Cumulative Impact: Under General Plan Buildout conditions, the 49" Avenue/Capitola Road
intersection is projected to operate at LOS D (29.6 seconds of delay per vehicle) during the
Saturday MD peak hour. Weekday PM and Saturday MD peak hour volumes at this
intersection satisfy Caltrans peak hour signal warrants under cumulative conditions. This is a
significant cumulative impact thal can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the following mitigation.

Cumulative Mitigation

C-9 The 49" Avenue/Capitola Road intersection should be monitored by the City and a traffic
signal installed when warranted based on intersection operations and volumes.
Signalization of the intersection would result in LOS C operations during the weekday
PM and Saturday peak hours.

Note: If the intersection is not signalized when intersection volumes and operations
warrani, this impact would be a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact.

Rispin Mansion Project
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4.8 NOISE
¢o 4

INTRODUCTION

This section is based on a previous noise analysis prepared for the site in 1991 as part of the
Rispin Project EIR, and is supplemented by additional noise measurements performed by
Denise Duffy & Associates on May 1, 1998. In addition, recent traffic volumes from the traffic
analysis prepared by Higgins Asscciates in September 2002 are used in the analysis to
determine if significani increases in noise levels have occurred over time since these
measurements,

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Noise Pefinitions

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Noise intensity is measured on a decibel (dB) scale. On
this scale, noise at zero decibels is barely audible, while noise at 120-14C decibels is painful
and can cause hearing damage.

There are several different measurements of noise. Community noise is typically measured in
decibels with A-weighting (dBA). The dBA scale provides compensation for human sensitivity
by discriminating against frequencies to approximate the sensitivity of the human ear. For
evaluating noise over extended periods, the "Day-Night Noise Level" scale (Ldn) and the
"Communily Noise Equivalent Level" (CNEL) are measures of the average equivalent sound
level {Leq) during a 24-hour period. These measuremenis of noise account for greater
sensitivity of noise receptors at night by adding 5 decibels (for evening hours between 7.00 pm
and 10:00 pm) and 10 decibels (for evening hours between 10:00 pm and 7:00 am} fo nighttime
noise levels, and averaging the noise over a full day.

Existing Noise Sources

The primary noise source in the project area is traffic from several local roadways. Peak pass-
by noise levels for passenger vehicles on local streets are 60-70 dBA at 25 feet. Buses, trucks,
motorcycles, and poorly muffled cars produce pass-by noise levels 5-15 dBA higher. The sound
level of noise from traffic in decibels is related to the amount of traffic. A doubling or halving of
traffic volume typically results in a 3-dB increase or decrease, respectively, in the traffic sound
level. A change of 3 dB is generally considered to be the threshold for a perceptible change in
sound. This means that a significant change in traffic volume (i.e., doubling or halving) is
needed before a perceptible change in traffic noise will occur. 1n general, a 13-dB increase in
noise level is perceived as a doubling in loudness.

When the noise source (i.e., location and level) is the same and the distance is increased, the
noise will decrease by approximately 8 dB for every doubling of distance away from the source.
When the noise source is a continuous line {i.e., vehicle traffic on a highway), noise levels
decrease by approximately 3 dB for every doubling of distance. Often a drop-off rate of 4.5 dB
per doubling of distance is used when the [ocal ground between the roadway and the receiver is
vegetated.

Rispin Mansion Projcct
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The primary roadways in the project area are Clares Street and Wharf Road and, to a lesser
extent, 46th Avenue, 41st Avenue and Highway 1. These streets also are primary access
routes to and from the project site. Aircraft flying overhead is occasionally audible in the project
area, but is not a significant noise source relative to iraffic noise. Other noise sources typical in
this urban location include dogs barking, children playing, etc. These sources are not significant
compared to the noise produced by the dominant transportation sources.

Sensitive Receptor Locations

Noise sensitive land uses are typically given special attention to achieve protection from
excessive noise. Noise sensitive land uses include residential areas, hospitals, libraries,
schools and retirement homes {(City of Capitola, 1989). Sensitive receptors that could be
affected by the project include the existing library, the residential care facility, and single-family
and multi-family residences on streets such as Wharf Road and Clares Street, which will carry
traffic to the Rispin Mansion project site. In addition, residential receptors are located adjacent
to or near the project site, including south of the Rispin Mansion site and surrounding the library.

Noise Policies and Guidelines

Federal, state, and local agencies requlate noise. The state Environmental Protection Agency
establishes a noise goal of 60 decibels {dBA) for outdoor noise and 45 dBA for interior noise for
sensitive uses. State Department of Health and General Plan Guidelines indicate that school,
library and residential uses are normally acceptable where exterior noise levels are 60 dBA {Ldn
or CNEL) or below with conventional consfruction. Construction of buildings in areas where
noise levels are 60-70 dBA is conditionally acceptable with adequate design features
incorporated.

The City of Capitola General Plan Noise Element has adopted noise criteria planning guidelines
to assist in evaluating the compatibility of land use proposals. These noise guidelines can be
used to assess potentially significant project-generated noise levels. The appropriate noise
limits suggested by the Noise Element for various types of land uses are shown in Figure 4-12.
These noise guidelines are based upon the California Department of Health Services (DHS)
recommendations that are provided in Figure 4-13.

The City’s noise level guidelines are specified as Ldn/CNEL for various land use categories and
are rated as normally acceptable, conditionally acceptable, normally unacceptable, and clearly
unaccepiable. These designations are defined in Figure 4-12. There is some overlap in the
standards because each situation is unique. For the purposes of this evaluation, the worst-case
noise interpretation of the standards and guidelines is used to determine impacts and mitigation
measures required.

The overaltl goal of the City of Capitola Noise Element is “to preserve the quiet that exists in the
City.” Several goals and policies will help the City achieve this overall goal by ensuring that new
developments mitigate noise to acceptable levels, siling noise sensitive uses to avoid exposure
greater than “normally acceptable,” and controlling construction noise. The City’s Noise
Crdinance generally prohibits using equipment that creates “loud, penetrating, irritating,
boisterous or unusual” noise within 200 feet of a noise-sensitive land use. This is especially
applicable for the proposed project, due to the close proximity of the site fo residential uses.

Rispin Mansion Project
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Ldn or CNEL,dB ]
LAND USE CATEGORY 55 6065707580 Interpretation
.Residential- Single Family 77 )
Duplex, Mobile Home = [ ] NORMALLY ACCEPTABLE
Residential- '% l Specified land use is satisfactory, based up-
Multi-Family i onthe assumption, that any buildings involved
- . — are of normal conventional construction,
Transient Lodging 7 without any special noise insualtion require-
Motel, HOtEl A AR, ments.
School, Library, Church,
Hospital, Nursing Home
CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLE

Auditorium, 1 .
nditorium, Concert Hall New construction or development should be

Sports Arena, Outdoor undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the
Spectator Sports noise reduction requirements is made and
Playground, Neighborhood needed noise insulation features included in
Park ) the design. Conventional construction, but
Goll Course, Stable, Water with closed windows and fresh air supply
Recreation, Cemetary :ﬁ;;iems or air conditioning will normally
Office Building, Business, ce
Corhimercial and Professionat SRR
1 %
Industrial, Manufacturing,  §— 3N NORMALLY UNACCEPTABLE
Utilities, Agriculture {E_ _
SR New construction or development should

generally be discouraged. If new construction
or development does proceed, a detailed
analysis of the noise reduction requirements
must be made and needed noise insulation
features included in the design.

X CLEARLY UNACCEPTABLE

New construction or development should
generally not be undertaken.

Note: Based on guidelines prepared by the State of California and modified by the City.

City of Capitola Figulre2
Noise Compatibility Standards 4-
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LAND USE COMPATABILITY FOR COMMUNITY NOISE ENVIRONMENTS

Community Noiss Exposure
Land Use Calsgory Lan or CNEL, 48
85
I . SR/ S B INTERPRETATION:

Resideniial - Low Dansity

Singta Famity, Duplax,

Mobils Homaz
Spacified land use is satislactory,

Rexldantial - ba:fue{] upon the assumption thal any

MuRI. Family buildings involved are of normal
converttional construction, without
any spacial noise insulation

requirements.

Transient Ladging -
Motels, Holals

Sthoals, Libraries, Condiionally Azcaptahie

Churches, Hosplial New canstruction or davelopment
KurEing Hnm:: . should te undartaken only after a
detalled anaiysis of the noise reduction
requirements is made and neaded
Auditeriums, Concart : gim:;in:uhgnnﬁureﬁ ilWh-tfed::ti'n
Halls, 1 n. Conventional construction,
Amphitheators but with closed windows and fresh air
stpply systems or air conditioning

Speciator Sports

Mormally Unaccaptabie

New constriction or davelopment
should generally be discouraged. tf
new construction or development does
proceed, a detailed analysis of the
naise reduction requiremenis must be
made and needed noise insulation
faatures includad in the design.

Playgrounds,
Najghborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding
Stables, Water
Recraation, Cametsries

Dffice Bulldings, Business | et
Commearcial and
Professlonal

Clearly Unacceplahle
Hew construction or deveiopment
should genarally not be undertaken.

SR e
industrial, Manutasturing, st
Wiities, Agricuiture

Source: Califernina Office of Planning and Research, General Plan Guidelines , Appendix A (Depariment of Health Services, Guidelines for
Preparation and Gontent of the Noise Element), 1990.

California Department of Health Services Figure
Noise Compatibility General Guidelines | 4-13
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4.8 Noise

Nocise Measurements

Four noise monitoring locations were selected to represent worst-case residential receptor
locations. During the marming of May 1, 1898 (at approximately 7:30 AM), ambient noise
monitoring was performed at four representative receptor locations that could be adversely
affected by project traffic or on-site noise. The results, including a description of the locations,
are shown in Table 11. in addition, this table shows the measured noise levels taken in 1881
as part of the Rispin Project EIR {City of Capitola, April 1891).

Tahle 11
Existing Average Leg Noise Levels (dBA)
Monitoring # |Location 1990 1068
survey’ survey’
#1 at Rispin Mansion 51.6 52.1
#2 50 feet west of Wharf Road on 60.8 59.0
north side of Clares Streel
#3 50 feet north of Clares Sireet on §0.5 64.2
the west side of Wharf Road
#4 50 feet east of Wharf Road near 70.1 72.1
Highway 1
" Measurements by Jones & Stokes on Dec. 7-8, 1990 (City of Capitola, April 1891).
% Noisc measurements by DD&A on May 1, 1998.
Please note: These noiss levels {{ eq) do not reflect the difference in Ldn or CNEL noisc
parameiers hecause they are not time-averaged or time-weighted for an entire day.

The statistical noise descriptor, Leq, was recorded five times at each monitoring location for
five-minute intervals. These measurements were performed to provide a comparison with
previous noise studies conducted as part of the 1991 Rispin Project EIR, and supplemented by
the 1995 Rispin Project Supplemental EIR.

The Leq shown in the table for each survey was comparatle for monitoring locations #1, #2,
and #4, and significantly higher for the measurement taken along Wharf Road at monitoring
location #3. These increases are assumed to be due {0 increased traffic volumes on Wharf
Road north of Clares Street. It should be noted that these numbers are shown in Leg because
they were taken at discrete moments in time (short time intervals). Therefore, they do not
reflect noise levels in Ldn or CNEL {time-averaged measurements), the parameters used in City
of Capitola noise thresholds and guidelines.

Figure 4-14 shows 60 dBA Ldn noise contours based on modeling in the vicinity of the project
site performed as part of the 1921 Rispin Mansion project. These contours show that under the
no project alternative, the distance from the center of Wharf Road and Clares Street to the 60
dBA Ldn noise contour is approximately 75 feet. Based on the discussion of distance and traific
volume effects on sound levels above, the noise contours will not move o the extent that the
Rispin Mansion site will be within the “normally unacceptable category.” Specifically, a doubling
of distance from the noise source {fraffic on Wharf Road and Clares Street) will decrease the
sound level by about 4.5 dBA if the ground is vegetaled, and it takes a doubling of traffic
voiumes to increase the noise level by 3 dBA (the minimum perceptible increase). Table 12
below shows that the existing volumes on Wharf Road have not increased by more than 20.5%.
Therefore, the temporal increase in sound level is not perceptible based on this analysis.

Rispin Mansion Project
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Table 12
Weekday PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes on Wharf Road
November 1990 vs. May 2002

South of Clares Street North of Clares Street
1990 662 863
2002 697 1,040
% increase 5.3% 20.5%

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, and agency and professional standards, a
project impact may be considered significant if the project would:

s expose people to severe noise levels or would not be compatible with ambient noise
tevel standards; or

» substantially increase ambient noise levels in adjoining areas or in areas of sensitive
receptors.

Operaticnal Noise

Noise exposure at the Rispin Mansion project site. As described previously in this section and
shown in Figure 4-14, 60 Ldn nocise contours in the vicinity of the Rispin Mansion site were
contained in the 1991 Rispin Project EIR. The “normally acceptable” noise level for all of the
Rispin Mansion project buildings s 60 dBA Ldn and the distance to the 60 Ldn from the
centerline of Wharf Road is shown on Figure 4-14 as approximately 75 feet. Buildings and
other uses within 75 feet of the centerline of Wharf Road will exceed the “normally acceptable”
noise criteria. Therefore, the South End Building, the Rispin Conservatory, the well house, and
the upper North End Guest Rooms are all within the "conditionally acceptable” category. They
are not, however, considered in the “normally unacceptable” category (above 70 dBA Ldn)
because, as described above, it would take a doubling of traffic volumes to increase the noise
level by 3 dBA (an increase deemed "perceptible”). Until the fraffic volumes are more than
double the existing traffic volumes {which is not possible within the foreseeable future), these
uses are not expected to be considered within the "normally unacceplable” category. The
Mansion itself is outside of the 60 dBA Ldn noise confour (or less than 60 dBA Ldn), making it
“normally acceptable”. In addition, the thick concrete wall bordering Wharf Road on the project
site, the change in topography, the minimal west facing fenestration on the Mansion, and the
type of construction of the Mansion ensure continued consistency with the interior noise
standard of 45 dBA Ldn within Rispin Mansion.

Impact: Exterior noise levels due io existing traffic along Wharf Road and Clares Street at the
South End Building, the upper North End Guest Rooms, the well house, and the Rispin
Conservatory would exceed the City of Capitola criteria of 60 dBA Ldn or CNEL for “normally
acceptable” noise levels for lodging, motels, and hotels. In addition, the exterior noise levels at
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other new structures may in the future exceed the 60 dBA Ldn or CNEL threshold. This is a
significant impact that can be reduced to a fess-than-significant level with implementation of the
follawing mitigation.

Mitigation

R-59 All newly constructed buildings must be designed to attenuate noise inside the buildings
as required for habitable structures within the 60 dBA Ldn noise contour, Noise
insulation features selected shall be incorporated in the design to ensure that noise
levels do not exceed 45 dBA Ldn in habitable rooms. Conventional construction with
closed windows and a fresh air supply, or air-conditioning, will normally achieve this
goal.

Off-site sensitive receptor exposure to project-related traffic noise. In addition to on-site impacts
of development of the Rispin Mansion project, existing residential uses along 41st Avenue,
Capitola Road, Clares Street and Wharf Road are exposed to fraffic noise levels which exceed
the criteria for residential land use of 60 dBA Ldn. 1t is expected that the increase in traffic due
to the proposed Rispin Mansion project (see Table 6 - Road Segment Level of Service
Summary in 4.7 Traffic and Circulation) will not significantly increase traffic volumes along any
road segments. The maximum increase in traffic volumes due to project-related traffic would
occur along Wharf Road and Clares Street, where the maximum increase in traffic volumes
during peak houwss is less than 5%. According to the discussion above, perceptible changes in
noise levels require a 3-dB increase (which is caused by doubling traffic volumes). The
increase in traffic volumes due to the Rispin project will cause an imperceptible increase in
traffic noise levels compared to existing conditions. Because the noise increase will not be
perceptible, this is considered a less-than-significant impact.

Off-site sensitive receptor exposure to on-site noise. Several proposed uses at the Rispin
Mansion site may impact adjacent residences by creating nuisance noises. These uses include
wedding and meeting activities (of 49 people or less in the Rispin Conservatory) that require
outdoor-amplified music and microphones, or large outdoor gatherings. Amplified sounds and
cumulative noises from people talking (unamplified) outdoors may adversely impact neighbors
of the site to the south and west (along Wharf Road and Clares Street} and the residences
located across Soquel Creek to the east. These noises will not be significant from a time-
averaged perspective due to their short-term, irregular basis; therefore, they will not exceed
noise thresholds {based on Ldn, or daily averages). However, this noise will potentially be
audible to adjacent residents and could be considered a nuisance.

Chapter 5.24 of the Municipal Code requires that no owner, manager or operator of any
business or establishment {(except theaters}) may arrange for or allow entertainment to be
conducted on the premises without obtaining an entertainment permit. If the entertainment is
entirely enclosed within a structure and cannot, at any time, be audible outside of that structure,
the use need not obtain an enterfainment permit. The City Council may impose any conditions
reasonably related to the concerns described in the findings in Section 5.24.005 including such
things as days and hours of operation and significant noise reduction measures.

Section 9.12.010 of the Municipal Code prohibits any person, firm or corporation from making,
or permitting to make, any loud boisterous, irritating, penetrating or unusual noise. In addition, it
prohibits a variety of activities that make “loud, penetrating, irritating, boisterous or unusual
noise,” within two hundred feet of any place regularly used for sleeping purposes between 10:00
p.m. and 8:00 a.m. Section 8.12.040 specifies that it is unlawful for any person without a city
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permit to operate a loudspeaker, public address system or sound ampliification system, or
playing of @ musical instrument except as follows:

» The operation of sound reproduction or broadcasting equipment within the dwelling shall be
permitted provided that the reception shall not be amplified to a level which persons of
ordinary sensibility located on another properly or in another dwelling would find
bothersome.

« The use of such equipment or musical instruments cutside of dwelling houses between the
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. on private property for the private entertainment of people
shalt be permitted provided it cannot be heard on any other property.

Impact: Rispin Mansion uses, such as weddings and meetings, would result in intermittent,
shori-term noise increases. This noise may be audible fo adjacent residents and may be
considered a nuisance. This is a potentially significant impact that can be reduced fo a less-
than-significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-60 The applicant must obtain an entertainment permit from the City of Capitola pursuant {o
Chapter 5.24 of the Municipal Code that shall include the following conditions of
approval, at a minimum:

o Hours of operation for weddings and large meetings must be restricted to 8:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m. (consistent with Chapier 9.12 of the Municipal Code, the Noise
Ordinance), although small corporate breakfast meetings may occur as early as 6:30
a.m.

e Hours of operation for amplified outdoor music/use of microphones shall be restricted
to 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m.

Construction Noise

Clearing and grading activities during construction would occur for a period of up to a year and
will involve the use of heavy equipment on the site. Most diesel-powered heavy construction
equipment, such as dump trucks and bulldozers, produces noise levels of 80-80 decibels at a
distance of 50 feet. Other equipment, such as impact hammers, saws, and generaiors can
create peak noise levels of 70-90 decibels at 50 feet. Typical noise tevels and usage factors for
construction equipment are listed in Table 13. The usage factors describe the percentage of a
work day that a piece of equipment would typically be used (i.e., 0.2 usage factor means 20% of
a work day). Consfruction equipment may be in operation less than 50 feet from the nearest
residences for brief periods. Therefore, the maximum noise exposure of an unproiected
location could be more than 80 dBA. Generally, properiy line fences would offer protection of 6
to 8 decibels depending upon their height and quality. Solid perimeter fences around the site
early in the construction phase can offer noise protection where no property line fence exists.
Construction noise will be intermittent and of limited duration at any given location. Consfruction
noise will be greatest during grading activities where heavy equipment is used.
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Table 13
Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels
Noise Level (in dBA at 50 ft)
Equipment Without With Feasible Usage “
Noise Control | Noise Contro! "
Earthmoving
Front Loaders 79 75 0.4
Backhoes 85 75 0.2
Dozers 80 75 0.4
Traciors 80 75 0.4
Scrapers 88 80 0.4
Graders 85 75 0.1
Trucks 9 75 G4
Pavers 89 80 0.1
Materials Handling
Concrete Mixers 85 75 0.4
Concrete Pumps g2 75 0.4
Cranes 83 75 02
Derricks g8 75 0.2
Stationary
Pumps 78 75 1.0
Generators 78 75 1.0
Compressors 81 75 1.0
Saws 78 75 0.05
!mpac;.t 0.05
Jack Hammers 88 75 0.1
Rock Drills g8 80 0.05
Pneumatic Tools 86 80 0.2
Source: U.8. Environmental Protection Agency, “Noise form Consiruction Equipment and
Cperations, Building Equipment, and Home Appliances,” December 1971,
' Estimate levels obtainable by selecting quieter procedures or machines and implementing
noisc control features requiring no major redesign or extreme cost.
Percentage of time eqguipment is operating at noisicst mode in most used phase on site.
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Temporary noise increases of & dBA (not time-averaged) would be experienced frequently
during the heaviest construction periods for an area within about one block of the site. This
doas not signify a permanent increase {(or an increase in the Ldn or CNEL); it would only he
increased while construction is actively occurring at the site. Construction-related traffic to the
site during some days could increase noise levels along Wharf Road and Clares Street by &
dBA (not time-averaged) for certain periods of the day. For the adjacent residential properties,
an increase in Ldn of § dB or more could occur during portions of the construction period.

Impact: Project construction will result in intermittent and short-term noise increases that will
impact residents near the site. This Is a significant impact that can be reduced to a less-than-
significant fevel with implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-61 The City shall require that the construction contractor implement noise control measures
(Best Construction Management Practices) during project construction, as outlined
betow:

* Require use of construction equipment and haul trucks with noise reduction devices,
such as mufflers, that are in good condition and operating within manufacturers’
specifications.

* Require selection of quieter equipment {(e.g., gas or electric equipment rather than
diesel-powered equipment), proper maintenance in accardance with manufacturers’
specifications, and fitting of noise-generating equipment with muffiers or engine
enclosure panels, as appropriate.

« Prohibit vehicles and other gas or diesel-powerad equipment from unnecessary
warming up, idling, and engine revving when equipment is not in use and encourage
good maintenance practices and lubrication procedures to reduce noise.

s Construct temporary plywood barriers around particularty noisy equipment or
activities at appropriate heights.

» [ocate stationary noise sources, when feasible, away from residential areas and
perform functions such as concrete mixing and equipment repair off-site.

s Except under special circumstances approved by the City Building Official, Hmit

consiruction activities to the normal working day between the hours of 8 am. and 7
p.m. Monday through Friday.

CUMULATIVE NOISE IMPACTS

See 5.0 CEQA Considerations.
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4.9 AIR QUALITY
¢ee

INTRODUCTION

This section was prepared based on Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Conirol District
{(MBUAPCD) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (October 1995, revised February 1897, August 1998,
December 1999, September 2000, and September 2002), project characteristics, and vehicle
trip generation estimates by Higgins Associates. Details of the air quality modeling analysis can
be found in Appendix F of this EIR. The 1998 modeling was not redone for the 2000
Recirculated Draft EIR or this Revised Draft EIR based on the fact that potential air quality
impacts are being reduced by vehicle fleet improvements over time, and the project has been
reduced in size.

SETTING

Regional Climate, Topography and Meteorology

The project site is located in Santa Cruz County along the northern portion of the Monterey Bay
coastal area. In Santa Cruz County, coastal mountains exert strong influence on the
atmospheric circulation and result in generally good air quality. The primary controlling factor in
the climate of the air basin is a semi-permanent high-pressure cell over the eastern Pacific
Ocean. it is more dominant in the summer, triggering persistent west and northwest winds
across the California coastiine. Air descends in the Pacific High, creating a stable temperature
inversion of hot air over a cooler coastal air layer. The onshore air current passes over the cool
Pacific air layer to bring fog and relatively cool air into the coastal valleys. The warmer air aloft
behaves like a lid to restrict vertical air movement.

The generally northwest-southeast orientation of mountainous ridges tends to resfrict and
channel the summer onshore air currents, Surface heating in the interior portion of the Salinas
and San Benito Valleys creates a weak low pressure that intensifies the onshore airflow during
the afternoon and evening. In the fal, the surface winds become weak, and the marine layer
grows shallow, dissipating altogether on some days. The air flow is occasionally reversed in a
weak offshore movement, and the relatively stationary air mass is held in place by the Pacific
High pressure cell that allows pollutants to build up over a period of a few days. [ is most often
during this season that the north or east winds develop 1o transport polutants {from either the
San Francisco Bay area or the Central Valley into the air basin. The air basin encounters its
most significant air quality problems in late spring and fall when a combination of weak onshore
winds and stable temperatures create an inversion that restricts the verlical and horizontal
dispersion of pollutanis.

Regulatory Setting

The project site is located within the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), one of fourteen
statewide basins designated by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). This basin
includes Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito Counties. The Monterey Bay Unifiled Air
Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) is responsible for local control and monitoring of criteria
air poliutants.
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The MBUAPCD shares responsibility with CARB for ensuring that state and national ambient air
quality standards are met within Santa Cruz County and the NCCAB. State law assigns local
air districts the primary responsibility for control of air poltution from stationary sources while
reserving to the CARB control of mobile sources. The MBUAPCD is responsible for developing
regulations governing emissions of air polution, permiiting and inspecting stationary sources,
monitoring air quality, and air quality planning activities.

As required by the California Clean Air Act, the MBUAPCD develops and implements an Air
Quality Management Plan (AGQMP). The 2000 AQMP for the Monterey Bay Region is intended
to improve air quality through tighter industry controls, cleaner cars and trucks, cleaner fuels,
and increased commute alternatives. Adopted Transportation Control Measures (TCMs)
identified in the plan include the following:

improved Public Transit

Area Wide Transportation Demand Management {TDM}
Signal Synchronization

New and improved Bicycle Facllities

Alternate Fuels

Park and Ride Lots

Livable Communities

Selected Intelligent Transportation Systems

Traffic Calming

Criteria Pollutants and Ambient Air Quality Standards

Potential sources of poliutants are categorized as stationary (i.e., industrial or institutional uses)
or mobile {i.e., vehicular uses). Criteria pollutants are those contaminants that the federal
Clean Air Act specifically regulates through the setting of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). NAAQS define contaminant levels that are acceptable for all segments of
the public and which will have no long-term undesirable effects. Air quality standards also have
been established at the state level. Table 14 contains a complete list of air quality standards.

The types of criteria pollutants monitored by the MBUAPCD include ozone, particulate matter
with diameter of 10 microns or less (PM,,), nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide, and sulfur
dioxide is reported where the instrumentation is available. As State standards for czone and
PM,, are currently exceeded, these pollutants are of particular concern in the NCCAB.

The monitoring of ozone provides a measurement of the primary oxidant "smog" components,
which are produced by complex chemical reactions involving reactive organic gases (ROG} and
nitrogen oxide {NO,) in the presence of sunlight. The primary sources of ROG within the
NCCAB are motor vehicles, organic solvents, the petroleum industry and pesticides. The
primary sources of NO, are motor vehicles, power plant, mobile sources,
manufacturing/industrial, and mineral processes (MBUAPCD, 18935).

Inhalable particulate matter, or particles less than 10 microns in diameter (PM,,}, is a criteria
pollutant. Particulate matler is classified as primary or secondary depending on ils origin.
Primary particles of PM,, are emitted directly, are the most commonly analyzed and modeled,
have limited dispersion characteristics, and are considered localized poliutants. Secondary
PM,, can be formed in the atmosphere through chemical reactions involving gases. Typical
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sources of particulate matter include fugitive road dust, windblown dust, farming operations,
wasteburning, construction, mobile sources, industrial processes and other sources.

In 1897, the U.8. Environmental Protection Agency adopted new national air quality standards
for ground-level ozone and fine particulate matter. Implementation of the standards was
delayed by a lawsuit. In May of 1989, the Court of Appeals ruled that setting the new public
health standards for czone and pariiculate matter was an improper delegation of legislative
authority to the U.S, EPA. The decision was appealed to the Supreme Court, and on February
27, 2001 the Supreme Court unanimously ruled in favor of the EPA, clearing the way for
implementation of the new standards. During the interim, CARB deveioped designations for the
California air basins, calling for the MBUAPCD fo be designated as an attainment area for the
new 8-hour ozene standard. Designations for fine particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less in
diameter (PM,5) will require more time, since a maonitoring network has to be established and a
minimum 3-year monitoring period will be required.

Carbon monoxide (CO) is heavily dependent upon vehicle emissions and weather. Other
sources of carbon monoxide include fuel combustion in stationary sources and agricultural
burning. Because local ventilation is good and traffic modest, CO is not menitored in the area,
except in Salinas. Carbon monoexide, hydrocarbon and oxides of nitrogen emissicns have been
reduced dramatically by improved emission controls on new automabiles in recent years.

In addition {o the criteria pollutants discussed above and listed in Table 14, Toxic Air
Contaminants (TACs) are ancther group of pollutants of concern. Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs) are injuricus in small quantities and are regulated despite the absence of criteria
documents. The identification, regulation, and monitoring of TACs is relatively recent compared
to that for criteria pollutants. Unlike criteria pollutants, TACs are regulated on the basis of risk
rather than specification of safe levels of contamination.

Table 14
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant Averaging Federal State
Time Primary Standard Standard
Ozone 8-Hour .08 PPM -
1-Hour 0.12 PEM 0.09 PPM
Carbon Monoxide 8-Hour 8.0 PPM 9.0 PPM
1-Hour 33.0 PPM 20.0 PPM
Nitrogen Dioxide Annual 0.05 PPM -
___1-Hour - 0.25 PFM
Sulfur Dioxide Annual 0.03 PPM -
24-Hour 0.14 PPM 0.04 PPM
1-Hour -- 0.25 PPM
PMso Annual Geometric - 30 ug/m®
Annual Arithmetic 50 pgim® --
24-Hour 150 pgin? 50 pg/m®
PM, 5 Annual Arithmetic 15 pgim?® -
24-Hour 65 pg,fma -
Lead 30-Day Avg. - 1.5 pg/m®
Calendar Quarter 1.5 pgim® -
FPPM = Parts per Million
pg/m? = Micrograms per Cubic Meter
{Source: Caiifornia Air Resources Board, January 1999.)
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Attainment Status of the NCCAB

Under the Federal Clean Air Act, the NCCAB is designated a maintenance area for the federal
1-hour ozone Ambient Air Quality Standard (AAQS). The NCCAB was redesignated from a
moderate nonattainment area {o a maintenance area in 1997 after meeting the federal 1-hour
ozone standard in 1990. The NCCAB is designated as an attainment area for the federal 8-
hour ozone AAQS. Under the California Clean Air Act, the basin is a moderate nonattainment
area for the state ozone AAQS. If the state AAQS is not exceeded more than three times at
any monitoring station in the air basin, the NCCAB would become non-attainment-transitionai.
The NCCAB is designated as a nonattainment basin for the State PM,; AAQS. The NCCAB is
an attainment basin or unciassified for all other AAQS.

Existing Ambient Air Quality

Ambient air quality in the NCCAB is monitored at the following monitoring stations: Salinas,
Hollister, Carmel Valley, Santa Cruz, Monterey, Moss Landing, King City, Scotts Valley,
Davenport, Watsonville, and Pinnacles (a National Park Service station). In Santa Cruz
County, monitoring sites are located in Davenport, Watsonville, Scotts Valley, and Santa Cruz.
Ozone is menitored at all four sites. From 1999-2001, no violations of the federal ambient air
quality standards for ozone were recorded. During the same period, the more stringent state
ozone standard was exceeded one day each at the Santa Cruz and Scotts Valley stations.

Particulate matter is monitored at the Davenport, Santa Cruz, and Watsonville sites; PMwo is
monitored at all three sites and PMzs is monitored in Santa Cruz. All national ambient air
quality standards were met at the three sites. Six exceedances of the more stringent state
standard were recorded in 1999 and 2001 in Davenport, but no violations of this standard were
recorded at the other two sites. Other pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and
carbon monoxide are monitored only at the Davenport site. From 1999-2001, no violations of
the federal and/or state ambient air quality standards for these pollutants were recorded.

Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project include a residential care facility and single-
family and multiple-family residences surrocunding the site.

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
Standards of Significance
in accardance with the State CEQA Guidelines, MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, and

agency and professional standards, a project impact may be considered significant if the project
would:

result in a violation of federal or State ambient air quality standards;
» contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation,
s expose sensitive receptors to substantial pellutant concentrations;

o result in the generation of emissions of 137 pounds per day for ROG or NO,, 550 pounds
per day of carbon monoxide or 82 pounds per day of PM,; due fo long-term operations;
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e result in shori-term construction emissions of 82 pounds per day of PM,; or cause a
violation of PM,, standards at existing sensitive receptors;

» create objectionable odors, alter air movement, moisture, temperature, or climate; or

» be inconsistent with the Air Quality Management Plan.

The project is consistent with the most recent Air Quality Management Plan (MBUAPCD, 2000)
and would not exceed or approach emissions thresholds contained in the Plan. This is
described in an AMBAG letter dated April 8, 1998 and included in Appendix F of this EIR.
Based on discussion with Janet Brennan (MBUAPCD) in August of 2000, this letter is adequate
to document that the project is consistent with the existing Air Quality Management Plan, which
would not change for this Revised Draft EIR. In addition, no significant operational impacts due
to PM,, emissions would result based on MBUAPCD thresholds (MBUAPCD, October 1995,
revised February 1997, August 1398, December 1989, September 2000, and September 2002).

Operational (Indirect) Emissions

Estimates of project emissions for the Rispin Mansion project were prepared using the
URBEMIS-7G program developed by the California Air Rescurces Board. In a worst-case
analysis based on a 34-room project and MBUAPCD CEQA Guidelines, the following indirect
operational emissions in pounds per day (Ib/day) would occur: ROG - 8.72 Ib/day; NOy — 7.11
tb/day; and PM,, — 3.56 Ib/day. Since the project scale has been reduced to 25 units {or 28
rooms including three “suite” units with 2 bedrooms and 2 bathrooms each), the project
emissions are cansidered well below MBUAPCE thresholds. The assumptions used to
calculate these emissions are shown in Appendix F of this EIR.

The CALINE-4 computer model is used to calculate worst-case concentrations of carbon
monoxide along roadway segments or intersections. The model is able to predict pollutant
concentrations that would be experienced by receptors located within approximately 450 feet of
a roadway. Intersections were selected for analysis based on MBUAPCD Guidelines as
follows:

« [ntersections or road segments that operate at LOS D or better that would operate at LOS
E or F with the project’s traffic, or

» Intersections or road segments that cperate at LOS E or F where the volume-to-capacity
{\V/C} ratio would increases by 0.05 or more with the project traffic, or

¢ Intersections that operate at LOS E or F where delay would increase by 10 seconds or
more with the project traffic.

Based on these criteria, no intersections required CALINE modeling under project conditions for
the Rispin Mansion project.

Construction Emissions of PM,,

Construction of the proposed project would result in the short-term generation of particulate
matter emissions {PM,} caused primarily by clearing, excavation, and grading operations;
construction vehicle traffic on unpaved ground; and wind blowing over exposed earth surfaces.
Large particles would be of concern only as a soiling nuisance, but PM,, violations of the federal
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and state 24-hour average standards on the project site may result if dust-suppression
measures are not implemented.

Exhaust from on-site and off-site construction-related vehicles also contributes air pollutants. in
addition, soil will be exported from the site {specifically, 1,013 cubic yards). Export of soil can
result in increased PM,, emissions.

Construction activities on the site would occur over a period of unknown time. Grading and
excavation activities would occur intermittently during the initial phase of construction on a
particular project. The MBUAPCD's Guidelines indicate a potential significant impact couid
occur if a project generates 82 |bs per day or more of PM,, during construction on any given
day. Up-to-date PM,; emission factors provided by the MBUAPCD indicate that up to 2.2 acres
per day of grading and excavation or 8.1 acres per day of minimal earfhmoving could occur
without triggering the District's PM,, threshold of 82 Ibs/day (assuming daily watering of site).
The entire project site is only 6.5 acres, and since a very minimal amount of land disturbance is
proposed at the site, grading and excavation would not occur on 2.2 acres of land area or more
in a given day.

Impact: Project construction will result in a short-term, localized decrease in air quality due 1o
dust generated during site preparation, construction, export of soil, and exhaust from
construction vehicles. This is a polentially significant impact that can be reduced fo a less-than-
significant level by implementing the following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-62 Require implementation of construction practices to minimize exposed surfaces and
generation of dust that include the following measures, at a minimum:

+ Exposed earth surfaces shall be watered during clearing, excavation, grading, and
construction activiies. All construction contracts shall require watering in late
morning and at the end of the day.

s Grading and other earthmoving shall be prohibited during high wind.
¢ Cover all inactive storage piles.
« Maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard for all loaded haul trucks.

« Throughout excavation activity, haul trucks shall use tarpaulins or other effective
covers at all fimes for off site transport.

+ Install wheel washers at the entrance to construction sites for all exiting trucks.
+ Sweep streets if visible soil material is carried out from the construction site.

¢ Upon completion of construction, measures shall be taken to reduce wind erosion.
Revegetation and repaving shall bhe completed as soon as possible.

« Post a publicly visible sign that specifies the telephone number and person to
contact regarding dust complaints and who shall respond to such complaints, and
take corrective action within 48 hours. The phone number of the Monterey Bay
Unified Air Poliution Control District shall be visible to ensure compliance with Rule
402 (nuisance).
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CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Under cumulative and project conditions described in the 1998 DEIR, CALINE modeling was
conducted at the Wharf Road/Clares Street and the 41 Avenue/Hwy. 1 southbound off-ramp
intersections. The modeling indicates that no violations of either the 1-hour or 8-hour State or
federal standards would result from cumulative traffic at these intersections (see Appendix F of
this EIR for further details).

In addition, AMBAG staff consulted with MBUAPCD staff regarding consislency of the project,
and MBUAPCD staff determined that the project is consistent with the AQGMP.

Based on the above analysis and conclusions, the project will have a less-than-significant
cumulative impact on air quality.
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4.10 PUBLIC SERVICES
X X

INTRODUCTION

This section describes the public services and utilities serving the existing site of the proposed
Rispin Mansion project. This includes police and fire protection, water supply, and wastewater
treatment. The existing setting for the water supply section was taken from the Notice of
Preparation for the Supplemental Water Supply Project {(Soquel Creek Water District, June 8,
2000} and from the Soquel Creek Water District website.

SETTING

Police Protection

The project site is located within the City of Capitola limits. The City of Capitola Police
Department (Police Department) presently serves the site. The Police Department is located in
the City Hall complex at 420 Capitola Avenue. The Police Department currently has 20 sworn
personnel, including one chief, two lieutenants, and four sergeants. The patrol division is
divided into two teams, each working four ten-hour days per week
{http://www.ci.capitola.ca.us/}). The Police Department’s emergency response time to any part
of the City, which includes the project site, is five minutes or less from when the officers are
dispatched (Don Braunton, personal communication, May 1998).

Fire Protection

City of Capitola residenis are provided with fire protection services through the Central Fire
Protection District (District). The District serves a full-time population of approximately 48,500
people in a 29-square-mile area, including Capitola, Soquel, and Live Oak. The District
currently has four fire station facilities. The closest station ¢ the Rispin Mansion project site is
the Capitola station located at 405 Capitola Avenue across from City Hall. The next closest
station is the Soquel stalion located at 4747 Soquel Drive. The District has at least eight
engines {(a minimum of two at each station). Each fire station is staffed 24 hours a day by three
career firefighiers with the exception of the Live Cak station, which is staffed by four, including
at least one firefighter/paramedic. The career staff is augmented by a paid-call force (formerly
known as volunteers) of approximately 30 on an "on-call” basis (http://www.centralfpd.com/}.

The Capitola station responded to 1,036 incidents in 2002, with an average response time of
slightly over six minutes. The Soquel siation responded to 771 incidents in 2002, with an
average response time of about 5.11 minutes. For the entire District as of 2002, there were
3,672 incidents and the average response time was less than 5.11 minutes {bid.).

Water Supply
The Soquel Creek Water District (District), a nonprofit, local government agency, provides

potable water service and water resource management to the project area. The District service
area extends from west of 41st Avenue in Capitola to just south of La Selva Beach in Santa
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Cruz County. The District encompasses seven miles of shoreline of Monterey Bay, and extends
from one to three miles infand into the foothills of the Santa Cruz Mountains, essentially
following the County Urban Services Line. The population of the District is approximately
45,000, with about 13,500 service connections to the District's water system. Ninety percent of
the District's customers are residential, and there are no agricultural connections to the system.
The City of Capitola is the only incorporated area within the District. Unincorporated
communities include Aptos, La Selva Beach, Opal Cliffs, Rio Del Mar, Seascape, and Scquel
{hitp://www soquelcreekwater.com/navigation.htmj.

The District currently purveys approximately 5,400 acre-feet per year {AFY) of water, all of
which is developed from two ground water aquifer systems beneath the District. The Purisima
Aquifer, a cemented sandstone aquifer that underlies the entire District, provides approximately
two-thirds of the District's annual production (3,800 AFY) in the western poriion of the District's
service area, including Capitola, Soquel, and Aptos. The Aromas Red Sands Aquifer, a largely
unconsolidated alluvial aquifer that underlies the eastern third of the District and extends
easterly and southeasterly beneath the adjacent Pajaroc Valley, provides the remainder (1,800
AFY) of the District's annual production in the eastern portion of the service area, including Rio
del Mar, Seascape and La Selva Beach (Ibid.).

The District operates 17 production wells. Estimated production capacity of all wells is over 15
million gallons per day. The system encompasses approximately 130 miles of pipeline, and the
18 water storage {anks have a capacity of 7.5 million gallons (Ibid.).

The District's role as the local public water purveyor is the management of water resources in
order to deliver a reliable supply of water to meet present and future needs in an
environmentally sensitive and economically responsible way. Toward that end, the District
began an active program of monitoring and interpreting ground water conditions in the early
1980's. A key part of that program is the regular measurement of ground water levels and
quality in an extensive network of multiple-completion monitoring wells along the entire
coastline of the District's service area. In the Purisima Formation, the multiple-completion
monitoring welis were installed by the District to monitor individual layers of the formation in
order to detect whether hydraulic conditions were conducive to the intrusion of sea water or,
conversely, whether hydraulic conditions were sufficient to constrain any potential landward
movement of sea water. In the extreme, the monitoring wells were also designed to detect any
onset of seawater intrusion befare it affected production wells further inland. In the Aromas Red
Sands Aquifer, the mulliple-completion monitoring wells were installed to monitor any
movement of naturally occurring brackish- to saline-water beneath fresh ground water along the
coast. In both aquifers, inland monitoring wells and production wells are also used to monitor
ground water levels and quality in order to be able to define the direction of ground water flow,
changes in ground water quality, etc.

In 1998, the District formalized its ongoing ground water management activities by adopting, in
concert with the adjacent Central Water District, a formal ground water management plan under
the auspices of AB3030. Included in the adopted ground water management plan are four goals
for management of the basin, including:

¢« Continued development of water supply for overlying beneficial use (i.e., to meet
existing and projecied demands for municipal water supply);

» Avoidance of ground water overdraft and any associated undesirabie effects,

s Prevention or control of seawater infrusion; and
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¢ Preservation of ground water quality.

Beginning in the late 1980's, the presence of a pumping depression, including depressed
coastal ground water levels {below sea level), was identified in the central part of the District's
Purisima well field, in the vicinity of New Brighton Beach. Later, in the early 1990's, some
apparent landward movement of the fresh/brackish groundwater interface in the Aromas Red
Sands was detected despite consistently high (above sea level) ground water levels at and
inland of the coast. Management of pumping in the Purisima Formation by the District has
resulted in some recovery of coastal ground water levels, and they have now been seasonally
above sea level in each year since the early 1990's. However, although ground water levels are
seasonally above sea level, a supplemenial water supply on the order of 8600 AFY is needed to
stabilize ground water levels and to protect the District's sole source of supply. There has been
general stability in the position and quality of the fresh/brackish ground water interface in the
Aromas Red Sands since the mid-1990's. However, the presence of seasonal coastal ground
water levels below sea level in the Purisima Formation remains in conflict with the management
goal of the District to protect its sole source of water supply against the possibility of sea water
infrusion by maintaining coastal water levels above sea level as much as possible.

tn light of the preceding ground water conditions and in order to plan for a sustainable water
supply into the future, the District initiated a decision-making process to determine its future
water supply needs and to select the best alternatives to meet those needs. This process is
known as Integrated Resource Planning {IRP) and covers a 30-year period through buildout of
the District’s service area. A 24-member Public Advisory Committee (PAC), comprised of
representatives from a variety of interest groups in the community, developed an IRP for the
District's consideration through a consensus-based process. The PAC's IRP examined
projected future water demands, potential savings from conservation, and altematives for
supplementing ground water supplies to achieve and maintain sustainable water supply. The
key conclusion of the IRP process was that, without a supplemental source of water supply, the
District would not be able to achieve s ground water management objectives of keeping
coastal ground water levels above sea level while meeting existing and projected water
demands.

To determine the District's future water supply needs, water demands were projected to 2030
{the year of estimated build out), using 1996 as a base year. The 1996 District pumping was
approximately 5,480 AFY, while projected 2030 demand ranges from 6,800 AFY to 7,500 AFY.
Water demand projections were estimated using a land-use-based approach and a parcel-
based approach for development to determine high-end and low-end estimates, respectively.
The high-end projections assume that new development will occur at the density range allowed
by the County of Santa Cruz and City of Capitola General Plans, while the low-end demand
projections assume that development will occur at lower densities based on parcel size.

Projected water savings that could be achieved over a 30-year period with a comprehensive
conservation effort were also developed. Using the high-end total projected consumption of
7.500 AFY, it was determined that approximately 650 AFY of reduced demand is achievable.
The 650 AFY of projected demand reduction was deducted from total projected demands in
order o determine the supplemental supply need. Consequently, the District estimates that a
supplemental water supply of up to 2,000 AFY is needed to stabilize existing coastal ground
water levels and meet projected increases in water demand.
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The PAC evaluated the various water supply alternatives, and made recommendations on
supplemental supply options the District should consider. The compilation of the PAC's findings
and recommendations was presented in the IRP. The District summarized the PAC's findings
and recommendations in newsletters that were sent to all of its customers, and a public forum
was held on September 8, 1999 to receive comments on the PAC's IRP. Based on the findings
and recommendations contained in the PAC's IRP and public response to that document,
combined with subsequent information that either a regional or local desalination project may
be feasible, the SCWD Board of Directors directed that three supplemental supply alternatives
be evaluated further, including a surface water project, local desalination, and regional
desalination.

Regarding local delivery of water to the project site, an existing 12-inch water main located
along Wharf Road from West Walnut to Clares Street has adequate capacity fo supply new
development, and the District continues to supply water to new development.

Wastewater Treatment

The project site is within the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District (SCCS3D), which provides
wastewater service to the City of Capitola (along with Live Oak, Soquel, and Aptos). The
District's customers generate approximately 5-6 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater,
which is transported from the District's Lode Street plant to the regional wastewater treatment
plant at Neary Lagoon, which is owned and operated by the City of Santa Cruz. The design
capacity of the plant is 17 mgd of wastewater, while the current average flow is approximately
12 mgd. The District has treatment capacity rights of 8 million gallons per day in the City of
Sania Cruz wastewater treatment plant (hitp://www.dpw.co.santa-cruz.ca.us/sanitation.htm).

IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Standards of Significance

In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, and agency and professional standards, a
project impact may be considered significant if:

¢ the project would require additional fire or police protection staff, equipment and/or
facilities to maintain acceptable response levels;

s the project would substantially increase consumption of limited potable water supplies,
encourage activities which resuli in the use of large amounts of water or use water in a
wasteful manner;

» project water demand exceeds capacity of the water supply or infrastructure system; or

» project wastewater flows exceed wastewater line or treatment plant capacity, contribute
substantial increases in flows to existing impacted wastewater lines or require
substantial expansion of wastewater collection or treatment facilities.

Police Protection

Due 1o the current condition of the Mansion and surrounding area, the Police Department must
respond to many calls regarding trespassing, break-ins, vandalism, drug and alcohol use, ele.
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at the Rispin site. According to a letter from the City of Capitcla Chief of Police (see Appendix
G), the Palice Department responded to over 150 calls at the property in 2002. However, that
number does not include the dozens (and hundreds over the years) of self-initiated visits that
are not recorded through pelice dispatch. Consequently, the documented numbers of police
visits to the property are conspicuously low, and thereby underestimate the actual costs of
police service associated with the Rispin site. Therefore, any restoration and redevelopment on
the Rispin Mansion site is likely to decrease the number of calls to which the Police Department
must respond and the associated costs to the City. In his lefter, the Chief of Police states that,
in his opinion, the proposed improvements would either eliminate or certainly mitigate most of
his public safety concerns for the property.

The Palice Department has the ability to serve the proposed project without significant adverse
impacts to the department’s level of service and without hiring additional police officers (Don
Braunton, personal communication, May 1998). However, adequate {raffic controls should be
provided to minimize accidents, safety impacts and related calls. Traffic controls are discussed
in 4.7 Traffic and Circulation in this EIR.

Fire Protection

Due 1o the current condition of the Mansion and surrounding area, the Central Fire Profection
District must respond to many calls regarding arson fires, vandalism, trespassing, and break-ins
at the Rispin site. According to a letter dated April 28, 2003 from the District Fire Chief (see
Appendix G), the Capitola Police Department responded tc over 144 calls and Central Fire
responded to five arson incidents at the property over a period of two years. He states:

“The threat and risk of fire to the citizens and neighboring homes and the
community is very real. The concern for public safety and potential exposure to
safety personnel is significant. This presents the additional potential exposure to
increased liability and worker's compensation claims.. We feel that the best
solution for the public as well as the District is the renovation of the Rispin
Mansion, which will create a structure and surrounding area that is both a benefit
to the public and a safe envirenment for the community as well as safety
persennel.”

With implementation of the project, a likely result of the elimination of the threats listed above
{e.g., vandalism and break-ins) would be a reduction in the need for fire protection for arson
and vandalism-related fires, which is a beneficial impact; the project would also not result in a
need for additional fire staff or facilities. In addition, the service capabilities of the District would
not be adversely affected. The proposed project is located in a central part of the City of
Capitola so response times would not be significantly increased (Bruce Clark, Fire Chief,
personal communication, June 18, 2003).

The Rispin Mansion project will have access via the existing driveway from Wharf Road, which
is proposed to be improved within its existing geometry, not widened. The Bistrict’s current fire
apparatus will not negotiate the existing road widths on the project site {see letier in Appendix
G). in addition, 150 feet is the maximum distance the Cily's fire apparatus can be from a
building to function (Section 902.2.1 of the Fire Code). The Rispin Conservatory, South End
Building, well house, west facing side of Rispin Mansion and the adjacent new structures are
within 150 feet of Wharf Road. However, the east side of the Rispin Mansion building (facing
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Soquel Creek)} is not within 150 feet of Wharf Road or any other adequate access road or
driveway.

in & letter to the City Manager dated February 6, 2003 (attached to the District's NOP response
letter in Appendix A}, the Fire Chief outlined nine reasons why he has grave concems
regarding the Rispin Mansion, including structural problems, combustible debris around the
Mansion, impacts on emergency response services, and potential impacts on the surrounding
habitat during suppression of a fire.

Impact: Adequate emergency access for fire protection to the east side of the Rispin Mansion
is not available. Also, the Fire Chief has outlined nine reasons why the Rispin Mansion site, as
it currently exists, constitutes a significant fire hazard threat to the community and safety
personnel. These are significant impacts that can be reduced to a less-than-significant Jevel
with implementation of the following mitigation. [Note: public services mitigation (and related
design elements) must not conflict with, and should be done in coordination with, mitigation
measures fo protect monarch butterfly habitat and riparian vegetation in 4.4 Biological
Rescurces, as welf as miligation measure R-46 in 4.5 Cultural Resources.]

Mitigation

R-63 To enable the District fo respond to fires, medical emergencies, and protect adjacent
habitat areas and the community, a smaller and more maneuverable fire apparatus is
required. Prior to occupancy, the project applicant shall purchase for the Bistrict a
guick-attack (Type 4) fire engine that meets the specifications and design factors
required by the District.

R-684 The Mansion shall be equipped with fire and smoke detection system and notification
equipment, as per the Uniform Fire Code/Central Fire Protection District Adopted
Standard and Amendments.

R-65 The Mansion shall be equipped with buiil-in fire suppression equipment such as fire
sprinklers, hood and duct fire suppression equipment and related protection devices, as
per the current Fire Code adopied by the District.

R-66 The area around the Mansion is a wooded area with highly combustible eucalyptus trees
and dead debris. The area adjacent to the Mansion shall have a defensible fire zone
and proper clearances, based on consultation and approval by the District.

R-67 Woet stand pipes or fire hydrants shall be instalied at the north and south ends of the
Rispin Mansion building 1o provide adequate fire flow water to the east side of the
building, including the vegetation an the steep slopes between the building and Soquel
Creek, based on consultation and approval by the District.

R-68 The remodel of the Mansion shall be completed with seismic and earthquake protection
standards for occupancy use.

R-69 Fire and paramedic rescue access and egress into and within the site and buildings
shall be identified for emergency responses to the Mansion.
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R-70 Emergency services and on-going fire prevention inspections for fire and life safety code
compliance shall be required.

R-71 The current taxation of the Mansion and the proposed RDA expansion properties
generate no tax revehue for the fire/paramedic and prevention services currently
required for the Mansion. Future development will require an agreed-toc revenue
mechanism for the services required to protect the new development of the Mansion.

R-72 All buildings shall comply with all current, applicable codes, standards, and ordinances.

Water Supply

The proposed Rispin Mansion project will increase water supply demand by up to approximately
8.2 AFY of potable water (not including landscaping, since the onsite well may be used to
supply this water; see Project Bescription). Conservative estimation of site uses based on the
site plans and conservative assumptions for water use rates were used io develop a worst-case
water use scenario, as shown in Table 15 below.

Table 15
Projected Annual Water Demand
Site Use Use size (Square feet = sf) | Water Use Water Use Water Use in acre-
Factor Type Factor® feet per year

(AFY}

Rispin Mansion project
South End Building, | Approx. 14,600 sf. Motel/hotel 0.256 gpd/sf {3,730 gpd) 4.2 AFY
North End Guest
Rooms, Rispin
Pavilion, Rispin
Mansion, Well House

Rispin Conscrvatory | 1,950 sf Meeting hall 0.00053 AFY/sf 1.0 AFY
Kitchen (Rispin 49 seals Restaurant 0.02 AFY/seat |1.0 AFY
Conservaiory)

Total 6.2 AFY

* Water use factors were taken from recent project EIRs for Santa Cruz County, as recommended by Soguef Creek
Water District Staff {Jeff Gailoy, Engineering Manager, personal communication, August 15, 2000).

Based on this estimate, projected water demand due to the Rispin Mansion project is
approximately 0.1% of SCWD system-wide average water supply. Based on discussion with
SCWD staff, there is no moratorium on hook-ups; however, new water connections must be
approved by the SCWD (Jeff Gailey, Engineering Manager, personal communication, May

2003).

impact: Given the overall water supply constraints in the area, the project’s additional water
usage would exceed capacity of the existing water supply. This s a significant impact that can
be reduced fo g less-than-significant level with implementiation of the following mitigation,
including compliance with SCWD’s “zero-impact” program (see NOP response letler in
Appendix A).

Mitigation

R-73 The applicant shall apply for water connection approval {"will serve” letter) from the
SCWD.
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R-74 The number and size of all water meters shall be determined by SCWD.

R-75 The final design shail satisfy all conditions for water conservation required by SCWD at
the time of application for service (as detailed in their water efficiency checkiist
package), including the following:

s Plans for a water efficient landscape and irrigation system that meet SCWD'’s
conservation requirements;

e All interior plumbing fixtures shall be low-flow and all applicant-installed water-using
appliances {e.g., dishwashers, clothes washers, etc.} shall have the EPA Energy
Star label;

» Inspection by SCWD staff of the completed project for compliance with all
caonservation requirements prior to commencing water service.

R-76 In compliance with SCWD's “zero-impact” program, the development shall be required
to bear the cost of retrofitting existing structures within SCWD's service area with Jow
water use fixtures to achieve a level of water use reduction commensurate with the
project’s projected water use (hence the "zero impact”) as determined by SCWD.

Wastewater Treatment

The Santa Cruz County Sanitation District submitted a response letter to the NOP (see
Appendix A}, which requested that the EIR address potential downstream capacity problems
and mitigations, permit requirements and fees, and source control measures that SCCSD staff
will identify during the plan review process. Subsequently, SCCSD submitted another letter
(see Appendix A) that identifled some general issues that SCCSD will consider in their review
of the project. Their comments are not specific at this time because the submittal plans did not
show the configuration of the plumbing Jayout, seating capacity and hours of operation of the
kitchenffood service areas, how often the Rispin Conservatory will be used, and other pertinent
information. A complete set of proposed building plans showing the bathrooms, kitchens and
any other septic demand, is required before the septic capacity requirements and specific
source control requiremenis can be determined. SCCSD will require installation of interior
grease trap(s} and/or exterior grease interceptors and a sampling manhole. Also, SCCSD will
require an on-site investigation for unabandoned septic systems and related piping, and an
investigation 1o determine if structures are currently connected to the public sewer. The
remaining general issues that SCCSD identified in their letters are addressed below.

Wastewater treatment plant capacity. Approximately 80 percent of the maximum projected
water demand estimated for the project would become wastewater. The estimated wastewater
flows of 4,980 gpd would not exceed the capacily of the wastewater freatment plant. The
regional wastewater treatment plant has a design capacity of 17 mgd, of which the SCCSD is
allowed 8 mgd. The District's customers generate approximately 5-6 mgd. The increase of
4,980 gpd is much less than the available capacily and, therefare, the impact on wastewater
treatment capacity is less-than-significant.

Proposed pump station. Currently, there is no available pump station for the Rispin Mansion
project site, so the applicant is proposing to install a private station on the site. The planned
station would be fo the south of the main Mansion building and would pump the wastewater to
the gravity wastewater lines along either Clares Street or Wharf Road.

Rispin Mansion Project
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lmpact: [If not properly designed or maintained, the pump station proposed by the Rispin
Mansion project may overflow during peak flow events or power outages, thereby causing
contamination of Soquel Creek. This is a pofentiafly significant impact that can be reduced fo a
fess-than-significant level by using adequate engineering design and with implementation of the
following mitigation.

Mitigation

R-77 The pump station design shall be a duplex-type which is comparable to current public
pump station standards. In addition, the pump station design shall comply with current
standards and requirements regarding emergency overflow systems including, but not
limited to, the following: power outage alarms, auxiliary energy source (natural gas), and
worst-case capacity requirements. Operation and maintenance procedures for the
pump station shall be established {o maintain reliability. The pump station design and
operations/mainienance procedures shall be reviewed and approved by the SCCSD.

Connections to local wasiewater lines. The project applicant must instaH all necessary sewage
conveyances to connect with existing wastewater systems, and comply with the Uniform
Plumbing Code, which is part of the City of Capitola Building Department permit review. Based
on discussion with SCCSD staff, the gravity line along Wharf Road may be near capacity or of a
degraded condition. No Known capacity or condition problems exist in the wastewater line along
Clares Street. However, the SCCSD reserves the right to reevaluate downstream conditions at
the time of wastewater permit application. In addition, the location of the Rispin Mansion force
main should be marked to help prevent future road or utilily construction from damaging the
lateral (Drew Byrne, personal communication, May 1398).

Impact: There is a potential for the increased wastewater flows to exceed capacily of the
existing wastewater lines in the project vicinity or to degrade the system to an unaccepiable
condition. In addition, future construction in the area may damage the force main. This is a
potentially significant impact that can be reduced fo a less-than-significant level with
implementation of the folfowing mitigation.

Mitigation

R-78 The applicant shall obtain a “will serve” letter which requires payment of permit fees'
and a capacity study in order to comply with 8CCSD requirements for cennecting to the
existing wastewater system in the project vicinity. In addition, the applicant shall pay for
infrastructure improvements required to accommodate the increased wastewater flows
generated by the project.

R-78 The location of the Rispin Mansion force main shall be marked to prevent future damage
to the line.

CUMULATIVE WATER SUPPLY IMPACTS

In 1999, the SCWD'’s Public Advisory Commitiee released an Integrated Resource Planning
document to project future water demands, potential savings from conservation, and

! The current fee schedule requires payment of a fee equivalent to $12 multiplied by the estimated number of gallons
of sewage discharged per day of average daily flow.
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alternatives for supplementing ground water supplies to achieve and maintain a sustainable
water supply. In June of 2000, the SCWD released a Notice of Preparation for an
Environmental impact Report for their Supplemental Water Supply Project. Although the
specific source of water has not been approved, the project's goals are to avoid impacts due to
tack of water resources and indirect impacts from overuse of existing supply sources.

Impact: Given that the SCWD s actively planning for water supply improvements but has not
developed specific funded programs, cumulative water demand could exceed available water
supply. This is a potentially significant cumulative impact that can be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of the following mitigation.

Mitigation

C-10  Until programs are defined, the SCWD will continue to require new development to
provide low-flow fixtures and water-conserving landscaping to reduce water
consumption levels of urban development and minimize the impacts of new cumulative
growth. The project shall incorporate water conservation features in accordance with
SCWD requirements.

C-11 The City supports the District’s efforts to develop a regional plan and to require low-flow
fixtures and water-conserving landscaping of new development. To help mitigate
potentially significant cumulative water supply impacts, the City will participate in the
integrated plan as requested and assist with implementation of feasible
recommendations that may be adopted by the SCWD, which may include various water
supply improvements and funding mechanisms, such as fees, on new development.
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5.0 CEQA CONSIDERATIONS
¢

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS

For the purpose of this section, significant and unavoidable impacts are those effects of the
project that would affect either natural systems or other community resources, and cannot be
mitigated fo a less-than-significant level. In most cases, mitigation measures are
recommended, but implementation of those mitigation measures would not reduce the impact to
a less-than-significant level. The following significant and unavoidable impacts were identified:

project and cumulative impacts to monarch butterfly overwintering habitat (ESHA);
project and cumulative impacts on existing deficiencies at the 41* Avenue/Clares Street
intersection;

« cumulative impacts on 41 Avenue north of Clares Street and 41% Avenue north of Highway
1
cumulative impacts on Capitola Road segments east and west of 46" Avenue; and
cumulative impacts on Wharf Road north of Clares Street.

GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Section 15126.2 (d) of the CEQA guidelines requires that growth-inducing aspects of a project
be discussed in an EIR. This discussion should include consideration of ways in which the
project could direclly or indirectly foster economic or population growth in a surrounding area.
Projects that could remove obstacles to population growth (such as a major public service or
infrastructure expansion} must also be considered in this discussion. According to CEQA, it
must not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental or of little
significance to the environment.

The proposed project represents an infill project, that is, it is proposed within a developed urban
area. The proposed land use type and density are consistent with the General Plan designation
for the site. The proposed project does not contain any residential components and therefore
would not directly contribute to regional population growth. 1n addition, the project would not
result in population growth-inducing effects, as it would not create demand for new housing or
introduce new public services or infrastructure fo an unserviced area. As a visitor-serving
development, the proposed Rispin Mansion project would indirectly foster economic benefits in
the City of Capitola by increasing the provision of visitor-serving nightly accommaodations and
wedding/meeting facilities, as well as praviding primary employment.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “...two or maore individual
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase
other environmental impacts.” An evaluation of cumulative impacts is required by CEQA when
they are significant, but need not be as detailed as the discussion of project impacts.
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In the case of the proposed project, cumulative impacts could result from the project impacts in
combination with other recently approved and pending development in Capitola or other areas
nearby. According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130), discussion of cumulative impacts
in an EIR may be accomplished using one of two methods.

The first method, the list method, consists of preparing a list of pasi, present, and reasonably
anticipated future projects that have produced, or are likely to produce, cumulative impacts.
The list is to be followed by a summary of such Individual projects’ expected environmental
effects and an analysis of all the projects’ cumulative impacts, with an examination of
reasonable options for mitigating or avoiding such effects. The second method uses “..a
summary of projects contained in an adopted general plan or related document that is designed
to evaluate regional or areawide conditions, provided that such documents are referenced and

made available for public inspection at a specified location.”
Cumulative Develcpment

Using the list method, Table 16 identifies projects under consideration within the project vicinity
and future potential development on vacant lands within the City of Capitola {City of Capitola,
February and May 1998). Figure 5-1 identifies the locations of the cumulative projects in the
list. There is no time frame associated with General Plan “buildout” and, therefore, there is no
specific time frame assoclated with development of these projects. According to the Housing
Element of the City of Capitola General Plan, the buildout number of dwelling units in Capitola is
5,664, The Clares Street area has the capacity for an additional 12 residential units. In the Bay
Avenue/Highway 1 area, approximately 80,000 square feet of new retail and/or office uses
could be accommodated. A 40-room hotel could occur at the Village Theater site. At Bay and
Capitola Avenues, a 5,000 square foot new commercial use is assumed. Other potential future
development projects are also shown in Table 16.

To supplement the above list of cumulative projects, information from AMBAG's Final 1997
Regional Population and Employment Forecasts, published in October 1897 (Table 47), is
presented.

The geographic scope of the cumulative analysis is generally the City of Capitola and the local
surrounding communities, as appropriate. In some instances, such as air quality and biotic
resources, a larger more regional impact area is considered to be the geographic extent of the
evaluation. For air quality, the regional extent is the North Central Coast Air Basin that includes
Monterey, Santa Cruz and San Benito Counties. For biological resources, Santa Cruz County
is generally the geographic extent.

Land Use and Planning

No significant land use impacts are expected in the City of Capitola if the proposed project and
alt other cumulative projects are consistent with land use designations, intended development
patterns, and population and housing goals and policies in the City of Capitola’s General Plan.
The General Plan addresses land use and cumulative development goals at a policy level with
one of its main goals to promote a logical, compatible land use scheme for the community.
Therefore, if projects are consistent with the General Plan, they would not be expected fo
create nor contribute to significant cumulative impacts.

Rispin Mansion Project
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Table 16
Cumulative Projects
Single Multi-family
Family Residential | Commerciai
Projects Zoning | Residential {units) {square feet) Cther
{units)
1. Clares Si. Area RM-pA 12
2. Bay Avenue / cC 80,000 retail/
 Highway 1 office
3. Village Theater Site | CV 40 hotel rooms
4. Bay/Capitola CN 5,000 retail
Avenues
5. Hill Strest CcC 20 motel rooms
6. Kennedy/Rosedale 1 40,000 s.f.
Area warehouse/
industrial
7. Capitola Avenue CH 5,000 office
8. East Capitola Area 13 4
9. Capitola Road Area R-1, 12 4 000 retait
cC
10. Clares St. Area RM-M 12
11. 41* Avenue Area CcC 12 30 20,000 retail |58-room hotel
12. O’'Neill Ranch 7,500 office | Community Park
13. Holiday Corners 6,000 50-room rnotel
14. Gross Road Area R-1 2
15. El Salto/Escalona AR 3
Gulch
16. 38" Ave./Brommer {| RM-M 12
17. Rosedale Area RM-M 4
18. Alameda Ave., RM-H 3]
18. Clares/Capitola Rd.| RM-H 25
20. Depot Hill/EI R 10
Camino Medio
21. Deanes Lane Area R-1 5
TOTALS 82 80 127,600 166 guestrooms
40,000 s.1. indust.
Table 17
Final 1997 AMBAG Regional Population Forecasts
Census Tract 1995 Estimate 2000 2005 2010 2020
1216 {pt) 200 200 200 200 200
1217 {pt) 5,052 5,402 5,658 5,758 5,858
1218 5,523 5,570 5,642 5,667 5,682
TOTAL 10,775 11,172 11,500 11,625 11,750
Source: AMBAG, 1997 Regional Population and Employment Forecast for Monterey,
San Benito and Santa Cruz County, Draft Final Report, October 1, 1997.
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6.0 Alternatives

ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

Alternative 1: The No Project Alternative

Description

The No Project Alternative is required by CEQA, and assumes that no change 1o the existing
condition of the Rispin Mansion site would occur.” There would be no immediate new
development on the site, no restoration to any of the existing structures or landscape features,
and no habitat enhancement/adaptive management. The site would remain an attractive
nuisance, and would continue to be degraded, blighted, and vandalized.

Under the General Plan, the Rispin site is designated for a public facility/visitor serving use.
Permissible uses for the area include, but are not limited to hotels, motels, hostels,
campgrounds, food and drink service establishments, public facilities, public beaches, public
recreation areas or parks, and related rental and retail uses. If General Plan conditions are
upheld, it is likely that the site would be developed in the future. Specifically, the General Plan
allows for public facility or visitor serving uses at the Rispin site, and because the City of
Capitola has very little undeveloped land remaining in its City limits, some future use of the site
would be expected if the City of Capitola desires the associated economic and social benefits.

Environmental Impacts

Under the No Project Alternative, the environmental impacts associated with the proposed
development and renovation of the site included in this EIR would be avoided for an undefined
period of time; on this basis, the No Project Alternative may be considered environmentally
superior to the proposed project. However, as discussed in this EIR, most of the potentially
significant impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of
specified mitigation measures.

it is important to note that existing visual blight due to the deterioration and vandalism of the
Mansion and other site features would still exist with this alternative. In addition, it can be
reasonably assumed that there are existing drainage issues that adversely impact the
steelhead population within Soquel Creek and, with the numerous trespassing viclations on the
property, many other impacts may adversely affect onsite and adjacent resources. Also, as
discussed in Dr. Arnold’s report (see Appendix C), the monarch overwintering habitat would
continue to be degraded, as no habitat enhancement, management and maintenance, or future
monitoring of the habitat would occur. As a result, Dr. Amold anficipates that habitat conditions
would continus to deteriorate, perhaps to such a degree that the site would eventually no longer
be suitable as overwintering habitat for the monarch.' Potential future development under the
General Plan would result in similar impacts if the scale and design of any future proposed
development are similar to the proposed project.

I A few of the acacia trees, which grow along Wharf Road at the Rispin Mansion site, were trimmed as a resuit of
damage incurred by a winter storm in November 2002. Work crews from the City of Capitola performed the trimming
of these trees for safety reasons. Although Dick Amold has only seen photographs of the situation, he suspects it
has created a gap in the windscreen that these mature acacia trees had previocusly afforded Roost Areas A and B.
Even though this incident may have a detrimental effect on the overwiniering monarchs, it underscores the need for
a leng-term monitoring and maintenance plan at the Rispin Manslon to properly protect and enhance the butterfly's
overwintering habitat there (Dick Amold, Ph.B.).

Rispin Mansion Projeci
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Attainment of Project Objectives

if this alternative were chosen, none of the project objectives for Rispin Mansion would be met.
Further, the beneficial effects provided by the proposed project, including habitat enhancement
and preservation, public access, historical preservation, {ax revenues, reduction in public
service calls and maintenance, and creation of employment opporiunities, should be considered
in this evaluation.

Alternative 2: Alternative Site Configuration (25-Unit Rispin Redevelopment Plan)

Deascription

This alternative includes the following (see attached site plans, floor plans, elevations and other
materials):

+ restoration of the Rispin Mansion {13 rooms) and grounds similar to the proposed project;

» construction of 12 North End Guest Rooms and the Rispin Pavilion at the north end of the
Mansion;

» construction of the Rispin Conservatory in the northern portion of the site;

» restoration and expansion (approximately 300 square feet) of the well-house as an

interpretive center {will alsc contain security office/quarters; no construction below the well-

house is proposed);

reconstruction of the historic Rispin aviary;

reconstruction of the driveway south of the Mansion similar to the proposed project,

installation of a2 wrought iron fence along south end of site to property line;

consfruction of a valet kiosk (which will also house refuse bins for the library and ZEV

parking) in the joint-use parking lot at the Clares/Wharf site (no parking spaces are

proposed south of the Mansion); and

« realignment of the pedestrian and bike pathway {about 40 feet {o the north) that leads from
Wharf Road {o the Peery Park Bridge over Soquel Creek.

The renovation of the Mansion would be required to follow the Secretary of Interior’s Standards
and Guidelines during renovation and any future remodeling or new construction to prevent
impacts to historic resources. All of the landscape enhancements, preservation and
conservation easements, habitat management and monitoring, and all operational guidelines
that were described as part of the proposed project, would also be included in this alternative.
As Dr. Arnold noted in his report (see Appendix C), only three unhealthy or structurally
defective oak trees would be removed, none of which are monarch rcost trees. These three
frees, which are also proposed for removal under the proposed project, are located in the
northern poition of the site between Wharf Road and the Rispin Conservatory.

The Rispin Pavilion is a glass-covered area over the existing laundry rcom. The Rispin Pavilion
will include the kitchen facility for the Mansion (the kitchen space in the Mansion in the
proposed project is canverted into room space in this alternative}, a gas-burning fireplace,
tables and chairs, and will be used for morning and afternoon food and beverage services and
for afternoon wine for hotel guests. This facility will be open to the public for small groups on a
reservation system, which will allow the Rispin/library parking lot to be switched to valet mode
when necessary.

Rispin Mansion Project
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Only the reconstructed aviary would be located in the southern portion of the property, and it
would be operated as a butterfly house, which is a resource-dependent use. Another resource-
dependent use, the restored well house/interpretive center will be primarily used as a gathering
place for the historical and monarch butterfly tours. As Dr. Arnold noted in his report
(Appendix C), since the public will enter the site through the restored well house/interpretive
center, controlled access of the general public will provide additional protection for the
monarch’s primary overwintering area (i.e., from fire, vandalism, eic.) and avoid disruption of
any roosting butterflies. The hours of operation of the tours will be restricted so as not to
conflict with other uses, including parking demand. The interpretive center, which has a small
outdoor seating space, will offer beverages and snacks.

The realigned Rispin-Peery trail will have a historical observation point with an informational
plaque iocated there. The realignment falls within City requirements as long as ADA-compliant
access along the entire pathway is maintained (see memo from Sieven Jesberg, Director,
Capitola Public Works Department, in Appendix G). The Rispin Mansion, with the Rispin-
Peery trail and bridge, could be connected to the intended Capilola bikeways trail now in the
planning stage. Users of these public recreational facilities could also go on the historical and
monarch butterly tours offered at the Rispin Mansion.

Environmental Impacts

Under this alternative, given that the level of development is comparable and has been shifted
almost entirely to the northern portion of the site, potential impacts related to water quality and
stormwater run-off would be expected to be approximately the same (though the overall amount
of grading would be less than with the proposed project}, and the relevant mitigation measures
prescribed for the proposed project must be implemented to reduce them fto a less-than-
significant level.

Potential biotic impacts would be reduced due to the elimination of the South End Building and
parking spaces south of the Mansion, and since no construction below the well house is
proposed. Potential impacts to the redwood and cypress south of the project site would be
eliminated as this area would not be disturbed for construction under this alternative. Indirect
impacts to the riparian vegetation and Soguel Creek to the east of the Mansion may still occur.
All relevant mitigation measures for biofogical impacts in this EIR would be required to ensure
that biological resources are not significantly impacted.

Any development or use of the site south of the Mansion, even resource-dependent
development, has the potential to affect the monarch butterfly overwintering habitat, so habitat
enhancement plans and mitigation measures prescribed for the proposed project must be
implemented to reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, Alternative
2 would not result in a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to ESHA. As stated in
his report (see Appendix C), Dr. Arnold considers Alternative 2 to be the environmentally
superior alternative to the proposed project for several reasons. First, the reconstructed aviary
is the only structure that will be placed in the southern portion of the site that functions as the
monarch's primary overwintering habitat at the Rispin site. The proposed location and size of
{he aviary should not require any safety pruning or tree removal, as it is sited closer to Whar{
Road than the roost trees. Second, visitor and siaff use of the aviary and primary overwintering
habitat can easily be controfled during periods when monarchs are roosting at the Rispin site.
Access for visitors who come to see overwintering monarchs will be controlled as they will need
to go through the interpretive center. Third, the vast majority of the project under Allernative 2
will occur in the northern portion of the site, away from the primary overwintering habitat at the
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Rispin site. Finally, even upon completion of the project and during its operation, overwintering
monarchs may still obtain some nectar and water in the northern portion of the site, because
the proposed landscaping and other habitat enhancement throughout the site with plants that
support the butterfly, plus management of the primary overwintering habitat, should offset any
adverse temporary impacts that occur in the northern partion of the Rispin site.

Potential impacts to cultural and historic resources would be reduced due to the elimination of
the South End Building. Also, reconstruction of the historic Rispin aviary would be a benefit.
Bruce Judd of Architectural Resources Group recently reviewed documents provided by the
applicant reflecting the plans for this alternative. In his letter (see Appendix D), he states
unequivocally: “l am pleased to be able to recommend the design as it now exists without
hesitation. The reduction in the number of rooms, their location and the reduced size of the
Conservatory all fit with and respect the historic Rispin Mansion building. In addition, you have
clearly spent considerable effort to avoid the butterfly habitat areas and the sloped areas to the
east.” If changes to the Mansion and gardens and any new construction are required to meet
the Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines, they would be considered less-than-
significant impacts.

Potential aesthetic impacts would be less from the west (Wharf Road and Clares Street) due to
the elimination of the South End Building, but may be increased from the Rispin-Peery trail and
across Soquel Creek due to more construction north of the Mansion. With renovation and
rehabilitation of the Mansion, it is assumed that the view of the site from all public and private
viewpoints would be improved. The relevant mitigation measures prescribed for the proposed
project must be implemented to reduce potential aesthetic impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

Given a comparable level of development, potential traffic and circulation impacts would be
approximately the same, including those impacts identified as significant and unavoidable. In
the same respect, polenfial noise, air quality and public services impacts would be
approximately the same. The relevant mitigation measures prescribed for the proposed project
must be implemented to reduce these poiential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Aftainment of Project Objectives

The formal historical and monarch butterfly tour program operated through the interpretive
center would be a public access benefit. Protection and enhancement of the monarch butterfly
habitat would be better served due to the elimination of the non-resource dependant uses on
the sauth side of the site. The amount of open space would be increased with the elimination of
the South End Building. Al other project objectives for the Rispin Mansion project are achieved
at or near the same level as the proposed project.

Alternative 3: Rispin Mansion Bed and Breakfast

Descriplion

This allernative would include a reduced amount of visitor-serving uses at the site, and no
meeting or wedding uses. The restored Rispin Mansion and grounds would be used as a bed
and breakfast with guestrooms only within the Mansion itself. Assuming that the proposed
project maximizes the number of units within the Mansion, this alternative could include up to
13 guest rooms. The site would be accessed by the reconstructed driveway south of the
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Mansion, similar to the proposed project. Public access would be provided to the grounds and
the Mansion. Minimal new construction would occur; the South End Building, the Rispin
Conservatory, the North End Guest Rooms, the Rispin Pavilion, and the parking improvements
would be eliminated. The well house would receive a fagade renovation only. The renovation
of the Mansion would be required to follow the Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelines
during renovation and any future remodeling or new construction to prevent impacts to historic
resources. Habitat enhancement, management and monitoring activities to benefit the monarch
butterfly’s overwintering habitat would not be implemented under this alternative.

Environmental impacts

Under this alternative, potential impacts on water quality would be expected to be reduced due
to less disturbance of land (and related erosion impacts), and the conversion of pervious to
impervious surfaces would be reduced, causing less increase in siormwater run-off from the
site. The relevant mitigation measures prescribed for the proposed project must be
implemented to reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Potential biotic impacts would be reduced due to the elimination of the South End Building and
parking spaces south of the Mansion, and since no construction below the well house is
proposed. Impacts to oak trees in the area of the Rispin Conservatory, and potential Impacts to
the redwood and cypress south of the project site, would be eliminated as these areas would
not be disturbed for construction under this altemative. Indirect impacts to the riparian
vegetation and Soquel Creek to the east of the Mansion may still occur. All relevant mitigation
measures for biological impacts in this EIR would be required to ensure that biological
resources are not significantly impacted.

As stated in Dr. Arnold’s report {see Appendix C), without the proposed habitat management,
maintenance, and monitoring activities, the condition of the meonarch’s overwintering habitat at
the Rispin Mansion will likely continue to deteriorate. Eucalyptus and acacia trees are notorious
for dropping limbs or blowing over during storm events, which results in swift and dramatic
changes at overwintering habitat sites. Since Alternative #3 does not include the habitat
enhancement, management and monitoring program, such changes in the habitat would go
undetected and uncorrected, and would be detrimental for the monarch’s long-term use of the
Rispin site.

Potential impacts to cultural and historic resources would be reduced substantiaily due to less
new construction. If changes to the Mansion and gardens and any new construction are
required to meet the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines, they would be
considered less-than-significant impacts. Therefore, this aiternative reduces the significant
impacts on the Historic District cited for the proposed project.

Potential aesthetic impacts would be less from across Soquel Creek, from the Rispin-Peery
frail, and from the west (Wharf Road and Clares Street) due to less new construction. With
renovation and rehabilitation of the Mansion, it is assumed that the view of the site from all
public and private viewpoints would be improved. Compared to the proposed project, there
would be less need for safety and access lighting, and therefaore light and glare impacts would
be reduced. The relevant mitigaticn measures prescribed for the proposed project must be
implemented to reduce potential aesthetic impacts o a less-than-significant fevel.

Potential traffic and circulation impacts would be reduced substantially compared to the
proposed project. Cumulative LOS deficiencies on Highway 1 would remain; however, the
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project’s contribution to this and all other cumulative impacts would be substantially reduced.
In the same respect, potential noise, air quality and public services impacts would be reduced.
In terms of noise, there would no longer be a potential noise nuisance impact on nearby
sensitive receptors due to use of the site for events and weddings. Mitigation measures for any
remaining noise, air quality, and public services impacts that exceed the thresholds of
significance as described in this EIR would still be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

Aftainment of Project Obijeclives

Public access would remalin as with the proposed project. Protection of the on-site biclogical
resources might be better served due to the lower level of development, but the funding
mechanism for habitat enhancement, management and monitoring that the proposed project
includes would be greatly reduced, to the point that these aclivities to benefit the monarch
butterfly’s overwintering habitat would not be implemented. The future owner could achieve
historical certification, and obtain Historic Investment Tax Credits with appropriate rehabilitation
plans. The objective of maintaining open space would be achieved to a greater level than with
the proposed project. No special event uses would be available for the public at the site or in
the gardens. This alternative would likely reduce the ability of the project to meet the objective
of creating a stable/profitable economic investment for the project applicants. Moreover, the
City would not achieve the objective of getting the best possible economic return to the level
that they would with the proposed project. The objective of increasing high-fevel visitor-serving
days to the City would be attained, however to a lesser degree than the proposed project.

Alternative 4: Reduced Scale Alternative

Description

The reduced scale alternative would reduce the new development on the Rispin Mansion site
compared to the proposed project. The South End Building guest units would be placed at the
area immediately north of the Rispin Gardens in place of the Rispin Conservatory. Therefore,
meetings or events proposed in the Rispin Conservatory, such as weddings for up to 48 people,
would not be possible (although smaller meetings may be accommodated within the Mansion
itself). The number of units of overnight accommadations would remain the same (28 guest
rooms). The site would be accessed by the reconstructed driveway south of the Mansion,
similar to the proposed project. The parking spaces and well house uses would remain the
same. The Rispin Pavilion and nearby tent structure would be eliminated. The renovation of
the Mansion would be required to follow the Secretary of Interior's Standards and Guidelings
during renovation and any future remodeling or new construction to prevent impacts to historic
rescurces. Habitat enhancement, management and monitoring activities to benefit the Monarch
butterfly's overwintering habitat would not be implemented under this alternative.

Environmental Impacis

Under this altemative, potential impacts on water guality would be expected to be reduced due
to less disturbance of land (and related erosion impacts), and the conversion of pervious to
impervious surfaces would be reduced, causing less increase in stormwater run-off from the
site. The relevant mitigation measures prescribed for the proposed project must be
implemented 1o reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Rispin Mansion Project
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Potential biotic impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project due {o reducing
uses on the south end of the site in the monarch overwintering habitat. The potential impacts
on the redwood and cypress trees south of the former South End Building location would be
eliminated. Tree removal and indirect impacts to oak trees at the former Rispin Conservatory
site, now the site of the relocated South End Building guest units, would still occur. Indirect
impacts to the riparian vegetation and Soquel Creek to the east of the Mansion may still occur.
All relevant mitigation measures for biological impacts in this EIR would be required to ensure
that biological resources are not significantly impacted. it should be reiterated, however, that all
portions of the project site in the coastal zone that may provide for continued utilization of the
site by monarchs are considered to be within ESHA, and any non-resource dependent
development that could adversely affect this ESHA, such as the well house uses and parking
spaces, would constitute a significant and unavoidable impact.

As stated in Dr. Arnold’s report (see Appendix C), since the surface parking would be located
in the southern portion of the project site, the potential for adverse impacts to the monarch and
its overwintering habitat remain. Also, without the proposed habitat management,
maintenance, and monitoring activities, the condition of the monarch’s overwintering habitat will
likely continue to deteriorate.

Potential impacts o cultural and historic resources would be reduced due to less new
construction. I changes to the Mansion and gardens and any new construction are required to
meet the Secretary of Inferior’'s Standards and Guidelines, they would be considered less-than-
significant impacts. Therefore, this alternative reduces the significant impacts on the Historic
District cited for the proposed project.

Potential aesthetic impacts would remain essentially the same from across Soquel Creek, from
the Rispin-Peery trail, and from Wharf Road and Clares Street. The project would stilt be
considered to he a visual improvement compared to the exisiing site conditions. The relevant
mitigation measures prescribed for the proposed project must be implemented to reduce
potential aesthetic impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Potential traffic and circulation impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project.
Cumulative £LOS deficiencies on Highway 1 would remain; however, the project’s contribution to
this and ali other cumulative impacts would be reduced. In the same respect, potential noise,
air quality, and public services impacts would be reduced. In terms of noise, there would no
longer be a potential noise nuisance impact on nearby residential areas due to use of the site
for events and weddings. Mitigation measures for any remaining noise, air quality, and public
services impacts that exceed the thresholds of significance as described in this EIR would still
be required to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant fevel.

Altainment of Project Objectives

If this alternative were adopted, some of the project’s objectives would be attained, however,
not to the degree as would be achieved with the proposed project. Specifically, eliminating the
Rispin Conservatory and replacement with the relocated guest units would eliminate the
wedding component of the project and greatly reduce the meeting component. This reduction
in use or function of the site will reduce the extent of achievement of the stated project
objectives relating to stable/profitable economic investment for the applicants, and providing a
meeting/wedding/multi-use facility for the public. Protection of the on-site biclogical resources
might be better served due 1o the lower level of development, but the funding mechanism for
habitat enhancement, management and monitoring that the proposed project includes would be
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reduced, to the point that these activities to benefit the monarch butterfly’s overwintering habitat
would not be implemented. The objective of maintaining open space would be achieved to a
greater level than with the proposed project. The other project objectives for the Rispin Mansion
project are all achieved at or near the same level as the proposed project.

The Environmentally Superior Alternative

CEQA requires that an environmentally superior altemative to the proposed project be
specified. In general, the environmentally superior alternative would minimize adverse impacts
on the project site and surrounding environment while achieving the basic objectives of the
project. Under the No Project Alternative, the environmental impacts associated with the
proposed development and renovation of the site in¢cluded in this EIR would be avoided for an
undefined period of time; on this basis, the No Project Allernative may be considered
environmentally superior to the proposed projeci. However, the No Project Alternative does not
satisfy any of the project objectives and, when the No Project Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, another environmentally superior alternative must be identified [CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6 (e)(2)]. Table 18 provides a comparison of the impacts among the
alternatives in order to identify an environmentally superior alternative among the evaluated
options.

Table 18
Summary of impacts of Project Alternatives
Proposed Alt. 1: Alt. 2: Al 3 Alt. 4:
Projact Ho Project | Alternative Bad and Reduced
Site Breakfast Scale
Config.
Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- Signifi- Signifi-
cance cance cance cance cance
Geology and Soils SM NA SM SM SM
Hydrology and Water Quality SM NA SM SM SM
Biclogical Resources — monarch habilatESHA 84U NA SM SM 84U
Biclogical Resources — riparian sM NA SM SM SM
vegetalion/steethead
Biclogical Resources — special-status specics SM NA SM SM SM
Cultural Resources SM NA SM SM sM
Historlcal Resources SM NA SM SM SM
Visual Resources SM NA 5M SM S
Traffle and Clreutation - SM/SU NA - SM/SU SM/SU | SM/SU:
Noise SM NA SM SM SM
Air Quality SM NA SM SM SM
Public Services SM NA SM SM SM
LS = Less than significant impact
S = Potenttally significant but reduced to [ess-than-significant with mitigation
su = Significant and unavoidable
NA = No impacts will occur in the shor-term; long-term impacts depend upon future proposals

Al of the other alternatives discussed in this EIR may be considered environmentally superior in
some respects, but generally involve environmental, social, and economic trade-offs.

The alternative with the fewest and least severe environmental impacts is Alternative 1, the No
Project Alternative. With implementation of Alternative 1, however, none of the project
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objectives would be accomplished. Maoreover, it is important to note that existing visual blight
due to the deterioration and vandalism of the Mansion and other site features would still exist
with this alternative. [n addition, it can be reasonably assumed that there are existing drainage
issues that adversely impact the steelhead population within Soquel Creek and, with the
numerous trespassing violations on the property, many cother impacts may adversely affect
onsite and adjacent resources. Also, as discussed in Dr. Arnold's report (see Appendix C), the
monarch overwintering habitat would continue to be degraded, as no habitat enhancement,
management and maintenance, or future monitoring of the habitat would occur. As a resuit, Dr.
Arnold anticipates that habitat conditions would continue to deteriorate, perhaps to such a
degree that the site would eventually no longer be suitable as overwintering habitat for the
monarch.

Though most of the impacts for the other three alternatives are still classified as potentially
significant, it is important to note the following: 1) the impact level is generally reduced in
comparison with the proposed project {see discussion under each alternative above); and 2)
they can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of relevant mitigation.

Alternatives 2 and 3 would not have a significant and unavoidable impact with respect to
monarch overwintering habitat ESHA. Alternative 2 would have less severe impacts than the
proposed project, and would achieve all of the basic project objectives at or near, and in some
cases above, the level of the proposed project. Alternative 3 would have less severe impacis
than Alternatives 2 and 4, and would achieve some of the basic project objectives, but to a
lesser extent than Alternatives 2 and 4, and the proposed project. Alternative 4 would have
less severe impacts than Alternative 2 and the proposed project, and would achieve most of the
basic project objectives, but to a lesser extent than Alternative 2 and the proposed project.

Alternatives 3 and 4 appear to have less severe impacts than Alternative 2; however these
alternatives may not be considered to be economically feasible or preferable. More importantly,
under Alternatives 3 and 4, without the proposed habitat management, maintenance, and
monitoring activities, the condition of the monarch’s overwintering habitat will likely continue to
deteriorate, perhaps to such a degree that the site would eventually no longer be suitable as
overwintering habitat for the monarch. Based on the above analysis, its ability to reduce
significant and unavoidable impacts, and achievement of the basic project objectives, and as
concurred by Dr. Amnold (see Appendix C), the environmentally superior alternative is
Alternative 2.
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STATE DF CALIFORMIA - THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

SALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION -

INTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
.5 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300
SANTA CAUZ, CA BSOBD
1408y 4272063
: " ZARING IMPAIRED: [415) 904-6200

January 8, 1998 e

Kathleen Molloy B R
Community Development Director - P IR N
City of Capitola i L ;
420 Capitola Avenue f?"' _ !
Capitola, 95010 b

Subject. Notice of Preparation of EiR for “The Inn at Rispin Mansion”; Comments
Dear Ms. Molloy:

Thank you for forwarding the NOP for the Inn at Rispin Mansion for Commission staff
comments. We reviewed the Denise Duffy & Associates Work Program attached to the NOP
‘as Appendix OCne. The Duffy and Associates Work Program appears to cover all the issue
areas.

- . The Commission staff is particularly interested in the long term protection of riparian and
monareh butterfly habitat resources on this site. Experience at Escalona Gulch suggests that

. protection of monarch habitat is difficult.in proximity to development. Both the location/intensity
of development to reduce the potential for impacts and a long term program of monitoring,
-‘management, and maintenance that is, perhaps, the responsibility of the developer may be
appropriate. We strongly recommend that the DEIR explore mitigation measures to assure Iong
term protection of these habttats

Regarding procedures, the prOJect site falls at least partially within the Coastal Zone and the
development will require a coastal development permit. Since the site is within an Area of
Deferred Certification, that is, the Local Coastal Program for the site has not been certified by
the Coastal Commission, the Coastal Commission rather than the City of Capitola would
process the future coastal development permit for the development. Alternatively the City could
submit an amendment to the Local Coastal Pragram which, if certified, would result in transfer
of permit jurisdiction to the City. Piease feel free to call to discuss these issues.

Very truly yours,

LEE OTTER
DISTRICT CHIEF PLANNER

,
P
’ '

- CHASE
COASTAL PLANNER
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA —— BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY _ PETE WILSON, G ovemor
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
E0 HIGUERA STAEET

SAN LS DRISOC, CA 934038114
TELEPHONE; (805) 5483111
TOD [BOS) $46-325¢

January 12, 1998

5-3Cr-1-14.86

NOP for B& B Hotel &
Branch Library
SCH # 97121056
Kathleen Molloy
Community Development Director
City of Capitola

420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

- Dear Ms. Molloy:

__ Caltrans District § Staff has reviewed the above-referenced Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Inn.at
- -Rispin Mansion B & B /Hotel, and the Capitola Branch Library projects. It appears that the proposed
. development could have transportation related impacts to State Route (SR} 1. Consequently, Caltrans
requests that a thorough traffic analysis be included as part of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR). This study should mchude an analysis of all potential impacts to State Route 1. The follomng is
2 partial Hst of items this study should include:

1. An accurate site and vicinity map. Please include plans showmg all existing and proposed

points of ingress and cgress,
- 2. A description of existing geometrics and levels of service including mainline portions of

Route 1. o

3. The proposed project’s AM. and P. M. peak hour analysis and trip distnbution. All traffic
data (counts, etc.) must not be more than twe years old.

4. An operational analysis of the proposed project with end without mitigation.

5. A cumulative analysis per CEQA Guidelines 15130.

6. All analysis must be conducted using the 1994 4 ighway Capacily Manual, except for weave
apalysis which should use the Caltrans 1995 Highway Design Manudal.

7. A thorough discussion of traffic impact mitigation measures including recommendations for
funding mechanisms and financial responsibilities, This study should alse discuss potential
traffic impact fees for the proposed project. Please provide potential funding vehicles
available within the local or regional government that will ensure that traffic impact fees will

be used along State Route 1.

" paea——

'
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Mr. Keith Woodcock
January 9, 1998
Pape 2

7. Plesse add the following intersections to the list discussed in task 1 on page 12 of the NOP:

a. Bay Ave /SR 1
b. 41" Ave/SR 1

‘8. An encroachment permit must be obtained before any work can be conducted within the
Caltrans right-of-way. Please be advised that prior to obtaining an encroachment permit, all
destgn plans must be reviewed by this office accompanied by an approved environmenial
document. Bioclogical and archaeclogical surveys must specificaily address impacts in the
state right-of-way. Should you have further questions regarding encroachment permits,
plecase contact Mr, Steve Senet, Permits Engineer, st (805) 541-3152

Caltrans staff is available if the City or the project proponent wishes to discuss Lhis project. We would
also appreciate the apportunity to review the traffic study prior to its release in the DEIR,

‘Thank you for your consideration of our comments on this proposed project. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (803) 549-3131,

Sincerely,

Clody (e

Charles Larwood
District 5
Intergavernmental Review Coaordinator

CDL:cd/ _
¢o: C Belsky, SCH
N. Papadakis, AMBAG
L. Wilshusen, SCCRTC
File. 8. Chesebro, 8. Strait, L. Delling, J Gonzalez,
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Kathleen Molloy

Community Development Director
420 Capitola Avenue

Capitola, CA 95010

SUBJECT: NOP FOR THE INN AT RISPIN MANSION AND THE CAPITOLA
BRANCH LIBRARY

Dear Ms. Molloy: - o -

Staff has reviewed the NOP and has the following comments:

- L Direct and indirect source emissions from all proposed activities should be

quantified and assessed.

2. If project or cumulative traffic would significantly affect an intersection or
roadway at LOS D or below, dispersion modeling should be undertaken to
determine if carbon monoxide concentrations would violate ambient air quality
standards at sensitive receptor locations.

3. Project PM,q construction emissions should be quantified. If emissions would
exceed 82 lbs/day, the project would have a significant impact on air quality.
However, PM,, modeling could be undertaken to verify or dispute this f‘mdmgs
per the District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines.

4. Mitigation measures should be identified for any significant impacts on air
quality. The EIR should quantify the emission reduction effectiveness of each
measure, identify the agency(ics) responsible for implementation and monitoring,
and conclude whether mitigation measures would reduce impacts below
significance levels.

5. Project consistency with the 1994 Air Quality Management Plan for the Monterey
- Bay Region should be addressed. Consistency is used by the District to
determine a project’s cumulative impact on regional air quality (i.e., ozone
levels). AMBAG should be contacted for a formal consistency determination,
which should be included in the DEIR.

S
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The District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines can be used to help prepare the alr
quallty analysis. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call,,

Sincerely,

anet Brennan
Supervising Planner
Planning and Air Monitoring Division

cc:  Nicolas Papadakis, AMBAG



NOTICE OF PREPARATION

To:

Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report

Lead Agency: Consulting Firm (if applicable):

Agency Name: City of Gapitola Community Firm Name: Denise Duffy & Asgociates
Bevelopment Depariment

Street Address; 420 Capifola Avenue Street Address: 947 Cass Street, Suite 5

City/State/Zip: Capitola, CA 95010 City/State/Zip: Monterey, CA 93940

Contact; Patrizia Materassi {831) 475-7300 or Bud Camey (831) 688-3168

The City of Capitola will be the Lead Agency and will prepare a Revised Draft Environmentat Impact
Report {Revised Draft EIR} for the project identified below. We would like to know the views of your
agency as {o the scope and content of the environmental information which is germane to your
agency’s statutory responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need
to use the Revised Draft EIR when considering your permit or other approval for the project.

The project description, location, and a brief summary of the potential environmental effects are
contained in the attached materials. No Initial Study has been prepared for the project.

Due to the time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the eadiest possible
date but not later than 30 days after receipt of this notice.

Piease send your response to Patrizia Materassi/Bud Carney at the address shown above. We will
need the name for a contact person in your agency.

Project Title: Rispin Mansion Project

Project Location:  Capitola Santa Cruz County
City {nearasl) County

Project Description: The Rispin Mansion project consists of two separale but related actions: {1)
the amendment of the Redevelopment Plan for the existing. Caplto}a Redavelopment i'-"roJect to add
the Rispin Mansion property and adjacent library and municipal parki {

(2) the updated development proposal for the Rispin Mansion submitted by the developer in
2001/2002. The Rispin Mansion development proposal includes development of the Inn at Rispin
Mansion, renovation of ihe Mansicn and grounds, improvemenits 1o the adjacent parking lot at the
Clares Street and Whar! Road library, and estabiishment of a habitat enhancement/adaptive

management program to preserve and protect adjacent and on-site biological resources.

Date Signature
Title
Telephone




NOTICE OF PREPARATION
OF A
REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL iMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
RISPIN MANSION PROJECT

The City of Capitola will prepare a Revised Draft Environmental impact Report {Revised Draft EIR)
for the Rispin Mansion project. The City of Capitola would like your input regarding the scope and
content of the enviranmental information to be addressed in the Revised Draft EIR. Please note that
this Revised Draft EIR may be used by your agency when considering approvals for this project.

The project description, location, and a brief summary of potential environmental effects are
attached.

According to State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date, but not later than
30 days after receipt of this notice. Please send your response, including identification of a2 contact
person, to the following address:

City of Capitola
Community Development Department
420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 85010
Attn: Patrizia Materassi/Bud Carney
Phone: (831) 475-7300



PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND PROPOSED SCOPE
FOR THE
REVISED DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
FOR THE
RISPIN MANSION PROJECT

Introduction

The purpose of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is o inform decision makers and the general
public of the potential environmenta!l effects of a proposed project. The environmental review
process is intended to provide public agencies with the environmental information reguired to
evaluate a proposed project to determine whether it may have a significant effect on the
environmant, to establish metheods for reducing adverse environmental impacts, and to consider
alternatives prior to approval.

The City of Capitola will prepare a Revised Draft EIR for the proposed Rispin Mansion project, which
will include the following, as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

. a summary of the project;

. a project description;

. a description of the existing environmental setting, potential environmental impacts, and
mitigation measures;

. project alternatives; and

° a discussion of environmental impacts, which will attempt to identify:
a} any significant environmental effects which cannot be avoided if the project is

implemented;

b} any significant irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources;

c) the growth-inducing impacts of the proposed project;
d) effects found not to be significant; and
e} cumulative impagts,

EIR Process

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR was circulated on December 16, 1997 fo State, regional,
and local agencies and to interested community organizations and individuals after the developer
filed a development application. A 3D-day commsnt psriod on the NOP provided agenciss,
organizations and individuals the opportunity o identify issues and/for concerns that should be
addressed during the preparation of the Draft EIR. On November 20, 1998, the City distributed a
Draft EIR to interested responsible and trusiee agencies, groups, organizations, and individuals for
& public neview period through January 4, 1999. The City received 10 comment letters. A response
to comments documeni was prepared in March 1889 and included an assessment of the
Developer's Mitigated Project that was submitted in January 1999. In March and Aprit of 1989,
during pubiic hearings on the project, the developer revised the plans several times 1o respond to
comments by the Planning Commission, Rispin Steering Committee, and members of the pubilic.
Based on the changes in the plans and changes in circumstances, the City chose to recircuiate the
EIR so that the public and decision-makers could clearly understand the project proposed at that
time. The Recirculated Draft EIR was distributed on December 18, 2000 for a public review period
through January 31, 2001. The City received 11 comment leiters, one (1) letter from the State
Clearinghouse acknowledging compliance with CEQA review regquirements, and two (2) additional

Rispin Mansion Project I NOP



letters from the State Clearinghouse for transmittal of comment letters received from state agencies
after the close of the state review period. In November 2001, based on comments received and
changes in the plans, the City again chose to recirculate a revised EiR to allow the public and
decision-makers to clearly understand the most recent proposed project. This Revised Draft EIR
is based upon the most recent version of the plans.

Project Location and Description

The proposed Rispin Mansion project sites consist of approximately 6.5 acres of land located along
the eastern side of Wharf Road and an approximately lz-acre paved area located across Whar!
Road, west of the Mansion site. The Rispin Mansion site is bounded by Soquel Creek to the east,
open space to the north, a muitiple-family residential development to the south, and a residential
care facllity, mulitiple- and single-family residences, and the parking lot/library site to the west.
Across Scquel Creek, there are also single-family residences. Access to both of the sites is
provided via the 41st Avenue exit off of Highway 1, Clares Street and Wharf Road. The proposed
project sites, which are currently owned by the City, are located in the City of Capitola in Santa Cruz
County. The sites are located west of Soquel Creek and south of Highway 1. Figure 3-1 shows the
locations of the sites.

The Rispin Mansion project consists of iwo separate but related actions: (1} the amendment of the
Redevelopment Plan for the existing Capilola Redevelopment Project to add the Rispin Mansion
property and adjacent library and municipal parking Iot to the Project area; and (2} the updated
development proposal for the Rispin Mansion submitted by the developer in 2001/2002. The Rispin
Mansion development propesal includes development of the Inn at Rispin Mansion, renovation of the
Mansion and grounds, improvements 1o the adjacent parking lot at the Clares Street and Wharf
Road library, and establishment oi a habitat enhancement/adaptive management program to
preserve and protect adjacent and on-site biclogical resources.

This project requires architectural and site review, a conditional use permit, coastal development
permit, zone change, General Plan text amendment (policy changes), Capitola Redevelopment Plan
amendment, permanent conservation easements or deed restrictions {o maintain public access,
and potentially other related entitlement actions. Current zoning for the Rispin Mansion site is
AR/VS/R (Automatic Review, Visitor-Serving, Residential). [The joint-use parking lot site is
designated as PF F/P (Public Facility — Parks, Open Space, and Facilities).] The Rispin Mansion
site would be re-zoned to PD (Planned Development).

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21090, this Revised Draft EIR will serve as a project
EIR for the proposed amendment to the Capitola Redevelopment Plan. The proposed amendment
would: (1) add the Rispin Mansion property and adjacent library and municipal parking lot to the
existing Capitola Redevelopment Project area, and (2} make various revisions to existing limitations
in the Redevelopment Pian related primarily to financing, including time limits on incurring
indebtedness, receipt of tax increment and the effectiveness of the redevelopment plan.

Envircnmenta! issues

The foliowing key environmental issues are proposed to be addressed, in addition to all other
elements required by CEQA. [f there are additional topics, analysis or other content that your
agency would like evaluated, please indicate this in a letter of response fo the NOP.

a Land Use and Planning: The EIR will evaluate the consistency of the project with relevant
plans and policies, including but not limited to, the City of Capitola General Plan, Zoning
Crdinance, Local Coastal Program, and other plans/policies.

Rispin Mansion Project 2 NOP



. Geology and Soils: The EIR will describe the geotechnical and geclogical constraints of
the site and potential impacts.

. Hydrology and Water Quality: The EiR will describe existing hydrological information, the

proposed new or aitered drainage characteristics, and will evaluate potential water quaiity
impacts.

. Biological Resources: The EIR will describe the existing biological resources an and

adjacent to the site, and will evaluate potential impacts on special-status plant and wildfife
species and protected habitat types.

. Cultural Resources: The EIR will describe the cultural and historical characteristics of the
project site, and will examine potential impacts on the Rispin Mansion, which is listed on the
National Register of Historic Places.

. Aesthetics: The EIR will describe the existing visual setting of the project area and will
evaluate potential visual effects of the project.

. Traffic and Circulation: The traffic analysis in the EIR will describe existing conditions and
witl determine the potential traffic impacts of the project on the key intersections, roadway
segments, and freeway segments in the vicinity of the site. Project access, internal
circulation, parking and traffic safety will also be discussed.

s Noise: The EIR will describe the existing noise setting, noise sources, and sensitive
receptors in the project vicinity, and will evaluate potential noise impacts from project
construction and operation.

. Alr Quality: The EIR will describe the regional air quality setting, standards and attainment
stalus, and sensitive receptors in the project vicinity, and will examine potential air quality
impacts from project construction and operation.

. Public Services: The EIR will describe the public services and utifities serving the project
site and will evaluate potential impacts and benefits related io these public services.

. CEQA Congsiderations: In accordance with CEQA requirements, cumulative impacis and
growth inducement will be analyzed.

. Alternatives: In accordance with CEQA, the EIR needs to address a reasonable range of
altematives to the project that could feasiblely obtain most of the basic project objectives and
that are capable of eliminating significant adverse impacts of the project, or reducing them
to a leve! of insignificance, even if those aiternatives would not fully atfain the project
objectives or would be more costly. All alteratives will be discussed both quantitatively (to
the extent possible) and gqualitatively in terms of their impacts and their effectiveness in
addressing identified significant adverse project impacts, This section will identify and
discuss the project deemed o be environmentally superior per the requirements of CEQA
§ 15126.6 (e)(2). This evaluation will be based on a comparative analysis of the identified
alternatives.

Rispin Mansion Project 3 NOP



Central Fire Protection District
of Santa Cruz County

March 24, 2003 D30 I7Lh Avenye
: Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Phone (831) 479-6842

Hax, (831 4706847

Fax (831} 479-681&

Denise Duffy & Associates
947 Cass Street, Suite 5
Monterey, CA 93940

Dear Mr. Carney:

This letter is in response to the Notice of Preparation of a Revised Draft
Environmental Impact Report # 7002 0460 0003 8423 2603, received by
Centfral Fire Protection District of Santa Cruz County.

In response to the Environmental Impact Report of the Rispin Mansion, the
District has specific concerns in regarding fire and life safety. The Rispin
Mansion currently poses a threat to public and firefighter safety  (Please see the
attached letter to the City of Capitela dated February 6, 2003.

The following mitigation measures will need to be addressed in the revised
Environmental Impact Report. These measures are to ensure that the recognized
standards of fire and life safety are fully met:

1, The mansion shall need to be equipped with fire and smcke detection
systern and notification equipment, as per the Uniform Fire Code/ Central
Fire Protection District Adopted Standard and Amendments.

2. The mansion will be equipped with built-in fire suppression equipment
such as fire sprinklers, hood and duct fire suppression equipment and
related protection devices as per the current Fire Code adopted by Central
Fire Protection District.

3. The area around the mansion is a wooded area with highly combustible
eucalyptus trees and dead debris. The area adjacent to the mansion shall
have a defensible fire zone and proper clearances.

4. Praoper fire hydrants with the required fire flow for fire protection to the
structure and surrounding areas shall be required.

Serving the communities of Capitola, Live Qak, and Soquel
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3. The remodel of the mansion will need to be completed with seismic and
earthquake protection standards for occupancy use.

6. Fire and paramedic rescue access and egress wili need to be identified for
emergency responses to the mansion.

7. Emergency services and on-going fire prevention inspections for f re and
life safety code compliance, will be required.

8. The current taxation of the mansion and the proposed RDA expansion
properties generate no tax revenue for the fire/paramedic and prevention
services currently required for the mansion. Future development will
require an agreed-to revenue mechanism for the services required to
protect the new development of the mansion.

Bud, any further information regarding the revised environmental impact draft
report on the Rispin Mansion, proposed design and or usages of the proposed
mansion will need 10 be presented through the plan review process.

Thank you for you fime, consideration and assistance in this project draft
proposal.

Sincerely,

Towaee. (adh_

Bruce Clark, Fire Chief

Aftachment

cana‘'d di@:ae EQ/SZ/ER 231889

ard
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Central Fire Protection District
of Santa Cruz County

February 6, 2003

Mr. Richard Hilt, City Manager
City of Capitola

930 17th Avenue
Santa Cruz, CA 95062
Phone (831) 479-6842
Fax (831) 4786847

FILF p oy

420 Capitola Avenue
Capitola, CA 95010

“Dear Mr. Hill,

As you are aware, the Central Fire Protection District over the years has

responded to numerous fire calls in the area of the Rispin Mansion at 2000 Wharf
Road and within the mansion itself.

The mansicn is a prime target for arsen fires as well as vandalismn, Although the
Gity of Capitola has tried to seclire the premises with fencing, trespassing
continues to be an on-going problem.

As the Fire Chief for this District | have grave concerns regarding the Rispin
Mansion for the following reasons:

The interior walls, flaors and ceilings of this historical iandmark have rofted
pasing a hazard for anyone who ventures into it. In an emergency
situation aur crews are themselves subject to these hazardous conditions.
During the Worchester Fire of 2001 six firefighters lost their lives

searching for people rumored ta be in that deteriorated and abandoned-
structure.

The structure is noncompliant with current fire and life safety codes.
The current passageways provide no emergency access or egress.

The fencing Itself prohibits easy access to the structure which causes a
costly defay in rendering services during an emergency.

There is no built-in fire protection system which would mitigate some of
the current problems with the mansion,

The area surrounding the mansion is heavily woaded with highly
combustible eucalyptus trees and much debris. When ignited this type of
fuel can easily spread to the surraunding residences within a very shaort

Serving the communities of Capitofa, Live Oak, and Soquel
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span of time. From this you can understand why the trespassing and

vandalism Issues are of great concern not only for public safety, but also
for the safety of our firefighters.

» Emergency responses 1o the mansion are important, yet they also impact

fire ahd paramedic services to the rest of the community each time an
incident oceurs.

o We live in an unstable area with regard to earthquakes, Another selsmic

event such as the one In 1989 could very well cause a collapse of the
structure.

= Protection of life and propenty is the mission statement of Central Fire
Protection District; however, there will aiways be an environmental impact
to the surrounding area when these services are rendered. | refer to the
anirnals, native plants and habitat of certain species which could be
adversely affected during the suppression phase.

Central Fire Protection District is recommending either the replacement or
remadetl of the mansion, which would include the installation of a modern fireé
protection system, in order to protect this historical landmark from a devastating
fire, In so doing the risk to the community and our firefighters is greatly reduced.

The above concerns and suggestions are based on my thirty years of fire service
experience. | believe it [s essential as the Fire Chief of this District that 1 do all |

_possibly can to avoid a potentially catastrophic disaster, With your help, | believe

we can work together to ameliorate this current situation.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter. Please give me a call
S0 we can arrange a meeting to further discuss this issue. itis my hope that the

Rispin Mansion can be made safe and by so doing preserve this vital part of the
community for years to come.

Respectiully,
e (el
Bruce Clark, Fire Chief

BC/sds

Attachments:
Incident/Arson Reports

Fote) Central Fire Protection District Board of Directars
Fire District Legal Counsel
Risk Management Contractor

EPR'd “tBIE@ =SB/EC/ER 89TE030

ary



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

THOMAS L. BOLICH, DISTRICT ENGINEER

1;Iarch 26, 2003 F‘RE@EIVEQ

PATRIZIA MATERASSI/BUD CARNEY MAR 2 4 2003
CITY OF CAPITOLA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT _ j
420 CAPITOLA AVENUE
CAPITOLA, CA 95010

DENISEDUFFY ¢ ASSOCIATES

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (EIR)
RISPIN MANSION PROJECT
APN: 35-031-32 & -37, 35-042-30

Dear Ms. Materassi,

This letter is in responsc to your request for the District’s views for the scope and content
of the proposed EIR. The draft EIR should address potential downstrcam capacity problems and
mitigations, permit requirements and fees, and source control measures that the District staff will
identify during this process. ' '

Thank you for requesting our input on the drafl EIR and notification for this proposed
project. Wc have altached a copy of the District’s scwer facilitics adjacent to the proposed
project. Plcasc contacl me at (831) 454-2160 if you have questions during the preparation of this
report. '

Yours truly,

THOMAS L. BOLICH
District Engineer

By 2R00k0% Yok ooV

Rachél Lather
Sanitation Engineer
DR/af:341
attachment

c: DENISE DUFFY & ASSOCIATES /
947 CASS STREET, STE 5
MONTEREY, CA 93940




Santa Cruz County Sanitation District

701 QOCEAN STREET, SUITE 410, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4073
(831} 454-2160 FAX (831) 454-2089 TDD: {831) 434-2123

THOMAS L. BOLICH, DISTRICT ENGINEER

May 1, 2003

JBFF FOSTER

DENISE DUFFY & ASSOCIATES _
500 DAMONTE RANCH PARKWAY, SUITE 929
RENQO, NEVADA 89521

SUBJECT: RISPIN MANSION DRAFT EIR

APN: 35-371-01 & 02
Dear Mr. Foster:

The information that you submitted dated April 2, 2003, regarding the proposal {0
renovate the Rispin Mansion, allowed us {o identify sorne general issues that the District will
consider in our review of this project. Thesc issues include bul are not limited to:

1.  Adequacy of downstrcam scwer mains’ capacity and mitigation measures.

2. Installation of interior greasc trap(s) and/or cxterior grease interceptors and
sampling manhole {See attached Figs. SS-16, 88-17, §§-18, and SS-20).

3. Installation of a duplex pump (private) with adequatc rescrve capacity and
the requircment of an on-site, natural gas generator.

4. On-sitc investigation for unabandoned seplic systems and reiated piping.

5. [nvestigalion to determine if structurcs arc currently connected to the public
SCWCT.

6. Permit focs (sce attached fee schedule).

As discussed in a phone conversation, we are unable to be more specific in our
c¢omments without cnough information to calculate estimated water usage. Typically, we would
bc able to basc our calculations from a plumbing plan, sealing capacity and hours of operation of
the restaurant/food scrvice areas, how often the wedding pavilion will be used and other pertinent
information. ' ' ' '



JEFF IFOSTER
Page -2-

As more information 18 provided to the District, the better we will be able to
provide you with more specific information. Additional issues may be added based upon future
information provided by you, the city of Capitola, and/or a private developer.

Please submit completc and final information 1o assist us for the permit process,
capacity study and sourcc control requirctents when it is available, You may contact us for
additional information rcgarding the permit process at (831) 454-2160 or Source Conirol
requircmicnts at {831) 405-7439.

Yours truly,

THOMAS L. BOLICH
District Engineer

B 200 YAakhunD
Rachel Lather
Sanitation Engineer

DR:abc/630
Attachmcents

c: City of Capitola
Jo Fleming, Water and Wastewater



SIZING SPECIFICATIONS FOR
EXTERIOR GREASE INTERCEPTOR

Exterior Concrete Grease Interceptors shall be sized according to the following formula:

For Restaurants:  Interceptor size in gallons = seating capacity x 4.5 gallons x 2.5 hours x hour factor
Interceptor size in liters = seating capacity x 17 liters x 2.5 hours x hour factor

(4.5 = gailons used per seat per hour) (2.5 = hours of retention required for grease separation. )
( 17 = liters used per seat per hour)

Example: 120 seats x 4.5 gallons x 2.5 hours x 2.0 hour factor = 2700 gallons
‘ 120 seats x 17 liters x 2.5 hours x 2.0 hour factor = 10,200 liters

The next larger standard size interceptor shall be used when the above calculation yields an intermediate
SiZC.

Interceptor size in liters

= No. Beds x 17 liters

HOUR FACTOR = increase in size to compensate for hours of operation.
1 hour= 1.02 9 hours =1.28 17 hours = 1.82
2 hours = 1.04 10 hours = 1,35 18 hours = 1.86
3 hours = 1.06 11 hours=1.42 19 hours = 1,89
4 hours = 1,08 12 hours = 1.50 20 hours = 1.92
5 hours = 1,11 13 hours =1.58 21 hours =194
6 hours=1.14 14 hours = 1.65 22 hours = 1,96
7 hours =1.18 15 hours=1.72 23 hours = 1.98
8 hours =123 16 hours = 1,77 24 hours = 2.00
For Hospitals: Interceptor size in gallons = No. beds x 4.5 gallons x 2.5 hours x hour factor

x 2.5 hours x hour factor

For Bed and Breakfast Inns:

Pretreatment devices {grease interceptors or.grease traps) shall be required for Bed and Breakfast inns
with six {6) or more rooms.

Exterior grease interceptors are required for any size Bed and Breakfast Inns offering full menu service.

The minimum size exterior conerete interceptor allowed is 1325 liters (350 gallons) for all applications.

EXTERIOR GREASE INTERCEPTOR SPECIFICATIONS  FIG. 8§§-16 -
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NOTES

1. Size and details of the grease initerceptor shall be approved by the District
Engineer prior to instollation. '

2. Secure necessary permits from the Building Department and check location and
structurel requirements before beginning installiation of the grease interceptor.

3. All covers shall be tighi—fitting, removable, easily—accessible, and supplied
with a gasket type seal. '

- 4. The iniercepior shall be located and installed outside of the building and
shall be constructed in such a manner as fo exclude the entrance of surface
water, and storm or roin water. Tanks must be sel level,

S. Grease interceptor or forming for grease interceptor shall be installed prior
te the time of rough plumbing inspection. For inspection of grease interceptor
call (B31) 454-2160, 24 hours prior to installation or concrete pour.

Precast structures of eguivaieni capacity may be instalied.

~J

Toilet facilities are prohibited from flowing through the inferceptor.

8. A running frap and cleanout may be required if odors from venting
become excessive.

9, If water is present at excavated depth, then a minimum of 75mm &3 inches?
of drain rock shall be laid in the bettom of the trench prior to setiing the tank.

EXTERIOR GREASE INTERCEPTOR
REV. 9—98 FIG. S5—17




TYPICAL GREASE TRAP DETAIL
‘ REMOVABLE NEOPRENE
FLOW—CONTROL / COVER _ f GASKET
VALYE — '
AR RELEF = 1
— ] STATIC WATER LINE
INLET 7 BAFFLES QUTLETY
L
SPECIFICATIONS FOR INTERIOR TYPE GREASE TRAPS o
TYPE FOOD : MIN. SIZE FIXTURES 1§
SERVICE SERVING REQUIRED TRAP*
Dairy Stand & Dairy products, 45kg (1004) Pot Sink(s):
Food Stand hamburgers, fries & Janitorial Sin
Hamburger Hamburger, fries, 45kg {(100§) "
Stand sandwiches
Fish & Chips - Take out 32kg (70#) "
Pizzerig Pizza & drinks 32kg (70#) "
Hot Dog Stand Hot dog, krautf 32kg (704)
Donut Shop & Bakary Donuts, coffee, milk, tea 45kg {(1004) "
Delicatessens Mesats, cheeses, 45kg (70#) "
sandwiches, salads
Sandwich Shops Sandwiches, salads, soups. 45kg (70#) "
lce Cream Services lce cream 45kg (70#) g
Espresso Bars Coffes & steamed milk 45kg (704) "
Frozen Yoguri Yogurt . 45kg (70#) *
(Low Fat Included)
NOTES:
1. Toilet facliifles are prohiblied from flowlng through grease trap.
2 instailation pursuant to District requlrements, manufacturer's recommendatians, and v.p
3. A plumblng permit must be obtalned from the Building Department.
4 *Under no clreumsiances shall on autematic dishwasher ever bes connected to @ TFOP
INTERIOR GREAsi*
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TYPICAL' CLARIFIER DETAIL o

NOTES

1. Secure necessary permits from the Building Department and/or the
Sanitation District and check location and structural requirements
befare beginning installation of clarifiers.

2. Size and details of clarifiers shall be approved by the District
Engineer. Refer to Figure $S-—19.

3. Clarifier or forming for clarifier shall be installed prior to the time
of the rough plumbing inspection. Call 454=2160 for inspeclion of
clarifier 24 hours prior to installation or concrete pour.

4. Inlet box shall be covered with a ref‘novable iron plate or grill as
specified. The ofher compariments and the sample box shall be
covered with a removable, tight fitting, solid metal plate.

5. Waterways of compariments can be made using @ 75mm {(37)
by 100mm (4”7) slot or by installing pipe fittings of equal
diameter to that of the outiet pipe. Keep waterways below
bottoerm of "Elbow. E.”

6. Allow no surface, storm or rain water to enter the clarifier at
any time.

flows through all boxes.

8. Qutlet from clarifier shall be properly vented per U.P.C. standards.

9. All lines shown shall be 100mm (4”) minimum.

STANDARD CLAR

&

PFV @—oR FIG. $5—203




5.04.080

. sewer comnection permits issued on or
-1y 27, 1987, for each new senior residen-
: 2., Specifically constructed for low-income
Lior citizens, and for those particular affordable hous-
ing wvnits specifically constructed for ovwnership by below-
average-income households (as qualified on a case-by-case
basis by the board of directors) within those categories as
defined by the county planning department, twenty-five
percent of the base charge described in subsection A of
‘this section, plus one hundred sixty-five dollars per fix-
ture unit, where the number of fixture units exceeds
twelve, as determined and defined under the 1557 Uniform
Plumbing Code, Table 7-3. Any such senior or below-average
affordable residential facilities beyond seventy-five units
per yvear would be subject to further review and approval by
the board of directors.

2. The board has the authority to issue an inter-
est-free loan, on such terms and conditions it deems rea-
sonable, to the owners of affordable rental housing pro-
jects, provided that a condition of such loan include a
provision that the loan is paid back in full if the project
is refinanced or scld to a third party before the loan is
paid in full to the district. The board may elect to re-
cord a deed of trust with the county recorder‘s office as a
lien against the property.

C. For each new commercial and industrial facility or
parcel, twelve dollars multiplied by the estimated number
of gallons of sewage discharged per day of average daily
flow; provided, however, that the connection charge shall

e not less than three’ thousand dollars; and provided fur-
ther, that in the case of industrial facilities or parcels,
in the event that the quality of waste discharge by an
industrial facility or parcel is of such a character that
it will impose a more than normal maintenance and operation
burden on the district works, the amount of the conmection
charge heyond the above base charges for such industrial
facility or parcel shall be determined by the board.

D. For each residential swimming pool or spa, two
hundred dollars where "residential"™ is defined as not more
than four dwelling units. For each commercial or multi-
residential swimming pool, six hundred dollars where
*multiresidential" is defined as five or more dwelling
units.

E. For each residential or commercial facility which
existed within the district prior to October 3, 1872, fifty
percent of the normal fee. {Oord. 88 &2, 2000; ord. 74 §1,
1992: Ord. 59 81, 1987; Ord. 58 §l{part), 1987: Ord. 56
§1, 1987; Ord 53 §1, 1886; Ord. 52 §l(part), 1886: Ord. 47
§1, 1984; Ord. 32 §l{part), 1981: Ord. 18 §l(part), 1877:
Ord. 4 §82.2, 1873) '

19. (8CCSD Supp. 9)



UO7IU7ZUUS 11:3V FKZ 331379887 City or UEPLtEiA

@vdi
" Board of Dineotora ©
. Dunlel F Xrlaga, Presfdent '~
. dohnW. Baehe, Vice Prosident
. Brinte Daslals | .
v 0r. Bruce Jala
. v § — _ - > 0. Tnomas LaHue i
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City of Capitols - "L pogdt Fax Note 7871 0w &5 |
Community Development Department e Bad Cevvei From [.J
" 420 Capitola Avepua - Yo T G
Caplmla, CA 95019 S oo 7 0% 5] L Zay
' S , Fan ¥
Atgn: Pamma Matcrasaﬂﬂud Cn.mey ‘ _' "

Suh_lect: . Responae {0 Notice of Preparabon ofn Remsed Dmft
: . Enwmnmental Impact Report for the Riapm Manmon Pmmct

 Dear Ms: Materaasr anth' Cmey

Tha.nk you for prov:d:m&; t.hﬂ Soque) Croek Watcr Dmtrmt with the Notice of Preparatmn for
* the subject project. We wanted to-take this opportunity to advise you that the Board of
Directors of Soqueél OreekWater District will soon be considering conditions for approving °
new water services that could require specific design ronsiderations for the Rispin Mansion '
Project in order to limit water use and detain storm water runoff for the purpose of
groundwater recharge. At this time, we do not, know exactly what thase reguiramants may
be; howaver, liatad belnw are guxdﬂhnaa for addresamg water use and hydrologmul isaues I
the ETR: .
1. The final des:.gn. ahould satlafy all mndltmns for water consewatlon required by t.he ,
Soquel Creek Water District &t the time of application for sexrvice including the fu]anmg,
: . &) Plans for a water efficient landscape ami irrigation syst,am that: meet the
' District's conservation réquirements; -
- b) Al interior plumbing fixtures shall be low-flow and all App]icant-mstalled
water-using appliatces (e.g. dishwashers, clothoa washers, etc) shall have
the EPA Energy Star Yabel; .
¢) Inspection by District Staff of the mmplc‘ted. pm]ect. for complhiance wn:h all
congervation regquirements px:mr 1o commencmg WateT SETVICO.
2. Tha number and a:ze of all water meters are to be determined b:.r Soguel Creck Water
Digttict.
8. This development may be required to bear t]:le cost of retrofitting existing structures with
low water use fixturss to ac}ueve a level of waber uee reduction as detarmmadby the
- Digtrict, '
4 This preject appeara to be located within the County's grurundwater recharge area. ,
. Limitations and requirements &ddresamg storm. water runof{ and, gmu:idwater rﬂcharga
may also be conditions of veceiving water aemce

-The EIR ghould bo sonsitive to the mpacts of the pm;ect both in terms of water demand :
and reduced groumdwater recharge associated with impervious groundcover. M.lt;gatmn
measures should be employed to have essentially zers impact in bath of these areas,
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