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LETTER 8 –  Ross Eric Gibson 
 

NOTE:  The submitted letter is a compilation of text, photographs and images that is not 
presented in a typical “letter” format. Given the size and amount of photos, a black-
and-white copy has been produced for this FEIR, but the full color version is available 
for review on the City’s website, at the City of Santa Cruz Planning and Community 
Development Department, and at the Santa Cruz Public Library, downtown branch.

2
 A 

good faith effort has been made to respond to significant environmental issues raised. 
It is also noted that the commenter includes multiple references to General Plan, Local 
Coastal Plan (LCP) and/or Beach and South of Laurel Comprehensive Area Plan 
(B/SOL Area Plan) policies and text that are often outdated and/or incorrectly cited. 
For example, the City adopted an updated General Plan 2030 in 2012 that 
supersedes General Plan policies contained in the former General Plan/LCP 1990-
2005 document, although the LCP policies in the 2005 document remain in effect. 
Additionally, many cited page numbers and other citations to the B/SOL Area Plan 
and B/SOL Plan Design Guidelines appear to be taken from earlier draft versions of 
the plan and not from the final adopted plan. The final adopted B/SOL Area Plan, 
which includes the Plan’s Design Guidelines, can be reviewed on the City’s website at: 
http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/index.aspx?page=1171. Lastly, the commenter re-
peatedly references the hiring of the Architectural Resources Group (ARG) by the 
project applicant. However, ARG was hired as part of the City’s EIR consultant team 
as indicated on page 4.2-1 of the DEIR and is consistent with the B/SOL Area Plan 
recommendations that a historic preservationist be retained by the City. 

  
8-1 Historical Status and Preservation. The comment indicates that the La Bahia was 

determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and a 
greater effort should be made to protect the “landmark”. The comment is 
acknowledged. The DEIR analysis indicates that the La Bahia is eligible for listing in 
both the National and California Registers and also discloses that the complex is 
designated as a landmark by the City of Santa Cruz.  The comment suggests that the 
B/SOL Area Plan describes rehabilitation of the La Bahia landmark so it won’t lose its 
eligibility, but the B/SOL Plan does not state this. Page 109 of the B/SOL Area Plan, 
cited by the commenter, indicates that the developer should work with a historic 
preservationist retained by the City to meet the Plan’s Design Guidelines. The comment 
also suggests that La Bahia has specific protocols for how to preserve or restore a 
structure, but the comment is not clear as to what this means. The DEIR provides a full 
review of the history of the La Bahia site, its status as a local historic resource and 
eligibility for listing, and analyzes impacts related to demolition and rehabilitation of 
a portion of the site in Chapter 4.2 of the DEIR.   

 
 It is also noted that the commenter’s GP/LCP citations are not accurate. The citation for 

page 1-89 refers to a former General Plan policy (but not a LCP policy) that 
encourages historic preservation rather than demolition; this policy is superseded by 

                                                 
 

2
The Planning Department is located at 809 Center Street, Room 107, Santa Cruz, California and the 

color letter is available for review during business hours: Monday through Thursday, 8 AM to 12 PM and 1 PM 
to 5 PM and is available online at: http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/index.aspx?page=1775. 

http://www.cityofsantacruz.com/index.aspx?page=1171�
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policies in the City’s General Plan 2030.  The GP/LCP citation for page 1-37 includes 
a table identifying underdeveloped and underutilized lands that is not relevant to the 
project. The B/SOL Plan page 287 citation does not contain text, although a draft 
version discussed pubic services, not rehabilitation of La Bahia as suggested in the 
comment.  

 
8-2 CEQA Requirements for Preservation. The comment states that “if a project can be 

done with preservation, a similar one cannot be approved without preservation” and 
cites Public Resources Code section 21061.1. The cited CEQA section provides a 
definition of “feasible,

3
” but does not address historic preservation or alternatives as 

suggested by the commenter. As indicated on page 1-4 of the DEIR, CEQA requires 
that a public agency decision-making body make findings when approving a project 
where significant impacts have been identified. These findings would address 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives to reduce or eliminate significant impacts, 
including impacts on historical resources, and often conclude that proposed mitigation 
measures or alternatives are “infeasible.”  So it is not accurate to state, as the 
commenter does, that “if a project can be done with preservation, a similar one cannot 
be approved without preservation.” Alternatives that preserve historical structures are 
sometimes infeasible. The commenter also indicates that the approved 2003 project is 
a legitimate alternative. The 2003 approved project on the La Bahia site was 
considered as an alternative in this EIR, but eliminated from further consideration in the 
DEIR for reasons explained on pages 5-22 and 5-23 of the DEIR. 

 
8-3 Project Concerns. The comment states that the project exceeds the “carrying capacity” 

of the site, is traffic-intensive, does not replace trees and that any plan that doesn’t 
preserve the majority of La Bahia should be rejected. The comment regarding the 
project exceeding the carrying capacity of the site is acknowledged, but does not 
specifically address analyses in the DEIR. Project traffic impacts are addressed on 
pages 4.3-13 through 4.3-20. See Response to Comment 8-27 regarding heritage 
trees. 

 
 The comment also asks that the project be “reset” to start with the “required 

preservationist” guiding the project. The comment is noted and referred to City 
decision-makers, but does not specifically address analyses in the DEIR and not further 
response is necessary. As indicated above, ARG was part of the City’s EIR team. It is 
also noted that the comment also states that the B/SOL Plan named La Bahia the third 
most important economic asset for Heritage Tourism. The B/SOL Plan does disclose 
that the federal government had been investigating “Heritage Areas” throughout the 
country, and recommends that the City develop a strategy to develop “Heritage 
Tourism”. The B/SOL Area Plan notes the City’s major historic assets, which includes La 
Bahia, but no order of importance is assigned; see also Response to Comment 8-8. 

 

                                                 
 

3
 The definition in section 21061.1 states: “’Feasible’ means capable of being accomplished in a 

successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social and 
technological factors.” 
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8-4 La Bahia Landmark Recognition. Nine plaques and descriptions are offered by the 
commenter to recognize La Bahia as a landmark. The La Bahia was designated as a 
City “landmark” by the City Council in January 2002, as indicated on page 4.2-9 of 
the DEIR. The 1984 historical review of the La Bahia site identified in the comment 
does indicate that the scoring breakdown in the City’s Historic Building Survey “makes 
it clear that inclusion of La Bahia in the rating of Excellent was based on its 
architectural significance; had historical significance been included as part of the 
survey, the score could have reached into the category of ‘Exceptional,’” as suggested 
by the commenter. However, the commenter indicates that the City’s consultant, Ward 
Hall, determined in 1996 that the La Bahia was eligible for listing on the California 
and National historic registers. The referenced 1996 review included review of five 
structures including the La Bahia, and concluded that it is “likely” that the La Bahia is 
eligible for listing in the National Register and “also appears to be eligible” for the 
California Register. The DEIR text has been revised to include these clarifications; see 
the CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR (3.0) section of this document. Furthermore, the records 
search conducted as part of the archaeological reconnaissance in 2001 reported that 
the National Register evaluation had not yet been completed.

4
 The 2013 analysis 

conducted by Architectural Resources Group for this EIR did conclude that the La Bahia 
is eligible for both the California and National Registers. Since the comment does not 
directly address analyses contained in the DEIR, no attempt has been made to verify 
the accuracy of the statements associated the pictures provided. 

 
8-5 National Register Criteria. The comment provides a header entitled “National 

Register Criterion A: Association with Significant Pattern of Events”, followed by photos 
and statement implying that the La Bahia was a naval convalescent hospital during 
World War II that was visited by Hollywood stars. The naval hospital was set up at 
the former Casa del Rey hotel during World War II, and the La Bahia served as an 
annex to the hospital, as indicated in the DEIR on page 4.2-6. The City and its 
consultants are unaware of any documentation demonstrating La Bahia’s association 
with any Hollywood stars. The DEIR already concludes that the La Bahia is eligible for 
listing under NRHP Criterion A for its association with the development of Santa Cruz’s 
beachfront in the 1920s and 1930s (see page DEIR 4.2-11). 

 
  Similarly, the comment provides a header entitled “National Register Criterion C: 

Architectural Significance”, followed by photos of the architect, William C. Hays, lamp 
maker, John N. Otar, and John Howard Galen, who started the University of 
California at Berkeley’s School of Architecture. The DEIR historical analysis contained in 
Appendix C of the DEIR and summarized on page 4.2-11 of the DEIR found the 
property eligible under this criterion as an excellent example of the Spanish Colonial 
Revival style and due to its association with the architect William C. Hays. Other 
statements in the text, such as La Bahia is an “excellent example of California’s 
Mediterranean School of Architecture”, are immaterial to the conclusion in the DEIR, 
and the City and its consultants are not aware of any such nomenclature. Several 
pages of photographs related to Hays and Galen’s architecture, as well as photos of 

                                                 
 

4
 Archaeological Consulting. November 2001. “Preliminary Archaeological Reconnaissance of Assesor’s 

Parcel 005-213-02 & -03, Santa Cruz, Santa Cruz County, California.” 
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lights suggested to be associated with John N. Otar, are presented by the commenter. 
As the conclusion with eligibility under this criterion has been made in the DEIR, no 
attempt has been made to verify the accuracy of the statement and associated 
pictures presented by the commenter. 

                   
 Lastly, the comment includes a picture with a header entitled “National Register 

Criterion D: Archaeological Resources” and states that the Court of the Mariners is 
named for its spring-fed fountain, where Spanish-era ships got drinking water. As 
discussed in Response to Comment 8-24, there was no confirmation of the existence 
and use of such a spring during research conducted for the 1984 historic investigation. 
In any case, a natural spring, if it did exist, is a physical feature and not necessarily 
related to an archaeological resource. The state and federal registers indicate that a 
property would be eligible under this criterion if it has “yielded, or is likely to yield, 
information important to prehistory or history.” The archaeological reconnaissance for 
the property, which included a literature and records search, did not find evidence of 
significant historic archaeological resources during the reconnaissance (Archaeological 
Consulting, 2001). See also Response to Comment 8-24. 

 
8-6 La Bahia Courtyards. Several pages of photographs and notes are provided by the 

commenter regarding La Bahia’s courtyards, which include statements regarding 
potential modifications. As indicated on page 4.2-8 of the DEIR, the courtyards were 
labeled Courtyards #1 and #2 on the original building plans. One of the photo 
captions notes a “natural spring” from one of the fountains in the courtyards, but as 
indicated in Response to Comment 8-5, there is no documentation that a natural spring 
exists. As the comment does not address analyses in the DEIR, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
8-7 Tourist Economy. The comment indicates that, along with agriculture in Santa Cruz 

County, tourism is the “top economy[y]” in the City and provides examples of what the 
commenter believes to be key elements of tourism. The comment is acknowledged, but 
does not address environmental analyses in the DEIR, and thus, a response is not 
necessary.  

 
8-8 B/SOL Strategy: Heritage Tourism. Background information on “heritage tourism” is 

provided by the commenter, in part from the B/SOL Area Plan and is so noted, but 
the comment does not specifically address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, a specific 
response is not necessary. Nonetheless, it is noted that the B/SOL Plan page citations 
in the comment do not discuss heritage tourism, which is discussed on pages 239-240 
of the final adopted Plan. The B/SOL Area Plan identifies two recommendations (not 
goals as suggested by the commenter) to develop a “Heritage Tourism marketing 
strategy, emphasizing historic assets of the Wharf, the Boardwalk, surrounding 
neighborhoods – particularly Beach Hill and Downtown neighborhoods.” The 
commenter’s text does not accurately describe the B/SOL Plan’s reference to historic 
resources. In particular the Plan does not identify La Bahia as the “third most important 
‘economic asset’ on the waterfront.”  Specifically, the Plan states the following, which 
as been added to the DEIR (see the CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR (3.0) section of this 
document):  
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“The planning process has identified the great strength of Santa Cruz’s rich 
historic legacy in the Beach Area and has specifically designed recommendations 
which build upon it. Among its major historic assets are: 

 the Boardwalk: the last remaining Pacific Ocean Park in American, 
designated a California State Historic Landmark in 1989, 

 the 1911 Charles Loof Carousel, a National Historic Landmark, 
 the Giant Dipper Roller Coaster, a National Historic Landmark, 
 the Santa Cruz Historic Wharf, 
 the La Bahia Apartments, listed on the Santa Cruz Historic Building 

Survey, 
 the Southern Pacific Depot, listed on the Santa Cruz Historic Building 

Survey, and 
 the proposed Historic Preservation District of Beach Hill. 

 
The study’s recommendations regarding zoning, design guidelines and 
development standard combine to reinforce the historic underpinnings of the 
Beach area. The sensitive expansion and reuse of the La Bahia into a quality 
conference hotel, the review and revitalization of the Wharf, the return of a 
charming, historically designed open air shuttle will all contribute substantially to 
recreating the historic ambiance of the Beach’s earlier resort style. Linkage with 
the rebuilt Downtown shopping district is a definite plus.” 

  
8-9 La Bahia Development Background. The commenter provides his opinion of the 

background of development proposals for the La Bahia site. It is noted that the 
commenter erroneously asserts that the City’s experts hired as part of the B/SOL Area 
Plan development “concluded the La Bahia was eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places.” Past studies actually concluded that the project was likely eligible for 
listing; see Response to Comment 8-4. The historical resources report prepared as part 
of this EIR provided the evaluation and conclusion. See also Response to Comment 8-1, 
as text is duplicated from this previous comment. The comment does not specifically 
address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, no further response is necessary. The comment’s 
note on the lower left-hand corner of the comment implies that the approved 2003 
“Swenson Plan” was “viable” as it was included as an alternative for the hotel 
proposal in the 2008 EIR. However, in approving the hotel proposal in 2009, rather 
than an alternative based on the 2003 project, the City Council relied on expert 
evidence that this alternative was infeasible. (See also page 5-22 of the DEIR). The 
commenter also suggests that without a larger project (with site to the east), the B/SOL 
Plan envisioned a smaller hotel. However, the B/SOL Plan never intended to force a 
larger project or preclude a project only on the La Bahia site, and the current smaller 
project is consistent with recommendations in the B/SOL Area Plan. Additionally, the 
Seaside Company does not own or control the other properties that would have 
comprised a larger project. (See also pages 4-23 to 5-24 of the DEIR regarding an 
alternative to combine with the property to the east.) 

 
8-10 Differentiation. The commenter references the Secretary of Interior Rehabilitation 

Standard #9 that calls for new additions to be differentiated from historic portions of 
a building, and provides opinions on what this might mean. The commenter opines that 
early discussions about La Bahia “suggested identical craftsmanship” with 
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differentiation being the “modern spray-on sandpaper finish stucco to contrast with the 
variety of fancy troulwork finishes used on the historic structure,” but it is not known 
where this suggestion might have originated. The comment does not specifically 
address environmental analyses in the DEIR, and thus no further response is necessary.  

 
8-11 La Bahia Building Style. The commenter states that the B/SOL Plan and Guidelines 

require Spanish Colonial style for new construction at the La Bahia site and presents 
opinions on architecture that suggests the proposed design is the wrong building style 
for the project. The commenter’s opinion is noted. The comment does not specifically 
address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, no further response is necessary. 

 
8-12 Historic Preservation. The commenter provides references to Mission architectural 

styles, California Missions, and the 1997 ARG report, but does not specifically 
address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, no response is necessary. 

 
8-13 Recent Hotel Construction and La Bahia Parking. The commenter identifies hotel 

projects constructed within the City over past few years and suggests that as a result 
there is no longer a need to “overbuild the La Bahia site.” The commenter’s opinion is 
so noted, but does not specifically address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, no further 
response is necessary. The commenter also claims that the project will create a 65-
space parking deficit, which is incorrect. As discussed on page 4.3-21 of the DEIR, the 
project parking supply is adequate. 

 
8-14 Development Process. The commenter indicates that the City Council “negotiated a 

deal” in 1997-98 that resolved issues of protecting neighborhoods and landmarks 
and adding hotel rooms to the La Bahia site. The commenter’s text is followed by 
photos of photos of other inns and hotels as suggested models for La Bahia. It is 
unclear as to what “deal” is being referenced, but it appears that the commenter is 
referring to the studies that were prepared for the City as part of the development of 
B/SOL Area Plan in which a final recommendation for the La Bahia site was made. 
These studies did not result in any legally binding “deal” that the current project 
proposal must satisfy, though to the extent that the studies resulted in policy language 
found in the B/SOL Plan, the project satisfies its obligations under such plan language. 
The comment is acknowledged, but does not specifically address environmental 
analyses in the DEIR, and thus no further response is necessary. It is noted that the 
commenter suggests that “an EIR is developer-centered as the sole decision-maker,” 
although the context of the comment is unclear. However, as explained on page 1-1 
of the DEIR, the EIR was prepared for the City of Santa Cruz, and one of the purposes 
of an EIR is to inform governmental decision-makers and the public about potential 
significant effects of a project. The City Council, and not the developer, will make the 
final decision regarding what sort of design is appropriate for the project site. 

 
8-15 Adjacent Uses and Building Heights. The commenter suggests that the La Bahia is the 

“centerpiece and focal-point” of a “tourist apartment district” that surrounds the site 
with a mix of building heights. The comment is noted, but it is further noted that 
adjacent structures include motels and hotels on Westbrook and Main Streets, and a 
mix of single-family homes and inns along First Street. The DEIR notes a mix of building 
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heights in the surrounding area on page 4.1-1 of the DEIR. The comment does not 
specifically address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, no further response is necessary. 

 
8-16 Construction-Related Vibration. The commenter references the EIR in that it identifies 

vibration from excavation as an adverse impact on the portion of the La Bahia to be 
saved and adjacent buildings. The commenter further suggests that this is “fracking” 
and also provides accounts of his experiences with construction and theories about 
excavation. The DEIR does address potential impacts to historic buildings due to 
vibration resulting from construction (see pages 3.2-24 to 3.2-25). However, the as 
indicated on page 4.2-26 of the EIR, most construction equipment would not result in 
the levels of vibration that would cause harm to buildings. The primary concern was 
related to the ground improvement technique to mitigate liquefaction hazards, which 
involves installation of stone columns via a vibrator to create a denser soil. It does not 
occur by “fracturing” bedrock. As indicated on page 4.2-25, this technique could result 
in potential adverse effects to the onsite retained portion of the La Bahia, but not to 
offsite historic structures given the distance. Mitigation Measure 4.2-5a sets forth a 
detailed process for monitoring vibration during construction to prevent damage to 
historic structures within 50 feet of this construction component. Demolition and the 
geotechnical preparation of the site are expected to take approximately four months.  

 
 Additionally, the short-term period of this construction element would be expected to 

be perceptible to nearby residents. As indicated on page 4.2-25 of the DEIR, the 
vibro-displacement stone column technique could result in a vibration level of 
approximately 0.1 inch/second (in/sec) PPV (Peak Particle Velocity), the threshold for 
potential damage to historic buildings. As shown on page, 4.2-3, most construction 
equipment (i.e., bulldozer, tucks, jackhammer) are below this level. Vibration related 
to construction is estimated to be slightly perceptible at 0.012 in/sec, distinctly 
perceptible at 0.035 in/sec, and strongly perceptible at 0.10 in/se (Caltrans, June 
2004). While the vibration of installation of the vibro-compaction columns could be 
strongly perceptible to some nearby residents, it would be of short duration, and the 
remainder of construction activities would be below this level. 

 
8-17 Onsite Natural Spring. The commenter suggests that the project site had an 

ephemeral creek and spring and cites a report prepared for John Gilchrist and 
Associates in 1984 that says this spring was a feature noted in Spanish days. The 
comment also states that the spring may be discovered during construction. As 
indicated in Response to Comment 8-24, the cited 1984 study indicated that no 
documentation was found to support this “local legend” about an onsite spring. 
Furthermore, geotechnical studies conducted for the project site have identified 
perched groundwater at the site. As indicated on page 4.6-8 of the DEIR, the 
geotechnical investigations conducted at the site indicates that groundwater was 
encountered in most of the soils borings, perched above the bedrock. However, a 
natural spring is where underground water flows onto the ground surface, which is not 
evident at the project site. Mitigation Measure 4.6-1 requires implementation of 
recommendations in the project geotechnical report, which includes the recommended 
measures to address encountering groundwater during construction, such as 
dewatering. 
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8-18 B/SOL Objectives. The commenter references the B/SOL Area Plan objectives and 
Design Guidelines and his opinion of the history of City review of previous proposed 
projects at the project site as well as the suggestion that the B/SOL Plan Design 
Guidelines require a higher degree of design review in the Beach and South of Laurel 
area. However, the comment does not specifically address environmental analyses in 
the DEIR, and thus a specific response is not necessary. It is noted that commenter cites 
page 135 of the City’s 2005 General Plan/LCP as indicating that the B/SOL Area 
Plan objectives “take precedence” over the General Plan. However, this citation 
actually indicates that area plans adopted as part of the General Plan take 
precedence over land use descriptions on the General Plan Land Use Diagram. The 
B/SOL Area Plan does not include a land use designation that differs from the existing 
LCP or General Plan land use designation. The DEIR describes relevant plans and 
policies in section 4.7 of the DEIR. Furthermore, the B/SOL Area Plan does not 
establish specific objectives, although the Design Guidelines do state that “to ensure 
that the objectives of the Beach Area/SOLA Plan are met, it is necessary to exercise a 
higher degree of design review oversight than currently provided in the zoning district 
regulations” as suggested by the commenter. 

 
 The commenter also references the City’s Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and 

suggests that its decision on the last La Bahia proposal was ignored. According to the 
City’s Municipal Code section 2.40.121, the Historic Preservation Commission shall 
have power and be required to: (a)    draft and recommend measures to implement 
the historic preservation plan, including an historic preservation ordinance, to the city 
council; and (b) perform such other administrative and advisory functions as may from 
time to time be delegated to the commission by ordinance or resolution. Pursuant to 
Municipal Code sections 24.08.900 and 24.08.1012, the Commission is responsible 
for approving historic alteration permits and demolition of buildings listed in the City’s 
Historic Building Survey. Decisions of the HPC may be appealed to the City Council. 
However, pursuant to Municipal Code section 24.04.150, whenever a project requires 
more than one permit, the permits shall be processed concurrently, and where 
authority normally rests with more than one decision-making body, final action shall be 
taken by the decision-making body with the highest authority, which in the present 
case is the City Council. It is also noted that the commenter’s reference to the 
developer hiring ARG is incorrect as ARG is part of the City’s consultant team as 
explained in the Note at the beginning of the responses to this letter 

 
8-19 Landmarks Policy and Historic Districts. The comment states that the B/SOL Design 

Guidelines support preservation for landmarks, requiring historic buildings and new 
development next to historic buildings to follow “Conservation District” guidelines 
whether in such a district or not. The section of the Design Guidelines cited in the 
comment is from section III.C.1 that indicates “additions or remodeling to buildings that 
exhibit a distinct historic architectural style shall adhere to the guidelines for 
Conservation Districts” that are included in section III.G of the Guidelines. The project 
site is not located within or adjacent to any areas that are zoned with a Conservation 
Overlay. The referenced section III.G is general in describing Spanish Colonial 
Architecture features. However, there a number of guidelines that address 
architecture, and City staff has conducted a preliminary review that the proposed 
project is consistent with the Design Guidelines, as indicated on page 4.7-9 of the 
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DEIR. As indicated in Response to Comment 2-1, the DEIR incorrectly reported that the 
project did not meet the minimum 15-foot floor to ceiling height for street commercial 
spaces as the project proposes 12 feet. Upon re-examination, it is noted that the 
B/SOL Guidelines do allow for a minimum 12-foot minimum floor-to-ceiling height to 
encourage retail activity, which has been clarified in the DEIR text. See the CHANGES 
TO DRAFT EIR (3.0) section of this document. A full review of project consistency with the 
Design Guidelines will be provided in the staff report for the project. 

 
 It is also noted that the comment cites the Design Guidelines with regard to 

preservation of Beach Hill and formation of a historic district for that area, which is not 
directly specifically applicable to the proposed project location in the Beach 
Commercial subarea. The historic district recommended for the Beach Hill in the B/SOL 
Area Plan is located north of the Second Street and is not contiguous to the proposed 
project site. Furthermore, there are no specific guidelines in the B/SOL Design 
Guidelines that support preservation of landmarks as suggested by the commenter. 
Several of commenter’s references to Beach Hill policies are not relevant to the 
proposed La Bahia project. The commenter also cites the Design Guidelines with 
respect to intent of the Guidelines, although the Guidelines do not refer to restoration 
of La Bahia as suggested by the commenter.  

 
8-20 La Bahia Guidelines. The comment cites the B/SOL Area Plan Design Guidelines 

regarding building styles and historic areas, and states that La Bahia is cited as a 
prime example of Spanish Colonial style to emulate in new construction, although the 
citations generally are not correctly cited.  For example, the comment states that the 
B/SOL Design Guidelines indicate that “new buildings shall emulate the finest 
architecture of the community”, such as the “fine examples of [Spanish Colonial Revival 
style] evident in the nearby La Bahia Apartments and Casa Blanca Hotel,” but this 
citation does not exist in the adopted Guidelines. In describing the community 
character of the Beach Commercial subarea, section IV of the Design Guidelines 
indicates that development opportunities in the Beach Commercial area include new 
hotel and conference facilities and “improved visitor serving commercial 
development.” The text further indicates that: “These contemporary opportunities shall 
emulate the past era when Santa Cruz was a prominent seaside resort. Hotels, such as 
the Sea Beach, incorporated significant scale with unique architecture that 
complemented the Victorian villas of Beach Hill” (page 78). The text and one 
guideline in this section do indicate that “Spanish Colonial Revival architecture shall be 
used to establish the Beach Commercial design character in proximity to the La Bahia 
Apartments and Casa Blanca Hotel” (page 82). It is also noted that this cited guideline 
also states that “While Spanish Colonial Revival is considered dominant, the 
architectural styles of the Beach Area includes a mix of characteristics of Mission 
Revival and Mediterranean architecture resulting in a general ‘Spanish Resort’ style.” 
Furthermore, there are no specific guidelines that specifically address development of 
the La Bahia site as suggested in the comment.  

 
8-21 Historic Preservation Policies and Historic Building Survey. The commenter presents 

background information on City character, preservation policies and the Historic 
Building Survey, part of which are from the City’s 2005 General Plan/LCP and 
expresses an opinion that restoration or adaptive reuse is being misinterpreted. The 
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comment is noted, but does not specifically address analyses in the DEIR, and thus no 
further response is necessary. However, it is noted that some cited policies are from 
the City’s former General Plan, which have been superseded by the City’s General 
Plan 2030, and are misquoted. For example, CR2.1.2, which is not a LCP policy, 
relates to retrofitting historic structures to preserve their exterior appearance, but this 
program does not specifically “encourage rehabilitation” rather than demolition of  
historic buildings as suggested in the comment. Policy CR2.1 is a LCP policy that states 
“Protect and encourage restoration and rehabilitation of historic and architecturally-
significant buildings and landmarks.” 

 
8-22 Use of Certified Local Government Protections. The comment indicates that the 

Santa Cruz City Historic Preservation Commission became a Certified Local 
Government in 1995 and that furthering national preservation goals for a National 
Register-eligible landmark such as the La Bahia is the obligation of a Certified Local 
Government. The commenter is correct that the City became a Certified Local 
Government (CLG) in 1995. According to the State Office of Historic Preservation:  

 
“The Certified Local Government (CLG) Program is a partnership among 
local governments, the State of California (OHP) and the National Park 
Service which is responsible for administering the National Historic 
Preservation Program. The CLG program encourages the direct 
participation of local governments in the identification, evaluation, 
registration, and preservation of historic properties within their 
jurisdictions and promotes the integration of local preservation interests 
and concerns into local planning and decision-making processes” (City of 
Santa Cruz, January 2014). 

 
The City, as part of its CLG status has adopted a historic preservation ordinance 
(HPO) that provides for the protection, enhancement, and perpetuation of significant 
cultural resources in the GP Area. The HPO provides the statutory framework for local 
preservation decisions, and contains sections governing the following topics: 

 Historic District Designation (Part 2, Chapter 24.06);  
 Historic Landmark Designation (Section 24.12.420); 
 Archaeological Resource Procedures (Section 24.12.430); 
 Procedure for Amending Historic Building Survey (Section 24.12.440); 
 Procedure: New Construction in Historic Districts (Section 24.12.450); 
 Historic Alteration Permit (Part 10, Chapter 24.08); 
 Historic Demolition Permit (Part 11, Chapter 24.08); and 
 Historic Overlay District (Part 22, Chapter 24.10).     

 
Thus, the City’s status as a CLG does not take away the City’s legislative discretion to 
approve alteration or demolition of historic buildings, but the ordinances established 
as part of this status sets for the process in which such decisions are to be undertaken. 
. It is also noted that the commenter’s reference to the developer hiring ARG is 
incorrect as ARG is part of the City’s consultant team as explained in the Note at the 
beginning of the responses to this letter.  
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8-23 Strategies for Preservation. The comment cites a number of policies and programs 
from the former 2005 General Plan regarding historic preservation, landmarks and 
protection of historic areas and offers opinions and/or interpretations regarding 
applicability to the proposed project. However, many citations generally have been 
superseded by the City’s adopted General Plan 2030 or are not LCP policies, and are 
incorrectly cited, are not relevant to the proposed project and/or offer the 
commenter’s interpretation. While the comment does not specifically address 
environmental analyses in the DEIR, and thus no further response is necessary, some 
incorrect citations in the comment are identified below. It is noted, however, that the 
commenter correctly cites the following LCP policies regarding historic preservation 
and/or landmarks: CD3.5 [development in relation to landmarks and historic areas 
and buildings], CR2.3 [City administrative and review procedures to recognize and 
protect historic resources], and CR2.3.2 [program to identify and protect historic and 
archaeological resources]. As indicated on pages 4.7-9 to 4.7-10 of the DEIR, project 
consistency with all applicable adopted plans, including the LCP, will ultimately be 
determined by the City Council. 

 Cited policies that are former General Plan policies, which are not LCP policies, 
and thus no longer pertinent include: CD3.5.2, CD4.2, CR2.1.1, CR2.1.2, 
CR2.1.3, CR2.1.3.1, CR2.2, CR2.2.3, CR2.3.1, CR2.3.4, CR2.4, CR2.4.1, CR2.4.2 
and cited Maps CD-4 and CD-5.   

 “Be Flexible in Favor or Preservation” - The cited Land Use Policy 3.3.1, is a LCP 
program under the policy regarding development adjacent to natural areas and 
agricultural lands, that calls for use of planned development and other 
techniques that allow clustering to “protect resources and views and allow for 
siting that is sensitive to adjacent uses,” but does not address historic resources 
as suggested in the comment. The pro 

 “Save Landmark’s Chief Façade” - The comment suggests that the B/SOL Plan 
and Guidelines call for protection of the Beach Street façade, but most citations 
are not correct. It is noted, however, that the B/SOL Plan and supporting studies 
call for retaining La Bahia’s “character-defining elements” if the existing La 
Bahia structure is to be preserved, as discussed on pages 4.2-10 to 4.2-11 of 
the DEIR, which includes buildings on Beach Street and the courtyards. See also 
Response to Comment 10-6 regarding retaining La Bahia’s character-defining 
elements.  

 “Protect Historic Areas/Neighborhoods” - CR2.2.2 is a LCP policy that applies to 
compatible development within or adjacent to a historic district, and is not 
applicable to the proposed La Bahia project, as the site is not within or adjacent 
to a historic district.  

 “Protect Scale of Landmarks” – CD2.2 is an LCP policy calling for preservation of 
important views. As discussed on pages 4.1-10 to 4.1-11 of the DEIR, the 
proposed project would not result in elimination or obstruction of scenic views. 
CD2.2.1 is a LCP program that calls for development of design guidelines to 
protect visually sensitive areas, including Beach Hill. The City’s adopted B/SOL 
Area Plan Design Guidelines meet this program for the project area.  

 “Avoid a Waterfront Wall of Buildings” - LU3.5.1 is a LCP program that 
addresses protection of coastal bluffs and beaches from intrusion by non-
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recreational structures and incompatible uses along the shoreline, and is not 
related to building heights as suggested by the commenter. 

 “Place Landmarks on National Register” - CR2.1.3 is not a LCP policy or program 
and directs the City to identify and designate structures or sites that are 
landmarks or historic structures. As discussed in the DEIR, the La Bahia site has 
been designated both by the City. 

  
8-24 Archaeological Resources. The commenter provides references to former General 

Plan policies that are LCP policies, which address protection of archaeological 
resources. The commenter correctly cites Map CR-2, which is part of the LCP, as 
correctly showing most of Beach Hill as an archaeologically sensitive area, although 
the La Bahia site is not within this mapped sensitivity area in the LCP. The comment 
indicates that the proximity of the project to a sensitive archaeological area (Beach 
Hill) warrants study. An archaeological investigation was conducted for the property in 
2001 as discussed on page 30 of the Initial Study in the Appendix A of the DEIR. No 
potential archaeological resources were identified, but the project will be subject to 
halting construction should any unknown resources be uncovered during construction in 
accordance with requirements set forth in the City Municipal Code section 24.12.430. 
See page 31 of DEIR Appendix A for review of potential paleontological resources. 
The comment includes a drawing of the former La Bahia, although the source is 
unknown.  

 
 The comment further indicates that the history of Westbrook Spring is well documented 

as being used as a water source by passing ships and cites the historical analysis 
prepared in 1984 as part of this documentation. However, this citation, which is the 
historical review conducted for the La Bahia site in 1984 (Archaeological Consulting 
and Research Services), indicates that there was no confirmation of existence and use 
of such a spring during research conducted for the 1984 investigation. The 1984 
investigation noted that “while no confirmation of this legend was found during 
research, it does persist.” John Chase notes in his book, The Sidewalk Companion, that 
the Court of the Mariners had a fountain “supposedly supplied by a natural spring.” In 
any case, a natural spring, if it did exist, is a physical feature and not necessarily 
related to an archaeological resource. The archaeological reconnaissance for the 
property, which included a literature and records search, did not find evidence of 
significant historic archaeological resources during the reconnaissance (Archaeological 
Consulting, 2001). Additionally, as indicated on page 4.6-8 of the DEIR, the 
geotechnical investigations conducted at the site indicate that groundwater was 
encountered in most of the soils borings, perched above the bedrock. Thus, there is no 
documentation to support the commenter’s claim that a former natural spring existed 
on the project site or would be considered  an archaeological resource.  

 
8-25 Natural Landforms. The comment suggests that the “hillside slopes” on the project site 

are natural and not artificially constructed and provides citations from the City’s 2005 
General Plan/LCP. As indicated on page 32 of the Initial Study that is included as 
Appendix A of the DEIR, the City has indicated that “it appears that the onsite slope, 
in part, was created due to past grading for the site to crate level areas in the upper 
portion of the site.” The comment suggests that the “La Bahia site is a designated bluff 
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and hillside,” but no such designation or mapping exists in the City’s LCP or current 
General Plan. The comment cites a number of policies and programs from the former 
2005 General Plan regarding slopes, erosion and protection of natural areas and 
offers opinions and/or interpretations regarding applicability to the proposed 
project. Some citations are not current General Plan or LCP policies. Potential erosion 
impacts resulting from construction of the proposed La Bahia project are discussed on 
pages 33 and 38-40 of the Initial Study that is included in Appendix A of the DEIR. 
The comment does not specifically address environmental analyses in the DEIR, and 
thus no further response is necessary.  

 
8-26 Prominence of Beach Hill. Several citations are provided related to maintaining the 

prominence of Beach Hill. It is correct that cited LCP program 3.5.4 requires 
maintenance of “the prominence of Beach and Mission hills when development is 
propped on or near them.” The proposed project is not located on or adjacent to 
Beach Hill. The B/SOL Area Plan identifies the Beach Hill subarea’s southern boundary 
as being defined by Second Street, which is not adjacent to the project site. 
Nonetheless, the project will not affect the prominence or visibility of Beach Hill. There 
are limited areas where the La Bahia site is visible within the viewshed of Beach Hill, 
and in these areas the “prominence” of Beach Hill has not changed. The DEIR text has 
been clarified; see CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR (3.0) of this Final EIR.  

 
8-27 Heritage Trees. The commenter offers opinions regarding former landscaping on the 

site and area “heritage” landscaping, and cites former environmental studies at the 
project site followed by several pages of photos. The comment suggests that 
mitigation is not adequate for a “significant” impact related to removal of heritage 
trees. As indicated on page 28 in the Initial Study (Appendix A of the DEIR, four 
heritage trees will be removed and replaced with four 24-inch box trees and nine 36-
inch box trees, which exceeds the replanting requirement under City regulations. An 
arborist report prepared subsequent to the Initial Study identified four onsite heritage 
trees and four heritage trees in the public right-of-way. However, four heritage palm 
trees near the Beach Street intersections with Main Street and Westbrook Street will 
be retained and protected during construction. Thus, the project would result in 
removal of four heritage trees that would require replanting with one 24-inch size 
specimen for each removed tree. Existing onsite trees are all ornamental trees, and 
the heritage trees to be removed include: one pittosporum tree, one jacaranda tree, 
one Chinese juniper, and one rubber tree. The landscaping plan shows planting of nine 
24-inch trees and ten 36-inch trees, which exceeds the City’s replacement requirement 
for removal of a heritage tree. Four of the 36-inch box trees are Saratoga bay laurel 
trees. The Initial Study text has been corrected to identify the number of proposed 
trees to be planted as part of the project; see the CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR (3.0) section 
of this document. Thus, as indicated in the Initial Study, the removal of four heritage 
trees and proposed tree planting is consistent with the City’s local heritage tree 
regulations and replanting requirements and would not conflict with local tree 
preservation regulations or result in a significant impact. Thus, the project would not 
result in a significant impact that would require mitigation. The proposed replanting of 
19 trees exceeds the City’s requirement which is one 24-inch tree for each of the four 
heritage trees to be removed. 

 



 4 . 0   C O M M E N T S  &  R E S P O N S E S  
 R E S P O N S E  T O  L E T T E R  8  

 
 
   

 
 
 
CITY OF SANTA CRUZ  F I N A L  E I R  
L A  B A H I A  H O T E L  4-230 J U N E  2 0 1 4  

 

8-28 Onsite Restoration Options. The commenter indicates that the restoring the La Bahia 
as a “boutique luxury” hotel is the preferred option for existing restoration of a 
“National Register-quality landmark” and opines that this could provide 80 hotel units. 
The commenter further states that this restoration with a low-rise expansion could 
produce 125-150 hotel units with offsite parking. The comment is acknowledged, 
however it does not suggest new potentially feasible alternatives for the purpose of 
CEQA analyses as discussed below. In addition to discussion of a required “No 
Project” alternative, the DEIR evaluates a full restoration alternative and a partial 
restoration alternative to the proposed project as discussed on pages 5-25 50 5-35 
of the DEIR, both of which address full or partial protection of the existing La Bahia 
complex.  

 
 The commenter’s first suggestion is to rehabilitate the La Bahia without construction of a 

new building to create 80 hotel units. The comment also indicates this alternative could 
create 44 to 50 apartments, but a use other than a visitor-serving use would not be 
appropriate given the site’s size and land use/zoning designation, and therefore, was 
eliminated from further consideration as discussed on page 5-23 of the DEIR. The 
commenter’s suggests that 80 hotel units could be developed within the existing 
buildings, which given the existing size would result in room sizes of 350-400 square 
feet, which would be lower than the proposed room size of 425-575 square feet. The 
alternative would not result in new meeting/conference space or other hotel amenities 
within the rehabilitated existing buildings and no new construction would occur. Thus, 
this suggested alternative would not meet the underlying purpose of the project, the 
basic project objectives, or City policies and recommendations to develop a quality, 
full-service hotel at the site (see Objectives 1, 3, 5, 10, and 12 on DEIR pages 5-20 to 
5-21); with fewer rooms and no conference facilities, such a proposal would only 
partially meet Project Objectives related to strengthening the City’s fiscal situation 
and serving as a catalyst for beach improvements (2, 6, and 9). Furthermore, this 
suggested “option” for restoration includes partial onsite and offsite parking. An 
alternative that does not provide onsite parking in accordance with City regulations 
would not be considered feasible as there is no alternate location for project parking. 
Offsite parking would include public parking spaces, and elimination of public parking 
spaces would be considered inconsistent with City Local Coastal Plan policies. For 
these reasons, this suggested alternative is not considered feasible or suitable for 
further consideration. 

 
The commenter’s second suggestion is to restore and expand the La Bahia in a “low-
rise” manner, which would yield 125-150 rooms. (The commenter also indicates that 
this option could yield 70-100 apartments, but as indicated above, residential uses 
would not be considered appropriate for further consideration as a project 
alternative.) This suggested option is similar to Alternative 1, which is analyzed in the 
DEIR. The commenter provides a schematic rendering of what his suggested option 
might look like, but it is not to scale. As indicated in Response to Comment 2-4, the 
DEIR did not identify significant impacts related to aesthetics that would warrant 
discussion of alternative designs. 
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8-29 Restoration with Casa Del Rey Hotel. The commenter states that “total-complex 
restoration” that includes the (former) Casa Del Rey site is the preferred option for a 
“total-complex restoration” and opines that this would create 300-rooms in the main 
structure with 50 to 105 apartments. The comment also indicates that the B/SOL Plan 
proposed rebuilding the footprint of the Casa del Rey Hotel, “including the hotel’s 
Spanish Arches.” Development of the proposed project on an alternate site, 
specifically the former Casa del Rey Hotel site, was considered and eliminated from 
further consideration as discussed on page 5-23 of the DEIR. The former Casa del Rey 
is not designated for visitor-serving accommodations. 

 
8-30 Raise Existing Building. The commenter suggests raising the existing buildings with 

development of parking on a new first floor as a preferred option for “moving 
landmark a short-distance on same site as permitted for saving a National Register-
quality landmark from extensive remodeling.” The suggestion to raise the hotel and 
construct subterranean parking could conceivably be done, but would be difficult to 
implement. In order to construct the parking, the existing buildings would need to be 
substantially raised off the ground with substantial bracing and protection. There 
would substantial risks to elevating the building due to potential complications with 
bracing and ensuing safety hazards. Alternately, the existing buildings could be split 
into components and moved offsite while the construction of the parking component is 
completed. However, this could result in damage to the buildings and potentially 
impact the historic features of the existing buildings that would not otherwise be 
damaged, such as the bell tower. The only nearby offsite location is the Boardwalk 
parking lot, which interferes with public access to the area. Furthermore, raising the 
building would result in a fundamental change to the character-defining feature of the 
existing building’s siting along Beach Street. A full preservation alternative already is 
discussed in the DEIR on pages 5-25 to 5-30, which would not require elevating or 
dismantling the buildings or changing Beach Street elevations. Thus, this suggestion 
would result in potential significant impacts to an historical resource to a greater 
degree than would occur under Alternative 1, which is discussed in the DEIR. Without 
additional development on the site, this alternative would result in a similar number of 
rooms as exists, which is about 44 and substantially lower than the proposed project 
and would not include the other site amenities proposed by the project. Even if 
additional rooms could be developed, the option would not attain many of the project 
objectives as discussed in Response to Comment 8-28. Thus, the commenter’s 
suggestion is noted, but does not require further consideration under CEQA.   

 
8-31 “Low-rise” Project. The commenter states the previous project for a 118-room hotel 

fits the scale and massing of the surrounding “historic” neighborhood. As indicated in 
Response to Comment 8-2, the 2003 approved project on the La Bahia site was 
considered as an alternative but eliminated from further consideration in the DEIR as 
explained on pages 5-22 and 5-23 of the DEIR. 

 
8-32 High Density Plan with Property East of Westbrook. The commenter discusses an 

expanded-site option for La Bahia that includes variations of development on 
adjacent properties, but then indicates that a high-density “superblock” plan is not 
recommended. The comment is acknowledged. It is noted that the comment’s 
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references to B/SOL “Options 3 & 4” are not in the adopted B/SOL Area Plan. The 
second option offered by the commenter is to develop the project parking lot on the 
property located to the east of the site and Westbrook Street, along with a 
restaurant, lobby and “meeting hall”. The third option offered by the commenter also 
includes the property to the east, but would include more development on the 
property to the east for a total of 250-300 rooms. The B/SOL Area Plan did include 
a recommendation for development that includes the referenced property to the east 
of the La Bahia site, and the DEIR did consider an alternative with an expanded site. 
However, this potential alternative was eliminated from consideration as explained on 
5-22 and 5-23 of the DEIR, primarily because the applicant does not own the 
property.  

 
8-33 Photos. The commenter provides about ten pages of photographs of the La Bahia site 

and surrounding area that are entitled “La Bahia, Where the Mountains Meet the 
Bay.” The photos are acknowledged, but the comment does not specifically addresses 
environmental analyses in the DEIR, and thus no response is necessary. 

 
8-34 Casa Del Rey Hotel. The commenter includes what appears to be a former 

promotional advertisement for the Casa Del Rey Hotel that includes a picture of the La 
Bahia structures as the Casa Del Rey Apartments, which is acknowledged. 

 
8-35 Previously Submitted Reports. The commenter attaches his previously submitted 

reports entitled “Empire of the Casa Del Rey (1997)” and “La Bahia Handbook” 
(undated). The first was reviewed and cited in the Historic Resources Report prepared 
for the EIR (Appendix D in the DEIR). Portions of the second were submitted during the 
public review period of the Draft EIR on the former proposed project in 2008. Neither 
report addresses the currently proposed project or the analyses in the DEIR. The 
reports are acknowledged, but no further response is necessary. Since these previously 
submitted materials do not address the current proposed project, no attempt has been 
made to verify the information presented in the reports. It is noted, however, that in 
the second report, the commenter offers an interpretation of the La Bahia’s “character-
defining features” as related to his comments provided on the previously proposed 
project (see page 4-203 of the letter). However, these features are not consistent with 
the character-defining features identified in the Architectural Resources Group (ARG) 
study developed as part of the B/SOL Area Plan. The technical report prepared for 
this EIR includes a full assessment of the property’s character-defining features on 
pages 13-14, and most of these are omitted from commenter’s description. 

 
8-36 Overriding Considerations. The previously submitted materials addressed in Comment 

8-35 includes the commenter’s interpretation of CEQA and what is referred to as the 
“doctrine of overriding economic benefit.” Although it appears that the comment was 
on the previously proposed project, it is noted that the commenter appears to be 
referring to “Statement of Overriding Considerations.” As indicated on page 1-4 of 
the DEIR, and pages 1-3 to 1-4 of this Final EIR, pursuant to sections 21002, 21002.1 
and 21081 of CEQA and sections 15091 and 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
no public agency shall approve or carry out a project for which an EIR has been 
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certified which identifies one or more significant effects unless both of the following 
occur: 

 
(a)  The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to 
each significant effect: 

1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects on the 
environment. 

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by such 
other agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in 
the environmental impact report. 

 
(b)  With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under 
paragraph (3) of subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the 
significant effects on the environment. 

 
Although these determinations (especially regarding feasibility) are made by the 
public agency’s final decision-making body (here, the City Council) based on the 
entirety of the agency’s administrative record as it exists after completion of a final 
EIR, the draft EIR must provide information regarding the significant effects of the 
proposed project and must identify the potentially feasible mitigation measures and 
alternatives to be considered by that decision-making body. 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 
From: Theo Marcus [mailto:thejoama@gmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, January 25, 2014 8:17 PM 
To: Ryan Bane 
Subject: La Bahia 
 
Dear Mr. Bane, 
 
The 164 room hotel to be built on Beach St. is too large for the current 
neighborhood to bear. A much smaller development is more appropriate. A 
hotel of that magnitude will congest and disrupt parking and in the area 
especially during summer months. Please re-orient the plans for this space 
to a smaller more quaint place. 
 
Best, 
Concerned citizen 
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LETTER 9 –  Theo Marcus 
 

9-1 Project Size. The comment states that the project is too large for the neighborhood 
and that the plans should be changed to a smaller more quaint place. The commenter’s 
opinion on the project is acknowledged, and referred to City decision-makers for 
further consideration. The comment does not specifically address analyses in the DEIR, 
and thus no further response is necessary. The comment states that the magnitude of 
the hotel project will “congest and disrupt parking” in the area, especially in the 
summer. Traffic and parking conditions and impacts are addressed in section 4.3 of 
the Draft EIR (pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-22). 

 
 



Comments on La Bahia January 2014 DEIR  
February 28, 2014 
Bill Malone 
billmalone@pacbell.net 
 
A nice, refurbished La Bahia hotel will be good for the City and Community.  I want that, too. We can still have 
substantial community benefits with a smaller hotel, without destroying the historical building, and without 
negative impacts on the neighborhood. 
 
I am concerned that this project is far too big for the area. The Coastal Commission, and others, complained 
that the previous La Bahia project was way too massive and out of scale for the area.  
 
This new project is even bigger, more massive, will dominate the area and is incompatible with the character of 
the surrounding area. 
 
Bad Precedent 
 
This massive, out of scale hotel sets a bad precedent: certainly the next developer will demand to build as 
massive as the La Bahia, or, probably bigger.  If you allowed this developer that mass, why not everyone else?  
 
Land Use Issues 
 
Most buildings in the surrounding Beach area are one- and two-stories tall while a few are three-stories tall.  As 
far as I could tell there are no four-story buildings. In attempting to justify this four story project, don’t compare 
this project to the biggest, most obnoxious buildings in the area: Cocoanut Grove, Dream Inn and the old Casa 
Blanca.  Two (or three) wrongs don’t make a right.  Just because buildings that were too big for the area were 
built in the past doesn’t mean we should continue to make that mistake. Compare the proposed building height 
and scale to the two-story motel on Westbrook. 
 
The EIR consultant is (of course) going to agree with the developer that the building is not out of scale with the 
area.  Is anyone really surprised?  Ask real, unbiased people what they think. 
 
Building is Too Massive for Area 
 
The Coastal Commission made the following comments in the last La Bahia project’s DEIR (That project was 
smaller than this one):  
 
The proposed project would also affect the visual character of the immediately surrounding area due to height 
and scale (the visual simulations provided in the DEIR confirm this). This conflicts with Beach South of Laurel 
(BSOL) Plan Community Design Policy 1.1, as well as with the certified BSOL Plan Design Guidelines that 
require that the siting and design of structures blend into, rather than dominate, the neighborhood. Also, LCP 
Land Use policy 1.6 requires development along the ocean and in scenic coastal areas to be visually 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area. In short, the proposed project’s scale appears overly 
ambitious for the site and would lead to public view shed degradation.  
 
This project is bigger and more massive and obviously will dominate the neighborhood even more than the 
previous project.  
 
This appears to be a classic example of spot zoning?  Why/How is it not spot zoning? 
 
Owner Neglect 
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Everyone would agree that the existing La Bahia buildings are very run down – an eyesore.  It is blight in the 
neighborhood.  The owner has done a very good job of allowing them to run down.  He has made it look so 
bad that now everyone wants anything better there ASAP.   
 
We are all so desperate now that even a fresh coat of paint would be a huge improvement. 
 
His game plan is to get us so desperate that we will agree to allow him to build anything he wants there.  Don’t 
give into this tactic. 
 
B/SOL General Design Guidelines  
 
This project is required to conform to the B/SOL Design Guidelines. This project seems to be in violation of the 
following guidelines (From B/SOL General Design Guidelines - B Site Planning - 1. Compatibility and Building 
Placement):  
 
1 The siting and design of the structure and landscaping shall ensure that the development blends into rather 
than dominating the neighborhood.  
 
2 Building setbacks shall be proportionate to the scale of the structures and considerate of existing 
development. Larger structures require more setback area for balance of scale and so as not to impose on 
neighboring uses.  
 
3 Buildings located on corner lots shall integrate design features that create focal points at intersections such 
as angled corners and towers.  
 
The current La Bahia has setbacks that appear to be 3-6 feet wide.  The proposed project appears to have 
zero setbacks.  Why is that allowed?  Is that a mistake?    BSOL area design guidelines require larger setbacks 
for large buildings (and this is definitely a large building). They also require extra design features to create focal 
points at intersections. 
 
Question: Why does this project not have extra-large setbacks and design features at the corners? 
 
Retain and Restore the Historical Structure  
 
A first class, restored historical hotel would be very nice. I have stayed in many charming, old historical hotels 
in my travels in Europe.  They were delightful.  Staying in the older buildings is a draw – many people seek 
them out.  The Casa Blanca building across the street is older than the existing La Bahia and it is a well 
maintained, attractive structure. 
 
Check zoning ordinances on historical structures in the B/SOL Area ordinances – I think the message there is 
to retain historical structures – not destroy them.  Save more than just the bell tower and the corner building.  
 
I urge the City to require the developer to retain all the character-defining features of the La Bahia Apartments 
as required by zoning law and the B/SOL Area EIR. 
 
Amazing! The EIR lists Mitigation Measures to reduce impacts to the La Bahia Apartments: The developer 
states they will save photos and drawings of the old buildings in the Library and also retain old wooden window 
frames!  Is that a cruel Joke?  
 
That is about the least the developer could do after destroying the historical buildings.  Apparently the least is 
the most the developer will do. 
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PDP Issues - Planned Development Permit 
 
The changes and exceptions to the project allowed by Planned Development Permit should be concisely 
enumerated, perhaps in a table. This should include listing the benefit to the developer and what (if any) 
additional benefits the City is getting by allowing these extra benefits to the developer.  
 
What is the justification for each Planned Development Permit change or exception? What are the resulting 
impacts of each change (e.g. more traffic, more parking problems, loss of beach character, etc.)?  
 
Height and Mass: The permit allows a taller building: 45 feet instead of 36 feet. That gives to developer more 
rooms and more square footage - resulting in a bigger building. How much bigger in rooms and square footage 
is allowed due the PDP? What are the additional benefits the City? 
 
Parking: Does the permit change the way the parking requirement is calculated? What is the result of that 
change? More parking? Less parking? What are the additional benefits the City? 
 
Setbacks: Does the permit change the way the setbacks requirement are calculated? What is the result of that 
change? More setbacks? Less setbacks? On the plans it looks like there are zero setbacks. Why? What are 
the additional benefits the City? 
 
Other: What other changes is the developer making using the Planned Development Permit? What is the result 
of those changes? More or less? What are the additional benefits the City? 
 
A description and evaluation of these alternatives would help give the public a clearer idea of what “benefits” 
the developer is getting with the PDP and what it is the impact on the City.  
 
A PDU gives additional benefits to the developer (greater height, more rooms, more profit, etc).  The additional 
developer benefits are not automatic; they are conditioned on additional public benefits.  In this case the 
additional public benefits should include additional income to the City.  
 
For the PDP benefits, the City should require an additional 5% TOT from this hotel. 
 
Story Poles outlining the dimensions should be erected before the City Council considers this project. 
 
Why are story poles necessary? Most people are not aware of this project or how massive it will be. Perhaps 
90% of the residents are not even aware of this project.  Probably 99% are not aware that it will be so massive 
and will overwhelm our beach area views.  I believe that even most of the projects supporters are not aware 
how excessively massive it will be.  Probably less than a couple hundred residents have seen the simulated 
project views in the EIRs.   
 
Story poles will greatly increase public awareness of this project and accurately show the proposed height.  
The public has a right to be informed and aware.  Give the public the facts, then they can decide what is 
appropriate.  Put up story poles before it is built and too late. 
 
Community Benefits 
 
Most of the "benefits" the developer lists are typical, and indeed, expected for a first-class beach hotel that will 
charge top-dollar room rates. Most are not extraordinary. These "benefits" directly improve the hotels bottom-
line. That’s OK, but it is hypocritical for the developer to pretend he is doing them for the City or Community.  
 
Our Santa Cruz beach area is a special place that we all enjoy. I urge the Planning Commission and City 
Council to not approve this building that will negatively overwhelm and alter the charm of the area. 
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Alternative projects 
 
I suggest a new Alternative project that would combine the best of Alternatives two and three. It would be 
partial preservation of the main historical buildings with construction of new building but with a reduced project 
size. The previous La Bahia project was 125 rooms. I think that would be a reasonable size for this new 
Alternative. 
 
This Alternative meets the Community’s desire for an attractive Hotel. Will provide the developer and operator 
with a reasonable profit. Will give the City about 90% of the benefits of the proposed massive Hotel while 
avoiding its most of the major negative impacts.  Would retain and restore the historical buildings. Would not 
require special zoning nor Coastal Commission review.  Would meet minimal resistance (or none) from local 
Activists. 
 
I urge the City Council to approve a reasonable size La Bahia Hotel.  The public will support a reasonable size 
La Bahia Hotel. 
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LETTER 10 –  Bill  Malone 
 

10-1 Project Size. The comment states a nice refurbished La Bahia hotel ill be good for the 
City and community, but expresses concern that the project is too big for the area, will 
dominate the area and is incompatible with the character of the surrounding area. The 
commenter’s opinion on the project is so noted and referred to City decision-makers 
for further consideration. The comment does not specifically address analyses in the 
DEIR, and thus no further response is necessary.   

 
10-2 Project Scale and Mass. The comment states that the “out of scale” hotel sets a bad 

precedent and that most buildings in the surrounding area are one- and two-stories 
tall. The comment is acknowledged and referred to City decision makers for further 
consideration. It is noted, however, that the area surrounding the project site is a mix 
of heights and architectural styles, with mostly three-story heights along First Street 
and portions of Main Street and some larger buildings, including the Casa Blanca 
Hotel, Coconut Grove and Boardwalk, and the Dream Inn. As shown on the 
photosimulations in the DEIR (Figures 2-3-E and 2-3-G (in section 7.0), the proposed 
building appears as a three-story building along First Street and Main Street with the 
appearance of four stories more prominent along Beach Street where other larger-
scale development, such as the Coconut Grove is located. It is also noted that the 
Beach/South of Laurel Area Plan (B/SOL Area Plan) Design Guidelines recognize the 
mix of buildings in the area in describing the community character of the Beach 
Commercial area when it states:  

   
 “The character of the Beach Commercial is largely formed through the contrasts 

between various development types and open spaces. The most expansive 
development in this community is the Santa Cruz Beach Boardwalk. The amusement 
park buildings and rides are the largest scale structures in the area and they occupy 
most of the waterfront. Historically, this large scale was matched by the Casa del Rey 
Resort Hotel located on the north side of Beach Street and the former grand Sea 
Beach Hotel. Remnants of the past seaside resort grandeur are still evident in the core 
of the area between Second Street and the amusement park, where historic Spanish 
Colonial Revival style buildings closely mingled with simple block-style commercial 
buildings and motels. Other remnants of the past grandeur are large scale Victorian 
style seaside residences and resorts still evident in the surround West Cliff and Beach 
Hill areas.” (page 78) 

 
 The comment also references Coastal Commission comments on the previously 

proposed project that are not applicable to the current proposal, which has a lower 
height than the previous proposal and does not require a LCP amendment. See Letter 
2 for current Coastal Commission comments on the project and section 4.1 of the DEIR 
for analysis of aesthetics impacts.  It is also noted that the EIR consultant is the City’s 
consultant and not hired by the applicant. From the standpoint of City staff, the 
consultant team has prepared an objective, unbiased analysis of the project, and 
certainly has no economic incentive or other reason to “agree with the developer” 
instead of offering their own professional opinions. 
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10-3 Spot Zoning. The comment states that “this appears to be a classic example of spot 
zoning.” Spot zoning has been recognized to occur where a small parcel is restricted 
through down zoning and given lesser rights than the surrounding property such as 
where a lot in the center of a business or commercial district is limited to uses for 
residential purposes. (See, e.g., Arcadia Dev. Co. v. City of Morgan Hill (2011) 197 
Cal.App.4th 1526, 1536.) A few published California cases contain dicta suggesting 
that up zoning may be spot zoning in certain circumstances. (See, e.g., Scrutton v. 
County of Sacramento (1969) 275 Cal.App.2d 412; Rubin v. Bd. of Directors of the 
City of Pasadena (1940) 16 Cal.2d 119, 124.) The most recent case on point, Foothill 
Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cal.App.4th 1302, 1318-
1319, upheld the creation of a special zoning district applicable to only one property, 
which had the effect of increasing permissible densities thereon. According to the court, 
even though the Board of Supervisors’ action creating the new district was an example 
of spot zoning, the action was nevertheless legitimate and in the public interest. Here, 
in contrast, the project site and properties along Beach Street are all zoned RTC-
Beach Commercial, and hotels are a principal permitted use in this district. There is no 
rezoning proposed as part of the current project that would result in spot zoning as 
suggested in the comment. In sum, approving a project that is consistent with the 
applicable zoning would not constitute “spot zoning.”    

 
10-4 La Bahia Condition.  The comment indicates that the La Bahia buildings are run down 

and a “blight” in the neighborhood and that the owner has allowed them to get run 
down as a “tactic” to make the public prefer something different. The comment is 
acknowledged, but does not specifically address analyses in the DEIR, and thus no 
further response is necessary.  The City notes, however, that it has no reason to 
question the landowners’ motives as the commenter does.  

 
10-5 B/SOL Design Guidelines and Building Setbacks. The comment states that his opinion 

that the project is in violation of three guidelines in the B/SOL Plan Design Guidelines 
in the Site Planning section. The specific Design Guidelines cited in the comment refer 
to ensuring development blends into the neighborhood, building setbacks and 
development on corner lots. As indicated on page 4.7-9 of the DEIR, City Planning 
Department staff reviewed all the General Guidelines and Beach Commercial Area 
Guidelines in the B/SOL Design Guidelines and concluded that the La Bahia project 
appears to meet all of them. The DEIR incorrectly reported that the project did not 
meet the minimum 15-foot floor to ceiling height for street commercial spaces as the 
project proposes 12 feet. Upon re-examination, it is noted that the B/SOL Guidelines 
do allow for a minimum 12-foot minimum floor-to-ceiling height to encourage retail 
activity, which has been clarified in the DEIR text. See the CHANGES TO DRAFT EIR (3.0) 
section of this document. As indicated in Response to Comment 10-2, project is located 
in an area with a mix of building sizes and styles, and from residential streets, the 
proposed building has the appearance of a three-story building (e.g., along upper 
Main Street and First Street). There are no specific setback requirements for projects 
located in the RTC zone district. The proposed building setbacks are consistent with 
existing structures in the vicinity. The project is not located on a “corner” lot, but rather 
encompasses an entire block. City staff will provide a full review of project consistency 
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with the Design Guidelines in the context of all of the guidelines as part of the project 
review and staff report.    

 
10-6 Retain and Restore Historical Structure. The commenter indicates that many people 

like to stay in historical hotels and suggests that the City require the developer to 
retain all character-defining features of the La Bahia Apartments as required by 
zoning and the B/SOL Area Plan EIR. It is correct that the RTC zone specifically 
indicates that it is the intent of the zoning that preservation of La Bahia be conducted 
in accordance with the mitigation measures in the EIR for the B/SOL Area Plan. 
Consistency with zone district provisions is discussed on page 4.7-9 of the DEIR and 
specifically related to historical resources on pages 4.2-16 and 4.2-17. As indicated 
in the DEIR, the B/SOL Area Plan EIR indicated that should development on the La 
Bahia site follow the recommendations in the 1998 ARG report, there would be a less-
than-significant impact to historic resources. However, the B/SOL EIR also 
acknowledged that if La Bahia were demolished, destroyed or altered in a way does 
not retain these features, a significant impact would occur. The B/SOL Plan thus did 
not require that the existing structure be retained in any future project on the subject 
site. The proposed project fulfills the mitigation measures that require review and 
coordination with a historic preservation consultant, documentation prior to alteration, 
and consideration of incorporating part of the historic building into project design or 
salvaging significant building features. Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, the 
mitigation measures do not require the project to retain the character defining 
features, but indicate that implementation of the measure would lead to a conclusion 
of a less-than-significant impact related to future development of the site. The 
mitigation measures thus cannot be read to require retention of the major contributing 
features. Furthermore, the B/SOL Plan mitigation measure goes on to provide that if a 
hotel proposal were to require the La Bahia Apartments to be “altered or 
demolished”, incorporation of parts of the building should be considered. In the present 
case, the proposed project retains some, but not all, of the character-defining 
elements, and the DEIR concludes that the project impact to historical resource is 
significant and unavoidable. Consistent with the B/SOL EIR mitigation measures, the 
DEIR requires document of the structures prior to demolition in accordance with 
Secretary of the Interior’s standards and salvage of materials. The project also 
includes incorporation of part of the existing building.  

 
 The comment also indicates that the EIR mitigation measures to reduce impacts (photos 

and salvage) is a “joke.” Although the City agrees that the creation of images of the 
existing structure is not equivalent to keeping the structure intact, such information does 
have value, as it will preserve images of the current structure for the benefit of 
interested persons and institutions. As indicated on page 4.2-17 of the DEIR, the 
mitigation measures would not reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, and 
the impact remains significant even with implementation of the mitigation measures, 
which are in accordance with the measures in the B/SOL Plan EIR. There are no 
measures to mitigate demolition of most of the existing historic structure, but the photo-
documentation and salvage measures are standard measures to implement if a historic 
resource is altered or demolished. 
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10-7 Planned Development Permit. The comment asks that the changes allowed by the 
requested Planned Development Permit be concisely enumerated, including benefits to 
the developer and City, justification for the changes, and impacts of the changes. The 
comment also asks whether the changes affect required setbacks. The planned 
development request is summarized on page 3-12 of the DEIR. As indicated, three 
modifications are requested as part of the Planned Development Permit: an increase 
in building height, a reduction in the first floor to ceiling height, and a variation in 
parking to allow tandem parking spaces as part of a valet parking system. The 
Planned Development Permit application does not request a change to setbacks 
required for the zone district in which the project site is located. The three requests 
and where they are addressed in the DEIR are summarized below. City staff will 
address the required findings as part of the staff review and staff report for the 
project. 

 
 The request for additional height would allow building heights of 43 feet 

instead of a 36-foot tall building in accordance with provisions of the Planning 
Development regulations, which permit an increase of a height increase of one 
story or 20 percent of the allowed height with approval of Planned 
Development Permit with findings. The DEIR addresses impacts associated with 
building scale, mass and height on pages 4.1-13 to 4.1-14. See also Response 
to Comment 10-2 above regarding building mass and scale. Additionally, the 
DEIR reviews an alternative with a building height of 36 feet (see pages 5-35 
to 5-37 of the DEIR), which would result in a reduction of approximately 50 
hotel rooms from what is proposed.  

 
 The reduction of the floor to ceiling minimum height for first floor commercial 

retail space would not result in any significant adverse environmental or 
aesthetics impacts. As indicated in Response to Comment 10-5, the B/SOL 
Guidelines do allow for a minimum 12-foot minimum floor-to-ceiling height to 
encourage retail activity.  

 
 As indicated on page 3-10 of the DEIR, 210 parking spaces are proposed of 

which 49 spaces could be used for valet parking spaces. Impacts related to 
parking are evaluated on pages 4.3-21 to 4.3-22 of the DEIR. The use of 
valet parking will help meet the project’s required parking 

   
10-8 Benefits of Planned Development. The comment states that the Planned Development 

requires public benefits and suggests that the city require an additional 5% TOT 
(transient occupancy tax) from the project. The comment is acknowledged and 
referred to City decision-makers for further consideration, but does not specifically 
address analyses in the DEIR, and thus no further response is necessary. 

 
10-9 Use of Story Poles. The comment questions why story poles were not utilized to depict 

the building mass. The City of Santa Cruz does not require that development projects 
to install story poles to simulate the size of a structure. In some jurisdictions story poles 
are used primarily for buildings such as single-family residences, which are typically 
not higher than 35 feet. If this technique were used for the proposed project some of 
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the story poles would reach heights of nearly 45 feet. Poles reaching this height at this 
location could pose a liability hazard, not to mention would be likely targets of 
vandalism. While story poles can provide a good general reference point physically 
as to the size of a proposed project, they can be misleading as they don’t fully convey 
an accurate sense of a project’s massing with the use of just poles and netting. 
Furthermore, the effectiveness of story poles diminishes with distance as they become 
more difficult to see. In situations where the visual impact from distant scenic viewpoint 
needs to be analyzed, story poles would not be effective. Given their high degree of 
realism and versatility in use, digitally rendered visual simulations are considered to 
provide a more effective means of evaluating a project’s visual impacts. 
Photosimulations are provided in the DEIR in section 7.0. 

 
 Notably, as with the vast majority of categories of environmental impacts, neither the 

Legislature, in enacting CEQA, nor the Natural Resources Agency, in promulgating the 
CEQA Guidelines, has directed lead agencies to follow any particular technical 
methodology in determining whether a proposed project would cause significant 
aesthetic effects.  Nor does anything in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines define what 
constitutes a significant effect on aesthetics. Rather, the only (very general) legal 
guidance on point is found in Appendix G to the CEQA Guidelines, which directs lead 
agencies to ask the following questions in preparing Initial Studies: 

  I. AESTHETICS. Would the project: 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 
c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 

surroundings? 
d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 

day or nighttime views in the area? 
  
 Although nothing in CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines requires that these questions be 

converted into significance criteria (see Save Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa 
Barbara (2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1068), such a practice is very common, and 
indeed was followed here, though with some embellishment (see Draft EIR, p. 4.1-9). 
These thresholds, though, do not give rise to any particular analytical methodology, 
and in fact are inevitably somewhat subjective in nature and thus not easily 
susceptible to any kind of rigorous quantitative analysis. Although computer-derived 
visual simulations are common tools for analysis, they are not mandatory under state 
law. Nor does anything in state law require the use of story poles under any 
circumstances, though individual lead agencies are of course free to use such tools 
when they find them to be useful and otherwise desirable (e.g., safe).  

 
10-10 Community Benefits. The comment questions the “benefits” of the project and urges 

the Planning Commission and City Council to not approve the building. The comment is 
acknowledged and referred to City decision-makers for further consideration. 

 
10-11 Alternatives. The commenter suggests a project alternative that combines Alternatives 

2 and 3 that would result in partial preservation of the main historical buildings with a 
reduced project size for the new building. The commenter also indicates that the 
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previous project of 125 rooms would be a reasonable size for this alternative. As 
indicated in Response to Comment 8-31, the 2003 approved project on the La Bahia 
site (118 rooms) was considered as an alternative but eliminated from further 
consideration in the DEIR as explained on pages 5-22 and 5-23 of the DEIR. As 
indicated on page 5-35 of the DEIR, an alternative with a reduced height was not 
warranted as the DEIR did not identify significant impacts related to aesthetics, but 
that a reduced height alternative (Alternative 3) was included in response to comments 
received at the EIR scoping meeting and in conjunction with an reduce size alternative. 
Alternative 3 considers a project size of 116 rooms. The commenter’s suggestion to 
combine Alternatives 2 and 3 into a new alternative is not required under the 
provisions of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.  

 
10-12 Approve Reasonable Size. The commenter urges the City Council to approve a 

reasonable size La Bahia Hotel and that the public will support a reasonable size La 
Bahia Hotel. The comment is acknowledged and referred to City decision-makers for 
further consideration. 
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LETTER 11 –  Don Webber 
 

11-1 General Comments. The comment summarizes the project proposal and states that the 
site is a designated City landmark and that the project is subject to the City’s Local 
Coastal Program. The comment states that the project has “several notable 
advantages” over the previously proposed project with rehabilitation of the “iconic” 
bell tower, reduced height and not being a condominium project, all of which are 
welcome changes. The comment also indicates that the proposed project is bigger than 
the former proposed project that was rejected by the Coastal Commission  largely 
because it was too massive and out of scale with the surrounding area. The comment is 
acknowledged, but does not address analyses in the DEIR, and thus, no further 
response is necessary. However, it is noted that the Coastal Commission’s staff report 
for the La Bahia Hotel project proposed in 2008, which recommended approval of the 
project, indicated that the increased heights of the LCP amendment proposed at that 
time would result in a larger structure with an impact on the allowable mass and scale 
on the site. 

 
11-2 Parking. The comment states that the proposed onsite parking is inadequate for the 

hotel and associated uses. A review of parking requirements and supply is provided 
on page 4.3-21 of the DEIR. The EIR indicates that with reductions in required parking 
for shared parking and implementation of a Non-Automotive Use Program as 
permitted in the City’s Municipal Code, the project would be required to provide 207 
parking spaces. The project provides 210 spaces, which includes 49 valet parking 
spaces. Thus, the DEIR did not identify a significant impact related to parking. City 
staff believes that the proposed project includes adequate parking. 

 
11-3 Setbacks. The comment indicates that on the north façade along First Street, the 

proposed setbacks are inadequate and the corner building treatments incomplete. 
See Response to Comment 10-5. 

 
11-4 Alternative Transportation Program. The comment asks whether the Applicant’s 

Alternative Transportation Program was made available for public comment, and 
expresses concerns regarding traffic and parking issues for Beach Hill residents. The 
comment recommends that the Transportation Program include a realistic assessment of 
parking, a realistic plan to divert all hotel traffic away from the residential portion of 
First Street, and an underground garage plan that directs all vehicles exiting the 
garage onto Westbrook and not onto Main. 

 
 The Applicant’s Alternative Transportation Program is summarized on page 4.3-13 of 

the DEIR, and as with all plans and documents cited in the DEIR, is available for public 
review upon request. The City is unaware of any effort by the commenter to request 
the document during the public review period for the Draft EIR. However, the 
proposed program is included in Appendix B of this Final EIR document. The program 
addresses measures to reduce vehicle trips in order to be able to reduce required 
parking as set forth in the City’s Municipal Code section24.12.290.7. See Response to 
Comments 11-2 and 11-9 regarding project parking. See Response to Comment 11-
11 regarding diversion of traffic. 
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11-5 B/SOL Plan Design Guidelines and Setbacks. The comment references some of the 

Beach/South of Laurel Area Plan (B/SOL Area Plan) Design Guidelines, which the 
commenter correctly states are part of the City’s certified local coastal program. 
Specifically, the comment indicates that the Guidelines specify that “larger structure” 
require more setback area and that at nearly 200,000 square feet, and characterizes 
the proposed project as involving such a large structure. The comment further states 
that setbacks are not required by the zone district and that the east and west facades 
of the proposed project are reasonable, but that the north façade that interfaces with 
existing residential uses along First Street are “skimpy” and inconsistent with the 
B/SOL Plan Design Guidelines. The comment also indicates that buildings on corners 
shall create focal points. See Response to Comment 10-2 regarding building mass and 
Response to Comment 10-5 regarding consistency with B/SOL Area Plan Design 
Guidelines. As indicated in Response to Comment 10-5, there are no specific setback 
requirements for projects located in the RTC zone district. The proposed building 
setbacks are consistent with existing structures in the vicinity. Additionally, the project is 
not a corner lot, but encompasses an entire block.    

 
11-6 Historic Resources – Consistency with Zoning. The comment indicates that the extent 

of proposed demolition is inconsistent with the stated intent of the pertinent zoning 
regulation: to ensure that the proposed plan retains the major contributing features of 
the La Bahia. See Response to Comment 10-6 regarding project consistency with zone 
district requirements related to La Bahia. The comment also indicates that the 
significance of the unmitigated impact related to historical resources requires decision-
makers to review project alternatives, and suggests that the decision makers focus on 
design modifications to improve the “interface” between the project and adjoining 
neighborhood by creating setbacks and corner treatments in line with Design 
Guidelines. The comment is acknowledged and referred to City decision-makers for 
further consideration. 

 
11-7 Parking. The commenter suggests that the parking analysis failed to accurately state 

the parking requirements in Municipal Code section 24.12.240 and thus 
underestimates the project’s parking requirements under the Zoning Code. More 
specifically, the comment cites the DEIR statement that under City parking 
requirements, without any credits, the project would be required to provide 261 onsite 
parking spaces, but says that this understates the true parking requirement and that 
up to 70 additional spaces would be required before any credits are taken under 
Municipal Code section 24.12.290. Under Municipal Code section 24.12.240, a hotel 
requires one on-site parking space per unit intended for separate occupancy plus one 
parking space for the resident owner or manager.  Restaurants (including associated 
kitchens) are required to have one on-site parking space for each 120 square feet of 
floor area. Conference or meeting rooms require one on-site parking space for each 
3.5 seats of maximum seating capacity.  Retail spaces and the spa require one on-site 
parking space per 250 square feet.   

 
 The project includes 165 rooms, 750 square feet of spa space, a conference/meeting 

room that can hold a maximum of 290 seats, a 4,800 square foot restaurant, and 
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2,500 square feet of retail space.  Applying these numbers to the requirements in 
Municipal Code section 24.12.240 yields an on-site parking requirement of 261 
spaces before credits for shared parking or implementation of an alternative 
transportation program.  (See the DEIR Appendix D at p. 33.)   

 
 Project parking requirements per City regulations are itemized by use on Table 13 of 

the Traffic Impact Study that is included in Appendix D of the DEIR. The table is also 
presented on the next page. As shown, the parking requirements account for all 
project uses, including restaurant, kitchen, and conference/meeting rooms. The 
reductions in parking are permitted under the City’s regulations. The assumptions for 
the shared parking reduction are reasonable and take into consideration shared use 
of the facility.  Parking requirements for restaurants include all areas related to the 
facility, including reception, seating, kitchen and storage areas. In addition, hotels 
often include restaurants, spas and small retail space and parking rates for a hotel 
use typically include these specific uses on the site. Thus the analysis is slightly 
conservative since the restaurant, spa and retail space rates were calculated 
separately. See Response to Comment11-4 regarding the Alternative Transportation 
Program. 

 
 

Required Project Parking by Use 

Use Parking Spaces Required Units 
Required 
Parking 
(spaces) 

Hotel 1 per room plus 1 manager 165 rooms 166.0 

Spa (medical office) 1 per 250 square feet 750 square feet 3.0 

Conference/Meeting Room 1 per 3.5 seats 
4,350 square feet  

(290 seats)(2) 
41.4(3) 

Restaurant 
(including kitchen area) 

1 per 120 square feet 4,800 square feet 40.0 

Retail 1 per 250 square feet 2,500 square feet 10.0 

Subtotal   261 

10% Reduction for Non-automotive Use Programs (per City Code 24.12.290.7 27 

10% Reduction for Cooperative Parking Facilities (per City Code 24.12.290.4) 27 

Total Parking Spaces Required per City Zoning Code 207 
Notes: 
(1) Parking requirements based on City of Santa Cruz Municipal Zoning Code Section 24.12.200 
(2) The concentrated occupancy per California Building Code (tables & chairs) is 15 square feet per occupant. Using this 
spacing, the Conference/Meeting Room max occupancy is estimated at 290 seats (4,350 s.f. / 15 seats per s.f.). 
(3) For the Conference/Meeting Room, it is anticipated that 50% of meeting occupants will guests at the hotel. For this 
reason, the required parking for this use is calculated for 50% of the 290 seats (145 seats) with full occupancy.  
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11-8 Garage Exits. The comment indicates that both levels of underground parking should 
exit onto Westbrook and that the planned Main Street exit should remain open to 
traffic exiting from the lobby only. The comment is acknowledged. The primary 
entrance/exit is planned on Westbrook. A secondary exit on Main Street will help 
distribute the traffic on the city road network more evenly and avoid a concentration 
at one. The second exit also provides for evacuation and emergency conditions. In 
addition, the geometry constraints of the site requires entry way in the manner  
indicated on the site plan. Due to the floor and street elevations, it is not possible to 
have both levels of underground parking exit onto Westbrook as suggested in the 
comment. The commenter also indicates that cars exiting onto Main Street will use 
local streets during tourist season when traffic on Main Street backs up. The City has 
indicated that “No Right Turn” signs can be installed at the Main Street exit to direct 
traffic back to Beach Street. 

 
11-9 First Street Traffic Diversion.  The comment indicates that traffic impacts on First 

Street will be significant in ways not measured by the DEIR analyses. The comment 
indicates that traffic calming measures are required without the hotel and that the 
2003 La Bahia project included First Street as a one-way (eastbound) street and that 
project traffic would exit on Westbrook and be diverted to Cliff Street. The 
commenter recommends a similar diversion for the proposed project. Revising the 
street circulation in this area would not reduce traffic volumes on this street and may in 
fact increase the number of vehicles looking for parking and access to the abutting 
uses including the residential uses. One-way street systems can be particularly 
confusing in a visitor serving area.  

 
 According to the City Public Works Department, the one-way street is not supported 

by the City at this time. Beach Street and Second Street are already a one-way 
couplet, and making First Street one-way would create a loop that would result in 
more difficult and confusing access for motorists and bicyclists, creating longer trips 
with more driving around the block to get to a destination, whether it’s for residents or 
visitors. One-way streets can create more drive confusion and increase driver speeds 
with the reduction in side friction from opposing traffic.  

 
 The process for revising a street direction is not predicated on one development but 

on all the uses and users that would be affected by the street change, including 
emergency services. Residents or businesses can petition the City to make directional 
changes, which contingent on available resources, can be analyzed and considered.  

 
11-10 General Comments.  The commenter indicates appreciation for steps taken to improve 

this La Bahia proposal and remains hopeful that reasonable compromised will lead to 
a feasible alternative. The comment is acknowledged and referred to City decision-
makers for further consideration. 

 
 
 




