Scotts Valley Town Center Specific Plan EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

9.0 COMMENTS and RESPONSES
9.1

INTRODUCTION

In accordance with § 15088 of the State California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, the City of Scotts Valley, as the lead agency, has reviewed the comments received
on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Scotts Valley Town Center
Specific Plan and has prepared written responses to the written comments received.
Circulation of the Draft EIR for the required 45-day public review period began on August 18,
2008 and ended October 3, 2008. The comment letters included herein were submitted by
public agencies, professional associations, and private citizens.
Each comment that the City received is included in this section. Responses to these comments
have been prepared to address the environmental concerns raised by the commenters and to
indicate where and how the EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues.
Any changes made to the text of the Draft EIR correcting information, data or intent, other than
minor typographical corrections or minor working changes, are noted in this Final EIR as
changes from the Draft EIR. Additions are underlined (underlined) where text is added and
deletions are strike-through (strike-through) type.
The focus of the responses to comment is the disposition of environmental issues that are
raised in the comments, as specified by Section 15088 (b) of the State CEQA Guidelines.
Detailed responses to comments on the merits of the proposed project are not provided. When
a comment is not directed to an environmental issue, the response indicates that the comment
has been noted and forwarded to the appropriate decision-makers for review and
consideration, and that no further response is necessary.

9.1 WRITTEN COMMENTS and RESPONSES on the DRAFT EIR
Each written comment regarding the Draft EIR that the City of Scotts Valley received is
included in this section (refer to Table 9-1). Responses to these comments have been prepared
to address the environmental concerns raised by the commenters and to indicate where and
how the EIR addresses pertinent environmental issues. Using an alphanumeric system, each of
the comment letters has been assigned a letter (alphabetically), and each issue within a
comment letter, if more than one, has a number assigned to it. Each comment letter is
reproduced in its entirety with the issues of concern numbered in the right margin. References
to the responses to comments identify first the letter, and second, the numbered comment (B2,
for example, would reference the second issue of concern within the second sequential
comment letter).
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Table 9-1. Commenters on the Draft EIR
Letter

Commenter

Agency

Date

Federal, State, and Local Public Agencies
A

Roger W. Briggs

California Regional Water Quality Control Board

October 8, 2008

B

Jennifer Calaté

California Department of Transportation

October 1, 2008

C

Charles McNiesh

Scotts Valley Water District

October 3, 2008

D

Michael Shulman

City of Scotts Valley Planning Commission Chairman

September 30, 2008

E

Remedios V. Sunga

California Department of Toxic Substances Control

October 3, 2008

Local Interest Groups, Companies and Private Citizens
F

A concerned citizen

Private Citizen

September 18, 2008

G

Paul H. Bach, President

Scotts Valley Responsible Local Development PAC

October 3, 2008

H

Mark Buxbaum

Private Citizen

September 13, 2008

I

Betty Cost, AICP

AVIZA Technologies

October 3, 2008

J

Gregory S. Hall

Stanbery Development

October 2, 2008

K

Judy Hatton

Private Citizen

September 12, 2008

L

Judith A. Hillman

Private Citizen

September 26, 2008

M

Kathryn Kay

Private Citizen

October 3, 2008

N

Frank Z. Kertai

Private Citizen

October 3, 2008

O

Bob LaPointe

Solar Alliance Network

September 22, 2008

P

Rich LeBlanc

Private Citizen

October 3, 2008

Q

Kevin McCarthy

Private Citizen

September 28, 2008

R

Joe Miller

Private Citizen

September 24, 2008

S

John R. Pierce

Private Citizen

September 12, 2008

T

Shirley Riskin

Private Citizen

September 30, 2008

U

Lorenzo Rota

Private Citizen

September 13, 2008

V

Debra Van Bruggen

Friends of the Scotts Valley Library

October 3, 2008

W

Chris Mason

Private Citizen

October 3, 2008

X

Terry Roberts

Office of Planning and Research

October 2, 2008
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Letter A
COMMENTOR:

Roger Briggs, Executive Officer, California Regional Water Quality
Control Board

DATE:

October 8, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response A1
The commenter states that the Draft EIR needs to identify avoidance and minimization of
potential impacts to waters of the U.S. and the State as the primary means of reducing the
significant of potential impacts, with mitigation only serving as the secondary means of
reducing potential impact significance.
Response: The City will require that all new development comply with all NPDES
requirements in place at the time of project approval.
Response A2
The commenter states that the Draft EIR needs to specifically identify the proposed mitigation
ratios that would be implemented for expected impacts to various waters of the U.S. and State,
and provide justification for the mitigation ratios chosen.
Response: Impact B-4 has been identified as a Class II, significant but mitigable impact.
Specific mitigation ratios would be determined via subsequent permit conditions from the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (401 Water Quality Certification) and United
States Army Corps of Engineers (404 Permit).
Response A3
The commenter states that placing mitigation for “vernally moist grassland habitat” in
detention basins and bioswales is inappropriate.
Response: Mitigation Measure H-4 has been amended to require that the drainage system
route all runoff through biofilter swales (or equally effective treatment) before it goes into any
existing wetlands or Carbonera Creek, or “vernally most grassland habitat mitigation area.
Response A4 and A6
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address control of postconstruction urban runoff flow rates, volumes, and duration leaving the project site.
Furthermore, it states that the Draft EIR should state that treatment control practices will be
adequately sized and designed so as to treat the volume of runoff generated by the 24-hour 85th
percentile rain event, or the flow of runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least two
times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity.
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Response: The project has been revised such that Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality
states that the project would provide detention features to completely mitigate peak flows
during a 24-hour 85th percentile rain event, or the flow of runoff produced from a rain event
equal to at least two times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall intensity. In addition, the City
will require that all new development comply with all NPDES requirements in place at the time
of project approval.
Response A5
The commenter states that low-impact development (LID) techniques should be used carefully
to not exacerbate existing soil and groundwater contamination conditions.
Response: The project has been modified such that Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality has
been revised to now state “Low impact stormwater solutions will not be used in locations that
could result in increased mobilization of contaminates and groundwater.”
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Letter B
COMMENTOR:

Jennifer Calaté, Associate Transportation Planner, California Department
of Transportation, District 5

DATE:

October 1, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response B1
The Department supports local development that is consistent with State planning priorities
intended to promote equity, strengthen the economy, protect the environment, and promote
public health and safety. We accomplish this by working with local jurisdictions to achieve a
shared vision of how the transportation system should and can accommodate interregional and
local travel and development. Statement acknowledged.
Response B2
The proposed project description on page 2-21, paragraph 4, it states, “Travel lane widths are
expected to be decreased to include lower speeds.” It is unclear where the new travel lane
widths are expected to be decreased. It should be noted that narrowing the travel lane widths
within the State’s right-of-way cannot be implemented without approval of a design exception
through our Encroachment Permits office. All future documents will be subject to additional
evaluation and approval at the time of their review. As part of future evaluation, issues
involving or impacting the State right-of-way may require additional mitigation due to
pertinent issues such as cultural resources, environmental justice, water quality, hydrology, etc.
The Specific Plan includes minor changes to Mt. Hermon Road in the area that the Town
Center project fronts the arterial. The modifications which include lane narrowing and
widening of medians are intended to regulate vehicle speeds and improve pedestrian crossing
conditions. These changes to Mt. Hermon Road are not intended in the area near the SR-17
interchange with Mt. Hermon Road.
Response B3
We encourage placement of a pullout bus stop for the proposed bus stop on Mt. Hermon
Road. A pullout bus stop would alleviate any impediment from traffic progression through
our intersection at Mt. Hermon/La Madrona Road. The southbound off-ramp, right-turning
movement is currently operating at Level of Service (LOS) F; therefore, there is a danger of
traffic backing up onto the State highway system should this movement be impeded. Bus
routes to the Town Center area are served by the Transit Center located adjacent to the project
on Kings Village Rod. It is recommended that the City of Scotts Valley coordinate with
Caltrans and the bus operators such as Santa Cruz Metro to plan for the placement of this
proposed bus stop. It is noted that there is a 150-foot right-turn lane on Mt. Hermon Road,
immediately west of the intersection with La Madrona Drive-SR17 off-ramp which may impact
the placement of the bus stop.
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Response B4
Following our preliminary review of the Synchro files of Mt. Hermon Road/La Madrona Road,
it appears that yellow timing, clearance (all red) timing, min/max green timing, and other
current parameters were not incorporated in the analysis. We recommend the use of Caltrans’
current timing plan to establish correct existing conditions as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). See Traffic Signal Analysis Master Response below.
Response B5
It appears that a peak-hour factor of .95 was used for the Mt. Hermon/Highway 17 intersection
movements. This is a relatively high peak-hour factor, yielding a lower then actual LOS. We
therefore recommend using the default value (.88-.92) established by the Highway Capacity
Manual 2000, unless a recently conducted traffic census can support such a high peak-hour
factor. The existing peak hour factor of 0.95 was based on an existing peak hour factor of 0.95
surveyed during the weekday p.m. peak hour at Mt. Hermon Road/Scotts Valley Drive and a
peak hour factor of 0.94 at Mt. Hermon Road/SR17 offramp-La Madrona Drive during the
weekend peak hour. For comparison purposes, the suggested use of 0.88 to 0.92 was tested
along with other suggestions shown in comments 4 and 6. These results are discussed in the
Traffic Signal Analysis Master Response below.
Response B6
Please note that there are currently six signal phases for the intersection at Mt. Hermon/
Highway 17 off-ramp. A review of the Synchro files concluded that only five of the six actual
phases were used to establish existing conditions. Based on a review of the Caltrans signal
phasing sheet, the missing phase is a “dummy” phase which allow overlap operation with the
right-turn from the off-ramp. Since this was not included, our analysis is actually more
conservative. See Traffic Signal Analysis Master Response below. Traffic Signal Analysis
Master Response: For comparison purposes, the critical p.m. peak hour at the intersection of
Mt. Hermon Road/SR17 offramp-La Madrona Drive under existing conditions was reanalyzed
using a) suggested yellow and red clearance intervals discussed in Comment #4, b) the 0.90
peak hour factor discussed in Comment #5 and c) the six phase operation including the
“dummy” phase discussed in Comment #6. The analysis shown in the DEIR results in a delay
and LOS of 40.6 (LOS D) during the critical weekday p.m. peak hour. Using a combination of
parameters discussed, the resulting conditions would have been a delay of 36.4 (LOS D).
Therefore, the analysis presented in the DEIR is slightly more conservative than suggested by
Caltrans.
Response B7
Once the corrections to the Synchro files are made, please forward the revised electronic files
directly to our Traffic Operations Division’s Engineer, Mr. Frank Boyle at
frank_boyle@dot.ca.gov for further review. The updated Synchro calculation discussed in the
Traffic Signal Analysis Master Response was emailed to Mr. Frank Boyle as requested. Mr.
Boyle acknowledged receipt of the updated calculation in an email to W-Trans dated 10-21-08.
The email included the following:
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Thank you for your swift response to our concerns regarding the intersection at Mt. Hermon
Road/SR 17 Southbound Off-Ramp-La Madrona Drive. Thank you for updating the synchro
files to include the additional phase and corrected factors, for, as required by law, an EIR must
identify the existing physical conditions.
The use of a peak-hour factor outside the HCM recommended range of .88 - .92 is acceptable; for
future reference the use of such a high peak-hour factor (i.e. .95) must be supported with a traffic
survey.
This intersection does not include a “dummy” phase. The existing phase diagram for this
intersection shows the SB right movement overlaps phase 6's through movement. There is no
need to create a dummy” phase or an EB left movement. However the total delay yielded with
this correction may be insignificant.
Response B8
In addition, Highway 17 currently operates at LOS F. Because the Department is responsible
for the safety, operations, and maintenance of the State transportation system, our LOS
standards should be used to determine the significance of the project’s impact. We endeavor to
maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS C and LOS D on all State transportation
facilities. In cases where a State facility is already operating at an unacceptable LOS, any
additional trips should be considered a significant cumulative traffic impact, and should be
mitigated accordingly. As already discussed in the traffic section on page 4.11-32: “The proposed
project would add traffic to mainline SR 17 as the ramps connecting this regional facility. According to
Caltrans’ Transportation Concept Report for State Route 17 in District 5 (January 2006), SR 17
currently operates at LOS F during the peak travel periods. The addition of project traffic to these
facilities is a significant impact according to Caltrans’ impact criteria.” Since mitigation in the form
of widening for additional lanes is a regional issue and not caused by the potential
development of this project, the mitigation was not presented. However, it should be noted
that the project’s intent is to create a Town Center area which would serve existing residences
and to internalize trip purposes through a mix of uses. The traffic estimated to utilize SR 17 as
shown in Table 4.11-9 may overstate the potential impact to the freeway if the project develops
according to these goals.
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Letter C
COMMENTOR:

Charlie McNiesh, General Manager, Scotts Valley Water District

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response C1 and C2
The commenter states that the Draft EIR should identify groundwater recharge impacts as
significant but mitigable and accurately estimate such impacts.
Response: Impact H-4 in Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality has been modified, such that
the discussion that the site is not a significant groundwater recharge area and that
development of the site would not interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, and the
discussion that there would not be a significant impact to groundwater recharge has been
deleted. A new discussion regarding the potentially significant impact associated with loss of
groundwater recharge has been added to Impact W-1 in Section 4.12, Water Supply and
Wastewater.
Response C3 through C5
The commenter states the project’s groundwater recharge impact should be mitigated on-site
or at least within the specific plan area plus Skypark. The commenter states that design of the
recharge facility may need to account for residual contamination from previous activities at the
former Skypark airport or other uses.
Response: Impact W-1 in Section 4.12, Water Supply and Wastewater has been revised to state
that the SVWD has identified the project area as a leading candidate site in terms of
groundwater recharge potential. Mitigation Measure W-1(d) has been added requiring design
and construction of a recharge facility subject to the approval of the City and SVWD.
Furthermore, it requires completion of a hydrogeologic study as part of the design of the
recharge facility to evaluate the best location for siting of the recharge structure, and to
evaluate the best type of recharge structure to construct in order to obtain infiltration of
stormwater runoff into the most receptive subsurface formation, and to alleviate any potential
for cross contamination from perched groundwater zones beneath the area into the regional
groundwater aquifer(s).
Response C6 and C7
The commenter states that the estimated project demand of 150 acre-feet per year appears high
based on the project’s footprint and proposed uses. The commenter also states that a finding of
less than significant cumulative impacts to water would not be warranted if project demand
indeed were 150 acre-feet per year.
Response: The estimated project water demand was revisited and the total demand was
reduced to 116 AFY. This is based on a reduction in the assumed area of restaurants from
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100,000 sf to 75,000 sf (25% of total commercial area), which results in a reduction of potable
water demand to 116 AFY. The total demand of 116 AFY of potable water for the Town Center
was developed assuming that approximately 25 percent of the 310,000 sf of Commercial Area
would be Food Services. According to the specific plan, 35,000 sf is already planned for civic
use, therefore 200,000 sf will be Retail and 75,000 sf will be Restaurants. The following demand
factors were used:
•
•
•
•
•

Civic – 0 .032 afy per 1000 sf (35,000 sf)
Retail – 0.088 afy per 1000 sf (200,000 sf)
Restaurant – 0.54 afy per 1000 sf (75,000 sf)
MFR stand alone – 0.21 afy per unit (100 units)
MFR mixed use – 0.18 afy per unit (200 units)

This is also based on an assumption that all irrigation would be accomplished via reclaimed
and harvested rainwater. Based on this revised estimated total potable water demand,
cumulative impacts to water would be less than significant.
Response C8
The commenter states that it should be noted explicitly that final flow estimates and needed
water system improvements will be determined by the SVWD based on detailed construction
plans, hydraulic modeling, and fire protection requirements as determined by the Fire District
and looping of SVWD mains will be required as part of the initial construction.
Response: Mitigation Measure W-1(a) of Section 4.12, Water Supply and Wastewater has been
revised to reflect this.
Response C9
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not accurately describe the respective stakes of
the City and the SVWD in the recycled water project.
Response: Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality, has been revised to reflect that the City
owns and is responsible for the operation of the City’s wastewater treatment plant and
facilities, which provide the treated wastewater for the recycled water program. The SVWD
paid for construction of the plant, funds operation of the recycled water treatment facilities,
and owns and operates the recycled water distribution system.
Response C10
The commenter states that the Draft EIR’s discussion of measures or management practices for
addressing water supply and groundwater recharge issues is incomplete and sometimes
conclusory.
Response: Section 4.12, Water Supply and Wastewater, states that the Specific Plan includes
several design elements that are inherently mitigative, and would reduce the water supply
impacts discussed above. The mitigative design elements include use of low water demand
fixtures, including high-efficiency toilets and waterless urinals. Parking lot roofs are not
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recommended due to potential adverse visual impacts. The project has been revised such that
Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality states that the project would provide detention features
to completely mitigate peak flows during a 24-hour 85th percentile rain event, or the flow of
runoff produced from a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile hourly rainfall
intensity. The project has been modified, such that Section 4.7, Hydrology and Water Quality has
also been revised to state that low impact stormwater solutions will not be used in locations
that could result in increased mobilization of contaminants and groundwater. See response to
comments C3 through C5.
Response C11
The commenter states that the Draft EIR background information on hydrology and water
quality (Section 4.7.1.a) and water supply (Section 4.12.1a) needs to be revised to reflect the
SVWD’s recent groundwater model study and recent annual reports.
Response: These two sections have been revised to reflect this updated information
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Letter D
COMMENTOR:

Michael Shulman, Planning Commission Chairman, City of Scotts Valley
Planning Commission

DATE:

September 30, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response D1
For Mitigation Measure HM-1(f), the commenter questions what is meant by “relocation of
these two facilities shall be permitted as if they were new facilities.”
Response: Prior to relocation of the Suburban Propane and AmeriGas facilities, a
comprehensive site reconnaissance and evaluation shall be conducted. Furthermore,
appropriate permits for above ground storage shall be obtained and hazardous materials
business plan requirements shall be met. If applicable, the two facilities shall adhere to the Sate
of California Accidental Release Program (CAL ARP) requirements. Permitting them as new
facilities will ensure that the necessary environmental review s conducted and that all
applicable permits and requirements are met.
Response D2
The commenter questions how Mitigation Measure HM-1(g) would be enforced and when.
Response: The mitigation measure would be enforced pursuant to CEQA following adoption
of the Specific Plan. Monitoring and reporting to ensure that the measure is carried out
pursuant to CEQA would be done in accordance with the adopted Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. The measure would have to be implemented prior to new development
adjacent to either of the propane facilities.
Response D3
The commenter questions what is preventing the owner of the Sports Center from being
contacted and questioned about the contents of the two unlabeled drums and from them being
removed and disposed now.
Response: The EIR prescribes mitigation measure HM-1(h), which requires contacting the
owner of the Sports Center regarding the two unlabeled drums and removal and disposal of
the drums if contents are known to not be hazardous. If the contents are unknown, then a
qualified consultant shall sample and identify drum contents, and properly dispose the drums
prior to redevelopment or grading activities. No additional mitigation is required for this
issue.
Response D4
The commenter questions how completion of health risk assessments is mitigation.
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Response: Such assessments would determine potential health risks to construction works,
persons in the vicinity, as well as possibly future building occupants from existing site
conditions. HM-1(k) has been revised to require that if significant health risks are identified, no
building construction shall occur until site cleanup activities have been completed that will
minimize potential health risks.
Response D5
The commenter states that the restrictions that would be imposed by Mitigation Measure MH2(a) should be incorporated into the Specific Plan or incorporated into the City’s General Plan
or Zoning Code.
Response: The Town Center Specific Plan is a separately adopted general plan implementation
document that refines the policies of the City’s General Plan pertaining to the project site. This
mitigation measure will be implemented pursuant to the mitigation monitoring and reporting
program that would be adopted for the project.
Response D6
The commenter questions why there is no attempt to design a system to capture storm runoff
for beneficial use.
Response: See responses to comments C3 through C5.
Response D7
The commenter questions the feasibility of the detention system underneath the Town Center
“Green”.
Response: Portions of stormwater runoff would be distributed to a future groundwater
recharge facility; therefore there would not be excessive excess water. See response to
comments C3 through C5.
Response D8
The commenter questions that on Page 4.11-5, under the “Short Term Cumulative” scenario,
does this include traffic projections for Target or for the approved office building at the
Gateway South site on La Madrona?
Response: As shown in Appendix F (Approved & Potential Projects Trip Generation near the
end), the Short Term Cumulative and the Buildout Conditions both included a 162,000 square
foot Free Standing Discount Store (i.e., Target). The alternative 136,000 General Office use
shown in the City’s Cumulative Project list was not included. (The Free-Standing Discount
Store generates 614 p.m. peak hour trips vs. 203 p.m. peak hour trips for the office use.)
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Response D9
The commenter asks why are the two scenarios (6 and 7) associated with the Mid-Town
Interchange included?
Response: These scenarios have no bearing whatsoever on the decision process for this project.
If/when a Mid-Town Interchange is built, it will trigger (or be in conjunction with) a series of
other land use changes which are not and cannot be anticipated at this time, so estimations of
circulation pattern changes associated with a MTI alone (without these domino effect changes)
is inherently erroneous. I think we are better served to just drop these two scenarios from the
FEIR, as they add nothing of value to the analysis of the project at hand. These two scenarios
were included for information purposes to demonstrate any relative differences in traffic with
or without the project. The Mid-Town interchange was not presented as a mitigation measure.
Response D10
The commenter asks on Page 4.11-24, under the “Thresholds of Significance” section, the
second paragraph states that the City should consider modifying the LOS standard to D
citywide (with exclusions). If the City were to do this, would we not be precluded from using
CEQA to require (other) projects to mitigate traffic impacts to LOS C? If we have the authority
to approve projects, on a case-by-case basis, that are expected to push an intersection into the
LOS D range (and thus be considered a “significant but unavoidable” impact), why should we
relax the General Plan standard and thereby lose such an effective tool for having new projects
mitigate their impacts?
Response: First, the recommendation was made in relation to citywide intersections for review
of all projects, not just for the proposed project. However, it is acknowledged that the change
would require a General Plan amendment. If the change to the General Plan standard is not
made in conjunction with this project’s process, the LOS D or worse impacts at Mt. Hermon
Road/SR17 offramp-La Madrona Drive would need to be considered significant and
unavoidable.
Response D11
The commenter states on Page 4.11-32, under the “Roadway and Intersection Configuration”
section, the discussion of Roadway and Intersection Configuration (e) and Alternative
Transportation Modes (g) states that vehicle travel lanes would be narrowed to 11 feet in width
along Mt. Hermon Road. This is intended to regulate vehicle speed and improve pedestrian
crossing conditions. This adjustment and the benefit claims raise several questions:
a) Does the narrowing require a revision to the established City standard for roads of this type?
Mt. Hermon is a principal arterial and would thus be granted our most generous standards.
Response: Additional input is needed from City Public Works; however, the change to 11-foot
lanes would be within ranges suggested by National Standards such as AASHTO.
b) Slower speeds means a lower volume of cars getting through which means either longer
green signal timing or increased traffic ques. Has this been taken into account?
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Response: Arterials with slower speeds can have higher capacities than corridors with higher
speeds because of the spacing needed for higher speeds.
c) This is an approximately 1/8 mile stretch of narrowed lane preceded and succeeded by
(normal) 12 ft wide lane. On what basis does the DEIR conclude that drivers moving from a 12
ft wide lane to an 11 ft wide lane will slow down, rather than continue at the same speed with
less room for error? Is there data from comparable infrastructure designs that demonstrates no
substantial increase in traffic accidents due either to decelerations (as cars recognize the
increased proximity of adjacent cars) or simple driver error?
Response: The primary purpose of the change is to gain additional width for the center
median which can then act as a more substantial pedestrian refuge. The wider median will
also help to slow traffic and create the desired affect.
d) Why can we not expect slower traffic by the simple fact that there will be four traffic signals
along a 1/8 mile stretch of road? Adjusting the signal timing to ensure at least one stop along
this stretch will keep speeds down due simply to deceleration and acceleration patterns.
Response: See response above for Item C.
e) Should there be any concern that the narrowed stretch of lane may adversely impact bicycle
safety, with some probability that drivers in the right hand lane may squeeze closer to or into
the bike lane?
Response: The corridor already and will continue to include 5-foot bike lanes which are of a
standard width. Travel lanes of 11-feet with adjacent 5-foot bike lanes is a common design
practice on arterials with bike and pedestrian use.
f) The narrowed lanes appear to be designed to support a center median of sufficient width to
house pedestrians crossing the road in two phases. Standing on an eight foot wide island in
the middle of a busy six lane road will feel like a very vulnerable situation, and I am not
convinced that this is what our slower pedestrians (either the elderly or parents with very
young walkers) would prefer. Would we not be better served to simply have a longer “walk”
phase when the button is pressed, rather than have the button pressed twice to accommodate
two separate “walk” phases? See also comment 22.
Response: The common minimum width for pedestrian refuge islands is 6-feet which also will
accommodate a bicycle. The longer pedestrian phase may depend on the ability to serve
through traffic volumes on Mt. Hermon Road. Please note that the corridor is four through
lanes with a center turn lane, not a “six-lane roadway.”
Response D12
The commenter states that there are also several questions in regards to the proposed
roundabout on Skypark Drive:
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a) Would construction of the roundabout be required as part of the development of the housing
site adjacent to Skypark Drive?
Response: Construction of traffic improvements would be determined at the time a housing
development is considered by the City.
b) Can this residential project happen independent of redevelopment of the K-mart site? If not,
will a supplemental EIR be needed if one is ready before the other?
Response: That determination would be made at the time a housing development is
considered by the City.
c) Are either or both of these developments considered sufficiently compatible with continued
usage of the storage locker facility, or will additional studies be needed at the time of
development?
Response: That determination would be made at the time a housing development is
considered by the City.
d) Where will the access be for the storage facility, and how will K-mart deliveries be managed,
given that the roadway behind K-mart now appears to be a connecting link for the shopping
centers?
Response: If the roundabout were constructed with the K-Mart and/or storage facility still in
place, access would be accommodated in the design of the roundabout.
Response D13
The commenter states that on Page 4.11-33, under the “Short Term Cumulative Impacts”
section, there are two subsection (h) clauses. The first discusses an impact (T-1) and identifies a
mitigation not associated with the Town Center project. Why is this included at all?
Response: It is common practice to identify impacts and mitigation for conditions without and
with the proposed project being analyzed.
Response D14
The commenter states that the identified mitigation (a second southbound right-turn lane on
the SR17 off-ramp) also applies to the second (h) clause, discussing cumulative impacts with
the project. Presumably, this mitigation measure will require Cal-Trans approval, both for an
encroachment permit and for scheduling. What do we know about the feasibility of acquiring
the necessary permits and the possible time frame for such work to occur?
Response: At the time of development, the application will be required to acquire a Caltrans
permit to comply with this mitigation.
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Response D15
The commenter states that in Table 4.11-10, under the “Mitigated Intersection LOS” section, as
noted in the comment 9 above, the MTI is not relevant to the analysis of the Town Center
project. The final four columns of this table should be eliminated.
Response: Again, this information is presented for informational purposes and not mitigation.
Response D16
The commenter states that on Page 4.11-35, under the “Mitigation Measure T-2" section, it is
not clear which approaches are being referred to in the bulleted list of improvements, because
the Mt. Hermon/SV Drive/Whispering Pines intersection is almost exactly 45 degrees skewed
from the compass points.
Response: Mt. Hermon Road was evaluated as an east-west street and Scotts Valley DriveWhispering Pines Drive was evaluated as a north-south street.
Response D17
The commenter states that the first bullet point refers to adding a second westbound left-turn
lane (Mt. Hermon Rd turning into Whispering Pines Rd). Where will the extra land (12 ft)
come from?
Response: At the time of development, the application will be required to acquire City permit
to comply with this mitigation.
Response D18
The commenter states that the second bullet point refers to restriping the northbound approach
(Whispering Pines) for separate left turn and straight movements. Is the necessary lane width
currently available? If not, where will it come from?
Response: An engineering analysis will need to design this improvement to determine the
need for any widening.
Response D19
The commenter states that the fourth bullet refers to modifying signals to allow right turn
overlaps (SV Drive onto Mt. Hermon, and Whispering Pines onto Mt. Hermon). These are
both already free (with yield) right turn movements protected by islands. It is not clear how
any signalization change would affect these movements.
Response: A right-turn overlap includes addition of a right-turn arrow which illuminates
when non-conflicting left-turn movements are being served. This increases the capacity of the
right-turn movement.
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Response D20
The commenter states that on Page 4.11-36, under the “Mitigation Measure T-5" section, this
mitigation proposes signalization at the transit center exit on Kings Village Rd, to facilitate the
bus to exit and pedestrians to cross. This seems a very expensive mitigation for a very
infrequent event. A stop sign would seem quite adequate and would also serve to moderate
traffic speeds along this stretch.
Response: In our professional opinion, a traffic signal is an appropriate measure to serve
future traffic volumes, bus movements and added pedestrian crossings between Town Center
and the Transit Center.
Response D21
The commenter states that there is currently a driveway access immediately to the south of this
intersection on Kings Village Rd, serving Tony & Alba’s restaurant and providing access to the
rear of the movie theater complex. How will this driveway safely coexist with the intersection?
Response: Driveways can coexist adjacent to traffic signals through consideration in the design
process.
Response D22
The commenter states that on page 4.11-36, under the “Mitigation Measure T-6" section, as
noted under comment 11(f), the median of Mt. Hermon Rd does not seem to me an appropriate
place of refuge for pedestrians. What are the comparative LOS results between a single
sufficiently long pedestrian crossing time versus the proposed two-stage pedestrian crossing?
For the proposed two-stage crossing, how long are pedestrians expected to wait in the median
after pressing the median-based push button? Will the single stage pedestrian timing be so
short as to result in many / most pedestrians being required to cross in two stages? How many
pedestrians can safely fit on the space being set aside on the median?
Based on a review of the signalized intersection conditions (Appendix F) for Buildout plus
Project conditions, it appears that the signal timing parameters can be set to allow pedestrians
to cross Mt. Hermon Road during a single cycle for those with an average walking speed of 4
feet/second or faster. Those with slower walking speeds will have to complete the crossing in
two phases and incur a delay of approximately 30 to 50 seconds while they wait for the next
cycle.
Response D23
The commenter states that on Page 4.11-37, under the “Mitigation Measure T-8" section, the
proposal to restripe the Kings Village Rd approach to Mt. Hermon is stated as inadequate to
attain LOS C. The rationale is stated as “Additional lane improvements to achieve LOS C
conditions would be excessive and not practical given the existing lanes available at the
intersection.” Why is it considered “excessive and not practical” when the property abutting
the roadway to the north (currently occupied by AmeriGas) is identified for complete

City of Scotts Valley
9-30

Scotts Valley Town Center Specific Plan EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

redevelopment as part of the Specific Plan? What is impractical or excessive about identifying a
ten foot strip along this frontage as reserved for a right turn lane?
Response: In order to obtain LOS C, the southbound approach would need to be widened to
accommodate a second right-turn lane of approximately 120 to 150 feet in length. Given the
potential length of the lane and transition, the widening may impact the next property to the
north of AmeriGas.
Response D24
The commenter states that on page 4.11-38 thru -40, under the “Impacts T-12 through T-17"
sections, these impacts and their proposed mitigations are all related to the MTI, which as
noted under comments 9 and 15 above has nothing to do with the decision analysis for the
Town Center project. They should be removed from the FEIR.
Response: These two scenarios were included for information purposes to demonstrate any
relative differences in traffic with or without the project. The Mid-Town interchange was not
presented as a mitigation measure.
Response D25
The commenter questions to what extent and under what conditions “harvested rain water”
will be relied upon irrigation. See response to comments C3 through C5.
Response: Recharge of water onsite would facilitate harvesting of rain water for irrigation.
Response D26
The commenter questions why the reclaimed water system is not shown extending into the
Specific Plan area and why the line from Whispering Pines Drive along Mt. Hermon road
needs to be replaced to service the Specific Plan area.
Response: The reclaimed water lines do not extend on site because the original plan for the
project was to irrigate using harvested rainwater opposed to reclaimed water provided by the
City. Staff at the SVWD has indicated that using reclaimed water for all irrigation is a
preferable solution. The reclaimed water line should be looped through the site from the
service line running to the parks to the distribution line in Mt Hermon Rd. Per SVWD Staff,
the existing pipes are schedule 40 PVC that was installed over 25 years ago to carry number
two water from the sewer treatment plant to the quarry. In the 1980s treated effluent was
required to be sent to Santa Cruz and the line was no longer used for that purpose. Later the
line was adopted for reclaimed water irrigation use but high pressures were causing the line to
split so the pressure reducing station on Whispering Pines Drive was added. The fields are not
efficiently being irrigated due both to the current pressure and the pump at the park site. If the
Town Center is to use reclaimed water, the dated line in Mt Hermon Rd. should be replace but
the fairly new service line to the park will not need alteration. The existing line is not only old,
deteriorating and unable to provide sufficient pressure, but also lacks enough valve points to
be maintained easily.
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Response D27
The commenter questions how the “fair share contribution of fees to the Scotts Valley Water
District” will be determined.
Response: Two types of SVWD charges apply to new construction. The
"connection fee" buys into the district's water production and delivery infrastructure.
The "water replenishment impact fee" raises revenue for the recycled water project and/or
other projects necessary to mitigate groundwater impacts. Fees are typically assessed based on
meter size. If there were a situation in which the result appeared unfair, the unfairness could
potentially be addressed within the context of the water service agreement between the
developer and the district. (Most complex developments require a water service agreement -also called main extension agreement.)
Response D28
The commenter states that the City has a adopted a water conservation program as part of its
green building ordinance that requires dual plumbing for all new commercial construction.
The commenter also states that Figure 2-8 shows no reclaimed water available within the Town
Center area, but that the Specific Plan mentions dual flush toilets.
Response: The Specific Plan refers to dual flush toilets that have two modes of flushing waste:
(1) 1.6-gallon flush for solid waste; and (2) approximately 0.8-gallon flush for liquid waste.
Figure 2-8 of the Draft EIR shows an existing reclaimed water line that would be routed due to
new building. Mitigation Measure W-1(b) requires that the applicant for each future
development under the Specific Plan shall use reclaimed water for landscape irrigation. It also
requires that the applicant shall construct the necessary infrastructure to receive recycled water
and shall pay its fair share contribution of fees to receive recycled water.
Response D29
The commenter states that the impact analysis of air quality, land use, and transportation/
circulation for Alternative 3 needs to be revised because it assumes that the sites not used for
residential development will instead become commercial development, which is counter to the
market analysis prepared for the Specific Plan.
Response: The alternative assumes that the Specific Plan would be adopted, but that it would
only allow for commercial development. There would be a greater amount of commercial
development than under the proposed project, which would result in lesser impacts related to
certain environmental issues than the proposed project, as described in Section 7.0, Alternatives.
The alternatives analysis is consistent with CEQA, in that it analyzes potential alternatives that
would avoid or reduce significant impacts.
Response D30
The commenter states that for Alternative 4, the impact classification for air quality and land
use should be superior (+).
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Response: Under Alternative 4, there would be less total residential development, which
would reduce total vehicle trips and associated air quality emissions. However, this alternative
would not take advantage of the benefit created by mixed-use development, including a
reduction in overall vehicle trips and lower air quality emissions, to the same degree as the
proposed project. Therefore, the impact classification for these two issue areas was correctly
identified as both greater and lesser than the proposed project.
Response D31
The commenter states that Table 7-1 has the incorrect symbol for hazards and hazardous
materials for Alternatives 3 and 4.
Response: The EIR has been revised such that the correct symbol (+) has been denoted.
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Letter E
COMMENTOR:

Remedios V. Sunga, Project Manager, California Department of Toxic
Substances Control

DATE:

October 1, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response E1
The commenter summarizes the role and responsibilities of the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) in overseeing the cleanup of sites where hazardous substances
have been released pursuant to the California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter
6.8. The commenter also states their understanding of hazards and hazardous materials issues
at the project site. No response is necessary.
Response E2
DTSC recommends that soil and/or groundwater sampling be conducted in areas where
potential contamination exists that have not been investigated.
Response: Areas identified that meets this criteria during the Phase I evaluation include:
•
•
•
•

The Wescosa Property
The parking lot north of the Sports Center (LUST case)
Kings Cleaners
The northeastern end of the former Skypark Area.

Wescosa Property. Mitigation Measure HM-1(a) addresses the need for further
assessment, including subsurface investigation at the Wescosa Property.
The parking lot north of the Sports Center (LUST Case). A former UST existed
somewhere in the vicinity of the parking lot north of the Sports Center. An open LUST case
exists for this former UST and a second UST located across Blue Bonnet Lane and associated
with the former Scotts Valley City Hall (now the area of the Senior Center). Files reviewed
through the County of Santa Cruz and the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) indicate that the UST was removed from this area, and testing of soil from the
resultant excavation indicated no residual contamination
Kings Cleaners: Kings Cleaners has been in operation since 1969. Since 1981, it has
reportedly been using a closed loop system for their cleaning process. On July 12, 1985,
Ecology and Environment performed a Preliminary Assessment at Kings Cleaners for the EPA
and the County of Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors. Ecology and Environment concluded that
the Kings Cleaners facility was an unlikely contributor to groundwater contamination in the
area and recommended no further action at that time. No subsurface investigations have been
performed at Kings Cleaners, according to the records reviewed. No redevelopment is
proposed in the Kings Cleaners location, but contaminants in soil and primarily groundwater
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(if present) could adversely impact other areas of the project area. Mitigation Measure HM-1(e)
has been revised. A subsurface investigation in the area of Kings Cleaners is warranted to
evaluate the human health risk to existing tenants in the building and to evaluate any impacts
associated with future development under the Scotts Valley Town Center Specific Plan, as
determined by the Scotts Valley Water District.
Northeastern end of the former Skypark Airport. The northeastern end of the former
Skypark Airport had documented oil and solvent spills in the vicinity of the former hangar and
maintenance buildings. This area is located more than 1,000 feet northwest of, and
hydraulically downgradient from, the project area. No additional investigation was proposed
for this area, as it is outside of the project area boundaries and there is no evidence to suggest,
in the files reviewed, that this area of the Skypark Airport has negatively impacted the project
area.
The DTSC also indicates that additional sampling may be needed in known contaminated areas
to delineate the lateral and vertical extent of contamination and to select an appropriate
cleanup method that needs to be implemented prior to or as part of any future development at
the site pursuant to the Specific Plan.
Response: The three known groundwater plumes on, or in the vicinity of, the project area
include: the Watkins-Johnson plume to the north; the onsite Scotts Valley Dry Cleaners plume
in the southwest; and the onsite Camp Evers plume in the southeast. All three of these plumes
have been well delineated and have operating remediation systems in place. The
environmental consultant, Arcadis, for the Watkins-Johnson plume is pursuing closure for this
site after more than 20 years of soil and groundwater remediation and groundwater
monitoring. The Scotts Valley Dry Cleaners plume is under the oversight of Seacor. The Camp
Evers Plume is under the oversight of Delta Environmental for three of the responsible parties
(Chevron, Shell, and Unocal/Tosco), and also by Seacor for the BP Oil responsible party.
Additional subsurface investigation in these three known contaminated areas is unnecessary
and unwarranted. Information from the existing consultants for these three groundwater
plumes is sufficient.
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Letter F
COMMENTOR:

A concerned citizen

DATE:

September 18, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response F1
The commenter states that project applicants will be provided discretion in the size and shape
of future development under the Specific Plan.
Response: The Specific Plan provides plan area-wide guidelines; mixed-use, office,
commercial-retail, and civic guidelines; and multi-family residential guidelines. These
guidelines, which are consistent with the Mount Hermon Road Downtown Design Guidelines,
will be applied through the design review process of future development under the Specific
Plan to encourage the highest level of design quality, while providing flexibility to encourage
creativity.
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Letter G
COMMENTOR:

Paul Bach, President, Scotts Valley Responsible Local Development PAC

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Responses G1 through G4
The commenter questions why an analysis of the potential for urban decay was not included in
the EIR and whether such an analysis is planned to be completed.
Response: There is nothing in CEQA or in the recent case law that suggests a collection of
Town Center stores should be treated like a big box retail establishment and subjected to an
urban decay analysis. Urban decay analyses are not required by CEQA per se, but have been
conducted in recent years for some projects involving big box retail based on recent court cases
(starting with the Bakersfield case cited by the commenter). While the focus of the case law to
date has been on WalMart Super Centers, the City of Scotts Valley has been sufficiently
concerned about the urban decay potential of a big box, in this case a Target store, to retain an
independent economic consultant in September to conduct an urban decay analysis. This
study is currently under way.
Regarding the Town Center, the plan is based on a cluster of smaller retail stores augmented
by public uses and public open space to create an attractive destination and a sense of place for
Scotts Valley. One plan for implementation for the Town Center would be to attempt to recruit
successful unique and family owned businesses in Scotts Valley to open a second store or
restaurant, or to relocate into the Town Center thereby creating as locally unique a place as
possible. Through this process the Town Center development may stimulate movement of
businesses throughout Scotts Valley and may create temporary vacancies in disparate parts of
the city. This is a natural process of growth and change in the retail economy within any
community.
Responses G5 through G20
Comments G5 through G20 relate to mitigation recommendations at the intersection of Mt.
Hermon Road/SR 17 off ramp-La Madrona Drive.
Response: No details other than those included in the DEIR traffic section and technical
appendix have been explored and/or submitted to Caltrans. Based on W-Trans experience and
professional opinion, this mitigation is the most appropriate to achieve City standards given
the existing lanes and projected traffic volumes.
Response G21
The commenter questions why the 35% Pass-by trip ratio would be consistent regardless of the
time of day considering that most drivers on the road at rush hour are traveling to work. The
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commenter also asks for justification of the assumption that 35% of the cars traveling to the
proposed Target Shopping center would already be on the road at that time.
Response: As noted in the Trip Generation Handbook: An ITE Recommended Practice and
Trip Generation, data collected on retails uses show that approximately 35 percent of traffic
generated by a retail use is from “passby” traffic. Therefore, a 35 percent pass-by deduction
was applied to the trips associated with the 135,000 square feet of retail space proposed as part
of the Town Center project. Please note that no pass-by deductions were applied to the Target
cumulative project.
Response G22
The commenter questions whether it is an assertion that a large number of people commuting
to their work place will make a shopping stop on their way to work
Response: The assertion is that, on the average, approximately 35 percent of traffic destined
to/from a particular retail store, is not making an exclusive vehicle trip to the use, but is
already on the road making other trips related to work, other shopping trips, school or
recreation.
Response G23
The commenter states that the published minutes of the September 3, 2008 meeting of the
Scotts Valley City Council record that Paul Bach specifically “ask if the draft traffic report from
Fehr & Peers had been used as part of the numbers for the traffic portion of the EIR, or was a
new study done, because he does not believe the information in the draft traffic report from
Fehr & Peers is accurate or complete.
Response: No data was collected related to the Target project. See response G24.
Response G24
The commenter states that both the data from the draft traffic report generated by Fehr & Peers
interestingly arrived at 9,075 car trips per day for the Target store which is the exact number
that Mr. Weinberg’s study indicates for the Target Store. The commenter questions how both
studies came up with exactly the same numbers?
Response: The City’s cumulative project list includes the Target Store at 155 ksf. W-Trans did
refer to the Fehr & Peers study and find that the traffic study was based on a 162 ksf store.
Therefore, in order to be conservative, W-Trans cumulative trip generation estimates included
traffic for a 162 ksf store rather than the City estimated 155 ksf. Both W-Trans and Fehr &
Peers apparently then used the same average trip generation rates for a Free-Standing Discount
Store (ITE Land Use 815) recommended by the National standard, ITE Trip Generation. (FYI,
the project manager for W-Trans is Steve Weinberger, P.E.)
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Response G25
The commenter states that according to the Primary Market Map that the City presented on
September 3, 2008, a major portion of the Town Center business and traffic will come from the
San Lorenzo Valley. The commenter questions why the traffic analysis stopped at the
intersection of Mt. Hermon Road/Lockhart Gulch Road and what are the anticipated LOS
impacts to the intersections of Highway9/Graham Hill Road.
Response: The traffic analysis assumed that only 10 percent of project related trips (85 p.m.
peak hour trips) would be new vehicle trips to and from San Lorenzo Valley. Given this low
level of traffic increase, the study area did not extend west of the Lockhart Gulch Road
intersections.
Response G26
The commenter questions whether Caltrans has been given data to assess the impact to LOS
impact at Highway9/Graham Hill Road.
Response: See responses G5 through G20
Response G27
The commenter questions what traffic analysis has been conducted to determine the LOS
impact at the intersection of Mt. Hermon Road/Graham Hill Road.
Response: See response G25.
Response G28
The commenter questions whether the City concurs with the assessment by the Traffic study
regarding the AM 35% Pass-by Trips.
Response: This comment does not raise an environmental issue.
Response G29
The commenter questions whether the City has any studies that would back up this contention
that a high percentage of the people who visit the Target in the morning would already be on
Mt. Hermon road at that time.
Response: See response to comment G21.
Response G30
The commenter requests an explanation of the logic behind the choosing of 35% for AM traffic.
Response: See response to comment G21.
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Response G31
The commenter states that Ken Anderson Director of Public Works was quoted in the Sentinel
stating that the City reviewed the Traffic study for this project and asks who within the City
reviewed the Traffic study and when.
Response: This comment does not raise an environmental issue.
Response G32
The commenter questions whether all of the lanes at intersections along Mt. Hermon Road
were measured before or during the Traffic Study.
Response: These lanes were also measured using the Google Earth program. All investigation
took place between January 2007 and July 2008.
Response G33
The commenter questions how the lane widths for the intersection that are listed in the EIR
were last measured.
Response: See response to comment G32.
Response G34
The commenter requests confirmation that all lanes that were used to calculate LOS were
measured to be 12 feet wide or wider.
Response: The LOS calculations used a default lane width of 12 feet is common practice. unless
there is a very constrained corridor such a downtown. It is expected that some lane widths
may be either slightly wider or narrower. If 11-foot lanes were coded into the LOS calculations
for the intersections along the project’s frontage with Mt. Hermon Road at the project entrance,
Kings Village Road and the Kmart access, the resulting LOS conditions and recommendations
would not have changed.
Response G35
The commenter states that the Scotts Valley General Plan currently requires all intersections
within Scotts Valley other than the intersections of Mt. Hermon Rd/Scotts Valley DriveWhispering Pines to operate at no less than LOS C and that even with the proposed mitigations
the EIR indicates that the following intersections of Mt. Hermon Road/SR 17 Southbound Off
Ramp–La Madrona Drive and Mt. Hermon Road/Kings Village Road will operate below this level of
service. The commenter requests a description of how these proposed mitigations are
consistent with the Scotts Valley General Plan requirements.
Response: Correct, even with mitigation these intersections will not meet City standards,
which is why these two impacts were listed as being “significant and unavoidable”.
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Response G36
The commenter states that the EIR indicates that some but not all of the intersections along Mt.
Hermon Road will be synchronized. A non-synchronized intersection in close proximity to
synchronized intersection has the ability to degrade the LOS that a driver will experience. The
commenter asks how this was considered in the LOS calculations for downstream intersections.
Response: Synchro files provided by the City of Scotts Valley assumed that all signalized
intersections along Mt. Hermon Road were analyzed as being either “Semi ActuatedCoordinated” or “Actuated-Coordinated”, which indicates that the signals in the Mt. Hermon
Road corridor have signal timing which promotes progression of vehicle platoons.
Responses G37 through G39
The commenter questions how cumulative impacts to water would be Class III, less than
significant.
Response: Such finding is made based on the proposed Specific Plan’s estimated potable
water demand and implementation of various water conservation efforts and use of recycled
water, which would reduce overall demand, thereby result in less than significant cumulative
impacts.
Response G40
The commenter requests how new stormwater runoff regulations will impact the use of
stormwater as a future source of available water and how the EIR incorporates these
requirements.
Response: The EIR specifies a number of mitigative elements that would apply to future
development to minimize Future development pursuant to the Specific Plan would be required
to adhere to all applicable stormwater regulations. See response C3 through C5.
Responses G41 and G42
The commenter asks what contingency plans the City is proposing should adequate water is
not available to support the water requirements for the City.
Response: Based on the revised estimated water demand for the project, there is sufficient
water to supply the project as well as cumulative development if water conservation efforts
and recycled water use is implemented.
Response G43
The commenter asks what is the anticipated level of water supply to serve demand after 2025.
Response: Urban Water Management Plans are required to examine long-term water supplies
for a 20-year time period. When the urban water management plan is updated, water supplies
beyond the year 2025 will be examined.
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Letter H
COMMENTOR:

Mark Buxman

DATE:

September 13, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response H1
The commenter questions why the street scene depicted in
(http://www.scottsvalley.org/SVTC%20-%20VisionPoster%2011-07.JPG) shows an unshielded
“old-style” light fixture.
Response: The Specific plan will require light fixtures to be sited, directed, and/or shielded to
prevent spot lighting, glare, or spillage beyond property lines.
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Letter I
COMMENTOR:

Betty Cost, AICP, AVIZA Technologies

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response I1
The commenter questions how the possible addition of water from the AVIZA development
would affect the Town Center water supply.
Response: Addition of water from the AVIZA development could help the Town Center water
supply if it became available and was determined to be an appropriate and long-term water
source for the Town Center project.
Response I2
The commenter questions whether there have been any retail market studies for the Town
Center project and if the addition of 250 dwelling units in the immediate market area of the
Town Center could help draw retailers to the proposed new commercial area of the Town
Center project.
Response: A retail market study was completed for the proposed Town Center Specific plan.
Addition of 250 dwelling units in the immediate market area of the Town Center may help
draw retailers to the proposed new commercial area.
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Letter J
COMMENTOR:

Gregory S. Hall, Stanbery Development

DATE:

October 2, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response J1
The commenter states that the last sentence of the second paragraph on page ES-2 should read
“retail stores.”
Response: The EIR text has been revised accordingly.
Response J2
The commenter states that the air quality section references build out to be completed by 2009.
It will not be possible to obtain all entitlements and complete construction by 2009.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
Response J3
The commenter requests that MBUAPCD standards that are required for air quality be defined.
Response: Such standards are listed in Section 4.2.2 of the EIR.
Response J4
The commenter questions whether mitigation measures B-3(a) and B-3(b) are final mitigation
requirements and whether mitigation sites have been determined to have suitable habitat.
Response: The final mitigation requirements, including mitigation sites, would be determined
in consultation with DFG.
Response J5
The commenter states that the timeframe for truck deliveries as specified in Mitigation Measure
N-2(c) may be too restrictive.
Response: The Mitigation measure has been revised to state “unless otherwise specified by the
City.”
Response J6
The commenter states that recreation fees should be paid prior to issuance of building permits.
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Response:

Mitigation Measure R-1(a) has been revised accordingly.

Response J7
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure GHG-3 should be listed as a goal, and not a
requirement.
Response: The measure has been revised accordingly.
Response J8
The commenter states that recycled water for irrigation would be a better investment than
stormwater.
Response: The project includes use of recycled water for irrigation. See response C3 through
C5.
Response J9
The commenter states that the second bullet on page 2-19 should read ‘In an effort…”.
Response: Text has been revised accordingly.
Response J10
The commenter states that the area identified as Waters of the U.S. not be referenced as
wetlands until delineation has been approved by the agencies having jurisdiction.
Response: The EIR identifies the areas as ‘potential” Section 404 “waters of the United States”
and wetlands (as a subcategory of waters), RWQCB “waters of the State”, and DFG
jurisdictional areas.
Response J11
The commenter states Figure 5 does not reference well WJ-41.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
Response J12
The commenter asks whether the City has actual water consumption data that could be used
instead of applying a water duty factor.
Response: See responses C6 and C7.
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Response J13
The commenter questions whether stormwater calculations will be provided in the EIR.
Response: Actual calculations prepared by RRM Design Group for the Town Center Specific
Plan are available upon request from the City.
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Letter K
COMMENTOR:

Judy Hatton

DATE:

September 12, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response K1
The commenter states that she hopes that the proposed library within the Town Center Specific
Plan would be at least 22,000 square feet.
Response: The size of the library is based on goals and objectives of the City’s General Plan
and per the vision of the Town Center Specific Plan. This comment does not raise a specific
environmental issue. The comment will be forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter L
COMMENTOR:

Judith A. Hillman

DATE:

September 26, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response L1
The commenter states that the existing branch library is very busy and hopes that the proposed
library will be sizable and not be obsolete in five or less years. The commenter also states that
they recommended rooms or spaces for different age groups and a quiet reading room.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter M
COMMENTOR:

Kathryn Kay

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response M1
The commenter lists a number of things they would like the new library to have, including
size, public spaces, parking areas, designated teen space, meeting room and study rooms, and
24-hr outside drop slot for returning items.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter N
COMMENTOR:

Frank Z. Kertai

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response N1
The commenter states that they believe the proposed Town Center Specific Plan is a good idea,
but raises number of concerns with the Draft EIR.
Response: These concerns are described in detail in subsequent comments.
Response N2
The commenter questions whether the city has evaluated the consistency of the Town Center
Specific Plan with the Scotts Valley Corners and the Hilton Scotts Valley.
Response: The proposed Specific Plan was evaluated for consistency with the City’s General
Plan, the City’s Zoning Ordinance, and the Mount Hermon Road Downtown Design
Guidelines. The Plan includes a number of architectural design guidelines to ensure future
development under the Specific Plan enhances the visual character of the area.
Response N3
The commenter questions whether the City considered overpasses, underpasses, or other
transport mechanisms to facilitate movement of pedestrians.
Response: The City considered overpasses and underpasses and determined that they would
not be feasible for the Specific Plan. The Specific Plan includes a number of measures to
improve pedestrian crossing conditions on Mt. Hermon Road, as well as improvements to
Kings Village Road.
Response N4
The commenter questions whether the City has considered the impact of a proposed Target
Store on the Town Center Specific Plan.
Response: An economic study of the proposed Target Store is currently underway, which will
consider the potential impacts of the proposed Target on other commercial development in the
city, including the Town Center.
Response N5
The commenter questions whether implementation of various water conservation efforts and
use of recycled water as part of cumulative development within the City is deferred mitigation.
City of Scotts Valley
9-72

Scotts Valley Town Center Specific Plan EIR
Section 9.0 Comments and Responses

Response: The water conservation efforts are existing efforts that would apply to cumulative
development within the City. No mitigation measures to cumulative impacts to water are
required; therefore, there is no deferred mitigation. The commenter recommends that future
development under the Specific Plan be required to use hot water on demand systems.
Mitigation Measure W-1(c) has been revised to require use of hot water on demand systems.
Response N6
The commenter states concern regarding mitigation at the SR-17 off-ramp.
Response: The Specific Plan is not required to do any of the road improvements. They will be
the responsibility of any development which takes place within the specific plan area. There is
no need to get any kind of Caltrans approval at this time. If projects are unable to complete the
recommended mitigation, they would have to amend the EIR.
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Letter O
COMMENTOR:

Robert LaPointe, Solar Alliance Network

DATE:

September 22, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response O1
The commenter states that the City should require all new construction in Scotts Valley,
including the Town Center Specific Plan, to be maximized for solar energy.
Response: The proposed Specific Plan includes energy efficient design and use of solar energy,
where feasible. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure GHG-3 requires that for all new residential
subdivisions of five or more lots, new multi-family development projects of five or more units,
and new commercial or mixed-use development exceeding 5,000 square feet, solar systems or
other non greenhouse gas technologies that result in a 50% or more reduction in electrical
and/or water heating needs shall be implemented to the extent feasible.
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Letter P
COMMENTOR:

Rich LeBlanc

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response P1
The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed Specific Plan.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter Q
COMMENTOR:

Kevin McCarthy

DATE:

September 28, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response Q1
The commenter lists a number of things they would like the new library to have, including
size, meeting room and study rooms, and computer spaces.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter R
COMMENTOR:

Joe Miller

DATE:

September 24, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response R1
The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not consider new stormwater regulations, or
covering parking lots with roofs that would catch rainwater before it becomes contaminated.
Response: The Draft EIR considers existing stormwater regulations. Parking lot roofs are not
recommended due to potential adverse visual impacts.
Response R2
The commenter questions how the stormwater system would operate.
Response: The system will be designed, as required by the mitigation measure contained in
the EIR.
Response R3
The commenter states that all buildings in the Specific Plan area should be dual plumbed to
include recycled water for at least toilet flushing, air conditioning, and fire suppressions.
Response: The Specific Plan refers to dual flush toilets that have two modes of flushing waste:
(1) 1.6-gallon flush for solid waste; and (2) approximately 0.8-gallon flush for liquid waste.
Figure 2-8 of the Draft EIR shows an existing reclaimed water line that would be routed due to
new building. Mitigation Measure W-1(b) requires that the applicant for each future
development under the Specific Plan shall use reclaimed water for landscape irrigation. It also
requires that the applicant shall construct the necessary infrastructure to receive recycled water
and shall pay its fair share contribution of fees to receive recycled water. Consistent with Title
22, recycled water cannot be used for air conditioning or fire suppression.
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Letter S
COMMENTOR:

John R. Pierce

DATE:

September 12, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response S1
The commenter states that the Santa Cruz Astronomy Club holds public astronomy sessions in
Bonny Doon and is concerned that the project would add to nighttime light pollution.
Response: The Specific Plan will require light fixtures to be sited, directed, and/or shielded to
prevent spot lighting, glare, or spillage beyond property lines.
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Letter T
COMMENTOR:

Shirley Riskin

DATE:

September 30, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response T1
The commenter states that large Tier-One library would be a good investment for Scotts
Valley’s business community.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter U
COMMENTOR:

Lorenzo Rota

DATE:

September 13, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response U1
The commenter states that the Santa Cruz Astronomy Club holds public astronomy sessions in
Bonny Doon and is concerned that the project would add to nighttime light pollution. The
commenter also is concerned that poor lighting practices also waste energy and contribute to
CO2 emissions by power plants.
Response: The Specific Plan will require light fixtures to be sited, directed, and/or shielded to
prevent spot lighting, glare, or spillage beyond property lines. Also, Mitigation Measure GHG3 requires that for all new residential subdivisions of five or more lots, new multi-family
development projects of five or more units, and new commercial or mixed-use development
exceeding 5,000 square feet, solar systems or other non greenhouse gas technologies that result
in a 50% or more reduction in electrical and/or water heating needs shall be implemented to
the extent feasible.
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Letter V
COMMENTOR:

Debra Van Bruggen, Member, Friends of the Scotts Valley Library

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response V1
The commenter expresses support for the proposed Town Center Specific Plan and lists a
number of things she would like the new library to have, including size, meeting room and
study rooms, and computer spaces.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter W
COMMENTOR:

Chris Mason

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response W1
The commenter lists a number of things they would like the new library to have, including
size, meeting rooms, drive-by drop-off for books, free parking, and use of green materials, such
as solar panels.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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Letter X
COMMENTOR:

Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse

DATE:

October 3, 2008

RESPONSE:
Response X1
The commenter acknowledges that the State Clearinghouse received the Draft EIR, submitted it
to State agencies for review, and that the City complied with State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents pursuant to CEQA.
Response: This comment does not raise a specific environmental issue. The comment will be
forwarded to the decision maker for consideration.
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