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October 6, 2010

California Coastal Commission

725 Front Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Re:  Application No. 3-09-068, Arana Gulch Master Plan, City of Santa Cruz

Hearing date: 10/14/2010 – Agenda Item No. Th 8a
Dear Commission Members:

We have examined the Commission’s staff report on this application and want to submit the following comments as an addition to the comments previously expressed in our letter to you dated February 22, 2010
The staff has framed the issue incorrectly when it states in its Report (page 2) that:

The main issue raised by the proposed project is addressing potential conflicts between protecting environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs) and providing public access because all of the Arana Gulch greenbelt area is ESHA.

The staff has created an artificial conflict between two issues that are entirely independent of each other and, therefore, should be examined independently.  We support enhancing protection for the ESHA, and we support providing public access to the ESHA, but not through it.  The real issue is whether public access should be provided in the form of a transportation project that bisects the ESHA primarily for the purpose of providing a bike throughway to connect parts of the City that are outside the ESHA.

The fact that the bikeway through the ESHA is a transportation project is confirmed by the plan to fund the project with regional transportation funds.  It should also be clear that these transportation funds could be applied to alternative routes outside the ESHA. (see attached RTC Executive Director, Mr. Dondero, e-mail of 2 April 2010 in response to public inquiry by one of our members).  Construction of the bike throughway and its funding are not in the least dependent on the ESHA and the proposed improvements to its habitat.  The addition of a few interpretive and educational signs to the bikeway are a ridiculously paltry attempt to camouflage a transportation project into a resource-dependent development. 

Although the Commission’s staff has indicated that the Commission has approved projects where a transportation project and ESHA protection were comingled, we found none that were comparable to the Arana Gulch case; none were projects that so clearly bisected an ESHA unnecessarily, and none were so clearly separable, i.e. each could be carried out to meet its full objectives independently of the other, as in the Arana Gulch case. 


We support the implementation of the ESHA enhancements mentioned in the revised submission; they can and should be carried out independently of the bike throughway.  However, the transportation project should be examined by itself, and, in light of the restrictions of Sec. 30240 of the Coastal Act, it should be denied.

For all of these reasons, we strongly urge that you sever the bikeway project from the Master Plan, reject the Bikeway Project and approve the rest of the Master Plan.  Thank you for your consideration of these comments.








Sincerely,








Aldo Giacchino, Chair








Sierra Club--Santa Cruz County Group

Attachment:  e-mail dated 2 April, 2010 from RTC Executive Director, G Dondero

From: "George Dondero" <gdondero@sccrtc.org>
Date: Fri, 2 Apr 2010 11:41:10 -0700
To: "Jean Brocklebank" <jeanbean@baymoon.com>
Cc: "John Leopold" <john.leopold@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>, <neal.coonerty@co.santa-cruz.ca.us>, "Luis Mendez" <lmendez@sccrtc.org>
Subject: RE: Funding and AG management - resending

Dear Ms. Brocklebank: 

In response to your question, 

"Will the SCCRTC answer this question about whether or not funding for the Broadway-Brommer project can or cannot be applied to another alternative alignment, either within or outside of the Arana Gulch ESHA?" 

The funding currently programmed by the RTC for the Broadway-Brommer project could be applied to an alignment alternative to the current one. 

However, if the scope of the project were to change to the extent that the benefit/cost of the project were to significantly diminish (i.e.: the transportation needs would not be met as effectively), then the RTC could determine to reconsider the project for funding with new staff recommendations based upon the new conditions of the project. The RTC would then vote to 1)retain the funding, 2)re-program part or all of the existing funds to other projects, or 3)de-program the project. 

Without knowing exactly what new alignment(s) are to be proposed by the City, we cannot know if such an alignment would be reconsidered by the RTC for funding. If you should have any other questions regarding RTC funding on the project, please feel free to contact me. 

George Dondero
